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1NC Privatization CP – Generic

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Privatization solves transportation infrastructure – funding, high return investments, abundant capital, doesn’t suffer from politics or budget debates, single construction bids and efficiency 

Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, November 16th 2011, “Federal Infrastructure Investment”, http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment; AB

There are many advantages of infrastructure PPP and privatization. One advantage is that we are more likely to get funding allocated to high-return investments when private-sector profits are on the line. Of course, businesses can make investment mistakes just as governments do. But unlike governments, businesses have a systematic way of choosing investments to maximize the net returns. And when investment returns are maximized, it stimulates the largest gains to the broader economy.  One reason that privatized infrastructure is efficient is that private companies can freely tap debt and equity markets to build capacity and meet market demands. By contrast, government investment suffers from the politics and uncertainties of the federal budget process. You can see the problems with our air traffic control system, which needs long-term investment but the Federal Aviation Administration can't count on a stable funding stream. For its part, the FAA's management of ATC investment has been poor. The agency has a history of delays and cost overruns on its technology upgrade projects. The solution is to privatize our air traffic control system, as Canada has done with very favorable results.31  A recent Brookings Institution study describes some of the advantages of PPPs. It notes that the usual process for government infrastructure investment decouples the initial construction from the later management, which results in contractors having few incentives to build projects that will minimize operation and maintenance costs.32 PPP solves this problem because the same company will both build and operate projects. "Many advantages of PPP stem from the fact that they bundle construction, operations, and maintenance in a single contract. This provides incentives to minimize life-cycle costs which are typically not present when the project is publicly provided," notes the Brookings' study.33  There are other advantages of infrastructure PPP and privatization. One advantage is the greater efficiency of construction. Extensive British experience shows that PPP projects are more likely to be completed on time than traditional government projects.34 Another advantage is the greater efficiency of operations. Private firms have incentives to reduce excessive operational costs, as illustrated by the labor cost savings from the leasing of the Chicago Skyway.35 Finally, private operators of infrastructure such as toll roads are more likely to charge efficient market rates to users, as illustrated by the leasing of the Indiana Toll Road.36


2NC Solvency – General 

The private sector solves infrastructure investment – federal control ensures political misallocation of funds and bureaucratic mismanagement

Chris Edwards and Tad DeHaven are budget experts at the Cato Institute, 6/17/10, “Privatize Transportation Spending”, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/privatize-transportation-spending; AB

After the 2008 election, President Obama promised to "go through our federal budget — page by page, line by line — eliminating those programs we don't need." We haven't seen much of that from the president so far, but at the Cato Institute we are going page by page and finding whole agencies to abolish.  If the president ever gets serious about eliminating programs, the $91 billion Department of Transportation would be a good place to start. The DOT should be radically chopped. America's mobile citizens would be better off for it.  Rising federal control over transportation has resulted in the political misallocation of funds, bureaucratic mismanagement and costly one-size-fits-all regulations of the states. The solution is to devolve most of DOT's activities back to state governments and the private sector. We should follow the lead of other nations that have turned to the private sector to fund their highways, airports, air traffic control and other infrastructure.  The first reform is to abolish federal highway aid to the states and related gasoline taxes. Highway aid is tilted toward states with powerful politicians, not necessarily to the states that are most in need. It also often goes to boondoggle projects like Alaska's "Bridge to Nowhere." Furthermore, federal highway aid comes with costly regulations like the Davis-Bacon labor rules, which raise state highway costs.  For their part, the states should seek out private funding for their highways. Virginia is adding toll lanes on the Capitol Beltway that are partly privately financed, and Virginia is also home to the Dulles Greenway, a 14-mile private highway in operation since 1995. Ending federal subsidies would accelerate the trend toward such innovative projects.  Another DOT reform is to end subsidies to urban transit systems. Federal aid favors light rail and subways, which are much more expensive than city buses. Rail systems are sexy, but they eat up funds that could be used for more flexible and efficient bus services. Ending federal aid would prompt local governments to make more cost-effective transit decisions. There is no reason why, for example, that cities couldn't reintroduce private-sector transit, which was the norm in U.S. cities before the 1960s.   To government planners, intercity high-speed rail is even sexier than urban rail systems. The DOT is currently dishing out $8 billion for high-speed rail projects across the country, as authorized in the 2009 stimulus bill. Most people think that the French and Japanese fast trains are cool, but they don't realize that the price tag is enormous. For us to build a nationwide system of bullet-style trains would cost up to $1 trillion.  The truth about high-speed trains is that even in densely-populated Japan and Europe, they are money losers, while carrying few passengers compared to cars, airlines and buses. The fantasy of high-speed rail in America should be killed before it becomes a huge financial drain on our already broke government.  Through its ownership of Amtrak, the federal government also subsidizes slow trains. The government has dumped almost $40 billion into the company since it was created in 1971. Amtrak has a poor on-time record, its infrastructure is in bad shape, and it carries only a tiny fraction of intercity passengers. Politicians prevent Amtrak from making cost-effective decisions regarding its routes, workforce polices, capital investment and other aspects of business. Amtrak should be privatized to save taxpayer money and give the firm the flexibility it needs to operate efficiently.  A final area in DOT to make budget savings is aviation. Federal aid to airports should be ended and local governments encouraged to privatize their airports and operate without subsidies. In recent decades, dozens of airports have been privatized in major cities such as Amsterdam, Auckland, Frankfurt, London, Melbourne, Sydney and Vienna.  Air traffic control (ATC) can also be privatized. The DOT's Federal Aviation Administration has a terrible record in implementing new technologies in a timely and cost-effective manner. Many nations have moved toward a commercialized ATC structure, and the results have been very positive.  Canada privatized its ATC system in 1996 in the form of a nonprofit corporation. The company, NavCanada, has a very good record on both safety and innovation. Moving to a Canadian-style ATC system would help solve the FAA's chronic management and funding problems, and allow our aviation infrastructure to meet rising aviation demand.  There are few advantages in funding transportation infrastructure from Washington, but many disadvantages. America should study the market-based transportation reforms of other countries and use the best ideas to revitalize our infrastructure while ending taxpayer subsidies.


2NC Solvency – Comparative – Privates > USFG 

State funded infrastructure projects fail – no money 

Emilia Istrate, Senior Research Associate and Associate Fellow at the Metropolitan Policy Program and Robert Puentes is a senior fellow with the Brookings Institution's Metropolitan Policy Program, 12/09/11, http://www.brookings.edu/up-front/posts/2011/12/09-infrastructure-puentes-istrate, “A Path to Public Private Partnerships for Infrastructure”; AB

Often when making the case for U.S. infrastructure investment, someone will point overseas to Europe or Asia and wonder aloud why other countries have world-class, economy-shaping infrastructure and the United States doesn’t. There are obviously many reasons but a key problem is that, unlike other nations, the United States is still over-reliant on the public sector for delivering infrastructure projects.  Today, those public resources are strained, especially for transportation projects. On the federal level, the Congressional Budget Office estimates that the highway trust fund will be unable to meet obligations sometime next summer, if not sooner. And while money from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act provided roughly $335 billion to support the physical infrastructure, those funds are largely spent with little prospect for additional dollars anytime soon.  State funding sources are also shrinking. In addition to the 21 states that saw transportation program cuts in fiscal year 2010, more are proposed for the next fiscal year. While states have spent billions on energy efficiency and renewable energy programs over the decade, these programs are also under budgetary microscopes and short term prospects for funding are strained. Other state sources--such as revenue from sales taxes--that are earmarked for infrastructure projects are also in decline due to the recession.  So what to do? To paraphrase the physicist Ernest Rutherford, “We’ve run out of money; it’s time to start thinking.” The kind of economy shaping next generation infrastructure we need will require a new way to deliver projects.  In an ideal world, the federal government would set a strong platform for transformative investments by establishing new vehicles for infrastructure finance and by radically overhauling the regulatory and administrative barriers that stifle innovation and execution. But the likelihood of meaningful federal action in today’s environment of polarized partisanship is slim. So we must create a new norm and practice of transformative investments the hard way--from the ground up, despite political odds and fiscal obstacles.

Privatization solves better than the USFG – statistics and consensus of economists  

Peter Van Doren, senior fellow at the Cato Institute and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, 12/09/08, Dhttp://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/jumping-government-bridge, “Jumping off the Government Bridge”; AB 

Infrastructure spending is Washington's latest cure for the nation's economic ills. In the Washington Post an oped by Emil Henry this week says that conservatives should end their traditional skepticism of government and jump on the government-investment bandwagon. Henry is correct that infrastructure is essential to the operation of a market economy. But he is incorrect to assume that markets can't provide infrastructure, that public infrastructure has been historically crucial for economic growth, or that government infrastructure spending has been too low.  While America debates higher government spending on infrastructure, governments on every continent have sold off state-owned assets to private investors in recent decades. Airports, railroads, energy utilities, and many other assets have been privatized. Heathrow airport in London is privately owned and operated. Air-traffic control services are fully private in Canada. In Italy and France, limited access highways are private concessions funded with toll revenue. In many areas, the U.S. is a laggard in the world on private infrastructure provision.  The issue of whether public infrastructure spending encourages economic growth has been studied extensively by economists. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, some research argued that public capital investments had double the effect of private investment on subsequent economic growth. But those findings were challenged, and the statistical techniques were found to be faulty. By the early 2000s the consensus of economists was that the effect of public investment on subsequent economic output was at best extremely low and at worst no effect at all. The main problem with current government infrastructure spending is not its magnitude but its lack of efficiency. More roads and transit capacity may or may not make sense depending on whether the benefits exceed the costs. One sure way to find out is to have private provision and user charges. If users are not willing to pay the costs of extra or newer capacity, then calls for taxpayer involvement probably imply subsidy of some at the expense of others rather than efficiency.  Privatization of federal and state infrastructure makes sense for many reasons. First, privatization would reduce the responsibilities of the government so that policymakers could better focus on their core responsibilities, such as national security. Second, there is vast foreign privatization experience that could be drawn upon in pursuing U.S. reforms. Third, privatization would spur economic growth by opening new markets to entrepreneurs. For example, repeal of the U.S. postal monopoly could bring major innovation to the mail industry, just as the 1980s' breakup of AT&T brought innovation to the telecommunications industry.

2NC Solvency – Comparative – Privates > USFG

Privatization solves better than the USFG – cost overruns, politics and bureaucratic 

Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, November 16th 2011, “Federal Infrastructure Investment”, http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment; AB

There are calls today for more federal spending on infrastructure, but advocates seem to overlook the downsides of past federal efforts. Certainly, there have been federal infrastructure successes, but there has also been a history of pork barrel politics and bureaucratic bungling in federal investment spending. A substantial portion of federal infrastructure spending has gone to low-value and dubious activities.  I've examined spending by the two oldest federal infrastructure agencies — the Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation.7 While both of those agencies constructed some impressive projects, they have also been known for proceeding with uneconomic boondoggles, fudging the analyses of proposed projects, and spending on activities that serve private interests rather than the general public interest. (I am referring to the Civil Works part of the Corps here).  Federal infrastructure projects have often suffered from large cost overruns.8 Highway projects, energy projects, airport projects, and air traffic control projects have ended up costing far more than originally promised. Cost overruns can happen on both public and private infrastructure projects, but the problem is exacerbated when multiple levels of government are involved in a project because there is less accountability. Boston's Big Dig — which exploded in cost to five times the original estimate — is a classic example of mismanagement in a federal-state project.9

Federal involvement in infrastructure fails – results in error replication

Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, November 16th 2011, “Federal Infrastructure Investment”, http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment; AB

Perhaps the biggest problem with federal involvement in infrastructure is that when Washington makes mistakes it replicates those mistakes across the nation. Federal efforts to build massive public housing projects in dozens of cities during the 20th century had very negative economic and social effects. Or consider the distortions caused by current federal subsidies for urban light-rail systems. These subsidies bias cities across the country to opt for light rail, yet rail systems are generally less efficient and flexible than bus systems, and they saddle cities with higher operating and maintenance costs down the road.10

Federal involvement in infrastructure fails – politics, state money grabbing and regulations 

Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, November 16th 2011, “Federal Infrastructure Investment”, http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment; AB

When the federal government subsidizes certain types of infrastructure, the states want to grab a share of the funding and they often don't worry about long-term efficiency. High-speed rail is a rare example where some states are rejecting the "free" dollars from Washington because the economics of high-speed rail seem to be so poor.11 The Obama administration is trying to impose its rail vision on the nation, but the escalating costs of California's system will hopefully warn other states not to go down that path.12  Even if federal officials were expert at choosing the best types of infrastructure to fund, politics usually intrudes on the efficient allocation of dollars. Passenger rail investment through Amtrak, for example, gets spread around to low-population areas where passenger rail makes no economic sense. Indeed, most of Amtrak's financial loses come from long-distance routes through rural areas that account for only a small fraction of all riders.13 Every lawmaker wants an Amtrak route through their state, and the result is that investment gets misallocated away from where it is really needed, such as the Northeast corridor.  Another problem is that federal infrastructure spending comes with piles of regulations. Davis-Bacon rules and other federal regulations raise the cost of building infrastructure. Regulations also impose one-size-fits-all solutions on the states, even though the states have diverse needs. The former 55-mph speed limit, which used to be tied to federal highway funds, is a good example. Today, federal highway funds come with requirements for the states to spend money on activities such as bicycle paths, which state policymakers may think are extraneous.


2NC Solvency – Comparative – Privates > USFG

New transportation programs trade off with existing ones – privates only way to solve
Ronald Utt, Ph.D, is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, 6/6/11, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2011/pdf/wm3278.pdf, “Using Market Processes to Reform Government Transportation Programs: Report No. 1”

2. Transportation Ranked Low on Budget Priorities. As part of the federal budget, transportation programs must—in practice and in theory—compete with other federal programs for available resources. Until 2008, highway and transit spending escaped this constraint by virtue of a dedicated funding source (federal fuel taxes) and a trust fund that protected these revenues from congressional and presidential predation. But after several years of spending more than it earned, the trust fund required its first ever infusion of general revenues in 2008, and many more infusions are predicted unless dedicated revenues are increased or spending is cut. Implications. This mode of operation makes little sense from an economic perspective. Transportation services represent a vital commercial activity providing benefits to every American and every American business. Yet the amount of transportation service provided is based on overall budget priorities rather than the needs and desires of transportation users. Such a system is also independent of consumers’ willingness to “buy” more transportation services, since no market exists to accommodate an increase in demand. This results in more congestion and more infrastructure decay. While it may be possible for a socialist enterprise to mimic the market, the politicization of transportation programs work to undermine that effort. Most Americans want to drive their cars on congestionfree roads, yet most federal, state, and local elected officials and department employees intervene by mandating the provision of non-road transportation products that most transportation consumers do not want. 

2NC Solvency – General

Privatization of transportation infrastructure solves best – prevents unnecessary spending 

Asieh Mansour, Managing Director of Research @ RREEF and Hope Nadji, Director of Research September 2006, http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf, “US Infrastructure Privatization and Public Policy Issues”; AB

Two significant trends are driving the movement towards privatization. First, governments at all levels are strained for financial resources. Privatization is a means for providing needed and popular infrastructure without further straining the public budget. Second, the private markets are capital rich, seeking to invest increasing quantities of capital at attractive risk-adjusted yields. Investment in privatized infrastructure can offer attractive opportunities. The federal government traditionally has heavily funded much of the infrastructure currently targeted for privatization. During the past few decades, efforts to reign in the federal budget have resulted in declining resources for roads, bridges, airports, seaports, and water systems. These budget reductions have impacted both capital and maintenance costs. As a result, these burdens have shifted to state and municipal budgets. Increasing revenue at the state and local levels, however, is politically very difficult. Thus, privatization is viewed as a mechanism for providing infrastructure without negatively impacting a state or municipal government’s fiscal position. Over the past decade, it has been the regional governments in the US that faced severe fiscal pressures that have predominantly privatized. This issue impacts both capital costs of developing new infrastructure and maintenance costs for older infrastructure.

Empirical studies prove that privatizing transportation infrastructure is superior to the government

Asieh Mansour, Managing Director of Research @ RREEF and Hope Nadji, Director of Research September 2006, http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf, “US Infrastructure Privatization and Public Policy Issues”; AB

Nevertheless, a broader view should be taken of employment impacts. There is considerable evidence that a better and more efficiently provided infrastructure generates economic activity and jobs. Much of the historical precedence of privatization efforts has been concentrated in the International Monetary Fund (IMF) programs starting in the 1990s. Since then, over 100 countries, across every continent, have had some experience with privatization of previously state owned enterprises. Privatization has also occurred across all sectors of infrastructure. An estimated 75,000 medium to large-sized firms have been divested around the world, along with hundreds of thousands of small business units. Total generated proceeds are estimated at $735 billion (Nellis, 2002). Across the globe, all countries have privatized a significant number of their publicly-owned firms (with the exception of Cuba and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea). Even China, a long supporter of a planned economy, is accelerating the privatization of state-owned businesses and encouraging both foreign and private investors to buy major stakes in these enterprises. Much of the literature reviewed suggests that in most cases private ownership provides a higher level of output for a lower cost than public ownership. Privatization is generally one of the best ways to reform publicly-owned enterprises and reduce any distortions they create. Private firms do better in fully competitive markets. This advantage persists but is less pronounced in monopolistic markets. (Shirley and Walsh, 2000).Shirley and Walsh (2000) reviewed 52 empirical studies of infrastructure privatization. Of these 52 studies, 32 conclude that the performance of privatized firms is significantly superior to that of public firms. Among the 21 studies that examine the performance of a firm before and after privatization, 14 find that performance improves. This body of empirical literature indicates that private or privatized ownership is superior to public ownership in a variety of situations.
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Privatization of infrastructure solves – multiple factors 

Asieh Mansour, Managing Director of Research @ RREEF and Hope Nadji, Director of Research September 2006, http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf, “US Infrastructure Privatization and Public Policy Issues”; AB

Several factors appear to be driving the current trend toward privatization of infrastructure: • A perception or belief that private enterprise can develop and/or operate critical facilities more cheaply and efficiently than public agencies. • Provide a source of capital to fund needed infrastructure that would otherwise need to be funded through tax revenue or public financing. • In the case of an outright sale, provide cash to bolster public finances or to be used for other public needs. • To provide the revenue to maintain the infrastructure over time Remove critically needed facilities from on-going political meddling, which can often impede the efficient and economical provision of services. Of the above-mentioned factors, the ability to provide infrastructure without sizeable public funding and the ability to generate cash through a sale of an asset are the most appealing to government officials and politicians. Because voters are highly resistant to increased taxes and higher public debt at all levels of government, opportunities to shift costs from the public to the private sector are appealing.

Private sector is superior – risk analysis, cheaper and more efficient 

Ezra Klein, writer and columnist for The Washington Post, Bloomberg, and a contributor to MSNBC, 04/01/2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/more-states-privatizing-their-infrastructure-are-they-making-a-mistake/2012/03/31/gIQARtAhnS_blog.html

Here’s how this setup would work. Say a state wants to build or upgrade a highway. Various private companies will bid for the project, and the winning bidder has to raise enough money from outside investors to design, operate, build, and maintain the highway for a fixed number of years. The firm is allowed to recoup its costs through tolls and the like over that span. Because the private company is on the hook for the whole thing, it has an incentive to keep costs as low as possible and finish the road on time. “The idea here,” says Robert Poole of the Reason Foundation, “is that the government is only commissioning projects where the private sector is willing to put its skin in the game.” There’s some evidence that privately operated infrastructure projects can get built more quickly — and for less money — than projects wholly overseen by the government. One 2007 study (pdf) from Allen Consulting and the University of Melbourne looked at 54 large infrastructure projects in Australia and found that the privately financed ones had smaller cost overruns and were more likely to be finished on schedule than those financed through traditional public-sector methods.

Private sector solves transportation infrastructure faster and better than the USFG

- solvency for bridges, roads and tunnels 

Cezary Podkul is the associate editor of Infrastructure Investor, published by PEI and writer for the Washington Post, 10/21/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/with-us-infrastructure-aging-public-funds-scant-more-projects-going-private/2011/10/17/gIQAGTuv4L_story.html, “With U.S. infrastructure aging, public funds scant, more projects going private”; AB

 “This is a Christmas gift for the city,” said Chesapeake Mayor Alan Krasnoff.  It’s a gift cities and states are asking for more than ever. The goal is not to raise cash by selling public infrastructure but to tap into the private sector for money to build new bridges, roads or tunnels — possibly faster and cheaper than the government otherwise could.  There are at least 70 privately funded and managed infrastructure projects across the United States in various stages of development, according to a list compiled by the law firm Allen & Overy. These are part of a vast network of roads, bridges and tunnels — to say nothing of the subways, ports, airports and water systems — crying out for attention. Consider this: Over the past 60 years, the United States has built a 46,876-mile federal highway system that is now in dire need of repair. As a result, states have had to pour more of their transportation dollars into fixing aging highways and even in good times have little or nothing left over for new construction.
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Privatization solves [bridges, seaports, air traffic control, roads, rail, etc] Federal spending is inefficient 

Chris Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato and expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee, and an economist with the Tax Foundation, 11/17/11, “PPPs and Privatization for Infrastructure”, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/ppps-and-privatization-for-infrastructure/; AB

I testified to the congressional Joint Economic Committee on Wednesday regarding infrastructure, which means roads, bridges, pipelines, railroads, and other such assets. Here are some of the points I raised:  Private sector infrastructure spending in the United States is more than four times larger than federal, state, and local government infrastructure spending. Thus, if Congress wants infrastructure, it should remove barriers to private investment. Over the past 25 years, U.S. governments have spent about the same amount on infrastructure as a share of GDP as have other OECD countries, on average. Most federal infrastructure spending, outside of defense, goes toward activities that are state, local, and private in nature. A key problem with federal government involvement in infrastructure is that when it makes mistakes, it replicates those mistakes across the country. Think about the disastrous high-rise public housing projects built in dozens of cities in the 20th century. Or consider how the Obama administration is trying to impose its misguided high-speed rail vision on the states. Politics often results in federal infrastructure spending being misallocated. For example, a large share of Amtrak spending goes to rural states where passenger trains don’t make any economic sense. The way ahead is to devolve infrastructure spending to state and local governments and the private sector. The United States lags many advanced nations in the growing use of privatization and public-private partnerships (PPP) for infrastructure. PPP deals are basically half way to full privatization. They’ve got some drawbacks, but they are a step forward toward market-based investment for items such as roads and bridges. The industry reference guide for tracking PPP and privatization projects, Public Works Financing, includes only 2 American companies out of the 40 global companies that lead in these innovative projects. U.S. policymakers should be asking: What have other countries privatized that we can privatize in this country? The answer is: air traffic control, airports, seaports, and many other items. For roads and bridges, the states can look at Virginia’s progress in shifting toward private funding and management of its projects.


2NC Solvency General 
Private sector solves infrastructure better – countless reasons
David Gillen, Ph.D. at the University Cooper of Toronto, and is the Centre for Transportation Studies YVR Professor of Transportation Policy Professor and Douglas, researcher at the Institute of Transportation Studies @ UC Berkley, 10/20/99, “Public Versus Private Ownership and Operation of Airports and Seaports of Canada”, http://oldfraser.lexi.net/publications/books/essays/chapter1.html; AB
The ideal view of privatization is that it enhances individual freedoms, encourages and improves efficiency, makes industry more responsive to the demands of the customer, decreases the public debt, and reduces the potential stranglehold of trade unions by forcing management to face the realities of the market place. The major objectives of privatization were, perhaps, best spelled out by Great Britain's then Financial Secretary to the Treasury, John Moore, in 1983 and augmented by a subsequent government White Paper. They are: to reduce government involvement in the decision-making of industry; to permit industry to raise funds from the capital market on commercial terms without government guarantee; to raise revenue and reduce the public sector borrowing requirement; to promote wide share ownership to create an enterprise culture; to encourage workers to share ownership in their companies; to increase competition and efficiency; and to replace ownership and financial controls with a more effective system of economic regulation designed to ensure that benefits of greater efficiency are passed on to consumers (Veljanovski, 1987).Note The argument is made that when projects meet private investors' profit return expectations, only economically sound projects will be undertaken. Furthermore, the operation of infrastructure facilities by private operators is claimed to result in lower costs than if they were run by the public sector. The cost savings are said to be real efficiency gains and not simply transfers from one sector of the economy to another. See Gomez-Ibanez, John Meyer and D. Luberoff (1991), "The Prospects for Private Infrastructure: Lessons from U.S. Roads and Solid Waste," Journal of Transport Economics and Policy, Vol. XXV, No. 5 (September) p. 259-279.Note The private sector also represents a source of financing development, expansion, and improvement of infrastructure at a time when governments are meeting increasing taxpayer resistance and are reluctant to further increase their debt. Finally, there is an argument that a public firm would have less incentive to charge socially efficient prices. This is based upon the notion that public firms will be used for "general government purposes" such as promoting regional economic development and, that allocative inefficiencies would arise from a government firm as they provide the wrong mix of outputs. In the absence of these two arguments there is no strong theoretical argument that a more efficient form of and base for pricing is more likely with private operations than with public operations. Note This means that with public ownership there is some likelihood that infrastructure will be financed out of general revenues rather than through user charges. 


1NC Privatization CP – Energy 

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Private sector has invested in power stations and pipelines in the past 

Celine Demonsang, Research Manager at Brighton House Associates, March 8, 2012, “Infrastructure Funds Continue to Attract Investors”, http://www.brightonhouseassociates.com/investor-monitor/2012/03/infrastructure-funds-continue-to-attract-investors/

BHA’s most recent Quarterly Research Report noted that over the past two years, real assets have gained momentum as an asset class among institutional investors. The report cited increased investor interest in private equity funds focused on energy and natural resources. However, infrastructure funds have also received considerable attention in the wake of a decade of disappointing equity returns and due to the unique and consistent return characteristics of these funds. Infrastructure funds used to invest in only the most basic projects, such as highways and sewer systems. Today, however, funds invest in a wider variety of projects, such as power stations and pipelines. As a result, an impressive level of diversification is built into most infrastructure funds, which has served to reinforce the attractiveness of these funds among investors.


2NC Solvency – Energy 

PPPs solve infrastructure energy facilities 

Stephen J. McBrady is a Government Contracts attorney in the Washington, DC office of Crowell & Moring LLP, March 2009, “Funding America’s Infrastructure Needs: Public Private Partnerships May Help Close Infrastructure Gap”, http://www.crowell.com/documents/funding-americas-infrastructure-needs_construction-briefings.pdf; AB

Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) differ from traditional U.S. public procurements in several key aspects, including financing, operation, and procurement. PPPs are organizational structures by which the private sector finances, builds, rehabilitates, maintains, and/or operates specific public sector activities in exchange for a contractually specified stream of future returns. PPPs can include, for instance, private sector-financed development and operation of infrastructure, whereby a private company builds and operates infrastructure and/or provides services in exchange for commuter fees (such as toll revenue) or a significant share of the revenue stream; or, alternatively, a partnership for private sector-financed rehabilitation and operation of a hospital, prison, airport or energy facility, which is then operated by the private entity and “leased” to the appropriate federal, state or local government authority for a negotiated fee.


1NC Privatization CP – Alt Energy Cars

CP Text: The United States federal government should offer substantial monetary prizes for the development of <insert aff’s technology>.
Prizes are key to make new green tech technology

Bromley 06-  co writers · Joshua Busby Nils Duquet · Leben Nelson Moro Peter Utting & Kate Ives . The International  Politics of Oil Vol. 2, No. 1, May 2006 published by St Antony’s

International Review http://www.utexas.edu/lbj/faculty/busby/wp-content/uploads/busby_stair_2_1.pdf cma

These and other aggregation technologies may diminish concerns  of suboptimal outcomes and free-riding. For example, one way governments reward best shot technologies, such as scientific research, is  through patent rights. This gives the research team an excludable benefit 4 (albeit for a limited period of time), providing actors with an incentive to  supply the public good. The final section discusses technology prizes as  another way to create incentives for private provision of public goods. The previous example illustrates a more general point. When there  are ‘joint products,’–goods that have both public benefits and private  excludable benefits–there may be unilateral incentives for an actor  to provide the public good. The higher the percentage of excludable  benefits, the more likely markets and clubs will be able to provide the  good. 38  For example, new carbon-free energy technologies may provide  private benefits for firms and nations as well as public benefits of reduced  greenhouse gases. As the section on institutional design suggests, an  ideal climate regime should facilitate actors’ ability to reap these kinds of  private benefits. The e.u. trading regime, by putting a price on carbon,  accomplishes this by rewarding innovation. However, to the extent that  a regime does not protect or reward intellectual property, there may be  disincentives for private firms or states to provide necessary investments  in new energy technologies, particularly when it comes to technology  diffusion from rich industrialised countries to rapidly growing consuming nations like China and India. 


2NC Solvency – Alt Energy Cars

Prizes are key for alternative energy cars and spill over 

Bromley 06-  co writers · Joshua Busby Nils Duquet · Leben Nelson Moro Peter Utting & Kate Ives . The International  Politics of Oil Vol. 2, No. 1, May 2006 published by St Antony’s

International Review http://www.utexas.edu/lbj/faculty/busby/wp-content/uploads/busby_stair_2_1.pdf cma

That said, given the parlous state of the us automobile industry and  its large economic and political heft, additional incentives would be  required to mute industry opposition. Moreover, the economic incentives to support domestic industry may make international collaboration on new fuels and transport vehicles problematic. However, a new understanding of the security externalities of dependence on oil may   have created more selective incentives for the  us unilaterally to improve fuel efficiency and support non-oil based options in the transport  sector.  Unfortunately, the  us government’s record on supporting  alternative energy sources and new vehicles–from synthetic fuels to  ethanol to zero emission vehicles–has not been especially good. The  dilemma of how to support technological development without ‘picking  winners’ remains. On one level, innovation will be spurred if there is a  price on carbon. Economists have grudgingly accepted political realities  and moved from supporting the most efficient system–carbon taxes–to  second best options such as a cap-and-trade system that limits greenhouse gases but allows firm to trade emissions permits. The eu’s emissions trading system is an example. Senators John McCain and Joe Lieberman have been presenting similar proposals for the us for several  years. The political difficulty of initiating such a program in the us has  led economist Billy Pizer to endorse a cap-and-trade system that includes  a safety valve (to provide more emissions permits if prices rise too substantially) that is based on greenhouse gas intensity targets (rather than  an outright cap on total emissions). Even if enacted, the market signal for such a system is likely to  be weak in the absence of complementary action. One way for governments to spur innovation is to offer prizes to companies that are  able to meet ambitious technology standards. This has been used  before, most famously in the 1700s for the device that could determine  longitude at sea. More recently, the Gates Foundation has offered us$450  million in prize money to support the development of new vaccines for  diseases and improvements in tropical crop varietals. 78  Such prizes in the  transport sector could take the form of monetary awards or procurement  contracts. The prize would need to be attractive enough to induce  research and investment. For example, successful delivery of a car that  reduced greenhouse gas emissions by 50 to 70 percent and was market  ready could approximate a best or better shot technology with spill-over  benefits for the rest of society. 



1NC Privatization CP – Roads + Bridges

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Roads and bridges generate cash to be privately funded 

Stephen Glaister is director of the transport research charity, the RAC Foundation and emeritus professor of transport and infrastructure at Imperial College, 11/30/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2011/nov/30/public-misunderstanding-infrastructure-funding, “A public misunderstanding over infrastructure funding”; AB

A new, free-standing toll road or bridge may be able to generate enough cash to be entirely privately funded and financed. While there are situations where this approach will work for roads, many of the required improvements are maintenance schemes or relatively small enhancements. It is impractical to charge for these individually. Similarly, prisons, hospitals and schools have no easily identified new cashflow.  In these cases, if no new charging regime is to be introduced, then either the taxpayer pays more or the infrastructure is not built.  So, as the government publishes its priority shopping list of new infrastructure, the question to ask in each case is, "how is it going to be funded?". Without a plausible answer, it is pie in the sky to hope the private sector will invest.

1NC Privatization CP – Highways

Privatization of highways solve – allows for adequate capital to be pooled and resources used more efficiently 

Peter Samuel, freelance journalist who writes on regulatory affairs, his work appears in Forbes and National Review, June 27 1995,  “Highway Aggravation:  The Case For Privatizing The Highways”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-231.html; AB 

Opportunity for Free Marketeers  Advocates of free-market solutions have a great political opportunity to get into the problem-solving business and win wide political support in the mid-1990s by advocating and organizing a solution for traffic congestion on our urban freeways. That solution consists of progressive privatization of major highway service funded by time- flexible toll pricing and concession rights, combined with the phaseout of gasoline and diesel taxes and the federal and state highway agencies that live off them. Privatizing highways progressively and creating markets in highway service will make it possible to use resources more efficiently and to build as much highway capacity as people are willing to pay for.  The politics is right--people are properly distrustful of large state bureaucracies that live off taxation, and they demand lower taxes. The state highway agencies have largely given up on providing new service.  The technology is right--tolls no longer mean inefficient congestion-creating toll plazas collecting quarters like beggars; tolls can now be collected through small, cheap transponder tags, attached to a sun visor or windshield, that hold a prepaid stored value that gets debited by radio signal while the motorist drives by at highway speed.  The economics is right--the costs of congestion are a huge and growing burden not only on the peace of mind of commuters but also on the economy that depends heavily on free-flowing transportation of goods and services. And once the highway system is shown to be paying its way with tolls instead of from the public purse, it will be easier to argue for ending government subsidies for mass transit, the costs of which are strangling our big cities.


2NC Solvency – Highways

Privatization solves highways – allows flexibility in implementation

Peter Samuel, freelance journalist who writes on regulatory affairs, his work appears in Forbes and National Review, June 27 1995,  “Highway Aggravation:  The Case For Privatizing The Highways”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-231.html; AB 

Traffic congestion is a major annoyance to tens of millions of Americans and a $100 billion annual economic loss. The traditional answer to highway backups, mass transit and carpooling, have not worked. The convenience of the private car for the vast majority of commuters makes even the most lavishly subsidized mass transit uncompetitive.  Since 1956 most highways have been financed by gas taxes. Now those taxes are being siphoned off to transit and general revenue, and what is left for roads goes largely for maintenance and rebuilding, not new building. The revolt against rising taxes means that the only source of revenue for significant new highway capacity is the private sector.  The economics, politics, and technology are right for progressively privatizing highways and creating markets in highway service. Washington State, Virginia, and California have begun to do so. Private highway projects in those states are discussed in detail.    State highways should be sold section by section to private owners. With private operators responsible for maintenance as well as improvement of the highways, gasoline taxes and other government charges for roads could be phased out. New ideas and new technologies would be applied. For example, to eliminate stop-and-go conditions, private highway operators could vary toll rates by the minute to encourage less peak-hour travel.  Privatization of the highways should be attractive to elected officials needing to make good on promises of reducing budget deficits and lowering taxes. Officials who take the lead in sponsoring bold reforms may win public acclaim and votes.

P3s plausible due to new MAP-21 Act

Hall, ‘12

[Terri Hall, San Antonio Transportation Policy Examiner, San Antonio Toll Party and Texans Uniting for Reform and Freedom founder, 07/13/2012, Examiner <http://www.examiner.com/article/so-what-s-the-new-federal-highway-bill-anyway-nafta-superhighways>]

¶ Some have tried to convince the public that the Trans Texas Corridor and NAFTA Superhighways are dead. But Congress recently passed a new, two-year federal highway bill, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (or MAP-21), that not only gives priority funding to these ‘high priority’ trade corridors, it also makes it easier to hand them over to private corporations using controversial public private partnership (P3) toll contracts.


1NC Privatization CP – Bering Strait Bridge

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Partnerships are key to private interest that allows for actual construction of the Bering Bridge

Michael L. Mickler, Academic Dean and Associate Professor of Church History at Unification Theological Seminary, 10, [“The Bering Strait and Korea-Japan Tunnel Projects: A Strategic Planning Model,”¶ Journal of Unification Studies Vol. 11, 2010 -- Page 211, http://www.tparents.org/Library/Unification/Publications/JUS-11-2010/JUS-11-11.htm] E. Liu

Reverend Sun Myung Moon has advocated construction of an International Peace Highway for nearly three decades. In 1981, at the 10th International Conference for the Unity of the Sciences (ICUS), he proposed construction of "a 'Great Asian Highway' which would run through China, Korea and Japan, and eventually link the globe through a 'Great Free World Highway.'"[1] His call resulted in the establishment of the Japan-Korea Tunnel Research Institute and the International Highway Construction Corporation which conducted extensive private research and public relations activities during the 1980s and 1990s. In 2005 at the Inaugural Convocation of the Universal Peace Federation (UPF), Rev. Moon renewed his call for an International Highway System, focusing on "a passage for transit across the Bering Strait." This, he stated, "will allow people to travel on land from Africa's Cape of Good Hope to Santiago, Chile, and from London to New York… connecting the world as a single community."[2] His renewed call resulted in the creation of the Foundation for Peace and Unification (FPU, est. 2008), chartered by South Korea's Ministry of Land, Transport and Maritime Affairs for the purpose of pursuing the Korea-Japan and the Bering Strait tunnel projects.¶ Despite ongoing research and promotional activities, there have been no formal discussions, much less compacts or treaties, among participating nations and no expression of interest on the part of public or private investors. In order to move these projects beyond conceptualization and exploratory research to implementation, this article takes the position that strategic planning and strategic thinking will be essential. As a first step, the article introduces a strategic planning model consisting of three components: (1) an environmental scan, (2) strategic objectives, and (3) tactical initiatives.¶ The article's three sections build upon this model. The first surveys the world's land-based transportation infrastructure, as well as gaps in the system, and finds the Bering Strait and Korea-Japan Tunnel projects to be vital missing links. The second makes the case that the projects' implementation will contribute to a more balanced global energy and resource economy; the reduction of North American trade and competitive disadvantages; and enhanced cohesion and competitiveness in Northeast Asia. The third section suggests ways to engage political and business constituencies. It advocates a flexible, incremental approach, emphasizing mutual adjustments, coordination of various stakeholders, and utilization of public-private-partnerships (PPPs). A conclusion summarizes the study's key findings.



2NC Solvency – Bering Strait Bridge

Partnerships are key to fund projects like the Bering Bridge – Clear government signals are key

Michael L. Mickler, Academic Dean and Associate Professor of Church History at Unification Theological Seminary, 10, [“The Bering Strait and Korea-Japan Tunnel Projects: A Strategic Planning Model,”¶ Journal of Unification Studies Vol. 11, 2010 -- Page 211, http://www.tparents.org/Library/Unification/Publications/JUS-11-2010/JUS-11-11.htm] E. Liu

Financial considerations are at least as important as, or more important than political accords. For much of the 20th century, "governments in all countries… assumed responsibility for financing and operating transport infrastructure." However, this began to change toward the end of the century in the face of public debt, budgetary shortfalls and recognition that "efficiency gains" could be realized by outsourcing costs, construction and operational functions to the private sector. This is not without precedent. "In the 19th century, the railway infrastructure in Europe was financed and operated by the private sector."[25] This also was the case for the U.S. Transcontinental Railroad which was financed, built and managed entirely by private companies with the incentive of generous government land grants. Private concerns also have an incentive to complete projects sooner in order to realize profits. The outstanding contemporary example of public-private partnership (PPP) is the Channel Tunnel, a "build-own-operate-transfer" (BOOT) project in which the British and French governments devolved entire responsibility for financing, construction and commercial management to Eurotunnel, a consortium of ten construction companies and five banks.¶ The "Seoul Declaration on Public-Private Partnerships for Infrastructure Development in Asia and the Pacific" (2007) advocated extension of this model into the Asian sector. It was adopted recently by the United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (UNESCAP) as a basis for developing online courses, model concession contracts, and various PPP capacity-building programs. These programs are less relevant for command economies like China which allocated $182 billion to railway investment for 2006-2010 and $292 billion to 2020 [26] or to Middle East Gulf states which are flush with cash. However, PPPs are being pursued increasingly for large-scale infrastructure projects. Supporters of the Bering Strait and Korea-Japan Tunnel projects need to understand and utilize these programs.¶ In the end, creative financing will not work if the projects, themselves, are not deemed to be financially viable or technically feasible. As suggested, crises could intervene. However, in general, investors need to determine a workable formula of government concessions, risk-assessment, and expected profit in order to proceed. One problem with the Bering Strait and Korea-Japan Tunnel projects is that cost-estimates are not yet solid. Estimates for the Bering Strait Tunnel project range from $65 to $200 billion depending, in part, on how the railway connectors on the Russian, U.S. and Canadian sides are calculated. Estimates for the Korea-Japan Tunnel range from $77 to $157 billion. Profit expectations also vary. Inter-hemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel and Railroad Group representatives note that the shortest direct distance from Beijing to Chicago is directly through the Bering Strait and that the elimination of port handling, access to resources en route, concessions from governments, and the opportunity to transport 100 million tons of cargo annually will provide sufficient incentives to investors.[27] Korean and Japanese researchers have projected a 30 percent savings per container on freight shipped through the Korea-Japan Tunnel and concluded that job creation along with the project's ability to revive construction industries and Korea's lagging tourism outside Seoul will make the project viable.[28]¶ Still, there has not been anything developed toward the implementation of either project that remotely resembles a business plan, much less the 11-volume proposal and substantial environmental impact statement submitted by Eurotunnel to the British and French governments. Supporters of the Bering Strait and Korea-Japan Tunnel projects will need to attain this level of articulation in order to have a reasonable expectation of successful implementation. The utilization of strategic planning processes and strategic thinking will be immensely helpful in this process.


2NC Solvency – Bering Strait Bridge 

Partnerships and dialogue with private parties are key to the Bering bridge

Thomas G. Walsh, Secretary General of the Interreligious and International Federation for World Peace, 6-5-06, [“T. Walsh: The Bering Strait Project ,” Universal Peace Foundation, http://upf.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=376&catid=193&Itemid=94] E. Liu

It is in the light of our mission for global peacebuilding that UPF advocates the construction of a Bering Strait crossing, what we call the Bering Strait Peace King Tunnel. First articulated last year by Dr. Moon, this project, once complete, would physically interconnect humankind, facilitating the free flow of people and products, from Santiago, Chile, across Eurasia, to London, Paris or Rome. This project is significant in two ways:¶ 1. It has high moral, social and symbolic value for peace, in particular by linking the former enemy nations of the US and Russia; and bridging two continents, and¶ 2. It has immense practical value by greatly facilitating the global transport and exchange of goods; certainly the increased interaction and engagement of the world’s peoples will be very positive for world peace.¶ Although a vision of a Bering Strait tunnel has existed for well over 100 years, now, in the early 21st century, the time is ripe to bring about its realization. We are at a significant juncture in human history, where the world is ready to break down old barriers and create new linkages. Today, with the advent of the Internet and that age of globalization, no nation can survive through isolation from its neighbors.¶ The Bering Strait Peace King Tunnel will have the most immediate impact upon the regions to be interconnected, that is, Alaska and eastern Siberia, two regions which have enormous untapped reserves of natural resources, such as oil, gas, coal, or timber. These resources can be utilized for the benefit of humankind. Western Canada will also be a huge beneficiary, and China should surely play an important role in this project.¶ Dr. Moon has previously advocated other giant infrastructure projects to connect humankind and build world peace. In 1981, in Seoul, Korea he proposed an undersea tunnel to connect, by rail and road, Japan with the Korean Peninsula, as part of an International Highway system. He supported ongoing exploratory and feasibility studies for that tunnel, and today, construction of that tunnel is closer to reality. Last year, 32 Asian nations became formal members of the Asian Highway Network, comprising 55 Asian routes. A Japan-Korea tunnel should be a linchpin for that system. UPF, an NGO in Special Consultative Status with the UN's Economic and Social Council, also notes the important efforts by the Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific to promote a Trans-Asian Railway, that would come to include not only a Japan-Korea rail link, but surely a Bering Strait rail link as well.¶ UPF appreciates the pioneering work of both the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel and Railroad Group in North America, led by Mr. George Koumal, and the Center for Regional Transportation Projects in Moscow, Russia. We also recognize that important political and educational groundwork is being done on related development initiatives in the U.S. and Canada by numerous groups such as the Pacific Northwest Economic Region, a public-private partnership in Seattle, Washington.¶ And I want to announce that a new organization, PK International, has been established in Seoul to intensively focus on development and feasibility studies for the Bering Strait Peace King Tunnel. The Peace Federation realizes that completion of a rail link between Alaska and the lower 48 states through western Canada is a necessary first step to realizing the dream of connecting the continents across the Bering Strait.¶ I especially want to thank Mr. Robert Corbisier, from Governor Frank Murkowski's office, for coming all the way to Washington to explain Alaska’s interest in connecting its railroad to the lower 48 states.¶ Once the U.S. and Canada come to agreement and begin construction on this rail link, the dream of a Bering Strait crossing will be that much closer to reality. I encourage a vigorous dialogue among government, civil society, and the business and philanthropic sectors on practical steps that can be done to advance the goals of economic development the well-being of all people on the frontiers of Russia and North America, and building a greater basis for world peace. Thank you very much.


1NC Privatization CP – Bikes

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Financial support of PPPs is key to bike-sharing – That spurs broader bike-usage

Peter MIdgley, Urban Transport Theme Champion with the global ¶ Transport Knowledge Partnership (gTKP), a partnership of global organisations, ¶ policy-makers, experts and interested users working to make effective ¶ use of international transport knowledge. He is responsible for reviewing, ¶ disseminating and publishing examples of best practices in urban transport. ¶ Mr Midgley has over 40 years of experience in urban transport. He was a staff ¶ member of the World Bank for 25 years, 5-09, [“The Role of Smart Bike-sharing ¶ Systems in Urban Mobility,” Issue 2, LTA Academy¶ Land Transport Authority,¶ ltaacademy.lta.gov.sg/doc/LTA%20JOURNEYS_IS02.pdf] E. Liu

Sharing Urban Transport Solutions¶ Most bike-sharing schemes need to be ¶ financially backed by a large transport ¶ operator or by public resources, either through ¶ direct funding or indirectly through Public ¶ Private Partnerships (PPPs). In most cases, a ¶ PPP between a billboard company and a local ¶ authority is established. The billboard company ¶ receives the right to use specific public spaces ¶ for advertisements and in return implements ¶ and operates a bike-sharing scheme (e.g. ¶ Clear Channel Outdoor and JCDecaux). The ¶ Barcelona system operated by Clear Channel ¶ Outdoor is financed by revenues from on-¶ street parking. ¶ Conclusion¶ Bike-sharing programs have expanded rapidly ¶ throughout Europe in recent years as cities ¶ search for ways to increase bike usage, ¶ meet increasing mobility demands and ¶ reduce adverse environmental impacts. The ¶ introduction of smart technology has resolved ¶ many of the vandalism and theft problems of ¶ earlier bike-sharing programs and has made ¶ bike sharing popular and trendy, especially ¶ among younger users. The city of La Rochelle ¶ has shown that bike sharing can be fully ¶ integrated with other transport modes by ¶ adopting a single smart card ticketing system. ¶ In Paris, tens of thousands of Vélib users on the ¶ street have boosted a renewal in cycling with ¶ resultant sales of bicycles jumping 35 percent. ¶ A key ingredient for success in any city is the ¶ availability of an extensive and continuous ¶ bike lane/path or car free network. Equally ¶ important is the combination of a bike friendly ¶ topography and climate.



2NC Solvency – Bikes 

Agreements that involve investors and private partners are key to successful bike infrastructure

Add-Home, supported by Intelligent Energy – Europe, in turn run by the European Commission’s Executive Agency for Competitiveness & Innovation, an international team that includes both European Commission officials and professionals, no date, [“CYCLING INFRASTRUCTURE: PARKING FACILITIES AND BICYCLE PATHS,”  http://www.add-home.eu/Vorlage.phtml?ID=741&id=1481] E. Liu

Secure bicycle-parking in apartment buildings means often the obligation to carry the own bicycle into the cellar. Parking garages for bikes close to the entrance, theft-proof and protected against bad weather instead, provide a comfortable placement and accommodation - also over night. In new buildings bicycle cellars can be opened also over bicycle ramps and electronic door openers.¶ If no bicycle garages can be accommodated on the property, due to a lack of space, a parking garage on public space is possible under certain conditions. This possibility is particularly applicable for old building areas.¶ Bicycle holders for short-term parking in front of the house entrances simplify the everyday life use. With the choice of the bicycle holder, functionality is in the centre of attention. Therefore, the mentioned rim killers are inappropriate and should be avoided.¶ In general, bicycle parking facilities can be placed in every kind of housing area. The design should be conformed to the local conditions. ¶ The one who is usually responsible for the construction and financing of bike-parking facilities on the property is the constructor or owner of the building himself. Construction and financing of public parking facilities is usually a task of the public authority. Sometimes Public-Private-Partnership-agreements are reached in cooperation with locally acting retail organisations. ¶ A close network of bicycle paths is the heart of well developed bicycle infrastructure. This network has to be connected to residential areas and has to provide safe, convenient and direct connections to important points in the city – in combination with safe, maybe guarded parking facilities at the place of destination. Residential roads and paths with little car traffic usually do not need separate bike paths. If so, traffic calming measures are sufficient to realise safe and comfortable cycling.¶ Providing cycle infrastructure belongs to the origin tasks of the municipality. In the context of special developments, e. g. car-free settlements, it can be part of local agreements that involve the investor in the construction and financing of infrastructure for cycling. Usually house owners are financially involved by a share for the site-development.¶ Improvement of infrastructure for cycling in residential areas is often combined with measures targeting at the improvement of walking infrastructure.


1NC Privatization CP – High Speed Rail

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

High Speed Rail construction requires public-private partnerships- French and California High Speed Rail prove

Freemark 11

(Yonah Freemark, August 27th, 2011, independent researcher, Gordon Grand Fellowship from Yale University, writes about transportation and land use issues for The Transport Politic and The Infrastructurist, The Transport Politic, “Doing Right by thePublic: PPs in High-Speed Rail”, http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/08/27/doing-right-by-the-public-ppps-in-high-speed-rail/, 7/17/2012

But because of more detailed projections, the 178-mile first phase of the project is now expected to cost far more than initially envisioned — $10 to $13.9 billion instead of $7.1 billion — and it will need an injection of funds from another source to be constructed. With a promise to the state’s citizens that another demand for California-wide funds will be avoided, few local dollars to contribute, and an utter inability to rely on Washington for practically anything, that means the system will have to find private investors to join in. Whatever the relative merits of allowing private companies to invest in what is fundamentally public infrastructure, California has no other place to turn for the successful completion of its system.¶ California is not alone; with a depressed economy and few public sector funds available, there is increasing recognition of the importance of engaging private-sector funds in the creation of infrastructure. Illinois Governor Pat Quinn signed a bill this week authorizing public-private partnerships (PPPs) to be used for the creation of infrastructure in his state.¶ Critics of the California High-Speed Rail Authority have repeatedly argued that the agency would be unable to locate businesses that might be willing to contribute to the system, but international examples suggest that there is significant private sector interest in infrastructure construction. The Authority will release a request for qualifications soon and select a winning bidder in early 2012. But it has yet to clarify the manner in which it would structure its relationship with private companies in terms of financing, construction, and operations.¶ For precedents, the state should to look at France, which has recently signed two very large deals with private financing and construction conglomerates for the completion of two new extensions of its already large high-speed rail network. They provide two different models for engaging PPPs.¶ Encouraging private investment in the California high-speed system now may make it more feasible to envision its construction in the short-to-medium-term. Delaying using future public sector revenues to pay for a project today is the basis of much long-term investment, so there is nothing particularly out of the norm about this idea. But the use of such investment will realistically mean a future of higher ticket prices resulting from the need to pay off the bonds taken out for the project’s completion.


2NC Solvency – High Speed Rail

The federal government must work with private industries- only they have the funding necessary for a high speed rail infrastructure

Dutzik and Schneider 11

(Tony Dutzik, Jordan Schneider, senior policy analyst with Frontier Group, specializing in energy, transportation and climate policy, Summer 2011, U.S. PIRG Education Group, “High Speed Rail: Public, Private or Both?”, http://cdn.publicinterestnetwork.org/assets/85a40b6572e20834e07b0da3e66e98bf/HSR-PPP-USPIRG-July-19-2011.pdf, 7/172012

Private sector companies are likely to play a major role in the construction of high-speed rail lines in the United States. Even as California nears construction of the nation’s first high-speed rail ¶ line, however, it remains unclear just ¶ how the private sector will participate in ¶ building out the nation’s high-speed rail ¶ network.¶ Public-private partnerships— or ¶ “PPPs”—have come to play an important role in the construction of high-speed rail lines around the world. In a PPP, the public ¶ and private sectors are supposed to share ¶ the risks, responsibilities and rewards of ¶ infrastructure development.¶ The experience with high-speed rail ¶ PPPs around the world, however, has been ¶ mixed. While PPP arrangements have brought private capital and expertise to the task of building high-speed rail, PPPs have ¶ also resulted in cost overruns, government ¶ bailouts, and other serious problems for ¶ the public.¶ America must learn from these experiences and pursue PPPs only in situations in ¶ which they make sense—and do so in keeping with a series of key principles designed ¶ to protect the public interest.¶ Public-private partnerships will ¶ likely be part of the development of ¶ high-speed rail in the United States. ¶ • High-speed rail systems require billions of dollars in financial capital, ¶ which cash-strapped state and federal governments are likely to seek through partnerships with the private sector. ¶ • California is moving forward with the ¶ creation of the nation’s first true highspeed rail system, and it is required ¶ by ballot initiative to obtain private ¶ investment in the project.¶ • Amtrak is seeking to involve private ¶ investors in its plan to bring true ¶ high-speed rail service to the busy ¶ Northeast Corridor.¶ • The U.S. Department of Transportation has signaled that private investment will play a key role in achieving President Obama’s goal of linking 80 percent of the U.S. population via high-speed rail by 2035. All high-speed rail public-private partnerships require substantial public  investment.• No modern high-speed rail line has ¶ ever been built with only private capital. In several recent and current European high-speed rail PPPs, the ¶ public sector has been responsible for more than half the capital cost of the high-speed rail line.

Public-private partnerships deliver rail infrastructure faster and more cheaply

Dutzik and Schneider 11

(Tony Dutzik, Jordan Schneider, senior policy analyst with Frontier Group, specializing in energy, transportation and climate policy, Summer 2011, U.S. PIRG Education Group, “High Speed Rail: Public, Private or Both?”, http://cdn.publicinterestnetwork.org/assets/85a40b6572e20834e07b0da3e66e98bf/HSR-PPP-USPIRG-July-19-2011.pdf, 7/172012

Advantages in Speed, Cost or ¶ Quality¶ PPPs are often touted as being able to deliver infrastructure projects faster, cheaper ¶ or with better quality than a public-sector entity. This is not to say that private ¶ entities are inherently better suppliers ¶ of infrastructure than public agencies. ¶ Private entities bring many inherent disadvantages, including higher capital costs ¶ and the need to cover financial returns to ¶ shareholders. The process of undertaking ¶ a PPP also incurs transaction costs—such ¶ as the potential need to pay stipends to ¶ would-be bidders to help defray the cost ¶ of preparing proposals.¶ 24 ¶ States and localities that have pursued toll road PPPs in ¶ the United States, for example, typically ¶ pay millions to auditing, consulting and ¶ legal firms.¶ A key question for government agencies ¶ considering PPPs is the degree to which the ¶ savings purportedly delivered by private ¶ companies are real or illusory. Real savings ¶ can result from a private company’s access ¶ to expertise and experience, its ownership ¶ of proprietary technologies, or economies ¶ of scale. In the case of high-speed rail, there are several international firms that ¶ have amassed decades of experience in the ¶ construction and operation of high-speed ¶ rail lines, and may be effective competitors to build similar systems in the United ¶ States.¶ However, PPP savings can also be illusory if savings are merely generated by ¶ avoiding labor and wage requirements or ¶ regulatory standards that would otherwise ¶ govern projects built directly by government agencies. These changes might ¶ produce a nominal cost “savings” in the ¶ short run, but they are achieved by externalizing costs onto or transferring benefits ¶ from other residents and employees in the ¶ state rather than by adding unique value ¶ that can only be delivered by the private ¶ sector. ¶ To assess whether a PPP approach ¶ delivers added value to taxpayers, governments must carry out a “value for money” ¶ test, such as the public sector comparator. ¶ These tests are intended to determine ¶ whether a PPP or traditional public-sector contracting will deliver the greatest ¶ value, taking into account quality, price ¶ and risk.


2NC Solvency – High Speed Rail

Only access to private capital can successfully fund high speed rail networks

Dutzik and Schneider 11

(Tony Dutzik, Jordan Schneider, senior policy analyst with Frontier Group, specializing in energy, transportation and climate policy, Summer 2011, U.S. PIRG Education Group, “High Speed Rail: Public, Private or Both?”, http://cdn.publicinterestnetwork.org/assets/85a40b6572e20834e07b0da3e66e98bf/HSR-PPP-USPIRG-July-19-2011.pdf, 7/172012

Access to capital is not typically a strong ¶ suit of private entities. Government ¶ agencies are capable of borrowing large ¶ amounts of money to finance public infrastructure at relatively low cost. However, ¶ in the current atmosphere of constrained ¶ public budgets, access to private capital ¶ may make the difference between building necessary high-speed rail projects and ¶ leaving them on the drawing board for ¶ years to come. ¶ Because of the multi-billion dollar price ¶ tag of most high-speed rail projects, governments in both Europe and the United ¶ States have stated that private investment ¶ will be necessary to build out their highspeed rail networks.


1NC Privatization CP – Ports/Waterways

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Seaports can be privatized – key to maintaining port competition internationally 

Peter Van Doren, senior fellow at the Cato Institute and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, 12/09/08, Dhttp://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/jumping-government-bridge, “Jumping off the Government Bridge”; AB 

Seaports. Nearly all U.S. seaports are owned by state and local governments. Many operate below world standards because of inflexible union work rules and other factors. A Maritime Administration report noted that "American ports lag well behind other international transportation gateways such as Singapore and Rotterdam in terms of productivity." Dozens of countries around the world have privatized their seaports. One Hong Kong company, Hutchinson Whampoa, owns 30 ports in 15 countries. In Britain, 19 ports were privatized in 1983 to form Associated British Ports. To sum up, some policymakers think that certain activities, such as air traffic control, are "too important" to leave to the private sector. But the reality is just the opposite. The government has shown itself to be a failure at providing efficiency and high quality in services such as air traffic control. Such industries are too important to miss out on the innovations that private entrepreneurs could bring to them.


2NC Solvency – Ports/Waterways

Private ports are the best. Britan proves. 

Edwards 09- Director of tax policy and Writer for the Cato Institute, reaches privatization and the effects it has on T.I. “Department of Transportation Timeline of Growth” http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/sites/default/files/transportation-timeline.pdf cma 

Britain privatizes 19 ports to form Associated British Ports. The private ports earn profits, pay taxes, and return dividends to shareholders. Two-thirds of British cargo goes through privatized ports, which are highly efficient. By contrast, nearly all U.S. ports are still government-owned and less efficient than the best private ports in the world.

Private sector is needed for ports

Edwards 09- director of tax policy  Writer for the Cato Institute reaches privatization and the effects it has on T.I.    “Privatization  http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/privatization” cma

Seaports. Nearly all U.S. seaports are owned by state and local governments. Many operate below world standards because of inflexible union work rules and other factors. A Maritime Administration report noted that "American ports lag well behind other international transportation gateways such as Singapore and Rotterdam in terms of productivity."5 Dozens of countries around the world have privatized their seaports. One Hong Kong company, Hutchinson Whampoa, owns 30 ports in 15 countries. In Britain, 19 ports were privatized in 1983 to form Associated British Ports. ABP and a subsidiary, UK Dredging, sell port and dredging services in the private marketplace. They earn a profit, pay taxes, and return dividends to shareholders.6 Two-thirds of British cargo goes through privatized ports, which are highly efficient. Because of the vital economic role played by seaports in international trade, this should be a high priority reform area in the United States.

Private sector and State cooperation is key to fix waterways and ports 

 Edwards 09- director of tax policy Writer for the Cato Institute reaches privatization and the effects it has on T.I.    “Privatization  http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/privatization” cma
The Corps of Engineers is a federal agency that builds and maintains infrastructure for ports and waterways. Most of the agency's $5 billion annual budget goes toward dredging harbors and investing in locks and channels on rivers, such as the Mississippi. In addition, the corps is the largest owner of hydroelectric power plants in the country, manages 4,300 recreational areas, funds beach replenishment, and upgrades local water and sewer systems. Congress has used the corps as a pork barrel spending machine for decades. Funds are earmarked for low-value projects in the districts of important members of Congress, while higher-value projects go unfunded. Further, the corps has a history of scandals, including the levee failures in New Orleans and bogus economic studies to justify expensive projects. To solve these problems, the civilian activities of the corps should be transferred to state, local, or private ownership. A rough framework for reform would be to privatize port dredging, hydroelectric dams, beach replenishment, and other activities that could be supported by user fees and charges. Levees, municipal water and sewer projects, recreational areas, locks, and other waterway infrastructure could be transferred to state governments


2NC Solvency – Ports/Waterways

Private Sector Cooperation is key for waterways 

Press Release June 21 2012- Market Watch.com June 21st 2012 http://www.marketwatch.com/story/us-army-corps-of-engineers-releases-the-us-port-and-inland-waterways-modernization-preparing-for-post-panamax-vessels-report-2012-06-21

The primary challenge with the current process to deliver navigation improvements is to ensure adequate and timely funding to take advantage of potential opportunities.  A notional list of financing options is presented to initiate discussion of possible paths to meet this challenge.  It is anticipated that a variety of options may be desirable, and in all cases individual project characteristics, including its economic merits, would need to be considered in selecting the optimal financing mechanisms.  Maintaining the capacity of the nation's major ports and waterways and expanding port capacity when, where, and in a way that best serves the nation will require leadership at all levels of government, and partnership with ports and the private sector. The main challenges are to continue to maintain the key features of our current infrastructure, to identify when and where to expand coastal port capacity, and to determine how to finance its development.

Private-public relationship is key for rail, metro lines, roads, ports, and waterways,  


Alli 2012-  Writter for AllAferica Nigeria: How to Achieve 10 Percent Real Sector Contribution to GDP By 2015 – Stakeholders http://allafrica.com/stories/201207160222.html cma 
To address this problem, Government should continue to give priority attention to ensuring the provision of adequate and reliable infrastructure for road, rail, air and waterways transportation, including effective road transport system management in order to achieve supply chain efficiencies.  "For effectiveness (PPP, Government should continue to explore the Public-Private Partnership) arrangement, in line with Build, Operate and Transfer (B.O.T) options/models nationwide for the following: Rail (Interstate, East-West to link Calabar with Lagos, and Lagos with Kano and Calabar with Maiduguri); Metro lines within cities to facilitate intra-city movement; Roads - Coastal Road from Lagos to Calabar, Lagos - Kano road and Calabar - Maiduguri road; Rural Road to support agricultural produce and evacuation to markets; Water Ways - Develop inland water ways and deep 17 to 20 metres ports to permit construction of local oil rigs., etc.  " 


2NC Solvency – Ports/Waterways

Private sector want to build ports - Virginia Maryland and Alabama prove.   

Ybarra 09- Shirley, Senior Transportation Policy Analyst for Reason Foundation “Port Privatization Trend Growing” http://reason.org/news/show/port-privatization-trend-growi cma

Recently, more and more ports have been turning to third-party investors to finance infrastructure modernization projects through public-private partnerships (PPPs). This change is due to both a lack of overall funding available given the demand for facility improvements  and a growing number of private investors who see great potential for future returns on their investments in the nation's ports. As managing partner of the private infrastructure investment firm Highstar Capital, Christopher Lee puts it: "Ports are going to be one of the first lines of the economy to turn when the environment improves. We want to be ahead of the competition."   In my previous commentary, I noted that the Virginia Port Authority received an unsolicited public-private partnership proposal from the investment firm, CenterPoint Properties Trust. Although the proposal was initially met with skepticism from legislators and members of the media, it is now posted on the Port Authority's website and is undergoing review for approval according to the process prescribed by Virginia's Public Private Partnership Act of 1995.   This time-tested process has previously been used to bring successful PPPs to fruition in Virginia, such as the High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes now under construction on the Beltway in Northern Virginia and the completed Pocahontas Parkway. Competing proposals for operating Virginia's ports are due in July, and as I previously advised, authorities in the Commonwealth of Virginia should carefully consider the PPP proposals, given Virginia's past success with public-private partnership infrastructure projects.   And the trend is continuing. In recent weeks, public-private partnership proposals for ports have appeared in two other states, Maryland and Alabama.   Maryland   On April 15, 2009, the Maryland Port Authority (MPA) issued a request for a private investor to lease and operate the Port of Baltimore's Seagirt Marine Terminal. The MPA would like to partner with a private investor to fund a new 50-foot berth and increase the capacity of Seagirt Marine Terminal's waterborne containers.   According to the terms of the proposed deal, the MPA would lease the 200-acre Seagirt Marine Terminal exclusively to the private investor. The private investor would be required to invest in a new berth, cranes and other necessary infrastructure, while providing a revenue stream to the MPA and meeting a minimum annual cargo guarantee. The government would continue to own the port, but would award the private investor with the port's business that is currently under contract with the MPA/Maryland International Terminals. The full request is available here. The MPA hopes to close a deal on the public-private partnership in 2010.   Alabama   The Alabama State Port Authority recently solicited a request for a private partner to invest in the development and operation of the 74-acre Garrows Bend Intermodal Container Traffic Facility (ICTF) in Mobile, Alabama. The ICTF would handle both domestic and international traffic for multiple rail carriers and steamship lines and would finance its own operations. According to the ASPA, the facility would benefit the local economy by creating jobs, improving the ASPA's competitive position, and reducing highway congestion in the region.   According to Jimmy Lyons, director and CEO of the ASPA, "This is the first step in the process by the Port Authority to initiate efforts to identify a private sector partner for development of the intermodal facility and is a continuation of the Choctaw Point project that started in early 2000. From the beginning, we have envisioned this project as a true public private partnership." Potential private investors must submit a formal expression of interest by May 22, 2009 (more information is available here).   Public-private partnerships are becoming increasingly popular because port authorities can no longer rely on just their own revenues and the limited amount of funding available from state and local governments to fill in funding gaps, and because private investors are confident that ports will be at the forefront of the economy when global economic conditions begin to improve.   One of the forces driving investor confidence in ports is the opening of the expanded Panama Canal, which is scheduled for 2014 or 2015. Once the Panama Canal is expanded, mega-ships, which cannot fit through the Canal in its current condition, will be able to reduce their transit times by cutting through the canal en route from China to East and Gulf Coast ports in the United States. Private investors that put their money down now are likely to receive generous returns from the lucrative container trade from China, which will be able to arrive on the East Coast faster through the Panama Canal than it could moving inland by cargo or rail from West Coast ports in the U.S.   Public-private partnerships are a natural extension of the business model for ports, and we are sure to see more port authorities following the examples of Virginia, Maryland, and Alabama in the future.  This is because, unlike traditional highway transportation departments, port authorities have always had to compete with other ports to maintain a customer base. Port authorities that capitalize on the port's natural ability to operate in a business climate by seeking capital from public-private partnerships will be well positioned when the expanded Panama Canal ushers in a new and improved world of shipping.


2NC Solvency – Ports/Waterways

The Jones’s act repeal is necessary for private sector use, and to increase trade 

Cato handbook for congress- Policy recommendations for the 108th Congress http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb108/hb108-36.pdf cma

Unlike the regulations affecting other transportation sectors, maritime regulations and subsidies have been strikingly resistant to reform. A hodgepodge of conflicting and costly policies—subsidization, protectionism, regulation, and taxation—unnecessarily burdens the U.S.-flag fleet, forces U.S. customers to pay inflated prices, and curbs domestic and international trade. The list of rules and regulations governing shipping is too exhaustive to catalog here, but one thing is clear: shipping policies must be thoroughly reviewed and revamped. Congress should pay special attention to deregulation of ocean shipping and other trade- and consumer-oriented reforms. In particular, Congress should repeal the Jones Act (sec. 27 of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920). The Jones Act prohibits shipping merchandise between U.S. ports ‘‘in any other vessel than a vessel built in and documented under the laws of the United States and owned by persons who are citizens of the United States.’’ The act essentially bars foreign shipping companies from competing with American companies. A 1993 International Trade Commission study showed that the loss of economic welfare attributable to America’s cabotage restriction was some $3.1 billion per year. Because the Jones Act inflates prices, many businesses are encouraged to import goods rather than buy domestic products. The primary argument made in support of the Jones Act is that we need an all-American fleet on which to call in time of war. But during the Persian Gulf War, only 6 vessels of the 460 that shipped military supplies came from America’s subsidized merchant fleet. Repealing the Jones Act would allow the domestic maritime industry to be more competitive and would enable American producers to take advantage of lower prices resulting from competition among domestic and foreign suppliers. Ships used in domestic commerce could be built in one country, manned by citizens of another, and flagged by still another. That would result in decreased shipping costs, with savings passed on to American consumers and the U.S. shipping industry. The price of shipping services, now restricted by the act, would decline by an estimated 25 percent. 

2NC Solvency – Ports/Waterways

Only the CP can solve the Jonas act prevents full use of the ports 

James 2009- Sallie “A Service to the Economy Removing Barriers to Invisible Trade” http://www.cato.org/pubs/tpa/tpa-038.pdf cma 

 In addition to opening up the woefully protected land and air services industries, maritime transports one area where the government could immediately save consumers and taxpayers some money. The Merchant Marine Act of 1920 (commonly known as the “Jones Act”) stipulates that all cargo shipped between U.S. ports be carried on U.S.-built, U.S.-operated, and U.S.- owned vessels, in order to protect the domestic shipping industry from foreign competition and to encourage the viability of the domestic shipping industry for use in times of war. Given that a substantial part—over onethird—of U.S. water-borne commerce in 2006 was between U.S. ports, the potential savings from allowing foreign ships to compete for this business would be significant. A 1995 study by the International Trade Commission estimated that the Jones Act alone costs U.S. businesses and consumers $2.8 billion annually (1995 dollars) in increased shipping costs, mainly because of the relatively high cost of domestic labor for maintenance and staffing.  In addition, cargo preference laws dictate that most government owned cargo, military cargo, and most U.S. food aid must be shipped on U.S.-flagged, U.S.-built, and U.S.-operated vessels. Overall, the U.S. International Trade Commission estimates that U.S.-flagged tankers cost over $10,000 a day more to operate than do their foreign competitors, and U.S.-flagged containerships over $12,000 a day more. 

The Jones act stops private sector use of the ports 

Carafano 10 -  James PHD in foreign policy Lets Pull the Plug on the Jones Act http://www.heritage.org/research/commentary/2010/07/lets-pull-the-plug-on-the-jones-act

 Like many protectionist policies, the premises of the Jones Act seem plausible: Require goods moving from one U.S. port to another to travel on U.S.-built ships, with U.S. crews, and you will protect U.S. maritime and shipbuilding jobs. Unfortunately, under closer scrutiny it turns out the idea isn't seaworthy. The history of the U.S. merchant marine since passage of the Jones Act has been a story of decline, interrupted only by a massive shipbuilding boom during World War II. In 1920, U.S.-flagged ships carried 52 percent of the nation's seaborne trade. By 1939, U.S.-flagged shipping tonnage had declined by 25 percent and American ships carried only 22 percent of our seaborne trade. After WWII, the number of U.S.-flagged ships declined rapidly to 1,072 by 1955. By 2005, that number declined to 249. As of December 2007, the U.S. ocean-going merchant fleet consisted of 89 ships engaged in international trade and 100 ships in the ocean-going Jones Act trade. So much for jobs saved. The last serious review of the Jones Act (from a series of congressional hearings in the 1990s) revealed that more than 40,000 American merchant seamen and 40,000 longshoremen have lost their jobs despite Jones Act protectionism. Over the first 76 years of the act, more than 60 U.S. shipyards had gone out of business, eliminating 200,000 jobs. If the intent of the Jones Act was to save U.S. jobs, it failed. The Clinton administration asked the International Trade Commission to estimate the number of jobs that might be affected by repeal of the Jones Act. The answer? Repeal of the Jones Act would affect about 2,450 workers in the coastwise shipping trade. In the shipbuilding industry? Repeal would cost 36 jobs. Who pays the cost of protecting these 2,486 workers? The American consumer, for a start. The commission estimates the annual costs of Jones Act protectionism at between $2.8 billion and $9.8 billion. The real costs of Jones Act protectionism are even higher when you take into account the distortions of trade that cost American firms and workers the ability to compete fairly for American contracts. For example, U.S. scrap iron, a vital ingredient for American steel plants, is shipped from U.S. coastal areas to Turkey, or to Taiwan, or to China rather than to other U.S. ports, because the Jones Act makes such U.S.-to-U.S. shipping prohibitively expensive. The Jacksonville, Fla., electric authority has bought coal from Colombia rather than from U.S. mines because international transportation costs are so much cheaper. American livestock farmers find it cheaper to purchase feed grains from Canada or Argentina rather than from U.S. growers because the Jones Act makes shipping inside the United States so expensive. The salt used to clear frozen roads in Maryland and Virginia has been bought from Chile rather than from a U.S. mine in Ohio because transportation is so much cheaper. On the flip side, these companies find themselves losing American sales to foreign competitors who enjoy cheaper transportation costs — costs that in many cases may be responsible for 50 percent or more of the final price of the product. It's hard to make a national security argument for the Jones Act, either. Because U.S. warships are American made, and since Jones Act has helped gut the U.S. maritime industry, there is little domestic competition. We are left with very few yards, building very expensive ships. According to Robin Laird, a maritime expert, today it costs a third less to build an Aegis combat ship in Spain than in the United States. American industries thrive when they're exposed to the highest levels of competition. By any objective measure, the Jones Act is a failure and should be scuttled. 

2NC Solvency – Ports/Waterways

Only the CP solves- we are the only ones who open trade 

Cato handbook for congress- Policy recommendations for the 10th Congress http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb108/hb108-36.pdf cma

In particular, the 107th Congress should repeal the Jones Act (section 27 of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920). The Jones Act prohibits shipping merchandise between U.S. ports ‘ in any other vessel than a vessel built in and documented under the laws of the United States and owned by persons who are citizens of the United States.’’ The act essentially bars foreign shipping companies from competing with American companies. A 1993 International Trade Commission study showed that the loss of economic welfare attributable to America’s cabotage restriction was some $3.1 billion per year. Mayors, such as John Norquist of Milwaukee, complain that, because it raises shipping costs and thus reduces shipping, the Jones Act is responsible for underused port facilities and lost revenues for municipalities. Because the Jones Act inflates prices, many businesses are encouraged to import goods rather than buy domestic products. For that reason, Sen. Jesse Helms of North Carolina introduced legislation that would open domestic shipping to foreign-flag vessels. Helms called the Jones Act ‘‘ a harmful anachronism that enables a few waterborne carriers to cling to a monopoly on shipping.’’ He noted that the Jones Act has forced many North Carolina pork and poultry farmers to buy grain from Canada rather than the Midwest, because certified shipping vessels are unavailable and rail is an inefficient alternative. The primary argument made in support of the Jones Act is that we need an all-American fleet on which to call in time of war. But during the Persian Gulf War, only 6 older vessels of the 460 that shipped military supplies came from America’s subsidized merchant fleet. Rob Quartel, then a commissioner at the Federal Maritime Commission, wrote, ‘‘In short, the success of the military sealift— a brilliant feat of logistics— occurred despite [rather than because of] 75 years of government subsidies, protectionism, regulation, and energy and management controls.’’ Since the Jones Act requires American sailors to staff domestic vessels, it also has significant support from organized labor.




1NC Privatization CP – National Infrastructure Bank

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Small concessions to private companies in Squo foster major growth – solves reason for NIB

ARI News, 2005, “Privatization of US Toll Roads and Other Infrastructure Gaining Speed Says White & Case Lawyer” (http://www.aggregateresearch.com/article.aspx?ID=6059&archive=1)

(WASHINGTON, D.C.) -- After privatization of US infrastructure slowed significantly in the 1990s, the concept is rapidly gaining speed now that several international private-public toll road projects have proven successful, according to a project finance lawyer with White & Case.¶ "US states and municipalities are taking a look at many of the structuring and financing techniques and newer tolling technologies employed by overseas transportation projects to see if such techniques can be applied to US projects. Some of those techniques include shadow tolls, managed lanes, free-flow tolling technologies and innovative lease structures that combine public and private financing sources," said project finance lawyer Ned Neaher, who has advised on numerous toll road projects in Latin America and Europe.¶ "Public-private partnerships are now viewed by states and municipalities as an attractive method to obtain budgetary support while ensuring first-class transportation infrastructure is provided to their citizens."¶ Neaher says that throughout the country, state governments and municipalities are making the decision to privatize toll roads, bridges and other vital infrastructure in an effort to combat state funding shortages and reduce procurement costs. California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger recently unveiled a three-prong plan to reduce traffic congestion, including legislation that would allow private construction of toll roads. To offset its $100 billion transportation deficit, Colorado's state legislature is considering privatized toll roads to pay for the construction and maintenance of its 953-mile highway system. And New Jersey's Acting Governor Richard Codey is studying the possibility of leasing one or more toll roads, including the 148-mile New Jersey Turnpike.¶ In fact, at least 19 states have enacted some kind of public-private partnership program for the transportation sector.¶ "Public-private partnerships in toll road projects like the Chicago Skyway, where the City of Chicago granted a 99-year lease to Cintra Concesiones de Infraestructuras de Transporte (Cintra) and Macquarie Infrastructure Group to operate, maintain, manage, rehabilitate and toll the Skyway, infused $1.83 billion into that city's coffers," said Neaher, who represented Cintra and other developers and financiers in various toll road projects in Chile. "Given the financial crunch that many local and state governments are facing, it's not surprising that US states and municipalities are giving privatization a serious look again."¶ White & Case has one of the foremost project finance and infrastructure practices in the world, with significant experience advising on toll road projects including the AKA M5 Motorway in Hungary (Europe, Middle East and Africa Infrastructure Deal of the Year by Project Finance International); Autopista del Maipo refinancing (Latin America Refinancing Deal of the Year, Project Finance Magazine); Mexico's Autopista de Nuevo Leon toll road (Americas Infrastructure Deal of the Year, Project Finance International) and Chile's Costanera Norte toll road financing in Chile (2003 Latin American Deal¶ of the Year, Project Finance International). 


2NC Solvency – National Infrastructure Bank 

State-Private co-op through PPP’s is the fastest way to begin infrastructure revival

Robert Puentes, Senior Fellow, Brookings Institution, 2011 [http://www.brookings.edu/research/testimony/2011/11/16-infrastructure-puentes]

While half of the states have enacted enabling statutes for 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. States should therefore move to enact comprehensive PPP legislation that is accountable, transparent, and permanent.


2NC Solvency – National Infrastructure Bank 

States are already shifting to private investments in Infrastructure – a federal shift would help excelerate growth

Brad Plumer, 2012, (Associate Editor¶ Brad Plumer is an associate editor at The New Republic, where he reports on Congress. Before coming to TNR in 2006, he was an assistant web editor at Mother Jones, and his work has appeared in Audubon, New York, The National, The Journal of Life Sciences, and other publications. )“More states privatizing their infrastructure. Are they making a mistake? “ (http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/more-states-privatizing-their-infrastructure-are-they-making-a-mistake/2012/03/31/gIQARtAhnS_blog.html) 

Say you’re a state politician. Your local roads, bridges, and transit systems are all in dire need of upgrades. But there’s not much money left. Budgets are crunched. No one wants to raise taxes. And Congress is throttling back on transportation funding. So what’s left? Privatization, of course.¶ Maryland is the latest state looking to join the fray. At the moment, its legislature is mulling a bill that would encourage the government to seek out private companies to build, operate, and maintain the state’s roads, bridges, and public buildings. Virginia adopted this approach nearly a decade ago. And a growing number of states — from California to Florida — have been bringing in private capital to bankroll their transportation needs. But is privatizing infrastructure really such a good idea?¶ There are two main ways for a state to bring in private money for transportation. The first is to sell off assets that have already been built. This is what Indiana did in 2006, under Governor Mitch Daniels, when it leased its 157-mile Indiana East-West Toll Road to an international consortium of investors for $3.8 billion. The private companies have agreed to operate and maintain the roads for 75 years. In return, they get to hike the road’s tolls each year — by either 2 percent, the inflation rate, or the increase in GDP, whichever is higher.¶ While advocates claim that the private sector can operate these toll roads more efficiently, the major appeal of these moves is to solve short-term budget crunches. Essentially, state officials are giving up a source of revenue that’s spread out over a number of years — in Indiana’s case, tolls — and receiving a lump of cash upfront. “You might get less money overall, but you get it upfront, so that officials can go build the things they want to build,” explains Joshua Schank, the president of the Eno Center for Transportation. What’s more, the private firms are the ones that take the heat for raising fees and tolls, instead of nervous politicians.¶ Yet these sales can be controversial. The deals are frequently complicated and it can be difficult to assess how good a bargain the states are actually getting. Daniels has called the Indiana Toll Road transaction “the best deal since Manhattan was sold for beads.” Yet residents are still discovering surprises in the 600-page agreement — as when Indiana had to reimburse the operators for lost revenue after waiving tolls for safety reasons during a 2008 flood.¶ The other way to privatize infrastructure is to have a private firm take charge of building a road, bridge, or transit system from the start. From a global perspective, this isn’t a radical idea. Countries like France, Spain, and Australia have long harnessed these public-private partnerships to build their highways and rail lines. “Compared to other countries, we’re way behind on this,” says Schank. (Indeed, that’s why the large firms that handle these public-private contracts are often European — foreign companies have all the expertise.)¶ Here’s how this setup would work. Say a state wants to build or upgrade a highway. Various private companies will bid for the project, and the winning bidder has to raise enough money from outside investors to design, operate, build, and maintain the highway for a fixed number of years. The firm is allowed to recoup its costs through tolls and the like over that span. Because the private company is on the hook for the whole thing, it has an incentive to keep costs as low as possible and finish the road on time.¶ “The idea here,” says Robert Poole of the Reason Foundation, “is that the government is only commissioning projects where the private sector is willing to put its skin in the game.”¶ There’s some evidence that privately operated infrastructure projects can get built more quickly — and for less money — than projects wholly overseen by the government. One 2007 study (pdf) from Allen Consulting and the University of Melbourne looked at 54 large infrastructure projects in Australia and found that the privately financed ones had smaller cost overruns and were more likely to be finished on schedule than those financed through traditional public-sector methods.¶ Virginia, for one, has found that such partnerships can offer a way to get around funding logjams. For years, the Virginia Department of Transportation has wanted to relieve congestion on the I-495 Capital Beltway. But the state’s preferred plan involved adding two carpools in each direction on the most congested portions — at an unpalatable cost of $3 billion. Then, in 2004, the state was approached (pdf) by two companies, Fluor and TransUrban, that offered to raise private funds to add two high-occupancy toll lanes in each direction, and do it in a sleeker way that wouldn’t require as much widening of the Beltway. In the end, Fluor-TransUrban is planning to do it for a mere $1.4 billion, and the electronic toll system is set to begin later this year.¶ “No bureaucratic provision was a problem for them,” Ron Kirby, transportation director for the Washington Area Council of Governments, noted of Fluor in a recent issue of Public Works Financing. “It was ‘Tell me the issue and I’ll figure out a way to solve it.’”¶ But before getting too excited about the magical powers of private firms, experts warn that there are potential pitfalls to these arrangements. For one, as Robert Puentes of Brookings noted in a recent paper (pdf), these are complicated multi-decade financial arrangements. And “many states,” he notes, “lack the technical capacity and expertise to consider such deals and fully protect the public interest.” For another, the deals need to be structured wisely — in Maryland, for instance, Republicans have warned that certain provisions in the pending Senate bill could allow the government to circumvent the competitive bidding process. (The bill itself does, however, create several layers of review.)¶ Moreover, a road that’s privately owned for 75 years has the potential to conflict with other public-policy goals. For instance, as a recent GAO report (pdf) found, four of the five privately-funded toll road projects in the last 15 years included non-compete clauses that prevented the government from building nearby roads. As Tim Lee notes, “real-world privatization schemes are often explicitly protectionist.” So what if a state, say, later decides that it wants to build a rail network that competes with the private road? All sorts of complications could arise.¶ Plus, privatization can’t work everywhere. “It’s not a universal tool,” says Jonathan Peters, a professor of finance at the College of State Island who has studied these partnerships. There are plenty of roads in states like Montana, for starters, that don’t pay for themselves and would be unappealing to private investors. There are ways around this — Madrid, for one, built its subway system by offering formula-based subsidies to private firms, which still bore the risk of a shortfall in rider demand — but it’s trickier. Few transportation experts think we can fill our multi-trillion-dollar infrastructure shortfall with private money alone.¶ Still, as many states find themselves scrounging under sofas for cash, privatization may prove increasingly appealing. And drivers, at least, sometimes appear more receptive to paying for roads via tolls, where it’s obvious what the money’s going toward, than via gas taxes. “The lack of revenue,” says Peters, “is really forcing people to consider these options more seriously.”

Even partial bank privatization solves

CESifo Economy Studies, 2003, “Privatization and Its Benefits:¶ Theory and Evidence” (http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=36&ved=0CFcQFjAFOB4&url=http%3A%2F%2Fciteseerx.ist.psu.edu%2Fviewdoc%2Fdownload%3Fdoi%3D10.1.1.201.3522%26rep%3Drep1%26type%3Dpdf&ei=1oEFUKKSAcmR6wGRw5TyCA&usg=AFQjCNEqWF3KjOTwR7lwP0JAkDNogwH54g&sig2=zfftUVB4SiPXB1fetAHCDw) 

Imperfect monitoring is the first cause of low-powered incentives according to¶ the managerial perspective. The reason why the managers of state-owned¶ enterprises are poorly monitored has to do with the fact the firms are not traded¶ in the market, as is the case of any private firm. This fact eliminates the threat¶ of take-over when the firm performs poorly. Additionally, shareholders cannot¶ observe and influence the performance of the enterprises (Yarrow 1986; Vickers¶ and Yarrow 1989). Debt markets cannot play the role of disciplining the¶ managers, because SOE's debt is actually public debt that is perceived and¶ traded under different conditions.¶ Some have argued that partial privatization can solve this problem without¶ having to pursue full divestiture. Shleifer and Vishny (1996) and others have,¶ however, argued against partial privatization using the political perspective as¶ an explanation. Even partial ownership allows the politicians to have an influence¶ on the performance of the firm and give covered subsidies to achieve¶ political goals. The cost of intervention increases as the share of public ownership¶ decreases, full divestiture being an important commitment device to signal¶ no political intervention.12 According to the model, partial privatization could¶ solve the monitoring problem by making public information that was previously¶ not available.


2NC Solvency – National Infrastructure Bank 

Fully privatized bank firms solve best

CESifo Economy Studies, 2003, “Privatization and Its Benefits:¶ Theory and Evidence” (http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=36&ved=0CFcQFjAFOB4&url=http%3A%2F%2Fciteseerx.ist.psu.edu%2Fviewdoc%2Fdownload%3Fdoi%3D10.1.1.201.3522%26rep%3Drep1%26type%3Dpdf&ei=1oEFUKKSAcmR6wGRw5TyCA&usg=AFQjCNEqWF3KjOTwR7lwP0JAkDNogwH54g&sig2=zfftUVB4SiPXB1fetAHCDw) 

The evidence is robust in the direction of a clearly better performance of the¶ firms after privatization. Profitability increases significantly for different specifications,¶ different periods of time and groups of countries. An interesting¶ result is that in both Boubakri and Cosset (1998) and D'Souza and Megginson¶ (1998) profitability increases more in regulated (or noncompetitive) industries,¶ whereas operating efficiency increases less in those cases. It is clear then that¶ higher profitability does not necessarily imply higher efficiency and the link¶ between the two comes from the market structure. The evidence supports the¶ idea that there is a certain degree of market power being exploited by those¶ firms. Capital expenditure (investment) systematically increases in all cases,¶ reflecting both growth and the restructuring that takes place after the sale.30¶ Employment increases in all the cases, including developing countries. This¶ evidence on employment seems to be inconsistent with that in, for example,¶ LaPorta and López-De-Silanes (1999). There are two answers to that inconsistency.¶ First, the fact that the cross-country studies analyzed here use only data¶ for firms that were sold via public offerings generates a non-negligible selection¶ bias. One would expect those firms to be the ones with higher potential for¶ profitability. Second, the country-specific study includes data from three years¶ before privatization for all the firms, which could be capturing the elimination¶ of labor redundancy before the sale. In all the cases, fully privatized firms¶ perform better than partially privatized ones. 

Any investment by the government into infrastructure should simply reform regulations to encourage the private sector

Edwards. (Chris Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato and editor of www.DownsizingGovernment.org. He is a top expert on federal and state tax and budget issues. Before joining Cato, Edwards was a senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee, a manager with PricewaterhouseCoopers, and an economist with the Tax Foundation. Edwards has testified to Congress on fiscal issues many times, and his articles on tax and budget policies have appeared in the Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, and other major newspapers. He is the author of Downsizing the Federal Government and co-author of Global Tax Revolution. Edwards holds a B.A. and M.A. in economics, and he was a member of the Fiscal Future Commission of the National Academy of Sciences.) 11

(Federal Infrastructure Investment, November 16 2011, http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment)
One implication of this data is that if Congress wants to boost infrastructure spending, the first priority should be to make reforms to encourage private investment. Tax reforms, such as a corporate tax rate cut, would increase the net returns to a broad range of private infrastructure investments. Regulatory reforms to reduce barriers to investment are also needed, as illustrated by the delays in approving the $7 billion Keystone XL pipeline from Alberta to Texas.¶ Despite its smaller magnitude, public-sector infrastructure spending is also very important to the U.S. economy. But the usual recommendation to simply spend more federal taxpayer money on infrastructure is misguided. For one thing, the government simply can't afford more spending given its massive ongoing deficits. More importantly, much of the infrastructure spending carried out by Washington would be more efficiently handled by devolving it to state and local governments and the private sector.


1NC Privatization CP – Mass Transit

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Federal involvement in mass transit fails – privatization is key

Randal O'Toole is a senior fellow with the Cato Institute, 11/10/10, http://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/fixing-transit-case-privatization, “Fixing Transit: The Case for Privatization”; AB

America's experiment with government ownership of urban transit systems has proven to be a disaster. Since Congress began giving states and cities incentives to take over private transit systems in 1964, worker productivity — the number of transit riders carried per worker — has declined by more than 50 percent; the amount of energy required to carry one bus rider one mile has increased by more than 75 percent; the inflation- adjusted cost per transit trip has nearly tripled, even as fares per trip slightly declined; and, despite hundreds of billions of dollars of subsidies, the number of transit trips per urban resident declined from more than 60 trips per year in 1964 to 45 in 2008.  Largely because of government ownership, the transit industry today is beset by a series of interminable crises. Recent declines in the tax revenues used to support transit have forced major cuts in transit services in the vast majority of urban areas. Transit infrastructure — especially rail infrastructure — is steadily deteriorating, and the money transit agencies spend on maintenance is not even enough to keep it in its current state of poor repair. And transit agencies have agreed to employee pension and health care plans that impose billions of dollars of unfunded liabilities on taxpayers.  Transit advocates propose to solve these problems with even more subsidies. A better solution is to privatize transit. Private transit providers will provide efficient transit services that go where people want to go. In order for privatization to take place, Congress and the states must stop giving transit agencies incentives to waste money on high-cost transit technologies.


2NC Solvency – Mass Transit

Political control of mass transit drives up costs – political forces affect laws

Winston and Shirley, ‘98 – Clifford Winston, a Senior Fellow in the Economic Studies program, specializes in analysis of industrial organization, regulation, and transportation, and Assoc. Prof. at the Transportation Systems Division of MIT’ Department of Civil Engineering. Chad Shirley is a former research assistant in the Bookings Economic Studies program. (Clifford Winston and Chad Shirley, Alternate route : toward efficient urban transportation, published by Brookings Institution Press, p. 68-69 )

POLICYMAKERS do not just happen to create inefficiencies. When economists estimate large welfare losses stemming from public policies as if the losses were simple oversights that officials could correct by paying closer attention to what they are doing, it is the economists, not the officials, who are not paying attention. This chapter attempts to chip away at this type of ignorance by developing a model to identify the political forces most responsible for the inefficiencies in urban transit pricing and service that were documented in chapter 4. It also identifies the factors that contribute to the inefficiencies in automobile travel. We will then be in a position to assess whether urban transportation policymakers would actually take significant steps to make public systems more efficient and less reliant on taxpayer subsidies.  Sources of Inefficiencies in Transit One generally expects politics to have a major influence on public policy. And theories abound as to why this influence will create economic inefficiencies.1 Without drawing explicitly on a particular theory, we can identify at least three ways in which politics is likely to cause urban transit prices and service to deviate from optimality. First, although we noted in chapter 1 that government subsidies largely accrue to transit managers and suppliers of transit labor and capital, some of the funds undoubtedly go to keep fares below marginal costs and to expand service beyond what can be supported without subsidies. Second, as we discussed in chapter 2, various policymaking entities determine transit prices and service and receive federal funds. Some may be less capable than others of carrying out efficient policies or more willing to sacrifice efficiency in pursuit of other goals.2 Finally, such varied transportation constituencies as high-income commuters, business developers, and the elderly could influence policymakers to benefit them at the expense of other members of society by lowering prices and expanding service to inefficient levels.3 We have estimated simultaneous equations models of transit prices, service frequency, and route coverage to determine the effect of subsidies, policymaking entities, and constituents on them, and have used the models to determine how much of the social welfare loss from transit pricing and service inefficiencies can be explained by these political influences. Because of the limited guidance that economic theory brings to help our specifications and the absence of comparable empirical work, we recognize that our models offer only preliminary empirical evidence on the political and economic determinants of transit attributes.4 Our basic findings, however, appear to be consistent with informal observations and anecdotal evidence on the extent of inefficiency that is caused by political influences on urban transit policy.
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Federal investment in mass transit is logically and ethically bankrupt – privatization key to solve

Randal O'Toole is a senior fellow with the Cato Institute, 11/10/10, http://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/fixing-transit-case-privatization, “Fixing Transit: The Case for Privatization”; AB

The term “socialism” has been much abused in recent years, with people applying it to bailouts, regulation, and other government activities that fall short of actual government ownership. But one industry has unquestionably been socialistic for decades: urban transit, more than 99 percent of which is today owned and operated by state and local governments. The results have not been pretty. Since 1964, the year Congress began giving states and cities incentives to take over private transit companies, worker productivity—the number of transit trips carried per operating employee—has fallen more than 50 percent. 1 After adjusting for inflation, operating costs per rider have nearly tripled, while fare revenues increased by a mere 8 percent. 2 “It’s uncommon to find such a rapid productivity decline in any industry,” the late University of California economist Charles Lave observed of U.S. transit in 1994. 3 Today, urban transit is the most expensive way of moving people in the United States. Airlines can transport people at a cost of less than 15 cents per passenger mile, barely a penny of which is subsidized. 4 Driving costs less than 23 cents per passenger mile, which also includes about a penny of subsidy. 5 Socialized Amtrak costs close to 60 cents per passenger mile, about half of which is subsidized. 6 But urban transit costs nearly one dollar per passenger mile, with fares covering only 21 cents per passenger mile and subsidies paying for the rest. 7 These horrendous financial results are obscured by the mountains of propaganda issued by the Federal Transit Administration, individual transit agencies, the American Public Transportation Association, and various other transit advocates claiming transit saves people money, saves energy, and protects the environment. In fact, it only saves people money by imposing most of their transport costs on other taxpayers. Nor is transit particularly energy efficient or environmentally friendly, as the average transit system uses about the same amount of energy and emits about the same amount of pollution per passenger mile as the average car. In fact, a majority of transit systems use far more energy and pollute far more per passenger mile than the average car. 8 The fact that more than three out of four transit dollars come from taxpayers instead of transit users has several negative effects on transit programs. For one, transit agencies are more interested in trying to get dollars out of taxpayers, or federal and state appropriators, than in pleasing transit riders. This leads the agencies to focus on highly visible capital improvements, such as rail transit projects, dedicated bus lanes, and supposedly multimodal transit centers, that are not particularly useful to transit riders. Moreover, the agencies neglect to maintain their capital improvements, partly because most of the taxpayers who paid for them never ride transit and so do not know about their deteriorating condition. Further, dependence on tax dollars makes transit agencies especially vulnerable to economic downturns because the sources of most of their operating funds—generally sales or income taxes, but in some cases annual appropriations from state legislatures—are highly sensitive to the state of the economy. Sales and income taxes are particularly volatile, while property taxes are less so. 9 Yet property taxes provide only about 2 percent of transit operating funds, while sales and income taxes provide more than a quarter of operating funds. 10 Privatization of public transit systems would solve all of these problems. Private operators would have incentives to serve customers, not politicians, with cost-effective transport systems. The few examples of private transit operations that can be found show that private operators are more efficient and can offer better service than government agencies. 


2NC Solvency – Mass Transit

Federal oversight of mass transit fails – politically charged

Randal O'Toole is a senior fellow with the Cato Institute, 11/10/10, http://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/fixing-transit-case-privatization, “Fixing Transit: The Case for Privatization”; AB

All the problems identified in this report are a direct result of public ownership of transit systems: • Transit productivity has declined because transit managers are no longer obligated to ensure that revenues cover costs. In fact, in the world of government, agency managers are respected for having larger budgets, which leads transit managers to use tools and techniques that actually reduce productivity. • Transit’s tax traumas during the recession are typical of government agencies that create new programs during boom peri-ods that are not financially sustainable in the long run. Private businesses do the same thing, but are able to slough off marginal operations during recessions. Public agencies have a difficult time doing so because each program and each transit line has a built-in political constituency demanding continued subsidies. • Public agencies are also more likely to run up debt because political time horizons are so short: what an agency provides today is much more important than what that service will cost tomorrow. This is especially true when it comes to pensions and other worker benefits whose true costs can be postponed to the politically distant future. • The tendency to build expensive infrastructure whose maintenance cannot be supported by available revenues is a particular government trait. As one official at the U.S. Department of Transportation says, politicians “like ribbons, not brooms.” In other words, they like funding highly visible capital projects, but they gain little from funding the maintenance of those projects. • The failure to innovate and the tendency to turn to social engineering when people will not behave the way planners want are inconsistent with the values of a free society. Ironically, the real problem with public transit is that it has too much money. The addition of tax dollars to transit operations led transit agencies to buy buses and other equipment that are bigger than they need, to build rail lines and other high-cost forms of transit when lower-cost systems would work as well, to extend service to remote areas where there is little demand for transit, and to offer overly generous contracts to politically powerful unions. Privatizing transit would solve these problems. Private transit operators would have powerful incentives to increase productivity, maintain transit equipment, and avoid transit systems that require expensive infrastructure and heavy debts. While private transit systems would not be immune to recessions, they would respond to recessions by cutting the least-necessary expenses. In contrast, public agencies often employ the “Washington Monument Syndrome” strategy: they threaten to cut highly visible programs as a tactic to persuade legislators to increase appropriations or dedicate more taxes to the agency, such as New York MTA’s proposal to eliminate discounted fares for students.


2NC Solvency – Mass Transit

Private transit providers focus on reducing costs and expanding inner city service 

Randal O'Toole is a senior fellow with the Cato Institute, 11/10/10, http://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/fixing-transit-case-privatization, “Fixing Transit: The Case for Privatization”; AB

Private transit providers will focus on reducing costs and focusing scheduled transit services on high-demand areas where they can fill a high percentage of seats. To reduce costs, they would employ transit technologies that have minimal infrastructure requirements, use the appropriate size of vehicle for each area served, and economize on labor. Privatization would probably improve transit service in the inner cities, where most transit patrons live, while it would reduce service in many suburbs, where most people have access to cars. Privatization would also greatly alter the nature of transit services in many cities. Private investors would be unlikely to expand or upgrade high-cost forms of transit such as light rail, streetcars, and automated guideways. Private operators might continue to run existing rail lines until the existing infrastructure is worn out, which tends to be after about 30 years of service. Rather than rebuild the lines, private operators would probably then replace the railways with lowcost, flexible bus service. 

Privatization ensures better services and a more efficient operation of transit than the federal government 

Randal O'Toole is a senior fellow with the Cato Institute, 11/10/10, http://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/fixing-transit-case-privatization, “Fixing Transit: The Case for Privatization”; AB

​Public ownership of transit is one of the least defensible government programs in the United States. It has led to a huge decline in transit productivity, a large increase in costs, and only minor increases in outputs. In addition, a powerful lobby of groups now feel entitled to government support—groups that do not include transit riders, for the most part, but instead are mainly rail construction companies and railcar manufacturers, transit contractors, transit employee unions, and the transit agencies themselves. Privatization will make transit responsive to users, not politicians, and will actually lead to better services for many transit users.
PPP grants are able to startup new mass transit infrastructure

E.S. Savas, 2000, (E. S. Savas is Presidential Professor at the School of Public Affairs of Baruch College, at the City University of New York.) “PRIVATIZATION AND PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS” (http://www.cesmadrid.es/documentos/sem200601_md02_in.pdf) 

Delegation is also carried out by awarding grants, below-interest loans, favored tax treatment, and other kinds of subsidies. Instead of government itself carrying out an activity, it arranges for a private entity to do the work, and it provides financial support. In the United States, grants are used for mass transit, low-income housing, maritime shipping, and innumerable other activities. Grants are distinguished from contracts in that grants usually involve only the most general requirements (run a bus service, build houses that rent at below-market prices, conduct research, promote the arts), whereas contracts are usually specified in great detail for a particular service (sweep the west side of certain north-south streets between 7 a.m. and 9 a.m. on Tuesdays and Fridays). Grants and loans can generally be thought of as one-time payments, often to initiate a new activity, while favorable tax treatment and other subsidies tend to be continuing and to cover pre-existing as well as new services.

2NC Solvency – Mass Transit

Private Companies Solve Mass Transit 

O'Toole, 2010, (American scholar, policy maker at the Cato Institute) (Randal, Policy Analysis, "Fixing Transit the case for Privatization", 8/10/2011, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/PA670.pdf

Private transit providers will focus on reducing costs and focusing scheduled transit 19 Private intercity bus services have staged a revival and private buses now carry more passengers between Boston and Washington than heavily subsidized Amtrak. services on high-demand areas where they can fill a high percentage of seats. To reduce costs, they would employ transit technologies that have minimal infrastructure requirements, use the appropriate size of vehicle for each area served, and economize on labor. Privatization would probably improve transit service in the inner cities, where most transit patrons live, while it would reduce service in many suburbs, where most people have access to cars. Privatization would also greatly alter the nature of transit services in many cities. Private investors would be unlikely to expand or upgrade high-cost forms of transit such as light rail, streetcars, and automated guideways. Private operators might continue to run existing rail lines until the existing infrastructure is worn out, which tends to be after about 30 years of service. Rather than rebuild the lines, private operators would probably then replace the railways with lowcost, flexible bus service. Private operators might find it worthwhile to maintain a few heavy-rail (subways and elevated) and commuter-rail lines in the long run. Fares cover more than 60 percent of the operating costs of subways elevated in New York, San Francisco, and Washington; more than half the operating costs of commuter trains in Boston, Los Angeles, New Jersey, New York, and Philadelphia; and more than half the operating costs of subways/elevated in Boston and Philadelphia. It is possible that private operation could save enough money to cover operating costs, with enough left over to keep infrastructure in a state of good repair in many of these cities. Most other rail lines, including virtually all of the ones being planned or built today, would not pass a market test, mainly because buses can attract as many riders at a far lower cost. Bus services would change as well under private operation. In heavily used corridors, private transit services would offer both local bus services (that stop several times per mile) as well as bus rapid transit services that connect major urban centers and rarely stop between those centers. In low-demand areas, private operators would likely substitute 13- to 20-passenger vans for the 40-seat buses currently used by most public agencies. In even lower-demand areas, private companies may elect to focus on Super Shuttle-like demand responsive services that pick anyone—not just disabled passengers—up at their doors and drop them off at their destinations.



1NC Privatization CP – Pipelines

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Partnerships are key to initial certainty and incentives for CCS

Klaas van Alphen, D epartment of Innovation Studies, Copernicus Institute for Sustainable Development and Innovation, Utrecht University, et al., Marko P. Hekkert, Wim C. Turkenburg, 11-3-09, [“Accelerating the deployment of carbon capture and storage technologies¶ by strengthening the innovation system,” International Journal of Greenhouse Gas Control, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1750583609001078] E. Liu

Although investments in CCS RD&D have grown substantially¶ over the past years, the 100 experts surveyed in this study rate¶ their satisfaction on the availability resources with an average¶ score of 2.8 (see Table 10). The most widely shared opinion is that¶ the current availability of financial resources is not sufficient to¶ realize commercial-scale integrated CCS demonstration projects.¶ Interviewees (especially from private firms) argued that financial¶ risks are too high for firms to justify CCS investments to¶ shareholders. Taking into account that the carbon price in the¶ early years might not be high or stable enough to trigger enough¶ CCS investment, additional incentives will likely be needed.¶ To provide investor certainty, it is believed by most of the¶ experts participating in this study that public private partnerships¶ are the way to go. In these partnerships government agencies¶ should fund a substantial part of the billions of dollars necessary to¶ deploy the first set of commercial-scale CCS projects. Several of the¶ experts surveyed here recognize that supporting the fossil-fuel¶ industry with public money could meet resistance from environ-¶ mental NGOs and the certain societal groups (an issue that we will¶ discuss further under the last function: ‘‘creation of legitimacy’’).¶ Despite this possible risk, it is argued that this approach would¶ offer the highest incentives to early projects that have not yet¶ benefited from scale economies, and technological learning; e.g.¶ improved materials and technology design, standardization of¶ applications, system integration and optimization. In order to get¶ these first projectsoff the ground,Governmentsin allthe countries¶ under study announced additional funding for the demonstration¶ projects.


1NC Privatization CP – Nuclear Waste
CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Partnerships are key to effective and cheap waste management – Government adaptability is key to carry it out

Gordon Rausser, Robert Gordon Sproul Distinguished Professor, University of California,¶ Berkeley¶ and Reid Steven, Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, University of California,¶ Berkeley, 5-21-09, [“Public-Private Partnerships:¶ Goods and the Structure of¶ Contracts,” ¶ Robert Gordon Sproul Distinguished Professor, University of California, Annu. Rev. Resour. Econ. 2009. 1:75–97, http://www.annualreviews.org/doi/abs/10.1146/annurev.resource.050708.144233] E. Liu

The public sector often lacks sufficient funding and clear definitions of roles and proce-¶ dures to manage efficiently with environmental protection and remediation. Because envi-¶ ronmental remediation is an impure public good, the private sector does not have¶ incentives to invest the socially optimal amount on its own. By forming PPPs, the public¶ sector, especially in developing countries, draws on the experience and technical expertise¶ of the private sector to manage environmental investments. PPPs can be formed to work¶ exclusively on environmental remediation, or environmental remediation can be included¶ in the contract of a larger project involving the PPP. These PPPs can often construct¶ facilities and provide ongoing services at a lower cost than can the public sector, resulting¶ primarily from superior private sector scale efficiencies and technical expertise.¶ A leading example of PPPs in environmental remediation are those the U.S. Depart-¶ ment of Energy (DOE) initiated in 1994 to reform management of the Department’s legacy¶ nuclear waste. The DOE’s management of nuclear waste was notoriously unreliable and¶ inefficient, so the Department formed partnerships with the private sector to strengthen¶ oversight capabilities and lower costs. Prior to 1994, the DOE hired private sector con-¶ tractors to dispose of nuclear waste under cost-plus-fixed-fee contracts. In these contracts,¶ contractors were repaid all of their expenses, plus some negotiated profit margin in the¶ form of either a fixed percentage of total costs or a fixed dollar amount. In addition to¶ these predetermined earnings, an incentive award was usually granted in recognition of¶ the contractor’s ability to meet general performance expectations. Though cost-plus con-¶ tracts are thought to be effective where uncertainty is high or when the project has not¶ been completely specified, these contracts were plagued by unanticipated cost increases¶ and time extensions. These contracts were also inefficient because they dealt with the¶ provision of an impure public good, and without joint decision making in Stage 2, the¶ contractors would not provide the socially optimal level of investment. Under pressure to¶ improve performance from the General Accountability Office and Congress, the DOE¶ began forming PPPs to manage environmental remediation.¶ The DOE initiated performance-based incentive contracts in these new partnerships¶ with the private sector. Though the structure of the contract varied by project, each¶ contract comprised a system of rewards and penalties (working on the premise that con-¶ tractors will tailor their work so as to earn the former while avoiding the latter) that were¶ selected to dictate the level of financial risk sharing between parties. In 1995, the DOE¶ formed a PPP to construct and operate a nuclear waste disposal facility at the nuclear¶ production complex in Hanford, Washington. This partnership would replace the efforts¶ of contractors, hired with cost-reimbursable contracts, that had unsuccessfully managed¶ the site. In addition to lowering costs and speeding up production, the DOE planned¶ on transferring some of the risks associated with nuclear waste disposal to the private¶ partners.¶ The DOE began Stage 1 by actively seeking out partners in the private sector that¶ would be willing to form a consortium capable of handling the complex disposal process¶ to increase the set of potential partners. The Department, in an effort to determine¶ whether interested firms had resources at their disposal to complete the project, used a¶ two-phase process to form the partnership. During the first phase, the DOE established¶ the requirements, both technical and financial, potential partners would be expected to¶ meet. To foster competition, the Department selected two groups of firms for the first¶ phase of the project and entered into short-term contracts with both groups. At the end of¶ this phase, the firms presented a financing and development proposal based on their on-¶ site waste tests and negotiations with financial institutions. The DOE created a final¶ contract, expected to last 10–14 years, which included a plan for design, construction,¶ operation, and financing, with a group of firms that included Betchel National, Inc., and¶ British Nuclear Fuels. At the end of this contract, the second phase would begin, during¶ which the DOE would create a new contract, based on lessons learned during phase 1,¶ with any qualified firm to manage the disposal of the remaining waste.¶ The Department attempted to implement a performance-based contract in Stage 1 that¶ allocated the control rights over the production process to the private partners to avoid¶ cost 

1NC Privatization CP – Nuclear Waste
<continued from above>
overruns and construction delays, which could lead to further contamination of the¶ area (Diprinzio 2000). Rather than share decision-making authority in Stage 2, as is¶ optimal when producing an impure public good, the private firms would make all deci-¶ sions regarding the nuclear waste processing process and receive payments from the DOE¶ at the agreed on fixed rate. The DOE included construction and processing benchmarks in¶ the contract that specified the time the facility would be completed and the level of waste¶ it would be expected to process. Though the DOE did not retain any decision-making¶ authority over the production process, the Department did provide incentives for the¶ private firms to use their control rights to meet the processing benchmarks through a¶ three-tier payment system. The firms would receive a base payment to cover their opera-¶ tional costs and debt obligations for meeting specified output levels before the facility¶ reached full capacity. Once output reached full capacity, the firms would receive a contract¶ capacity payment for output that reached the DOE’s minimum order threshold. If the¶ firm’s output exceeded the minimum output stipulated in the contract, a premium capacity¶ payment would be made. The pricing structure was designed to provide incentives for the¶ firms to exceed the production level. The DOE was responsible for providing an adequate¶ level of waste for the firms to meet their benchmarks.¶ The incentive system, which used benchmarks and payments rather than joint decision¶ making to reach production goals, proved ineffective as the partnership experienced an¶ unexpected shock in Stage 3 that increased construction costs (Akintoye et al. 2003). The¶ contract originally called for a small-scale waste disposal facility that would be used only¶ in the short-term and that would be replaced by a permanent facility in the second phase.¶ As the private firms began to design and construct the facility, it became clear that a¶ temporary facility would cost as much as a permanent facility, because of strict federal¶ regulations regarding nuclear waste disposal, which drastically increased the cost and¶ complexity of the project. Rather than renegotiate the control rights and property rights¶ to provide appropriate incentives for the firms to construct a permanent facility, the DOE¶ made only minor changes that did not adequately adjust the contract in response to the¶ shock. Because the DOE did not return to Stage 1 to carefully align incentives during the¶ renegotiations that followed unanticipated shocks in Stage 3, the Department unintention-¶ ally decreased the partnership’s probability of success.¶ In Stage 2, bargaining over the project’s financing led to a shock that also required¶ renegotiation and changes to the initial contract. The contract initially gave the private¶ firms sole decision-making authority to arrange for the project’s funding through debt and¶ equity financing. Though this assignment of control rights limited the Department’s finan-¶ cial risk and gave the firms an incentive to secure a loan with favorable terms, the¶ government made postcontract efforts to be granted termination-for-convenience rights¶ that would allow the Department to terminate the contract at any time and be responsible¶ only for paying the private partner’s termination costs. These rights are usually found in¶ government contracts but are not typically part of industry contracts.¶ As termination-for-convenience rights were bargained over in Stage 2, it became clear¶ that the Department’s payment to its partners would not cover the outstanding principal¶ and interest, which substantially increased the firm’s financial exposure. The firms, antici-¶ pating nearly $4 billion in debt financing, in addition to their own equity, were unable to¶ bear the risk associated with this clause. The government had little leverage in the bargain-¶ ing and subsequent renegotiation because the contract allocated sole financial decision-¶ making authority to the firms.¶ During renegotiation in Stage 3, the government agreed to accept most of the project’s¶ financial risk in exchange for right-to-termination rights, which skewed the private firm’s¶ incentives for securing efficient financing. Similar concessions that changed the private¶ firm’s incentives were made during renegotiation in response to bargaining over the¶ Department’s effort to include other provisions typically used in government contracts,¶ including adherence to Federal Cost Accounting Standards and submission to audits by¶ the Defense Contractor Auditing Agency (Diprinzio 2000). Because the DOE did not¶ address these unanticipated shocks by returning to Stage 1 to reassign decision-making¶ authority and ownership optimally, the private partner’s incentives to complete the project¶ efficiently were gradually eroded. By May 2000, the project’s expected costs increased to¶ 120% of the original projection, and with the project over budget and unable to meet¶ construction benchmarks, the project was terminated (U.S. Government Accountability¶ Office 2004).¶ 4.2. PPPs and Infrastructure Investment¶ Infrastructure development projects carry significant risk as they require large capital¶ investments over a long time period to construct, operate, and maintain assets. Traditional-¶ ly, infrastructure development was pursued only by the public sector because many of the¶ projects (bridges, roads, telecommunications, railroads, energy, etc.) dealt with natural¶ resources and produced impure public goods. But as infrastructure development has grown¶ increasingly complex and expensive, governments have looked to improve efficiency by¶ using private sector expertise and financing through PPPs (Engel et al. 1997; Ramamurti¶ 1997; Estache et al. 2000, 2007). PPPs also allow the government to avoid levying distor-¶ tionary taxes by tapping private sector funding, which can be repaid by user fees generated¶ by the partnership. PPPs can also reduce the public sector’s financial risk in both the¶ cost of the project and the future revenue streams, and some public agencies argue that this¶ risk transfer is the primary benefit flowing from the use of financing by PPPs.

1NC Privatization CP – Army Corps of Engineers

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Army Corps of Engineers are biased and corrupted – privatization would solve better

Chris Edwards, Director of Tax Policy at the Cato Institute, October 2005, “Privatize the Army Corps of Engineers”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/tbb/tbb-0510-27.pdf, Tax and Budget Bulletin No. 27; AB 

The Army Corps of Engineers has been in the news as the owner of the levee system in New Orleans. The levee system could not handle a storm of the strength of Hurricane Katrina, and its failure contributed to the disastrous flooding of the city. The Corps of Engineers is a federal agency that builds and maintains infrastructure for ports and waterways. Most of the agency’s $5 billion annual budget goes toward dredging harbors and investing in locks, channels, and other works on rivers such as the Mississippi. The Corps is the largest owner of hydroelectric power plants in the country with 75 plants worth $18 billion. 1 It also manages 4,300 recreational areas, funds beach replenishment, and upgrades local water and sewer systems. This bulletin examines the inefficiencies that result from federal funding of such local infrastructure, and proposes that the Corp’s civilian activities be privatized or devolved to the states. A Pork Barrel Machine for Congress Congress has used the Army Corps as a pork barrel spending machine for decades. Funds are earmarked for low-value projects in the districts of important members of Congress, while higher-value projects go unfunded. Federal decisions on spending for local infrastructure are often based on political pull, not on economic analysis. That is true for the Army Corps and for federal spending on airports, highways, transit systems, and other facilities. The Washington Post notes that “powerful members of Congress dictate the selection, pace, and price tag for major projects” of the Army Corps. 2 Indeed, data from Citizens Against Government Waste show that Congress inserted 1,073 special interest, or pork, projects into the Corp’s budget for 2005. 3 The result is that while levee upgrades in New Orleans were stalled, dubious projects in other states moved ahead. The Corps epitomizes the “iron triangle” that produces excess and misallocated federal spending. It tends to favor expensive projects that expand its empire and please its political overlords. Politicians use the agency’s budget to curry favor with special interests in their districts. Of course, those interests would rather have federal taxpayers fund their projects than pay for them locally. One problem with the federalization of local infrastructure is that it makes local officials complacent about planning for their own needs. Louisiana politicians have complained that the Bush administration underfunded New Orlean’s levees, but they were closest to the problem and should have funded the upgrades themselves.


2NC Solvency – Army Corps of Engineers 

The private industry could take over all of the services the Army Corps offers

Chris Edwards, Director of Tax Policy at the Cato Institute, October 2005, “Privatize the Army Corps of Engineers”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/tbb/tbb-0510-27.pdf, Tax and Budget Bulletin No. 27; AB 

Reform Options To solve these problems, the civilian activities of the Corps should be transferred to state, local, or private ownership. A rough framework for reform might be: • Privatize: port dredging, hydroelectric dams, beach replenishment, and other activities that could be supported by user fees and revenues. • Transfer to lower governments: levees, municipal water and sewer projects, recreational areas, locks, channels, and other waterway infrastructure. Such reforms could accompany broader reforms to U.S. ports and waterways. For example, U.S. ports are owned by state and local governments and are dredged by the Army Corps. But ports could be privatized, and they could purchase dredging services in the marketplace. The harbor maintenance tax could be repealed, and ports could recover dredging costs from port users. For example, if the $286 million Delaware River dredging project made sense, it could be funded by the refineries and other industries along the river that would be the beneficiaries. In Britain, 19 ports were privatized in 1983 to form Associated British Ports. ABP and a subsidiary UK Dredging sell port and dredging services in the marketplace. They earn a profit, pay taxes, and return dividends to shareholders. 11 Two-thirds of British cargo goes through privatized ports, which are highly efficient. In the United States, there are complaints that governments are not investing enough in port facilities and dredging to the detriment of U.S. international trade. If ports were privatized, they could invest and expand as needed to relieve congestion and accommodate larger ships. Privatization is also a good option for the Corp’s large inventory of hydroelectric dams. The Corp’s recreational areas should be transferred to state governments or to the private sector if they could generate sufficient user fees. Municipal water, sewer, and beach projects should be left to local governments. Waterway and environmental projects, such as the $8 billion Florida Everglades Restoration Plan, should be funded by state governments. Waterway facilities that affect numerous states, such as those along the Mississippi River, could be transferred to the states and managed under a regional agreement. Conclusion For decades, presidents have tried to rein in wasteful spending by the Corps of Engineers. President Eisenhower vetoed a Corp’s spending bill in 1958 because it included numerous projects that made no economic sense. In 1977 President Carter gave Congress a hit list of wasteful water projects that he wanted to cut. The Bush administration has tried to cut the agency’s waste and to refocus its budget on completing the high-value projects in its large construction backlog. But as TCS noted, “the administration has failed to follow through and defend those budget cuts,” which is a common problem with this White House. 12 A better solution is to privatize and devolve to lower governments the Corp’s activities. The New Orleans levees, for example, should be transferred to the State of Louisiana. State, local, and private ownership would better ensure that infrastructure is efficiently maintained and upgraded, and not subject to neglect because of distracted policymakers in far away Washington.


1NC Privatization CP – Amtrak 

Amtrak should be privatized – ensures flexibility and political partisanship in Congress 

Tad DeHaven is a budget analyst on federal and state budget issues for the Cato Institute, June 2010, “Privatizing Amtrack”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/amtrak/subsidies/; AB

The National Railroad Passenger Corporation, or Amtrak, is the federal organization that operates passenger rail service in the United States. It was created by the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970. Amtrak is structured as a corporation, but its board members are appointed by the president of the United States and virtually all its stock is owned by the federal government.1 Amtrak has about 19,000 employees, and its annual revenues were $2.4 billion in 2009.2  Amtrak has been providing second-rate train service for almost four decades, while consuming almost $40 billion in federal subsidies. The system has never earned a profit and most of its routes lose money. Amtrak's on-time record is very poor, and the system as a whole only accounts for 0.1 percent of America's passenger travel.3 Another problem is that Amtrak's infrastructure is in bad shape. Most of the blame for Amtrak's woes should be pinned on Congress, which insists on supporting an extensive, nationwide system of passenger rail that doesn't make economic sense.  The solution is to privatize and deregulate passenger rail. Varying degrees of private involvement in passenger rail have been pursued abroad, such as in Australia, Britain, Germany, Japan, and New Zealand. Privatization would allow Amtrak greater flexibility in its finances, in capital investment, and in the operation of its services—free from costly meddling by Congress.



1NC Privatization CP – Infrastructure Repairs
The private sector can do infrastructure repairs – capital is abundant 

Asieh Mansour, Managing Director of Research @ RREEF and Hope Nadji, Director of Research September 2006, http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf, “US Infrastructure Privatization and Public Policy Issues”; AB

Infrastructure investment needs in the US fall into two basic categories. The first involves growth areas, including booming new suburbs and areas of regional growth, such as the southern and western portions of the nation. The needs in these areas are for capital to develop infrastructure to support this growth. With federal funds more limited, states and municipalities need to be more creative in financing these needs. Privatization of the new infrastructure is an obvious solution. The second category involves curing deferred maintenance of older infrastructure. Older communities, particularly in the Northeast and Midwest, are served by old infrastructure. Typically, these regions suffered from under-investment in the maintenance of this infrastructure. With slow economic growth, little fiscal capacity exists to fund what is often substantial deferred maintenance. Once again, privatization offers a potential solution. The private sector can provide desperately needed capital for investing in the crumbling infrastructure across the US. There has been severe underinvestment in US infrastructure over the past decade. The supply of infrastructure assets has failed to meet growing demand as exemplified by an aging infrastructure, expanding demand for services with a growing population, and state/local government deficits that have not only restrained needed expenditures, but also had to accommodate competing priorities, such as health care.


1NC Privatization CP – Random Affirmatives

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships for the development of _____________________. 

Federal development of ________ is costly and unproductive when implemented by the USFG

· truck parking lots

· bridges

· sidwalks

· national forest service

· indian transit

· historic preservation

· Appalachian and Mississippi delata redevelopment

· Roadside beauty

· Bikes 

· Hiking

· University research 

· Earmarks

· Commuter rail

Ronald Utt, Ph.D, is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, 6/6/11, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2011/pdf/wm3278.pdf, “Using Market Processes to Reform Government Transportation Programs: Report No. 1”; AB

The Basic Problem with Public Ownership. Among the several reasons the public sector has difficulty in adequately responding to modern transportation needs, there are two chief ones. 1. Politicization of Transportation. Created in 1956 to build the interstate highway system, the federal highway program achieved that goal in the early 1980s and was expected to go out of business and turn responsibility back to the states. But the huge annual inflow of revenues from the federal fuel tax tempted Congress to expand the program’s mission to justify its existence. Today, only about 65 percent of trust fund spending goes back to serve the motorists and truckers who fund the system, as lobbyists and stakeholders have succeed in expanding trust fund responsibilities to transit, truck parking lots, covered bridges, sidewalks, the National Forest Service, transit on Indian reservations, historic preservation, Appalachian and Mississippi Delta redevelopment, roadside beautification, bicycles, hiking paths, university research, earmarks, and commuter rail—to name just a few—plus a vast federal bureaucracy that costs more than $425 million to operate each year. Every one of these diversions reflects some passing fashion or lobbyist effort from the distant past that managed to achieve a perpetual claim on the trust fund. With the trust fund going insolvent in 2008 and now subsidized by general revenues at a time of yawning budget deficits, these many whimsical, costly, and unproductive diversions represent a worsening burden on the government and the nation’s economy


Privatization Solvency – Competitiveness

Privatization is key to investments that maximize competitiveness

Chris Edwards, director of tax policy studies at Cato, 11-16-11, [“Federal Infrastructure Investment,” testimony, Joint Economic Committee¶ United States Congress¶ http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment] E. Liu
In its report on the state of U.S. infrastructure, the American Society of Civil Engineers gives America a grade of "D."37 However, the ASCE report mainly focuses on infrastructure provided by governments, so if you believe that this low grade is correct, then it is mainly due to government failures. The ASCE lobbies for more federal spending, but OECD data shows that public-sector spending on infrastructure is about the same in this country as in other high-income nations.¶ Some of the infrastructure shortcomings in the United States stem from mismanagement and misallocation by the federal government, rather than a lack of taxpayer support. So part of the solution is to decentralize infrastructure financing, management, and ownership as much as possible. State and local governments and the private sector are more likely to make sound investment decisions without the federal subsidies and regulations that distort their decisionmaking.¶ This committee's description of today's hearing noted: "Transportation infrastructure is especially important to the manufacturing sector, which relies on various modes of transportation to obtain raw materials and to transport end products to the marketplace." That is certainly true, and I think transportation privatization is part of the answer to improve America's competitiveness in global markets. For example, nearly all airports and seaports in this country are owned by governments, but many airports and seaports abroad have been partly or fully privatized. The World Economic Forum rates America's seaports only 23rd in the world, but the first- and third-best seaports in the world, according to the WEF, are private — Singapore and Hong Kong.38¶ The federal government cannot afford to expand its infrastructure spending because of today's massive deficits. Many states are also in a budget squeeze. Fortunately, the global trend is toward partly or fully privatizing the financing and ownership of infrastructure. U.S. policymakers should study the recent innovations in infrastructure investment, and then start unloading the financing and ownership of our infrastructure to the private sector.


Privatization Solvency – Economy – 1
Monetization of existing infrastructure assets solve econ – cashflows

Lord, ‘10

[Nick Lord, executive editor of Financial Media at Haymarket Media Group, Staff Writer at Euromoney former Editorial Director at Finance Asia, affiliated with the University of Oxford, 4/2010, Euromoney <http://www.euromoney.com/Article/2459161/Privatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html?single=true>]
Full Text¶ Translate Full text¶ Note: As the USA grapples with its oversized debt, attention is focusing on one resource the nation has in abundance: infrastructure. Could the crisis kick-start the development of what might be one of the biggest ever monetization exercises? Nick Lord reports.¶ A brief history of US infrastructure¶ PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA was in a sombre mood as he delivered his administration's 2010 budget. Speaking in the Grand Foyer of the White House on February 1, he intoned: "Our government is deeply in debt after what can only be described as a decade of profligacy." Outlining the myriad problems the government faced, he said the solution lay in doing "what families across America do: save where we can so that we can afford what we need".¶ He concluded: "We simply cannot continue to spend as if deficits don't have consequences. In order to meet this challenge, I welcome any idea."¶ One idea that financiers are now openly discussing as the government's only way out of the perennial budget crisis is the wholesale privatization of US infrastructure assets. And if a wholesale privatization programme can get under way, it could create one of the biggest new markets in the world, while simultaneously bringing US finances back in order. After all, what US families also do when they are in debt is to sell stuff.¶ Infrastructure privatization in the US has been slow to take off in comparison to continental Europe, the UK, Canada and Australia. The effects of this can be seen in the difference in quality of US infrastructure compared with other developed countries. The immaturity of the market can also be seen in the financial structures that exist in the US and those that are commonplace elsewhere. Public-private partnerships (called P3s in the US and PFI -- the Private Finance Initiative -- in the UK) have come into play in the US only in the past two or three years. "Europeans are 20 years ahead of us in terms of privately financed infrastructure spending," says Andrew Horrocks, a managing director at Moelis & Co investment bank in New York covering the transport and infrastructure sectors.¶ According to Horrocks, from 1950 to 1970 the US spent 3% of its GDP on infrastructure. From 1970 to the present day the figure fell to 2%. This has caused an immense backlog, with an estimated $1 trillion needed just to get existing infrastructure up to scratch. Luckily, there is a perfect mechanism for raising that money: the monetization of existing assets.¶ These assets are extremely valuable. According to the US Department of Commerce's Bureau of Economic Analysis, in 2008 the total value of US government fixed assets (at a federal, state and local level) was $9.3 trillion. Of this $1.9 trillion is owned by the federal government, while $7.4 trillion is held at the state level.¶ If one assumes that the federal government will not be selling the navy or the municipalities their schools, there is still an immense amount of assets that can be sold. For instance, the value of all the highways and roads owned by states and municipalities is $2.4 trillion. There are $550 billion of sewerage assets at state and local levels along with a further $400 billion of water assets. Even at the federal level there is $42 billion-worth of amusement and recreation assets. And in the real estate sector, the federal, state and local governments own assets worth $1.09 trillion.¶ To put these numbers into the context of the budget deficit and the overall debt burden, in 2009 the US government spent $1.4 trillion more than it received in taxes and raised in debt. This year the February 2010 deficit alone is $221 billion and the figure since October 2009 is $650 billion.¶ These assets have not been monetized before because the US did not need to do so. Yet it has never faced the kind of budgetary pressures that it faces today. Secondly, the public, \

political and perception problems surrounding infrastructure asset sales have kept the issue away from discussion.¶ But conditions have changed. The situation that the US now finds itself in is similar to where the UK and Australia were 20 years ago. Public perception has changed, politicians are willing to think the once unthinkable and private-sector money is lining up looking for the long-term stable cashflows that privatized infrastructure can bring. All of the pieces are in place for the market to explode.¶ Tipping point¶ "This has been the promised land for so long," says Ben Heap, managing director of UBS's infrastructure fund in New York, and one of the many Australians now working in the US infrastructure sector. "Is now the tipping point? At some stage we will look back and see that it is."¶ "There are very few options left. So we will see a gravitation towards new public-private partnership deals".

Privatization Solvency – Economy

Infrastructure privatization solves the economy – opens of markets 
Peter Van Doren, senior fellow at the Cato Institute and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, 12/09/08, Dhttp://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/jumping-government-bridge, “Jumping off the Government Bridge”; AB 

The main problem with current government infrastructure spending is not its magnitude but its lack of efficiency. More roads and transit capacity may or may not make sense depending on whether the benefits exceed the costs. One sure way to find out is to have private provision and user charges. If users are not willing to pay the costs of extra or newer capacity, then calls for taxpayer involvement probably imply subsidy of some at the expense of others rather than efficiency.  Privatization of federal and state infrastructure makes sense for many reasons. First, privatization would reduce the responsibilities of the government so that policymakers could better focus on their core responsibilities, such as national security. Second, there is vast foreign privatization experience that could be drawn upon in pursuing U.S. reforms. Third, privatization would spur economic growth by opening new markets to entrepreneurs. For example, repeal of the U.S. postal monopoly could bring major innovation to the mail industry, just as the 1980s' breakup of AT&T brought innovation to the telecommunications industry.

Infrastructure privatization solves the economy – opens of markets 
Peter Van Doren, senior fellow at the Cato Institute and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, 12/09/08, Dhttp://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/jumping-government-bridge, “Jumping off the Government Bridge”; AB 

The main problem with current government infrastructure spending is not its magnitude but its lack of efficiency. More roads and transit capacity may or may not make sense depending on whether the benefits exceed the costs. One sure way to find out is to have private provision and user charges. If users are not willing to pay the costs of extra or newer capacity, then calls for taxpayer involvement probably imply subsidy of some at the expense of others rather than efficiency.  Privatization of federal and state infrastructure makes sense for many reasons. First, privatization would reduce the responsibilities of the government so that policymakers could better focus on their core responsibilities, such as national security. Second, there is vast foreign privatization experience that could be drawn upon in pursuing U.S. reforms. Third, privatization would spur economic growth by opening new markets to entrepreneurs. For example, repeal of the U.S. postal monopoly could bring major innovation to the mail industry, just as the 1980s' breakup of AT&T brought innovation to the telecommunications industry.

Privatization Solvency – Jobs

Privatization creates and maintains long term jobs

Mansour, ‘06

[Asieh Mansour, managing director, 2006, RREEF America L.L.C. Real estate/infrastructure division of Deutsche Bank AG <http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf>]
A second, and quite vocal, opposition to privatization centers on the potential loss of public ¶ sector jobs and reduced pay. To the extent that the private operator is more efficient than the ¶ previous publicly-owned operator, this fear is likely to be real. The impact of job loss, however, ¶ can be mitigated through the contractual agreement. For example, redundant jobs can be ¶ eliminated through attrition or transfer to other government agencies. Pay scales can be ¶ maintained through the contractual agreement. Taking a broader view of the impact on jobs, ¶ however, empirical studies of the impacts of privatizations suggest that they increase jobs and ¶ incomes in the longer term. These studies conclude the improvements in infrastructure ¶ through increased investment and more efficient operations result in greater economic ¶ productivity. This increased economic activity results in job growth and higher wages. 18 Real Estate Research¶ A third issue raised by opponents is the likelihood of price increases to the user. The objection ¶ is that a private entity will increase prices to generate an attractive return on investment. In ¶ fact, a well structured privatization should create efficiencies that allow for a profit margin ¶ within the original pricing structure. The contractual agreement should provide an allowable ¶ cost structure for the private operator. However, this assumes that the original pricing ¶ structure covered the costs of capital and maintenance. Often public agencies have been ¶ under-charging, fearful of the political response to increases in user fees, so the fees have ¶ been set artificially low and the true cost of operations has not been recouped. In such cases ¶ where charges will need to be increased to allow for prudent repair and maintenance, the ¶ benefits of this decision need to effectively communicated to the local constituencies. ¶ Highways, bridges, public transport, dams, water and wastewater systems and airports are ¶ central to the economic success of regions and localities. This is the link between the ¶ citizens’ well-being and their support of necessary infrastructure investment. 


Privatization Solves – ITS

Other countries prove leadership on partnerships are key to effective ITS implementation

Stephen Ezell, Senior Analyst, ¶ Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, led the Global Service Innovation Consortium, 1-10, [“ Intelligent Transportation ¶ Systems¶ Explaining intErnational it application lEadErship,” The Information Technology¶ & Innovation Foundation, http://trid.trb.org/view.aspx?id=911843] E. Liu
An important lesson from the success of Japan’s VICS ¶ and Smartway travel information systems is the need ¶ to view intelligent transportation systems platforms as ¶ “multi-use infrastructure.” VICS and Smartway were ¶ designed and built using a strategic roadmap that envi-¶ sioned multiple use cases for the intelligent transporta-¶ tion systems infrastructure, including of course safety ¶ applications and the public provision of real-time traf-¶ fic information, but also viewing the infrastructure as ¶ a platform for the private sector to introduce value-¶ added ITS applications. For example, while the “VICS ¶ Consultative Liaison Council” was convened in March ¶ 1990 by the National Police Agency, Ministry of In-¶ ternal Affairs and Communications, and Ministry of ¶ Land, Infrastructure, Tourism and Transport, within ¶ eighteen months industry and academia were enrolled ¶ in the development process through the “VICS Pro-¶ motion Council,” formed in September 1991. The ¶ essential point is that in designing the VICS system, ¶ Japan’s government partnered with its private sector ¶ to understand how commercially viable business mod-¶ els for value-added ITS services could be built off the ¶ VICS platform. ¶ The ability to forge successful public-private partner-¶ ships (PPPs) has been a key differentiator for Japan and ¶ South Korea’s leadership in intelligent transportation ¶ systems. The United States has found it more difficult ¶ to forge public-private partnerships in intelligent trans-¶ portation systems, for many reasons, including legal, ¶ institutional, political, and leadership hurdles. Insuffi-¶ cient guidelines exist to guide development of public-¶ private partnerships of ITS in the United States, and ¶ several of the failed experiences to date risk tarnish-¶ ing perspectives towards PPPs. The contrast between ¶ Japan’s and South Korea’s, as compared to the United ¶ States’, efforts to forge public-private partnerships in ¶ the collection and dissemination of real-time traffic in-¶ formation, as documented earlier, could not be more ¶ stark.¶ Whatever the reason, it appears clear that leading coun-¶ tries, including Japan, South Korea, and Singapore, ¶ have demonstrated superior ability than the United ¶ States to forge ITS-related public-private partnerships. ¶ Testaments to this include VICS and Smartway in Ja-¶ pan and South Korea’s close cooperation with the Ko-¶ rea Expressway Corporation on the implementation of ¶ intelligent transportation systems and the provision of ¶ real-time traffic information. In Singapore, the Land ¶ Transport Authority partnered with privately-owned ¶ taxis to turn them into probe vehicles. Part of the na-¶ tional leadership vision for ITS in the United States ¶ should be to not only lead the states and regions, but ¶ also the private sector, in the development of intelligent ¶ transportation systems.



***Specific Airlines CP***

1NC Airlines CP

CP Text: The United States federal government should eliminate tax-exempt revenue bonds for state controlled airports and air traffic control. 

The counterplan ensures private industry fill in – increases efficiency 

Robert Poole is the director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation and is an MIT-trained engineer and has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues, and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, June 2010, “Airports and Air Traffic Control”; AB

Why has the United States resisted these types of airport reforms occurring around the world?15 One reason is that U.S. state and local airports have for decades received federal aid for development and construction. Federal law generally provides that governments that have received federal aid for an infrastructure facility have to repay previous federal grants if the facility is privatized. Moreover, the FAA has interpreted a legal provision requiring that all "airport revenues" be used solely for airport purposes to apply to any lease or sale proceeds, which prevents a city from selling its airport and using the proceeds for its general fund.  Another important factor is that state and local governments can issue tax-exempt bonds to finance airports because they are government-owned facilities. Thus, borrowing can be done at a lower cost than borrowing by private airport owners issuing taxable debt. However, this bias against private ownership can be overcome. The federal government could pursue tax reforms to reduce or eliminate the tax exemption on municipal bond interest. Alternatively, the government could permit private airport operators to make use of tax-exempt revenue bonds ("private activity bonds"), as it has done for companies involved in the toll road business.

Private industry is superior to the federal government for airport investment – capital and flexibility 

Robert Poole is the director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation and is an MIT-trained engineer and has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues, and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, June 2010, “Airports and Air Traffic Control”; AB

The U.S. economy depends on safe, reliable, and affordable air transportation. Beginning in 1978, airline deregulation transformed commercial aviation from a luxury for the few to a service available to essentially all Americans. Air transportation is a hugely important part of the economy for business travel, tourism, and domestic and international trade.  The quality and cost efficiency of air travel relies critically on the nation's aviation infrastructure. That infrastructure includes commercial airports, which are virtually all owned and operated by state and local governments in the United States, and the air traffic control (ATC) system, which is operated by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  In fiscal 2011, the FAA budget will be about $16.4 billion.1 Of the total, $9.7 billion will go toward "operations," which includes $7.6 billion for air traffic control operations, $1.3 billion for safety regulation and certification, and $0.8 billion for other functions. In addition, the FAA will spend $3.3 billion in 2011 on capital investments in ATC facilities, equipment, and research. Most of the rest of FAA's budget, about $3.4 billion, will go toward grants to state and local governments for airport investments.  Many experts are predicting major problems with U.S. aviation infrastructure in coming years as large demand growth outstrips the capacity of available facilities. In addition to a rising number of airline passengers, the average size of planes has fallen, which increases the number of planes in the sky that the ATC system needs to handle. On the supply side of the aviation equation, the FAA has long had problems with capital funding, high labor costs, and an inability to efficiently implement new technologies. Major changes are needed because the increased air traffic will soon bump up against the limits of the current air traffic control system.  The United States should embrace the types of reforms adopted around the world to privatize airports and commercialize air traffic control services. Investor-owned airports and commercialized ATC companies can better respond to changing market conditions, and they can freely tap debt and equity markets for capital expansion to meet rising demand. Such enterprises also have greater management flexibility to deal with workforce issues and complex technology implementation.  There is vast foreign experience that can be drawn on in pursuing U.S. reforms, such as European airport privatization and Canadian air traffic control commercialization. The next section provides a brief history of federal involvement in airport funding and air traffic control. The subsequent sections describe the global trend toward airport privatization, the brewing crisis in air traffic control, and ways to reform the ATC system.
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PPPs solve federal airport investment – multiple options for transfer of control

Stephen J. McBrady is a Government Contracts attorney in the Washington, DC office of Crowell & Moring LLP, March 2009, “Funding America’s Infrastructure Needs: Public Private Partnerships May Help Close Infrastructure Gap”, http://www.crowell.com/documents/funding-americas-infrastructure-needs_construction-briefings.pdf; AB

Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) differ from traditional U.S. public procurements in several key aspects, including financing, operation, and procurement. PPPs are organizational structures by which the private sector finances, builds, rehabilitates, maintains, and/or operates specific public sector activities in exchange for a contractually specified stream of future returns. PPPs can include, for instance, private sector-financed development and operation of infrastructure, whereby a private company builds and operates infrastructure and/or provides services in exchange for commuter fees (such as toll revenue) or a significant share of the revenue stream; or, alternatively, a partnership for private sector-financed rehabilitation and operation of a hospital, prison, airport or energy facility, which is then operated by the private entity and “leased” to the appropriate federal, state or local government authority for a negotiated fee. The purpose of PPPs is to more efficiently (and economically) deliver a needed project or service that would otherwise have been provided by the government through traditional public sector procurement. Because PPP projects are funded in part through private capital, they provide a means of delivering public services at lower “up front” cost to the government. Particularly in the case of costly infrastructure projects, sharing financing burdens with private entities can significantly reduce budget constraints. At the same time, private entities often benefit from generous performance incentives as a reward for their increased risk. The system differs from traditional notions of “privatization” or “outsourcing,” whereby a government entity actually transfers responsibility for, and title to, an asset to the private sector. 7 In a Public-Private Partnership, either the public entity or the private entity may own the underlying asset. In the case of a hospital, for instance, a private entity may finance and build the facility with the intent to operate it and “lease” it back to the local municipality. On the other hand, in the case of an airport, a city of municipality might “lease” the airport to a private entity to operate, for an annual fee, while retaining ultimate ownership of the asset.

Airports can be privatized – dozens of countries have already made the shift

Peter Van Doren, senior fellow at the Cato Institute and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, 12/09/08, Dhttp://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/jumping-government-bridge, “Jumping off the Government Bridge”; AB 

Airports. Nearly all major U.S. airports are owned by state and local governments, with the federal government subsidizing airport renovation and expansion. By contrast, airports have been fully or partly privatized in many foreign cities, including Athens, Auckland, Brussels, Copenhagen, Frankfurt, London, Melbourne, Naples, Rome, Sydney, and Vienna.

Privatization key to airline prosperity – empirically proven 

Robert Poole is the director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation and is an MIT-trained engineer and has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues, and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, June 2010, “Airports and Air Traffic Control”; AB

One more reason to privatize airports can be found by looking at the effects of airline deregulation. In 1978, President Jimmy Carter signed into law the Airline Deregulation Act, which removed government controls over airline fares, routes, entry, and mergers. Under deregulation, prices fell and the volume of air travel dramatically increased. Airlines reconfigured their routes and equipment and improved their capacity utilization. Many new airlines opened for business.20 Consumers continue to save tens of billions of dollars a year from these reforms.
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Private industry is superior to the federal government for airport investment – capital and flexibility 

Robert Poole is the director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation and is an MIT-trained engineer and has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues, and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, June 2010, “Airports and Air Traffic Control”; AB

The U.S. economy depends on safe, reliable, and affordable air transportation. Beginning in 1978, airline deregulation transformed commercial aviation from a luxury for the few to a service available to essentially all Americans. Air transportation is a hugely important part of the economy for business travel, tourism, and domestic and international trade.  The quality and cost efficiency of air travel relies critically on the nation's aviation infrastructure. That infrastructure includes commercial airports, which are virtually all owned and operated by state and local governments in the United States, and the air traffic control (ATC) system, which is operated by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  In fiscal 2011, the FAA budget will be about $16.4 billion.1 Of the total, $9.7 billion will go toward "operations," which includes $7.6 billion for air traffic control operations, $1.3 billion for safety regulation and certification, and $0.8 billion for other functions. In addition, the FAA will spend $3.3 billion in 2011 on capital investments in ATC facilities, equipment, and research. Most of the rest of FAA's budget, about $3.4 billion, will go toward grants to state and local governments for airport investments.  Many experts are predicting major problems with U.S. aviation infrastructure in coming years as large demand growth outstrips the capacity of available facilities. In addition to a rising number of airline passengers, the average size of planes has fallen, which increases the number of planes in the sky that the ATC system needs to handle. On the supply side of the aviation equation, the FAA has long had problems with capital funding, high labor costs, and an inability to efficiently implement new technologies. Major changes are needed because the increased air traffic will soon bump up against the limits of the current air traffic control system.  The United States should embrace the types of reforms adopted around the world to privatize airports and commercialize air traffic control services. Investor-owned airports and commercialized ATC companies can better respond to changing market conditions, and they can freely tap debt and equity markets for capital expansion to meet rising demand. Such enterprises also have greater management flexibility to deal with workforce issues and complex technology implementation.  There is vast foreign experience that can be drawn on in pursuing U.S. reforms, such as European airport privatization and Canadian air traffic control commercialization. The next section provides a brief history of federal involvement in airport funding and air traffic control. The subsequent sections describe the global trend toward airport privatization, the brewing crisis in air traffic control, and ways to reform the ATC system.

Privatization key to efficiency and operation of air related infrastructure 

Robert Poole is the director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation and is an MIT-trained engineer and has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues, and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, June 2010, “Airports and Air Traffic Control”; AB

Virtually all commercial airports in the United States are owned by state and local governments.12 But around the world, airports are becoming viewed more as business enterprises, and less as monopoly public services. Governments in both developed and developing countries are turning to the private sector for airport management and development.  The benefits of a more entrepreneurial approach to running airports include increased operating efficiency, improved amenities, and more rapid and efficient expansion in capacity to reduce congestion. Airlines, passengers, private-plane owners, and taxpayers can all benefit from this new commercial approach to airport management.  For existing state and local airports, the simplest form of privatization is to contract out management of the airport on a short-term basis. But long-term leases can shift much greater responsibility and entrepreneurial incentive to the airport company, while liberating much of the city's previous investment in the airport. To create new airport facilities, the private sector can be brought in as a partner and granted either a long-term or perpetual franchise to finance, design, own, and operate the new facility. Full private ownership and management of airports is also possible and is becoming fairly common in Europe.  Airports have been fully or partly privatized in many foreign cities, including Amsterdam, Athens, Auckland, Brussels, Copenhagen, Frankfurt, London, Melbourne, Naples, Rome, Sydney, and Vienna. Britain led the way with the 1987 privatization of British Airports Authority, which owns Heathrow and other airports. Other countries followed with a wide range of commercialization reforms under which private firms own or operate various aspects of airport facilities.  Since 1987, more than 100 airports have been partly or fully privatized worldwide. A recent survey found that there are about 100 companies around the world that own and operate airports, finance airport privatization, or participate in projects to finance, design, build and operate new airports or airport terminals.13
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Privatization of airports is key to prevent mismanagement and inefficiencies 

Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, 8/4/11, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/solve-the-faa-problem-by-privatization/, “Solve the FAA Problem by Privatization”; AB

Everyone agrees that it’s rather stupid for a federal funding dispute to idle about 70,000 workers on airport-related construction. Just as absurd, there have been 20 stop-gap funding bills passed for the FAA since 2007. News stories are digging into the political disputes surrounding the FAA, but they aren’t addressing the root problem.  The root problem is that we have federalized the funding of airports in this country, when there is absolutely no need to. Airports are generally owned by state and local governments, and it should be up to them to figure out how to finance them. By federalizing infrastructure financing, we are simply encouraging the misallocation of resources through the political pork barrel.  We should get the federal government out of financing airports. Then state governments should look to the advantages of airport privatization, which is a reform that has swept the world from London to Sydney. Private airports can plan their investment programs in an efficient manner, balancing costs and the market demand for services. Privatized airports can raise revenue from debt, equity, fees on airlines and passengers, advertising, retail concessions, and other items. There is no need for taxpayer funding of airports.  The FAA dispute doesn’t affect current air traffic control operations, but it is affecting investments in ATC upgrades. Our ATC system needs large new investments in technology, but it is a battle in Congress to secure funding and to make sure the funding is spent efficiently. The FAA has a very poor record at making cost-efficient investments. The solution is to privatize our ATC system, as Canada has done.  When the federal government is like an octopus with tentacles stretching into every area of the economy, the economy gets dragged down by political dysfunction in Washington. We see the same sort of dysfunction in the federal government’s other business activities, such as passenger rail and mail delivery.  A lot of people worry about the quality and quantity of the nation’s infrastructure investments. But we don’t need to rely on disorganized and indebted governments to fix the problems. We can move ahead with privatization and let America’s entrepreneurs take on the challenge.

Privatization good – cuts budget deficit, spurs growth, and reduces the size of government responsibility

Thomas, ‘10

[Cal Thomas, National #1 syndicated columnist, writer for USA Today, author and speaker for Fox News3/16/2010, Saratogian <http://www.saratogian.com/articles/2010/03/16/opinion/doc4b9eddd47d1b9087638811.txt>]

Here’s a shocker: The Office of Management and Budget has calculated that about half of all federal employees do work that is not “inherently governmental.” The CATO Institute has done an excellent study into what federal agencies and programs could be sold to private firms (www.¶ downsizinggovernment.org/¶ privatization). CATO’s Chris Edwards writes of the benefits of privatization: “First, sales of federal assets would cut the budget deficit. Second, privatization would reduce the responsibilities of government so that policymakers could better focus on their core responsibilities, such as national security. Third, there is vast foreign privatization experience that could be drawn on in pursuing U.S. reforms. Fourth, privatization would spur economic growth by opening new markets to entrepreneurs.”¶ Edwards says selling off the postal monopoly would bring innovation to the mail industry, just as the 1980s breakup of AT&T transformed the field of telecommunications. That’s just for starters. CATO says at the end of fiscal 2007, the federal government held $12 trillion in buildings and equipment,¶ $277 billion in inventory,¶ $919 billion in land, and¶ $392 billion in mineral rights. Surely it doesn’t need all — or even most — of that.¶ While the federal government grows and pays its workers more than the private sector, if Gov. Christie can reduce the size and cost of state government, he — along with Virginia’s Gov. Bob McDonnell, who has similar goals — could change government as we know it back to what the Founders envisioned: small government that protects personal liberty.


2NC Solvency – Airlines 

Midway proves FAA-privates deal is possible

McAllister, ‘11

[Brad McAllister in cooperation with Kevin Willis, FAA, Associate/Technology Editor of Airport Business 25.3, February 2011, Airport Business <http://search.proquest.com/docview/854437235>]

THE MIDWAY EXPERIMENT¶ Says FAA's Kevin Willis, "Chicago Midway International Airport was able to get the airlines to become a partner in the privatization; the airport was able to get Southwest to agree to move to a private operator in exchange for providing certain protections and assurances that rates would not go up for a period of time.¶ "Chicago probably would've completed the process if it hadn't been for the economy; they were able to crack the code in terms of how this can be done."¶ Explains Reason Foundation's Robert Poole, "Once Chicago was going forward with Midway and was actually working out a deal that the airlines found acceptable, financial institutions started pitching privatization to other cities around the country.¶ "That has led to this revival of interest in privatization, particularly given that we've had this very serious recession for several years, and cities are strapped for cash.¶ "Even though the Midway deal actually didn't go through to closing, the key thing ofthat was coming up with an airline agreement that not only Southwest but the other carriers all agreed to ... and that creates a template.¶ "That may not be the ideal thing from the standpoint of acquirers of an airport, but it provides a starting point. It says: It is possible in the U.S. today to work out a deal [with which] the airlines will be comfortable."

Legally feasible – up to 5 privatization projects

Fiertz, ‘10

[Randall S. Fiertz, Director, Office of Airport Compliance and Field Operations, 7/7/2010, The Federal Register, DOT, FAA <http://search.proquest.com/docview/580101404>]

49 U.S.C. Section 47134 establishes an airport privatization pilot program and authorizes the Department of Transportation to grant exemptions from certain Federal statutory and regulatory requirements for up to five airport privatization projects. The application procedures require the FAA to publish a notice in the Federal Register after review of a preliminary application. The FAA must publish a notice of receipt of the final application in the Federal Register for public review and comment for a sixty-day period. The LZU preliminary application is available for public review at http://www.regulations.gov. The docket number is FAA Docket Number 2010-0473.


2NC Solvency - Airlines

Privatization essentially better – competition, accountability, and efficiency

OA, ‘10

[Odessa, 11/26/2010, Odessa/Aim Media TX LLC <http://www.oaoa.com/opinion/security-56342-private-transportation.html>]

Ditch the Transportation Security Administration. That’s the advice of Rep. John Mica, R-Fla., who will begin chairing the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee in January. Mica made the suggestion in a letter to the country’s 100 busiest airports.¶ And there are local officials across the country who are seeking input from those who run airports.¶ The TSA has come under intense public scrutiny for new screening procedures considered too invasive. The whole situation intensified during the Thanksgiving travel rush.¶ Mica believes the TSA has become a bloated bureaucracy that has no built-in incentive to provide good customer service. Legislation that created the TSA specifically permits airports to opt for private security companies that contract with the TSA. The TSA hires, fires, oversees and fully funds private screening companies. The companies conduct screening procedures mandated by the TSA, so they must comply with all of the invasive procedures travelers hate.¶ Several large airports — including San Francisco International and Kansas City International — have used private security companies for years. Dozens of airports, including Orlando Sanford International, are giving serious consideration to booting the TSA in favor of privatization.¶ One strong argument in favor of going private is that private companies must compete for the affection of TSA officials and airport administrators by trying to maintain customer satisfaction. Orlando Sanford International CEO Larry Dale said he has been impressed by the private screeners he has witnessed in other airports. Federal TSA agents he has observed seem to show less concern for earning customer approval. He worries the TSA puts his airport and Orlando at a disadvantage by discouraging travel to the city. He thinks private companies would be kinder and more professional, in order to protect their contracts.¶ “Competition drives accountability, it drives efficiency, it drives a particular approach to your airport,” Dale told Channel 4 in Jacksonville, Fla.¶ At some airports, it’s likely most passengers are satisfied, as was the case. Lots of facilities are civilized and manageable. In many places, TSA personnel work in relative tranquility.¶ Helpful attitudes and friendly smiles seem the norm in these places.¶ But where there are complaints and problems, a look at privatization is warranted.

PPPs solve airports– empirically proven with Australia and Europe

Bethany McLean, writes a weekly business column for Slate, 3/15/11,  “Cities for Sale: Psst! Wanna buy the New Jersey Turnpike?” http://www.slate.com/articles/business/moneybox/2011/03/cities_for_sale.html; AB

Actually, the privatization of state and, especially, local government assets is a very real, very national issue, albeit one in which the left's favorite villains in Wisconsin—the Koch brothers—don't figure as prominently as the left's other favorite villain—the banks.  The deep budgetary woes of states and cities around the country have made the quick (but one-time) infusion of cash resulting from an asset sale a handy temporary solution. The big banks advise cities about whether privatization is a wise choice. They also control the ability of states and cities to access the market for their financing needs. But the banks' investment funds may also stand to make money off privatizations.  As Josh Rosner, a managing director at the research firm Graham, Fisher who was a prescient critic of the housing boom, says,  "Given what we've seen [in other deals], I have concerns that the banks will or could use their lending power" to push privatization deals that get done via closed bids, aren't publically debated, and may not be in the public interest. Privatization of assets that most of us consider public goods—like airports and highways—has a long, often-uncontroversial history. Australia and Europe have used so-called "private public partnerships" to fund infrastructure projects that otherwise might not have been feasible. But as a 2008 report by the Government Accountability Office noted, there is a right way and a wrong way to privatize.  The right way includes shorter leases, some revenue sharing between the private owner and the government allowing taxpayers to benefit from any upside, and a transparent, deliberative decision-making process.
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Privatization solves Air Traffic Control – Canada proves

Peter Van Doren, senior fellow at the Cato Institute and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, 12/09/08, Dhttp://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/jumping-government-bridge, “Jumping off the Government Bridge”; AB 

Air Traffic Control. The Federal Aviation Administration has been mismanaged for decades and provides Americans with second-rate air traffic control. The FAA has struggled to expand capacity and modernize its technology. Canada privatized its ATC system in 1996. It set up a private, nonprofit ATC corporation, Nav Canada, which is self-supporting from charges on aviation users. The Canadian system has received high marks for sound finances, solid management, and investment in new technologies.

Privatization of Air Traffic Control is empirically proven

Robert Poole is the director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation and is an MIT-trained engineer and has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues, and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, June 2010, “Airports and Air Traffic Control”; AB

During the past two decades, nearly 50 governments have commercialized their air traffic control systems. That means they have separated their ATC activities from their transport ministries, removed them from the civil service, and made them self-supporting from fees charged to aircraft operators. These new air navigation service providers (ANSPs) are usually regulated at arm's length by their government's aviation safety agency.  Britain's ATC system has been commercialized by means of a "public-private partnership." National Air Traffic Services is a jointly owned company, with British airlines owning 42 percent, airport company BAA owning 4 percent, employees owning 5 percent, and the government owning the remaining minority stake. NATS is operated on a not-for-profit basis.  Canada's ATC system has been fully commercialized.30 In 1996, Canada set up a private, nonprofit ATC corporation, Nav Canada, which is self-supporting from charges on aviation users. The Canadian system has been widely praised for its sound finances, solid management, and its investment in new technologies.31 The Canadian system is a very good reform model for the United States to consider.

Privatization of Air Traffic Control is empirically proven

Robert Poole is the director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation and is an MIT-trained engineer and has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues, and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, June 2010, “Airports and Air Traffic Control”; AB

For the United States, a commercialized ATC organization would be more likely than the FAA to efficiently implement the major aviation infrastructure advances that the nation desperately needs. Air traffic control is more complex and dynamic than ever, and it needs to be managed in the sort of efficient and flexible manner that only a commercialized environment can offer. Countries like Canada have shown the way forward for air traffic control, and U.S. policymakers should adopt the proven organizational reforms that have been implemented abroad.
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The federal government will fail at implementation of NextGen – funding, tech and political problems. Privatization key to solve

Robert Poole is the director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation and is an MIT-trained engineer and has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues, and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, June 2010, “Airports and Air Traffic Control”; AB

However, the challenge ahead for the ATC system is more complex than just financial. NextGen will be a major paradigm shift—from 20th-century (manual) air traffic control to 21st-century (semi-automated) air traffic management—and it will be more complex and riskier than any other challenge the FAA has previously attempted. Given the FAA's management and cost overrun problems in the past, simply fixing the funding problem for the ATC system without dramatically reforming its governance poses risks of larger and more dramatic failures and greater congestion down the road.  Here are three key problems with the current government-owned and operated system of air traffic control:  Inflexible Funding. Government funding sources tend to be static and subject to political considerations, and they are decoupled from changing market demands. Changes in aviation over the past decade have hurt the FAA's funding base. A large part of the FAA budget comes from aviation excise taxes, especially the 7.5 percent tax on airline tickets. As average ticket prices have fallen over time, ATC funding has been squeezed. Payroll costs of the current labor-intensive ATC system consume most of the available budget, leaving less funding for capital investment. Making the transition to NextGen will require billions of dollars of new investments in advanced technologies. The FAA's capital budget is still focused mostly on patching up the existing system, such as replacing antiquated display consoles. Such investments are needed in the short-term, but won't add very much capacity to the system. But that is nearly all the FAA can afford under the current funding structure.  Some people argue that Congress could solve the funding problem by appropriating a larger amount of general federal revenue for the ATC system. But given the giant federal budget deficit, federal discretionary spending is going to be severely squeezed in coming years. The solution, as discussed below, is to create a commercialized ATC system that can flexibly respond to changing conditions and access private capital markets for investment.  Technology Implementation Risks. The FAA has been attempting to modernize its system, expand capacity, and increase its productivity for decades. But dozens of reports over the years from the Government Accountability Office and the Office of Inspector General in the Department of Transportation have faulted the FAA for poor management of major projects, which are often delayed and over budget.24 The Advanced Automation System, Wide Area Augmentation System, and other major projects have had large cost overruns and been years behind schedule or cancelled, as discussed above. In 2005 two OIG researchers presented an overview of the FAA's failed efforts over the years to modernization the National Airspace System.25 In reviewing what went wrong, they concluded that FAA modernization efforts had neither reduced costs nor increased productivity:  NAS modernization plans have been consistently subverted by requirements growth, development delays, cost escalations, and inadequate benefits management. All these things were symptomatic of the fact that FAA didn't think it needed to reduce operating costs.26 Many experts are greatly concerned that the FAA's institutional culture is poorly suited to implementing anything as dramatic as NextGen. In 2004, the National Academy of Sciences convened an expert panel to assist the GAO in understanding the cultural and technical factors that have impeded previous ATC modernization efforts. It found that "the key cultural factor impeding modernization has been resistance to change... [which is] characteristic of FAA personnel at all levels" and that "the key technical factor affecting modernization... has been a shortfall in the technical expertise needed to design, develop, or manage complex air traffic systems."27  As a government agency, the FAA is not designed to judge risks, aim at the most efficient investments, manage people to produce results, reward excellence, or punish incompetence. It is therefore not equipped to fundamentally reform the ATC system. Thus, major institutional change is probably a prerequisite for implementing the advanced ATC system the nation needs to meet rising aviation demand.  Political Constraints. A third impediment to ATC reform is political. The redesign of the ATC system foreseen in NextGen could potentially deliver major cost savings and greatly expand ATC capacity. However, realizing those gains would require retirement of large numbers of costly radars and other ground-based navigation aids and the consolidation of ATC facilities. One current proposal would replace 21 en route centers and 171 terminal radar approach control (TRACON) facilities with just 35 air traffic service hubs in a redesign of U.S. airspace.28 Physical control towers located at many smaller airports would gradually be phased out as "virtual tower" functions are built into the new super-hubs. However, Congress tends to resist consolidating ATC facilities because of concerns about job losses and the like, which is similar to the political resistance to closing post offices and military bases. A major 1982 proposal for consolidating ATC facilities was quietly dropped after it became clear that getting it through Congress would be very difficult. Similarly, Congress came extremely close to forbidding the FAA's recent success in outsourcing its Flight Service Station system, which involved reducing the system from 58 facilities to 20. The prohibition was defeated only by a credible veto threat from the White House. In sum, as long as ATC remains government-owned and controlled, making the needed reforms to improve efficiency and implement NextGen will be very difficult.
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Private screeners prevent major accidents and are key to affordability for many airports

Roger Roots, graduate student in the Department of Sociology at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, 3-22-03, [“Terrorized into absurdity: the creation of the transportation security administration,” Independent Institute, www.independent.org/publications/tir/article.asp?a=68] E> Liu

The private-contractor system of passenger screening had many critics (Drew and Wald 2001; Morrison and Stoller 2001, A4). Prior to September 11, however, U.S. airport screeners were finding and confiscating approximately two thousand knives and guns from passengers each year (Drew and Wald 2001), and the U.S. airline industry had not experienced a major security incident in nearly a decade (McCartney, Lunsford, and Armstrong 2001). Contracting out screening services allowed airlines that otherwise were saddled by expensive union contracts to provide security screening at relatively low cost and thus to keep fares low (Adams 2002).

Private employees are comparatively more efficient and present

Roger Roots, graduate student in the Department of Sociology at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, 3-22-03, [“Terrorized into absurdity: the creation of the transportation security administration,” Independent Institute, www.independent.org/publications/tir/article.asp?a=68] E> Liu

The other propositions used to justify the creation of the TSA--that high pay and good benefits are required to motivate employees to work diligently and that sworn government agents provide service of a higher quality than private workers--are refuted much more easily. Culled from scores of economic studies in recent decades, evidence on the cost and the service quality of government workers as compared to those of private or contract workers casts a dark shadow on the predictions made on behalf of federal workers (Tullock, Seldon, and Brady 2002).¶ "Almost every single quantitative, empirical study" has confirmed the "significant cost-savings potential of privatization" in the delivery of public services (Fixler and Poole 1987, 165). Private employees tend to work more productively (Moore 1987, 63). "The evidence is so consistent and compelling" that it scarcely needs to be restated (Bennett and DiLorenzo 1987, 14). Studies of municipalities, for example, have found that the privatization of services such as street cleaning, janitorial maintenance, tree trimming, traffic light maintenance, and asphalt paving has saved the studied municipalities some 43, 73, 37, 56, and 96 percent, respectively, on an annual basis (Moore 1987, 63). The U.S. Postal Service (USPS) has found that the costs of private contractors it employs to cover some of its rural routes and to perform letter-sorting services are approximately half of its own costs for doing the same work (Ferrara 1996, 24).¶ Although cost savings and quality might seem to be related inversely, recent studies indicate that workers with access to the best benefit packages--especially workers with longer tenure on the job--have significantly higher absence rates even when age is controlled for (Barmby, Ercolani, and Treble 2002). Absences from work also are likely to be longer and more frequent as rates of compensation increase (Barmby, Ercolani, and Treble 2002, F315).¶ A 1984 study for the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development found that cities that contracted out various municipal services had "among the highest levels of quality" (Moore 1987, 67). A similar study of privatization of municipal hospital services by the University of California at Berkeley found that in none of the studied cases did quality of service diminish after hospital services were privatized (68). Kentucky officials indicated that quality of service improved substantially when the state contracted out its hospital services for the mentally disabled in the 1980s (substantially 68).¶ USPS workers are notorious for poor or spotty quality of performance, despite compensation packages that are 20 to 25 percent higher than those of private-sector workers (Hudgins 1996, xix). Inspections at USPS facilities throughout the country have found thousands of pieces of mail piled in the back of trucks or hidden, buried, or destroyed (xix). One investigation found properly addressed mail dumped in trash bins at 76 percent of post offices (Ferrara 1996, 26, citing Bovard 2000). Even though technological improvements in automation and telecommunications have greatly increased the potential for distribution efficiency during the past two decades, USPS delivery times were 15 percent slower in 1987 than they were in 1969 (Ferrara 1996, 24, 25).¶ Agencies and municipalities that have perfected their privatization strategies have developed very effective means to enforce high-quality standards. Scottsdale, Arizona, for example, requires that contractors of municipal services sign thirty-day cancellation policies for unsatisfactory performance (Moore 1987, 68). Contracts then can be monitored easily for quality assurances (68). If a contractor fails to perform at a specified level of quality, the city can release it from its contract(s) and hire another contractor.
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Private entities are fully capable of providing security services

Roger Roots, graduate student in the Department of Sociology at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, 3-22-03, [“Terrorized into absurdity: the creation of the transportation security administration,” Independent Institute, www.independent.org/publications/tir/article.asp?a=68] E> Liu

The argument that airport screening is too important to be left in the hands of private workers is essentially teleological. It relies on subjective values that cannot be measured empirically. Those who view airport passenger screening as an essential government task are also likely to favor an increased government role in the economy overall and to disfavor the free market generally.¶ The idea that services such as policing and military defense can never be left in the hands of private industry can be refuted by examining America's past. For the most part, private entities historically have performed law enforcement duties. Professional police first appeared in the United States a half-century after the country was founded (Roots 2001, 685). Indeed, the framers of the U.S. Constitution originally contemplated law enforcement as primarily the duty of private citizens, along with a few constables and sheriffs when necessary (685). If screening airport passengers and baggage is too important to be left in the hands of private industry, the security of the republic rests on very soft sand. Private security firms protect nuclear power plants, federal and state courthouses, and even many police stations.

Partnerships are not bad for security and greatly reduce costs – Transition to privates is easy

Paul Seidenstat, associate professor of Economics at Temple University, 5-04, [“¶ Terrorism, Airport Security, and the Private Sector,” Review of Policy Research¶ Volume 21, Issue 3, pages 275–291, May 2004, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1541-1338.2004.00075.x/full] E. Liu

Two fundamental problems were inherent in the airport security system before¶ 9/11. By placing the responsibility and financial burden on the airlines and the air-¶ ports, government policy led to a socially suboptimal level of security. Whether by¶ indifference or poor performance, weak government and airline oversight of the¶ private security firms that operated the system led to the potential for serious secur-¶ ity system breaches. Even though the 9/11 disaster itself did not involve an extreme¶ breach of the existing lax security protocol, the possibility of a major breach was¶ omnipresent.¶ It could be argued that the public–private partnership approach was not ¶ the fundamental problem. Nevertheless, the performance of some of the ¶ private screening firms, even having to operate under a difficult budget con-¶ straint, left a lot to be desired. However, the performance of the FAA regulators¶ appeared to have been even more deficient in requiring and enforcing security¶ standards.¶ Under the pressures resulting from 9/11, Congress changed security policy.¶ There was a broad consensus that the level of security must be raised in light of¶ the broader social calculus. To ensure that the new policy direction would be¶ advanced, Congress created a new federal agency to directly administer the secur-¶ ity program. A choice then had to be made as to the mechanism to operate the¶ system.¶ Congress weighed whether the potential performance benefits stemming from¶ reliance upon private security contractors, who often are more cost-effective, par-¶ ticularly since contracts would be awarded through competitive bidding, would¶ outweigh the loss of direct federal control. The federal operations path was¶ selected. However, the option of using private screening companies was preserved¶ by running a small experimental program and by allowing airports to shift to a¶ public–private arrangement after three years.¶ The federalized system became operational as required by the Congress. The¶ preliminary results include: much higher costs, an apparent higher level of secur-¶ ity, and a continuation of some traveler discomfort. Eventually, policymakers might¶ reexamine the operational system and choose to use more private screeners.


2NC Solvency – Airport Security

Private entities are fully capable of providing security services

Roger Roots, graduate student in the Department of Sociology at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, 3-22-03, [“Terrorized into absurdity: the creation of the transportation security administration,” Independent Institute, www.independent.org/publications/tir/article.asp?a=68] E> Liu

The argument that airport screening is too important to be left in the hands of private workers is essentially teleological. It relies on subjective values that cannot be measured empirically. Those who view airport passenger screening as an essential government task are also likely to favor an increased government role in the economy overall and to disfavor the free market generally.¶ The idea that services such as policing and military defense can never be left in the hands of private industry can be refuted by examining America's past. For the most part, private entities historically have performed law enforcement duties. Professional police first appeared in the United States a half-century after the country was founded (Roots 2001, 685). Indeed, the framers of the U.S. Constitution originally contemplated law enforcement as primarily the duty of private citizens, along with a few constables and sheriffs when necessary (685). If screening airport passengers and baggage is too important to be left in the hands of private industry, the security of the republic rests on very soft sand. Private security firms protect nuclear power plants, federal and state courthouses, and even many police stations.




2NC A2 - US Code Prohibits 

US code authorizes privatization exemptions – solves back regulatory and grant deficits

Fiertz, ‘10

[Randall S. Fiertz, Director, Office of Airport Compliance and Field Operations, 7/7/2010, The Federal Register, DOT, FAA <http://search.proquest.com/docview/580101404>]

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Title 49 of the U.S. Code 47134 authorizes the Secretary of Transportation, and through delegation, the FAA Administrator, to exempt a sponsor of a public use airport that has received Federal assistance, from certain Federal requirements in connection with the privatization of the airport by sale or lease to a private party. Specifically, the Administrator may exempt the sponsor from all or part of the requirements to use airport revenues for airport-related purposes, to pay back a portion of Federal grants upon the sale or lease of an airport, and to return airport property deeded by the Federal Government upon transfer of the airport. The Administrator is also authorized to exempt the private purchaser or lessee from the requirement to use all airport revenues for airport-related purposes, to the extent necessary to permit the purchaser or lessee to earn compensation from the operations of the airport.


2NC A2 – Privatization Impossible 

Here are dozens of examples of privatization of airlines being effective 

Robert Poole is the director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation and is an MIT-trained engineer and has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues, and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, June 2010, “Airports and Air Traffic Control”; AB

Airports have been fully or partly privatized in many foreign cities, including Amsterdam, Athens, Auckland, Brussels, Copenhagen, Frankfurt, London, Melbourne, Naples, Rome, Sydney, and Vienna. Britain led the way with the 1987 privatization of British Airports Authority, which owns Heathrow and other airports. Other countries followed with a wide range of commercialization reforms under which private firms own or operate various aspects of airport facilities.  Since 1987, more than 100 airports have been partly or fully privatized worldwide. A recent survey found that there are about 100 companies around the world that own and operate airports, finance airport privatization, or participate in projects to finance, design, build and operate new airports or airport terminals.13   Here are some examples of airport privatization reforms in recent years:  France's Aeroports de Paris, which owns Charles de Gaulle and Orly airports, was partially privatized in 2006. Most of Italy's larger airports have been privatized, including those in Rome, Florence, Naples, Parma, Pisa, and Venice. Greece plans to sell part of the remaining share of the Athens airport that it retains, and it may privatize some of its larger regional airports. Spain's government announced in 2008 that it will sell major stakes in the 47 airports operated by state agency AENA. Mexico has privatized numerous airports, and the country boosts three successful airport operators that plan to expand abroad. Brazil is planning to privatize Galeao International Airport in Rio de Janeiro. Most of Australia's major airports have been either privatized or contracted out to private operators under long-term leases.14




***2NC Blocks***


2NC A2 – Federal Government Key

PPPs solve federal authority transportation projects –  they transfer authority post completion 

Stephen J. McBrady is a Government Contracts attorney in the Washington, DC office of Crowell & Moring LLP, March 2009, “Funding America’s Infrastructure Needs: Public Private Partnerships May Help Close Infrastructure Gap”, http://www.crowell.com/documents/funding-americas-infrastructure-needs_construction-briefings.pdf; AB

Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) differ from traditional U.S. public procurements in several key aspects, including financing, operation, and procurement. PPPs are organizational structures by which the private sector finances, builds, rehabilitates, maintains, and/or operates specific public sector activities in exchange for a contractually specified stream of future returns. PPPs can include, for instance, private sector-financed development and operation of infrastructure, whereby a private company builds and operates infrastructure and/or provides services in exchange for commuter fees (such as toll revenue) or a significant share of the revenue stream; or, alternatively, a partnership for private sector-financed rehabilitation and operation of a hospital, prison, airport or energy facility, which is then operated by the private entity and “leased” to the appropriate federal, state or local government authority for a negotiated fee.

Not true – private infrastructure goes across state AND international borders

Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, 10/24/11,  “The Downside of Federal Infrastructure Spending”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/downside-federal-infrastructure-spending; AB

Critique: We need the federal government for things like the Interstate Highway System because infrastructure crosses state lines.  Response: Numerous people made this point regarding my op-ed, but I’m afraid they didn’t put their thinking caps on. Private energy pipelines cross state and international borders, and so do the huge systems of the private freight railroads, such as Union Pacific.
Federal and State funding can’t finance infrastructure – the private sector is critical to raising capital 
Leonard Gilroy is the director of government reform and Harris Kenny is a policy analyst at Reason Foundation, a Los Angeles-based think tank, 5/17/12, “States and Cities Going Private With Infrastructure Investment”, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2012/05/17/states_and_cities_going_private_with_infrastructure_investment_99671.html, AB
States and municipalities across the U.S. continue to grapple with the lingering effects of the Great Recession. City leaders continue to struggle with depressed revenues, and 30 states are expected to close budget deficits totaling $49 billion this year, according to the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. Further, many government bodies are struggling to maintain their credit ratings in an uncertain economy.  As public debts grow, cities and states simultaneously face pressing needs to repair and modernize critical infrastructure assets that can't wait if citizens hope to keep goods and services moving in the economy. For example, many interstate highways, which are owned and maintained by states, are reaching the end of their useful lives and will cost tens of billions of dollars to reconstruct. Yet, projected federal and state fuel tax revenues will come nowhere close to covering the bills.  When factoring in similarly large investment needs in water, aviation, schools and other public infrastructure facilities, it becomes abundantly clear that new infrastructure financing models and sources of capital will be the only viable option to support and sustain growth.  Enter the private sector, where investors are demonstrating a willingness and capability to partner with governments to modernize and expand infrastructure, according to Reason Foundation's recent Annual Privatization Report 2011. The report finds that the amount of capital available in private infrastructure equity investment funds reached a new all-time high last year. And since 2006, the 30 largest global infrastructure investment funds have raised a total of $183.1 billion dedicated to financing infrastructure projects; the bulk coming from U.S., Australian and Canadian inventors. In fact, eight major privately financed transportation projects were under construction in the U.S. in 2011 totaling over $13 billion.


2NC A2 - Spending Links

Privatization of infrastructure would generate a budget surplus

Lord, ‘10

[Nick Lord, executive editor of Financial Media at Haymarket Media Group, Staff Writer at Euromoney former Editorial Director at Finance Asia, affiliated with the University of Oxford, 4/2010, Euromoney <http://www.euromoney.com/Article/2459161/Privatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html?single=true>]

Barend at the New York State Asset Maximization Commission concurs. "We don't want to monetize critical assets to close a short-term budget gap," she says. "We want to use P3s as a means of delivering vital state infrastructure on time, on or below budget, and with greater accountability for the performance of the asset."¶ But there is no getting away from the fact that the assets are there and people want to buy them. And the conditions have never been this propitious to support a whole new vibrant market. With hundreds of billions and potentially trillions of dollars at stake, this could be the biggest emerging market in the world. In years to come president Obama could be crowing about the persistent budget surpluses, surpluses provided by the successful monetization of one of the US's greatest resources, its infrastructure.

PPPs save money in the short and long term – reduces the need for the government to spend money 

Stephen J. McBrady is a Government Contracts attorney in the Washington, DC office of Crowell & Moring LLP, March 2009, “Funding America’s Infrastructure Needs: Public Private Partnerships May Help Close Infrastructure Gap”, http://www.crowell.com/documents/funding-americas-infrastructure-needs_construction-briefings.pdf; AB

The purpose of PPPs is to more efficiently (and economically) deliver a needed project or service that would otherwise have been provided by the government through traditional public sector procurement. Because PPP projects are funded in part through private capital, they provide a means of delivering public services at lower “up front” cost to the government. Particularly in the case of costly infrastructure projects, sharing financing burdens with private entities can significantly reduce budget constraints. At the same time, private entities often benefit from generous performance incentives as a reward for their increased risk. The system differs from traditional notions of “privatization” or “outsourcing,” whereby a government entity actually transfers responsibility for, and title to, an asset to the private sector. 7 In a Public-Private Partnership, either the public entity or the private entity may own the underlying asset. In the case of a hospital, for instance, a private entity may finance and build the facility with the intent to operate it and “lease” it back to the local municipality. On the other hand, in the case of an airport, a city of municipality might “lease” the airport to a private entity to operate, for an annual fee, while retaining ultimate ownership of the asset.


2NC A2 - Spending Links

P3s empirically successful – long-term, constant source of economic (and infrastructural) growth

Mineta, 06

[Norman Y. Mineta, 14th U.S. Secretary of Transportation, 33rd U.S. Secretary of Commerce, Chairman of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, 4th Quarter 2006, Journal of Transportation Law, Logistics, and Policy 73.4 <http://search.proquest.com/docview/216477770>]

Partnerships have long been successfully used in such nations as Australia, New Zealand, Ireland, France, Spain, Chile, Norway and the Netherlands. The evidence is compelling: Partnerships provide capital that is needed for highway construction, maintenance and operations - while well-structured public-private lease agreements keep accountability and oversight in the hands of elected officials and public highway authorities. American policymakers have recently begun to pursue public-private partnerships, and have saved substantial amounts of money for the taxpayers.¶ Two recent U.S. partnerships illustrate how public-private partnerships can benefit America's taxpayers while ensuring safe, modernized road for our drivers.¶ LEASING FOR DOLLARS¶ First, consider the example of the Chicago Skyway. In October 2004, the City of Chicago leased out the operation of an eight-mile, 48-year-old toll road that carries traffic over the Calumet River. In exchange for a 99-year lease, which allows the leaseholder to keep the Skyway's toll revenue, Chicago gained $1.82 billion. The money was paid by a consortium formed by two private companies - Macquarie Bank of Australia and Cintra of Spain - which are obligated to safely maintain and operate the roadway.¶ The flow of traffic is smoother than ever along the Skyway now. Within months, the facility was converted to electronic tolling, created extra peak-period capacity using reversible lanes, and began employing more workers during these peak periods. Private operators have a powerful incentive to improve throughput-more throughput, more revenue, and happier customers. And thanks to the partnership, the City of Chicago became $1.82 billion richer.¶ Second, consider the example of the Indiana Toll Road. In the spring of 2006, the State of Indiana leased out the operation of the 157-mile, 50-year-old toll road that runs across the northern part of the state from the Ohio border to the Illinois border - where the road adjoins the Chicago Skyway.¶ In exchange for a 75-year-lease, the State of Indiana gained $3.85 billion. The firm that won the bidding is the same consortium that won the Chicago Skyway lease: the venture formed by Macquarie Bank and Cintra, which will keep the highway's toll revenue.¶ As part of the agreement, Macquarie and Cintra pledged more than $770 million for upgrades to the roadway, including added lanes, the reconstruction of the road's pavement and bridges, and the installation of an electronic toll collection system (which allows traffic to keep flowing, without having to stop to pay a toll). Indiana's taxpayers now have an extra $3.85 billion to funnel into other state priorities; they save money on the highway maintenance that will now be overseen by Macquarie and Cintra; and they look forward to the planned infrastructure improvements, which might have otherwise overwhelmed the state's highway budget.¶ Other states and regions have been exploring or enacting such partnerships, including Texas, Florida and California. The example of the Chicago Skyway and the Indiana Toll Road have fascinated lawmakers who are eager to ease the tax burden on their states, while catching the attention of American road-construction and toll-road-operating firms. Private investors seem to be thinking: What economic value have Australian-based Macquarie and Spanish-based Cintra identified in these toll-road lease agreements - and what kind of profits can other investors gain?¶ WHAT'S IN IT FOR INVESTORS, TAXPAYERS?¶ As always, private interests will shrewdly calculate, "What's in it for me?" while defenders of the public interest must examine, "What's in it for the strength of our nation's transportation system?"¶ Well-designed public-private partnerships can satisfy both the profit-and-loss imperative of private investors and the public-interest priority of America's citizens.¶ Financiers know a good deal when they see one, and evidently they recognize the wisdom of investing private capital in American infrastructure projects - fixed, bricks-and-mortar assets that will provide a predictable stream of toll-based revenue, year-in and year-out. At the moment, overseas-based companies like Macquarie and Cintra have paved the way in creating public-private partnerships - but as American firms amass capital, study potential deals, and seek leases of their own, the international firms' head start probably won't last very long.


2NC A2 - Spending Links

P3s would minimize government infrastructural expenditures

Gaffey, ‘10

[David W. Gaffey, Law Clerk to Bankruptcy Court for Eastern District of Virginia, Juris Doctor with Honors from George Washington Unviersity, Winter 2010 Public Contract Law Journal 39.2 <http://search.proquest.com/docview/218700910>]

As our nation's roads, bridges, railway systems, and other critical transportation networks continue to age, the rapidly increasing costs of maintaining and replacing such essential infrastructure will place an immense burden on governments at the federal, state, and local levels over the next ten to fifteen years. In light of Government Accountability Office (GAO) forecasts that highway vehicle miles of travel will increase from three to seven trillion miles over the next fifty years,1 the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) predicts that the average total annual investment required merely to maintain the nation's existing local and interstate highway infrastructure between 2002 and 2022 is projected to exceed 2002 highway spending levels by 8.3%, and is projected to exceed 2002 spending levels by 74.3% if capital improvements are considered.2 Compounding the impact of this cost increase, the FHWA further forecasts that this annual investment necessary to maintain current highway conditions on federal, state, and local roads will be forty percent greater than the projected revenues derived from these roads between 2002 and 2014.3¶ Given this significant gap between available funding and required expenditures in an era of rising national debt and budget deficits, state and local governments are seeking alternatives to funding transportation infrastructure through traditional means.4 Expanding the use of public-private partnerships ("PPPs"), which use private firms to provide traditionally governmentsupplied services, is therefore invaluable, as the increased use of PPPs would enable the Government to provide needed public infrastructure while minimizing both short- and long-term expenditures. However, in order to effectively utilize PPPs, the United States must develop a national system for the implementation and regulation of their widespread use, a system that reflects the division of power between the local, state, and federal governments.

Leasing agreements and asset management options involve revenue sharing contracts that benefit the economy over the long term

Gaffey, ‘10

[David W. Gaffey, Law Clerk to Bankruptcy Court for Eastern District of Virginia, Juris Doctor with Honors from George Washington Unviersity, Winter 2010 Public Contract Law Journal 39.2 <http://search.proquest.com/docview/218700910>]

Drawn by the numerous advantages they provide, nations across the globe have been increasingly turning to PPPs to provide essential facilities and services. One of the principal benefits governments derive from PPPs is the ability to create infrastructure without the need for either short- or long-term government funding.18 This opportunity to improve or create infrastructure without incurring additional debt obligations provides an invaluable service to governments facing constitutional, statutory, or administrative limitations, or restrictions on spending or levels of outstanding debt.19¶ Considering the rapidly increasing government expenditures and the current economic recession in the United States, the use of BOT, BOO, and DBFO agreements provides a means of supplying crucial public facilities and transportation networks at little or no cost to the public treasury. Furthermore, the use of asset management and other leasing agreements for existing public infrastructure can create a much-needed revenue stream for governments at every level. For example, the 2006 lease of the Indiana Toll Road to a private consortium for $3 .8 billion not only prevented further public expenditures on the roadway, but also funded Indiana's statewide transportation improvement plan, "Major Moves."20 Due to the lease of the road, Indiana is currently the only state in the nation with a fully funded ten-year transportation plan.21 Given the flexibility and variety of PPP options, governments can negotiate contracts that not only provide for significant initial payments, but also include revenue-sharing options that could continue to provide significant monetary benefits to the public throughout the life of the contract.


2NC A2 - Spending Links

Private sector means more reliable growth – more efficient and effective budget concerns and competitive bidding process minimizes costs

Gaffey, ‘10

[David W. Gaffey, Law Clerk to Bankruptcy Court for Eastern District of Virginia, Juris Doctor with Honors from George Washington Unviersity, Winter 2010 Public Contract Law Journal 39.2 <http://search.proquest.com/docview/218700910>]

In addition to reduced public expenditures for infrastructure projects, the involvement of the private sector in the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of such projects will lead to significant improvements in efficiency and operating costs. According to the GAO, private sector entities analyze their costs, revenues, and risks throughout all phases of a project in a much more reliable manner than their public sector equivalents, leading to reduced construction and operation costs.22 In many cases, governments continue to provide funding for public projects even if the projects exceed their planned budget. This occurs in part because there are fewer incentives compelling governmental bodies to fully examine the cost of a project as compared to its expected future revenue, or to streamline the building and subsequent operation of facilities. Private corporations, however, do not have the luxury of falling back on the public treasury, and thus make every effort to accurately forecast operating expenses and revenues in an attempt to reduce all unnecessary expenditures and financial risks.¶ The use of competition in the bidding process further reduces the cost to the public for many DBOM or design-build projects. As discussed above, public agencies are only minimally constrained by budgetary restrictions on construction projects or for the operation of existing facilities, often continuing to fund overbudget programs and projects. The transfer of construction or operation responsibilities to private entities through a competitive fixedprice, closed-bidding process helps to ensure efficiency and cost-effectiveness because contractors have a strong incentive to reduce their bid amounts in order to maximize their chance of winning the contract.23


2NC A2 - Spending Links

P3s key to avoid more debt and financial burden

Orski, ‘08

[C. Kenneth Orski, editor and publisher of Innovation briefs a transportation newsletter, 7/1/2008, Heartland Institute <http://news.heartland.org/newspaper-article/2008/07/01/private-investment-tolls-will-play-increasing-role-funding-tomorrows-tr>]

State officials tell us they are embracing private-sector financing and tolling not because of any ideological commitment to "privatization" or a philosophic attachment to market-driven solutions but out of sheer fiscal necessity. Increasingly, state DOTs are obliged to commit a major part of their tax-supported transportation budgets to preserving and modernizing existing infrastructure, leaving little money for new construction.¶ As one senior state official told us, "since Congress is not likely to come up with adequate resources to help us meet our future infrastructure needs, we have no option but to move on our own and find new ways of funding our capital needs."¶ Influential political leaders in state capitals, on Capitol Hill, and in the Bush administration are coming to the same conclusion. Texas Gov. Rick Perry (R), in a keynote speech at the annual meeting of the Texas Transportation Forum on April 22, said, "I am convinced that private dollars, administered through public-private partnerships, are a significant part of the answer to our transportation infrastructure challenge."¶ Pelosi Sees Continued Expansion¶ House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-CA) agrees. "Private investment is playing an increasingly larger role in public infrastructure," she observed in an address before a Regional Plan Association luncheon on April 18. "Innovative public-private partnerships are appearing around the country, bringing much-needed capital to the table.¶ "It is important to ensure that the public interest is well-served in public-private partnerships, since they are here to stay and likely to grow in importance," Pelosi continued. "User fees will continue to play a major role in financing many types of infrastructure. Reliance on tolls for transportation funding is likely to continue and expand.."¶ U.S. Secretary of Transportation Mary Peters also has been a longstanding advocate of public-private partnerships. "Unleashing the investment locked in the private sector by partnering with business is the most efficient path to the transportation future this country needs and deserves," she told an audience of Arizona contractors in February. It's a message she and her senior staff have conveyed many times before and since.¶ Using the leverage of private capital to supplement public funding also lies behind the proposal by Senators Christopher Dodd (D-CT) and Chuck Hagel (R-NE) for a National Infrastructure Bank (S.1926)¶ The proposal would establish "a unique and powerful public-private partnership," Dodd said in his opening statement at a March 11 hearing on the bill, held by the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs. "Using limited federal resources, it would leverage the significant resources and innovation of the private sector. It would tap the private sector's financial and intellectual power to meet our nation's critical structural needs."¶ Numerous States Mull Tolls¶ By our count, a total of 22 states are contemplating the use of tolls to support road capacity expansion.¶ Some of them, such as California, Florida, Pennsylvania, and Texas, may resort to private tolling concessions, while others will choose the more traditional route of municipal bond financing and public operation.¶ Our survey participants thought public-private partnerships and private concessions will play a significant role in the nation's efforts to expand infrastructure capacity.¶ Engaging the private sector in the task of modernizing the nation's roads, bridges, ports, transit systems, and intermodal facilities may be the best way to ensure the continued growth of the nation's transportation capacity without imposing an unacceptable fiscal burden on the American taxpayer or burdening future generations with further debt.


2NC A2 - Spending Links

Privatization only way to provide needed funds without straining the budget

Mansour, ‘06

[Asieh Mansour, managing director, 2006, RREEF America L.L.C. Real estate/infrastructure division of Deutsche Bank AG <http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf>]

¶ Two significant trends are driving the movement towards privatization. First, governments at ¶ all levels are strained for financial resources. Privatization is a means for providing needed and ¶ popular infrastructure without further straining the public budget. Second, the private markets ¶ are capital rich, seeking to invest increasing quantities of capital at attractive risk-adjusted ¶ yields. Investment in privatized infrastructure can offer attractive opportunities. ¶ The federal government traditionally has heavily funded much of the infrastructure currently ¶ targeted for privatization.  During the past few decades, efforts to reign in the federal budget ¶ have resulted in declining resources for roads, bridges, airports, seaports, and water systems. ¶ These budget reductions have impacted both capital and maintenance costs. As a result, ¶ these burdens have shifted to state and municipal budgets. Increasing revenue at the state ¶ and local levels, however, is politically very difficult. Thus, privatization is viewed as a ¶ mechanism for providing infrastructure without negatively impacting a state or municipal ¶ government’s fiscal position. Over the past decade, it has been the regional governments in ¶ the US that faced severe fiscal pressures that have predominantly privatized. This issue ¶ impacts both capital costs of developing new infrastructure and maintenance costs for older ¶ infrastructure. ¶ Infrastructure investment needs in the US fall into two basic categories. The first involves ¶ growth areas, including booming new suburbs and areas of regional growth, such as the ¶ southern and western portions of the nation. The needs in these areas are for capital to ¶ develop infrastructure to support this growth. With federal funds more limited, states and ¶ municipalities need to be more creative in financing these needs. Privatization of the new ¶ infrastructure is an obvious solution. ¶ The second category involves curing deferred maintenance of older infrastructure. Older ¶ communities, particularly in the Northeast and Midwest, are served by old infrastructure. ¶ Typically, these regions suffered from under-investment in the maintenance of this ¶ infrastructure. With slow economic growth, little fiscal capacity exists to fund what is often ¶ substantial deferred maintenance. Once again, privatization offers a potential solution. ¶ The private sector can provide desperately needed capital for investing in the crumbling ¶ infrastructure across the US. There has been severe underinvestment in US infrastructure ¶ over the past decade. The supply of infrastructure assets has failed to meet growing demand ¶ as exemplified by an aging infrastructure, expanding demand for services with a growing 


2NC A2 - Politics Links

Privatization is popular with the public – ensures reelection 

Peter Samuel, freelance journalist who writes on regulatory affairs, his work appears in Forbes and National Review, June 27 1995,  “Highway Aggravation:  The Case For Privatizing The Highways”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-231.html; AB 

Traffic congestion is a major annoyance to tens of millions of Americans and a $100 billion annual economic loss. The traditional answer to highway backups, mass transit and carpooling, have not worked. The convenience of the private car for the vast majority of commuters makes even the most lavishly subsidized mass transit uncompetitive.  Since 1956 most highways have been financed by gas taxes. Now those taxes are being siphoned off to transit and general revenue, and what is left for roads goes largely for maintenance and rebuilding, not new building. The revolt against rising taxes means that the only source of revenue for significant new highway capacity is the private sector.  The economics, politics, and technology are right for progressively privatizing highways and creating markets in highway service. Washington State, Virginia, and California have begun to do so. Private highway projects in those states are discussed in detail.    State highways should be sold section by section to private owners. With private operators responsible for maintenance as well as improvement of the highways, gasoline taxes and other government charges for roads could be phased out. New ideas and new technologies would be applied. For example, to eliminate stop-and-go conditions, private highway operators could vary toll rates by the minute to encourage less peak-hour travel.  Privatization of the highways should be attractive to elected officials needing to make good on promises of reducing budget deficits and lowering taxes. Officials who take the lead in sponsoring bold reforms may win public acclaim and votes.

Polls prove the popularity of PPPs 

Emilia Istrate, Senior Research Associate and Associate Fellow at the Metropolitan Policy Program and Robert Puentes is a senior fellow with the Brookings Institution's Metropolitan Policy Program, 12/09/11, http://www.brookings.edu/up-front/posts/2011/12/09-infrastructure-puentes-istrate, “A Path to Public Private Partnerships for Infrastructure”; AB

For one, the United States needs to take better advantage of and facilitate the use of public/private partnerships (PPPs) for investments. A poll by the financial advisory firm Lazard shows strong willingness for public entities to consider private investment in infrastructure. However, our recent Brookings report shows that the United States lags in this area. In the quarter-century from 1985 and 2011, there were 377 PPPs in the U.S., a scant 9 percent of total amount of infrastructure PPPs around the world.

The public would rather pay tolls from private companies than an increase in the gas tax by the federal government 

Ezra Klein, writer and columnist for The Washington Post, Bloomberg, and a contributor to MSNBC, 04/01/2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/more-states-privatizing-their-infrastructure-are-they-making-a-mistake/2012/03/31/gIQARtAhnS_blog.html

Still, as many states find themselves scrounging under sofas for cash, privatization may prove increasingly appealing. And drivers, at least, sometimes appear more receptive to paying for roads via tolls, where it’s obvious what the money’s going toward, than via gas taxes. “The lack of revenue,” says Peters, “is really forcing people to consider these options more seriously.”


2NC A2 - Politics Links

PPPs are becoming increasingly popular – prefer our predictive evidence 

Stephen J. McBrady is a Government Contracts attorney in the Washington, DC office of Crowell & Moring LLP, March 2009, “Funding America’s Infrastructure Needs: Public Private Partnerships May Help Close Infrastructure Gap”, http://www.crowell.com/documents/funding-americas-infrastructure-needs_construction-briefings.pdf; AB

The concept of building and operating infrastructure through the use of PPPs has become increasingly common. Presently, 23 states have enacted enabling legislation permitting the government to build transportation infrastructure using PPPs. 13 Several states have taken unique approaches towards PPPs, with some states operating tentative pilot programs, while others have enacted broad enabling statutes permitting them even to accept unsolicited proposals for transportation infrastructure projects. 14 Each of these states, however, has shown a commitment to explore PPPs as one option in trying to upgrade and maintain transportation infrastructure. Thus, while the contours of PPP projects will be defined by the individual state regulations, and will mirror the risks and costs assumed by the public and private entities, it is likely that PPPs will continue to become an increasingly popular vehicle for undertaking large infrastructure projects.
Doesn’t link to politics – PPPs get past political controversy 

Emilia Istrate, Senior Research Associate and Associate Fellow at the Metropolitan Policy Program and Robert Puentes is a senior fellow with the Brookings Institution's Metropolitan Policy Program, 12/09/11, http://www.brookings.edu/up-front/posts/2011/12/09-infrastructure-puentes-istrate, “A Path to Public Private Partnerships for Infrastructure”; AB

The problem is not just the unwillingness to consider these arrangements. Increasingly, it seems to be an institutional challenge as public entities are ill-equipped to execute such deals while at the same time fully protecting the public interest. As a result, nothing gets done.  Today the private sector is 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 31 states have PPP enabling legislation for highways, roads and bridges, and 21 for transit projects, 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.
CP is shielded from politics – closed bids and no public debate. EVEN IF it is unpopular with the public, they won’t know about it 

Bethany McLean, writes a weekly business column for Slate, 3/15/11,  “Cities for Sale: Psst! Wanna buy the New Jersey Turnpike?” http://www.slate.com/articles/business/moneybox/2011/03/cities_for_sale.html; AB

Actually, the privatization of state and, especially, local government assets is a very real, very national issue, albeit one in which the left's favorite villains in Wisconsin—the Koch brothers—don't figure as prominently as the left's other favorite villain—the banks.  The deep budgetary woes of states and cities around the country have made the quick (but one-time) infusion of cash resulting from an asset sale a handy temporary solution. The big banks advise cities about whether privatization is a wise choice. They also control the ability of states and cities to access the market for their financing needs. But the banks' investment funds may also stand to make money off privatizations.  As Josh Rosner, a managing director at the research firm Graham, Fisher who was a prescient critic of the housing boom, says,  "Given what we've seen [in other deals], I have concerns that the banks will or could use their lending power" to push privatization deals that get done via closed bids, aren't publically debated, and may not be in the public interest. Privatization of assets that most of us consider public goods—like airports and highways—has a long, often-uncontroversial history. Australia and Europe have used so-called "private public partnerships" to fund infrastructure projects that otherwise might not have been feasible. But as a 2008 report by the Government Accountability Office noted, there is a right way and a wrong way to privatize.  The right way includes shorter leases, some revenue sharing between the private owner and the government allowing taxpayers to benefit from any upside, and a transparent, deliberative decision-making process.


2NC A2 - Politics Links

CP is popular with politicians and the public – reduces spending and prevents taxes

Asieh Mansour, Managing Director of Research @ RREEF and Hope Nadji, Director of Research September 2006, http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf, “US Infrastructure Privatization and Public Policy Issues”; AB

Several factors appear to be driving the current trend toward privatization of infrastructure: • A perception or belief that private enterprise can develop and/or operate critical facilities more cheaply and efficiently than public agencies. • Provide a source of capital to fund needed infrastructure that would otherwise need to be funded through tax revenue or public financing. • In the case of an outright sale, provide cash to bolster public finances or to be used for other public needs. • To provide the revenue to maintain the infrastructure over time Remove critically needed facilities from on-going political meddling, which can often impede the efficient and economical provision of services. Of the above-mentioned factors, the ability to provide infrastructure without sizeable public funding and the ability to generate cash through a sale of an asset are the most appealing to government officials and politicians. Because voters are highly resistant to increased taxes and higher public debt at all levels of government, opportunities to shift costs from the public to the private sector are appealing.

Even if the private sector is unpopular, the companies shield politicians from backlash 

Ezra Klein, writer and columnist for The Washington Post, Bloomberg, and a contributor to MSNBC, 04/01/2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/more-states-privatizing-their-infrastructure-are-they-making-a-mistake/2012/03/31/gIQARtAhnS_blog.html

While advocates claim that the private sector can operate these toll roads more efficiently, the major appeal of these moves is to solve short-term budget crunches. Essentially, state officials are giving up a source of revenue that’s spread out over a number of years — in Indiana’s case, tolls — and receiving a lump of cash upfront. “You might get less money overall, but you get it upfront, so that officials can go build the things they want to build,” explains Joshua Schank, the president of the Eno Center for Transportation. What’s more, the private firms are the ones that take the heat for raising fees and tolls, instead of nervous politicians.
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P3s can be attained executively without congressional ascension

Thomasson, 2012 – president of NewBuild Strategies LLC, an energy and infrastructure consulting firm in Washington, DC. He most recently served as a policy director at a nonprofit think tank and has testified before Congress about current proposals for financing infrastructure

Scott, June. “Encouraging U.S. Infrastructure Investment.” Policy Innovation Memorandum No. 17. http://www.cfr.org/infrastructure/encouraging-us-infrastructure-investment/p27771
Despite the pressing infrastructure investment needs of the United States, federal infrastructure policy is paralyzed by partisan wrangling over massive infrastructure bills that fail to move through Congress. Federal policymakers should think beyond these bills alone and focus on two politically viable approaches. First, Congress should give states flexibility to pursue alternative financing sources—public-private partnerships (PPPs), tolling and user fees, and low-cost borrowing through innovative credit and bond programs. Second, Congress and President Barack Obama should improve federal financing programs and streamline regulatory approvals to move billions of dollars for planned investments into construction. Both recommendations can be accomplished, either with modest legislation that can bypass the partisan gridlock slowing bigger bills or through presidential action, without the need for congressional approval.¶ The Problem¶ The United States has huge unpaid bills coming due for its infrastructure. A generation of investments in world-class infrastructure in the mid-twentieth century is now reaching the end of its useful life. Cost estimates for modernizing run as high as $2.3 trillion or more over the next decade for transportation, energy, and water infrastructure. Yet public infrastructure investment, at 2.4 percent of GDP, is half what it was fifty years ago.¶ Congress has done little to address this growing crisis. Ideally, it would pass comprehensive bills to guide strategic, long-term investments. The surface transportation bill, known as the highway bill, is a notable example of such comprehensive legislation. It is the largest source of federal infrastructure spending, allocating hundreds of billions of dollars over several years for highways, rapid transit, and rail. But the most recent six-year highway bill expired in 2009, and Congress has been unable to agree on a new multiyear bill since then. The Senate passed a new bill in March 2012 that provides only two years of funding and efforts in the House to pass a longer-term bill have nearly collapsed. The continuing impasse forced Congress to pass its ninth temporary extension of the old law at the end of March 2012, this time for ninety days. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood announced in February that he does not expect a bill to pass before the 2012 election, a view many experts share.¶ Even if Congress passes a new highway bill, the country's infrastructure debacle is hardly resolved. Transportation is only one part of the problem, and the pending bills do not even raise investment in this sector from previous, insufficient levels. Nor do they address the biggest long-term problem for transportation—inadequate funding from the Highway Trust Fund. Since the mid-1950s, federal gas tax revenues have been deposited into the Highway Trust Fund and then allocated to states for transportation improvements. But the gas tax is not tied to inflation and has not been raised since 1993. At current spending and revenue levels, the trust fund will be insolvent within two years. Raising the gas tax would alleviate the funding problem, but both parties consider that and other new taxes to be political nonstarters.¶ Unlocking Progress¶ There is no shortage of good proposals to encourage infrastructure investment. For example, President Obama has endorsed the idea of creating a national infrastructure bank to leverage federal funds and encourage PPPs. Bipartisan negotiations in the Senate produced a bill for a scaled-down version of the bank, focused on low-cost federal loans to supplement state financing and private capital. The bill is not supported by House Republican leaders, however, and is unlikely to pass this year. There are also important transportation reforms in both pending highway bills where Republicans and Democrats are on common ground: expanding the popular Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan program, streamlining the Department of Transportation bureaucracy to speed approval of new projects, and eliminating congressional earmarks—a huge step toward smarter project selection based on merit rather than political interests. But if the highway bill does not pass, none of these reforms will happen.¶ States are already looking at new ways to finance infrastructure as federal funding becomes uncertain and their own budgets are strained. More states rely on PPPs to share the costs and risks of new projects, and they are finding new sources of nontax revenues to fund investments, like tolling and higher utility rates. But at the same time, federal regulations and tax laws often prevent states from taking advantage of creative methods to finance projects. Federal programs designed to facilitate innovative state financing are underfunded, backlogged, or saddled with dysfunctional application processes. Many of these obstacles can be removed by adjusting regulations and tax rules to empower states to use the tools already available to them, and by better managing federal credit programs that have become so popular with states and private investors.¶ In cases where modest reforms can make more financing solutions possible, good ideas should noat be held hostage to "grand bargains" on big legislation like the highway bill or the failed 2010 energy bill. Congress should take up smaller proposals that stand a chance of passing both houses this year—incremental steps that can unlock billions of dollars in additional investments without large federal costs. Any proposals hoping to win Republican support in the House need to have a limited impact on the federal deficit and focus on reducing, rather than expanding, federal regulations and bureaucracy. Some progress can also be achieved by circumventing Congress entirely with executive branch action.

PPPs enjoy a broad ranging coalition of support

Forrer et. al ‘10

[Jon Forrer: associate director of GW Institute for Corporate Responsibility, Director of Center for the Study of Globilization, Director of International Programs, Executive Director for Institute for Global Management and Research , James Edwin Kee: professor of public policy and public administration, school of public policy and public administration at George Washington University, Kathryn E. Newcomer: professor and chair at department of public administration at George Washington University, member of Advisory Council on Auditing Standards for U.S. GAO, and a Fellow of National Academy of Public Administration, Eric Boyer, 5-6/2010, Public Administration Review 70.3 <URL>]

Public-private partnerships (PPPs) increasingly have become the default solution to government problems and needs, most recently for infrastructure, and they are embraced by a wide range of constituencies, across political parties, and throughout the world (Ghere 2001; Tennyson 2003; Wettenhall 2003). This trend may accelerate as governments experience fiscal deficits and look for alternative ways to finance and deliver government services. The rationale for creating such arrangements includes both ideological and pragmatic perspectives (Savas 2000). Ideologically, proponents argue that the private sector is superior to the public sector in producing and delivering many goods and services. Pragmatically, government leaders see PPPs as a way of bringing in the special technical expertise, funding, innovation, or management know-how from the private sector to address complex public policy problems. The expanding domain of goods and services provided by PPPs includes private toll roads, schools, hospitals, security services, wastewater treatment, and emergency response.
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Privatization solves political standoff on TI issues – invests without tax increases

Primack, ‘11

[Dan Primack, Senior Editor, 2/17/2011, Fortune/CNN Finance <http://finance.fortune.cnn.com/2011/02/17/why-obama-cant-save-infrastructure/>]

Increases in transportation infrastructure spending traditionally have been paid for via gas tax increases, but today's GOP orthodoxy is to oppose all new revenue generators (even if this particular one originated with Ronald Reagan). This isn't to say that Republicans don't believe the civil engineers – it's just that they consider their version of fiscal discipline to be more vital.¶ In other words, America's infrastructure needs are stuck in a holding pattern. That may be sustainable for a while longer, but at some point we need to land this plane or it's going to crash.¶ Luckily, there is a solution: State and municipal governments should get off their collective butts, and begin to seriously move toward partial privatization of their infrastructure assets.¶ Remember, the federal government doesn't actually own America's roads, bridges or airports (well, save for Reagan National). Instead, it's basically a piggy-bank for local governments and their quasi-independent transportation authorities. Washington is expected to provide strategic vision -- like Eisenhower's Interstate Highway System or Obama's high-speed rail initiative -- but actual implementation and maintenance decisions are made much further down the food chain.¶ Almost every state and municipal government will tell you that it doesn't have enough money to adequately maintain its existing infrastructure, let alone build new infrastructure. And, in many cases, existing projects are over-leveraged from years of bond sales.¶ At the same time, private investment firms are clamoring to fill the void.¶ Nearly $80 billion has been raised by U.S.-based private equity infrastructure funds since 2003, and another $30 billion currently is being raised to focus on North American projects, according to market research firm Preqin. Each of one those dollars would be leveraged with bank debt, and none of that includes the billions more available from public pension systems and foreign infrastructure companies.¶ For example, Highstar Capital last year signed a 50-year lease and concession agreement to operate the Port of Baltimore's Seagirt Marine Terminal. The prior year, private equity firm The Carlyle Group signed a 35-year lease to redevelop, operate and maintain Connecticut's 23 highway service areas. And in 2005, an Australian and Spanish company teamed up to lease The Chicago Skyway for $1.83 billion. That same tandem later acquired rights to the Indiana toll road.¶ But those are exceptions to the America's transportation infrastructure rule, which says that everything should be government-owned and operated. It's a rule grounded in fears that private investors will put profits over safety, plus a hefty dose of inertia.¶ Well, it's time for us to get over it.¶ First, we've already established that our current system isn't working. Again, $2.2 trillion in infrastructure needs. And if you haven't seen a crumbling or rusted out bridge somewhere, then you haven't been looking.¶ Second, it's counter-intuitive to think that a private investment firm wouldn't do everything in its power to make its transportation assets safe and efficient. Toll roads, airports and the like are volume businesses. One giant accident, and the return on investment could be irreparably harmed. This isn't to say that all of these projects will be successful -- there have been fiascos, like with Chicago's parking system -- but this is no longer a choice between private and public funding. It's a choice between private funding and woefully insufficient funding.¶ Third, local governments have the ability to structure these leases any way they see fit. For example, the Chicago Skyway deal includes an annual engineering checkup, and the private owners are obligated to make any recommended repairs. This also goes for pricing. In a failed privatization deal for the Pennsylvania Turnpike, prospective buyers agreed to certain parameters on future toll increases.¶ Most importantly, infrastructure privatization provides a solution to the current standoff between Obama and House Republicans -- by providing for investment to repair and maintain existing infrastructure, without requiring tax increases or enabling parochial pork.¶ But the benefits go far beyond the obvious. Privatization also may mean up-front payments that local governments can use to pay down existing project debt, while thoughtful leaders could set aside part of the proceeds to fund other infrastructure needs. Moreover, taxpayers no longer are on the hook for infrastructure-related risk (maintenance costs, liabilities, etc.).¶ I'm obviously not saying that any of this is easy. There are big barriers to privatization, including objections from those who currently run our toll roads, bridges, etc. (just ask those who lost the fight to lease out the Pennsylvania Turnpike in 2008).¶ But it's the best path forward for a nation that really could use more, and safer, paths.
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Privatization popular – provides necessary infrastructure without raising debt and increasing taxes

Mansour, ‘06

[Asieh Mansour, managing director, 2006, RREEF America L.L.C. Real estate/infrastructure division of Deutsche Bank AG <http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf>]

¶ Therefore the question of why privatize is that for many state and municipal governments, it ¶ may be the only way to provide or maintain needed infrastructure for their local constituents. ¶ Infrastructure investments, whether private or public, are a necessary input to expand the ¶ productive capacity of an area. Capital investment in infrastructure, private as well as public, ¶ goes hand in hand with economic activity. Empirical studies have shown that infrastructure ¶ has substantial payoffs, and currently in the US, public infrastructure is undersupplied and ¶ higher levels are warranted. ¶ ¶ Benefits of Privatization ¶ Several factors appear to be driving the current trend toward privatization of infrastructure: ¶ • A perception or belief that private enterprise can develop and/or operate critical ¶ facilities more cheaply and efficiently than public agencies. ¶ • Provide a source of capital to fund needed infrastructure that would otherwise need ¶ to be funded through tax revenue or public financing. ¶ • In the case of an outright sale, provide cash to bolster public finances or to be used ¶ for other public needs. ¶ • To provide the revenue to maintain the infrastructure over time. ¶ Grade¶ 2001 2005¶ Aviation/Aerospace D D+¶ Bridges C C¶ Dams D D+¶ Drinking Water D DEnergy D+ D¶ Hazardous Waste D+ D¶ Navigable Water Ways D+ DPublic Parks & Recreation – CRail – CRoads D+ D¶ Solid Waste C+ C+¶ Transit C- D+¶ Wastewater D DAm erica 's Infras truc ture G.P.A. = D¶ Tota l Inv es tm ent Needs = $ 1.6 Trillion¶ *Each category was evaluated on the basis of condition and¶ performance, capacity vs. need, and funding vs. need¶ Exhibit 1¶ The State of America's Infrastructure*¶ (American Society of Civil Engineers)4 Real Estate Research¶ • Remove critically needed facilities from on-going political meddling, which can often ¶ impede the efficient and economical provision of services. ¶ Of the above-mentioned factors, the ability to provide infrastructure without sizeable public ¶ funding and the ability to generate cash through a sale of an asset are the most appealing to ¶ government officials and politicians. Because voters are highly resistant to increased taxes ¶ and higher public debt at all levels of government, opportunities to shift costs from the public ¶ to the private sector are appealing. ¶ Canada has been at the forefront of this movement toward privatization in North America, ¶ with infrastructure becoming a mainstream asset class that attracts investor capital. Longduration infrastructure investments are especially appealing to pension funds, which have ¶ long-dated liabilities. ¶ The key arguments for privatization are presented in Exhibit 2. 

Privatization popular – chronic public failure

Mansour, ‘06

[Asieh Mansour, managing director, 2006, RREEF America L.L.C. Real estate/infrastructure division of Deutsche Bank AG <http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf>]

Privatization Trends in the US ¶ Most of the privatization efforts in the US today are driven by fiscal needs. The focus is to ¶ provide new or improved infrastructure without further burdening public coffers. In some ¶ cases, privatization generates cash that can be used for the public sector’s provision of ¶ services. It can also result from dissatisfaction with the level of taxation that is levied on ¶ individuals and businesses by municipal, state, and federal governments in order to pay for ¶ services. ¶ For years in the US, and in economic theory surrounding natural monopolies, the public sector ¶ was viewed as better suited to provide a public good, one that has the characteristics of a ¶ natural monopoly. In the case of natural monopolies, these are essential services provided to a ¶ community where natural barriers to entry exist and, therefore, little or no competition. The ¶ view is that without competition, “monopoly owners” would be able to exercise considerable ¶ power and earn monopolistic returns. As a result, the public workforce was perceived to be ¶ the best provider of essential services. Public employees would reliably and efficiently protect ¶ the public safety and deliver water and power, maintain roads and bridges, collect trash, etc. ¶ In reality, however, fiscal constraints and the absence of accountability and monitoring ¶ controls has resulted in inefficiencies and poor perceptions of performance and service ¶ quality. Chronic problems of providing adequate infrastructure have an increasing number of ¶ city planners and public policy officials looking to privatization. ¶ In the US, privatization of surface roads is gaining momentum. In Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6, two ¶ forms of road privatization arrangements are presented. The first covers PPP arrangements ¶ where the second includes the use of concessions. Exhibit 7 presents some of the latest toll ¶ road proposals. 
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No political pressure involved in trending towards private infrastructure

Mansour, ‘06

[Asieh Mansour, managing director, 2006, RREEF America L.L.C. Real estate/infrastructure division of Deutsche Bank AG <http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf>]

Interestingly, infrastructure privatization in the US is not a particularly partisan issue. For ¶ example, the Democratic mayor of Chicago has privatized a portion of the region’s transport ¶ infrastructure (the Chicago Skyway), while the Republican Governor of Indiana has privatized ¶ the Indiana Toll Road. ¶ Problems with Old/Public Model Benefits of Privatized Model¶ • Underinvestment • Increased investment¶ • Fees that are not cost reflective • Cost-reflective fees¶ • High costs • Improved incentives for efficiency¶ • Low productivity • Access to superior management¶ • Accountability; providing appropriate service level • Improved service quality¶ • Shortages¶ Source: RREEF Research¶ Exhibit 2¶ The Case for PrivatizationReal Estate Research 5¶ Privatization: Empirical Evidence ¶ From a public policy perspective, the benefits or lack thereof from privatization depend ¶ substantially upon how it is structured and regulated. This parallels the experience in the US of ¶ regulating private infrastructure, such as rail, air transport, telecommunications, gas and ¶ electricity. There is little political pressure in this country to take private infrastructure public, ¶ so there is clearly more of a move towards private rather than public ownership. ¶ Efficiency is a key argument of privatization. Those in favor suggest that goods can be most ¶ efficiently provided by the private sector (Wood, 2004). They argue that privatization is a ¶ mechanism for achieving optimal economic efficiency. If the entity is given a profit incentive ¶ to maximize its service and efficiency, the private sector is likely to outperform the public. A ¶ private firm, so incentivized, can optimally reallocate scarce resources, improving technology ¶ and management. Although it has been tried, there is little evidence that such incentives can ¶ effectively be established within public enterprises to produce superior performance. ¶ The argument that the profit incentive requires higher charges to be assessed needs to be ¶ addressed, however. Private ownership and/or operation of infrastructure must be sufficiently ¶ more efficient than its publicly owned predecessor to cover its profit targets. Therefore, the ¶ privatization should be structured so that at a minimum, the public receives service at least as ¶ good from the private entity as from its public counterpart for the same price. To the extent ¶ that the private firm can provide better service is a winning situation for the community. 

Congressional leaders eager for effective transportation programs – popular with the public

Fram, ‘12

[Alan Fram, Quals, 6/27/2012, NBC <http://www2.nbc17.com/news/2012/jun/27/3/congress-near-deal-stafford-loans-boehner-says-ar-2389453/>]

Washington – Facing weekend deadlines for¶ action, congressional leaders have agreed to deals overhauling the nation's transportation programs without a Republican provision forcing approval of the proposed Keystone XL oil pipeline, and avoiding a doubling of interest rates for new student loans, congressional officials said Wednesday.¶ ¶ The agreements underscored the pressures both parties face to avoid angry voters and embarrassing headlines in the run-up to this November's presidential and congressional elections. Letting road-building programs grind to a halt during an economic downturn would be a blow to the image of lawmakers, while Democrats and Republicans alike seemed eager to avoid enraging millions of students and their parents by boosting the costs of college loans.


2NC A2 – Perm Do Both 

Private sector solvency is dependent upon a decrease in state involvement in infrastructure 
Stephen Blake, President at the Center for Transportation Training, Education and Research, 2001, The Thomas Jefferson Institute for Public Policy, Issue Brief #3, http://heartland.org/sites/all/modules/custom/heartland_migration/files/pdfs/3783.pdf; AB 

1. Privatization. The privatization of transportation planning, design, construction and maintenance will enhance the efficiencies and effectiveness of the government sponsored transportation system. This can be accomplished through innovative financing mechanisms, particularly the development of public-private partnerships and privatization initiatives that move the financial burden away from sole dependence on government to a sharing of financial responsibility between government and the private sector. The current privatization legislation needs to be strengthened to provide incentives for the transportation industry to assume greater responsibility and for the state Department of Transportation to yield responsibility to the private sector. The adequacy of the private sector to provide this assistance must be addressed as the role of the public sector is reduced. Opportunities to privatize government activities should be pursued. An example of this privatization is the project conducted by the motor pool at the state. This project resulted in the hiring of Enterprise Rent-A-Car to provide a back up source of vehicles for state employees who travel, this allowed the motor pool to more efficiently manage the state cars and allowed a substantial savings over reimbursing state employees for using their personal vehicles for travel. This year Richmond Car and Truck Rental won the bid and reduced the cost from $25/per vehicle and 19 cents a mile to $18.95 and unlimited mileage. Other examples include; contracting out of maintenance functions by VDOT, and in Fairfax County and the City of Alexandria bus service is now provided through contracts with private transportation management companies.
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They sever “federal government” – Government investment excludes private corporations

Chris Chan, part of the Productivity Commission, the Australian Government’s independent research 

and advisory body on a range of economic, social and environmental issues affecting 

the welfare of Australians, et al., ¶ Danny Forwood¶ Heather Roper¶ Chris Sayers, 3-09, [“Public Infrastructure ¶ Financing:¶ An International Perspective,” Commonwealth of Australia , http://ssrn.com/abstract=1565073] E. Liu

• General government investment (which excludes public corporations) as a ¶ proportion of GDP has fallen in most countries over the past four decades. In ¶ Australia it stood at 2.4 per cent of GDP in 2005-06. This could reflect the ¶ pattern of corporatisation of GTEs as well as privatisation over the period. 


2NC A2 – Government Spending Good

Government infrastructure spending does little to nothing for the economy – privatization key 

Peter Van Doren, the editor of Regulation, is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and Chris Edwards, the director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, December 9th 2008, “Jumping off the Government Bridge”, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/jumping-government-bridge; AB

While America debates higher government spending on infrastructure, governments on every continent have sold off state-owned assets to private investors in recent decades. Airports, railroads, energy utilities, and many other assets have been privatized. Heathrow airport in London is privately owned and operated. Air-traffic control services are fully private in Canada. In Italy and France, limited access highways are private concessions funded with toll revenue. In many areas, the U.S. is a laggard in the world on private infrastructure provision.  The issue of whether public infrastructure spending encourages economic growth has been studied extensively by economists. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, some research argued that public capital investments had double the effect of private investment on subsequent economic growth. But those findings were challenged, and the statistical techniques were found to be faulty. By the early 2000s the consensus of economists was that the effect of public investment on subsequent economic output was at best extremely low and at worst no effect at all.  The main problem with current government infrastructure spending is not its magnitude but its lack of efficiency. More roads and transit capacity may or may not make sense depending on whether the benefits exceed the costs. One sure way to find out is to have private provision and user charges. If users are not willing to pay the costs of extra or newer capacity, then calls for taxpayer involvement probably imply subsidy of some at the expense of others rather than efficiency.


2NC A2 - State Restrictions 

States are passing laws to get past restrictions to private investment 

Cezary Podkul is the associate editor of Infrastructure Investor, published by PEI and writer for the Washington Post, 10/21/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/with-us-infrastructure-aging-public-funds-scant-more-projects-going-private/2011/10/17/gIQAGTuv4L_story.html, “With U.S. infrastructure aging, public funds scant, more projects going private”; AB

States are increasingly rolling out the red carpet to attract big investors to their infrastructure projects. Thirty-one states and Puerto Rico have laws on their books authorizing private investment in infrastructure, according to the NCSL’s Rall.  But the laws vary so much from state to state that investors often refer to the United States as a patchwork of 50 separate countries. Nevada, for example, has approved private investment in one toll road, while Puerto Rico’s 2009 law created a menu of opportunities across water, energy, transportation and education sectors, as well as a separate office to administer them.  So far, Virginia has had the most success attracting private capital to its projects. The state was among the first to pass legislation enabling private investment for transportation in 1995. It has since built three projects with the help of private capital. Five more are under construction, and another four are in various stages of development.  One deal sealed in July is a $1.9 billion tunnel project directly north of Chesapeake’s new Jordan Bridge. It is what people in the business call “a public-private partnership.” A private consortium led by Macquarie will invest $1.2 billion, one quarter in direct equity, more than a third covered by commercial loans or bonds, and a third to be provided through a direct Transportation Department loan that has yet to be approved.  As in the privately financed Jordan Bridge, tolls from the Midtown Tunnel expansion will go to covering the finance costs and providing a return to the investors.  “You have to look at this from a business perspective,” said Tony Kinn, who heads up a new division for privately financed projects at the Virginia Department of Transportation. “If we could afford to do all these projects ourselves, we would do them.”  The state is also a partner in the Midtown Tunnel expansion. It will contribute a $395 million subsidy to the project. It gets two things: a new tunnel without laying out the extra $1.2 billion and a lower toll than the private investors would have demanded otherwise. But it gets no revenue unless certain revenue-sharing provisions kick in later in the 58-year contract. Under the deal, Virginia capped tolls initially at $1.84 and will let them rise at roughly the rate of inflation.  “We have to leverage the available state funds,” Kinn said.


2NC A2 - Privates Won’t Invest 

Private sector eager to invest

Lord, ‘10

[Nick Lord, executive editor of Financial Media at Haymarket Media Group, Staff Writer at Euromoney former Editorial Director at Finance Asia, affiliated with the University of Oxford, 4/2010, Euromoney <http://www.euromoney.com/Article/2459161/Privatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html?single=true>]

Kris Kolluri¶ Senior members of the US political establishment are also betting that the time has come for the market to take off. "I expect to see a big increase in infrastructure assets for purchase by folks like us," says Emil Henry, the chief executive of Tiger Infrastructure Fund, a new vehicle set up with the backing of legendary hedge fund investor Julian Robertson. Henry was assistant secretary of the US Department of the Treasury from 2005 to 2007 and is extremely well connected in Republican circles. "If you look at the data, 40 out of 50 states are currently in record deficit," he says. "And the two levers to fund deficits are increases in taxes or increases in debt. But the environment is such that raising debt or taxes is extremely difficult right now. Therefore, many municipalities and states are looking at monetizing their assets."¶ At a state level, senior officials and politicians are fully aware of the budget problems they face. According to Kris Kolluri -- who ran New Jersey's Department of Transportation under governor Jon Corzine before being appointed the head of the New Jersey Schools Development Authority -- the New Jersey Transportation trust fund faces bankruptcy in 18 months and the school system needs $25 billion over the next 10 years. "There are very few options left," says Kolluri, who now runs his own infrastructure and P3 consultancy. "So we will see a gravitation towards new P3 deals."¶ The irony of this situation is that while the three levels of government in the US have never had less money to invest in infrastructure, there has never been more private-sector money looking to get equity participation in infrastructure. In early 2009 a group of banks, infrastructure companies and lawyers working in US infrastructure convened what they called the Working Group. Comprising 18 companies including Abertis, Morgan Stanley, Carlyle, Freshfields and Allen & Overy, the Group released a report called Benefits of private investment in infrastructure. It says there was "over $180 billion available in private capital [that] can be used to build infrastructure projects". It goes on to note that with a 60:40 debt-to-equity ratio, the amount available actually increases to $450 billion.¶ Since that report was put together allocations from US pension funds into US infrastructure funds have increased, not just on an absolute level but also as a percentage of their overall asset allocation. "There is a wall of private sector money that wants to invest in US infrastructure," says Nick Butcher, senior managing director and head of infrastructure and utilities, America, at Macquarie in New York. Henry at Tiger Infrastructure agrees. "There has never been more capital available for these assets," he says.


2NC A2 - Privates Won’t Invest 

P3s only need a strong deal

Lord, ‘10

[Nick Lord, executive editor of Financial Media at Haymarket Media Group, Staff Writer at Euromoney former Editorial Director at Finance Asia, affiliated with the University of Oxford, 4/2010, Euromoney <http://www.euromoney.com/Article/2459161/Privatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html?single=true>]

¶ Cost of capital¶ ¶ With the rapid changes in public, political and union attitudes, it all boils down to one thing: money. The US municipal finance market is a unique institution that allows states and municipalities to sell bonds where the investors do not pay tax on the income they receive. This huge market has been the way that most US infrastructure has been financed over the past 30 years. If a city in the Midwest was looking to build a new bridge or highway, all it had to do was issue muni bonds. But that option no longer exists. One of the biggest casualties of the financial crisis has been the muni market. "The municipal bond market was so deep and liquid that there just was not any necessity to find other funding sources," says Horrocks at Moelis. "But now there simply isn't the money there any more and the market is still basically closed or lacks depth after it shut down in 2007."¶ ¶ Over the past few years new financing structures have been developed such as the Tifia (named after the Transportation Infrastructure Financing and Innovation Act of 2008), PAB (Public Activity Bonds) and most recently BABs (Build America Bonds), that replicate some of the tax advantages of the municipal bond market for issuers and investors alike. They also provide some credit enhancement and other financial inducements. These financing developments, along with the decrease in the availability of municipal finance, are being embraced by the public sector.¶ ¶ "We want to use P3s as a means of delivering vital state infrastructure on time, on or below budget, and with greater accountability"¶ ¶ Samara Barend, New York State Asset Maximization Commission¶ ¶ "The cost-of-capital argument has hindered the P3 market as traditional, tax-exempt finance is often perceived as cheaper than private financing with no regard for life-cycle costing benefits," says Samara Barend, executive director of the New York State Commission on State Asset Maximization. "But structures such as Tifia and PAB have shown that you can lower the cost of capital, while gathering the benefits of P3."¶ ¶ With public support, political will, union acquiescence and new sources of finance all that is missing are deals. And deals have perhaps been the sector's own worst enemy. In 2008, as the crisis hit, the market was desperate to see some large, transformational deals. Not only did these deals not happen but those that were expected to happen caused a stink.¶ ¶ The most pernicious of the transactions was the failed leasing of the Pennsylvania Turnpike. This deal involved a consortium of Citi Infrastructure Investors and Spanish infrastructure company Abertis agreeing to pay $12.8 billion to lease the road system. Yet the deal, even though agreed, did not get approval in the Pennsylvania state legislature. Local politicians regarded the Turnpike as a cash cow for handing out jobs and favours to constituents in return for votes. The Turnpike Commission itself was lobbying against the deal. In the end it was a catastrophe not just for the winning consortium but for the infrastructure market as a whole.¶ ¶ The sale of Midway Airport in Chicago also collapsed a few months later, this time not through political obstinacy but because the winning bidder -- again Citi Infrastructure Investors -- could not raise the finance for its high-priced purchase. The fact that Citi's municipal bond desk was actively pitching against the deal while its infrastructure investment arm was bidding shows that the conflicts are not limited to politicians but can involve the financial institutions doing the deal.¶ ¶ Aborted deals such as these have harmed infrastructure's potential as much as any political or union opposition. In particular they created expectations on behalf of both buyers and sellers that the current market cannot support. The price of assets has been in flux as a result of the crisis. Selling states and municipalities have been keen to match the kind of prices that were achieved in pre-crisis deals such as the Chicago Skyway, but bidders have been unable to offer those kinds of prices.¶ ¶ Even so, as the economy starts to pick up that buy-sell gap has narrowed. "The gap between buyers and sellers was very large, even last year," says UBS's Heap. "This year we are seeing buyers willing to move up much more. They were unrealistically expecting to get hold of fire sales in 2009."


2NC A2 - Privates Won’t Invest 

Privatization attractive – long-term liabilities and cash flows

Atkinson and Shultz, ‘09

[Robert Atkinson: Chair of National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Commission, President of Information Technology and Innovation Foundation Martin Shultz: Vice Chair and Vice President of Government Affairs at Pinnacle West Capital Corporation, February 2009, 2009 Report of the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission <http://financecommission.dot.gov/Documents/NSTIF_Commission_Final_Report_Mar09FNL.pdf>]

Other forms of capital used to a lesser but growing extent in the transportation sector include¶ commercial bank financing, taxable bond financing, and private equity. While private-sector¶ participation in transportation infrastructure financing has flourished in Europe, Australia, and¶ Canada, the United States has been slower to use direct private investment—largely due to the¶ availability of low-cost tax-exempt debt. Today a significant amount of equity (over $180 billion¶ according to a recent study)1 has been earmarked for infrastructure investments worldwide.¶ To date, most investors in U.S. private-sector financial participation structures have been¶ European and Australian investors, often coupling investment with direct project development¶ and/or operating roles. Recently, however, U.S. pension funds, insurance companies, and other¶ investors have begun to show interest in infrastructure investments as vehicles to potentially help¶ them achieve their goal of matching long duration liabilities with long-term stable cash flows.
TI investment low risk, attractive, and ensure long term returns

Atkinson and Shultz, ‘09

[Robert Atkinson: Chair of National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Commission, President of Information Technology and Innovation Foundation Martin Shultz: Vice Chair and Vice President of Government Affairs at Pinnacle West Capital Corporation, February 2009, 2009 Report of the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission <http://financecommission.dot.gov/Documents/NSTIF_Commission_Final_Report_Mar09FNL.pdf>]

In sum, transportation infrastructure does not suffer from an inability to attract investment¶ capital. To the contrary, transportation infrastructure generally is seen as an attractive, lowrisk¶ category for investors seeking long-term stable returns. Not all financing mechanisms¶ are appropriate for all circumstances, however. For example, those financial tools that rely on¶ monetizing a project’s own revenues through direct financial participation by the private sector,¶ such as privately financed toll roads, will add no value to a rural highway with limited traffic flow¶ and thus without such revenue streams. These techniques can make valuable contributions to¶ successfully financing turnpikes or other revenue-generating projects, particularly in instances¶ where conventional tax-exempt bonds may produce insufficient upfront capital to construct¶ the new revenue-generating asset. Such opportunities are generally more limited in rural parts¶ of the country, where traffic volumes may not support their application.


2NC A2 - Public Backlash 

Globalized economy means no backlash to foreign investments 

Cezary Podkul is the associate editor of Infrastructure Investor, published by PEI and writer for the Washington Post, 10/21/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/with-us-infrastructure-aging-public-funds-scant-more-projects-going-private/2011/10/17/gIQAGTuv4L_story.html, “With U.S. infrastructure aging, public funds scant, more projects going private”; AB

The sale or leasing of big visible infrastructure — especially to foreigners — has provoked resistance from the public.  “Do you really want to be selling off your assets?” Rolling Stone writer Matt Taibbi asked a New York audience in March. He had elicited laughs while recounting an anecdote about officials from a Middle Eastern sovereign wealth fund trying to decide whether to bid for the Pennsylvania Turnpike. “I think its absolutely nuts,” Taibbi said.  Orr dismisses such sentiments.  “We live in a globalized economy,” he said, and as a result Middle Eastern investors make all kinds of investments in American assets, such as U.S. Treasury bonds. “Why is a toll road any different? Has there ever been a case where we’ve ever had a problem with an Arab sheik interfering with the operation of one of our assets?”


2NC A2 - Private Monopoly 

Competitive bidding solves the reasons why a monopoly over transportation infrastructure would occur 

Steve H. Hanke is a Professor of Applied Economics at The Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore and a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, April 2008, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/praise-private-infrastructure, “In Praise of Private Infrastructure”; AB

With the private provision of infrastructure, however, there is a potential problem: introducing and maintaining competition. This potential problem can arise because of the so-called natural monopoly character of many infrastructure projects.  In short, even if there are no artificial barriers to entry, a monopoly will likely emerge because a single firm can produce goods and services more cheaply than multiple firms (multiple ports, bridges, etc. at the "same" location are not economically feasible).  Opponents of infrastructure provided by the private sector are quick to raise the specter of a monopoly but there is a way to solve the natural monopoly problem and introduce competition into the provision of private infrastructure.  It involves a system of competitive bidding for privately owned infrastructure franchises. Though competition within a market may be impossible, the benefits of competition for that market may be attainable.  So long as there is vigorous bidding for an infrastructure franchise, the best of both worlds - avoidance of redundant facilities together with competitive prices - can be had. In theory, such a system could ensure that the favorable incentive effect normally associated with private ownership and management of a firm (i.e. that private owners will control costs, enhance efficiency, etc. as a way of maximizing their profits) will actually come about.

-And no impact – a private monopoly is proven to be a good thing that’s our 1NC solvency



2NC A2 – Private Flexibility Bad

verification and regulations prevent total private flexibility while allowing for innovation

Michael J. Garvin, Ph.D., Associate Professor in the Myers-Lawson School of Construction, 4-10, [“Enabling Development of the Transportation Public-Private¶ Partnership Market in the United States,” Journal of Construction Engineering and Management, Vol. 136, No. 4, April 2010, pp. 402-411, cedb.asce.org/cgi/WWWdisplay.cgi?260835] E. Liu
Public Sector Must Grant the Private Sector Maximum¶ Flexibility in Public-Private Partnership Arrangements¶ In first generation PPP projects, the prevailing wisdom was that to¶ obtain the advantages of increased private involvement and to¶ attract private participation the private sector had to receive substantial¶ flexibility, both technically and contractually. Among the¶ seasoned international community, when defining or scoping a¶ PPP project, the primary focus currently is upon identifying and¶ conveying the outputs desired without inappropriately compromising¶ existing technical standards. Outputs of a project are what¶ its customers focus upon—reliable travel times, safe travel environment,¶ comfortable ride, etc. The transition to thinking about¶ what customers desire first rather than developing a prescriptive¶ definition of an asset is a major transition in practice. However,¶ an emphasis upon defining and measuring outputs does not come¶ at the expense of sound engineering. The challenge is determining¶ where to grant the private sector latitude with regard to technical¶ issues since exceedingly restrictive technical criteria may limit¶ private sector ingenuity and saddle the public sector with unwanted¶ technical risks. Once the technical provisions are agreed¶ upon, an independent verifier is used to confirm that the private¶ sector is in compliance with the established terms.


2NC A2 – No Innovation

PPP agreements solve innovation – structured for competing interests 

Stephen J. McBrady is a Government Contracts attorney in the Washington, DC office of Crowell & Moring LLP, March 2009, “Funding America’s Infrastructure Needs: Public Private Partnerships May Help Close Infrastructure Gap”, http://www.crowell.com/documents/funding-americas-infrastructure-needs_construction-briefings.pdf; AB

In the case of infrastructure projects, PPP agreements can be multi-faceted, with several competing interests. Whereas public construction projects are typically awarded pursuant to longstanding and well-understood competitive bidding regimes, PPPs often are designed to foster innovation, are geared towards specific performance metrics. This means that under some circumstances, it may in fact be more advantageous to the public entity to engage in a PPP with more open-ended specifications, designed to maximize the private entity’s ability to deliver the required end-asset with greater creativity and efficiency. According to the Federal Highway Administration: Low bid construction contracts for projects with significant technology and systems may not accommodate risks of new approaches. For such projects, many states and agencies have found that special approaches (often requiring legislation) may be necessary. In particular, procurements for more complex projects where the private partner is providing multiple services may involve trade-offs that may require direct discussion and negotiation. Alternative procurement methods include quality-based awards in which the owner establishes a benchmark for comparing the services and qualifications of potential private sector partners in order to identify the bidder that can provide the public partner with the best overall value for services sought. For example, for a project that involves the installation of electronic toll collection equipment, the owner may want to include performance standards for reliability and speed of installation, and offer the bidders the opportunity to share in the increased revenue from accelerated installation and reliable operation. 8


2NC A2 – No Interest

Private investment attracts more capital to transportation infrastructure projects 

Cezary Podkul is the associate editor of Infrastructure Investor, published by PEI and writer for the Washington Post, 10/21/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/with-us-infrastructure-aging-public-funds-scant-more-projects-going-private/2011/10/17/gIQAGTuv4L_story.html, “With U.S. infrastructure aging, public funds scant, more projects going private”; AB

More capital is on the way. There are 100 private funds seeking to raise $95 billion for infrastructure investments globally, according to a tally by San Francisco-based fund adviser Probitas Partners, though not all of them will succeed. Of that, about $11.5 billion would be targeted for the United States, with fund sizes ranging from $100 million to $3 billion.  “In 2003, nobody in the U.S. talked about infrastructure,” said Kelly DePonte, a partner at Probitas. “We really have seen a sea change in interest.”  The main draw for investors, DePonte said, is the steady, predictable income that infrastructure assets can provide. People need to get to work, use electricity and flush toilets, so a toll road, an electric utility or a water utility tends to deliver cash no matter what happens in the stock market on any given day. Recent research by Macquarie shows infrastructure has outperformed the global stock market by an average of about 0.5 percent per month in the past 10 years.  “Traffic on the road is highly insensitive to stock market levels,” said Chris Camarsh, head of investment process at Australian fund manager CP2. That makes infrastructure a good way to save for one’s nest egg, since “there is good predictability that the cash will be there when you’re older,” he said.


2NC A2 - No Regulation

Private infrastructure developments are still regulated by the government 

Asieh Mansour, Managing Director of Research @ RREEF and Hope Nadji, Director of Research September 2006, http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf, “US Infrastructure Privatization and Public Policy Issues”; AB

Public infrastructure is accessed and used by the public at large, by businesses and residents. Most of this infrastructure has the characteristics of natural monopolies. For example, if infrastructure were purely in the private market, several companies might provide parallel roadways, wired phone lines, airports, water systems, etc. Since a free-for-all in the provision of such critical and expensive investments has not been viewed as in the best interests of the public, some governmental control has been typical in the US as well as most modern countries. How it is provided, however, varies from nation to nation. For example, in the US, rail, air, energy, and telecommunications have largely been provided by private companies, but are heavily regulated as monopolies by federal and state agencies. In many countries, these services are provided by government-owned companies or agencies. On the other hand, private firms own and operate public roadways in some countries, while they are traditionally under the ownership of governmental agencies in the US. Even tollways and toll-financed bridges are typically owned by governmental authorities in the US, whereas most of this infrastructure is privately owned and/or operated in other countries. Experience in the US and other developed countries indicates that, due to its monopolistic nature, public infrastructure must be publicly regulated. However, its ownership and operation can be either in the public or private sector. If privately provided, appropriate regulation is key to its success in serving the best interests of residents and businesses. The US has had considerable experience in successfully regulating rail, air transport, gas, electricity, and telephone systems, and has acquired an extensive knowledge base. As a result, such regulation has evolved through the years, becoming more responsive to changing public needs. For example, telephone systems that were once monopolistic are no longer as wireless, cable and internet systems compete to provide an essential service. Regulations are struggling to catch up with this shifting landscape.

2NC A2 – User Fees Bad

User fees are not necessary for revenue from infrastrcture

Michael J. Garvin, Ph.D., Associate Professor in the Myers-Lawson School of Construction, 4-10, [“Enabling Development of the Transportation Public-Private¶ Partnership Market in the United States,” Journal of Construction Engineering and Management, Vol. 136, No. 4, April 2010, pp. 402-411, cedb.asce.org/cgi/WWWdisplay.cgi?260835] E. Liu
Transportation Public-Private Partnerships Require¶ the Imposition of User Fees¶ PPP arrangements certainly require revenue sources or rights to¶ be granted to the contractor to support its capital, operating, financing,¶ and transaction expenses and to provide a return on¶ equity investments. This source of revenue, however, does not¶ necessarily have to come from user fees or tolls. While the concept¶ of “the user pays” remains a solid economic argument, the¶ reality is that the sociopolitical environment domestically and¶ abroad is a real barrier to widespread tolling. A variety of mechanisms¶ are employed by our international counterparts to provide¶ such funding—real tolls, shadow tolls, and direct payment¶ mechanisms.


2NC A2 – Specific State 
Private sector solves specific state projects 

Cezary Podkul is the associate editor of Infrastructure Investor, published by PEI and writer for the Washington Post, 10/21/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/with-us-infrastructure-aging-public-funds-scant-more-projects-going-private/2011/10/17/gIQAGTuv4L_story.html, “With U.S. infrastructure aging, public funds scant, more projects going private”; AB

States are increasingly rolling out the red carpet to attract big investors to their infrastructure projects. Thirty-one states and Puerto Rico have laws on their books authorizing private investment in infrastructure, according to the NCSL’s Rall.  But the laws vary so much from state to state that investors often refer to the United States as a patchwork of 50 separate countries. Nevada, for example, has approved private investment in one toll road, while Puerto Rico’s 2009 law created a menu of opportunities across water, energy, transportation and education sectors, as well as a separate office to administer them.  So far, Virginia has had the most success attracting private capital to its projects. The state was among the first to pass legislation enabling private investment for transportation in 1995. It has since built three projects with the help of private capital. Five more are under construction, and another four are in various stages of development.  One deal sealed in July is a $1.9 billion tunnel project directly north of Chesapeake’s new Jordan Bridge. It is what people in the business call “a public-private partnership.” A private consortium led by Macquarie will invest $1.2 billion, one quarter in direct equity, more than a third covered by commercial loans or bonds, and a third to be provided through a direct Transportation Department loan that has yet to be approved.  As in the privately financed Jordan Bridge, tolls from the Midtown Tunnel expansion will go to covering the finance costs and providing a return to the investors.  “You have to look at this from a business perspective,” said Tony Kinn, who heads up a new division for privately financed projects at the Virginia Department of Transportation. “If we could afford to do all these projects ourselves, we would do them.”  The state is also a partner in the Midtown Tunnel expansion. It will contribute a $395 million subsidy to the project. It gets two things: a new tunnel without laying out the extra $1.2 billion and a lower toll than the private investors would have demanded otherwise. But it gets no revenue unless certain revenue-sharing provisions kick in later in the 58-year contract. Under the deal, Virginia capped tolls initially at $1.84 and will let them rise at roughly the rate of inflation.  “We have to leverage the available state funds,” Kinn said.



Federal Spending Bad – Efficiency

Federal spending is inefficient and influenced by politics
Chris Edwards, director of tax policy studies at Cato, 11-16-11, [“Federal Infrastructure Investment,” testimony, Joint Economic Committee¶ United States Congress¶ http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment] E. Liu
Perhaps the biggest problem with federal involvement in infrastructure is that when Washington makes mistakes it replicates those mistakes across the nation. Federal efforts to build massive public housing projects in dozens of cities during the 20th century had very negative economic and social effects. Or consider the distortions caused by current federal subsidies for urban light-rail systems. These subsidies bias cities across the country to opt for light rail, yet rail systems are generally less efficient and flexible than bus systems, and they saddle cities with higher operating and maintenance costs down the road.10¶ When the federal government subsidizes certain types of infrastructure, the states want to grab a share of the funding and they often don't worry about long-term efficiency. High-speed rail is a rare example where some states are rejecting the "free" dollars from Washington because the economics of high-speed rail seem to be so poor.11 The Obama administration is trying to impose its rail vision on the nation, but the escalating costs of California's system will hopefully warn other states not to go down that path.12¶ Even if federal officials were expert at choosing the best types of infrastructure to fund, politics usually intrudes on the efficient allocation of dollars. Passenger rail investment through Amtrak, for example, gets spread around to low-population areas where passenger rail makes no economic sense. Indeed, most of Amtrak's financial loses come from long-distance routes through rural areas that account for only a small fraction of all riders.13 Every lawmaker wants an Amtrak route through their state, and the result is that investment gets misallocated away from where it is really needed, such as the Northeast corridor.



Federal Spending Bad – Investment – Efficiency Key

Quality of investment is key – Federal spending doesn’t respond to markets or efficiency
Chris Edwards, director of tax policy studies at Cato, 11-16-11, [“Federal Infrastructure Investment,” testimony, Joint Economic Committee¶ United States Congress¶ http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment] E. Liu
¶ Let's look at current data on infrastructure spending. Interest groups complain that governments in the United States aren't spending enough on infrastructure, and we often hear that U.S. roads and other assets are crumbling. However, Figure 2 shows that while federal, state, and local infrastructure spending in the United States has dipped a little in recent decades, U.S. spending has closely tracked trends in other high-income nations. The figure shows gross fixed investment as a share of gross domestic product in the United States compared to the average of countries in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.4 In 2010, U.S. infrastructure spending by governments was 3.5 percent of GDP, which was a little higher than the OECD average of 3.3 percent.¶ ¶ ¶ ¶ Let's take a closer look at just U.S. federal infrastructure spending using data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis.5 Figure 3 shows that federal nondefense infrastructure spending declined somewhat during the 1980s and 1990s, but started to rise again during the 2000s even before the recent "stimulus" spending. Spending in recent decades was generally above the levels of the 1950s, but below the high levels of the 1960s.¶ ¶ ¶ ¶ The high federal infrastructure spending of the 1960s was unique. A large share of that spending was for building the Interstate Highway System, which is now complete. Also note that substantial federal infrastructure spending at that time was misallocated to dubious or harmful activities. For example, federal funding of urban redevelopment and high-rise public housing schemes often had damaging social and economic effects. Also, federal spending on water infrastructure, such as dams, peaked in the mid-20th century, and a substantial part of that spending made little sense from an economic or an environmental perspective.¶ Thus, the important thing about infrastructure is to focus on allocating funds efficiently, not to maximize the amount of government spending. If infrastructure funding flows to low-value activities, it doesn't aid economic growth, nor does it help industries such as manufacturing. Experience shows that Washington often does a poor job at allocating infrastructure spending, in part because its decisions are far removed from market-based demands and price signals.




Federal Spending Bad – Overruns and Boondoggles

Also AT: Perm on States
Federal investment is diverted to inefficient activities and has cost overruns
Chris Edwards, director of tax policy studies at Cato, 11-16-11, [“Federal Infrastructure Investment,” testimony, Joint Economic Committee¶ United States Congress¶ http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment] E. Liu
There are calls today for more federal spending on infrastructure, but advocates seem to overlook the downsides of past federal efforts. Certainly, there have been federal infrastructure successes, but there has also been a history of pork barrel politics and bureaucratic bungling in federal investment spending. A substantial portion of federal infrastructure spending has gone to low-value and dubious activities.¶ I've examined spending by the two oldest federal infrastructure agencies — the Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation.7 While both of those agencies constructed some impressive projects, they have also been known for proceeding with uneconomic boondoggles, fudging the analyses of proposed projects, and spending on activities that serve private interests rather than the general public interest. (I am referring to the Civil Works part of the Corps here).¶ Federal infrastructure projects have often suffered from large cost overruns.8 Highway projects, energy projects, airport projects, and air traffic control projects have ended up costing far more than originally promised. Cost overruns can happen on both public and private infrastructure projects, but the problem is exacerbated when multiple levels of government are involved in a project because there is less accountability. Boston's Big Dig — which exploded in cost to five times the original estimate — is a classic example of mismanagement in a federal-state project.9


Privatization Good – Innovative Financing

Federal creation of innovative funding mechanisms is modeled by states
Ali Mostafavi, Doctoral Student and Graduate Research Assistant, School of Civil Engineering, Purdue University and Dulcy M. Abraham, Professor, School of Civil Engineering, Purdue University, 11-4/7-10, [“Frameworks for Systemic and Structural Analysis of ¶ Financial Innovations in Infrastructure,” Proceedings Editors ¶ John E. Taylor, Columbia University ¶ Paul Chinowsky, University of Colorado - Boulder ¶ , EPOC 2010 Conference, http://academiceventplanner.com/EPOC2010/Papers/EPOC_2010_MostafaviAbraham.pdf] E. Liu
The federal government facilitates invention and diffusion of innovative financing ¶ systems through policies. An example of such policies is the Transportation Infrastructure ¶ Finance and Innovative Act (TIFIA). The TIFIA program provides federal credit assistance in ¶ the form of direct loans, loan guarantees, and standby lines of credit to finance surface ¶ transportation projects of national and regional significance. ¶ The FHWA developed the Innovative Finance Program to enhance innovative financing ¶ of transportation infrastructure through "learning" the best financing practices in other sectors ¶ and in other countries and creating guidelines to be used by states DOTs (FHWA, 2010). ¶ Similarly, AASHTO’s Center of Excellence in Project Finance was developed to provide policy ¶ guidance pertaining to innovative financing. This center partners closely with FHWA's ¶ Innovative Finance Program for policy implementation. All categories of financial innovation ¶ (architectural, generational, and disruptive), as defined in the definition phase, are of interest to ¶ AASHTO's Center of Excellence in Project Finance and the FHWA Innovative Finance ¶ Program. ¶ The innhovative financing policies and best practices guidelines developed by federal ¶ agencies are provided to state governments and state DOTs to be adapted for financing projects. ¶ State governments practice innovative financing based on their transportation infrastructure ¶ development plans and needs. For instance, the capital shortfall in the State of Indiana early in ¶ the Indiana Governor’s administration (2004) along with his vision to turn Indiana into the ¶ "transportation logistics capital" of the U.S. led to the state leasing the Indiana Toll Road to a ¶ private consortium in 2006. A leaseback innovative system was used to provide capital for the ¶ unfunded $2.8 billion estimated capital plan while there was an inability to raise fuel tax as the ¶ traditional funding system. ¶ State DOTs adapt policies and best practices provided by federal agencies based on their ¶ needs and based on the characteristics of projects (e.g., project risks, possibility of tolling in the ¶ project, and project priority) and economic conditions such as a recession. Thus far, states such ¶ as Florida, Virginia, and Texas with a significant need for financing sources have implemented ¶ innovative systems such as availability payments and shadow tolls. As the states pursue ¶ innovative financing, they learn in the process to adapt more innovative systems. For instance, ¶ the state of Texas started using shadow tolls as an innovative funding system for projects ¶ financed to facilitate private investments. As Texas DOT learned through adaptation of the ¶ mechanism, a Pass-through Financing program was developed in 2008 within Texas DOT that ¶ led them to consider the possibility of tolling for each project whether it is financed by private ¶ investors or it is financed using federal or state money. ¶ Once a state succeeds in meeting its infrastructure demand by implementing innovative ¶ financing, other states are prompted to adapt the mechanism. The interviewees from the Texas ¶ and Florida DOTs mentioned that they have been contacted by other states DOTs (e.g., Georgia) ¶ asking about their experiences and lessons learned using innovative financing systems. 


Global Investment Yes

Global investment in transportation has already begun

Ali Mostafavi, Doctoral Student and Graduate Research Assistant, School of Civil Engineering, Purdue University and Dulcy M. Abraham, Professor, School of Civil Engineering, Purdue University, 11-4/7-10, [“Frameworks for Systemic and Structural Analysis of ¶ Financial Innovations in Infrastructure,” Proceedings Editors ¶ John E. Taylor, Columbia University ¶ Paul Chinowsky, University of Colorado - Boulder ¶ , EPOC 2010 Conference, http://academiceventplanner.com/EPOC2010/Papers/EPOC_2010_MostafaviAbraham.pdf] E. Liu
Institutional investors invest in infrastructure either through infrastructure funds or ¶ through concession agreements. These investors seek long-term stable return (inflation-indexed ¶ return) that matches their investment portfolios. Global institutional investors who have invested ¶ in mature markets like Australia, Spain, and England since the early 1990s have started to ¶ participate in financing of U.S. transportation infrastructure. For instance, the Macquarie Group ¶ (from Australia) and Cintra (from Spain) who invested in infrastructure in Australia and Spain, ¶ respectively, for over ten years have invested in U.S. highway projects such as the Chicago ¶ Skyway Bridge and the Indiana Toll Road. The inclusion of global investors using innovative ¶ Public-Private-Partnership (PPP) structures is an innovative way of financing U.S. transportation ¶ infrastructure. 


Investment – Federal Signals Key

Federal signals are key to institutional investment – That spills over

Ali Mostafavi, Doctoral Student and Graduate Research Assistant, School of Civil Engineering, Purdue University and Dulcy M. Abraham, Professor, School of Civil Engineering, Purdue University, 11-4/7-10, [“Frameworks for Systemic and Structural Analysis of ¶ Financial Innovations in Infrastructure,” Proceedings Editors ¶ John E. Taylor, Columbia University ¶ Paul Chinowsky, University of Colorado - Boulder ¶ , EPOC 2010 Conference, http://academiceventplanner.com/EPOC2010/Papers/EPOC_2010_MostafaviAbraham.pdf] E. Liu
Institutional investors need to receive signals from federal and state agencies to invest in ¶ the country's infrastructure, which will occur when federal and state agencies set established ¶ policies and programs for private investment in infrastructure. As a case in point, the TXDOT's ¶ Pass-through Financing program sent a signal to private institutional investors prompting them to ¶ participate in transportation infrastructure investments in the state of Texas. ¶ Since investors tend to invest in the markets that they know, as the leading institutional ¶ investors start to experience successful investments, other investors are encouraged to enter ¶ infrastructure markets. An example of this case is the participation by pension funds in ¶ in the North Tarrant Express project in Dallas. It was the first investment of pension funds in ¶ transportation infrastructure in the U.S. The Texas Police and Fire Pension System considered ¶ infrastructure market for investment after observing successful infrastructure investments made ¶ by other pension funds such as Australian pension funds and the Ontario Municipal Employees ¶ Retirement System which made investments in infrastructure markets in Australia and Canada, ¶ respectively. 



Reforms – Key to Private Investment/Infrastructure

Private spending is massive – Relaxing regulations is key to build infrastructure
Chris Edwards, director of tax policy studies at Cato, 11-16-11, [“Federal Infrastructure Investment,” testimony, Joint Economic Committee¶ United States Congress¶ http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment] E. Liu
The first thing to note about America's infrastructure is that most of it is not provided by the government, but by the private sector. A broad measure of private infrastructure spending — on items such as buildings, factories, freight rail, pipelines, and refineries — is much larger than government infrastructure spending on items such as roads and airports. In Figure 1, data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis show that private gross fixed investment was $1.7 trillion in 2010, which compared to gross fixed investment by federal, state, and local governments of $505 billion.1 When defense investment is excluded, government infrastructure spending was just $388 billion, or less than one-quarter of private infrastructure spending.¶ One implication of this data is that if Congress wants to boost infrastructure spending, the first priority should be to make reforms to encourage private investment. Tax reforms, such as a corporate tax rate cut, would increase the net returns to a broad range of private infrastructure investments. Regulatory reforms to reduce barriers to investment are also needed, as illustrated by the delays in approving the $7 billion Keystone XL pipeline from Alberta to Texas.¶ Despite its smaller magnitude, public-sector infrastructure spending is also very important to the U.S. economy. But the usual recommendation to simply spend more federal taxpayer money on infrastructure is misguided. For one thing, the government simply can't afford more spending given its massive ongoing deficits. More importantly, much of the infrastructure spending carried out by Washington would be more efficiently handled by devolving it to state and local governments and the private sector.


Random Mechanisms

Random mechanism? -  public pensions

Lord, ‘10

[Nick Lord, executive editor of Financial Media at Haymarket Media Group, Staff Writer at Euromoney former Editorial Director at Finance Asia, affiliated with the University of Oxford, 4/2010, Euromoney <http://www.euromoney.com/Article/2459161/Privatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html?single=true>]
One further idea being promoted is the creation of a body to help public pension plans invest directly in infrastructure deals. This model -- called Partnerships USA -- has successfully been used in the UK, Australia and various Canadian provinces. It allows pension plans to get around the problem inherent in investing in infrastructure funds that have a lifespan shorter than the asset they are buying and fees that do not match their return profiles. The idea is being promoted by Brian Chase, who works at specialist consultancy Castalia and used to work at Carlyle. "

Tax incentives for private transportation projects

Atkinson and Shultz, ‘09

[Robert Atkinson: Chair of National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Commission, President of Information Technology and Innovation Foundation Martin Shultz: Vice Chair and Vice President of Government Affairs at Pinnacle West Capital Corporation, February 2009, 2009 Report of the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission <http://financecommission.dot.gov/Documents/NSTIF_Commission_Final_Report_Mar09FNL.pdf>]

• Consider authorizing the issuance of tax credit bonds to support capital investments¶ with public benefits.6 The Commission encourages Congress to consider¶ the use of tax credit bond financing as an appropriate tool for surface transportation projects¶ where the public benefits cannot be fully monetized by direct users or other beneficiaries¶ and where traditional HTF revenue-based programs are inadequate. Examples of investments¶ with broad national benefits that could potentially be strong candidates for this type of¶ federal subsidy include intercity passenger rail and goods movement projects. Use of such¶ tax incentives, however, should be carefully targeted to capital investments with clear public¶ benefits.

Exemptions for private transportation infrastructure investment provisions

Atkinson and Shultz, ‘09

[Robert Atkinson: Chair of National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Commission, President of Information Technology and Innovation Foundation Martin Shultz: Vice Chair and Vice President of Government Affairs at Pinnacle West Capital Corporation, February 2009, 2009 Report of the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission <http://financecommission.dot.gov/Documents/NSTIF_Commission_Final_Report_Mar09FNL.pdf>]

• Expand the highway/intermodal Private Activity Bond (PA B) program from its¶ current $15 billion national volume cap to $30 billion and limit the use of the¶ program to projects that create net new capacity. Once the turmoil in the financial¶ markets subsides, it is anticipated that the existing capacity of the PAB program will be¶ consumed quickly. More states and local sponsors will be looking to take advantage of¶ this mechanism to lower financing costs for projects with private-sector financial participation¶ by making private provision of infrastructure eligible for the same exemption from¶ federal taxation that state and local governments have for publicly provided infrastructure.



**PPP Solvency**




PPP Avoids Taxes
Partnership financing removes the need to leverage new taxes
Gordon Rausser, Robert Gordon Sproul Distinguished Professor, University of California,¶ Berkeley¶ and Reid Steven, Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, University of California,¶ Berkeley, 5-21-09, [“Public-Private Partnerships:¶ Goods and the Structure of¶ Contracts,” ¶ Robert Gordon Sproul Distinguished Professor, University of California, Annu. Rev. Resour. Econ. 2009. 1:75–97, http://www.annualreviews.org/doi/abs/10.1146/annurev.resource.050708.144233] E. Liu
¶ Infrastructure development projects carry significant risk as they require large capital¶ investments over a long time period to construct, operate, and maintain assets. Traditional-¶ ly, infrastructure development was pursued only by the public sector because many of the¶ projects (bridges, roads, telecommunications, railroads, energy, etc.) dealt with natural¶ resources and produced impure public goods. But as infrastructure development has grown¶ increasingly complex and expensive, governments have looked to improve efficiency by¶ using private sector expertise and financing through PPPs (Engel et al. 1997; Ramamurti¶ 1997; Estache et al. 2000, 2007). PPPs also allow the government to avoid levying distor-¶ tionary taxes by tapping private sector funding, which can be repaid by user fees generated¶ by the partnership. PPPs can also reduce the public sector’s financial risk in both the¶ cost of the project and the future revenue streams, and some public agencies argue that this¶ risk transfer is the primary benefit flowing from the use of financing by PPPs.


1NC PPP Solvency

PPP is more efficient – Profits, funding certainty and coupling
Chris Edwards, director of tax policy studies at Cato, 11-16-11, [“Federal Infrastructure Investment,” testimony, Joint Economic Committee¶ United States Congress¶ http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment] E. Liu
There are many advantages of infrastructure PPP and privatization. One advantage is that we are more likely to get funding allocated to high-return investments when private-sector profits are on the line. Of course, businesses can make investment mistakes just as governments do. But unlike governments, businesses have a systematic way of choosing investments to maximize the net returns. And when investment returns are maximized, it stimulates the largest gains to the broader economy.¶ One reason that privatized infrastructure is efficient is that private companies can freely tap debt and equity markets to build capacity and meet market demands. By contrast, government investment suffers from the politics and uncertainties of the federal budget process. You can see the problems with our air traffic control system, which needs long-term investment but the Federal Aviation Administration can't count on a stable funding stream. For its part, the FAA's management of ATC investment has been poor. The agency has a history of delays and cost overruns on its technology upgrade projects. The solution is to privatize our air traffic control system, as Canada has done with very favorable results.31¶ A recent Brookings Institution study describes some of the advantages of PPPs. It notes that the usual process for government infrastructure investment decouples the initial construction from the later management, which results in contractors having few incentives to build projects that will minimize operation and maintenance costs.32 PPP solves this problem because the same company will both build and operate projects. "Many advantages of PPP stem from the fact that they bundle construction, operations, and maintenance in a single contract. This provides incentives to minimize life-cycle costs which are typically not present when the project is publicly provided," notes the Brookings' study.33

2NC XTN: PPP Solvency

PPP’s solve – more likely to make high return investments with profits at stake. Privates are also use debt to acquire more gains and build capacity whereas the federal government suffers from budgeting process. PPPs allow governments to build and operate projects with accountability, but without regulatory procedures, which minimizes costs – that’s Edwards.

PPPs utilize the most effective methods

Edwards. (Chris Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato and editor of www.DownsizingGovernment.org. He is a top expert on federal and state tax and budget issues. Before joining Cato, Edwards was a senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee, a manager with PricewaterhouseCoopers, and an economist with the Tax Foundation. Edwards has testified to Congress on fiscal issues many times, and his articles on tax and budget policies have appeared in the Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, and other major newspapers. He is the author of Downsizing the Federal Government and co-author of Global Tax Revolution. Edwards holds a B.A. and M.A. in economics, and he was a member of the Fiscal Future Commission of the National Academy of Sciences.) 11¶ (Federal Infrastructure Investment, November 16 2011, http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment)

There are other advantages of infrastructure PPP and privatization. One advantage is the greater efficiency of construction. Extensive British experience shows that PPP projects are more likely to be completed on time than traditional government projects.34 Another advantage is the greater efficiency of operations. Private firms have incentives to reduce excessive operational costs, as illustrated by the labor cost savings from the leasing of the Chicago Skyway.35 Finally, private operators of infrastructure such as toll roads are more likely to charge efficient market rates to users, as illustrated by the leasing of the Indiana Toll Road.36¶ The Brookings' paper raises some important concerns with PPP, which I share. One is that state officials may lease assets such as toll roads simply to paper over short-term budget deficits. Another concern is that policymakers write poor contracts that assign profits to private parties but risks and possible losses to taxpayers. The Brookings' authors propose approaches to structuring contracts and competitive bidding to ensure efficiency.¶ For new infrastructure investments, well-structured PPP or full privatization appears to be a winning approach for taxpayers, governments, and the broader economy. Taxpayers win because subsidies to infrastructure users are minimized. Governments win because they get new facilities built. And the economy wins because private investment is more likely to be cost-efficient and well-targeted than traditional government investments.¶ Conclusions¶ In its report on the state of U.S. infrastructure, the American Society of Civil Engineers gives America a grade of "D."37 However, the ASCE report mainly focuses on infrastructure provided by governments, so if you believe that this low grade is correct, then it is mainly due to government failures. The ASCE lobbies for more federal spending, but OECD data shows that public-sector spending on infrastructure is about the same in this country as in other high-income nations.¶ Some of the infrastructure shortcomings in the United States stem from mismanagement and misallocation by the federal government, rather than a lack of taxpayer support. So part of the solution is to decentralize infrastructure financing, management, and ownership as much as possible. State and local governments and the private sector are more likely to make sound investment decisions without the federal subsidies and regulations that distort their decisionmaking.

PPP projects finish quickly and efficiently – cost incentives.
Chris Edwards, director of tax policy studies at Cato, 11-16-11, [“Federal Infrastructure Investment,” testimony, Joint Economic Committee¶ United States Congress¶ http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment] E. Liuh
There are other advantages of infrastructure PPP and privatization. One advantage is the greater efficiency of construction. Extensive British experience shows that PPP projects are more likely to be completed on time than traditional government projects.34 Another advantage is the greater efficiency of operations. Private firms have incentives to reduce excessive operational costs, as illustrated by the labor cost savings from the leasing of the Chicago Skyway.35 Finally, private operators of infrastructure such as toll roads are more likely to charge efficient market rates to users, as illustrated by the leasing of the Indiana Toll Road.36

Government Investment Fails

1NC Government Fails
Government can’t solve - massive spending deficits.

Edwards. (Chris Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato and editor of www.DownsizingGovernment.org. He is a top expert on federal and state tax and budget issues. Before joining Cato, Edwards was a senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee, a manager with PricewaterhouseCoopers, and an economist with the Tax Foundation. Edwards has testified to Congress on fiscal issues many times, and his articles on tax and budget policies have appeared in the Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, and other major newspapers. He is the author of Downsizing the Federal Government and co-author of Global Tax Revolution. Edwards holds a B.A. and M.A. in economics, and he was a member of the Fiscal Future Commission of the National Academy of Sciences.) 11¶ (Federal Infrastructure Investment, November 16 2011, http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment)

One implication of this data is that if Congress wants to boost infrastructure spending, the first priority should be to make reforms to encourage private investment. Tax reforms, such as a corporate tax rate cut, would increase the net returns to a broad range of private infrastructure investments. Regulatory reforms to reduce barriers to investment are also needed, as illustrated by the delays in approving the $7 billion Keystone XL pipeline from Alberta to Texas.¶ Despite its smaller magnitude, public-sector infrastructure spending is also very important to the U.S. economy. But the usual recommendation to simply spend more federal taxpayer money on infrastructure is misguided. For one thing, the government simply can't afford more spending given its massive ongoing deficits. More importantly, much of the infrastructure spending carried out by Washington would be more efficiently handled by devolving it to state and local governments and the private sector.

2NC XTN: Governments fail

Federal government can’t solve – Congress would have to spend more money but it can’t afford the massive infrastructure costs. It would be more efficiently carried out by the private sector – that’s Edwards.

Public investment fails – misallocations and budget constraints
Edwards. (Chris Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato and editor of www.DownsizingGovernment.org. He is a top expert on federal and state tax and budget issues. Before joining Cato, Edwards was a senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee, a manager with PricewaterhouseCoopers, and an economist with the Tax Foundation. Edwards has testified to Congress on fiscal issues many times, and his articles on tax and budget policies have appeared in the Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, and other major newspapers. He is the author of Downsizing the Federal Government and co-author of Global Tax Revolution. Edwards holds a B.A. and M.A. in economics, and he was a member of the Fiscal Future Commission of the National Academy of Sciences.) 11

(Federal Infrastructure Investment, November 16 2011, http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment)
One option for the states is to move more of their infrastructure financing to the private sector through the use of public-private partnerships (PPP) and privatization. The OECD has issued a new report that takes a favorable view on the global trend towards infrastructure PPPs, and notes the "widespread recognition" of "the need for greater recourse to private sector finance" in infrastructure.17 The value of PPP infrastructure projects has soared over the past 15 years in major industrial countries.18¶ PPPs differ from traditional government projects by shifting activities such as financing, maintenance, management, and project risks to the private sector. There are different types of PPP projects, each fitting somewhere between traditional government contracting and full privatization. In my view, full privatization is the preferred reform option for infrastructure that can be supported by user fees and other revenue sources in the marketplace.¶ Transportation is the largest area of PPP investment. A number of projects in Virginia illustrate the options:¶ Midtown Tunnel. Skanska and Macquarie will be building a three-mile tolled tunnel under the Elizabeth River between Norfolk and Portsmouth. Private debt and equity will pay $1.5 billion of the project's $1.9 billion cost.19¶ Capital Beltway. Transurban and Fluor will be building, operating, and maintaining new toll lanes on the I-495. The firms are financing $1.4 billion of the project's $1.9 billion cost.20¶ Dulles Greenway. The Greenway is a privately-owned toll highway in Northern Virginia completed with $350 million of private debt and equity in mid-1990s.21¶ Jordan Bridge. FIGG Engineering Group is constructing, financing, and will own a $100 million toll bridge over the Elizabeth River between Chesapeake and Portsmouth, which is to be completed in 2012.22¶ About $900 billion of state-owned assets have been sold in OECD countries since 1990, and about 63 percent of the total has been infrastructure assets.23 The OECD notes that "public provision of infrastructure has sometimes failed to deliver efficient investment with misallocation across sectors, regions or time often due to political considerations. Constraints on public finance and recognized limitations on the public sector's effectiveness in managing projects have led to a reconsideration of the role of the state in infrastructure provision."24¶ There has been a large increase in privatization and infrastructure PPPs in many countries, but the OECD notes that the United States "has lagged behind Australia and Europe in privatization of infrastructure such as roads, bridges and tunnels."25 More than one-fifth of infrastructure spending in Britain and Portugal is now through the PPP process, so this is becoming a normal way of doing business in some countries.26¶ The industry reference guide for infrastructure PPP and privatization is Public Works Financing.27 According to this source, only 2 of the top 40 companies doing transportation PPP and privatization around the world are American. Of 733 transportation projects currently listed by PWF, only 20 are in the United States. Canada — a country with one-tenth of our population — has more PPP deals than we do. In Canada, PPPs account for 10 to 20 percent of all public infrastructure spending.28¶ One of the fuels for infrastructure PPP has been growing investment by pension funds.29 In Canada, Australia, and other countries, there is larger pension fund investment in infrastructure than in the United States. In some countries, such as Australia, the growth in pension assets has been driven by the privatization of government retirement programs.30 Thus, there is a virtuous cycle in place — the privatization of savings in some countries has created growing pools of capital available to invest in privatized infrastructure.¶ 
A2: Perm Do CP (PPP)

2NC A2 Perm do CP (PPP)
They sever “federal government” – Government investment excludes private corporations
Chris Chan, part of the Productivity Commission, the Australian Government’s independent research ¶ and advisory body on a range of economic, social and environmental issues affecting ¶ the welfare of Australians, et al., ¶ Danny Forwood¶ Heather Roper¶ Chris Sayers, 3-09, [“Public Infrastructure ¶ Financing:¶ An International Perspective,” Commonwealth of Australia , http://ssrn.com/abstract=1565073] E. Liu

• General government investment (which excludes public corporations) as a ¶ proportion of GDP has fallen in most countries over the past four decades. In ¶ Australia it stood at 2.4 per cent of GDP in 2005-06. This could reflect the ¶ pattern of corporatisation of GTEs as well as privatisation over the period. 

Severance bad

A) Illegitimate - the plan is a non-moving target in the debate.  If the aff could sever parts of its plan in response to a disad or counterplan, the negative could never win.
B) It violates the word resolved - perms are possible but allowing the plan to be changed means that it doesn’t meet the burdens imposed by the word “resolved” which means “to make a firm decision.”  
PPP isn’t just giving a company money – It’s a rigorous review of feasibility
Michael J. Garvin, Ph.D., Associate Professor in the Myers-Lawson School of Construction, 4-10, [“Enabling Development of the Transportation Public-Private¶ Partnership Market in the United States,” Journal of Construction Engineering and Management, Vol. 136, No. 4, April 2010, pp. 402-411, cedb.asce.org/cgi/WWWdisplay.cgi?260835] E. Liu

Infrastructure Public-Private Partnerships Are Principally¶ Financial Arrangements¶ When the city of Chicago received nearly $2 billion for its Chicago¶ Skyway in 2004, many saw a solution to public sector or¶ infrastructure funding gaps. The lease or concession of certain¶ infrastructure assets in exchange for upfront payments could provide¶ the capital needed to fund other public requirements or infrastructure¶ projects. This furthered the perspective of¶ infrastructure as financial assets rather than fixed assets. Certainly,¶ this notion is not entirely new, but this deal and similar¶ subsequent ones helped push the financial arrangements of PPPs¶ to the forefront.¶ Our international counterparts have matured beyond this perspective.¶ Unquestionably, the financial considerations for any PPP¶ are paramount. However, PPP arrangements, particularly in the¶ most mature markets, are not just financial transactions; rather,¶ they are the selected project delivery strategy based upon a value¶ for money VfM or feasibility analysis. For instance, the policy¶ in Victoria, Australia regarding any potential infrastructure project¶ is that budgetary funds must be available to support it in order for¶ it to be considered for inclusion in a capital program. If the potential¶ project has the attributes necessary for a PPP, then it will¶ be evaluated through Victoria’s VfM guidelines Partnerships Victoria¶ 2001. Only if the project demonstrates VfM as a PPP will it¶ proceed that way. Otherwise, Victoria’s provincial budgetary¶ funds will be used to finance its conventional delivery. In Spain,¶ the philosophy is slightly different. If the public sector’s feasibility¶ analysis indicates that a PPP approach is viable, then infrastructure¶ is typically delivered by PPPs. In either case, though, the¶ government employs a systematic methodology to determine that¶ a PPP arrangement is the preferred method of delivery.

A2 Perm do CP (PPP)
The permutation is severance because the normal means of the idea of “federal government investment” means the exclusion of corporations – that means USE of private companies is not included in the aff and the counterplan is therefore competitive – that’s Chan.
And, the counterplan is also competitive because it’s not a financial transaction – the act of PPP involves feasibility analysis and selective project accountability which is different than the plan action of just giving the private sector money. This is fundamentally different from using the aff to fund private sector projects – that’s Garvin.

PPP Avoids Taxes

Partnership financing removes the need to leverage new taxes
Gordon Rausser, Robert Gordon Sproul Distinguished Professor, University of California,¶ Berkeley¶ and Reid Steven, Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, University of California,¶ Berkeley, 5-21-09, [“Public-Private Partnerships:¶ Goods and the Structure of¶ Contracts,” ¶ Robert Gordon Sproul Distinguished Professor, University of California, Annu. Rev. Resour. Econ. 2009. 1:75–97, http://www.annualreviews.org/doi/abs/10.1146/annurev.resource.050708.144233] E. Liu

¶ Infrastructure development projects carry significant risk as they require large capital¶ investments over a long time period to construct, operate, and maintain assets. Traditional-¶ ly, infrastructure development was pursued only by the public sector because many of the¶ projects (bridges, roads, telecommunications, railroads, energy, etc.) dealt with natural¶ resources and produced impure public goods. But as infrastructure development has grown¶ increasingly complex and expensive, governments have looked to improve efficiency by¶ using private sector expertise and financing through PPPs (Engel et al. 1997; Ramamurti¶ 1997; Estache et al. 2000, 2007). PPPs also allow the government to avoid levying distor-¶ tionary taxes by tapping private sector funding, which can be repaid by user fees generated¶ by the partnership. PPPs can also reduce the public sector’s financial risk in both the¶ cost of the project and the future revenue streams, and some public agencies argue that this¶ risk transfer is the primary benefit flowing from the use of financing by PPPs.
PPP – Coming Now

PPPs coming now – Lack of capital and government willingness to support infrastructure

Michael J. Garvin, Ph.D., Associate Professor in the Myers-Lawson School of Construction, 4-10, [“Enabling Development of the Transportation Public-Private¶ Partnership Market in the United States,” Journal of Construction Engineering and Management, Vol. 136, No. 4, April 2010, pp. 402-411, cedb.asce.org/cgi/WWWdisplay.cgi?260835] E. Liu
Throughout the initial stages of the 21st century, the ingredients¶ for expansion of the infrastructure public-private partnership¶ PPP market in the United States finally appeared to be coming¶ together. The combination of: 1 stressed and antiquated infrastructure¶ systems across the country; 2 the government’s general¶ reluctance to raise taxes for infrastructure programs; 3the presence¶ of international and domestic private enterprises willing and¶ able to deliver infrastructure systems and services; 4 the emergence¶ of infrastructure funds as a source of equity financing for¶ infrastructure projects; and 5 the recognition by institutional investors¶ of the potential of infrastructure investments to provide¶ their clientele with an attractive risk/return profile, diversification¶ advantages, and inflation-linked cash flows, was fueling significant¶ discussion about the role and efficacy of PPPs. The economic¶ crisis of 2008–2009, however, altered the infrastructure debate.¶ Discussion and subsequent action turned almost exclusively toward¶ stimulus spending. “Shovel-ready” projects overshadowed¶ potential PPP arrangements. The credit market crisis and investor¶ reservations slowed or halted financial transactions. Ultimately,¶ the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 allocated¶ $111 billion to “infrastructure and science” to bolster the¶ economy Recovery.Gov 2009. Of this amount, $48 billion was¶ directed toward transportation infrastructure with $27 billion¶ dedicated to highways. Of this $27 billion, qualified apportions¶ were distributed to states with the requirement that at 120 days¶ 50% of apportioned funds must be obligated; as of early June¶ 2009, 54% of the apportioned funds had been obligated to 4,400¶ projects U.S. DOT 2009. In addition, the Transportation Investment¶ Generating Economic Recovery TIGERDiscretionary¶ Grants program made $1.5 billion available for high impact transportation¶ projects and up to $200 million can support the Transportation¶ Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act TIFIA¶ credit program. TIGER grants will be merit based and applications¶ are due by September 2009.¶ While the current economic troubles and stimulus spending¶ initiatives have diffused the attention paid to PPPs, various indicators¶ suggest that they will not vanish from the transportation¶ infrastructure provision tool kit. In the fall of 2008, the Federal¶ Highway Administration FHWAestablished the Office of Innovative¶ Program Delivery IPDto provide resources to the transportation¶ community when considering IPD strategies; one of its¶ six program areas is PPPs. Early in 2009, Secretary of Transportation¶ LaHood commented that addressing the nation’s transportation¶ issues would require out-of-the-box thinking like increased¶ tolling and private capital investment Reinhardt 2009; and the¶ $200 million allotted to TIFIA in the TIGER program is tangible¶ evidence of the administration’s desire to leverage federal funds¶ to support high impact transportation projects that are likely to¶ have a mix of conventional and nonconventional sources of finance.¶ Prior to this allocation, the TIFIA program contributed a¶ $665 million loan toward Florida’s I-595 Express project in winter¶ of 2009; the balance of the capital for this project is provided¶ by $780 million in bank loans and $190 million in equity, which¶ was a positive sign that the capital markets will support strong¶ projects Halai 2009. While the $200 million available pales in¶ comparison to this arrangement, this mix of financing is typical of¶ packages where TIFIA funds are used.¶ 



PPP – Fed Key

Standardization of PPP is key to cost efficiency and private participation
Michael J. Garvin, Ph.D., Associate Professor in the Myers-Lawson School of Construction, 4-10, [“Enabling Development of the Transportation Public-Private¶ Partnership Market in the United States,” Journal of Construction Engineering and Management, Vol. 136, No. 4, April 2010, pp. 402-411, cedb.asce.org/cgi/WWWdisplay.cgi?260835] E. Liu
One of the advantages that many European nations have is that¶ their PPP program is driven primarily by the national government.¶ This creates consistency and stability for the market across the¶ nation. The same is not true in Australia where the state governments¶ have played the leading role. The situation in the United¶ States is obviously similar. While autonomy among the states has¶ certain advantages, the nation cannot have 50 unique markets for¶ PPPs; this would deter private participation and drive up transaction¶ costs. Thus, some level of standardization is necessary. States¶ will likely want jurisdiction over infrastructure projects which¶ seems reasonable since they are footing most of the bill for it¶ these days, but some standardization in procurement processes¶ and contract provisions is essential. While FHWA has made efforts¶ to produce model enabling legislation and PPP program¶ guidelines, more work in this area is needed.



Broad PPP Definition

PPPs are public and private contracts that involve collaboration between sectors.

Michael J. Garvin, Ph.D., Associate Professor in the Myers-Lawson School of Construction, 4-10, [“Enabling Development of the Transportation Public-Private¶ Partnership Market in the United States,” Journal of Construction Engineering and Management, Vol. 136, No. 4, April 2010, pp. 402-411, cedb.asce.org/cgi/WWWdisplay.cgi?260835] E. Liu
So what is a PPP? The answer provided may depend upon who is¶ asked. Table 4 lists the most current definitions provided by the¶ sources listed. Interestingly, these definitions differ somewhat¶ from those reported previously in Garvin and Chiara 2006from¶ many of the same sources. Some definitions suggest that a PPP is¶ any arrangement for service between the public and private sectors,¶ a perspective shared by Vives 2008since “there will always¶ be some governmental participation and some corporate or¶ private individual participation.” Perhaps, a PPP exists, then,¶ whenever the public sector engages the private sector. Certainly,¶ this is one perspective.¶ Another, however, would establish boundaries for these arrangements.¶ Savas 2000qualifies a PPP by describing it as “any¶ arrangement between a government and the private sector in¶ which partially or traditionally public services are performed by¶ the private sector.” FHWA’s definition also does this, but it is still¶ quite broad and, like Savas’ definition, a point of reference is¶ necessary to understand it. In the context of the United States, this¶ point is likely design-bid-build, which has been the dominant delivery¶ system for infrastructure projects for roughly the last halfcentury.¶ A common element of many PPP definitions is that they¶ are long term, contractual arrangements between the public and¶ private sectors. The writer has previously proposed definitions in¶ various forums Garvin 2007b; Garvin and Bosso 2008. The¶ proposition of a definition is motivated by the perceived need to¶ establish a common understanding of what infrastructure PPPs¶ are based upon positive investigation of PPP policies, practices,¶ between the public and private sector. In the broadest sense, PPPs can cover all¶ types of collaboration across the interface between the public and private sectors to¶ deliver policies, services and infrastructure.¶ 

1NC PVR CP 

CP Text: The United States federal government should initiate public private partnerships using present value revenue contracts for the development of ___________. 
PVR’s allow PPP’s to become extremely effective and simpler to create/use

Engel et. al. (Eduardo Engel is Professor of Economics at Yale University, associate researcher at the University of Chile and research associate at the NBER. At Yale he teaches graduate macroeconomics and an undergraduate course on Economic Policies in Latin America. Yale's graduate students in economics voted him Teacher of the Year in 2001, 2003 and 2009. He has published extensively in the areas of macroeconomics, public finance and regulation. He was awarded the Econometric Society's 2002 Frisch Medal (jointly with Ricardo Caballero). He recently finished a book on public-private partnerships, co-authored with Ronald Fischer and Alexander Galetovic.  He served as associate editor (1999-2005) and co-editor (2006-2008) for Economia, and currently serves as associate editor for the Journal of the European Economic Association, the Review of Economics and Statistics, the Brazilian Review of Econometrics, the Revista de Analisis Económico and Economía Chilena. He also currently serves on LACEA's Executive Committee.  He writes a regular column for the Chilean newspaper La Tercera. Engel holds a Ph.D. in Economics from MIT, a Ph.D. in Statistics from Stanford University, and an engineering degree from the University of Chile.) 2011 (Ronald Fischer, Alecander Galetovic “Public-Private Partnerships to Revamp U.S. Infrastructure” February 2011 cowles.econ.yale.edu/~engel/pubs/efg_revamp.pdf)

The benefits of implementing these recommendations can result in important improvements in U.S. infrastructure delivery. Implementing PVR, by itself, can lead to large reductions in the required return on the project and in the revenue that must be collected from users. (The reduction is as much as 33 percent in some simulations.) Furthermore, if service standards are monitored and enforced by the PWA, enforcement is more likely than it would be without the private role because of the stakes that are at risk for the private partner. Many advantages of PPPs stem from the fact that they bundle construction, operations, and maintenance in a single contract. This provides incentives to minimize life-cycle costs, which are typically not present when the project is publicly provided.


2NC Solvency – PTR/ PVR Mechanism

Any investment by the government into infrastructure should be done by PPP’s developed through PTR contracts

Edwards. (director of tax policy studies at Cato and editor of www.DownsizingGovernment.org,  top expert on federal and state tax and budget issues. Before joining Cato, Edwards was a senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee, a manager with PricewaterhouseCoopers, and an economist with the Tax Foundation. Edwards has testified to Congress on fiscal issues many times, and his articles on tax and budget policies have appeared in the Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, and other major newspapers. He is the author of Downsizing the Federal Government and co-author of Global Tax Revolution. Edwards holds a B.A. and M.A. in economics, and he was a member of the Fiscal Future Commission of the National Academy of Sciences.) 11 (Federal Infrastructure Investment, November 16 2011, http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment)
One option for the states is to move more of their infrastructure financing to the private sector through the use of public-private partnerships (PPP) and privatization. The OECD has issued a new report that takes a favorable view on the global trend towards infrastructure PPPs, and notes the "widespread recognition" of "the need for greater recourse to private sector finance" in infrastructure.17 The value of PPP infrastructure projects has soared over the past 15 years in major industrial countries.18¶ PPPs differ from traditional government projects by shifting activities such as financing, maintenance, management, and project risks to the private sector. There are different types of PPP projects, each fitting somewhere between traditional government contracting and full privatization. In my view, full privatization is the preferred reform option for infrastructure that can be supported by user fees and other revenue sources in the marketplace.¶ Transportation is the largest area of PPP investment. A number of projects in Virginia illustrate the options:¶ Midtown Tunnel. Skanska and Macquarie will be building a three-mile tolled tunnel under the Elizabeth River between Norfolk and Portsmouth. Private debt and equity will pay $1.5 billion of the project's $1.9 billion cost.19¶ Capital Beltway. Transurban and Fluor will be building, operating, and maintaining new toll lanes on the I-495. The firms are financing $1.4 billion of the project's $1.9 billion cost.20¶ Dulles Greenway. The Greenway is a privately-owned toll highway in Northern Virginia completed with $350 million of private debt and equity in mid-1990s.21¶ Jordan Bridge. FIGG Engineering Group is constructing, financing, and will own a $100 million toll bridge over the Elizabeth River between Chesapeake and Portsmouth, which is to be completed in 2012.22¶ About $900 billion of state-owned assets have been sold in OECD countries since 1990, and about 63 percent of the total has been infrastructure assets.23 The OECD notes that "public provision of infrastructure has sometimes failed to deliver efficient investment with misallocation across sectors, regions or time often due to political considerations. Constraints on public finance and recognized limitations on the public sector's effectiveness in managing projects have led to a reconsideration of the role of the state in infrastructure provision."24¶ There has been a large increase in privatization and infrastructure PPPs in many countries, but the OECD notes that the United States "has lagged behind Australia and Europe in privatization of infrastructure such as roads, bridges and tunnels."25 More than one-fifth of infrastructure spending in Britain and Portugal is now through the PPP process, so this is becoming a normal way of doing business in some countries.26¶ The industry reference guide for infrastructure PPP and privatization is Public Works Financing.27 According to this source, only 2 of the top 40 companies doing transportation PPP and privatization around the world are American. Of 733 transportation projects currently listed by PWF, only 20 are in the United States. Canada — a country with one-tenth of our population — has more PPP deals than we do. In Canada, PPPs account for 10 to 20 percent of all public infrastructure spending.28¶ One of the fuels for infrastructure PPP has been growing investment by pension funds.29 In Canada, Australia, and other countries, there is larger pension fund investment in infrastructure than in the United States. In some countries, such as Australia, the growth in pension assets has been driven by the privatization of government retirement programs.30 Thus, there is a virtuous cycle in place — the privatization of savings in some countries has created growing pools of capital available to invest in privatized infrastructure.¶ There are many advantages of infrastructure PPP and privatization. One advantage is that we are more likely to get funding allocated to high-return investments when private-sector profits are on the line. Of course, businesses can make investment mistakes just as governments do. But unlike governments, businesses have a systematic way of choosing investments to maximize the net returns. And when investment returns are maximized, it stimulates the largest gains to the broader economy.¶ One reason that privatized infrastructure is efficient is that private companies can freely tap debt and equity markets to build capacity and meet market demands. By 
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contrast, government investment suffers from the politics and uncertainties of the federal budget process. You can see the problems with our air traffic control system, which needs long-term investment but the Federal Aviation Administration can't count on a stable funding stream. For its part, the FAA's management of ATC investment has been poor. The agency has a history of delays and cost overruns on its technology upgrade projects. The solution is to privatize our air traffic control system, as Canada has done with very favorable results.31¶ A recent Brookings Institution study describes some of the advantages of PPPs. It notes that the usual process for government infrastructure investment decouples the initial construction from the later management, which results in contractors having few incentives to build projects that will minimize operation and maintenance costs.32 PPP solves this problem because the same company will both build and operate projects. "Many advantages of PPP stem from the fact that they bundle construction, operations, and maintenance in a single contract. This provides incentives to minimize life-cycle costs which are typically not present when the project is publicly provided," notes the Brookings' study.33¶ There are other advantages of infrastructure PPP and privatization. One advantage is the greater efficiency of construction. Extensive British experience shows that PPP projects are more likely to be completed on time than traditional government projects.34 Another advantage is the greater efficiency of operations. Private firms have incentives to reduce excessive operational costs, as illustrated by the labor cost savings from the leasing of the Chicago Skyway.35 Finally, private operators of infrastructure such as toll roads are more likely to charge efficient market rates to users, as illustrated by the leasing of the Indiana Toll Road.36¶ The Brookings' paper raises some important concerns with PPP, which I share. One is that state officials may lease assets such as toll roads simply to paper over short-term budget deficits. Another concern is that policymakers write poor contracts that assign profits to private parties but risks and possible losses to taxpayers. The Brookings' authors propose approaches to structuring contracts and competitive bidding to ensure efficiency.¶ For new infrastructure investments, well-structured PPP or full privatization appears to be a winning approach for taxpayers, governments, and the broader economy. Taxpayers win because subsidies to infrastructure users are minimized. Governments win because they get new facilities built. And the economy wins because private investment is more likely to be cost-efficient and well-targeted than traditional government investments.¶ Conclusions¶ In its report on the state of U.S. infrastructure, the American Society of Civil Engineers gives America a grade of "D."37 However, the ASCE report mainly focuses on infrastructure provided by governments, so if you believe that this low grade is correct, then it is mainly due to government failures. The ASCE lobbies for more federal spending, but OECD data shows that public-sector spending on infrastructure is about the same in this country as in other high-income nations.¶ Some of the infrastructure shortcomings in the United States stem from mismanagement and misallocation by the federal government, rather than a lack of taxpayer support. So part of the solution is to decentralize infrastructure financing, management, and ownership as much as possible. State and local governments and the private sector are more likely to make sound investment decisions without the federal subsidies and regulations that distort their decisionmaking.

PPP Certainty - PVRs

PVR’s allow PPP’s to become extremely effective and simpler to create/use
Engel et. al. (Eduardo Engel is Professor of Economics at Yale University, associate researcher at the University of Chile and research associate at the NBER. At Yale he teaches graduate macroeconomics and an undergraduate course on Economic Policies in Latin America. Yale's graduate students in economics voted him Teacher of the Year in 2001, 2003 and 2009. He has published extensively in the areas of macroeconomics, public finance and regulation. He was awarded the Econometric Society's 2002 Frisch Medal (jointly with Ricardo Caballero). He recently finished a book on public-private partnerships, co-authored with Ronald Fischer and Alexander Galetovic.  He served as associate editor (1999-2005) and co-editor (2006-2008) for Economia, and currently serves as associate editor for the Journal of the European Economic Association, the Review of Economics and Statistics, the Brazilian Review of Econometrics, the Revista de Analisis Económico and Economía Chilena. He also currently serves on LACEA's Executive Committee.  He writes a regular column for the Chilean newspaper La Tercera. Engel holds a Ph.D. in Economics from MIT, a Ph.D. in Statistics from Stanford University, and an engineering degree from the University of Chile.) 2011
(Ronald Fischer, Alecander Galetovic “Public-Private Partnerships to Revamp U.S. Infrastructure” February 2011 cowles.econ.yale.edu/~engel/pubs/efg_revamp.pdf)

The benefits of implementing these recommendations can result in important improvements in U.S. infrastructure delivery. Implementing PVR, by itself, can lead to large reductions in the required return on the project and in the revenue that must be collected from users. (The reduction is as much as 33 percent in some simulations.) Furthermore, if service standards are monitored and enforced by the PWA, enforcement is more likely than it would be without the private role because of the stakes that are at risk for the private partner. Many advantages of PPPs stem from the fact that they bundle construction, operations, and maintenance in a single contract. This provides incentives to minimize life-cycle costs, which are typically not present when the project is publicly provided.
PVR’s is the best way to initiate the use of PPP’s

Engel et. al. (Eduardo Engel is Professor of Economics at Yale University, associate researcher at the University of Chile and research associate at the NBER. At Yale he teaches graduate macroeconomics and an undergraduate course on Economic Policies in Latin America. Yale's graduate students in economics voted him Teacher of the Year in 2001, 2003 and 2009. He has published extensively in the areas of macroeconomics, public finance and regulation. He was awarded the Econometric Society's 2002 Frisch Medal (jointly with Ricardo Caballero). He recently finished a book on public-private partnerships, co-authored with Ronald Fischer and Alexander Galetovic. He served as associate editor (1999-2005) and co-editor (2006-2008) for Economia, and currently serves as associate editor for the Journal of the European Economic Association, the Review of Economics and Statistics, the Brazilian Review of Econometrics, the Revista de Analisis Económico and Economía Chilena. He also currently serves on LACEA's Executive Committee. He writes a regular column for the Chilean newspaper La Tercera. Engel holds a Ph.D. in Economics from MIT, a Ph.D. in Statistics from Stanford University, and an engineering degree from the University of Chile.) 2011¶ (Ronald Fischer, Alecander Galetovic “Public-Private Partnerships to Revamp U.S. Infrastructure” February 2011 cowles.econ.yale.edu/~engel/pubs/efg_revamp.pdf)
PPPs should be well-defined projects that are awarded in competitive auctions and not through bilateral negotiations. The transparency and efficiency of competitive auctions can allay the suspicions of those who oppose tolls and private sector involvement in infrastructure provision. New infrastructure projects financed with user fees generally are awarded to the firm that charges the lowest fee schedule for a contractually-specified number of years. We propose, as an alternative, to award the project to the firm that asks for the smallest accumulated user fee revenue in discounted value, or what we call the Present-Value-of-Revenue (PVR). This type of contract would compensate for the risk—and risk premium—by tying the length of the concession to demand for the project. If there is high demand, user fee revenue would accrue quickly and the duration of the PPP would be shorter than if demand is lower. This reduces the risk of the project and the required risk premium. Having the firm face less risk also reduces opportunistic renegotiations, which have been a major problem with PPPs in many countries.¶ There are other advantages to PVR contracts: it is easier to buy back the project if it becomes necessary to do so, because the uncollected revenue (minus reasonable expenses for operations and maintenance) defines a fair compensation. Other award options do not have such a straightforward compensation mechanism for a possible buyback. In addition, it is easy to adjust user fees to respond to congested demand conditions, since the only effect is to shorten the concession; doing so would not be unfair to users. The main disadvantage of using revenue’s present value is that it provides fewer incentives to increase demand for the project. Therefore, it is appropriate for passive investments, such as water reservoirs, airport landing fields, and highways.
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PVR’s is the best way to iniate the use of PPP’s

Engel et. al. (Eduardo Engel is Professor of Economics at Yale University, associate researcher at the University of Chile and research associate at the NBER. At Yale he teaches graduate macroeconomics and an undergraduate course on Economic Policies in Latin America. Yale's graduate students in economics voted him Teacher of the Year in 2001, 2003 and 2009. He has published extensively in the areas of macroeconomics, public finance and regulation. He was awarded the Econometric Society's 2002 Frisch Medal (jointly with Ricardo Caballero). He recently finished a book on public-private partnerships, co-authored with Ronald Fischer and Alexander Galetovic.  He served as associate editor (1999-2005) and co-editor (2006-2008) for Economia, and currently serves as associate editor for the Journal of the European Economic Association, the Review of Economics and Statistics, the Brazilian Review of Econometrics, the Revista de Analisis Económico and Economía Chilena. He also currently serves on LACEA's Executive Committee.  He writes a regular column for the Chilean newspaper La Tercera. Engel holds a Ph.D. in Economics from MIT, a Ph.D. in Statistics from Stanford University, and an engineering degree from the University of Chile.) 2011 (Ronald Fischer, Alecander Galetovic “Public-Private Partnerships to Revamp U.S. Infrastructure” February 2011 cowles.econ.yale.edu/~engel/pubs/efg_revamp.pdf)
PPPs should be well-defined projects that are awarded in competitive auctions and not through bilateral negotiations. The transparency and efficiency of competitive auctions can allay the suspicions of those who oppose tolls and private sector involvement in infrastructure provision. New infrastructure projects financed with user fees generally are awarded to the firm that charges the lowest fee schedule for a contractually-specified number of years. We propose, as an alternative, to award the project to the firm that asks for the smallest accumulated user fee revenue in discounted value, or what we call the Present-Value-of-Revenue (PVR). This type of contract would compensate for the risk—and risk premium—by tying the length of the concession to demand for the project. If there is high demand, user fee revenue would accrue quickly and the duration of the PPP would be shorter than if demand is lower. This reduces the risk of the project and the required risk premium. Having the firm face less risk also reduces opportunistic renegotiations, which have been a major problem with PPPs in many countries.¶ There are other advantages to PVR contracts: it is easier to buy back the project if it becomes necessary to do so, because the uncollected revenue (minus reasonable expenses for operations and maintenance) defines a fair compensation. Other award options do not have such a straightforward compensation mechanism for a possible buyback. In addition, it is easy to adjust user fees to respond to congested demand conditions, since the only effect is to shorten the concession; doing so would not be unfair to users. The main disadvantage of using revenue’s present value is that it provides fewer incentives to increase demand for the project. Therefore, it is appropriate for passive investments, such as water reservoirs, airport landing fields, and highways.

Any investment by the government into infrastructure should simply reform regulations to encourage the private sector

Edwards. (Chris Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato and editor of www.DownsizingGovernment.org. He is a top expert on federal and state tax and budget issues. Before joining Cato, Edwards was a senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee, a manager with PricewaterhouseCoopers, and an economist with the Tax Foundation. Edwards has testified to Congress on fiscal issues many times, and his articles on tax and budget policies have appeared in the Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, and other major newspapers. He is the author of Downsizing the Federal Government and co-author of Global Tax Revolution. Edwards holds a B.A. and M.A. in economics, and he was a member of the Fiscal Future Commission of the National Academy of Sciences.) 11 (Federal Infrastructure Investment, November 16 2011, http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment)
One implication of this data is that if Congress wants to boost infrastructure spending, the first priority should be to make reforms to encourage private investment. Tax reforms, such as a corporate tax rate cut, would increase the net returns to a broad range of private infrastructure investments. Regulatory reforms to reduce barriers to investment are also needed, as illustrated by the delays in approving the $7 billion Keystone XL pipeline from Alberta to Texas.¶ Despite its smaller magnitude, public-sector infrastructure spending is also very important to the U.S. economy. But the usual recommendation to simply spend more federal taxpayer money on infrastructure is misguided. For one thing, the government simply can't afford more spending given its massive ongoing deficits. More importantly, much of the infrastructure spending carried out by Washington would be more efficiently handled by devolving it to state and local governments and the private sector.
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Partnerships shield unpopularity and solve for tax increases for infrastructure funding that are politically radioactive 
Ellen Dannin, Fannie Weiss Distinguished Faculty Scholar and Professor of Law, Penn State Dickinson School of Law, Winter 11, [“Crumbling Infrastructure, Crumbling Democracy: ¶ Infrastructure Privatization Contracts and Their ¶ Effects on State and Local Governance ¶ ,” NORTHWESTERN JOURNAL OF LAW AND SOCIAL POLICY, http://ssrn.com/abstract=1776350] E. Liu
¶ For many state and local governments that feel pinched financially, privatization ¶ seems to be the only way to provide basic services and infrastructure while not raising ¶ taxes.  At the September 25, 2010 American Road and Transportation Builders ¶ Association conference, aides from both political parties “acknowledged that, by ¶ necessity, such public-private deals will play a part in future funding, especially in light ¶ of the congressional reluctance to increase the gas tax that is the main source of federal ¶ transportation revenue.”116  Kathy Dedrick, senior director for Barbara Boxer (D-Cal.), ¶ Chairman of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee “said both ¶ partnerships and tolling will be one part of many in the Senate bill.” 117   ¶ ¶69 ¶ One government official explained the Commonwealth of Virginia’s decision to ¶ enter into a highway privatization agreement this way: ¶ ¶ “Is this the ideal way to build public infrastructure? No,” said ¶ Gerald E. Connolly (D), chairman of the Fairfax County Board of ¶ Supervisors. But he said that voters have turned down tax increases and ¶ that the General Assembly has failed to come up with additional money. ¶ “At some point, we have to find a way to fund public ¶ infrastructure,” Connolly said.118 ¶70 ¶ The consensus seems to be that there are few alternatives to privatization. “For ¶ state and municipal governments strapped for cash to complete much-needed ¶ infrastructure construction and maintenance, public-private partnerships (P3s)—where ¶ authorities lease infrastructure assets to private parties, which then operate and design ¶ them—are becoming more attractive.”119 ¶71 ¶ However, would the states’ residents approve if they knew how much the public ¶ invests in these deals? In the case of the Capitol Beltway, less than 20% of the upfront ¶ funds came directly from the private investors. The rest was provided from government ¶ funds or government subsidies, including low-interest loans, direct subsidies, tax ¶ deductions, and other public sources: ¶ Of the total $1.9 billion (and rising), Fluor-Transurban is contributing only ¶ $349 million in private equity. Meanwhile, the state is paying $409 ¶ million and the Federal Highway Administration is lending Fluor $585 ¶ million in low-interest loans and $586 million in subsidized bonds. ¶ Taxpayers are also on the hook every year for the next 40 years for the ¶ carpool fees charged to the state account.120 ¶ Was it impossible to have gotten a better deal? Was this the only alternative? ¶72 ¶ Public officials may say that there are no alternatives because of public resistance ¶ to taxes. They see privatization as providing improved infrastructure while not raising ¶ taxes and as allowing the blame for unpopular decisions, such as imposing or raising tolls ¶ or fees, to be shifted to a private contractor. Chicago officials, for example, contended ¶ that “it would have been impossible for the City to have both kept the parking-meter ¶ system and raised the rates to the same extent as the lease, because there was not ¶ sufficient political will to do so . . . .”121 The Chicago Inspector General found these ¶ claims to be untrue in the case of privatizing Chicago’s parking meters;122 however, a ¶ study of Kansas policymakers concluded that the public is unlikely to support tolls to the ¶ extent it sees tolls as taxes.123 ¶73 ¶ Although opinion on the issue of the public’s acceptance of raising taxes is mixed, ¶ the public has loudly opposed increased tolls and fees. That opposition does not mean ¶ the public approves of public subsidies to privatize infrastructure. Rather, that ¶ acceptance is more likely the result of the public’s lack of information. In any case, fear ¶ of citizen resistance to and retaliation for raising taxes is an important factor in decisions ¶ to privatize infrastructure.124 “Given that the option of raising taxes to fund an increasing ¶ number of transportation projects remains politically radioactive, policymakers continue ¶ to pursue a range of alternate funding mechanisms and P3s are a critical trend here.”125 
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No money now for new transportation – New programs would require more gas taxes – Partnerships solev
Robert Poole, director of transportation at Reason Foundation, 5-4-11, [“Advocates Calling for More Transportation Spending Need to See the Big Budget Picture,” Reason, http://reason.org/news/printer/advocates-calling-for-more-transpor] E. Liu
What this changed context means for transportation is the subject of this column. The grandiose dreams sketched out only three years ago by the Policy & Revenue Commission for a massively expanded federal role, and echoed in 2009 by Rep. Jim Oberstar (D-MN, who lost his seat in the 2010 elections), have become irrelevant - despite still being reflected in President Barack Obama’s original 2012 budget proposal to more than double the size of the program.¶ ¶ Economist Robert Samuelson put his finger on the problem in a recent column in the Washington Post, “Big Government on the Brink.” We have created what he calls a “suicidal government,” by which he means that “government has promised more than it can realistically deliver and, as a result, it repeatedly disappoints by providing less than people expect.” And as a result, he writes, “The system can no longer make choices, especially unpleasant choices, for the good of the nation as a whole.”¶ ¶ Rep. Paul Ryan’s (R-WI) plan to reduce federal spending over the next decade down to 20% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) was attacked as a radical fantasy when first introduced, but in a few short weeks it so changed the debate that the president submitted a replacement for his original 2012 budget plan, with the new version looking more like Ryan’s plan over the next few years (even though aiming only to get down to 22% of GDP in the out years).¶ ¶ The Gang of Six in the Senate, like President Obama’s deficit reduction commission from last fall, is talking about eliminating countless sacred-cow “tax-expenditures” as part of wide-ranging tax simplification. There is even serious talk about scrapping tax-exempt municipal bonds.¶ ¶ Yet as I read the missives put forth by every major transportation group, I see calls for larger programs and greater federal spending, as if none of this larger context exists. But the fact is, the federal transportation program that has grown tremendously since creation of the Highway Trust Fund in 1956, and is due for radical surgery. Business-as-usual in transportation—as in every other federal program—is no longer an option.¶ ¶ In the short-term (i.e., the current reauthorization bill), there will be no federal fuel tax increase and the program will be sized to what existing highway user taxes bring in. Period. Bills to increase tax rates must originate in the House, and not even the White House is proposing an increase. There is no general fund money available to supplement what gas taxes bring in. Consequently, we need to learn to live with this new reality. And that means the federal program must be scaled back and refocused on a handful of truly federal functions—such as interstate commerce, safety, and research.¶ ¶ The idea of revisiting what the federal government (as opposed to state and local governments) does in transportation has a long and bipartisan history. It was one of the key components of President Nixon’s “new federalism” and of several proposals during the Reagan Administration. The latter were based on a serious study by the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, which urged Congress to devolve to the states all highway funding except for the Interstates. Brookings scholar Alice Rivlin suggested that most highway and transit programs be devolved to the state level, in exchange for the feds taking on greater responsibility for various welfare functions in her 1992 book, Reviving the American Dream. Former federal transportation official Tom Downs called for dramatic refocusing and devolution of the federal program when he gave the 2004 Turner Lecture for the American Society of Civil Engineers.¶ Prior to 1956’s creation of the federal Highway Trust Fund to build the Interstate system, the federal role in surface transportation was very small, with only a one cent per gallon gas tax and very modest federal aid to highways (and none for transit). States and localities raised and spent what they decided they needed for highways and transit.¶ ¶ I’ve been writing for many years about the need to increase investment in transportation. But there is nothing cast in concrete about the federal government forever being responsible for 40% of the total. What we need is more cost-effective investment, with the feds targeting their dollars to truly strategic needs (such as a 21st-century Interstate system) and the states and metro areas taking care of state and local needs.¶ ¶ That kind of re-sorting of responsibilities could very well lead to increased transportation investment, not less. It’s been decades since Congress last increased the federal gas tax, but numerous states have increased their state gas taxes since then, and a great many metro areas have voted increased local tax support for transportation investment. I can’t think of any action more likely to spur state DOTs and MPOs to articulate to their citizens the case for greater self-help investment than a scaling back and refocusing of the federal role.¶ ¶ The transportation community needs to stop pining for the good old days of ever-increasing federal money and programs. Those days are gone, for as far into the future as we can project. The task before us is to empower states and cities with tolling, pricing, and public-private partnerships so they can do more with less federal aid. It won’t be easy—but it’s the only realistic way forward.

Impact – Economy

Gas taxes depress growth, jobs and GDP

Rea Hederman, Jr., Assistant Director, Center for Data Analysis and Research Fellow and Alfredo Goyburu, 3-18-04, [“An Increase in the Gas Tax Would Hurt Consumers and Slow the Economy,” Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2004/03/an-increase-in-the-gas-tax-would-hurt-consumers-and-slow-the-economy] E. Liu

Some leaders in Congress want to increase the federal tax on gasoline by 5.45 cents per gallon, for the first year, and then index it to inflation. They would use the revenue from this tax increase to finance additional spending on highways and other transportation projects, which they say will benefit the economy. Macroeconomic analysis performed by the Center for Data Analysis at the Heritage Foundation, however, shows that increasing the gas tax would depress economic activity and the incomes of millions of Americans. It would also raise significantly less revenue than its proponents project. The President should be commended for his firm stand against raising the federal gasoline tax, and Congress would do well to abandon proposals to increase the gas tax and instead focus on spending highway dollars more efficiently, ideally by turning them back to the states.[1]¶ ¶ The Real Cost of the Gas Tax¶ Analysts in the Center for Data Analysis (CDA) estimated the economic and fiscal effects of a higher gas tax using a well-known econometric model of the U.S. economy.[2] The model allows analysts to vary the gas tax and simulate the effects of higher spending on infrastructure construction, if adequate details about that construction are available. Because such details were not available, CDA analysts instead used the additional revenues from the higher gas tax to pay down national debt, which is an alternative way of infusing government spending into a segment of the economy that is tightly aligned with investment decisions. [3]¶ ¶ This macroeconomic analysis found that:¶ ¶ Personal savings would average $8 billion less per year from 2005 to 2014.¶ $82 billion of the $131 billion increase in federal revenues over 10 years would be financed out of foregone or lower personal savings.¶ Gross Domestic Product would decline by $6.5 billion per year, in real terms, from 2005 to 2014. In other words, this $131 billion in government revenues would shrink the economy by $65.5 billion.¶ There would be, on average, 37,000 fewer job opportunities each year. That works out to one lost job for every $351,000 in new taxes, which is equal to 11 years of work at average yearly wages.[4]¶ Total federal revenues would fall short of gas tax proponent's projections by $3.7 billion.¶ Family disposable income would be, on average, $2.5 billion less per year, in real terms. That's equivalent to the cost of sending 532,600 students to college each year. [5]¶ Congressman Don Young (R-AK) proposed an increase of the federal gas tax from 18.4 cents per gallon to 23.85 cents per gallon in the first year as part of the 2004 highway bill. While this twenty-nine percent tax increase has not generated major support, Congress should not bring the gas tax increase back as a policy proposal. While raising the gas tax would increase government revenues, it would only do so at the expense of economic growth, jobs, and family income.

Economic collapse causes global nuclear war

Merlini, nonresident senior fellow at the Center on the United States and Europe, 11
Cesare Merlini, nonresident senior fellow at the Center on the United States and Europe, chairman of the Board of Trustees of the Italian Institute for International Affairs (IAI) in Rome, expert in transatlantic relations, European integration and nuclear non-proliferation, with particular focus on nuclear science and technology, April–May 2011, “A Post-Secular World?,” Survival, vol. 53 no. 2, pp. 124, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2011/04_international_relations_merlini/04_international_relations_merlini.pdf

Two neatly opposed scenarios for the future of the world order illustrate the range of possibilities, albeit at the risk of oversimplification. The first scenario entails the premature crumbling of the post-Westphalian system. One or more of the acute tensions apparent today evolves into an open and traditional conflict between states, perhaps even involving the use of nuclear weapons. The crisis might be triggered by a collapse of the global economic and financial system, the vulnerability of which we have just experienced, and the prospect of a second Great Depression, with consequences for peace and democracy similar to those of the first. Whatever the trigger, the unlimited exercise of national sovereignty, exclusive self-interest and rejection of outside interference would likely be amplified, emptying, perhaps entirely, half-full glass of multilateralism, including the UN and the European Union. Many of the more likely conflicts, such as between Israel and Iran or India and Pakistan, have potential religious dimensions. Short of war, tensions such as those related to immigration might become unbearable. Familiar issues of creed and identity could be exacerbated. One way or another, the secular rational approach would be sidestepped by a return to theocratic absolutes, competing or converging with secular absolutes such as unbridled nationalism.
Impact – Refining Industry

Refining industry on the brink now – More gas taxes cause failures at many points

Robert Pirog, Specialist in Energy Economics, Congressional Research Service, 8-16-11, [“The Role of Federal Gasoline Excise Taxes in ¶ Public Policy ,” Congressional Research Service, http://www.nationalaglawcenter.org/assets/crs/R40808.pdf] E. Liu
The U.S. petroleum refining industry experienced what some have called a “golden age” during ¶ the years 2004-2007. A combination of rapidly increasing demand for petroleum products, ¶ especially gasoline, coupled with favorable price spreads between high and low quality crude ¶ oils, led to high rates of capacity utilization, yielding record profit levels for both the major oil ¶ companies and independent refiners. During this period, concern was expressed that U.S. refining ¶ capacity was not increasing rapidly enough to keep up with demand growth in the petroleum ¶ product markets. ¶ Since 2007 the state of and outlook for the petroleum refining industry have changed. Current ¶ weak product demand conditions have resulted in lower capacity utilization rates, refinery ¶ closures, and reduced profitability. The near-term outlook suggests continued rationalization will ¶ occur in the industry until excess capacity is eliminated. ¶ A key factor in the decline of the refining industry has been reduced gasoline demand, with 2010 ¶ consumption about 4% less than in 2007.14 Reduced consumption has resulted from the economic ¶ recession, high prices, and inroads in the demand structure made by alternative fuels, mainly ¶ ethanol. ¶ A tax on gasoline, to the extent that it reduces gasoline demand, would likely create additional ¶ economic pressure on the refining industry. Capacity utilization rates could continue to fall, ¶ further plant closures would be likely, and the profit picture could deteriorate even further. If ¶ gasoline demand is extremely price inelastic, as discussed in this report, the magnitude of the ¶ effects on the refining industry would likely be proportionately small, especially if the gasoline ¶ tax was small. 


Refining Industry – Gas Prices - 1

Closures of refineries now are increasing oil prices
Matthew Phillips, associate editor for Bloomberg Businessweek, 2-23-12, [“Angry About High Gas Prices? Blame Shuttered Oil Refineries,” Bloomberg, http://www.businessweek.com/articles/2012-02-23/angry-about-high-gas-prices-blame-shuttered-oil-refineries] E. Liu

The average price of gas is up more than 10 percent since the start of the year, a point repeatedly made during Wednesday’s Republican Presidential debate. Predictably, the four GOP candidates blamed President Barack Obama for the steep increase.¶ Actually, the President doesn’t have that kind of pricing power. The more likely reason behind the price increase, though certainly less compelling as a political argument, is the recent spate of refinery closures in the U.S. Over the past year, refineries have faced a classic margin squeeze. Prices for Brent crude have gone up, but demand for gasoline in the U.S. is at a 15-year low. That means refineries haven’t been able to pass on the higher prices to their customers.¶ As a result, companies have chosen to shut down a handful of large refineries rather than continue to lose money on them. Since December, the U.S. has lost about 4 percent of its refining capacity, says Fadel Gheit, a senior oil and gas analyst for Oppenheimer. That month, two large refineries outside Philadelphia shut down: Sunoco’s plant in Marcus Hook, Pa., and a ConocoPhillips plant in nearby Trainer, Pa. Together they accounted for about 20 percent of all gasoline produced in the Northeast.¶ This week, Hovensa finished shutting down its refinery in St. Croix. The plant processed 350,000 barrels of crude a day, and yet lost about $1.3 billion over the past three years, or roughly $1 million a day. The St. Croix plant got hit with a double whammy of pricing pressure. Not only did it face higher prices for Brent crude, but it also lacked access to cheap natural gas, a crucial raw material for refineries. Without the advantage of low natural gas prices, which are down 50 percent since June 2011, it’s likely that more refineries would have had to shut down.¶ The U.S. refining industry is being split in two. On one hand are the older refineries, mostly on the East Coast, which are set up to handle only the higher quality Brent “sweet” crude–a benchmark of oil that comes from a blend of 15 oil fields in the North Sea. Brent is easier to refine, since it has a low sulfer content, though it’s gotten considerably more expensive recently. (Certainly another reason for higher gas prices.)¶ Then there are the plants that are able to refine the heavier, cheaper sour crude–the stuff that comes from Western Canada, the deep water of the Gulf of Mexico, and South America. These refineries tend to be clustered in the Midwest–places such as Oklahoma, Louisiana, and outside Chicago. These refineries also tend to have access to West Texas Intermediate crude, a grade of sweet oil similar to Brent, but that is produced in North America. Refineries on the East Coast lack access to WTI, leaving them at a disadvantage. While the price of Brent crude has closed at over $120 a barrel in recent days, WTI is trading at closer to $106. That simple differential is the reason older refineries on the East Coast are hemorrhaging cash and shutting down, while refineries in the Midwest are flourishing.¶ “The U.S. refining industry is undergoing a huge, regional transformation,” says Ben Brockwell, a director at Oil Price Information Services. “If you look at refinery utilization rates in the Midwest and Great Lakes areas, they’re running at close to 95 percent capacity, and on the East Coast it’s more like 60 percent,” he says.¶ This is primarily why the cheapest gas prices in the country are found in such states as Colorado, Utah, Montana, and New Mexico, while New York, Connecticut, and Washington, D.C., have some of the highest prices.

Refining Industry – Gas Prices - 2

The card below contradicts the Southwest Asia advantage
Refineries control the price of gas, regardless of oil prices
Patrick DeHaan, GasBuddy.com's sernior oil analyst, 7-21-12, [“What Americans Don't Understand About Gas Prices,” US News, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/on-energy/2012/06/21/what-americans-dont-understand-about-gas-prices] E. Liu

Americans are obsessed with oil prices. They see the price of oil quoted on their local news, the national news, in their newspaper, and online. Many attempt to tie the price of "the barrel" (which seems to be the term Americans call the unit that crude oil is priced) to the price on the corner gas station, an error that they can't seem to understand.¶ I typically get a few E-mails per day asking "Why are gas prices up if the barrel is down?" or "What's going on? The barrel went down today, why didn't gas go down today?" I give you one word to explain most or all of the sometimes-disconnect between crude oil prices and the price at the pump: Refining.¶ [See a collection of political cartoons on gas prices.]¶ You see, Americans, while you may be infatuated with oil and the price of it, you're not filling up with oil. Something that seems so simple is actually much more complex. There are inventories of crude oil and inventories of gasoline. They are different. What impacts the supply of one may not directly or immediately impact the supply of another.¶ Crude oil must be refined by one of the 100-plus refineries operating in the United States today, some of which lie in the Gulf region, some on the West Coast, some in the Great Lakes, and some on the East Coast. (Sure there are others, but for simplicity these are the major refining hubs.)¶ If a refinery in Chicago has supply issues or if traders perceive supply will tighten, prices of gasoline will rise even as crude prices fall. It's not normal, sure—its a temporary phenomena—but it occurs perhaps more often than you may think.¶ [See a collection of political cartoons on energy policy.]¶ Earlier this year, a major refinery fire in Washington broke out at a BP oil refinery. It caused major damage and caused the facility to shut down much of its production. While prices rose slightly, the difference wasn't huge, mainly because demand is the weakest in February. As warmer weather approached, more people starting driving more—getting their summer vehicles out, going on trips, etc. With BP's facility still shut a month ago, demand rose, sapping inventories. Prices rose, even as oil prices fell due to this situation. Not helping things was the change-over in gasoline specifications from winter to summer that resulted in even tighter supply. As BP came back up a week or two ago, wholesale prices have fallen sharply, even outpacing drops in oil prices, as the temporary (a long "temporary") issue was resolved. Gasoline prices have fallen more than oil on the West Coast. It's a two-way street.¶ Americans, there is no magic ratio that can accurately determine gasoline prices based on oil. The market determines prices based on demand, supply, things we call oil fundamentals. This isn't a hoax or conspiracy to get you to pay more, it's just reality, and sometimes we need a dose of it to help understand how things work, and that's the case here. I believe it is admirable that individuals want to learn about gasoline prices, but putting your faith in errant math simply does no one any good. So in the future, remember, while oil and gasoline have a strong relationship, it isn't always a directly proportionate relationship.


Gas Prices – Elections

High gas prices make elections a net benefit - They hurt the economy and perception causes Obama loss

J.T. YOUNG, served in the Department of Treasury and the Office of Management and Budget from 2001 -2004 and as a Congressional staff member from 1987-2000, 3-23-12, [“Gas Party, Not Tea Party, Might Be Obama's Top Re-election Hurdle,” Investors business daily, http://news.investors.com/article/605432/201203231732/rising-gas-prices-obamas-achilles-heel.htm?p=2] E. Liu
Not high finance, but high gas may prove President Obama's economic undoing. Largely escaping blame for the weak economy brought on by the financial sector's collapse, his administration now faces a relatively simple, but perhaps no less serious, problem. Like Achilles' heel, it may not be the blow's size, but its location, that makes it fatal. According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2012 had the highest gas prices for January ($3.38 a gallon) and February ($3.58 a gallon) on record. If history is indicative, this is just the beginning. Gas prices are typically seasonal. Generally lowest in the winter when Americans drive least, they peak in summer, when Americans vacation. Over the last five years, gas' summer average price is 22.3% higher than February's. If 2012 follows form, gas prices would average almost $4.50 a gallon through this summer — easily the highest nominal prices in U.S. history. And that may be conservative. EIA reported gas averaging $3.83 a gallon just last week — already up 25 cents from February's average. For Obama, the silver lining in the nation's bad economy has been some significant cost restraints. One has been the government's borrowing costs. Record low interest rates — courtesy of the Fed and recession — mean federal interest costs have not exploded with its debt increases. Despite deficits of $4.5 trillion and a doubling of the federal debt since 2007, federal net interest payments on its debt were less in 2011 ($227.1 billion and 1.5% of GDP) than they were in 2007 ($237.1 billion and 1.7% of GDP). While interest rates promise to eventually spike federal debt service costs, gas prices already appear on their way. The economy's downturn made us forget pre-crash monthly gas prices peaking at $4.06 a gallon back in July 2008. With the economy again showing signs of life, gas prices look to be rushing to catch up. This is more than just an economic problem; it could be a serious political one too. Already it's beginning to show. According to the latest ABC News/Washington Post poll (released March 12), Obama's approval/disapproval for his handling of gas prices was 26%/65% — lower than his ratings for handling the economy or the federal deficit. The economy's impact on the electorate is pervasive in general, but few areas are as much so as fuel prices. Because there is no real substitute, gas price hikes flow rapidly through the economy. Driving the price of everything, they influence the income and perception of almost everyone. In the short term, Americans simply have to pay them and hope to pass the cost along.Such economic pain quickly could become electoral pain for Obama. Gas prices promise to peak in the summer, just as Americans increasingly focus on November's election. Summer is often a slow news period — with the stories that do break tending to dominate coverage. Recall it was three years ago this summer when the Tea Party captured the media. This summer it could be a Gas Party instead. Despite serving his first term in a downturn, America has largely absolved Obama of it. The recession started on his predecessor's watch. A gas price spike would be entirely different. It also could become a lightning rod for the nation's overall economic frustration. There are certainly policies Obama opponents would point to — most notably the recent decision to not construct the Keystone Pipeline.


Oil Prices – Southwest Asian Instability

High oil revenues encourage unsustainable economies and weak states in Southwest Asia
Maloney, Senior fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, 08
Suzanne Maloney, Senior fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, 12-5-08, [“The Gulf's Renewed Oil Wealth: Getting it Right This Time?,” Survival: Global Politics and Strategy, 50:6, 129-150, www.brookings.edu/research/articles/2008/12/gulf-oil-maloney] E. Liu
It would be tempting to view the latest avalanche of revenues and investment in the Middle East as an antidote to its manifold internal and external challenges. However, more than any other region of the world, the Middle East has long stood as a testament to the limitations of wealth in generating good governance and sustainable growth. Amidst the benefits of the current boom lies considerable reason to fear that the new global energy balance – in which demand is likely to maintain high prices for the near to medium term – will only exacerbate the region’s existing tendencies toward extremism, corruption, unrest and intra-state violence. Under such a scenario, the perverse consequence of the new oil boom could be a Middle East that is far wealthier but even more unstable than it is today, with disturbing implications for the rest of the world’s increasing reliance on Gulf oil and gas. The reason for this prospective paradox is the well-documented linkage between resource wealth, growth and autocracy. This is a function of the very mixed economic and political implications of resource wealth. Oil exploration and development is a highly capital-intensive industry that tends to create export enclaves without sufficient employment or related industrialisation to promote balanced or sustainable development. States dependent on resource revenues are subject to intense fiscal volatility and wage and balance-of-payments distortions, and resource wealth is associated with lower rates of economic growth and development.29 In the political realm, a disproportionate reliance on external rents distorts the political process by divorcing the state from any meaningful social accountability, reinforcing instruments of repression, giving rise to corruption, and eroding checks and balances. The state’s primary role vis-à-vis society becomes a distributive one, and the result is a corrosion of formal institutions and the reinforcement of patronage.30 Beyond the internal distortions, academic studies have demonstrated that oil-rich states tend to be \ more likely to engage in conflict, spending more on security and maintaining larger armies than non-oil-dependent countries.31 

Localized conflicts go global and cause nuclear weapon use
Emerson, Senior Research Fellow at CEPS, et al. 11 

Michael Emerson,  Senior Research Fellow at CEPS, et al., Nathalie Tocci, Richard Youngs Jean-Pierre Cassarino, Christian Egenhofer, Giovanni Grevi , 7-11, [“Global Matrix ,” CEPS Working Documents, www.ceps.eu/ceps/download/5936] E. Liu
Drivers. The end of the Cold war has seen a questioning of the role of the state in relation to international security and society. Whereas democratic developments legitimized opposition movements to mobilize and oust authoritarian regimes, the related notion of selfdetermination unleashed ethno-nationalism and secessionism. Hence the picture has become one of fewer inter-state conflicts but more intra-state ethno-political conflicts. At the transnational level, globalization is mounting further challenges to the state, under the influences of deepening trade and investment driven by multinational corporations, ¶ movements of people, and transnational civil society, as well as criminal gangs, terrorist networks and militias. In an increasingly interconnected world, conflicts that once might have remained local disputes can have global impact. Unstable and ungoverned regions of the world pose dangers for neighbors and a setting for broader problems of terrorism, poverty and despair. The technology and knowledge to make and deliver weapons of mass destruction is proliferating among some of the most ruthless factions and regimes on earth. The Cold War threat of global nuclear war has diminished, but the risk of a nuclear disaster has gone up. Scientific advances have enhanced biology’s potential for both beneficence and malevolence by state and non-state actors alike. Impact on the world order. These trends have led to diverse repercussions. The international community has become more sensitive to human conditions worldwide. This has added to the weight in favor of humanitarian interventions,56 multilateral institutions protecting human security, and universal jurisdiction (e.g. the ICC or International Criminal Tribunals).57 More broadly, the rise of civil society has induced and legitimized transformational approaches to conflicts.58 At the same time, transnational developments have spurred ‘new wars’,59 where formerly localized conflicts acquire global proportions. These trends also mean that, while conventional military means are still heavily relied upon (e.g., Afghanistan, Iraq) these are seen to be ill-equipped to deal with conflicts marked by rebellions, terrorism and crime. The changing nature of security challenges and responses of major actors will shape the evolution of global security affairs. In order to understand such impacts this project will select a set of empirical case studies (e.g., the Iranian nuclear question, Afghanistan, Iraq, Middle East and Sudan).

**Net Benefits

Coercion

Private sector funding of transportation prevents taxpayer backlash
Cezary Podkul is the associate editor of Infrastructure Investor, published by PEI and writer for the Washington Post, 10/21/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/with-us-infrastructure-aging-public-funds-scant-more-projects-going-private/2011/10/17/gIQAGTuv4L_story.html, “With U.S. infrastructure aging, public funds scant, more projects going private”; AB
To others, the Transportation Department made out well. Dale Bonner, who served as California’s highest transportation official during the bankruptcy process, said the whole episode was “a sign of the strength” of the private investment model. The initial investors were wiped out while the lenders, including the government, were compensated.  “I didn’t have one troubled night of sleep about having to explain to the legislature or the taxpayers that we are going to have to come up with extra money to bail anybody out of the project,” Bonner said.  Now the South Bay Expressway is going to be sold — to government. The San Diego Association of Governments recently decided it was worth it to just buy the expressway and lower the tolls, which have pushed droves of motorists onto a parallel, congested freeway. The association approved a $345 million buyout offer in late July, cheap compared with the initial development cost or what it would have cost to widen the neighboring freeway.  “These lanes are available now and at half the price, so it’s a smart play,” said Jerome Stocks, chairman of the governments association.  Once the local governments take over the expressway, Stocks hopes to cut tolls by half from the current $4 per trip.


Counterplan Popular - 1

CP is popular with politicians and the public – reduces spending and prevents taxes

Asieh Mansour, Managing Director of Research @ RREEF and Hope Nadji, Director of Research September 2006, http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf, “US Infrastructure Privatization and Public Policy Issues”; AB

Several factors appear to be driving the current trend toward privatization of infrastructure: • A perception or belief that private enterprise can develop and/or operate critical facilities more cheaply and efficiently than public agencies. • Provide a source of capital to fund needed infrastructure that would otherwise need to be funded through tax revenue or public financing. • In the case of an outright sale, provide cash to bolster public finances or to be used for other public needs. • To provide the revenue to maintain the infrastructure over time Remove critically needed facilities from on-going political meddling, which can often impede the efficient and economical provision of services. Of the above-mentioned factors, the ability to provide infrastructure without sizeable public funding and the ability to generate cash through a sale of an asset are the most appealing to government officials and politicians. Because voters are highly resistant to increased taxes and higher public debt at all levels of government, opportunities to shift costs from the public to the private sector are appealing.
PPPs enjoy a broad ranging coalition of support

Forrer et. al ‘10

[Jon Forrer: associate director of GW Institute for Corporate Responsibility, Director of Center for the Study of Globilization, Director of International Programs, Executive Director for Institute for Global Management and Research , James Edwin Kee: professor of public policy and public administration, school of public policy and public administration at George Washington University, Kathryn E. Newcomer: professor and chair at department of public administration at George Washington University, member of Advisory Council on Auditing Standards for U.S. GAO, and a Fellow of National Academy of Public Administration, Eric Boyer, 5-6/2010, Public Administration Review 70.3 <URL>]
Public-private partnerships (PPPs) increasingly have become the default solution to government problems and needs, most recently for infrastructure, and they are embraced by a wide range of constituencies, across political parties, and throughout the world (Ghere 2001; Tennyson 2003; Wettenhall 2003). This trend may accelerate as governments experience fiscal deficits and look for alternative ways to finance and deliver government services. The rationale for creating such arrangements includes both ideological and pragmatic perspectives (Savas 2000). Ideologically, proponents argue that the private sector is superior to the public sector in producing and delivering many goods and services. Pragmatically, government leaders see PPPs as a way of bringing in the special technical expertise, funding, innovation, or management know-how from the private sector to address complex public policy problems. The expanding domain of goods and services provided by PPPs includes private toll roads, schools, hospitals, security services, wastewater treatment, and emergency response.


Counterplan Popular - 2

Privatization popular – provides necessary infrastructure without raising debt and increasing taxes

Mansour, ‘06

[Asieh Mansour, managing director, 2006, RREEF America L.L.C. Real estate/infrastructure division of Deutsche Bank AG <http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf>]
¶ Therefore the question of why privatize is that for many state and municipal governments, it ¶ may be the only way to provide or maintain needed infrastructure for their local constituents. ¶ Infrastructure investments, whether private or public, are a necessary input to expand the ¶ productive capacity of an area. Capital investment in infrastructure, private as well as public, ¶ goes hand in hand with economic activity. Empirical studies have shown that infrastructure ¶ has substantial payoffs, and currently in the US, public infrastructure is undersupplied and ¶ higher levels are warranted. ¶ ¶ Benefits of Privatization ¶ Several factors appear to be driving the current trend toward privatization of infrastructure: ¶ • A perception or belief that private enterprise can develop and/or operate critical ¶ facilities more cheaply and efficiently than public agencies. ¶ • Provide a source of capital to fund needed infrastructure that would otherwise need ¶ to be funded through tax revenue or public financing. ¶ • In the case of an outright sale, provide cash to bolster public finances or to be used ¶ for other public needs. ¶ • To provide the revenue to maintain the infrastructure over time. ¶ Grade¶ 2001 2005¶ Aviation/Aerospace D D+¶ Bridges C C¶ Dams D D+¶ Drinking Water D DEnergy D+ D¶ Hazardous Waste D+ D¶ Navigable Water Ways D+ DPublic Parks & Recreation – CRail – CRoads D+ D¶ Solid Waste C+ C+¶ Transit C- D+¶ Wastewater D DAm erica 's Infras truc ture G.P.A. = D¶ Tota l Inv es tm ent Needs = $ 1.6 Trillion¶ *Each category was evaluated on the basis of condition and¶ performance, capacity vs. need, and funding vs. need¶ Exhibit 1¶ The State of America's Infrastructure*¶ (American Society of Civil Engineers)4 Real Estate Research¶ • Remove critically needed facilities from on-going political meddling, which can often ¶ impede the efficient and economical provision of services. ¶ Of the above-mentioned factors, the ability to provide infrastructure without sizeable public ¶ funding and the ability to generate cash through a sale of an asset are the most appealing to ¶ government officials and politicians. Because voters are highly resistant to increased taxes ¶ and higher public debt at all levels of government, opportunities to shift costs from the public ¶ to the private sector are appealing. ¶ Canada has been at the forefront of this movement toward privatization in North America, ¶ with infrastructure becoming a mainstream asset class that attracts investor capital. Longduration infrastructure investments are especially appealing to pension funds, which have ¶ long-dated liabilities. ¶ The key arguments for privatization are presented in Exhibit 2. 

Privatization popular – chronic public failure

Mansour, ‘06

[Asieh Mansour, managing director, 2006, RREEF America L.L.C. Real estate/infrastructure division of Deutsche Bank AG <http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf>]
Privatization Trends in the US ¶ Most of the privatization efforts in the US today are driven by fiscal needs. The focus is to ¶ provide new or improved infrastructure without further burdening public coffers. In some ¶ cases, privatization generates cash that can be used for the public sector’s provision of ¶ services. It can also result from dissatisfaction with the level of taxation that is levied on ¶ individuals and businesses by municipal, state, and federal governments in order to pay for ¶ services. ¶ For years in the US, and in economic theory surrounding natural monopolies, the public sector ¶ was viewed as better suited to provide a public good, one that has the characteristics of a ¶ natural monopoly. In the case of natural monopolies, these are essential services provided to a ¶ community where natural barriers to entry exist and, therefore, little or no competition. The ¶ view is that without competition, “monopoly owners” would be able to exercise considerable ¶ power and earn monopolistic returns. As a result, the public workforce was perceived to be ¶ the best provider of essential services. Public employees would reliably and efficiently protect ¶ the public safety and deliver water and power, maintain roads and bridges, collect trash, etc. ¶ In reality, however, fiscal constraints and the absence of accountability and monitoring ¶ controls has resulted in inefficiencies and poor perceptions of performance and service ¶ quality. Chronic problems of providing adequate infrastructure have an increasing number of ¶ city planners and public policy officials looking to privatization. ¶ In the US, privatization of surface roads is gaining momentum. In Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6, two ¶ forms of road privatization arrangements are presented. The first covers PPP arrangements ¶ where the second includes the use of concessions. Exhibit 7 presents some of the latest toll ¶ road proposals. 
Elections - 1

Congressional leaders eager for effective transportation programs – popular with the public

Fram, ‘12

[Alan Fram, Quals, 6/27/2012, NBC <http://www2.nbc17.com/news/2012/jun/27/3/congress-near-deal-stafford-loans-boehner-says-ar-2389453/>]

Washington – Facing weekend deadlines for¶ action, congressional leaders have agreed to deals overhauling the nation's transportation programs without a Republican provision forcing approval of the proposed Keystone XL oil pipeline, and avoiding a doubling of interest rates for new student loans, congressional officials said Wednesday.¶ ¶ The agreements underscored the pressures both parties face to avoid angry voters and embarrassing headlines in the run-up to this November's presidential and congressional elections. Letting road-building programs grind to a halt during an economic downturn would be a blow to the image of lawmakers, while Democrats and Republicans alike seemed eager to avoid enraging millions of students and their parents by boosting the costs of college loans.
Privatization is popular with the public – ensures reelection 
Peter Samuel, freelance journalist who writes on regulatory affairs, his work appears in Forbes and National Review, June 27 1995,  “Highway Aggravation:  The Case For Privatizing The Highways”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-231.html; AB 

Traffic congestion is a major annoyance to tens of millions of Americans and a $100 billion annual economic loss. The traditional answer to highway backups, mass transit and carpooling, have not worked. The convenience of the private car for the vast majority of commuters makes even the most lavishly subsidized mass transit uncompetitive.  Since 1956 most highways have been financed by gas taxes. Now those taxes are being siphoned off to transit and general revenue, and what is left for roads goes largely for maintenance and rebuilding, not new building. The revolt against rising taxes means that the only source of revenue for significant new highway capacity is the private sector.  The economics, politics, and technology are right for progressively privatizing highways and creating markets in highway service. Washington State, Virginia, and California have begun to do so. Private highway projects in those states are discussed in detail.    State highways should be sold section by section to private owners. With private operators responsible for maintenance as well as improvement of the highways, gasoline taxes and other government charges for roads could be phased out. New ideas and new technologies would be applied. For example, to eliminate stop-and-go conditions, private highway operators could vary toll rates by the minute to encourage less peak-hour travel.  Privatization of the highways should be attractive to elected officials needing to make good on promises of reducing budget deficits and lowering taxes. Officials who take the lead in sponsoring bold reforms may win public acclaim and votes.
Elections – 2
Polls prove the popularity of PPPs 
Emilia Istrate, Senior Research Associate and Associate Fellow at the Metropolitan Policy Program and Robert Puentes is a senior fellow with the Brookings Institution's Metropolitan Policy Program, 12/09/11, http://www.brookings.edu/up-front/posts/2011/12/09-infrastructure-puentes-istrate, “A Path to Public Private Partnerships for Infrastructure”; AB

For one, the United States needs to take better advantage of and facilitate the use of public/private partnerships (PPPs) for investments. A poll by the financial advisory firm Lazard shows strong willingness for public entities to consider private investment in infrastructure. However, our recent Brookings report shows that the United States lags in this area. In the quarter-century from 1985 and 2011, there were 377 PPPs in the U.S., a scant 9 percent of total amount of infrastructure PPPs around the world.

The public would rather pay tolls from private companies than an increase in the gas tax by the federal government 
Ezra Klein, writer and columnist for The Washington Post, Bloomberg, and a contributor to MSNBC, 04/01/2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/more-states-privatizing-their-infrastructure-are-they-making-a-mistake/2012/03/31/gIQARtAhnS_blog.html
Still, as many states find themselves scrounging under sofas for cash, privatization may prove increasingly appealing. And drivers, at least, sometimes appear more receptive to paying for roads via tolls, where it’s obvious what the money’s going toward, than via gas taxes. “The lack of revenue,” says Peters, “is really forcing people to consider these options more seriously.”

Politics
PPPs are becoming increasingly popular – prefer our predictive evidence 
Stephen J. McBrady is a Government Contracts attorney in the Washington, DC office of Crowell & Moring LLP, March 2009, “Funding America’s Infrastructure Needs: Public Private Partnerships May Help Close Infrastructure Gap”, http://www.crowell.com/documents/funding-americas-infrastructure-needs_construction-briefings.pdf; AB

The concept of building and operating infrastructure through the use of PPPs has become increasingly common. Presently, 23 states have enacted enabling legislation permitting the government to build transportation infrastructure using PPPs. 13 Several states have taken unique approaches towards PPPs, with some states operating tentative pilot programs, while others have enacted broad enabling statutes permitting them even to accept unsolicited proposals for transportation infrastructure projects. 14 Each of these states, however, has shown a commitment to explore PPPs as one option in trying to upgrade and maintain transportation infrastructure. Thus, while the contours of PPP projects will be defined by the individual state regulations, and will mirror the risks and costs assumed by the public and private entities, it is likely that PPPs will continue to become an increasingly popular vehicle for undertaking large infrastructure projects.
Doesn’t link to politics – PPPs get past political controversy 

Emilia Istrate, Senior Research Associate and Associate Fellow at the Metropolitan Policy Program and Robert Puentes is a senior fellow with the Brookings Institution's Metropolitan Policy Program, 12/09/11, http://www.brookings.edu/up-front/posts/2011/12/09-infrastructure-puentes-istrate, “A Path to Public Private Partnerships for Infrastructure”; AB

The problem is not just the unwillingness to consider these arrangements. Increasingly, it seems to be an institutional challenge as public entities are ill-equipped to execute such deals while at the same time fully protecting the public interest. As a result, nothing gets done.  Today the private sector is 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 31 states have PPP enabling legislation for highways, roads and bridges, and 21 for transit projects, 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.
Even if the private sector is unpopular, the companies shield politicians from backlash 

Ezra Klein, writer and columnist for The Washington Post, Bloomberg, and a contributor to MSNBC, 04/01/2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/more-states-privatizing-their-infrastructure-are-they-making-a-mistake/2012/03/31/gIQARtAhnS_blog.html
While advocates claim that the private sector can operate these toll roads more efficiently, the major appeal of these moves is to solve short-term budget crunches. Essentially, state officials are giving up a source of revenue that’s spread out over a number of years — in Indiana’s case, tolls — and receiving a lump of cash upfront. “You might get less money overall, but you get it upfront, so that officials can go build the things they want to build,” explains Joshua Schank, the president of the Eno Center for Transportation. What’s more, the private firms are the ones that take the heat for raising fees and tolls, instead of nervous politicians.

Politics – Avoids Congress - 1

P3s can be attained executively without congressional ascension

Thomasson, 2012 – president of NewBuild Strategies LLC, an energy and infrastructure consulting firm in Washington, DC. He most recently served as a policy director at a nonprofit think tank and has testified before Congress about current proposals for financing infrastructure

Scott, June. “Encouraging U.S. Infrastructure Investment.” Policy Innovation Memorandum No. 17. http://www.cfr.org/infrastructure/encouraging-us-infrastructure-investment/p27771

Despite the pressing infrastructure investment needs of the United States, federal infrastructure policy is paralyzed by partisan wrangling over massive infrastructure bills that fail to move through Congress. Federal policymakers should think beyond these bills alone and focus on two politically viable approaches. First, Congress should give states flexibility to pursue alternative financing sources—public-private partnerships (PPPs), tolling and user fees, and low-cost borrowing through innovative credit and bond programs. Second, Congress and President Barack Obama should improve federal financing programs and streamline regulatory approvals to move billions of dollars for planned investments into construction. Both recommendations can be accomplished, either with modest legislation that can bypass the partisan gridlock slowing bigger bills or through presidential action, without the need for congressional approval.¶ The Problem¶ The United States has huge unpaid bills coming due for its infrastructure. A generation of investments in world-class infrastructure in the mid-twentieth century is now reaching the end of its useful life. Cost estimates for modernizing run as high as $2.3 trillion or more over the next decade for transportation, energy, and water infrastructure. Yet public infrastructure investment, at 2.4 percent of GDP, is half what it was fifty years ago.¶ Congress has done little to address this growing crisis. Ideally, it would pass comprehensive bills to guide strategic, long-term investments. The surface transportation bill, known as the highway bill, is a notable example of such comprehensive legislation. It is the largest source of federal infrastructure spending, allocating hundreds of billions of dollars over several years for highways, rapid transit, and rail. But the most recent six-year highway bill expired in 2009, and Congress has been unable to agree on a new multiyear bill since then. The Senate passed a new bill in March 2012 that provides only two years of funding and efforts in the House to pass a longer-term bill have nearly collapsed. The continuing impasse forced Congress to pass its ninth temporary extension of the old law at the end of March 2012, this time for ninety days. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood announced in February that he does not expect a bill to pass before the 2012 election, a view many experts share.¶ Even if Congress passes a new highway bill, the country's infrastructure debacle is hardly resolved. Transportation is only one part of the problem, and the pending bills do not even raise investment in this sector from previous, insufficient levels. Nor do they address the biggest long-term problem for transportation—inadequate funding from the Highway Trust Fund. Since the mid-1950s, federal gas tax revenues have been deposited into the Highway Trust Fund and then allocated to states for transportation improvements. But the gas tax is not tied to inflation and has not been raised since 1993. At current spending and revenue levels, the trust fund will be insolvent within two years. Raising the gas tax would alleviate the funding problem, but both parties consider that and other new taxes to be political nonstarters.¶ Unlocking Progress¶ There is no shortage of good proposals to encourage infrastructure investment. For example, President Obama has endorsed the idea of creating a national infrastructure bank to leverage federal funds and encourage PPPs. Bipartisan negotiations in the Senate produced a bill for a scaled-down version of the bank, focused on low-cost federal loans to supplement state financing and private capital. The bill is not supported by House Republican leaders, however, and is unlikely to pass this year. There are also important transportation reforms in both pending highway bills where Republicans and Democrats are on common ground: expanding the popular Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan program, streamlining the Department of Transportation bureaucracy to speed approval of new projects, and eliminating congressional earmarks—a huge step toward smarter project selection based on merit rather than political interests. But if the highway bill does not pass, none of these reforms will happen.¶ States are already looking at new ways to finance infrastructure as federal funding becomes uncertain and their own budgets are strained. More states rely on PPPs to share the costs and risks of new projects, and they are finding new sources of nontax revenues to fund investments, like tolling and higher utility rates. But at the same time, federal regulations and tax laws often prevent states from taking advantage of creative methods to finance projects. Federal programs designed to facilitate innovative state financing are underfunded, backlogged, or saddled with dysfunctional application processes. Many of these obstacles can be removed by adjusting regulations and tax rules to empower states to use the tools already available to them, and by better managing federal credit programs that have become so popular with states and private investors.¶ In cases where modest reforms can make more 
Politics – Avoids Congress - 2

<Continued from above>
financing solutions possible, good ideas should noat be held hostage to "grand bargains" on big legislation like the highway bill or the failed 2010 energy bill. Congress should take up smaller proposals that stand a chance of passing both houses this year—incremental steps that can unlock billions of dollars in additional investments without large federal costs. Any proposals hoping to win Republican support in the House need to have a limited impact on the federal deficit and focus on reducing, rather than expanding, federal regulations and bureaucracy. Some progress can also be achieved by circumventing Congress entirely with executive branch action.

Politics – Bipartisan

Alternative funding being looked for now – Causes broad support for private involvement

William G. Reinhardt, editor and publisher of ¶ Public Works Financing and Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is ¶ Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in ¶ the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies ¶ at The Heritage Foundation, 1-12-12, [“Can Public–Private Partnerships Fill the ¶ Transportation Funding Gap?,” Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/01/can-public-private-partnerships-fill-the-transportation-funding-gap] E. Liu
To date, all of these projects have been devel-¶ oped and initiated by states, private investors, or ¶ a combination of the two, often with federal sup-¶ port, such as TIFIA grants and permission to build ¶ on the interstate right-of-way. With federal trans-¶ portation funding limited by macroeconomic bud-¶ get concerns, many in Congress are looking to be ¶ more proactive. Both the House and Senate reau-¶ thorization draft proposals welcome and encourage ¶ greater private-sector involvement in transportation ¶ investment.¶ In June 2011, House Committee on Transporta-¶ tion and Infrastructure Chairman Jon Mica (R–FL) ¶ released a 22-page summary of his highway reau-¶ thorization proposal,4 which included several pro-¶ visions that would encourage states to utilize P3s ¶ and access other sources of funds to meet their ¶ transportation needs. While Chairman Mica has ¶ since announced that his committee will issue a ¶ new reauthorization plan in early 2012, it is likely ¶ that his P3 proposals will be included. Chairman ¶ Mica’s earlier P3 proposals included:¶ •? Allowing states to toll new capacity on the Inter-¶ state Highway System;¶ •? Increasing funding for the TIFIA loan program ¶ from $122 million per year to $1 billion per year;¶ •? Increasing the maximum percentage of a project’s ¶ total cost that can be funded through TIFIA from ¶ 33 percent to 49 percent;¶ •? Requiring that TIFIA applications be approved or ¶ disapproved within 75 days of when the applica-¶ tion is filed;¶ •? Allowing states to pay their own credit subsidy ¶ cost to obtain a TIFIA loan if the appropriation ¶ of $1 billion per year runs out in any particular ¶ year;¶ •? Requiring the U.S. Secretary of Transportation to ¶ compile and make available the best practices of ¶ how states can work with the private sector in ¶ developing, financing, constructing, and operat-¶ ing transportation facilities; and¶ •? Requiring the Secretary of Transportation to ¶ develop standard model contracts for public–¶ private transactions for the most popular types ¶ of P3s. States could then use these contracts as ¶ templates when developing contracts for specific ¶ projects.


Politics – Non-Partisan

No political pressure involved in trending towards private infrastructure

Mansour, ‘06

[Asieh Mansour, managing director, 2006, RREEF America L.L.C. Real estate/infrastructure division of Deutsche Bank AG <http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf>]

Interestingly, infrastructure privatization in the US is not a particularly partisan issue. For ¶ example, the Democratic mayor of Chicago has privatized a portion of the region’s transport ¶ infrastructure (the Chicago Skyway), while the Republican Governor of Indiana has privatized ¶ the Indiana Toll Road. ¶ Problems with Old/Public Model Benefits of Privatized Model¶ • Underinvestment • Increased investment¶ • Fees that are not cost reflective • Cost-reflective fees¶ • High costs • Improved incentives for efficiency¶ • Low productivity • Access to superior management¶ • Accountability; providing appropriate service level • Improved service quality¶ • Shortages¶ Source: RREEF Research¶ Exhibit 2¶ The Case for PrivatizationReal Estate Research 5¶ Privatization: Empirical Evidence ¶ From a public policy perspective, the benefits or lack thereof from privatization depend ¶ substantially upon how it is structured and regulated. This parallels the experience in the US of ¶ regulating private infrastructure, such as rail, air transport, telecommunications, gas and ¶ electricity. There is little political pressure in this country to take private infrastructure public, ¶ so there is clearly more of a move towards private rather than public ownership. ¶ Efficiency is a key argument of privatization. Those in favor suggest that goods can be most ¶ efficiently provided by the private sector (Wood, 2004). They argue that privatization is a ¶ mechanism for achieving optimal economic efficiency. If the entity is given a profit incentive ¶ to maximize its service and efficiency, the private sector is likely to outperform the public. A ¶ private firm, so incentivized, can optimally reallocate scarce resources, improving technology ¶ and management. Although it has been tried, there is little evidence that such incentives can ¶ effectively be established within public enterprises to produce superior performance. ¶ The argument that the profit incentive requires higher charges to be assessed needs to be ¶ addressed, however. Private ownership and/or operation of infrastructure must be sufficiently ¶ more efficient than its publicly owned predecessor to cover its profit targets. Therefore, the ¶ privatization should be structured so that at a minimum, the public receives service at least as ¶ good from the private entity as from its public counterpart for the same price. To the extent ¶ that the private firm can provide better service is a winning situation for the community. 


Politics – Non-Transparent

Not using tax money solves public and political opposition to infrastructure
Ellen Dannin, Fannie Weiss Distinguished Faculty Scholar and Professor of Law, Penn State Dickinson School of Law, Winter 11, [“Crumbling Infrastructure, Crumbling Democracy: ¶ Infrastructure Privatization Contracts and Their ¶ Effects on State and Local Governance ¶ ,” NORTHWESTERN JOURNAL OF LAW AND SOCIAL POLICY, http://ssrn.com/abstract=1776350] E. Liu
McNulty was wrong, and his comments came a year too late. Had he read the ¶ Northwest Parkway privatization contract4 he would have learned that under its “adverse ¶ action” provisions, the contractors had the right to object to new or improved roads and ¶ mass transit systems. In addition, the contractors had the right to receive compensation ¶ for lost anticipated revenues if those roads or transit systems were built during the term of ¶ the ninety-nine year contract.5 Most people would be surprised to learn that contracts to ¶ privatize major infrastructure, such as the Northwest Parkway, Chicago parking meters, ¶ proposed Indianapolis parking meters, and proposed Pennsylvania Turnpike contracts ¶ give private contractors these rights.6 ¶3 ¶ Moreover, this was the case even though neither McNulty nor any member of the ¶ public could have raised objections to the contract before it was consummated, for the ¶ terms were not released until after the deal was signed.7 Agreeing to multi-decade ¶ infrastructure privatization contracts, despite providing no opportunity for public scrutiny ¶ of the contract terms or right to object, is not unique to the Northwest Parkway lease. For ¶ example, in 2008, Mayor Richard Daley insisted that the Chicago City Council approve ¶ the seventy-five year lease of the city’s parking meters within two days after council ¶ members first saw the terms of the complex 279 page document.8 ¶4 ¶ However, even when contract terms are made public, few people read or ¶ understand their effects. Reporter Steve Katula explained: ¶ Virginia’s contract for the Beltway HOT lanes are not just far from ¶ free to taxpayers and even worse if people carpool. The structure of the ¶ deal ultimately minimizes public outrage until it’s too late, saddling ¶ taxpayers with a high bill and no voice. ¶ . . . . ¶ Most Northern Virginians were completely unaware of the VDOT ¶ “Megaproject” prior to construction, and this illustrates the problematic ¶ nature of complex contracts that promise free stuff. ¶ ¶ When taxpayer dollars are (supposedly) not involved, citizens (and ¶ even politicians) retract from the process, especially from boring ¶ contractual details . . . . [T]he supposedly free and complex, “black-box” ¶ nature of the HOT lanes deal served to discourage input and criticism. ¶ Despite VDOT following legally-mandated procedures for public input, ¶ the result was an opaque deal-making process, and a bad deal for ¶ Virginians. ¶ . . . . ¶ But with the cards now on the table, one must ask what was wrong ¶ with the original estimates? Why the promise they could do the project on ¶ a totally private basis, followed by the late-in-the-game change? Why did ¶ politicians, VDOT, The Washington Post, and the public believe the ¶ almost magic promises, and why was there so little reaction when the ¶ nature of the project funding changed, but the reward mechanism to the ¶ private contractor did not?9 
CP is shielded from politics – closed bids and no public debate. EVEN IF it is unpopular with the public, they won’t know about it 
Bethany McLean, writes a weekly business column for Slate, 3/15/11,  “Cities for Sale: Psst! Wanna buy the New Jersey Turnpike?” http://www.slate.com/articles/business/moneybox/2011/03/cities_for_sale.html; AB

Actually, the privatization of state and, especially, local government assets is a very real, very national issue, albeit one in which the left's favorite villains in Wisconsin—the Koch brothers—don't figure as prominently as the left's other favorite villain—the banks.  The deep budgetary woes of states and cities around the country have made the quick (but one-time) infusion of cash resulting from an asset sale a handy temporary solution. The big banks advise cities about whether privatization is a wise choice. They also control the ability of states and cities to access the market for their financing needs. But the banks' investment funds may also stand to make money off privatizations.  As Josh Rosner, a managing director at the research firm Graham, Fisher who was a prescient critic of the housing boom, says,  "Given what we've seen [in other deals], I have concerns that the banks will or could use their lending power" to push privatization deals that get done via closed bids, aren't publically debated, and may not be in the public interest. Privatization of assets that most of us consider public goods—like airports and highways—has a long, often-uncontroversial history. Australia and Europe have used so-called "private public partnerships" to fund infrastructure projects that otherwise might not have been feasible. But as a 2008 report by the Government Accountability Office noted, there is a right way and a wrong way to privatize.  The right way includes shorter leases, some revenue sharing between the private owner and the government allowing taxpayers to benefit from any upside, and a transparent, deliberative decision-making process.

Politics – Solves Disagreement

Privatization solves political standoff on TI issues – invests without tax increases

Primack, ‘11

[Dan Primack, Senior Editor, 2/17/2011, Fortune/CNN Finance <http://finance.fortune.cnn.com/2011/02/17/why-obama-cant-save-infrastructure/>]
Increases in transportation infrastructure spending traditionally have been paid for via gas tax increases, but today's GOP orthodoxy is to oppose all new revenue generators (even if this particular one originated with Ronald Reagan). This isn't to say that Republicans don't believe the civil engineers – it's just that they consider their version of fiscal discipline to be more vital.¶ In other words, America's infrastructure needs are stuck in a holding pattern. That may be sustainable for a while longer, but at some point we need to land this plane or it's going to crash.¶ Luckily, there is a solution: State and municipal governments should get off their collective butts, and begin to seriously move toward partial privatization of their infrastructure assets.¶ Remember, the federal government doesn't actually own America's roads, bridges or airports (well, save for Reagan National). Instead, it's basically a piggy-bank for local governments and their quasi-independent transportation authorities. Washington is expected to provide strategic vision -- like Eisenhower's Interstate Highway System or Obama's high-speed rail initiative -- but actual implementation and maintenance decisions are made much further down the food chain.¶ Almost every state and municipal government will tell you that it doesn't have enough money to adequately maintain its existing infrastructure, let alone build new infrastructure. And, in many cases, existing projects are over-leveraged from years of bond sales.¶ At the same time, private investment firms are clamoring to fill the void.¶ Nearly $80 billion has been raised by U.S.-based private equity infrastructure funds since 2003, and another $30 billion currently is being raised to focus on North American projects, according to market research firm Preqin. Each of one those dollars would be leveraged with bank debt, and none of that includes the billions more available from public pension systems and foreign infrastructure companies.¶ For example, Highstar Capital last year signed a 50-year lease and concession agreement to operate the Port of Baltimore's Seagirt Marine Terminal. The prior year, private equity firm The Carlyle Group signed a 35-year lease to redevelop, operate and maintain Connecticut's 23 highway service areas. And in 2005, an Australian and Spanish company teamed up to lease The Chicago Skyway for $1.83 billion. That same tandem later acquired rights to the Indiana toll road.¶ But those are exceptions to the America's transportation infrastructure rule, which says that everything should be government-owned and operated. It's a rule grounded in fears that private investors will put profits over safety, plus a hefty dose of inertia.¶ Well, it's time for us to get over it.¶ First, we've already established that our current system isn't working. Again, $2.2 trillion in infrastructure needs. And if you haven't seen a crumbling or rusted out bridge somewhere, then you haven't been looking.¶ Second, it's counter-intuitive to think that a private investment firm wouldn't do everything in its power to make its transportation assets safe and efficient. Toll roads, airports and the like are volume businesses. One giant accident, and the return on investment could be irreparably harmed. This isn't to say that all of these projects will be successful -- there have been fiascos, like with Chicago's parking system -- but this is no longer a choice between private and public funding. It's a choice between private funding and woefully insufficient funding.¶ Third, local governments have the ability to structure these leases any way they see fit. For example, the Chicago Skyway deal includes an annual engineering checkup, and the private owners are obligated to make any recommended repairs. This also goes for pricing. In a failed privatization deal for the Pennsylvania Turnpike, prospective buyers agreed to certain parameters on future toll increases.¶ Most importantly, infrastructure privatization provides a solution to the current standoff between Obama and House Republicans -- by providing for investment to repair and maintain existing infrastructure, without requiring tax increases or enabling parochial pork.¶ But the benefits go far beyond the obvious. Privatization also may mean up-front payments that local governments can use to pay down existing project debt, while thoughtful leaders could set aside part of the proceeds to fund other infrastructure needs. Moreover, taxpayers no longer are on the hook for infrastructure-related risk (maintenance costs, liabilities, etc.).¶ I'm obviously not saying that any of this is easy. There are big barriers to privatization, including objections from those who currently run our toll roads, bridges, etc. (just ask those who lost the fight to lease out the Pennsylvania Turnpike in 2008).¶ But it's the best path forward for a nation that really could use more, and safer, paths.

Spending – 1
PPPs save money in the short and long term – reduces the need for the government to spend money 
Stephen J. McBrady is a Government Contracts attorney in the Washington, DC office of Crowell & Moring LLP, March 2009, “Funding America’s Infrastructure Needs: Public Private Partnerships May Help Close Infrastructure Gap”, http://www.crowell.com/documents/funding-americas-infrastructure-needs_construction-briefings.pdf; AB

The purpose of PPPs is to more efficiently (and economically) deliver a needed project or service that would otherwise have been provided by the government through traditional public sector procurement. Because PPP projects are funded in part through private capital, they provide a means of delivering public services at lower “up front” cost to the government. Particularly in the case of costly infrastructure projects, sharing financing burdens with private entities can significantly reduce budget constraints. At the same time, private entities often benefit from generous performance incentives as a reward for their increased risk. The system differs from traditional notions of “privatization” or “outsourcing,” whereby a government entity actually transfers responsibility for, and title to, an asset to the private sector. 7 In a Public-Private Partnership, either the public entity or the private entity may own the underlying asset. In the case of a hospital, for instance, a private entity may finance and build the facility with the intent to operate it and “lease” it back to the local municipality. On the other hand, in the case of an airport, a city of municipality might “lease” the airport to a private entity to operate, for an annual fee, while retaining ultimate ownership of the asset.
P3s would minimize government infrastructural expenditures

Gaffey, ‘10

[David W. Gaffey, Law Clerk to Bankruptcy Court for Eastern District of Virginia, Juris Doctor with Honors from George Washington Unviersity, Winter 2010 Public Contract Law Journal 39.2 <http://search.proquest.com/docview/218700910>]
As our nation's roads, bridges, railway systems, and other critical transportation networks continue to age, the rapidly increasing costs of maintaining and replacing such essential infrastructure will place an immense burden on governments at the federal, state, and local levels over the next ten to fifteen years. In light of Government Accountability Office (GAO) forecasts that highway vehicle miles of travel will increase from three to seven trillion miles over the next fifty years,1 the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) predicts that the average total annual investment required merely to maintain the nation's existing local and interstate highway infrastructure between 2002 and 2022 is projected to exceed 2002 highway spending levels by 8.3%, and is projected to exceed 2002 spending levels by 74.3% if capital improvements are considered.2 Compounding the impact of this cost increase, the FHWA further forecasts that this annual investment necessary to maintain current highway conditions on federal, state, and local roads will be forty percent greater than the projected revenues derived from these roads between 2002 and 2014.3¶ Given this significant gap between available funding and required expenditures in an era of rising national debt and budget deficits, state and local governments are seeking alternatives to funding transportation infrastructure through traditional means.4 Expanding the use of public-private partnerships ("PPPs"), which use private firms to provide traditionally governmentsupplied services, is therefore invaluable, as the increased use of PPPs would enable the Government to provide needed public infrastructure while minimizing both short- and long-term expenditures. However, in order to effectively utilize PPPs, the United States must develop a national system for the implementation and regulation of their widespread use, a system that reflects the division of power between the local, state, and federal governments.
Spending - 2

Privatization of infrastructure would generate a budget surplus

Lord, ‘10

[Nick Lord, executive editor of Financial Media at Haymarket Media Group, Staff Writer at Euromoney former Editorial Director at Finance Asia, affiliated with the University of Oxford, 4/2010, Euromoney <http://www.euromoney.com/Article/2459161/Privatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html?single=true>]
Barend at the New York State Asset Maximization Commission concurs. "We don't want to monetize critical assets to close a short-term budget gap," she says. "We want to use P3s as a means of delivering vital state infrastructure on time, on or below budget, and with greater accountability for the performance of the asset."¶ But there is no getting away from the fact that the assets are there and people want to buy them. And the conditions have never been this propitious to support a whole new vibrant market. With hundreds of billions and potentially trillions of dollars at stake, this could be the biggest emerging market in the world. In years to come president Obama could be crowing about the persistent budget surpluses, surpluses provided by the successful monetization of one of the US's greatest resources, its infrastructure.

Privatization only way to provide needed funds without straining the budget

Mansour, ‘06

[Asieh Mansour, managing director, 2006, RREEF America L.L.C. Real estate/infrastructure division of Deutsche Bank AG <http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf>]
¶ Two significant trends are driving the movement towards privatization. First, governments at ¶ all levels are strained for financial resources. Privatization is a means for providing needed and ¶ popular infrastructure without further straining the public budget. Second, the private markets ¶ are capital rich, seeking to invest increasing quantities of capital at attractive risk-adjusted ¶ yields. Investment in privatized infrastructure can offer attractive opportunities. ¶ The federal government traditionally has heavily funded much of the infrastructure currently ¶ targeted for privatization.  During the past few decades, efforts to reign in the federal budget ¶ have resulted in declining resources for roads, bridges, airports, seaports, and water systems. ¶ These budget reductions have impacted both capital and maintenance costs. As a result, ¶ these burdens have shifted to state and municipal budgets. Increasing revenue at the state ¶ and local levels, however, is politically very difficult. Thus, privatization is viewed as a ¶ mechanism for providing infrastructure without negatively impacting a state or municipal ¶ government’s fiscal position. Over the past decade, it has been the regional governments in ¶ the US that faced severe fiscal pressures that have predominantly privatized. This issue ¶ impacts both capital costs of developing new infrastructure and maintenance costs for older ¶ infrastructure. ¶ Infrastructure investment needs in the US fall into two basic categories. The first involves ¶ growth areas, including booming new suburbs and areas of regional growth, such as the ¶ southern and western portions of the nation. The needs in these areas are for capital to ¶ develop infrastructure to support this growth. With federal funds more limited, states and ¶ municipalities need to be more creative in financing these needs. Privatization of the new ¶ infrastructure is an obvious solution. ¶ The second category involves curing deferred maintenance of older infrastructure. Older ¶ communities, particularly in the Northeast and Midwest, are served by old infrastructure. ¶ Typically, these regions suffered from under-investment in the maintenance of this ¶ infrastructure. With slow economic growth, little fiscal capacity exists to fund what is often ¶ substantial deferred maintenance. Once again, privatization offers a potential solution. ¶ The private sector can provide desperately needed capital for investing in the crumbling ¶ infrastructure across the US. There has been severe underinvestment in US infrastructure ¶ over the past decade. The supply of infrastructure assets has failed to meet growing demand ¶ as exemplified by an aging infrastructure, expanding demand for services with a growing 

Spending – 3

Private capital for infrastructure investment is massive and better than state funding 

Cezary Podkul is the associate editor of Infrastructure Investor, published by PEI and writer for the Washington Post, 10/21/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/with-us-infrastructure-aging-public-funds-scant-more-projects-going-private/2011/10/17/gIQAGTuv4L_story.html, “With U.S. infrastructure aging, public funds scant, more projects going private”; AB

“States are facing a transportation funding crisis,” said Jaime Rall, transportation policy specialist at the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL). But she does not pin the blame for the crisis on the recession alone. She also points to the “political reluctance to raise the gas tax,” she said.  The gasoline tax, which feeds into the National Highway Trust Fund for highway projects, has stood at 18.4 cents a gallon since 1993. Adjusted for inflation, it would need to be 29 cents a gallon just to buy what it did then, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics. But Congress and the White House oppose any increase.  As a result, federal transportation finances are in even worse shape than many states’. The highway trust fund ran out of cash and had to be rescued in 2008, 2009 and 2010 at a total cost to taxpayers of $34.5 billion. It is expected run out of cash again next year. “There is no public money,” said D.J. Gribbin, a former chief counsel to the Federal Highway Administration who works at Macquarie Capital, a large Australian investment bank.  While public coffers have been running dry, a cottage industry has been built around the concept of investing private money in infrastructure. It has grown exponentially over the past decade thanks largely to the world’s largest pensions, which have come to view infrastructure as a separate investment category, much like a stock or a bond.

Banks can use lending power to finance privatization of transportation infrastructure 

Bethany McLean, writes a weekly business column for Slate, 3/15/11,  “Cities for Sale: Psst! Wanna buy the New Jersey Turnpike?” http://www.slate.com/articles/business/moneybox/2011/03/cities_for_sale.html; AB

Actually, the privatization of state and, especially, local government assets is a very real, very national issue, albeit one in which the left's favorite villains in Wisconsin—the Koch brothers—don't figure as prominently as the left's other favorite villain—the banks.  The deep budgetary woes of states and cities around the country have made the quick (but one-time) infusion of cash resulting from an asset sale a handy temporary solution. The big banks advise cities about whether privatization is a wise choice. They also control the ability of states and cities to access the market for their financing needs. But the banks' investment funds may also stand to make money off privatizations.  As Josh Rosner, a managing director at the research firm Graham, Fisher who was a prescient critic of the housing boom, says,  "Given what we've seen [in other deals], I have concerns that the banks will or could use their lending power" to push privatization deals that get done via closed bids, aren't publically debated, and may not be in the public interest. Privatization of assets that most of us consider public goods—like airports and highways—has a long, often-uncontroversial history. Australia and Europe have used so-called "private public partnerships" to fund infrastructure projects that otherwise might not have been feasible. But as a 2008 report by the Government Accountability Office noted, there is a right way and a wrong way to privatize.  The right way includes shorter leases, some revenue sharing between the private owner and the government allowing taxpayers to benefit from any upside, and a transparent, deliberative decision-making process.


Spending – Debt

P3s key to avoid more debt and financial burden

Orski, ‘08

[C. Kenneth Orski, editor and publisher of Innovation briefs a transportation newsletter, 7/1/2008, Heartland Institute <http://news.heartland.org/newspaper-article/2008/07/01/private-investment-tolls-will-play-increasing-role-funding-tomorrows-tr>]

State officials tell us they are embracing private-sector financing and tolling not because of any ideological commitment to "privatization" or a philosophic attachment to market-driven solutions but out of sheer fiscal necessity. Increasingly, state DOTs are obliged to commit a major part of their tax-supported transportation budgets to preserving and modernizing existing infrastructure, leaving little money for new construction.¶ As one senior state official told us, "since Congress is not likely to come up with adequate resources to help us meet our future infrastructure needs, we have no option but to move on our own and find new ways of funding our capital needs."¶ Influential political leaders in state capitals, on Capitol Hill, and in the Bush administration are coming to the same conclusion. Texas Gov. Rick Perry (R), in a keynote speech at the annual meeting of the Texas Transportation Forum on April 22, said, "I am convinced that private dollars, administered through public-private partnerships, are a significant part of the answer to our transportation infrastructure challenge."¶ Pelosi Sees Continued Expansion¶ House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-CA) agrees. "Private investment is playing an increasingly larger role in public infrastructure," she observed in an address before a Regional Plan Association luncheon on April 18. "Innovative public-private partnerships are appearing around the country, bringing much-needed capital to the table.¶ "It is important to ensure that the public interest is well-served in public-private partnerships, since they are here to stay and likely to grow in importance," Pelosi continued. "User fees will continue to play a major role in financing many types of infrastructure. Reliance on tolls for transportation funding is likely to continue and expand.."¶ U.S. Secretary of Transportation Mary Peters also has been a longstanding advocate of public-private partnerships. "Unleashing the investment locked in the private sector by partnering with business is the most efficient path to the transportation future this country needs and deserves," she told an audience of Arizona contractors in February. It's a message she and her senior staff have conveyed many times before and since.¶ Using the leverage of private capital to supplement public funding also lies behind the proposal by Senators Christopher Dodd (D-CT) and Chuck Hagel (R-NE) for a National Infrastructure Bank (S.1926)¶ The proposal would establish "a unique and powerful public-private partnership," Dodd said in his opening statement at a March 11 hearing on the bill, held by the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs. "Using limited federal resources, it would leverage the significant resources and innovation of the private sector. It would tap the private sector's financial and intellectual power to meet our nation's critical structural needs."¶ Numerous States Mull Tolls¶ By our count, a total of 22 states are contemplating the use of tolls to support road capacity expansion.¶ Some of them, such as California, Florida, Pennsylvania, and Texas, may resort to private tolling concessions, while others will choose the more traditional route of municipal bond financing and public operation.¶ Our survey participants thought public-private partnerships and private concessions will play a significant role in the nation's efforts to expand infrastructure capacity.¶ Engaging the private sector in the task of modernizing the nation's roads, bridges, ports, transit systems, and intermodal facilities may be the best way to ensure the continued growth of the nation's transportation capacity without imposing an unacceptable fiscal burden on the American taxpayer or burdening future generations with further debt.


Spending – Helps Growth - 1

Leasing agreements and asset management options involve revenue sharing contracts that benefit the economy over the long term

Gaffey, ’10 [David W. Gaffey, Law Clerk to Bankruptcy Court for Eastern District of Virginia, Juris Doctor with Honors from George Washington Unviersity, Winter 2010 Public Contract Law Journal 39.2 <http://search.proquest.com/docview/218700910>]
Drawn by the numerous advantages they provide, nations across the globe have been increasingly turning to PPPs to provide essential facilities and services. One of the principal benefits governments derive from PPPs is the ability to create infrastructure without the need for either short- or long-term government funding.18 This opportunity to improve or create infrastructure without incurring additional debt obligations provides an invaluable service to governments facing constitutional, statutory, or administrative limitations, or restrictions on spending or levels of outstanding debt.19¶ Considering the rapidly increasing government expenditures and the current economic recession in the United States, the use of BOT, BOO, and DBFO agreements provides a means of supplying crucial public facilities and transportation networks at little or no cost to the public treasury. Furthermore, the use of asset management and other leasing agreements for existing public infrastructure can create a much-needed revenue stream for governments at every level. For example, the 2006 lease of the Indiana Toll Road to a private consortium for $3 .8 billion not only prevented further public expenditures on the roadway, but also funded Indiana's statewide transportation improvement plan, "Major Moves."20 Due to the lease of the road, Indiana is currently the only state in the nation with a fully funded ten-year transportation plan.21 Given the flexibility and variety of PPP options, governments can negotiate contracts that not only provide for significant initial payments, but also include revenue-sharing options that could continue to provide significant monetary benefits to the public throughout the life of the contract.

P3s empirically successful – long-term, constant source of economic (and infrastructural) growth

Mineta, 06 [Norman Y. Mineta, 14th U.S. Secretary of Transportation, 33rd U.S. Secretary of Commerce, Chairman of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, 4th Quarter 2006, Journal of Transportation Law, Logistics, and Policy 73.4 <http://search.proquest.com/docview/216477770>]
Partnerships have long been successfully used in such nations as Australia, New Zealand, Ireland, France, Spain, Chile, Norway and the Netherlands. The evidence is compelling: Partnerships provide capital that is needed for highway construction, maintenance and operations - while well-structured public-private lease agreements keep accountability and oversight in the hands of elected officials and public highway authorities. American policymakers have recently begun to pursue public-private partnerships, and have saved substantial amounts of money for the taxpayers.¶ Two recent U.S. partnerships illustrate how public-private partnerships can benefit America's taxpayers while ensuring safe, modernized road for our drivers.¶ LEASING FOR DOLLARS¶ First, consider the example of the Chicago Skyway. In October 2004, the City of Chicago leased out the operation of an eight-mile, 48-year-old toll road that carries traffic over the Calumet River. In exchange for a 99-year lease, which allows the leaseholder to keep the Skyway's toll revenue, Chicago gained $1.82 billion. The money was paid by a consortium formed by two private companies - Macquarie Bank of Australia and Cintra of Spain - which are obligated to safely maintain and operate the roadway.¶ The flow of traffic is smoother than ever along the Skyway now. Within months, the facility was converted to electronic tolling, created extra peak-period capacity using reversible lanes, and began employing more workers during these peak periods. Private operators have a powerful incentive to improve throughput-more throughput, more revenue, and happier customers. And thanks to the partnership, the City of Chicago became $1.82 billion richer.¶ Second, consider the example of the Indiana Toll Road. In the spring of 2006, the State of Indiana leased out the operation of the 157-mile, 50-year-old toll road that runs across the northern part of the state from the Ohio border to the Illinois border - where the road adjoins the Chicago Skyway.¶ In exchange for a 75-year-lease, the State of Indiana gained $3.85 billion. The firm that won the bidding is the same consortium that won the Chicago Skyway lease: the venture formed by Macquarie Bank and Cintra, which will keep the highway's toll revenue.¶ As part of the agreement, Macquarie and Cintra pledged more than $770 million for upgrades to the roadway, including added lanes, the reconstruction of the road's pavement and bridges, and the installation of an electronic toll collection system (which allows traffic to keep flowing, without having to stop to pay a toll). 

Continued Below

Spending – Helps Growth - 2

Continued from above

Indiana's taxpayers now have an extra $3.85 billion to funnel into other state priorities; they save money on the highway maintenance that will now be overseen by Macquarie and Cintra; and they look forward to the planned infrastructure improvements, which might have otherwise overwhelmed the state's highway budget.¶ Other states and regions have been exploring or enacting such partnerships, including Texas, Florida and California. The example of the Chicago Skyway and the Indiana Toll Road have fascinated lawmakers who are eager to ease the tax burden on their states, while catching the attention of American road-construction and toll-road-operating firms. Private investors seem to be thinking: What economic value have Australian-based Macquarie and Spanish-based Cintra identified in these toll-road lease agreements - and what kind of profits can other investors gain?¶ WHAT'S IN IT FOR INVESTORS, TAXPAYERS?¶ As always, private interests will shrewdly calculate, "What's in it for me?" while defenders of the public interest must examine, "What's in it for the strength of our nation's transportation system?"¶ Well-designed public-private partnerships can satisfy both the profit-and-loss imperative of private investors and the public-interest priority of America's citizens.¶ Financiers know a good deal when they see one, and evidently they recognize the wisdom of investing private capital in American infrastructure projects - fixed, bricks-and-mortar assets that will provide a predictable stream of toll-based revenue, year-in and year-out. At the moment, overseas-based companies like Macquarie and Cintra have paved the way in creating public-private partnerships - but as American firms amass capital, study potential deals, and seek leases of their own, the international firms' head start probably won't last very long.

Private sector means more reliable growth – more efficient and effective budget concerns and competitive bidding process minimizes costs

Gaffey, ‘10

[David W. Gaffey, Law Clerk to Bankruptcy Court for Eastern District of Virginia, Juris Doctor with Honors from George Washington Unviersity, Winter 2010 Public Contract Law Journal 39.2 <http://search.proquest.com/docview/218700910>]
In addition to reduced public expenditures for infrastructure projects, the involvement of the private sector in the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of such projects will lead to significant improvements in efficiency and operating costs. According to the GAO, private sector entities analyze their costs, revenues, and risks throughout all phases of a project in a much more reliable manner than their public sector equivalents, leading to reduced construction and operation costs.22 In many cases, governments continue to provide funding for public projects even if the projects exceed their planned budget. This occurs in part because there are fewer incentives compelling governmental bodies to fully examine the cost of a project as compared to its expected future revenue, or to streamline the building and subsequent operation of facilities. Private corporations, however, do not have the luxury of falling back on the public treasury, and thus make every effort to accurately forecast operating expenses and revenues in an attempt to reduce all unnecessary expenditures and financial risks.¶ The use of competition in the bidding process further reduces the cost to the public for many DBOM or design-build projects. As discussed above, public agencies are only minimally constrained by budgetary restrictions on construction projects or for the operation of existing facilities, often continuing to fund overbudget programs and projects. The transfer of construction or operation responsibilities to private entities through a competitive fixedprice, closed-bidding process helps to ensure efficiency and cost-effectiveness because contractors have a strong incentive to reduce their bid amounts in order to maximize their chance of winning the contract.23

AT: Backlash to International Capital

Globalized economy means no backlash to foreign investments 
Cezary Podkul is the associate editor of Infrastructure Investor, published by PEI and writer for the Washington Post, 10/21/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/with-us-infrastructure-aging-public-funds-scant-more-projects-going-private/2011/10/17/gIQAGTuv4L_story.html, “With U.S. infrastructure aging, public funds scant, more projects going private”; AB
The sale or leasing of big visible infrastructure — especially to foreigners — has provoked resistance from the public.  “Do you really want to be selling off your assets?” Rolling Stone writer Matt Taibbi asked a New York audience in March. He had elicited laughs while recounting an anecdote about officials from a Middle Eastern sovereign wealth fund trying to decide whether to bid for the Pennsylvania Turnpike. “I think its absolutely nuts,” Taibbi said.  Orr dismisses such sentiments.  “We live in a globalized economy,” he said, and as a result Middle Eastern investors make all kinds of investments in American assets, such as U.S. Treasury bonds. “Why is a toll road any different? Has there ever been a case where we’ve ever had a problem with an Arab sheik interfering with the operation of one of our assets?”

***Coercion***


Coercion 1NC

Federal infrastructure investment undermines freedom and private property rights- kicking the ones at the bottom to the curb 

Carson (a senior fellow and holder of the Karl Hess Chair in Social Theory at the Center for a Stateless Society) 11/10
(Kevin, “The Distorting Effects of Transportation Subsidies”, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/features/the-distorting-effects-of-transportation-subsidies/) chip

It’s hard to avoid the conclusion that the dominant business model in the American economy, and the size of the prevailing corporate business unit, are direct results of such policies. A subsidy to any factor of production amounts to a subsidy of those firms whose business models rely most heavily on that factor, at the expense of those who depend on it the least. Subsidies to transportation, by keeping the cost of distribution artificially low, tend to lengthen supply and distribution chains. They make large corporations operating over wide market areas artificially competitive against smaller firms producing for local markets—not to mention big-box retailers with their warehouses-on-wheels distribution model.¶ Some consequentialists treat this as a justification for transportation subsidies: Subsidies are good because they make possible mass-production industry and large-scale distribution, which are (it is claimed) inherently more efficient (because of those magically unlimited “economies of scale,” of course).¶ Tibor Machan argued just the opposite in the February 1999 Freeman:¶ Some people will say that stringent protection of rights [against eminent domain] would lead to small airports, at best, and many constraints on construction. Of course—but what’s so wrong with that?¶ Perhaps the worst thing about modern industrial life has been the power of political authorities to grant special privileges to some enterprises to violate the rights of third parties whose permission would be too expensive to obtain. The need to obtain that permission would indeed seriously impede what most environmentalists see as rampant—indeed reckless—industrialization.¶ The system of private property rights . . . is the greatest moderator of human aspirations. . . . In short, people may reach goals they aren’t able to reach with their own resources only by convincing others, through arguments and fair exchanges, to cooperate.¶ In any case, the “efficiencies” resulting from subsidized centralization are entirely spurious. If the efficiencies of large-scale production were sufficient to compensate for increased distribution costs, it would not be necessary to shift a major portion of the latter to taxpayers to make the former profitable. If an economic activity is only profitable when a portion of the cost side of the ledger is concealed, and will not be undertaken when all costs are fully internalized by an economic actor, then it’s not really efficient. And when total distribution costs (including those currently shifted to the taxpayer) exceed mass-production industry’s ostensible savings in unit cost of production, the “efficiencies” of large-scale production are illusory.

Individual liberty comes first -- rejecting every instance of coercion is key. 

Petro, 1974  

[Sylvester, Professor of Law at NYU, Toledo Law Review, Spring, p. 480, http://www.ndtceda.com/archives/200304/0783.html]

However, one may still insist, echoing Ernest Hemingway - "I believe in only one thing: liberty." And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume's observation: "It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once." Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no importance because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenitsyn. Ask Milovan Dijas. In sum, if one believed in freedom as a supreme value and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.


Links – General – 1
Raising taxes is normal means for any infrastructure development 
Lynch and Wray (the policy director for the Tri-State Transportation Campaign, a nonprofit policy watchdog group; serves as executive director of the Capitol Region Council of Governments, serving 30 municipalities in north-central Connecticut) 5/12/12
(Ryan and Lyle, “We Must Raise Connecticut's Gas Tax To Fix Roads, Bridges”, 

Last year, Gov. Dannel P. Malloy proposed a 3-cent-per-gallon increase in the state's gas tax. The General Assembly rejected it out of hand. This year, the lawmakers had better find the courage to pass it, politically unpopular though it may be. The state's roads and bridges need to be repaired, and the people who repair them don't work for free.  That the state faces major transportation challenges ought to be obvious to anyone who drives, bikes, walks or rides buses or trains. To wit:  •75 percent of Connecticut's roads are in "less than good" condition and 34 percent of the state's bridges rank as "deficient," according to the Federal Highway Administration.  •Pedestrians and cyclists face unnecessary fatalities and injuries because of outdated road designs that favor (speeding) automobiles over other users of the road.  •Record transit ridership is challenging a creaking transit system.  Step one in solving these challenges is to invest our transportation dollars wisely. This means repairing our existing roads and bridges rather than building new ones, and improving our bus and rail systems so that more people have an alternative to the car. Our transit systems support town centers. Development there means less demand for new infrastructure to subsidize inefficient, sprawling development patterns.  But, as was highlighted a transportation finance forum this winter, no matter how strategic our decision-making, Connecticut's elected officials will still need to make tough decisions about transportation funding. If they don't, Connecticut's transportation network will continue to deteriorate, hindering economic development and burdening our environment.  For years, elected officials have diverted millions of dollars from the main source of transportation revenue — gas taxes — to other state initiatives, a practice that has hobbled the ability to maintain transportation infrastructure. The fact that the state gas tax stands at 15 cents less than it was in 1998 hasn't helped shore up Connecticut's transportation system, either.  Connecticut has relied heavily — some would say too heavily — on federal funds for highways, bridges and other infrastructure. For example, 54 percent of the state's current transit funding comes from federal sources. That revenue stream could slow to a trickle if the transportation bills being discussed in Congress become law. Highway funding will be level at best. The proposal before the House would slash transit funding, a prospect that does not bode well for the state.  The transportation bill being discussed in the Senate is somewhat better for transit riders, but would cut dedicated funding for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure by about 30 percent from current levels. The House version of the bill could be even worse for safe street infrastructure: It would eliminate dedicated pedestrian safety programs such as those that create safer walking routes to schools. This translates to real dollars lost from Connecticut's transportation coffers. In 2011, at least 75 percent of Connecticut's funding for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure came from Washington.  Although Gov. Malloy's proposed budget adjustment diverts revenues generated from recent hikes in bus and rail fares to uses other than transit, he did ensure that nearly $100 million more of the existing wholesale tax on gasoline went to its original purpose, transportation, in last year's budget. The reason the state needs the 3-cent hike in the gas tax is to generate $45 million to support a year's worth of the state's "Fix-it-First" bridge program, which rehabilitates aging bridges. Some of these bridges have to be fixed now.  Because federal funding is increasingly unpredictable, the state must decrease its dependence on Washington. The 3-cent gas tax increase is a first step. The state must also look at other financing tools, such as congestion pricing or tolling of existing limited-access highways to support our transportation system into the future. These options will help create a fair, balanced and sustainable system — one that could be less reliant on the gas tax — for the future.

Links – General – 2

Tax payers are unknowingly coerced into funding transportation infrastructure that only favors the individuals that pay more

Wallis (Professor of Econ @ UMaryland) 2010 (John Joseph, “The Constitution of Coercion: An extension of Wicksellian thinking about violence and the ordering of society”, http://aysps.gsu.edu/isp/images/coercion/WallisCoercion.pdf) chip

The most frequent problems in the United States, however, did not involve coercion through violence but the coercion through structure of taxes and expenditures. Under a unanimity rule, individuals who receive higher benefits from expenditures should receive them if they are willing to pay higher taxes. Farmers in the old northwest (Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois) wanted to build better transportation infrastructure. They understood the logic of unanimity and obtained a political compromise to build canals using debt finance by switching their property taxes from per acre taxes to ad valorem taxes. The explicit argument was made that the those who benefit most from the canal should pay higher taxes, and since property values capitalized the value of lower transportation costs and ad valorem tax system enabled New York, Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois to obtain political consensus behind enormous investments in transportation (Wallis 2003, 2005).  These investment looked good ex ante, but ex post they turned out to be real problems.  After the economic downturn in 1839, states stopped construction on their canals, property values fell (particularly along proposed canal routes), and tax payers throughout the state ended up bearing an unexpected tax burden. Wicksell understood that the unanimity rule should not apply to taxation to repay debts. But taxpayers who were now forced to endure higher taxes to repay debts that were supposed to be serviced out of promised canal revenues. Voters and taxpayers could foresee this happening again and again. As a result, in the 1840s many American states began changing their constitutions. An important change was a movement to general taxation, which required that all property be assessed on the same basis and taxed at the same rate. States began requiring that legislatures pass general incorporation laws allowing any one to form a corporation and began prohibiting legislatures from creating special corporations with unique privileges. And to round out the package, state began requiring state wide bond referendums to approve higher taxes before any new debt could be issued. The motivating idea for these changes was not unanimity, but impersonality. State government learned that a wide a general political consensus could more easily be crafted by legislatures if they were allowed to treat different individuals differently (different in either their39 geographical or economic location). Ex ante these compromises looked good politically, but ex post if the compromise did not work out as anticipated, some groups were inevitably left holding a bigger bag than they anticipated.


Links – General – 3

The government has evolved from a tax-free system to one that subsidizes and taxes to meet its infrastructural goals 

Carson (a senior fellow and holder of the Karl Hess Chair in Social Theory at the Center for a Stateless Society) 11/10
(Kevin, “The Distorting Effects of Transportation Subsidies”, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/features/the-distorting-effects-of-transportation-subsidies/) chip

As new forms of transportation emerged, the government reprised its role, subsidizing both the national highway and civil aviation systems.¶ From its beginning the American automotive industry formed a “complex” with the petroleum industry and government highway projects. The “most powerful pressure group in Washington” (as a PBS documentary called it) began in June 1932, when GM president Alfred P. Sloan created the National Highway Users Conference, inviting oil and rubber firms to help GM bankroll a propaganda and lobbying effort that continues to this day.¶ Whatever the political motivation behind it, the economic effect of the interstate system should hardly be controversial. Virtually 100 percent of roadbed damage to highways is caused by heavy trucks. After repeated liberalization of maximum weight restrictions, far beyond the heaviest conceivable weight the interstate roadbeds were originally designed to support, fuel taxes fail miserably at capturing from big-rig operators the cost of pavement damage caused by higher axle loads. And truckers have been successful at scrapping weight-distance user charges in all but a few western states, where the push for repeal continues. So only about half the revenue of the highway trust fund comes from fees or fuel taxes on the trucking industry, and the rest is externalized on private automobiles.¶ This doesn’t even count the 20 percent of highway funding that’s still subsidized by general revenues, or the role of eminent domain in lowering the transaction costs involved in building new highways or expanding existing ones.¶ As for the civil aviation system, from the beginning it was a creature of the State. Its original physical infrastructure was built entirely with federal grants and tax-free municipal bonds. Professor Stephen Paul Dempsey of the University of Denver in 1992 estimated the replacement value of this infrastructure at $1 trillion. The federal government didn’t even start collecting user fees from airline passengers and freight shippers until 1971. Even with such user fees paid into the Airport and Airways Trust Fund, the system still required taxpayer subsidies of $3 billion to maintain the Federal Aviation Administration’s network of control towers, air traffic control centers, and tens of thousands of air traffic controllers.


Links – Highways 
Taxes are necessary to infrastructural highway development- empirics prove
Fontelera (Managing Editor @ Thomas Publishing) 1/14/09
(Jorina, “Proposed Gas Tax Hike to Prop Up Highway Trust Fund”, http://news.thomasnet.com/IMT/2009/01/14/gas-tax-hike-to-prop-up-highway-trust-fund-fix-roads/) chip 
As manufacturers buckle down to stem their transportation expenditures, a proposal by the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission due later this month may put a snag in their plans. The 15-member panel is reported to be calling for a 50 percent increase in gasoline and diesel fuel taxes to finance highway construction and repair, according to the Associated Press.  Members of the infrastructure financing commission say they will urge Congress to raise the gasoline tax by 10 cents a gallon and the diesel fuel tax by 12 to 15 cents a gallon. The increase would bring the tax for gasoline to 28.4 cents a gallon and as much as 39.4 cents a gallon for diesel fuel. Additionally, the commission allegedly will recommend tying the tax rate to inflation, Outsourced Logistics says.  Extra money must be generated because the current gas tax doesn’t pay enough for the upkeep of the U.S. transportation system, Adrian Moore, vice president at the Reason Foundation and a member of the commission, explains to the AP.  As the commission laid out in a February 2008 interim report, the current funding system suffers from three main flaws:  Insufficient revenue to maintain and improve the transportation network;  Misalignment between current funding mechanisms and transportation system use, resulting in costs growing faster than revenue; and  Investment of revenue not cost effective.  The Highway Trust Fund, which is the primary source for transportation infrastructure and is majority-funded by federal gasoline taxes, has been unable to generate enough revenue because Americans have been driving less and reducing fuel use.
The highway trust fund gains revenue from gas taxes
Tsay and Gordon (director of the Leadership Initiative for Transportation Solvency in the Energy and Climate Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. is a nonresident senior associate in Carnegie's Energy and Climate Program, where her research focuses on climate, energy, and transportation issues in the United States and China.) 12/7/11
(Shin-pei and Deborah, “Five myths about your gasoline taxes”, http://www.cnn.com/2011/11/18/opinion/tsay-gordon-gas-tax-myths/index.html) chip 
America's transportation system is going broke. Revenue for the Highway Trust Fund is derived almost entirely from federal gas taxes and distributed to all 50 states. It covers nearly 80% of the capital costs of federally-funded transportation projects, with states carrying the remainder. From 2008 to 2010, Congress transferred $34.5 billion from general fund revenues to make up the funding shortfall. This stopgap measure was necessary to continue projects that are already in the works. Moreover, deferred maintenance—the failure to care for existing roads and bridges—combined with lost productivity are estimated to add more than $100 billion to the national deficit annually.  Over time, technology will help expand mobility options and improve system efficiency. This includes the ability to track real-time data and charge for system use and facilitate trip decision-making through virtual communications -- social networking, skype, real-time ride-sharing, and on-line meetings.  Will pay-per-mile road taxes buzzkill the great American road trip?  These 21st-century interactions will bolster economic productivity and competitiveness. But they will take time to mature and, in the near-term, will not obviate the need for travel. Moreover, a dedicated source of revenues, such as gas taxes or other user-based fees, will remain critical to fund and facilitate the transition to technology-oriented transportation solution

Links – Mass Transit – 1
Transit agencies’ sole concern is extorting tax payers from their money to pay for the extremely inefficient transit system
O’Toole (an American public policy analyst, senior fellow @ Cato Institute) 10/10/10
(Randal, “Fixing Transit The Case for Privatization”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/PA670.pdf) chip

The term “socialism” has been much  abused in recent years, with people applying it  to bailouts, regulation, and other government  activities that fall short of actual government  ownership. But one industry has unquestionably been socialistic for decades: urban transit,  more than 99 percent of which is today owned  and operated by state and local governments.  The results have not been pretty. Since  1964, the year Congress began giving states  and cities incentives to take over private transit companies, worker productivity—the  number of transit trips carried per operating  employee—has fallen more than 50 percent.  1  After adjusting for inflation, operating costs  per rider have nearly tripled, while fare revenues increased by a mere 8 percent.  2  “It’s  uncommon to find such a rapid productivity  decline in any industry,” the late University of  California economist Charles Lave observed  of U.S. transit in 1994.  3  Today, urban transit is the most expensive  way of moving people in the United States.  Airlines can transport people at a cost of less  than 15 cents per passenger mile, barely a penny of which is subsidized.  4  Driving costs less  than 23 cents per passenger mile, which also  includes about a penny of subsidy.  5  Socialized  Amtrak costs close to 60 cents per passenger  mile, about half of which is subsidized.  6  But  urban transit costs nearly one dollar per passenger mile, with fares covering only 21 cents  per passenger mile and subsidies paying for  the rest.  7  These horrendous financial results are  obscured by the mountains of propaganda  issued by the Federal Transit Administration,  individual transit agencies, the American  Public Transportation Association, and various other transit advocates claiming transit  saves people money, saves energy, and protects the environment. In fact, it only saves  people money by imposing most of their  transport costs on other taxpayers. Nor is  transit particularly energy efficient or environmentally friendly, as the average transit  system uses about the same amount of energy and emits about the same amount of pollution per passenger mile as the average car.  In fact, a majority of transit systems use far  more energy and pollute far more per passenger mile than the average car.  8  The fact that more than three out of four  transit dollars come from taxpayers instead of  transit users has several negative effects on  transit programs. For one, transit agencies are  more interested in trying to get dollars out of  taxpayers, or federal and state appropriators,  than in pleasing transit riders. This leads the  agencies to focus on highly visible capital  improvements, such as rail transit projects,  dedicated bus lanes, and supposedly multimodal transit centers, that are not particularly  useful to transit riders. Moreover, the agencies  neglect to maintain their capital improvements, partly because most of the taxpayers  who paid for them never ride transit and so do  not know about their deteriorating condition.  Further, dependence on tax dollars makes  transit agencies especially vulnerable to economic downturns because the sources of most  of their operating funds—generally sales or  income taxes, but in some cases annual appropriations from state legislatures—are highly  sensitive to the state of the economy. Sales and  income taxes are particularly volatile, while  property taxes are less so.  9  Yet property taxes  provide only about 2 percent of transit operating funds, while sales and income taxes provide more than a quarter of operating funds.  10  Privatization of public transit systems  would solve all of these problems. Private operators would have incentives to serve customers, not politicians, with cost-effective  transport systems. The few examples of private  transit operations that can be found show that  private operators are more efficient and can  offer better service than government agencies


Links – Mass Transit – 2 

Public transit hides behind the “victims” of public transportation only to scrounge taxes from any source

O’Toole (an American public policy analyst, senior fellow @ Cato Institute) 10/10/10 (Randal, “Fixing Transit The Case for Privatization”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/PA670.pdf) chip

  Transportation for America and APTA use  these cuts to argue for more subsidies to transit.  In particular, these groups would like to see  Congress allow transit agencies to spend a larger share of federal funds on operations instead  of just capital improvements. Those groups  overlook an important lesson about the costs of  relying on taxes to fund most of their programs:  revenue from such taxes can vary dramatically  with the economy, leaving transit agencies highly vulnerable to economic downturns.  Transit agencies spend about $36 billion a  year on operations. Of this, slightly less than  a third comes from transit fares, while slightly more than a third comes from state or local  taxes—mostly sales taxes—dedicated to transit. Only about 7 percent comes from federal  funds, and most of the rest, or about a quarter of operating costs, comes from annual or  regular appropriations by state legislatures or  local city or county commissions.  Some transit agencies, such as the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority  and Philadelphia’s Southeastern Pennsylvania  Transportation Authority, have no sales or  other taxes dedicated to their programs and  rely on annual appropriations by state legislatures or local municipalities. Because appropriators are fickle, these agencies look enviously on other agencies that do receive  dedicated sales or other taxes.   Taxes, however, can also vary widely in  response to economic cycles. Few agencies  build up a reserve fund during boom years,  partly because they fear if they have a large  reserve then some other government body  will either cut its contribution to the agency  or demand a share of the agency’s revenue.  7  Revenue from  taxes can vary  dramatically with  the economy,  leaving public  transit agencies  highly vulnerable  to economic  downturns.  26327_Marker_1stClass:PaMaster.qxd  10/21/2010  11:31 AM  Page 7For example, when Capital Metro, Austin’s  transit agency, built up a $200 million reserve  fund, the city of Austin demanded that the  agency yield some of its revenue to the city.  Capital Metro built a rail line to use up that  reserve fund, and now is deep in debt.  42  With little reserves, most agencies are  forced to cut transit service during recessions,  and the cuts often result in significant declines  in transit ridership. For example, during the  dot-com crash, San Jose, California, saw a 15  percent decline in jobs, but the region’s transit  agency was forced to cut bus service by 19 percent. The combination of job losses and  reduced transit service resulted in a 34 percent  decline in transit ridership.  43  To avoid deficits, transit agencies are in a  constant hunt for new tax dollars. For example, the New York MTA enjoys dedicated subsidies from New York City bridge tolls, a  share of state gas taxes, corporate taxes, a  local sales tax, and a real estate transfer tax.  44  Yet the agency recently sought a so-called  congestion toll (actually a fee charged to anyone who drives a car into Manhattan).  45  When that idea failed, the MTA proposed a  “millionaire’s tax” on all New Yorkers who  earn more than a million dollars a year.  46  While the legislature failed to pass either of  those taxes, it did approve five others, including a payroll tax, for transit. Yet even with the  new taxes, MTA had nearly a billion dollar  gap in its 2010 operating budget.  47  Or consider Portland, Oregon. In 1998,  Portland-area voters rejected a property tax  increase to fund a new light-rail line.  Portland’s transit agency decided to build the  line anyway, financing it partly by deferring  replacement of its buses. A decade later, the  agency has one of the oldest bus fleets in the  nation, so now it plans to ask voters to raise  property taxes so it can replace the buses.  48  While many transit agencies have responded to the recession by raising fares, this is often  considered to be an option of last resort. In  New York City, fares cover around 40 percent  of operating costs, so an increase in fares can  do much to close budget gaps. But in most  other cities, fares cover a much smaller portion  of operating costs: just 12 percent in Phoenix,  15 to 20 percent in Cleveland, Houston, Salt  Lake City, and San Francisco (Muni), and 20  to 30 percent in Atlanta, Denver, Pittsburgh,  Portland, and St. Louis. Raising fares in these  cities does little to close budget gaps, especially considering that fare increases inevitably  reduce ridership, so that a 10 percent fare  increase produces less than a 10 percent  increase in revenues.  Raising fares can also have as great political repercussions as raising taxes, especially  since transit riders are easily identified as  “victims” while taxpayers tend to be nebulous. When New York’s MTA raises fares in  2007, U.S. congressman Anthony Weiner  (D–New York) lamented, “middle-class New  Yorkers and those struggling to make it are  bearing the cost” of transit, while Transit  Workers Union official Roger Toussaint worried that “straphangers are left to foot a bill  that isn’t theirs.” Both believed filling the  agency’s budget gaps was somehow the  responsibility of the state, not the people  who actually ride transit. State assemblyman  Richard Brodsky (D-Westchester) vowed,  “The burden of funding mass transit would  not be borne solely by riders,” adding, “everyone in the region should share the cost.”  49

Links – Mass Transit – 3

Public transit uses social engineering to expand the power of the government to coerce the riders

O’Toole (an American public policy analyst, senior fellow @ Cato Institute) 10/10/10
(Randal, “Fixing Transit The Case for Privatization”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/PA670.pdf) chip

American cities have millions of people  traveling between millions of homes and millions of other destinations. Instead of relying  on “small-box transit” that caters to these  travel patterns, as dial-a-ride would do, many  transit agencies have gone in the opposite  direction and focused on big-box transit  using obsolete technology that serves a very  limited set of destinations. For example:  •In the 1970s, Atlanta, Washington, DC,  and the San Francisco Bay Area built  subway/elevated systems using technologies dating back to 1904, when  New York City installed the first electric-powered subway.  • In the 1980s, San Diego, Portland,  Buffalo, and other cities built light-rail  systems using technologies dating to  1939, when virtually identical light-rail  transit connected Oakland with San  Francisco.  • In 2001, Portland started the streetcar  fad, using technologies dating to 1888  when Richmond, Virginia installed the  first successful electric street railway.  Since then, Cincinnati, Dallas, Tucson,  and numerous other cities are planning or building streetcar lines.  Since people do not live in patterns that  13  Instead of relying  on “small-box  transit,” which  caters to modern  travel patterns,  many transit  agencies focus on  big-box transit  using obsolete  technology that  serves a limited  set of   destinations.  26327_Marker_1stClass:PaMaster.qxd 10/21/2010 11:31 AM Page 13are conducive to successful big-box transit,  transit agencies have become social engineers, trying to use the power of government  to coerce people into living patterns that will  lead them to ride these expensive trains more  frequently. Enticements come in the form of  subsidies to so-called transit-oriented developments: high-density, mixed-use developments that combine housing with shops and  are usually located near a rail station.  74  Coercion comes in the form of urban-growth  boundaries that drive up the cost of singlefamily housing, which most people prefer.  75  These policies have not been successful:  despite these policies, rail transit continues  to carry less than 1 percent of passenger travel in Portland, San Diego, San Jose, Sacramento, and other regions that opened their  first new rail lines after 1976.  76

More evidence

O’Toole (an American public policy analyst, senior fellow @ Cato Institute) 10/10/10
(Randal, “Fixing Transit The Case for Privatization”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/PA670.pdf) chip

While private transit operators had a simple goal—earn a profit by providing transit  where people would pay for it—Lave pointed  out that public agencies were expected to  reach a “complex and nebulous” set of goals,  including “solve urban problems, save the  central city, provide cheap mobility for the  poor, transport the handicapped, and so on.”  14  Perhaps just as important, public agencies cast their tax-collecting nets wide, charging sales, property, or income taxes over as  broad an area as possible. But this left them  obligated to provide transit service to many  areas that had few transit customers.   Whether it was to meet nebulous goals or  to justify broader taxation, “routes were  extended into inherently unprofitable areas,”  noted Lave.  15  One result is that the average  number of people on board an urban transit  bus declined from 12 in 1977 (the earliest  year for which data are available) to 9 in 2008,  while the number of people boarding a bus,  per bus mile, declined by nearly 40 percent  from 1964 to 2008.  16


Link – Energy 

The government wastes billions on energy research.  

Edwards 10- Director of tax policy and Writer for the Cato Institute, reaches privatization and the effects it has on T.I. “Department of Energy Proposed Spending Cuts” 

http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/sites/default/files/energy-spending-cuts.pdf cma
Department of Energy research activities should be terminated. The private sector is entirely capable of funding its own research into coal, natural gas, nuclear power, solar power, and other forms of energy. Businesses will fund new technologies when there is a reasonable chance of commercial success, as they do in other private industries. Federal energy subsidies impose a burden on taxpayers, and they can be counterproductive if they steer the marketplace away from the most efficient energy solutions. Furthermore, federal energy research has a track record of poor management, cost overruns, and wasteful boondoggles. The Strategic Petroleum Reserve and the Power Marketing Administrations should be privatized. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission should be terminated. Ending all these activities would save taxpayers about $18 billion annually, as shown in the table.


Link – Waterways

Inland waterways are funded by a disproportional lock tax that undermines any waterway system
American Waterways 5/22/2009
(“Obama Administration FY10 Budget Continues to Push Lock Tax”, http://www.americanwaterways.com/press_room/newsletter/2009/05-22-09non.pdf)

The Obama Administration’s¶ detailed Fiscal Year 2010 (FY10)¶ budget, released May 12,¶ continues to include a proposal to¶ replace the inland waterways fuel¶ tax with a lock usage tax, as¶ previewed in the¶ Administration’s February 26¶ budget blueprint. A similar¶ proposal by the Bush¶ Administration was soundly¶ rejected by the 110th Congress.¶ Members of the 111th Congress and¶ AWO continue to urge the Obama¶ Administration to reconsider the idea of¶ replacing the fuel excise tax with a lock¶ usage tax that would impose a regionally¶ disproportionate tax burden on vessels¶ traversing the northern boundaries of the¶ inland waterways system and triple the¶ industry’s tax burden.¶ “This flawed approach would increase the¶ cost of shipping essential commodities such¶ as grain and petroleum and would¶ undermine the nation’s inland waterways¶ transportation system, the most economical¶ and environmentally friendly mode of cargo¶ transportation,” AWO stated in a press¶ release following release of the budget¶ (see press release, page 2). “Moreover, it¶ would not solve the waste and overexpenditure problems that plague the¶ current system for constructing and funding¶ vital inland waterways infrastructure.”¶ Congressional opposition to the proposal¶ was evident even before the Administration released its detailed budget. On April 3, a¶ bipartisan group of ten senators, led by¶ Senators Tom Harkin (D-IA) and Charles¶ Grassley (R-IA), sent a letter to Peter¶ Orszag, Director of the Office of¶ Management and Budget, urging the¶ Administration to reconsider the “unfair¶ and unbalanced” lockage tax proposal and¶ expressing the senators’ expectation that the¶ proposal would be rejected by Congress for¶ the second year in a row (see April 13¶ AWO Letter).


Links – Taxes

Taxation is an invasion of property

Murray Rothbard , Scholar who made major contributions to economics, history, political philosophy, and legal theory; Man, Economy, & State, 1993, http://mises.org/rothbard/mes/chap13.asp

Those economists and others who espouse the philosophy of laissez faire believe that the freedom of the market should be upheld and that property rights must not be invaded. Nevertheless, they strongly believe that defense service cannot be supplied by the market and that defense against invasion of property must therefore be supplied outside the free market, by the coercive force of the government. In arguing thus, they are caught in an insoluble contradiction, for they sanction and advocate massive invasion of property by the very agency (government) that is supposed to defend people against invasion! For a laissez-faire government would necessarily have to seize its revenues by the invasion of property called taxation and would arrogate to itself a compulsory monopoly of defense services over some arbitrarily designated territorial area. The laissez-faire theorists (who are here joined by almost all other writers) attempt to redeem their position from this glaring contradiction by asserting that a purely free-market defense service could not exist and that therefore those who value highly a forcible defense against violence would have to fall back on the State (despite its black historical record as the great engine of invasive violence) as a necessary evil for the protection of person and property.

Government taxation is coercive and unnecessary

Frank Chodorov, ideologist, 1962, Taxation is Robbery from Out of Step: The Autobiography of an Individualist pg 216-239; Ludwig von Mises Institute, http://mises.org/etexts/taxrob.asp

Just so are the citizens of a community better able to carry on their several occupations because the streets are maintained, the fire department is on guard, the police department provides protection to life and property. When a society is organizing, as in a frontier town, the need for these overall services is met by volunteer labor. The road is kept open by its users, there is a volunteer fire department, the respected elder performs the services of a judge. As the town grows these extracurricular jobs become too onerous and too complicated for volunteers, whose private affairs must suffer by the increasing demands, and the necessity of hiring specialists arises. To meet the expense, it is claimed, compulsory taxation must be resorted to, and the ques­tion is, why must the residents be compelled to pay for being relieved of work which they formerly performed willingly? Why is coercion a correlative of taxation? It is not true that the services would be impossible without taxation; that assertion is denied by the fact that the services appear before taxes are introduced. The services come because there is need for them. Because there is need for them they are paid for, in the beginning, with labor and, in a few instances, with voluntary contributions of goods and money; the trade is without compulsion and therefore equitable. Only when political power takes over the management of these services does the compulsory tax appear. It is not the cost of the services which calls for taxation, it is the cost of maintaining political power.


Impact- Nuclear War/Extinction

Viewing the state as critical to human relations generates nuclear statism. The more we need the state and the greater our sense of duty to the state, the more likely it is that the state can wage nuclear war, risking extinction. 

George Kateb, Professor of Politics and director of the Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton, 1992“The Inner Ocean” pg. 121-123

The virulent practitioners of state activism are, of course, the police state, tyranny, despotism, and totalist rule in all their varieties. Whenever a nuclear power is also one of the latter regimes, then the disposition among a compliant population is to get used to the idea that the state, as the source of practically all benefits and penalties—all those outside the intimate sphere and many inside it—has the right to dispose of the fate of the people in any way it sees fit. The way it sees fit seems the unavoidable way. Such compliance strengthens the readiness of officials to think seriously about using nuclear weapons. Just as the people are used to the idea that the state has the right to dispose of their fate, so the state gets used to the idea that it may even use nuclear weapons in disposing of its people's fate. My concern here, however, is not with the mentality of unfree societies but rather with that of democratic societies. I propose the idea—it is no more than a hypothesis—that the growth of state activism in a democracy is the growth, as well, of that compliance creating and resting on dependence which makes it easier for the government to think of itself as a state—not only in our earlier sense of an entity whose survival is held to be equivalent to the survival of society itself, but in the related but separate sense of an entity that is indispensable to all relations and transactions in society. The state, in this conceptualization, is the very life of society in its normal workings, the main source of initiative, response, repair, and redress. Society lives by its discipline, which is felt mostly as benign and which is often not felt as discipline or felt at all. The government becomes all-observant, all-competent; it intervenes everywhere; and as new predicaments arise in society, it moves first to define and attempt a resolution of them. My proposed idea is that as this tendency grows— and it is already quite far advanced—people will, to an increasing de¬gree, come to accept the government as a state. The tendency of execu¬tive officials (and some in the legislative and judicial branches) to conceive of government as a state will thus be met by the tendency of people to accept that conception. People's dependence on it will gradually condi¬tion their attitudes and their sentiments. Looking to it, they must end by looking up to it.I believe the "logic" of this tendency, as we say, is that officials become confirmed in their sense that they, too (like their counterparts in unfree societies), may dispose of the fate of the people. Entrusted with so much everyday power, the entire corps of officials must easily find confirma¬tion for the rationalization of the use of nuclear weapons proposed by the foreign-policy sector of officialdom. There may be a strong, if subterranean, bond between the state as indispensable to all relations and transactions in everyday society and the state as entitled to dispose of the fate of society in nuclear war, even though officials receive no explicit confirmation of this bond by the people. Under pressure, however, a people that habitually relies on the state may turn into a too easily mobilizable population: mobilizable but otherwise immobile. My further sense is that a renewed understanding of the moral ideas of individualism is vital to the effort to challenge state-activism.I say this, knowing that some aspects of individualism do help to push democratic government in the direction of becoming a state, and to push the state into state activism. Tocqueville's prescient analysis of demo¬cratic despotism must never be forgotten. Even more important, we must not forget that he thought that democratic despotism was much more likely in those democracies in which individualism was narrowly or weakly developed and in which, therefore, the power of a full moral indi¬vidualism had never corroded the statist pretensions of political author¬ity. His main anxiety was for France and the Continent, not for America. Thus, following Tocqueville, we may say that individualism provides no remedy for the deficiencies: the remedy is to be sought from individualism itself. One task of a renewed and revised individualism is to challenge every¬day state activism? Remote as the connection may seem, the encouragement of state activism, or the failure to resist it, contributes to nuclear statism and thus to the disposition to accept and inflict massive ruin and, with that, the unwanted and denied possibility of extinction. 


Impact- Violations o/w Extinction

Violation of freedom negates the value of human existence and represents the greatest threat to human survival 

Ayn Rand, Philosopher, July 1989, “The Virtue of Selfishness: A New Concept of Egoism,” p. 145 

A society that robs and individual of the product of his effort, or enslaves him, or attempts to limit the freedom of his mind, or compels him to act against his own rational judgment, a society that sets up a conflict between it’s ethics and the requirements of man’s nature – is not, strictly speaking, a society, but a mob held together by institutionalized gang-rule. Such a society destroys all values of human coexistence, has no possible justification, and represents, not a source of benefits, but the deadliest threat to man’s survival. Life on desert island is safer than and incomparably preferable than existence in Soviet Russia or Nazi Germany. 

Freedom from government control is necessary to sustain life. 

Peron, ‘12

[Jim, President at Laissez Faire Books, “The Liberal Tide: From Tyranny to Liberty,” 5-15, http://www.freemarketfoundation.com/ShowArticle.asp?ArticleType=Issue&ArticleId=3325]

The French liberal Frederic Bastiat explained liberal principles in his classic work The Law. Bastiat starts with the fact that all people are given the gift of life. But he says that life “cannot maintain itself alone”. Humans have “marvelous faculties” to produce that which is required for life and man sits amidst “a variety of natural resources”. “By the application of our faculties to these natural resources we convert them into products and use them. This process is necessary in order that life may run its appointed course.” To survive man must apply his rational mind to natural resources. Life requires freedom and if man is to survive he must keep the product of his labor or, in other words, he must have rights to property. Liberals have argued that it is for this reason that legitimate governments are created. Jefferson said the purpose of government was to secure rights already held by the individual.


Impact - Total War – 1
Service to the state feeds the murderous mega-machine of state politics that enables total war and an incessant search for new threats.

Louis Beres, professor of international law in the department of political science at purdue university, spring 1994,  Arizona Journal of International and Comparative Law, Lexis

The State presents itself as sacred. The idea of the State as sacred is met with horror and indignation, especially in the democratic, secular West, but this notion is indisputable. Throughout much of the contemporary world, the expectations of government are always cast in terms of religious obligation. And in those places where the peremptory claims of faith are in conflict with such expectations, it is the latter that invariably prevail. With States as the new gods, the profane has become not only permissible, it is now altogether sacred. Consider the changing place of the State in world affairs. Although it has long been observed that States must continually search for an improved power position as a practical matter, the sacralization of the State is a development of modern times. This sacralization, representing a break from the traditional  [*20]  political realism of Thucydides, n57 Thrasymachus n58 and Machiavelli, n59 was fully developed in Germany. From Fichte n60 and Hegel, through Ranke and von Treitschke, n61 the modern transformation of Realpolitik has led the planet to its current problematic rendezvous with self-determination. Rationalist philosophy derived the idea of national sovereignty from the notion of individual liberty, but cast in its modern, post-seventeenth century expression, the idea has normally prohibited intervention n62 and acted to oppose human dignity and human rights. n63 Left to develop on its continuous flight from reason, the legacy of unrestrained nationalism can only be endless loathing and slaughter. Ultimately, as Lewis Mumford has observed, all human energies will be placed at the disposal of a murderous "megamachine" with whose advent we will all be drawn unsparingly into a "dreadful ceremony" of worldwide sacrifice.The State that commits itself to mass butchery does not intend to do evil. Rather, according to Hegel's description in the Philosophy of Right, "the State is the actuality of the ethical Idea." It commits itself to death for the sake of life, prodding killing with conviction and pure heart. A sanctified killer, the State that accepts Realpolitik generates an incessant search for victims. Though mired in blood, the search is tranquil and self-assured, born of the knowledge that the State's deeds are neither infamous nor shameful, but heroic. n65 With Hegel's characterization of the State as "the march of God in the world," John Locke's notion of a Social Contract -- the notion upon which the United States was founded n66 -- is fully disposed of, relegated to the ash heap of history. While the purpose of the State, for Locke, is to provide protection that is otherwise unavailable to individuals -- the "preservation of their lives, liberties and States" -- for Hegel, the State stands above any private interests. It is the spirit of the State, Volksgeist, rather than of individuals, that is the presumed creator of advanced civilization. And it is in war, rather than in peace, that a State is judged to demonstrate its true worth and potential. [*22]  How easily humankind still gives itself to the new gods. Promised relief from the most terrifying of possibilities -- death and disappearance -- our species regularly surrenders itself to formal structures of power and immunity. Ironically, such surrender brings about an enlargement of the very terrors that created the new gods in the first place, but we surrender nonetheless. In the words of William Reich, we lay waste to ourselves by embracing the "political plague-mongers," a necrophilous partnership that promises purity and vitality through the killing of "outsiders."


Impact – Total War – 2
Surrendering to the will of the state causing escalating violence. 

Louis Beres, professor of international law in the department of political science at purdue university, spring 1994,  Arizona Journal of International and Comparative Law, Lexis

The State that commits itself to mass butchery does not intend to do evil. Rather, according to Hegel's description in the Philosophy of Right, "the State is the actuality of the ethical Idea." It commits itself to death for the sake of life, prodding killing with conviction and pure heart. A sanctified killer, the State that accepts Realpolitik generates an incessant search for victims. Though mired in blood, the search is tranquil and self-assured, born of the knowledge that the State's deeds are neither infamous nor shameful, but heroic. With Hegel's characterization of the State as "the march of God in the world," John Locke's notion of a Social Contract -- the notion upon which the United States was founded -- is fully disposed of, relegated to the ash heap of history. While the purpose of the State, for Locke, is to provide protection that is otherwise unavailable to individuals -- the "preservation of their lives, liberties and States" -- for Hegel, the State stands above any private interests. It is the spirit of the State, Volksgeist, rather than of individuals, that is the presumed creator of advanced civilization. And it is in war, rather than in peace, that a State is judged to demonstrate its true worth and potential. How easily humankind still gives itself to the new gods. Promised relief from the most terrifying of possibilities -- death and disappearance -- our species regularly surrenders itself to formal structures of power and immunity. Ironically, such surrender brings about an enlargement of the very terrors that created the new gods in the first place, but we surrender nonetheless. In the words of William Reich, we lay waste to ourselves by embracing the "political plague-mongers," a necrophilous partnership that promises purity and vitality through the killing of "outsiders." 

Submission to the state quells protest movements and makes war and genocide possible. 

Louis Beres, professor of international law in the department of political science at purdue university, spring 1994,  Arizona Journal of International and Comparative Law, Lexis

The State requires its members to be serviceable instruments, suppressing every glimmer of creativity and imagination in the interest of a plastic mediocrity. Even political liberty within particular States does nothing to encourage opposition to war or to genocide in other States. Since "patriotic self-sacrifice" is demanded even of "free" peoples, the expectations of inter-State competition may include war and the mass killing of other peoples. In the final analysis, war and genocide are made possible by the surrender of Self to the State. Given that the claims of international law n35 are rendered [*14] impotent by Realpolitik, this commitment to so-called power politics is itself an expression of control by the herd. Without such control, individuals could discover authentic bases of personal value inside themselves, depriving the State of its capacity to make corpses of others. The herd controls not through the vulgar fingers of politics but by the more subtle hands of Society. Living without any perceptible rewards for innerdirection, most people have discovered the meaning of all their activity in what they seek to exchange for pleasure. Hence, meaning is absorbed into the universal exchange medium, money, and anything that enlarges this medium is treated as good. According to this model, finality of life is not, as Miguel de Unamuno wrote, "to make oneself a soul," n36 but rather to justify one's "success" to the herd. Instead of seeking to structure what Simone Weil, who was strongly influenced by Unamuno, calls "an architecture within the soul," we build life upon the foundations of death. Thus does humankind nurture great misfortune. The Talmud tells us: "The dust from which the first man was made was gathered in all the corners of the world." n37 Seizing this wisdom, people everywhere must begin to move toward generous new visions of planetary identity. Shorn of the dreadful misunderstanding that people can exist only amid the death struggles of competing herds, the residents of Earth could escape from the dark side of national self-determination n38 and recover an overriding cosmopolitanism that brings self-affirmation and safety.


Impact - Totalitarianism

We have a choice between respecting freedom or allowing regimes like Stalin’s Russia or the Nazis to take over.  Big governments have been responsible for the worst suffering in human history. 

Tom Feeney, republican representative of florida, 05-21-2001, Good Policy Is Good Politics, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/PoliticalPhilosophy/HL706.cfm

But communism is just one subset of collectivism. Professor F. A. Hayek explained to us in The Road to Serfdom that most academics were wrong when they charted on a linear graph the political spectrum, typically with communism on the far left of this scale, moving toward socialism and democracy and free markets in the middle, and ultimately ending up with right-wing totalitarianism in the Nazi style. Professor Hayek demonstrated, for those who would listen, that the real issue is the extent to which centralized government controls resources and decisions on the one hand versus the extent to which individuals can make choices over their own lifestyles, activities, and resources in free markets on the other. Maximizing individual choice leads to the benefits Professor Adam Smith described as the magic of the "invisible hand." Nazism and socialism are not polar opposites but two peas in a pod when reviewed in Hayek's terms. In the first half of the last century, those of us who stood on the side of individual freedom versus the coercion of collectivism looked as if we were losing very badly. But while the political-economic trends seemed to be going badly for liberty lovers, there were even more challenging problems on the technology front. If the 20th century stands for any lesson in science and technology, it is that those fields are morally neutral. The Moral Neutrality of Science Many of the technological advances have been wonderful. In the field of biomedicine, for example, life expectancies have expanded dramatically, and the quality of life during our visit on Earth improves with every new medical and pharmaceutical discovery (which I note collaterally is somehow not a sufficient experience to relieve liberals of the obligation to bash drug companies for making profits). But the wonderful advances in technology have also enabled evil people to participate in horrors, including genocide, to an extent previously unimaginable. And make no mistake about it: One of the dangers of big government is that the largest atrocities in human history, from the execution of Christ to the Nazi holocaust of Jews and others they considered undesirable, have been perpetrated and organized by big government. Nazis have not been alone, nor in terms of sheer numbers have they been the largest perpetrator of genocide in the last century. Zbigniew Brzezinski reminded us in his book, Communism, the Grand Failure, that the 20th century communist governments led by the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China have accounted for the murder and willful starvation of over 150 million of their own citizens. And, of course, that's putting aside war-related casualties from communist aggression. It is a remarkable statement about a philosophy that you can kill 150 million of your own people in order to improve their life. The Fundamental Issue: Individual Freedom In light of those observations, it seems rather remarkable to me that in every major election in advanced democracies such as Britain and the United States, to the extent that candidates can intelligently articulate fundamental issues, elections are fought over one simple underlining question: the relationship of free men and women to their government. Stated differently, to what extent is an individual free to exert personal choices over one's actions and resources without fear of interference or punishment from government? Our country was torn apart over the issue of slavery; but looking at this philosophically, America stood from its inception, through Founding documents like the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution, for the principle that human beings were free. Once it was acknowledged that African-Americans were not property but human beings, the political result in the land of the free was inevitable. Unfortunately, it took a bloody civil war to deliver that result. Another way to state the political question concerning the relationship of an individual to his government is whether it is prudent to advance propositions that appear to deliver security at the expense of an enlarged government sphere of influence and control over individual choices. Churchill left the Conservative Party for the Liberal Party when the Conservatives failed to acknowledge the lesson taught by Adam Smith concerning the merits of free trade. Promising protection from competition is one method by which politicians purchase votes by promising security. Lady Thatcher, as early as 1968, talked about the problem of modern politics. In her speech to the Conservative Party Conference at Blackpool in October of 1968, she described the modern election strategies by saying: All too often one is now asked, "What are you going to do for me?" implying that the program is a series of promises in return for votes. All this has led to a curious relationship between elector and elected. If the elector suspects the politician of making promises simply to get his vote he despises him, but if the promises are not forthcoming he may reject him. Thatcher continued: "I believe that parties and elections are about more than rivalries of miscellaneous promises—indeed, if they were not, democracy would scarcely be worth preserving." Democracy as Process Great point: Remember that democracy is a process. It guarantees no political policy results. While the Constitution protects certain liberties such as the freedom of speech, the press, and worship, for example, democracy unrestrained by a constitution has no guaranteed result. It was certainly a democratic response in Germany that empowered Hitler after the country had endured serious frustrations and economic crises in the aftermath of World War I. One can imagine, in a perfectly "democratic" process without constitutional restraint, that you could have gone to some towns in certain places in the United States a hundred years ago—or sadly, perhaps 30—and gotten the majority of voters to vote for a proposition that essentially said that if a white woman accused a black man of assault, the accused would be sentenced first and tried afterwards, if at all. These might be perfectly "democratic" results, but our goal is not democracy alone; it is to advance liberty. Fortunately, the Framers understood this 230 years ago. In this constant battle of freedom versus security at all costs, it is useful to remember that, as Benjamin Franklin said, "They that can give up essential liberty to obtain a little temporary safety deserve neither liberty nor safety." Ronald Reagan, in the tradition of Lincoln, Churchill, and Thatcher, reminded us, as he entered the political stage formally in 1964 in his speech for Barry Goldwater, that the academics who viewed the political spectrum on a yardstick from communism to fascism had it all wrong. He endorsed Hayek's view. Remember the great lines with which he finished his famous address: You and I are told increasingly that we have to choose between a left or right, but I suggest that there is no such thing as a left or right. There is only an up or down—up to man's age-old dream—the ultimate in individual freedom consistent with law and order—or down to the ant heap of totalitarianism, and regardless of their sincerity, their humanitarian motives, those who would sacrifice our freedom for security have embarked on this downward course.

Government coercion is responsible for the worst atrocities in history – every coercive policy moves the U.S. closer to the nightmares of Cambodia, the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany

Browne, 95 (Harry, Former Libertarian Party candidate for President and Director of Public Policy for the DownsizeDC.org, Why Government Doesn’t Work, p.66-67, JMP)

The reformers of the Cambodian revolution claimed to be building a better world. They forced people into reeducation programs to make them better citizens. Then they used force to regulate every aspect of commercial life . Then they forced office workers and intellectuals to give up their jobs and harvest rice, to round out their education. When people resisted having their lives turned upside down, the reformers had to use more and more force. By the time they were done, they had killed a third of the country's population, destroyed the lives of almost everyone still alive, and devastated a nation. It all began with using force for the best of intentions-to create a better world. The Soviet leaders used coercion to provide economic security and to build a "New Man" - a human being who would put his fellow man ahead of himself. At least 10 million people died to help build the New Man and the Workers' Paradise. But human nature never changed-and the workers' lives were always Hell, not Paradise. In the 1930s many Germans gladly traded civil liberties for the economic revival and national pride Adolf Hitler promised them. But like every other grand dream to improve society by force, it ended in a nightmare of devastation and death. Professor R. J. Rummel has calculated that 119 million people have been killed by their own governments in this century. Were these people criminals? No, they were people who simply didn't fit into the New Order-people who preferred their own dreams to those of the reformers. Every time you allow government to use force to make society better, you move another step closer to the nightmares of Cambodia, the Soviet Union, and Nazi Germany. We've already moved so far that our own government can perform with impunity the outrages described in the preceding chapters. These examples aren't cases of government gone wrong; they are examples of government-period. They are what governments do-just as chasing cats is what dogs do. They are the natural consequence of letting government use force to bring about a drug-free nation, to tax someone else to better your life, to guarantee your economic security, to assure that no one can mistreat you or hurt your feelings, and to cover up the damage of all the failed government programs that came before.


Impact - More Rights

Freedom from coercion is key to all other rights. 

Leonard Peikoff, ormer professor of philosophy at Hunter College, Long Island University, New York University, the University of Denver and the Polytechnic Institute of Brooklyn, 1991, “Objectivism: The Philosophy of Ayn Rand”, pages 360-361 

All rights rest on the ethics of egoism. Rights are an individual's selfish possessions-his title to his life, his liberty, his property, the pursuit of his own happiness. Only a being who is an end in himself can claim a moral sanction to independent action. If man existed to serve an entity beyond himself, whether God or society, then he would not have rights, but only the duties of a servant. Whoever understands the philosophy of Objectivism (or implicitly accepts an Aristotelian morality of self-interest, as was done by the political thinkers of the Enlightenment), can read off the proper human rights effortlessly; this may cause him to regard such rights, in the wording of the Declaration of Independence, as "self-evident." Rights, however, are not self-evident. They are corollaries of ethics as applied to social organization-if one holds the right ethics, If one does not, none of them stands.  The rights to life, liberty, property, and the pursuit of happiness are the only rights treated by philosophical politics. They are the only rights formulated in terms of broad abstractions and resting directly on universal ethical principles.
Freedom is key to all other values

Connor McLoughlin, 1999, “Anarchism and the love of Freedom,” 1999, p. np. http://flag.blackened.net/revolt/ws99/ws57_freedom.html
Without freedom there is no growth, no creativity, no dignity - a revolution without freedom is simply a change of rulers. To be dominated is to be oppressed and denied the chance and the time to think. Domination stifles individuality and initiative and leads inevitably to conformity, mediocrity and misery. You only have to look to the former Stalinist countries to see how a revolution without freedom at it's core would disintegrate. 


Impact – Immoral – 1
Coercion is immoral: it denies individuals the capacity to develop as moral agents

Edward Feser, Loyola Marymount philosophy professor, 2004, “On Nozick” pg. 49-50

More hopeful is the strategy, pursued by a large number of libertarian philosophers, of appealing to a broadly Aristotelian account of morality (Mack 1981; Machan 1989; Rasmussen and Den Uyl 1991; Smith 1995). On Aristotle’s view, the fundamental moral question is not “What is the right thing to do?” but rather “What traits of character should I develop?” Only when one has determined what traits these are --that is, what habitual patterns of action count as virtues can one go on to answer the subordinate question of how one ought to act in a particular case (the answer being that one should act the way someone possessing the virtue relevant to that situation would act). What count as the virtues, in turn, are just those qualities most conducive to enabling human beings to fulfill the potentials which distinguish them as the unique sorts of beings they are — those qualities, that is, which best allow human beings to flourish given their distinctive human nature. Given that human beings are by nature rational animals, we can flourish only if we practice those virtues governing practical and theoretical reason. It follows that we have reason to acquire intellectual virtues like truthfulness and practical virtues such as temperance and courage, and to avoid such corresponding vices as licentiousness and cowardice. Given that human beings are also by nature social animals, we can only flourish if we practice also those virtues governing interaction with other human beings, so that we have reason to acquire such social virtues as honesty and loyalty. Though the moral life will involve decision-making about what to do in a particular concrete situation, then, it involves more basically the gradual development of a good character by the taking on of the virtues and the weeding out of vices — it essentially involves, that is, a process of self-perfection. Only a person who voluntarily decides to do so can carry out this process, however virtue must be freely chosen if it is truly to count as virtue. Moreover, the specific requirements of virtuous behavior depend to a considerable extent on the unique circumstances of the situation and the individual person involved, circumstances knowable only to that person himself in the concrete contexts of moral decision- making. The moral life, then, is only fully possible under conditions wherein the individual is capable of self-direction (in Rasmussen and Den Uyl’s terms), the absence of coercion and interference from outside forces. Allowing others such self-direction is necessary too if the individual is to allow those others also to develop the virtues; and in general, respecting others’ autonomy is essential if one is successfully to cooperate with them as fellow citizens, and thus fulfill one’s own nature as a social being. Given the centrality of self-direction to self- perfection, then, respect for the rights of self-ownership turns out to be required for the successful pursuit of the moral life.


Impact – Immoral – 2
Morality can never be imposed from the outside—only independent choices can be considered truly moral. 

Tibor Machan, Professor emeritus in the department of philosophy at Auburn University, research fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University and the Pacific Research Foundation in San Francisco, 2005, Libertarianism: For and Against. Page 39-40

The reasoning behind these ideas is not simple, but it includes one crucial fact that immediately refutes the claim that libertarianism is utopian. That is that human beings are in fact incapable of being forced to be morally good. It is up to them whether they will, or whether they will fail in that all-important task. We have free will, and we ought to excel at being human individuals, but there is no formula by which that goal can be guaranteed. Indeed, one reason government must be limited is that it wields a very dangerous weapon, namely, physical force, a weapon that may only be used by people who know their limits clearly and well; otherwise, those in government, who are just like us, become despotic, tyrannical. Utopia, in contrast, is a form of society wherein morality is guaranteed, where everyone is going to do what is right and be happy and fulfilled. Shangri-La is a good example, as were Sir Thomas More’s Utopia and Karl Marx’s communism. In those proposed societies the objective is to secure for everyone, by means of political organization and action, perfect fulfillment. (That is why Marx could envision the withering away of government itself, since once utopia has been reached there will be no need for law enforcement – all of us will be law abiding, automatically.) It is clear from just this brief contrast between libertarianism and utopianism that the two are opposites. No, libertarianism is not dystopian – not, that is, based on the view that social life must turn out terribly. It is entirely noncommittal about how good people will turn out to be, with the one provision: when people are free and their rights are protected, the chances that they will be good and decent are better than if they can dump their mistakes on their fellows with impunity (as they can, for example, in the welfare state that we live in now). There is no doubt, of course, that libertarianism is demanding. But all standards are demanding – they require of us to do our best, according to certain terms. However, libertarianism recognizes that doing our realistic best requires freedom and also runs the risk that we will fail. So there can be no guarantees as far as the libertarian is concerned when it comes to how good people will be once they are free. They are, however, more likely to be better than they are when they are oppressed, regimented, and ordered about in their daily lives. The bulk of challenge of human life, in all realms, should be tackled without aid of coercive force, something that critics of libertarianism seem to reject. 


Impact - Value to Life

Individual rights are key to a value to life- government programs reduce humans to animals by destroying dignity

Tibor Machan, Professor of Philosophy at Auburn University, 1995 “Private rights and public illusions” pg.65

The legal system that promotes human dignity most successfully is the one that supports every individual's natural human rights. That is because such human rights, when fully respected, secure for everyone the full opportunity (within the bounds of nature) to act as a moral agent rather than as a subject of another moral agent. The most vital social condition for any person is the honoring of his or her dignity. If someone's dignity is destroyed, all other benefits that person reaps from others amount to very little and certainly serve as no compensation. Trading one's dignity is akin to selling one's soul; it takes away one's essential identity as the human being one is.

To be sure, numerous familiar public programs, such as entitlements (to services and goods secured at public expense) superficially appear to benefit recipients. In fact they are crucially flawed in large part because they erode respect for human dignity. So while certain features of a legal system may protect an individual's dignity, others familiar within the welfare state are harmful to it.

There is no value to life in the affirmative’s framework 

Hayek, 60 (F.A., Nobel Prize winner for Economics, The Constitution of Liberty, 1960, p.20, JMP)

By “coercion” we mean such control of the environment or circumstances of a person by another that, in order to avoid greater evil, he is forced to act not according to a coherent plan of his own but to serve the ends of another. Except in the sense of choosing the lesser evil in a situation forced on him by another, he is unable either to use his own intelligence or knowledge or to follow his own aims and beliefs.  Coercion is evil precisely because it thus eliminates an individual as a thinking and valuing person and makes him a bare tool in the achievement of the ends of another.  Free action, in which a person pursues his own aims by the means indicated by his own knowledge, must be based on data which cannot be shaped at will by another.  It presupposes the existence of a known sphere in which the circumstances cannot be so shaped by another person as to leave one only that choice prescribed by the other.

Impact – Linear – 1
Each new step of coercion must be resisted – it moves us one step further along the road of oppression

Browne, 1995 (Harry, Former Libertarian Party candidate for President and Director of Public Policy for the DownsizeDC.org, Why Government Doesn’t Work, p.65-66, 
Escalation Each increase in coercion is easier to justify. If it's right to force banks to report your finances to the government, then it's right to force you to justify the cash in your pocket at the airport. If it's right to take property from the rich to give to the poor, then it's right to take your property for the salt marsh harvest mouse. As each government program fails, it becomes "necessary" to move another step closer to complete control over our lives. As one thing leads to another - as coercion leads to more coercion - what can we look forward to? • Will it become necessary to force you to justify everything you do to any government agent who thinks you might be a threat to society? • Will it become necessary to force your children to report your personal habits to their teachers or the police? • Will it become necessary to force your neighbors to monitor your activities? • Will it become necessary to force you to attend a reeducation program to learn how to be more sensitive, or how not to discriminate, or how to avoid being lured into taking drugs, or how to recognize suspicious behavior? • Will it become necessary to prohibit some of your favorite foods and ban other pleasures, so you don't fall ill or have an accident - putting a burden on America's health-care system? Some of these things - such as getting children to snitch on their parents or ordering people into reeducation programs - already are happening in America. The others have been proposed and are being considered seriously. History has shown that each was an important step in the evolution of the world's worst tyrannies. We move step by step further along the road to oppression because each step seems like such a small one. And because we're told that each step will give us something alluring in return-less crime, cheaper health care, safety from terrorists, an end to discrimination - even if none of the previous steps delivered on its promise. And because the people who promote these steps are well-meaning reformers who would use force only to build a better world.

The impact is linear – the stronger the government becomes the more liberty is lost 
Bovard, 95 (James, journalist for the New York Times, Wall Street Journal and Newsweek, Lost Rights: The Destruction of American Liberty, p.333-334, 
Liberty by itself will not create an ideal society. As Friedrich Hayek observed, "The results of freedom must depend on the values which free individuals pursue." Unfortunately, the more powerful government has become, the more likely the people's values are to be debased. Current tax and welfare policy maximizes the rewards for dependency and the penalties for self-reliance. There is a great deal that people can do to help themselves and to help their neighbors and those in need. But the more powerful government has become, the more people devote their attention to Washington rather than to their own efforts. John Stuart Mill wrote in 1859: the most cogent reason for restricting the interference of government is the great evil of adding unnecessarily to its power. Every function superadded to those already exercised by the government causes its influence over hopes and fears to be more widely diffused, and converts, more and more, the active and ambitious part of the public into hangers-on of the government, or of some party which aims at becoming the government .6 We have paid dearly for idealizing the state. There is no virtue in denying the law of gravity, and there should be no virtue in denying the limitations of government. Good intentions are no excuse for perpetual failure and growing oppression. The more we glorify government, the more liberties we will lose. Freedom is largely a choice between allowing people to follow their own interests or forcing them to follow the interests of bureaucrats, politicians, and campaign contributors. This is the soul of the debate between liberty and pseudopaternalism, between letting people build their own lives and forcing them to build their lives as politicians dictate.


Impact – Linear – 2
Each rejection of government coercion and endorsement of non-aggression can help change the system
Dr. Ruwart, 93 (Dr. Mary J. Ruwart, Senior Scientist at a major pharmaceutical firm and a former Assistant Professor of Surgery at St. Louis University Medical School, Healing Our World: The Other Piece of the Puzzle, p.281-282
CHOOSING YOUR PATH If you've read this far, you are undoubtedly interested in seeing at least some aspects of non-aggression implemented. Several ideas may seem more relevant to you than others. If you are wondering whether a lone individual like yourself can make a difference, please be assured that you can. Even the smallest contribution can be pivotal. My favorite story illustrating this point is about a blacksmith who failed to put the final nail in a horse's shoe. For lack of a nail, the horse lost his shoe and went lame. The rider, who was carrying critical news to his king, had to continue on foot. As a result, he reached his sovereign too late. Without this important information, the king lost the battle he was fighting and the kingdom fell to invaders. The humble black-smith was pivotal to the safety of the kingdom. Never doubt that your contribution is just as important. Remember that the family and friends who talk with you about the win-win world possible through non-aggression will in turn talk to others, who will share the good news. Like a chain reaction, your message of hope will spread throughout our country and the world, bearing fruit in the most unexpected ways. If you do nothing more than extol the virtues of non-aggression to those around you, you will have done much toward manifesting it! Of course, you needn't stop there. The many groups cited above would welcome your participation. Are there any that excite you? Would you like to join a political campaign or speak on college campuses? Do you perceive a need for other strategies that you could initiate on your own or with others? Can you implement non-aggressive solutions in the midst of aggression-through-government, much like Guy Polheus and Kimi Gray did (Chapter 11: Springing the Poverty Trap)? All these things-and more-are needed to help others recognize that non-aggression is in every-body's best self-interest. We each have a part to play, a gift to the world that will one day be reflected back to us as better world. Our world is a joint creation. We all have the power to affect those around us profoundly. Each of us through our own inner wisdom can identify the piece of the puzzle that we can lay in the mosaic. Every piece is needed to construct the whole; never doubt that what you can do, however small it may seem to you, is essential. I urge you to embrace whatever aspect of non-aggression seems most valuable to you and appropriate to your unique talents. Whether you work behind the scenes or in the limelight, rest assured that the world will take notice. Whatever way you feel moved to participate is a gift you give to yourself and others. Let me be the first to thank you for making the world a better place! 


Impact – Innovation 

Freedom is critical to tech innovation -- empirics. 

Glassman, ‘3

[James K., Technology and Freedom: The Virtuous Circle, Backgrounder No. 158, 1-10, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Technological innovations require freedom,” http://www.freemarketfoundation.com/ShowArticle.asp?ArticleType=Issue&ArticleId=1349]

Technology and freedom are symbiotic, forming a virtuous circle, Techcentralstation.com host James K. Glassman told a recent meeting in London.. By empowering individuals, technology helps the spread of human freedom around the world. Without the freedom provided by market economies, technological innovation is stymied. But in market economies, one new technology can enhance others, synergistically improving human welfare. For example, the increasing power of the computer chip has made possible the spread of related technologies. [See Table I.]  Over 30 years, the cost of sending 1 trillion bits of information has dropped from $150,000 to 17 cents.  Ten years ago there were only 23 million wireless phones in use worldwide; today, there are 1.4 billion.  In just five years, the number of global Internet users has increased from 96 million to 650 million, with more than half in Asia; within a year, users are forecast to reach one billion. Further improvements in the conditions of human life can be made through new technologies. For example, for the first time in human history, bioengineering of foods holds the promise of an adequate food supply for everyone, but anti-market forces in the European Union and elsewhere threaten the adoption of new biotech crops. Thus, as in medieval China – which produced many technological innovations but lacked a market economy to propel their widespread adoption – the major roadblocks to new technology are political.


A2 Voting/Services/Social Contract

Democracy is still coercive

OR

Provision of services doesn’t mean that it wasn’t stealing
Edward Feser (Assistant Professor of Philosophy, Loyola Marymount University) Journal of Libertarian Studies Volume 18, no. 3 (Summer 2004), pp. 91–114 familyguardian.tax-tactics.com
One cannot, Rothbard asserts, get around this claim by suggesting that taxation, at least in typical Western countries, is really voluntary because citizens, through voting, have power over the taxation system. Those who vote against a particular tax or against any taxation at all are, when outvoted by the majority, as coerced into paying taxes as they would be if they had no vote. I am no less coerced when a majority of citizens imposes a tax on me than I would be if a single dictator did so. Would anyone have the temerity to suggest that if the majority voted to have me gratuitously imprisoned or executed and proceeded to do so, I could not complain because my misfortune resulted from a democratic process in which I had a vote? The reply that the state does not really steal from us because it provides services in return (Kearl 1977) also fails, even if we grant the controversial assumption that the average citizen really does get back from the state services commensurate to the amount he is forced to pay. After all, the Mafioso providing “protection services” in return for extorted payments may in many cases really protect his clients from other criminals, yet we would not count his actions any less illegitimate for that reason. The upshot is that, whether or not I am given anything in return for my tax dollars, those dollars are still taken from me involuntarily even if I do not want the services provided or would prefer to get them elsewhere. No one would consider the local florist any less a thief if, after taking some of my property by force, he sent me flowers. 

A2 Everyone Has Taxes

The only proper course of action is to fight injustice- no matter how inevitable 

WALTER BLOCK (He is currently Professor of Economics at Loyola University New Orleans and Senior Fellow with the Ludwig von Mises Institute) 2005
(“GOVERNMENTAL INEVITABILITY: REPLY TO HOLCOMBE”, http://www.mises.org/journals/jls/19_3/19_3_4.pdf) chip

When put in these terms, the “logic” of the argument is plain to¶ see. First of all, we have survived all these many years, nay, centuries, without the benefits of any world government. It is difficult to¶ see that it is “inevitable.” Second, even if it is unavoidable, arguendo,¶ we are still required, as moral agents, to oppose this evil institution¶ to our utmost. After all, no man is perfect. We all have flaws. In this¶ sense, imperfection, too, is “inevitable.” Does this mean we are¶ somehow off the hook if we fail to ethically improve ourselves? Of¶ course not. The only proper course of action is to strive mightily¶ against the evil in our own hearts, no matter that we are predestined¶ never to fully eradicate it. Holcombe is saying, in effect, “If rape is¶ inevitable, relax and enjoy it.” I am saying, “Even if rape is¶ inevitable, keep fighting against this injustice.”¶ Then, too, “inevitability” springs only awkwardly from the pen¶ of an economist such as Holcombe, for all such claims run head on¶ into the primordial fact of free will.¶ 1¶ If people can make choices—and¶ they can—then nothing concerning human institutions can be¶ “inevitable.” To attempt to deny free will is, of necessity, to engage in¶ it. When something cannot be denied apart from pain of self-contradiction, we can interpret it as necessarily occurring. Thus, government¶ is not inevitable; only free will is. And, with the latter, the inevitable¶ status of the state cannot logically be entertained, let alone insisted¶ upon, as per Holcombe.¶ On the contrary, whether the state remains with us will stem¶ from decisions people make; they are just as free to keep a government in their repertoire as to reject it.
The fact that taxes are common doesn’t make them justified

Edward Feser (Assistant Professor of Philosophy, Loyola Marymount University) Journal of Libertarian Studies Volume 18, no. 3 (Summer 2004), pp. 91–114 familyguardian.tax-tactics.com
Of course, most people suppose taxation, at least in general, to have a legitimacy that robbery does not, especially given its legal status, but that prevailing supposition proves nothing. In some societies, most people at one time erroneously supposed that ownership of blacks had a legitimacy that ownership of whites did not. A neighborhood plagued long enough by Mafia racketeers may eventually come to take their “protection services” for granted and come to rely on them for protection against other thugs, perhaps even eventually regarding them sympathetically, but the Mafia’s extortion would be criminal nonetheless. In general, it is not difficult to think of cases in which people have become so inured to an injustice that they cease to think of it with horror. At least a veneer of legitimacy can settle on even the most appalling policies when they are promulgated by a recognized authority. By almost anyone’s reckoning, Hitler’s Germany would be viewed as an utterly criminal, illegitimate regime, unworthy of allegiance or obedience. Yet, at the time, many Germans took even some of the most brutal Nazi policies as having a legitimacy they would have lacked but for their sanction by the state. Loren Lomasky, himself a libertarian, thus seems wrong to claim that taxation is not theft because citizens do not generally treat it as they do theft (1998, 362–64).9


A2 Taxes Inevitable

Moral obligation to fight no matter what – and resistance makes success possible
Rothbard, professor at Nevada-Las Vegas and founder of the Center for Libertarian Studies and the Journal of Libertarian Studies and dedicated proponent of freedom and liberty in all its legitimate forms, September 1993 (Murray N., “On Resisting Evil,” Rothbard-Rockwell Report, http://www.lewrockwell.com/rothbard/rothbard120.html)

How can anyone, finding himself surrounded by a rising tide of evil, fail to do his utmost to fight against it? In our century, we have been inundated by a flood of evil, in the form of collectivism, socialism, egalitarianism, and nihilism. It has always been crystal clear to me that we have a compelling moral obligation, for the sake of ourselves, our loved ones, our posterity, our friends, our neighbors, and our country, to do battle against that evil.  It has therefore always been a mystery to me how people who have seen and identified this evil and have therefore entered the lists against it, either gradually or suddenly abandon that fight. How can one see the truth, understand one's compelling duty, and then, simply give up and even go on to betray the cause and its comrades? And yet, in the two movements and their variations that I have been associated with, libertarian and conservative, this happens all the time.  Conservatism and libertarianism, after all, are "radical" movements, that is, they are radically and strongly opposed to existing trends of statism and immorality. How, then, can someone who has joined such a movement, as an ideologue or activist or financial supporter, simply give up the fight? Recently, I asked a perceptive friend of mine how so-and-so could abandon the fight? He answered that "he's the sort of person who wants a quiet life, who wants to sit in front of the TV, and who doesn't want to hear about any trouble." But in that case, I said in anguish, "why do these people become 'radicals' in the first place? Why do they proudly call themselves 'conservatives' or 'libertarians'?" Unfortunately, no answer was forthcoming.  Sometimes, people give up the fight because, they say, the cause is hopeless. We've lost, they say. Defeat is inevitable. The great economist Joseph Schumpeter wrote in 1942 that socialism is inevitable, that capitalism is doomed not by its failures but by its very successes, which had given rise to a group of envious and malevolent intellectuals who would subvert and destroy capitalism from within. His critics charged Schumpeter with counseling defeatism to the defenders of capitalism. Schumpeter replied that if someone points out that a rowboat is inevitably sinking, is that the same thing as saying: don't do the best you can to bail out the boat?  In the same vein, assume for a minute that the fight against the statist evil is a lost cause, why should that imply abandoning the battle? In the first place, as gloomy as things may look, the inevitable may be postponed a bit. Why isn't that worthwhile? Isn't it better to lose in thirty years than to lose now? Second, at the very worst, it's great fun to tweak and annoy and upset the enemy, to get back at the monster. This in itself is worthwhile. One shouldn't think of the process of fighting the enemy as dour gloom and misery. On the contrary, it is highly inspiring and invigorating to take up arms against a sea of troubles instead of meeting them in supine surrender, and by opposing, perhaps to end them, and if not at least to give it a good try, to get in one's licks.  And finally, what the heck, if you fight the enemy, you might win! Think of the brave fighters against Communism in Poland and the Soviet Union who never gave up, who fought on against seemingly impossible odds, and then, bingo, one day Communism collapsed. Certainly the chances of winning are a lot greater if you put up a fight than if you simply give up.

A2 Taxes Key To Society

Essential functions of government described by their evidence can be funded without coercion
Ed Younkins (Professor of Accountancy at Wheeling Jesuit University.) “Funding Government Without Taxation” http://rebirthofreason.com/Articles/Younkins/Funding_Government_Without_Taxation.shtml, no date
Is it possible to fund the functions of a government of a free society without taxation? Even in a minimal state, police, military members, judges, and others have to be paid. Are there any feasible alternatives to taxation? Perhaps it is possible for government to act like any other service provider through the offering of services and allowing individuals to decide for themselves which services they want to use and pay for. A person is paying a user fee when he chooses to use a government service and pays for it. User fees differ from taxes in that user fees are voluntary and the amount paid is directly tied to what is being used. The greater the extent that government is financed through user fees, rather than through taxes, the more it approximates   private companies operating in free markets. The user-fee approach is evident in today’s mixed economy with respect to toll roads, parks and other recreational facilities, waterways and harbors, and so on. A user-fee approach for government services permits people to make a rational decision regarding the purchase or non-purchase of the service. In his various writings, Tibor Machan has made a well-reasoned case that a libertarian legal order or government could provide critical yet exclusive private as well as public goods for fees, thus making it possible to obtain the financing of government voluntarily. The supplying of the private goods can be linked to the citizen-consumer, who would pay for these goods. Given that each of these private goods is also a uniquely political good, it would produce the occasion to raise funds for the public good that is also necessary. Machan explains that contract protection is a private good that government supplies at some level of the adjudicatory process. This service has the essential public feature of due process because even if a controversy is handled by a private arbitration board, the governmental legal structure must exist as a last resort or ultimate protector to ensure due process in concerns such as arrest, trial, seizure of property, and imprisonment, should the arbitrators’ decision be refused by one of the parties. The classical public good that government would provide is the national military defense. Machan details how the government would both protect contracts and provide for the national defense with payments for the contract services being used to also fund the defense of the nation. He posits that having one’s freedom protected and maintained with respect to contractual relationships would be one of the most popular services sought in a free society. A system of contract fees, collected when contracts are registered or signed, with provisions for additional payments in the event of special services needed throughout the period of the contract, would supply funding for the legal system and its administrators required to interpret and enforce contracts and to settle disputes if they should arise. Fees for other governmental services deliverable to individuals could be established in much the same manner as for contract protection. In addition, if criminal actions are involved, fees could be assessed and distributed according to the determination of legal responsibility. Court costs could be charged to guilty parties and criminals could be made to defray other costs such as police services. Machan expands his case by observing that the government has overhead costs, including those needed to provide for the defense of the system of laws itself. Foreign aggression is a clear threat to the system. It follows that government charges for providing its various services could reasonably include some component to offset the cost of defense against foreign aggression. Private goods, obtainable from the government, such as the protection of voluntary contractual agreements, could thus be legitimately used to support the public good of national defense. Machan’s fee-for-services-plus-overhead approach is one possible way to finance government in a free society—one in which the scope of government would be confined to protecting and preserving individuals’ Lockean natural rights. Given the soundness of this idea, it should be conceded that it is not only feasible, but also desirable, to give up taxation for some other noncoercive arrangement.

A2 Public Goods – 1
Public goods don’t justify government

Francois-Rene Rideau, Author of libertarian essays, speaker at Libertarian International conferences. Spoke about the sciences and philosophy of information and liberty: formal logic, cybernetics, economics, praxeology, psycho-epistemology, etc. Or, how to make this world happier and wealthier through liberty and education, personal productivity and mutual understanding, “Public Goods Fallacies: False Justifications for Government”, March 2003, http://fare.tunes.org/liberty/public_goods_fallacies.html
The Externalities Theory of ``public goods´´ states that some activities intrinsically imply externalities [2], and that government is a magic solution to managing these externalities. Actually, government is but a way to coercively concentrate externalities, from lots of small, manageable ones, into the huge and overwhelming externality of choosing a ``good´´ government, which turns out to be completely unmanageable [3].  Actually, governments create new externalities. Indeed, an externality always corresponds to either the lack of definition of a formal property right, or to the lack of enforcement of an existing property right, or to the contradictory enforcement of overlapping property rights. In as much as governments coercively impose their monopoly on the definition and enforcement of new and old property rights, they are the cause of any lasting externality. Governments prevent the use of natural mechanisms by which property rights emerge and externalities disappear: homesteading and the common law. Whenever government defines a rights protection policy or lack thereof, it makes the protection services stray away from what market forces would lead to, overprotecting some properties, and underprotecting other properties. It thus creates monopolies and hidden protectionist subsidies to the overprotected privileged ones, and at the same time creates the Tragedy of the Commons and a hidden taxation to the underprotected victims of its policies — in both cases, it generates a dynamics of plunder, whereby people are incited to lobby for ever more protection, all the while being discouraged from respecting underprotected properties, so that these underprotected properties will be more and more overexploited.  As for the way externalities are treated by governments, it is remarkable that in democracies, protectionist laws against political competition from emerging parties are welcome as a way to secure that the will of the people will prevail, and to guarantee the power of the people against the power of money and lobbying. Actually, political protectionism increases the power of the established parties over the people, and replaces public campaigning based on the interest of the people with private lobbying based on the interests of the established politicians and of those who can have them vote protectionist laws in their interest (or have to pay racket protection to the politicians for the politicians not to vote laws against their interest). What the collectivists are actually doing is to replace private people responsibly launching public advertisement campaigns with shadow agencies lobbying political powers that be, and with irresponsible political parties directing propaganda at the public. Now, private advertisers can be sued for fraud if they breach their promises; they must fund their campaign on the expected marginal increase in the revenues of their own legitimate activity. On the contrary, the political advertisers constantly lie; they fund their campaign with taxes levied on the population and with the sale of protectionist favors to various political lobbyists. Thus once again, politics does not remove the ``problems´´ of a free society, but actually concentrates them and amplifies them. 

This argument fails – arguing that the government must provide some goods because they are important to society justifies a totalitarian state which controls all aspects of our lives – things like housing and food are even more important to society than the sectors of the market that their evidence indicate

Walter Block, undergraduate degree in Philosophy summa cum laude from Brooklyn College, where he was a member of the varsity swimming team. Block earned his Ph.D. degree in economics from Columbia University and wrote his dissertation on rent control, Block now holds the Harold E. Wirth Endowed Chair in Economics at Loyola University in New Orleans. From 1979 to 1991, he was the Senior Economist with the Fraser Institute. In addition to his faculty position at Loyola, Block is also a Senior Faculty member of the Ludwig von Mises Institute for Austrian Economics, “Public Goods and Externalities: The Case of Roads”, https://mises.org/journals/jls/7_1/7_1_1.pdf, The Journal of Libertarian Studies, Vol. VII, No. 1 Spring 1983

T h e  externalities argument for governmental roads, although widely acclaimed  in the modem era, is by no means recent. O n  the contrary, it is a hoary tradition.  Jackman, writing  of  England  in the mid-l830's,  referred to the argument  "that  [only]  those  who  used  the roads  should [financially] sustain  them,"  saying:  But the fact is that it  was not alone the carriers, but the public as a whole,  that  reaped the  benefits from good  roads, and therefore the  upkeep of the  roads should not be a charge upon those who used the  road, but upon the  public treasury, for all derived the advantages from them.  It was, therefore,  inevitable that in time the turnpike gates should be taken down and a more  equitable method  adopted to secure the end  desired6  T h e  American Henry Clay  wrote that  it  is  very possible that the capitalist who should invest his money in  [turnpikes]  might not  be  reimbursed three per cent annually  upon  it; and  yet  society,  in  its various forms, might actually reap fifteen or twenty percent. The benefit  resulting from a turnpike road made by  private associations is divided be-  tween the capitalist who receives his toll, the land through which it passes,  and  which is augmented 
A2 Public Goods – 2

in  its value, and the commodities whose value  is  enhanced by  the diminished expense of  transportation.'  Th e  major flaw in the externalities argument is, as we have seen, the fact that  it  is  vulnerable to a  reductio ad absurdurn, for indeed there  is precious  little (if  anything) that is not an example of  an externality. And  unless we are willing to  follow the internal logic of the argument and hold that  government  is justified  in  taking control of practically  every aspect of our economy, we must, perforce, pull  back  from the  conclusions  of  the  argument from neighborhood effects.  Gabriel  Roth  wrote the  following concerning external economies:  It is sometimes suggested that  roads should not be charged for because they  provide "external economies",  that is, benefits to the community which cannot  in principle  be  recouped  from road  users. For example, it is  said that the  construction of the Severn Bridge will  stimulate economic activity in South  Wales, that the benefits from this increased activity cannot he  reflected in  the tolls collected on the bridge, and that therefore there is no point in charging  a toll.  While this argument is good as far as it  goes, it  applies in  the case of all  intermediate goods and services. There is no reason to suppose that the benefit  to the community from a new or improved means of transport is greater than  the benefit from an improved supply of electricity or steel. Unless it can be  shown that roads are a special case, the "external economies" argument  . . .in  the case of roads becomes a general argument for subsidizing all intermediate  goods and  services . V Shorey Peterson is another economist who seems to understand this point, though  he is reluctant  to accept its  full implications:  Actually it is easy to endow much of private industry with great collective  significance, if  one is  so inclined. There is no  greater  social interest than  in  having the population well  fed and housed. The steel industry is vital to  national defense:  Railroads perform the specific social functions credited  to  highways.  - ,  The mint is that. in a society such as ours in which an individualistic  economic organization is generally approved, it is usually deemed sufficient  that  an  industry should  develop in  response to  the  demands  of specific  beneficiaries, and that the social benefits should be accepted as a sort of by-  product.  If the steel industry, spurred by  ordinary demand, expands sufficiently for defense purposes, further development because of the defense aspect  would  be wasteful  . . . .  Thus if highways, when developed simply in  response to traffic needs, serve  adequately the several general interests mentioned above, no additional outlay  because of these interests is warranted.l0  On o n e  hand this is a very welcome statement,  for it clearly sets forth the thesis  that the externalities argument for government intervention into the highway industry  must be opposed. If we were to  allow state takeovers in all areas with  "great  collective  significance," there  would  scarcely be  any private enterprise  left  in  our   "individualistic  economic" system.  O n  the other hand, Peterson seems unable to  carry through  his own logic.  In  the sentence omitted from the above quote,  he states:  "But if,  a s  in the case of  the American merchant marine, the ordinary demand is not believed to bring forth  what some collective purpose requires, additional investment on the latter account  is indicated."  He  thus denies practically  everything he stated before,  for there will  always be some "collective purpose" which  "requires"  additional investment o n   the prlt of the state because of externalities.  If additional state investments in the  American merchant marine are indeed indicated  for  "collective  purposes," even  though it  is  now  as large a s  voluntary payments  from satisfied  customers  would  make it, then why is not a governmental takeover o f t h e  food and housing industries  warranted?  After all, there  is  no  question,  a s  Peterson  himself  has  pointed  out,  that food  and  housing  are  imbued with  the public,  collective interest.  William Baumol  is  o n e  who does not  seem to be aware of this  problem.  In  fact he carries the externality argument to almost ludicrous lengths in contending  that population  growth, of and by itself, is a justification  for increasing the scope  of government operations because of the neighborhood effects it brings in its wake.  Thus, increasing population adds to the significance and degree of diffusion  of the external effects of the actions of all inhabitants of the metropolis, and  thereby  requires increasing intervention by  the public sector to  assure that  social wants are supplied and that externalities do not lead to extremely adverse  effects on the community's welfare.  Indeed, the very growth of population itself involves external effects. New  residents usually require the provision of additional services and facilities-  water, sewage, disposal, road  paving, etc., and this is likely to be paid  for  in  pan  out  of  the general municipal budget." The obvious question that cries out  for an  answer is: Why  should we  single  out government services tinged with externalities, such as water, sewage, and road  paving, as examples of areas requiring growth, given population increases? Why  not also include services and goods that are usually forthcoming on private markets?  As we have learned from Peterson, "There  is  no  greater social interest than in  having the population well fed and housed."  It surely cannot be denied that a lack  of food and shelter will create all sorts of negative externalities. Were a population  to be deprived of these necessities, disease, famine, and death would soon appear,  commerce would  grind to a halt, and the economy, indeed the very society, out  of  which all external benefits flow,  would  soon end.  How  can it be,  then,  that  an increase in population does not create the need  for government takeovers of  the farming and housing industries, to mention only two, even before the stepped  up and continued nationalization of  such paltry things as sewage and paving, as  called for by Baumol? Can it be because we have all witnessed the doubling, re-  doubling, and  doubling again of the U.S. population, since the level attained in  the 1770's,  with no apparent harm to the nation's farms  o r  construction firms,  externalities notwithstanding?  Can it be that we are simply unused to the idea of  a  market  in  road  paving, water,  and sewage? Such shall  he our contention.12  The unique power  of the  reductio ad absurdium is that it  casts doubts on the  externalities argument, as used by  Baumol, Roth, and Peterson.  If  a nationalized  industry can he justified on the basis of externalities, but this phenomenon applies  as well to areas where no one wants to see the spread of government enterprise,  then one may  question just how seriously its advocates take their own argument.  They cannot have it both ways. Either externalities justify state enterprise on roads  and in  practically  every other industry as well, o r  they justify  it in no case. It is  completely illogical to apply an argument in one case and to fail to apply it in all  other cases in  which it is just  as relevant.I3 

A2 Utilitarianism – 1
1. Utilitarian paradigm is bad- justifies genocide and war to achieve desired ends 

Cleveland (Professor of Business Administration and Economics at Birmingham-Southern College. He received his Ph.D. in Economics from Texas A & M University and began his career teaching at SUNY-Geneseo. He is the author of the book, Understanding the Modern Culture Wars: The Essentials of Western Civilization, and his articles have appeared in The Journal of Private Enterprise, The Independent Review, Idaho's Economy, Religion and Liberty, and The Freeman) 9/1/02
(Paul, “The Failure of Utilitarian Ethics in Political Economy, http://www.independent.org/publications/article.asp?id=1602) chip
Indeed, the widespread confusion over this point is one of the primary reasons why western market economies have continued to drift towards the ready acceptance of socialist policies. Edmund Opitz has rightly observed that utilitarianism with its “greatest happiness principle” completely neglects the spiritual dimension of human life. Rather, it simply “asserts that men are bound together in societies solely on the basis of a rational calculation of the private advantage to be gained by social cooperation under the division of labor.”[2] But, as Opitz shows, this perspective gives rise to a serious problem. Since theft is the first labor saving device, the utilitarian principle will tend to lead to the collective use of government power so as to redistribute income in order to gain the “greatest happiness” in society. Regrettably, the rent seeking behavior that is spawned as a result of this mind set will prove detrimental to the economy. Nevertheless, this kind of action will be justified as that which is most socially expedient in order to reach the assumed ethical end. “Utilitarianism, in short, has no logical stopping place short of collectivism.”[3] If morality is ultimately had by making the individual’s happiness subservient to the organic whole of society, which is what Bentham’s utilitarianism asserts, then the human rights of the individual may be violated. That means property rights may be violated if it is assumed to promote the utilitarian end. However, property rights are essential in securing a free market order. As a result, utilitarianism can then be used to justify some heinous government actions. For instance, the murder of millions of human beings can be justified in the minds of reformers if it is thought to move us closer to paradise on earth. This is precisely the view that was taken by communist revolutionaries as they implemented their grand schemes of remaking society. All of this is not to say that matters of utility are unimportant in policy decisions, but merely to assert that utilitarian ethics will have the tendency of promoting collectivist policies. This will tend to hold true in most cases except when such collectivism has so thoroughly destroyed the economic enterprise as in the case of the former Soviet Union. In those cases, the very real need of material advancement will lead to reform in the other direction.  Therein lies the problem. Is the end that utilitarianism aims for truly ethical? It certainly contradicts the traditional moral philosophies. Both the older natural law philosophies as well as those founded upon religious traditions take issue with the use of force so as to gain one’s material wherewithal. If it can be shown that utilitarianism suffers logically from several fatal flaws, then the rational thing that one ought to do is to reject it as a basis for making ethical judgments in policy debates in favor of a more substantive moral philosophy of life. This is the purpose of this paper. Namely, to point out the numerous shortcomings of utilitarianism. In addition, it will be worthwhile to examine a common policy issue in order to demonstrate the difference that it makes when traditional moral philosophies are employed as the foundation upon which one either approves of or disapproves of a particular government action. In this case, an examination of the debate over the delivery of public goods will prove useful. 

A2 Utilitarianism – 2

2. Util fails

A. Can’t measure utility across different people
Cleveland (Professor of Business Administration and Economics at Birmingham-Southern College. He received his Ph.D. in Economics from Texas A & M University and began his career teaching at SUNY-Geneseo. He is the author of the book, Understanding the Modern Culture Wars: The Essentials of Western Civilization, and his articles have appeared in The Journal of Private Enterprise, The Independent Review, Idaho's Economy, Religion and Liberty, and The Freeman) 9/1/02
(Paul, “The Failure of Utilitarian Ethics in Political Economy, http://www.independent.org/publications/article.asp?id=1602) chip
Among the many difficulties encountered in Bentham?s approach, the first is that it is impossible to make interpersonal comparisons. It is a well-known fact that different people have different tastes. In addition, there are differences in personalities and talents that different people possess and these differences give rise to differences in their goals and ambitions. All these variations in turn give rise to a fundamental fact of human existence. Namely, that it is impossible for us to know or measure the extent of either pleasure or pain for any specific person in any particular situation. Such measures are beyond the capacity of our ability to know. While human beings can most certainly empathize with someone who is experiencing extreme hardship or enjoying great success, such efforts are only accomplished by projecting one’s own inward feelings to someone else’s circumstance. One person simply cannot accurately know the depth of another person’s pain nor the height of his joy.  While Bentham at least recognized this problem, it did not discourage him from his ultimate pursuit. Instead, he continued to promote his new ethical philosophy and argued that it was the only way that we could go. Therefore, he pressed for a way to measure happiness. While he was never able to arrive at such a measure, he remained confident that one would soon be developed and even used the term utils as the units in which it would be measured. Economists have long since given up on the search for a cardinal measure of utility. Strangely enough however, welfare economists continue to act as if we can actually accomplish the impossible task by attempting to measure deadweight losses within the context of modern price theory. It is the rise in the prominence of welfare analysis that has given utilitarianism a standing in modern policy debates. However, such efforts cannot escape the reality that such measures cannot be made. With no adequate way to measure utility in order to make the necessary interpersonal comparisons, all such policy arguments are reduced to contests where each side claims that the rewards to be received by them would greatly outweigh whatever pain might be incurred by those who are forced to bear the costs. 
B. Utilitarian kills value to through through calculative thinking 

Cleveland (Professor of Business Administration and Economics at Birmingham-Southern College. He received his Ph.D. in Economics from Texas A & M University and began his career teaching at SUNY-Geneseo. He is the author of the book, Understanding the Modern Culture Wars: The Essentials of Western Civilization, and his articles have appeared in The Journal of Private Enterprise, The Independent Review, Idaho's Economy, Religion and Liberty, and The Freeman) 9/1/02

(Paul, “The Failure of Utilitarian Ethics in Political Economy, http://www.independent.org/publications/article.asp?id=1602) chip
Another problem with utilitarianism is that it has a very narrow conception of what it means to be a human being. Within Bentham’s view, human beings are essentially understood to be passive creatures who respond to the environment in a purely mechanical fashion. As such, there are no “bad” motives, only “bad” calculations. In these terms, no person is responsible for his or her own behavior. In effect, the idea being promoted is that human action is essentially the same as that of a machine in operation. This notion reduces a human thought to nothing more than a series of bio-chemical reactions. Yet, if this is true, then there is no meaning to human thought or human action and all human reason is reduced to the point of being meaningless.[6]  Beyond this problem, it also seems a little absurd to argue that since all human beings seek pleasure and avoid pain, that we can conclude that such a fact ought then be used as the foundation upon which an ethical theory ought to be constructed. As Opitz points out,  Words like pleasure happiness, or satisfaction are what might be called “container words.” They are words needing a content, like the word “assistant.” When someone tells you he is an assistant, you are told nothing about his actual job. All you know is that he is not an executive. To make it specific, the job of being an assistant needs some entity to hook up with. Similarly, happiness or pleasure. There is no such entity as pleasure or happiness; these are mental states which may be associated with many different things.[7]  Since this is true, pleasure cannot be the goal of human action in and of itself. It is simply the by-product of human action which is actually aimed at the attainment of some specific goal or end. To be sure, people rarely seek to refine their tastes by considering such qualitative issues until they are well fed, clothed, and housed, but that fact does not mean that such issues are unimportant. Even that great proponent of utilitarianism, J. S. Mill, came to understand this point. As a result, he too began 
A2 – Utilitarianism – 3

<continued>

to recognize that happiness was not something that could be had directly and tried to introduce qualitative factors into his utilitarianism.  Regrettably, Mill did not press the implication of this insight to its final conclusion. If he had, he would have abandoned his utilitarianism in favor of some other ethical philosophy.

C. Fallacy of composition – individual rights and concerns are co-opted by the group- creating isolation and unethical behavior 

Cleveland (Professor of Business Administration and Economics at Birmingham-Southern College. He received his Ph.D. in Economics from Texas A & M University and began his career teaching at SUNY-Geneseo. He is the author of the book, Understanding the Modern Culture Wars: The Essentials of Western Civilization, and his articles have appeared in The Journal of Private Enterprise, The Independent Review, Idaho's Economy, Religion and Liberty, and The Freeman) 9/1/02

(Paul, “The Failure of Utilitarian Ethics in Political Economy, http://www.independent.org/publications/article.asp?id=1602) chip
A final problem with utilitarianism that ought to be mentioned is that it is subject to being criticized because of a potential fallacy of composition. The common good is not necessarily the sum of the interests of individuals. In their book, A History of Economic Theory and Method, Ekelund and Hebert provide a well-conceived example to demonstrate this problem. They write:  It is presumably in the general interest of American society to have every automobile in the United States equipped with all possible safety devices. However, a majority of individual car buyers may not be willing to pay the cost of such equipment in the form of higher auto prices. In this case, the collective interest does not coincide with the sum of the individual interests. The result is a legislative and economic dilemma. [9]  Indeed, individuals prone to political action, and held under the sway of utilitarian ethics, will likely be willing to decide in favor of the supposed collective interest over and against that of the individual. But then, what happens to individual human rights? Are they not sacrificed and set aside as unimportant? In fact, this is precisely what has happened. In democratic countries the destruction of human liberty that has taken place in the past hundred years has occurred primarily for this reason. In addition, such thinking largely served as the justification for the mass murders of millions of innocent people in communist countries where the leaders sought to establish the “workers’ paradise.” To put the matter simply, utilitarianism offers no cohesive way to discern between the various factions competing against one another in political debates and thus fails to provide an adequate guide for ethical human action. The failure of utilitarianism at this point is extremely important for a whole host of policy issues. Among them, the issue of the government’s provision of public goods is worth our consideration.

A2 Perm

There’s no alt…there’s no perm

Working within the system allows the government to co-opt libratory movements and re-deploy them to serve the interests of infinite expansion – the Christian right movement is proof of the success of this tactic

Llewellyn H. Rockwell, Jr, President of the Ludwig von Mises Institute, April 20, 2004, Ludwig von Mises Institute, “What Should Freedom Lovers Do?” http://www.mises.org/fullstory.aspx?control=1499&id=71
If often happens that an ideological movement will make great strides through education and organization and cultural influence, only to take the illogical leap of believing that politics and political influence, which usually means taking jobs within the bureaucracy, is the next rung on the ladder to success. This is like trying to fight a fire with matches and gasoline. This is what happened to the Christian right in the 1980s. They got involved in politics in order to throw off the yoke of the state. Twenty years later, many of these people are working in the Department of Education or for the White House, doing the prep work to amend the Constitution or invade some foreign country. This is a disastrous waste of intellectual capital. It is particularly important that believers in liberty not take this course. Government work has been the chosen career path of socialists, social reformers, and Keynesians for at least a century. It is the natural home to them because their ambition is to control society through government. It works for them but it does not work for us. In the first half of the 20th century, libertarians knew how to oppose statism. They went into business and journalism. They wrote books. They agitated within the cultural arena. They developed fortunes to help fund newspapers, schools, foundations, and public education organizations. They expanded their commercial ventures to serve as a bulwark against central planning. They became teachers and, when possible, professors. They cultivated wonderful families and focused on the education of their children. It is a long struggle but it is the way the struggle for liberty has always taken place. But somewhere along the way, some people, enticed by the prospect of a fast track to reform, rethought this idea. Perhaps we should try the same technique that the left did. We should get our people in power and displace their people, and then we can bring about change toward liberty. In fact, isn't this the most important goal of all? So long as the left controls the state, it will expand in ways that are incompatible with freedom. We need to take back the state. So goes the logic. What is wrong with it? The state's only function is as an apparatus of coercion and compulsion. That is its distinguishing mark. It is what makes the state the state. To the same extent that the state responds well to arguments that it should be larger and more powerful, it is institutionally hostile to anyone who says that it should be less powerful and less coercive. That is not to say that some work from the "inside" cannot do some good, some of the time. But it is far more likely that the state will convert the libertarian than for the libertarian to convert the state.

***AFF A2 Privatization***


Federal Involvement Key

Privatization causes market uncertainty–federal involvement solves
Joseph Kennedy, former Chief Economist for the U.S. Department of Commerce, 2001 “A Better Way to Regulate.” Hoover Institute Policy Review #109. http://hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/7073
Privatization will not necessarily make markets less complex. Even private companies have complicated internal control mechanisms and standard operating procedures. These private regulations do not have the force of law behind them, however. Other suppliers are allowed to experiment with different rules. And because they are subject to market pressures, private rules are likely to be more flexible and efficient than are government regulations.¶ The greatest impediments to reform in these programs are the vested interests that benefit from the current pattern of government regulation. Almost any public intervention, no matter how poorly executed, benefits someone, even if overall welfare is reduced. The beneficiaries of government intervention have strong incentives to resist any reform that would reduce their benefits. Because they have developed an expertise in the complexities of current programs, they also have an informational advantage over reformers.¶ High transaction or information costs PRIVATE MARKETS ARE neither perfect nor without cost. Efficient markets require information and coordination so that buyers and sellers can enter into agreements with a minimum of effort. In many cases the government, by reducing market uncertainty, can lower the cost of doing business. This is especially true in setting market standards. The vast body of contract law makes the implementation and enforcement of written agreements much more predictable. Intelligent bankruptcy statutes quickly redeploy capital to more productive uses and make it possible for owners to borrow using their assets as collateral.

Federal control better–accountability
Facts on File News Services 07 Issues and Controversies “Infrastructure Upkeep.”
Supporters of increased federal spending on infrastructure, on the other hand, say that restoring infrastructure is a pressing task that the federal government is uniquely qualified to undertake. There is no good reason to oppose increasing the gasoline tax by a few cents, they say, or to oppose spending on infrastructure what is currently being spent on the ongoing war in Iraq. And supporters argue that rather than being more accountable than the government, private owners of infrastructure are actually less easy to hold accountable if something goes wrong. Proponents of increasing federal spending contend that critics are driven by ideology. Opposition to taxes and federal power has fostered a climate where government neglect of infrastructure upkeep is widely accepted, they charge. That undermines the point of infrastructure, they say, which is to make society work better.

Federal government key to jumpstart the operation

APTA February 2011 “The Case for Business Investment in High-Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail” http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/documents/HSRPub_final.pdf
The Need for Projects Ripe for Public-Private Partnerships: As America looks to involve the private sector to the fullest extent possible, high-speed rail projects lend themselves well to various models, including operating contracts, concessions, and Design-Build-Operate-MaintainFinance arrangements. Around the world, support of the central government has been needed for the initial construction of the project, with the private sector assuming a large role in project delivery and operations.
Government oversight key to privatization 

Asieh Mansour, Managing Director of Research @ RREEF and Hope Nadji, Director of Research September 2006, http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf, “US Infrastructure Privatization and Public Policy Issues”; AB
The key to successful privatization is a free market setting, along with appropriate government oversight. Indeed, studies show that privatization can lead to economic gains in societies that have free market systems, even in the quasi-monopoly infrastructure sectors. However, the government must exercise a level of regulation and enforcement commensurate to the risk of unhealthy monopolistic influences. A proper balance between the users and owners/operators of an infrastructure asset safeguarded by performance-based and enforceable contractual agreements should attenuate objections and help control this process. This balance may shift over time, and the appropriate mechanisms should be in place for recalibration along with a defined implementation process.

Links to Politics

Traditional opposition against selling public assets – empirics prove

Nick Lord, executive editor of Financial Media at Haymarket Media Group, 4/2010,Staff Writer at Euromoney former Editorial Director at Finance Asia, affiliated with the University of Oxford, Euromoney,

http://www.euromoney.com/Article/2459161/Privatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html?single=true
Overcoming impediments¶ There are five main reasons why the US infrastructure market has not yet taken off: politics, public perception, the unions, the municipal bond market and the gap between buyers and sellers. Each of these problems is either being addressed or has simply stopped being an issue. And it is this removal of impediments that is causing so many to get excited about the prospects.¶ Show me the Assets¶ Fixed assets in 2008 ($bln)¶ Total government¶ State and local¶ Overall¶ 9,320.20¶ 7,377.00¶ Equipment and software¶ 959.4¶ 268.2¶ Structures¶ 8,360.70¶ 7,108.70¶ Residential¶ 333.6¶ 232.9¶ Industrial¶ 74.3¶ -¶ Office¶ 643.7¶ 528.3¶ Commercial¶ 37.9¶ 9.9¶ Health care¶ 226.9¶ 180.8¶ Educational¶ 1,640.10¶ 1,618.50¶ Public safety¶ 212.4¶ 148.5¶ Amusement and recreation¶ 216¶ 173.2¶ Transportation¶ 502¶ 490¶ Power¶ 253.7¶ 244.3¶ Highways and streets¶ 2,465.20¶ 2,411.80¶ Sewerage systems¶ 553¶ Water systems¶ 403.6¶ Conservation and development¶ 96.3¶ Source: BEA¶ Perhaps the most intractable problem facing the market has been political opposition to both selling assets and setting up long-term regulatory regimes. Politics is the lifeblood of the US, where every office holder from the president down to the local dog-catcher has to seek election at least every four years. It is extremely difficult to match this electoral timescale with the life cycle of infrastructure assets, which often have a 20-, 30- or 40-year lifespan. Selling assets has been a way to lose elections. "The politics surrounding deals is the hardest thing to manage," says Heap at UBS. "Privatizing assets is simply a way to lose votes." However he thinks that there is a simple equation to understand why the political landscape has now shifted. "The moment the political pain from cutting services is more than the votes lost in selling assets, this market will take off."¶ 
Unions oppose privatization of infrastructure – jobs and contracts

Nick Lord, executive editor of Financial Media at Haymarket Media Group, 4/2010,Staff Writer at Euromoney former Editorial Director at Finance Asia, affiliated with the University of Oxford, Euromoney,

http://www.euromoney.com/Article/2459161/Privatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html?single=true
The change in public perception will underpin the development of the market. However, interest groups still need persuading. And the most vociferous interest group that has opposed privatized infrastructure is the unions. Unions have traditionally relied on state and local provision of infrastructure as a way to secure jobs and contracts for their members. And this cosy relationship between politicians and unions has stymied many infrastructure deals in the past.

Links to Politics – Airports

Political inertia makes security a governmental issue – Convincing Congress is key

Paul Seidenstat, , associate professor of Economics at Temple University, 5-04, [“¶ Terrorism, Airport Security, and the Private Sector,” Review of Policy Research¶ Volume 21, Issue 3, pages 275–291, May 2004, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1541-1338.2004.00075.x/full] E. Liu

However, once established as a federal agency function, government operations of¶ the security program may be entrenched as political inertia takes hold.¶ It seems clear, however, that the public commitment to a high level of airport¶ security will be sustained. In the face of terrorism, consideration of efficiency will¶ play a secondary role to security and safety. Unless Congress can be convinced that¶ the public–private approach will yield the same level of security and safety at a¶ lower cost, the status quo will persist.

Unions opposed to privatization of airports

John Keahey, reporter, veteran corporate public relations journalist, 12/17/2002 The Salt Lake Tribune http://search.proquest.com/docview/281301100
Last June, President Bush amended one of his Democratic predecessor's executive orders, eliminating the phrase that said air- traffic controllers serve an "inherently governmental function."¶ That sent shivers down the spines of controllers and their union leaders who interpret Bush's deletion to mean he ultimately intends to "outsource" their jobs to private companies.¶ Their fears were heightened on Nov. 14 when the administration announced it might allow private contractors to bid for work now accomplished by 850,000 government workers, or 50 percent of the total federal work force.¶ "It shows how far you will go with an ideology," says Ruth Marlan, executive vice president of the National Air Traffic Controllers Association (NATCA).¶ "It shows that [the president's] interest is not in improving the system; it simply is about privatizing."¶ Her union's membership in the Salt Lake City area is about 300 members out of some 400 controllers, but the potential impacts to airport operations in Utah extend from Salt Lake City to Cedar City.

PASS has no intention of outsourcing – safety reasons

John Keahey, reporter, veteran corporate public relations journalist, 12/17/2002 The Salt Lake Tribune http://search.proquest.com/docview/281301100
Officials of another Federal Aviation Administration union, the Professional Airways Systems Specialists union (PASS), agree.¶ It represents employees who maintain air-traffic control equipment, oversee airline flight standards, certify aircraft and parts suppliers, and handle a variety of other aviation-safety chores.¶ "The PASS jobs are so intrinsic to the safety of the flying public that we don't think the government should sell those jobs to the lowest bidder," says PASS Washington, D.C.-based spokeswoman Heather Awsumb.¶ Salt Lake City-area PASS official Grant Pearsoll, whose union represents 895 workers in the FAA's seven-state Northwest Mountain Region, believes that outsourcing controllers or PASS-worker functions would be like privatizing the army, or police and fire departments.¶ Privatization of air-traffic-control functions is being tested in Canada and Australia. But in Great Britain, the government appears headed toward bringing outsourced aviation services back under the government's umbrella.¶ "There is an irony here," says Pearsoll.¶ After 9-11, he points out, the government acted swiftly to federalize once-private baggage and passenger screeners at airports.¶ "Now, the government indicated that it appears ready to turn over the behind-the-scenes people -- controllers, aviation-safety personnel -- to the very industry we now regulate," Pearsoll says. "What will suffer is aviation safety."¶ FAA spokesman Bill Shumann says the union folks are overreacting. The government, he says flatly, has no plans to privatize, or outsource, NATCA or PASS jobs.¶ First, tThe president only cut out the "inherently governmental" phrase to ensure that the small group of air-traffic controllers who are already outsourced -- those private controllers in smaller, more remote airports whose towers do not operate around the clock - - can continue in that private capacity, he says.¶ These non-FAA controllers nationwide operate 206 towers -- Utah has only one: Ogden -- under contract with the FAA. This saves the government $51.5 million a year, or about $250,000 for each tower.¶ There is simply no way, Shumann asserts, that FAA controllers in the nation's 266 larger towers "are subject to competitive outsourcing."¶ As for maintenance and oversight employees represented by PASS, Shumann says there are no plans to outsource their jobs either.¶ "They [PASS officials] have raised the issue over the last six months, and we have always responded that we have no intention of outsourcing their technical support and maintenance functions," Shumann says.¶ He acknowledged, however, that there is one category of FAA worker -- those who work in flight service stations in smaller airports -- that is being studied for possible outsourcing. Utah's only such facility is in Cedar City and has nearly 40 workers.

Links to Elections

CP links to elections
Jenifer Thompson 3/27/2012 The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/blog/the-avenue/102036/did-the-senate-kill-private-finance-in-infrastructure
While that may be overstating it a bit, one institutional investor publication recently spoke with private investors who echoed the sentiment that private-public partnerships in the U.S. have not taken off as they have in the UK, Canada, and Australia because the U.S. is not comfortable with public assets in private hands. “It turns out that Americans are not wild about seeing infrastructure transferred to private hands, nor do they appreciate the price bump that has come with many of them.” A September report by the OECD found that the U.S. infrastructure market is immature and has not provided many deals to investors because of the “historical negative public perception of private investment in (certain) infrastructure sectors,” and “infrastructure investment is perceived as too risky.”

CP links to elections

Nick Lord, financial journalist, commentator and analyst, April 2010 “Privatization: The road to wiping out the US deficit.” http://www.euromoney.com/Article/2459161/Privatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html
Perhaps the most intractable problem facing the market has been political opposition to both selling assets and setting up long-term regulatory regimes. Politics is the lifeblood of the US, where every office holder from the president down to the local dog-catcher has to seek election at least every four years. It is extremely difficult to match this electoral timescale with the life cycle of infrastructure assets, which often have a 20-, 30- or 40-year lifespan. Selling assets has been a way to lose elections. "The politics surrounding deals is the hardest thing to manage," says Heap at UBS. "Privatizing assets is simply a way to lose votes."
Privatization causes public backlash

Nick Lord, financial journalist, commentator and analyst, April 2010 “Privatization: The road to wiping out the US deficit.” http://www.euromoney.com/Article/2459161/Privatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html

But there is still political pain to be negotiated. The Chicago parking deal was a huge success in every way but one: the transition from public to private ownership caused massive disruption and a public outcry from residents. Managing such transitions better will be the key duty for politicians looking to engage the private sector in infrastructure.

Links to Coercion

Privatization links to coercion. 
Lee, an adjunct scholar at the Cato Institute, 2012 (Timothy, “The Mirage of Free-Market Roads”, The Atlantic, 3/28, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/mirage-freemarket-roads) 

When a formerly-public road is privatized, the public loses the freedom to travel along a particular route that it previously enjoyed. This is true even when new roads are assembled using eminent domain. The Fifth Amendment specifies that property taken by eminent domain must be put to a "public use." So the public has a greater stake in even most privately-constructed roads than they would for an ordinary private structure. That means that even when they're collected by a nominally private company, tolls are partly a tax on freedom of movement.

Perm

Perm do the CP—PPP’s are normal means

UNECE 5/12/2000 United Nations Economic Commission for Europe “GUIDELINES ON PRIVATE PUBLIC PARTNERSHIPS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT” http://www.mfcr.cz/cps/rde/xbcr/mfcr/en-guide2.pdf
The shift in public management methods has increased with the adoption of PPP contracts. The implementation of public works by means of such contracts indicates a growing acceptance of such as normal tools for administrative management. In parallel legislation for “public procurement” has been considerably developed through: ♦  The creation of specific rules dealing with services offered by several providers following a reduction in the number of standard concessions, ♦  Readoption of well-adapted concession rules in the context of public works contracts


Perm – NIB
Perm do the CP–the NIB fosters P3s

Cate Long 9/10/11 “The Infrastructure Privatization Bank” http://blogs.reuters.com/muniland/2011/09/10/the-infrastructure-privatization-bank/
I think there is some misunderstanding though about the purpose of the proposed infrastructure bank. On the surface it appears to be an alternative source of funding for common transportation, water and energy projects.  But its real purpose seems to be a means of spurring a large infrastructure privatization movement in the United States.
NIB is a mechanism that starts the privatization process

Dellinger, 10 (Matt, author of the book Interstate 69: The Unfinished History of the Last Great American Highway, 12/8. “So You’re Thinking Of Starting An Infrastructure Bank…” http://transportationnation.org/2010/12/08/so-youre-thinking-of-starting-an-infrastructure-bank/)
Funny he should mention it. Pennsylvania Governor Ed Rendell told Transportation Nation last month that the recent ARC tunnel mess might have been avoided if there had been a National Infrastructure Bank in place. The last-minute attempt by USDOT Secretary Ray LaHood and New Jersey Senator Frank Lautenberg to weld together a public-private partnership to take on the risk of cost overruns was a noble idea, Rendell said, but one that’s nearly impossible to pull off. It’s far easier to make such partnerships work when they’re structured up front—the very thing an NIB is designed to encourage.¶ So what is this magical Infrastructure Bank? Economists and politicians of many stripes have heralded the NIB as an answer to our infrastructure funding problems, as a way to attract private investment, and as a mechanism to better tackle major projects of national and regional significance. Boosters make the NIB sound like free money, a bottomless pot of cash. Perhaps they gloss over the details because the NIB is complicated, a new concept for American infrastructure, and there are competing ideas about how it should operate.¶ But basically, the National Infrastructure Bank would be a wholly-owned government entity run by appointees and would supplement–and to some degree replace–the appropriations system we have now. It would be different in two ways: First, the selection of projects would be more focused and methodical. And secondly, the financing would be more varied, more privatized, and potentially unique to each project.

Privatization Bad–Corruption

Privatization is corrupt and undermines democracy and market institutions

Joseph Stiglitz, winner of 2001 Nobel Prize in Economics, 2002 “Globalization and its Discontents” p. 58 http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=075MS-ZBsswC&oi=fnd&pg=PR9&dq=Globalization+and+Its+Discontent.&ots=tprWMvl139&sig=wZHYhso47gc1kwwj3J_O1GxVuC8#v=onepage&q=privatization&f=false
Perhaps the most serious concern with privatization, as it has so often been practiced, is corruption. The rhetoric of market fundamentalism asserts that privatization will reduce what economists call the “rent-seeking” activity of government officials who either skim off the profits of government enterprises or award contracts and jobs to their friends. But in contrast to what it was supposed to do, privatization has made matters so much worse that in many countries today privatization is jokingly referred to as “briberization.” If a government is corrupt, there is little evidence that privatization will solve the problem. After all, the same corrupt government that mismanaged the firm will also handle the privatization. In country after country, government officials have realized that privatization meant that they no longer needed to be limited to annual profit skimming. By selling a government enterprise at below market price, they could get a significant chunk of asset value for themselves rather than leaving it for subsequent officeholders. In effect, they could steal today much of what would have been skimmed off by future politicians. Not surprisingly, the rigged privatization process was designed to maximize the amount government ministers could appropriate for themselves, not the amount that would accrue to the government’s treasury, let alone the overall efficiency of the economy. As we will see, Russia provides a devastating case study of the harm of “privatization at all costs.” Privatization advocates naively persuaded themselves these costs could be overlooked because the textbooks seemed to say that once private property rights were clearly defined, the owners would ensure that the assets would be efficiently managed. Thus the situation would improve in the long term even if it was ugly in the short term. They failed to realize that without the appropriate legal structures and market institutions, the new owners might have an incentive to strip assets rather than use them as a basis for expanding industry. As a result, in Russia, and many other countries, privatization failed to be as effective a force for growth as it might have been. Indeed sometimes it was associated with decline and proved to be a powerful force for undermining confidence in democratic and market institutions.

Privatization Bad–Jobs

Privatization destroys jobs, creating many social costs
Joseph Stiglitz, winner of 2001 Nobel Prize in Economics, 2002 “Globalization and its Discontents” p. 58 http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=075MS-ZBsswC&oi=fnd&pg=PR9&dq=Globalization+and+Its+Discontent.&ots=tprWMvl139&sig=wZHYhso47gc1kwwj3J_O1GxVuC8#v=onepage&q=privatization&f=false
Privatization has also come not just at the expense of consumers but at the expense of workers as well. The impact of employment has perhaps been both the major argument for and against privatization, with advocates arguing that only through privatization can unproductive workers be shed, and critics arguing that jobs cuts occur with no sensitivity to the social costs. There is, in fact, considerable truth in both positions. Privatization often turns state enterprise from losses to profits by trimming the payroll. Economists, however, are supposed to focus on overall efficiency. There are social costs associated with unemployment, which private firms simply do not take into account. Given minimal job protections, employers can dismiss workers, with little or no costs, including, at best, minimal severance pay. Privatization has been so widely criticized because, unlike so-called Greenfield investments–investments in new firms as opposed to private investors taking over existing firms–privatization often destroys jobs rather than creating new ones. In industrialized countries, the pain of layoffs is acknowledged and somewhat ameliorated by the safety net of unemployment insurance. In less developed countries, the unemployed workers typically do not become a public charge, since there are seldom unemployment insurance schemes. There can be a large social cost nonetheless–manifested, in its worst forms, by urban violence, increased crime, and social and political unrest. But even in the absence of these problems, there are huge costs of unemployment. They include widespread anxiety even among workers who have managed to keep their jobs, a broader sense of alienation, additional financial burdens on family members who manage to remain employed, and the withdrawal of children from school to help support the family. These kinds of social costs endure long past the immediate loss of a job. They are often especially apparent in the case when a firm is sold to foreigners. Domestic firms may at least be attuned to the social context and be reluctant to fire workers if they know there are no alternative jobs available. Foreign owners, on the other hand, may feel greater obligation to their shareholders to maximize stock market value by reducing costs, and less of an obligation to what they will refer to as an “overbloated labor force.” It is important to restructure state enterprises, and privatization is often an effective way to do so. But moving people from low-productivity jobs in state enterprises to unemployment does not increase a country’s income, and it certainly does not increase the welfare of the workers. 


Privatization Bad–Risk

P3s are risky – private firm’s goals to maximize profit
Gaffey, ‘10

[David W. Gaffey, Law Clerk to Bankruptcy Court for Eastern District of Virginia, Juris Doctor with Honors from George Washington Unviersity, Winter 2010 Public Contract Law Journal 39.2 <http://search.proquest.com/docview/218700910>]
While PPPs have the potential to provide innumerable benefits to the public, their use also presents some risks. One concern is that the public interest will be subsumed by the private entity's desire to maximize profits. For instance, a private firm's desire to increase revenue may cause the company to charge higher user fees or to increase user fees at a faster rate than would occur under a government service program.24 Another widely held fear is that private groups would seek to provide infrastructure or services in higherincome areas that would yield greater revenue streams, neglecting disadvantaged, lower-income groups.25
Private funding increases the total overall cost of the project and risky leasing can drain public income

Gaffey, ‘10

[David W. Gaffey, Law Clerk to Bankruptcy Court for Eastern District of Virginia, Juris Doctor with Honors from George Washington Unviersity, Winter 2010 Public Contract Law Journal 39.2 <http://search.proquest.com/docview/218700910>]
The use of private financing is also not without some risk. First, while the construction of a project by the private sector may be more efficient, the use of private funds may increase the cost of a project compared to an otherwise identical project funded by a governmental body In contrast to the use of tax revenue to fund projects, the use of private funding generally requires that interest be paid to the investors on their loans, thus increasing the overall cost of the project.26 Even when governments must borrow money to fund infrastructure projects, they are often able to acquire the necessary funding at significantly lower rates than private investors.27 In the absence of outside factors, the use of privately financed PPPs thus results in higher overall costs for a project than for an identical publicly funded equivalent.28¶ The lease of existing infrastructure also poses risks to the public if the Government sells the rights to the infrastructure at less than their full value. Given the long duration of many infrastructure leases, some of which can be over ninety-nine years, miscalculations regarding potential profits, operating costs, and user demand can result in massive losses of potential public income.29 When the profits reaped by a private entity significantly exceed the investments it made into the project, the lease arrangement deprives the public of potential income that could be used to fund other needed programs.¶ While many of the risks regarding PPPs are borne by the public, private investors also face significant risks when participating in a PPP project. Despite the fact that proposals and bids for projects are based on the best available projections of future needs, no public agency or private corporation can foresee all of the technological or social changes that can occur over lengthy contract periods. Unexpected developments - such as a revolutionary technical advancement that renders automobiles obsolete - would place immense burdens on private investors who would then be unable to recoup their investment. Although this is an extreme example, even slight changes in the use of facilities can drastically affect profit levels, causing private entities to undertake significant risks when entering into PPP projects.30


Privatization Fails – General
Privatization bad–many reasons
E.S. Savas, 1/10/2006 Presidential Professor at the School of Public Affairs at Baruch College, formerly Assistant Secretary of U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development “PRIVATIZATION AND PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS” http://www.cesmadrid.es/documentos/sem200601_md02_in.pdf
Critical concerns about privatization are both pragmatic and theoretical (or ideological, or philosophical). The pragmatic concerns cluster about the kinds of failures that sometimes occur under privatization: ¶ 1. Public officials fail to specify properly the full dimensions of a service to be purchased from contractors; this inevitably leads to misunderstandings and disputes. ¶ 2. They undervalue an asset to be divested, thereby short-changing their citizens. ¶ 3. They fail to conduct a proper competitive procurement or sale. Conflicts of interest in procurement are a constant danger in the purchasing process of both public agencies and private companies; vigilance and oversight are necessary. Sole-source procurement is not necessarily bad, but one resorts to it with caution and only after full justification. ¶ 4. They fail to monitor the performance of a private provider, thereby abdicating their responsibility and leaving an opening for an unscrupulous provider to cut corners and ¶ lower service quality. ¶ 5. They fail to penalize poor performance, perhaps because of failure to monitor properly or because of a cozy relationship between the monitor and the provider. ¶ 6. They fail to set and maintain performance standards in a voucher system; agents authorized to accept vouchers and provide services (e.g., schools, private housing) must satisfy certain conditions germane to the service. ¶ 7. They fail to maintain a competitive environment after privatizing by delegation (e.g., ¶ contracting and franchising), and therefore the incumbent provider gradually acquires and exploits monopoly status. Trading a public monopoly for a private one is not a ¶ prescription for better government. ¶ 8. They fail to protect current employees adequately. 

CP fails due to high transportation costs

Jean-Paul Rodrigue et al, Ph.D. in Transport Geography, 2009  “The Financing of Transportation Infrastructure,” http://people.hofstra.edu/geotrans/eng/ch7en/appl7en/ch7a2en.html
4. Limitations of Private Capital¶ Even if public and private actors have established institutional and finance arrangements, many have been hard pressed to meet the demands imposed by growing volumes of passengers and freight traffic. Shifts in regional and global patterns of trade patterns associated with trade agreements and globalization have also created pressures to develop infrastructures supporting global supply chains.¶ A challenge resides in identifying the respective roles and competencies of the public and private sectors, which varies substantially depending on the concerned mode. Although a level of privatization is commonly perceived as a desirable outcome for the efficient use and operation of transportation infrastructures, privatization comes with limitations. In some instances privatization can be unsuccessful. The main reasons are linked with the private contractor unable to honor the commitments (which is rare) or the new cost structure is perceived to be unfair by users since the privatized infrastructure now offers market pricing (more common). If customers are used to low and subsidized costs they will not well respond to market prices, particularly if they are not introduced in an incremental manner. Although private initiatives commonly result in efficiency gains, private capital involves many limitations concerning capital costs and the issue of domestic versus foreign capital:¶ Capital costs. Nominal costs for private capital are often higher than for public debt, since the latter is guaranteed by the full faith in the credit of the state. This can create a moral hazard as the capital costs and their risks are transferred to the public in terms of guarantees to cover operating costs (cross-subsidy) or bail-outs in case of default. This process is very common in a variety of public enterprises which is spite of acute losses operate on the assumption that their financial shortfalls will be covered by the state. Thus, depending on the size and capitalization of a transport operator, capital costs can be higher than for a public counterpart.¶ Domestic vs. foreign finance. Local private capital markets can be very limited, particularly in developing countries. Transportation assets are also so substantial that they are only accessible to the largest equity firms. Modern transportation infrastructure projects are easily beyond the range of local and regional governments. Finance can thus be tapped from foreign markets. Even in the United States, terminal assets are mainly accessible only to a few large equity firms, many of which are foreign owned. This can be controversial as the case of Dubai Ports World purchasing the port terminal assets of P&O in 2006 demonstrated. Because of political pressures DPW was forced to sell the American port assets of the transaction to the AIG holding company. Fluctuations in exchange rates can also be a significant risk factor, but if a currency is undervalued (debased), investments can pour in to take advantage of the discount to capture valuable and revenue generating assets.


Privatization Fails–Urban Infrastructure

Private sector infrastructure development fails at urban infrastructure
Joop Koppenjan, PhD associate professor and staff member of the Faculty of Technology, Policy and Management of the Delft University of Technology and Bert Enserink is associate professor policy analysis and programme manager of the Engineering and Policy Analysis master, 1/30/2009, “Public–Private Partnerships in Urban Infrastructures: Reconciling Private Sector Participation and Sustainability”; AB
The speed and scale of urbanization provide serious challenges for governments all over the world with regard to the realization, maintenance, and operation of public urban infrastructures. These infrastructures are needed to keep up with living standards and to create conditions for sustainable development. The lack of public funds and the inefficiencies of public service provision have given rise to initiatives to stimulate private parties to invest their resources in public urban infrastructures. However, private sector participation creates a whole range of new challenges. The potential benefits are countered by concerns about the compatibility of the private sector‘s focus on short-term return on investment with the long-term perspective needed to realize sustainability targets. On the basis of a review of literature on experiences with private sector participation in urban infrastructure projects, this article identifies governance practices that help or hinder the reconciliation of private sector participation in urban infrastructure projects with the objective to increase the sustainability of the urban environment.


Privatization Fails–Banned

Can’t solve -  congressional ban on privates

Jenifer Thompson 3/27/2012 The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/blog/the-avenue/102036/did-the-senate-kill-private-finance-in-infrastructure
The federal transportation reauthorization passed by the U.S. Senate earlier this month is notable for its (relative) bi-partisanship and for putting in place several key reforms. The bill’s new dedicated freight program, more efficient project delivery mechanisms, and increased in funding for innovative finance programs are all important and laudable, setting the stage for a truly transformative six-year bill in 2013. One amendment, however, disrupted that good feeling and highlighted the difference in how states finance their programs.  The amendment proposed by Senator Jeff Bingaman of New Mexico lowers federal highway aid for states that privatize their roads. The reasoning is that states like Illinois and Indiana that received upfront payments for concessions shouldn’t continue to receive aid for that portion of the state’s highway lanes and vehicle miles travelled. Although not completely privatized, the state no longer spends federal dollars on those roads, so they shouldn’t be factored into formulas that allocate money from Washington.  Some are crying foul, and with good reason. In this time of fiscal constraint, budgets at the federal and state level are severely stretched. More and more states are looking to engage the private sector in infrastructure investment, and many investors are cautious about getting involved in a market where levels of sophistication, goals, and political will vary from state to state. The amendment, in effect, sends a signal to states that they have to choose a side when coming up with a finance strategy for infrastructure. Instead, Washington should be encouraging states to use a combination of available financing and project delivery resources to fill gaps. Federal programs, like TIFIA, fill finance gaps by providing supplemental and subordinate capital to leverage private funds—but only for the capital costs of new projects, not the operation and maintenance that is needed for existing assets. Concessions are a way to harness the private sector’s expertise in project delivery and share the risk and cost of maintenance and operation. States can use their upfront payment and federal aid to a pay for infrastructure assets that are necessary but need higher subsidies, like transit or other road projects. For example, the concession received for the Indiana Toll Road went in part to capitalize the Northwest Indiana Redevelopment Agency for investments in places like Gary that need it, but are a less attractive investment opportunity to the private sector.  About the Bingaman amendment, former Pennsylvania Governor Rendell said that it “absolutely would stop private investment in infrastructure.” 


Privatization Fails – Highways
Bipartisan GAO study concludes privatization will cause higher prices and less safe roadways
Miller, Date

[Eric Miller, professor of electrical and computer engineering, professor of computer science, dean of research at Tufts university school of engineering, Ph. D MIT, 4/2008, Light and Medium Truck  <http://search.proquest.com/docview/211121208>]
Risks associated with public-private highway partnerhip agreements range from higher tolls and traffic version to stiff political opposition and potential tax losses, according to a new government study.¶ "Highway public-private partnership agreements are not 'risk free,' and concerns have been raised about how well the public interest has been evaluated and protected," a February study by the Government Accountability Office said.¶ "Highway public-private partnerships have resulted in advantages for state and local governments, such as obtaining new facilities and value from existing facilities without using public funding," the study said. "There are also potential costs and trade-offs - there is no 'free' money in public-private partnerships, and it is likely that tolls on a privately operated highway WUl increase to a greater extent than they would on a publicly operated toll road."¶ The GAO reached its conclusions after it studied several high-profile public-private agreements, including the 99-year lease of the Chicago Skyway and the 75-year lease of the 157-mile Indiana Toll Road.¶ Rep. Peter DeFazio (D-Ore.) and Sens. James Inhofe (R-Okla.) and Richard Durbin (D-Dl.) requested the GAO study.¶ The Bush administration and the Department of Transportation have touted public-private partnerships as one solution to federal highway funding shortfalls.¶ After a separate two-year study, the bipartisan National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission estimated in its January report to Congress that the federal government should be investing $225 billion to $340 billion annually in all modes of transportation.¶ The federal government is currently investing only $85 billion annually, less than 40% of the needed amount, according to the commission.¶ American Trucking Associations, which opposes the lease or sale of existing toll roads, said the study backed its views.¶ "Schemes such as the privatization and tolling of existing highway infrastructure will result in Americans' paying a significantly higher price to access our highway system while receiving less in the form of safe, efficient and reliable roadways," said Bill Graves, president of American Trucking Associations.¶ Though the GAO study noted several positive benefits of public-private highway partnerships, it concluded that there is great potential for private operators to increase tolls at a faster rate than if the highways were publicly owned.
Privatization harms sales and reliable roadways

Kilcarr, ‘11

[Sean Kilcarr, Senior Editor, 6/22/2011, Fleet Owner Magazine <http://search.proquest.com/docview/873307642>]
The American Trucking Associations (ATA) has long opposed any effort to privatize transportation infrastructure, especially highways, as the group believes such efforts would increase costs for users across the board without necessarily offering widespread improvements.¶ "Schemes such as the privatization and tolling of existing highway infrastructure will result in Americans paying a significantly higher price to access our highway system while receiving less in the form of safe, efficient, and reliable roadways," said Gov. Bill Graves, ATA president & CEO, in a speech two years ago on the same issue.¶ ATA spokesman Sean McNally said the group still holds to that position. "We believed that then and we believe it now," he told Fleet Owner.¶ Truckstop operators are also concerned about efforts to commercialize highway rest stops, a key tenet of Sen. Kirk's bill, which specifically would allow such commercialization to provide "additional resources to states with budget shortfalls."¶ "At first glance, commercialization of rest stops would seem an easy way for states to generate revenues," Brad Stotler, director of government affairs for the National Association of Truck Stop Operators (NATSO), told Fleet Owner. "But we believe it would cause significant harm in terms of reducing sales to the motoring public and indirectly reducing truck parking as well."¶ A study NATSO conducted last year entitled "Rest Area Commercialization and Truck Parking Capacity" found that truck parking capacity is substantially greater on the stretches of the interstate highway where commercial rest areas are prohibited. Principally, the study found that in general sections of highway in states operating commercial rest areas have two fewer parking spaces per mile.

Privatization Fails–Mass Transit

Privatized mass transit compromises safety and can’t manage peaking

Mark Reutter 9/1/2003-business and law editor at the University of Illinois “Economist examines hurdles to privatization of urban mass transit”, Inside Illinois http://news.illinois.edu/ii/03/0904/09transit_P.html
CHAMPAIGN, Ill. — Free-market principles have swept through almost every form of U.S. transportation except urban mass transit, which raises the question of why privatization has not taken root there, according to a transportation expert at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. The failure to privatize urban transit has not been through lack of trying, John F. Due, professor emeritus of economics, wrote in a working paper. Economists favoring the market school of economics have repeatedly issued calls for privatization in the name of efficiency and holding down costs. Similar calls have led to the deregulation of commercial aviation, freight railroads and trucking, as well as electric power and telephone companies that were formerly considered natural monopolies. "But after three decades of arguments to shift to the market approach, government-owned urban transit systems remain largely intact in the U.S., even more so in continental Europe, and less so in the developing world," Due wrote. "The reasons given for this failure by the free-market schools – power of labor unions, transit managers, contractors, etc. – are not convincing, thus far at least." More convincing are the limitations of privatized, competing transit companies. A built-in hurdle is the difficulty, owing to heavy fixed costs, of earning a profit in the transit business without resorting to price-gouging fares or reduced service. In a regulated monopoly, bus and subway operators take responsibility for the whole system and have an incentive to coordinate schedules and services as well as maintain safety and reliability. In countries where private operations are sanctioned, safety has sometimes been compromised and transit users have fewer avenues to complain about poor service. The market approach to transit would actually re-privatize systems that were once owned by one or more private companies, often affiliated with electric companies. Federal legislation barring electric companies from owning transit lines, along with growing competition from private automobiles, led to the bankruptcy and liquidation of many private transit lines after 1945. Following a long period of financial crisis, the bus and rail-transit lines that survived were consolidated under city and regional government authorities. The industry always has been hurt by the problem of "peaking," or the concentration of use during the morning and evening commuting hours. "The more severe the peaking, the more expensive it is to provide personnel and equipment without higher costs per passenger mile," Due wrote. "Peaking produces a high percentage of empty seats, which is noted by critics of the present system as evidence of inefficiency and thus the need for a free market, when actually it is an inherent problem of urban transit." A single transit authority is better able to manage peaking and overcrowding, the Illinois economist argued, and the rise of "reverse commuting" during peak periods has led to the more efficient use of trains and buses in Chicago, New York and other transit-dependent cities.

Privatization Fails – Air

Privatization fails safety, costs more, and causes liability issues – 9/11 proves
Long, ’11 [Emily Long, Quals, 1/31/2011, Government Executive/Staff Correspondent at GovEx, Editorial Assistant at AAUW, Report/Producer at NextGov at GovEx, Senior Editor at Athena Magazine <http://www.govexec.com/oversight/2011/01/unions-praise-end-of-airport-privatization-program/33207/>]
A freeze on a Transportation Security Administration program to privatize airport screening services will preserve job opportunities for federal workers and keep passengers safe, according to union leaders.¶ TSA Administrator John Pistole said on Friday the agency would not accept new applications from private companies to participate in its Screening Partnership Program, which allows airports to opt out of using TSA employees. Currently, 16 airports across the country use private screeners.¶ According to National Treasury Employees Union President Colleen Kelley, Pistole's decision keeps the work in the hands of federal employees rather than outsourcing it to private contractors.¶ "NTEU has always argued that there is core work in every agency that is inherently governmental," Kelley said. "That has always been our argument about airport security workers."¶ Kelley has actively opposed the privatization program, saying it does not save money, and could cause a loss of expertise and professionalism and open up an airport to potential liability issues. After Charlotte-Douglas International Airport Aviation Director Jerry Orr in North Carolina talked about privatization, Kelley in a December 2010 letter criticized negative comments made about federal employees and urged Orr to commend TSA screeners for their work.¶ "The nation is secure in the sense that the safety of our skies will not be left in the hands of the lowest-bidder contractor, as it was before 9/11" said American Federation of Government Employees National President John Gage. "We applaud Administrator Pistole for recognizing the value in a cohesive federalized screening system and workforce."

Privates would cut 10% of pay – that’s part of the bidding process
Keahey, ’02 [John Keahey, reporter, veteran corporate public relations journalist, 12/17/2002 The Salt Lake Tribune <http://search.proquest.com/docview/281301100>]
¶ They primarily serve private pilots with weather information and flight plans, and communicate with pilots flying between smaller airports. They are represented by a third FAA union, the National Association of Air Traffic Specialists (NAATS).¶ ¶ A national lobbying group representing private pilots -- the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) -- is not necessarily opposed to outsourcing federal service-station jobs. But like PASS and NATCA, it does not want other FAA functions outsourced.¶ ¶ "It is a function of government to provide this service," says AOPA Vice President Warren Morningstar.¶ ¶ The flight service station study began in August and is scheduled to be completed in early 2004.¶ ¶ The FAA's Shumann says if a decision is made to outsource the smaller-airport functions, the work would be put up for bid. He says current NAATS members within their FAA organization would be free to bid on the work as well as private companies.¶ ¶ "Federal rules say that for a private contractor to win the job, they would have to do the work for at least 10 percent less than what the now-FAA employees could bid," Shumann says.¶ ¶ While the Bush Administration downplays a movement toward privatization or outsourcing of air-traffic controller or flight- standards jobs, NATCA official Marlan sees what she believes is a disturbing trend.

Privatization causes excessive reliance on bonds and don’t lower costs – empirics

Shields, ’08 [Yvette Shields, author, Bureau Chief, Staff Journalist, 6/18/2008 Bond Buyer <http://search.proquest.com/docview/407069418>]
¶ "We were concerned. We investigated the European model and its problems because it doesn't result in lower costs and developed a laundry list we thought we needed to resolve," [Bob Montgomery] recalled in a recent interview. "We also felt that Midway was already so well-run by the city and we had just successfully finished expansion projects. We didn't want to mess it up."¶ ¶ [John Schmidt] predicts that other municipal managers of airports struggling with aging infrastructure, a sluggish economy, and unfunded pension liabilities will look at the Midway deal. They will wonder why "Richie Daley" is the only mayor to capitalize on such an asset and are likely to ask, "Why can't I do that?"¶ ¶ A [Fitch Ratingsanalyst Peter Stettler] report in 2006 predicted that airport operators would increasingly explore privatization as a means to finance $70 billion in needed improvements. "There is concern that the federal role in financing airports may be reduced," the report said. "Thus, the nation's airports may seek to increase the use of alternative financing sources to augment the historical reliance on general airport revenue bonds."

Privatization Fails – Air

Airport privatization is inefficient

Keith 1 

[Alexander, Issues and Controversies, “Air-Travel Delays” http://www.2facts.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/icof_story.aspx?PIN=i0601700&term=privatization]

Other policy makers, however, insist that the FAA is capable of making the needed improvements. They point to the agency's recent announcement of a 10-year plan to reduce flight delays as a sign that the FAA has the problem under control. Opponents also contend that continued federal involvement is necessary to insure that air travel remains open to people across the entire nation--a private company might allow the airlines to concentrate service in the more profitable major cities, critics warn.

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

Privatization Fails – Highways

CP diverts traffic causing inefficiencies and increasing traffic accidents 
Steve Hevner 1/14/2008, spokesman for Penn State, “Toll road privatization may result in indirect impacts” http://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2008-01/ps-trp011408.php
Privatizing toll roads in the U.S. may result in significant diversions of truck traffic from privatized toll roads to "free" roads, and may result in more crashes and increased costs associated with use of other roads, according to a new study.¶ Peter Swan of Penn State – Harrisburg and Michael Belzer of Wayne State University will present the findings of their study, "Empirical Evidence of Toll Road Traffic Diversion and Implications for Highway Infrastructure Privatization" on Jan. 14 at the 87th annual meeting of the Transportation Research Board in Washington, D.C.¶ The study used data from the State of Ohio, the Federal Highway Administration, and the Ohio Turnpike to predict annual Turnpike truck vehicle miles traveled, and therefore diverted vehicle miles, based on National truck traffic and Turnpike rates. The researchers then compare estimated truck traffic diverted from the Turnpike to truck traffic on Ohio road segments on possible substitute routes.¶ Both economic models support the hypothesis that rate increases divert traffic from toll roads to "free" roads.¶ "While recently privatized roads do not have enough history to determine how high actual rates will rise, adequate data do exist to determine what happens when toll rates increase dramatically on state-run toll roads," says co-author Peter Swan, Assistant Professor of Logistics and Operations Management at Penn State's Harrisburg campus.¶ The study concludes that if governments allow private toll road operators to maximize profits, higher tolls will divert trucks to local roads, depending on the suitability of substitute roads. The authors estimate that for 2005, a for-profit, private operator of the Ohio Turnpike could have raised tolls to roughly three times what they were under the public turnpike authority, resulting in about a 40% diversion of trucks from the Ohio Turnpike to other roads.¶ "The Ohio Turnpike substantially increased tolls during the 1990s to help finance construction of a third lane in each direction over substantial portions of the Turnpike," the researchers say. "Because the Ohio Turnpike raised its rates for trucks in the 1990s and later lowered them again, sufficient data exist to calculate a demand curve for the Turnpike based on demand and the toll rate. We then use the resulting demand curve to estimate diversion of trucks caused by the changes in the toll rates and to forecast how toll rates might affect Turnpike truck revenue."¶ The number of diverted trucks is important to both the State of Ohio and the Nation for economic and social reasons.¶ First, many of the substitute roads are two-lane highways with crash rates many times that of the Turnpike. Second, the increased traffic has reduced the quality of life for communities located along diversion routes and dramatically increased the maintenance costs of many of these roads, say the researchers.¶ Finally, higher truck tolls have two negative effects on the economy. Motor carriers eventually pass all tolls to consumers in the form of higher prices for goods. While higher toll rates may not decrease the efficiency of non-diverted trucks, they have raised costs.¶ Furthermore, diversion reduces the efficiency of these trucks because they clearly are taking a second-best route. The resulting loss of efficiency can stifle economic activity, according to the study.¶ Many of these economic and social costs may not be considered in future leases or sales, especially when such costs are paid by people in states other than the one making the lease agreement.¶ The study researchers question whether it makes good policy sense to substitute the existing fuel tax-based system of funding road infrastructure with a system that uses widespread tolls and to grant long-term leases to private enterprises that will operate them for profit.¶ "The combination of inadequate maintenance, lack of capital for new capacity, and ever-growing demand has led to renewed calls for tolls," Swan and Belzer state. "It is curious that national policy clearly supports sales or long-term leases of roads to private parties when such negative results can be expected.¶ "It does not appear that the U.S. Department of Transportation has considered how far tolling and highway privatization should go ... how such a market-based system of interstate highways will affect the parallel system of publicly-owned state and local roads ... or the effect of private tolling on interstate commerce - unless U.S. DOT is already committed to the toll-based funding for all roads."¶ "If the true problem is that political leaders are unwilling to face the voters with the reality that there is no free lunch, then the problem we seek to solve by tolling and privatization will not solve the problem at all. In fact, our research suggests that it will only make the problem worse," Swan and Belzer say.

Privatization Fails–Highways

Privatizing highways causes economic inequality

Jeff Culbreath 3/16/2011 “Privatizing Highways” http://www.whatswrongwiththeworld.net/2011/03/privatizing_highways.html
It seems to me that a free highway system is a near-perfect metaphor for the interconnectedness of human society. It's true that our transportation infrastructure involves subsidies and the re-distribution of wealth. But to look at this as an "us" vs. "them" problem is, in my opinion, a mistake. They are us, and we are them, and a free highway system benefits everyone. Even if urban taxpayers don't personally travel on rural highways, the trucks which stock their shelves do travel on them, as do the farmers and ranchers who grow their food. City dwellers work for employers whose suppliers, vendors, contractors and customers depend on rural highways. Most people have relatives and friends who live in other cities, at least, if not in small towns and rural areas, and maintaining those relationships requires travel on rural highways. At some point in their lives most urban and suburban dwellers utilize rural highways for work or recreation, or they depend upon others who do. Etc. Furthermore, the highway "subsidy" makes rural and small-town living more economically viable. It's in everyone's interest to preserve this way of life, which has been in retreat for decades due to all kinds of pressures. A free highway system eases the economic hardship of rural living, making it a little less impossible to start a business or to commute to a job in town. Why should city dwellers care about this? Because rural/small town people are their countrymen, first and foremost, but also because it's important to make the social benefits of small town life available to as many as possible. These benefits are good in themselves, and for that reason alone they are deserving of a "subsidy".
Privatizing highways destroys the American identity

Jeff Culbreath 3/16/2011 “Privatizing Highways” http://www.whatswrongwiththeworld.net/2011/03/privatizing_highways.html
But the most compelling argument for preserving a free, public highway system is that it's as American as apple pie. How different would our heritage be - our songs and stories and poems and lore - without the romantic freedom of the open road? Without the contrasts and tensions between the rambler and the settler? Granted, the kind of mobility that our highway system affords is partially responsible for the dissolution of community life that I often lament. But nevermind: rising fuel prices will soon cure this problem without the need for privatizing highways. In the meantime, I find there are few things more enjoyable than driving freely in the countryside, exploring the back roads, chasing ghost towns and landmarks, spying on the neighbors and their projects, and just drinking in the beauty of this delightfully obscure corner of the Golden West.¶ For me, the open road represents one of our last freedoms in an increasingly un-free world. Or maybe I just have a powerful streak of American wanderlust. Either way, a free highway system is more than just a subsidy: it's a symbol of our national character, and not one I'm inclined to barter away.

Privatization Fails – Rail 

Private investment in rails will cause market failure 

Winston 07- Clifford, Senior fellow of economic studies.  Government Failure versus Market Failure 

http://www.brookings.edu/research/testimony/2007/03/23useconomics-winston cma 
In theory, government intervention in economic life is justified to stabilize the macroeconomy, correct market failures such as monopoly and externalities, and to pursue social goals such as reducing poverty and ensuring fairness in the labor market. How does public investment fit into these justifications? Generally, a private firm will provide a good or service if it can earn a normal profit. Market failure occurs when a socially desirable good or service-that is, a good or service whose social benefits exceed its social costs-is not provided because firms would find it unprofitable to do so. For example, when the nation was developing its road system, a private firm or firms may not have been able to raise sufficient capital (let alone repay the accumulated debt) to build a private interstate highway system. Similarly, a private urban rail system may not be able to attract sufficient ridership and charge sufficiently high fares to be profitable. In such cases, the government can increase economic welfare by financing socially desirable services like roads and public transit that would not be supplied by the private sector. Thus public production of these activities is correcting a market failure.

Privatization Fails – Ports

The Jones act supplies 14 billion dollars annually  and 84.000 and is key to U.S. security 

American Shipping company10- U.S Jones bill back round http://www.americanshippingco.com/section.cfm?path=326,346 cma

The Jones Act industry accounts for:  • $14.0 Billion in annual economic output and 84,000 jobs in U.S. shipyards • 70,000 jobs working on or with Jones Act vessels • Over 39,000 vessels of all sizes representing an investment of $30 billion  The Jones Act is an essential feature of U.S. national security policy as it provides required capacity to support national security needs and avoid complete dependence on ships controlled by foreign nations. Since the U.S. maritime position in international trades has declined significantly in the last three decades, the Jones Act is the primary maritime market for U.S. shipyards and operators, and its maintenance is key to American Shipping Company‘s continued success.  Implementation of the Jones Act is the responsibility of the United States Coast Guard, which oversees ship construction, repair and rebuilding, as well as reviewing ownership structures to ensure compliance with the Jones Act. 
Jones act has specific benefits in which are key to workers the CP can’t solve for. 

Smith 2012- published by wisegeek2012 What is the Jones Act? http://www.wisegeek.com/what-is-the-jones-act.htm cma
Two parts of the Jones Act are of particular historical importance. The first heavily promoted American built, owned, and staffed ships. This was accomplished by restricting shipping and passenger trade within the United States to American owned or American flagged ships, and stipulated that 75% of a ship's crew must consist of American citizens. In addition, the use of foreign parts and labor in ship construction and repair was also heavily restricted. This section of the Jones Act was intended to create a strong, well staffed Merchant Marine which could ably serve the United States during both peace and war.  The second important section of the Jones Act created benefits for sailors which are extremely far reaching. Any sailor who is injured at sea is entitled to maintenance and cure, meaning that the sailor's employer must pay him or her a daily stipend and provide medical care to treat the injury. In addition, sailors can also sue for damages if their injuries were caused by negligence on the part of the ship's owners or other crew members, or if they sailed on unseaworthy vessels. These damages include death benefits, in the event that a sailor is killed on the job.  Anyone who spends at least 30% of his or her time in active service on a Merchant Marine vessel can qualify for Jones Act benefits. This includes all staff on board ship, from the Captain on down. The benefits provided by the Jones Act can be significantly higher than benefits for workers on land, if a skilled attorney is involved. 

PPPs Bad–Debt

PPPs take the worst of both worlds in terms of the cost of debt

Ginka Borisova, Iowa State University, and William Megginson, University of Oklahoma, 3/2/2011 “Does Government Ownership Affect the Cost of Debt? Evidence from Privatization” http://rfs.oxfordjournals.org/content/24/8/2693.full
If a company is government owned, then bondholders will feel secure about getting their money back due to the implicit government guarantee. Serving as the financial backer, the state can subsidize a cash-strapped firm to keep its tangible net worth above the level required by bond covenants. Furthermore, since governments usually own large companies that are of strategic importance to the country (e.g., utilities), it is unlikely that the government will allow the company to go bankrupt. However, if a state-controlled company were to face bankruptcy, bondholders expect that the government will back up the company and satisfy their claims. Faccio, Masulis, and McConnell (2006) study firms in thirty-five countries and conclude that politically connected firms are more likely to be the beneficiaries of a government bailout than nonconnected firms. In a sample of banks in emerging markets, Brown and Dinç (2009) find that no bank with over 50% government ownership fails in their seven-year period, whereas about 44% of the remaining banks fail, are acquired, or are nationalized by the state.¶ Perotti (1995) characterizes residual state shareholdings as a sign of commitment that the government will not interfere with the firm after its divestment. Leland and Pyle (1977) note that information asymmetry between a 100% owner and a prospective buyer of a company could be mitigated by the owner retaining some stake in the company, signaling a belief in its quality and future prospects. In the case of a partial privatization, a larger retained government stake could bolster bond investors' confidence in the firm and its sustainable performance. From the opposite perspective, more significant state ownership reduction could generate fear that the company will undertake riskier projects without the familiar safety net of the government to bail it out. Trusting in the implicit government guarantee, bondholders are unconcerned with monitoring an SOE (OECD 1998), but as government ownership disappears, bond investors could charge higher spreads to reflect their concerns.¶ 1.2 Performance improvements from privatization¶ It could also be argued that following more extensive privatization, companies will be subjected to market discipline, and bankruptcy becomes a real threat. Previously, limited only by soft budget constraints, the firm might have engaged in projects to achieve some government goal, such as maintaining excess employment, while generating negative cash flows. From this perspective, firm benefits such as a lower cost of debt would come to fruition only with full privatization and the withdrawal of the state's self-serving “grabbing hand” (Shleifer and Vishny 1998). Along with improvements in efficiency and profitability, Megginson, Nash, and Van Randenborgh (1994) find evidence that after privatization, companies reduce their debt ratios and increase their capital spending, consistent with enhanced market discipline. Specifically, considering the mix of partially and completely privatized firms in the current sample, previous research indicates that more fully privatized firms perform better than their partially divested counterparts in terms of profitability and productivity growth (Boardman and Vining 1989; Ehrlich et al. 1994). In relation to the cost of debt, Crabbe and Fabozzi (2002) point out that financial ratios such as return on equity (ROE) help determine the firm's capacity to repay borrowings and influence the spreads charged by bond investors.¶ Therefore, if companies experience a higher cost of debt following a reduction in government ownership, this would support the view that investors greatly miss the implicit government guarantee and are wary of increased risk-taking fostered by the new owners. However, a lower cost of debt accompanying state divestiture would reflect the beliefs of investors that these more efficient, profitable companies will now make prudent investments or else be surpassed by the competition. These hypotheses need not be mutually exclusive, as their individual effects could predominate for different levels of government ownership. Additionally, the privatization process itself could impact the spreads demanded by bond investors. Therefore, we consider the following two channels, most relevant to firms in the middle of a series of divestitures, that could contribute to a higher cost of debt for partially privatized firms—uncertainty surrounding ownership change and bondholder-shareholder conflicts.

PPPs Bad–Debt

PPPs increase debt costs

Ginka Borisova, Iowa State University, and William Megginson, University of Oklahoma, 3/2/2011 “Does Government Ownership Affect the Cost of Debt? Evidence from Privatization” http://rfs.oxfordjournals.org/content/24/8/2693.full
A significant change in ownership generally leads to greater uncertainty regarding control and direction of the company. As privatization is foremost a transfer of ownership, bond investors could impose a higher cost when the firm is subject to several tranche sales through partial privatizations. Conversely, this turmoil would disappear if the government completely released a firm and would be minimized if it maintained solid controlling ownership of a company. Following a political regime change, Dastidar, Fisman, and Khanna (2008) similarly document lower stock returns of partially privatized firms that were scheduled or being considered for divestment, in contrast to firms in which the state had relinquished control or had no plans to do so.¶ Perotti (1995) describes how investors in privatizing companies face a nontraditional information asymmetry problem of considering the state's desired level of interference, a transitory notion influenced by political ideologies. Debtholders must also consider how new private owners will impact the firm's creditworthiness. New management philosophy following privatization would impact bond spreads, as the initial turmoil from a sea change in firm policy might raise debt pricing. With its stake in the company decreasing, the government may no longer play the role of a financial backer, willing to inject capital when it becomes scarce or expensive for the firm. New ownership would be hard pressed to meet the additional financing and backup credit system the state provides, possibly leading to a downgrade of the firm's bond credit rating. Another problem posed to bond investors by ownership changes involves the issuance of more debt by new owners (perhaps even in a leveraged buyout), adding to the firm's default probability and possibly shifting payment priority for the different bond issues. Brown (2006) points out that even if bond covenants are in place to protect debtholders (e.g., a negative pledge clause), companies are still able to circumvent these stipulations, particularly in Europe, where bank loans are often allowed to supersede the collateral claims of existing debt. Crabbe and Fabozzi (2002) confirm that companies dealing with transforming events, such as a merger or buyout, face larger spreads on their corporate bonds, and privatization sales would fall into this category. The authors also discuss how greater uncertainty results in an inflated cost of debt due to higher information costs, with bond dealers and investors becoming even more risk averse in a volatile bond market.
PPPs are risky and costly

Dutzik et al, members of the Public Interest Research group, 7/19/2011 Tony, with Jordan Schendier and Phineas Baxandall. “High-Speed Rail: Public, Private or Both? Assessing the Prospects, Promise and Pitfalls of Public-Private Partnerships.” Summer. http://uspirg.org/sites/pirg/files/reports/HSR-PPP-USPIRG-July-19-2011.pdf
However, PPPs also come with a number of risks and costs, including: ¶ • Higher costs for capital, as well as  costs related to the profits paid to private shareholders. ¶ • Heightened risk for the public once a  project has begun, due to the ability of private-sector actors to hold projects hostage and demand increased  subsidies or other concessions from government.¶ • The costs of hiring and retaining the lawyers, financial experts and engineers needed to protect the public interest in the negotiation of PPP  agreements and to enforce those agreements over time. ¶ • Loss of control over the operation of  the high-speed rail line, which can  result in important transportation assets being operated primarily to boost private profit rather than best advance public needs.¶ • Delays in the early stages of a project,  as government and private partners engage in the difficult and complex task of negotiating PPP agreement.

PPPs Blocked

Various institutional barriers across levels of governance block PPP

Michael J. Garvin, Ph.D., Associate Professor in the Myers-Lawson School of Construction, 4-10, [“Enabling Development of the Transportation Public-Private¶ Partnership Market in the United States,” Journal of Construction Engineering and Management, Vol. 136, No. 4, April 2010, pp. 402-411, cedb.asce.org/cgi/WWWdisplay.cgi?260835] E. Liu

Despite these signs, the PPP market in the United States is¶ somewhat idle. Perhaps, the national economic climate has¶ heightened concern over PPP transactions, particularly since the¶ track record of contemporary PPP arrangements to date is rather¶ mixed Garvin 2007a. Indeed, political turmoil over the role of¶ PPPs continues, as evidenced by the letter of November 4, 2008¶ sent by Representatives James Oberstar and Peter DeFazio of the¶ House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure to Secretary¶ of Transportation Mary Peters expressing concerns over the¶ lack of public interest protections in PPP arrangements particularly¶ in light of the current economic crisis and tightening of¶ credit markets Oberstar and DeFazio 2008. Furthermore, many¶ entrenched public and private institutions and organizations have¶ vested interests in maintaining the status quo—the delivery and¶ financing system for infrastructure in the United States is not¶ necessarily broken it just needs someone to kick start its funding¶ stream. And less than one-half of the 50 states currently have¶ legislation in place to allow PPPs for transportation.


PPP isn’t a Useful Term

PPP is vague – Other terms are more precise

Michael J. Garvin, Ph.D., Associate Professor in the Myers-Lawson School of Construction, 4-10, [“Enabling Development of the Transportation Public-Private¶ Partnership Market in the United States,” Journal of Construction Engineering and Management, Vol. 136, No. 4, April 2010, pp. 402-411, cedb.asce.org/cgi/WWWdisplay.cgi?260835] E. Liu

To properly characterize PPPs, perhaps the term needs to be¶ scrapped altogether. Possibly, a return to referring to all arrangements¶ as project or service delivery systems would be more appropriate.¶ If the infrastructure community were to do so, Fig. 1¶ then might help delineate the differences between the delivery¶ systems. An adaptation of the Miller 1995quadrant framework,¶ this framework places “funding source” on the y axis with endpoints¶ of government payment and user fees, and “lifecycle activities”¶ on the x axis with endpoints of segregated and integrated.

***AFF A2 Coercion

Transportation = Public Good

Transportation is a public good – Their framework deprives people of basic services

ROBERT B. REICH, Chancellor’s Professor of Public Policy at the University of California at Berkeley, was Secretary of Labor in the Clinton administration, 1-4-12, [“The Decline of the Public Good,” http://robertreich.org/post/15331903866] E. Liu
What defines a society is a set of mutual benefits and duties embodied most visibly in public institutions — public schools, public libraries, public transportation, public hospitals, public parks, public museums, public recreation, public universities, and so on. ¶ Public institutions are supported by all taxpayers, and are available to all. If the tax system is progressive, those who better off (and who, presumably, have benefitted from many of these same public institutions) help pay for everyone else. ¶ “Privatiize” means pay-for-it-yourself. The practical consequence of this in an economy whose wealth and income are now more concentrated than any time in 90 years is to make high-quality public goods available to fewer and fewer.¶ In fact, much of what’s called “public” is increasingly a private good paid for by users — ever-higher tolls on public highways and public bridges, higher tuitions at so-called public universities, higher admission fees at public parks and public museums. ¶ Much of the rest of what’s considered “public” has become so shoddy that those who can afford to do so find private alternatives. As public schools deteriorate, the upper-middle class and wealthy send their kids to private ones. As public pools and playgrounds decay, the better off buy memberships in private tennis and swimming clubs. As public hospitals decline, they pay premium rates for private care.¶ Gated communities and office parks now come with their own manicured lawns and walkways, security guards, and backup power systems.¶ Why the decline of public institutions? The financial squeeze on government at all levels since 2008 explains only part of it. The slide really started more than three decades ago with so-called “tax revolts” by a middle class whose earnings had stopped advancing even though the economy continued to grow. Most families still wanted good public services and institutions but could no longer afford the tab. ¶ Since the late 1970s, almost all the gains from growth have gone to the top. But as the upper middle class and the rich began shifting to private institutions, they withdrew political support for public ones. In consequence, their marginal tax rates dropped — setting off a vicious cycle of diminishing revenues and deteriorating quality, spurring more flight from public institutions. Tax revenues from corporations also dropped as big companies went global — keeping their profits overseas and their tax bills to a minimum. ¶ But that’s not the whole story. America no longer values public goods as we did decades ago. ¶ The great expansion of public institutions in America began in the early years of 20th century when progressive reformers championed the idea that we all benefit from public goods. Excellent schools, roads, parks, playgrounds, and transit systems would knit the new industrial society together, create better citizens, and generate widespread prosperity. Education, for example, was less a personal investment than a public good — improving the entire community and ultimately the nation. ¶ In subsequent decades — through the Great Depression, World War II, and the Cold War — this logic was expanded upon. Strong public institutions were seen as bulwarks against, in turn, mass poverty, fascism, and then communism. The public good was palpable: We were very much a society bound together by mutual needs and common threats. (It was no coincidence that the greatest extensions of higher education after World War II were the GI Bill and the National Defense Education Act, and the largest public works project in history called the National Defense Interstate Highway Act.)¶ But in a post-Cold War America distended by global capital, distorted by concentrated income and wealth, undermined by unlimited campaign donations, and rocked by a wave of new immigrants easily cast by demagogues as “them,” the notion of the public good has faded. Not even Democrats any longer use the phrase “the public good.” Public goods are now, at best, “public investments.” Public institutions have morphed into “public-private partnerships;” or, for Republicans, simply “vouchers.”¶ Mitt Romney’s speaks derisively of what he terms the Democrats’ “entitlement” society in contrast to his “opportunity” society. At least he still envisions a society. But he hasn’t explained how ordinary Americans will be able to take advantage of good opportunities without good public schools, affordable higher education, good roads, and adequate health care. ¶ His “entitlements” are mostly a mirage anyway. Medicare is the only entitlement growing faster than the GDP but that’s because the costs of health care are growing faster than the economy. That means any attempt to turn Medicare into a voucher — without either raising the voucher in tandem with those costs or somehow taming them — will just reduce the elderly’s access to health care. Social Security hasn’t contributed to the budget deficit; it’s had surpluses for years. ¶ Other safety nets are in tatters. Unemployment insurance reaches just 40 percent of the jobless these days (largely because eligibility requires having had a steady full-time job for a number of years rather than, as with most people, a string of jobs or part-time work). ¶ What could Mitt be talking about? Outside of defense, domestic discretionary spending is down sharply as a percent of the economy. Add in declines in state and local spending, and total public spending on education, infrastructure, and basic research has dropped from 12 percent of GDP in the 1970s to less than 3 percent by 2011. ¶ Only in one respect is Romney right. America has created a whopping entitlement for the biggest Wall Street banks and their top executives — who, unlike most of the rest of us, are no longer allowed to fail. They can also borrow from the Fed at almost no cost, then lend the money out at 3 to 6 percent.¶ All told, Wall Street’s entitlement is the biggest offered by the federal government, even though it doesn’t show up in the budget. And it’s not even a public good. It’s just private gain. ¶ We’re losing public goods available to all, supported by the tax payments of all and especially the better off. In its place we have private goods available to the very rich, supported by the rest of us. 

 

Util – 1
Must weigh consequences – Their framework of decision making is immoral - complicity in injustice and undercuts political effectiveness

Jeffrey C. Isaac ( James H. Rudy Professor of Political Science, and Director of the Center for the Study of Democracy and Public Life, at Indiana University, Bloomington) 2002
(“Ends, Means, and Politics”, http://www.dissentmagazine.org/article/?article=601) chip

Power is not a dirty word or an unfortunate feature of the world. It is the core of politics. Power is the ability to effect outcomes in the world. Politics, in large part, involves contests over the distribution and use of power. To accomplish anything in the political world, one must attend to the means that are necessary to bring it about. And to develop such means is to develop, and to exercise, power. To say this is not to say that power is beyond morality. It is to say that power is not reducible to morality. As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility. The concern may be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see that the purity of one's intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice, moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics--as opposed to religion--pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with "good" may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of "good" that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one's goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness.

Utilitarianism key to liberty- self ownership 

James Wood Bailey (single author @ Princeton) 1997 (“Utilitarianism, Institutions, and Justice”) chip 

I have also tried to show that attempts to subvert utilitarianism through appeals to formal properties about theories of justice—such as finality and publicity—do not work either. The finality of utilitarianism is unlikely to be in jeopardy in a world in which people cannot suffer horrible acts as patients or alienating acts as agents. The rules protecting self-ownership, which are necessary to prevent exploitation, also forbid the horrible acts and allow individuals the liberty to do much of what they see as with their lives. The question of utilitarianism's subversion in its finality by grossly, unfair distributive arrangements is answered by a set of institutions in which no deep suffering is allowed and a generous provision is made for educational opportunities for all.
Prioritize extinction first

Bok, 1988 (Sissela, Professor of Philosophy, Brandeis, “Applied Ethics and Ethical Theory,” Ed. David Rosenthal and Fudlou Shehadi)
The same argument can be made for Kant’s other formulations of the Categorical Imperative: “So act as to use humanity, both in your own person and in the person of every other, always at the same time as an end, never simply as a means”; and “So act as if you were always through actions a law-making member in a universal Kingdom of Ends.” No one with a concern for humanity could consistently will to risk eliminating humanity in the person of himself and every other or to risk the death of all members in a universal Kingdom of Ends for the sake of justice. To risk their collective death for the sake of following one’s conscience would be, as Rawls said, “irrational, crazy.” And to say that one did not intend such a catastrophe, but that one merely failed to stop other persons from bringing it about would be beside the point when the end of the world was at stake. For although it is true that we cannot be held responsible for most of the wrongs that others commit, the Latin maxim presents a case where we would have to take such a responsibility seriously—perhaps to the point of deceiving, bribing, even killing an innocent person, in order that the world not perish.
Util – 2
Policy must be viewed through a consequentialist framework- slipping into the libertarian mindset only recreates the root cause of the affirmative harms

FRIEDMAN ’97 (Jefferey Friedman, PoliSci Bernard U, 1997) ("What's Wrong with Libertarianism," Critical Review, Volume: 3, pp. 458-459) chip 

On the one hand, the reclamation of the Enlightenment legacy can lead in far more directions than the political—science path I have suggested. It is surely important to launch anthropological, economic, historical, sociological, and psychological investigations of the preconditions of human happiness. And post-libertarian cultural historians and critics are uniquely positioned to analyze the unstated assumptions that take the place of the requisite knowledge in determining democratic attitudes. A prime candidate would seem to be the overwhelming focus on intentions as markers for the desirability of a policy. If a policy is well intended, this is usually taken to be a decisive consideration in its favor. This heuristic might explain the moralism that observers since Tocqueville have noticed afflicts democratic cultures. To date, this phenomenon is relatively unexplored. Analogous opportunities for insightful postlibertarian research can be found across the spectrum of political behavior. What is nationalism, for example, if not a device that helps an ignorant public navigate the murky waters of politics by applying a simple “us-versus-them” test to any proposed policy? Pursuit of these possibilities, however, must be accompanied by awareness of the degeneration of postwar skepticism into libertarian ideology. If the post-libertarian social scientist yields to the hope of re-establishing through consequentialist research the antigovernment politics that has until now been sustained by libertarian ideology; she will only recreate the conditions that have served to retard serious empirical inquiry. It is fashionable to call for political engagement by scholars and to deny the possibility that one can easily isolate one’s work from one’s political sympathies. But difficulty is no excuse for failing to try. Libertarians have even less of an excuse than most, since, having for so long accused the intellectual mainstream of bias and insulation from refutation, they should understand better than anyone the importance of subverting one’s own natural intellectual complacency with the constant reminder that one might be wrong. The only remedy for the sloppiness that has plagued libertarian scholarship is to become one’s own harshest critic. This means thinking deeply and skeptically about one’s politics and its premises and, if one has libertarian sympathies, directing one’s scholarship not at vindicating them, but at finding out if they are mistaken.
Only utilitarianism takes into account the inevitability of sacrifices and compromise – any other framework is utopian and inevitably fails.

Nye, prof. of IR at Harvard University, 1986 (Joseph, “Nuclear Ethics”, p. 24)

Whether one accepts the broad consequentialist approach or chooses some other, more eclectic way to include and reconcile the three dimensions of complex moral issues, there will often be a sense of uneasiness about the answers, not just because of the complexity of the problems “but simply that there is no satisfactory solution to these issues – at least none that appears to avoid in practice what most men would still regard as an intolerable sacrifice of value.” When value is sacrificed, there is often the problem of “dirty hands.” Not all ethical decisions are pure ones. The absolutist may avoid the problem of dirty hands, but often at the cost of having no hands at all. Moral theory cannot be “rounded off and made complete and tidy.” That is part of the modern human condition. But that does not exempt us from making difficult moral choices.

Conflicting moral claims are inevitable – makes utilitarianism necessary
Mulholland, prof. of philosophy at the University of Newfoundland, 1986 (Leslie, Journal of Philosophy, June, p. 328)

For many, the persuasiveness of utilitarianism as a moral theory lies in its power to provide a way out of difficulties arising from the conflict of moral principles. The contention that utilitarianism permits people to override rights in case of conflict of principles or in those cases where some recognized utility requires that a right be disregarded, is then not an internal objection to utilitarianism. Nor does it even indicate a plausible alternative to the convinced utilitarian. For him, utilitarianism has its force partly in the coherence and simplicity of the principle in explaining the morality of such cases.

Taxes Inevitable
Taxes Inevitable bro

Mark Trumbull (staff writer @ CSM) 8/26/09 (“Are higher taxes inevitable?”, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2009/0826/are-higher-taxes-inevitable) chip 

This "fiscal train wreck" scenario isn't new, of course. Just remember Ross Perot and the 1992 presidential campaign.¶ But the question of possible tax hikes has gained currency this summer for several reasons. Budget deficits are running at a record pace – $1.6 trillion for this fiscal year, up from $455 billion last year, the White House Office of Management and Budget said Tuesday – thanks to stimulus spending and a recession-related dive in tax revenues. Debate over proposed healthcare reforms has raised public concern about whether Obama is committed to getting the deficits under control. Meanwhile China, a key buyer of Treasury bonds, has been voicing louder concerns about the safety of the US government debt it holds.¶ "My guess is that at some point this administration and this Congress will have to take on tax reform," says Isabel Sawhill, a Brookings Institution specialist on fiscal policy. In the process, "some revenue raising ... will need to occur."¶ It's a difficult situation for Obama. He campaigned as a tax cutter and has started off as such – one-fourth of his $787 billion stimulus package comes in the form of tax breaks. His main pledge: no tax hikes for households earning less than $250,000 a year. "You will not see your taxes increased by a single dime," he told voters. "Not your income tax. Not your payroll tax. Not your capital gains tax."¶ Some of Obama's top economic officials recently said it's important to keep fiscal options open, and that "hard choices" will be required to bring down federal deficits. But then White House spokesman Robert Gibbs reaffirmed the president's no-tax pledge.¶ A crisis could be catalyst to higher taxes¶ In this climate, some policy analysts say it will be a crisis – such as a sharp drop in the dollar or a spike in interest rates – that prompts Washington to confront the fiscal challenge.¶ "I'm fairly confident that will happen. I just can't say when," says Eric Toder of the Tax Policy Center, a nonpartisan research group.¶ In the past, voters and politicians alike have proved adept at supporting unbalanced budgets. It's possible that the next few years will provide a final opportunity to delay the fiscal reckoning, before the tide of baby-boom retirements gathers force.
Taxes inevitable 

Louis M. Castruccio (a Senior Partner in Irell & Manella LLP's corporate securities group. He is recognized as a leading business and securities lawyer and is listed in The Best Lawyers in America. Mr. Castruccio's practice covers a broad range of corporate securities and general business matters.) 1970

(“Becoming More Inevitable - Death and Taxes and Taxes”) chip 

However, the pattern of an expanding rate of realization has¶ been more or less continuous for the last twenty-five years. If there¶ were any meaningful connection between capital gains tax rates and¶ rates of realization, would not it have become apparent at some time¶ in this period? Further, is not the claim that other overriding eco-¶ nomic factors have caused the relationship to become blurred tanta-¶ mount to an admission that the relationship is not a close one?,¶ It is submitted that any relationship between the capital gains¶ tax and rates of realization of capital gains (the "lock-in" theory) as¶ a historical matter is tenuous indeed. One need only view the years¶ when, according to the lock-in theory, rates of realization should¶ have contracted. In many of those years rates of realization ex-¶ panded.49 On the other hand, in years when rates of realization¶ should have expanded according to the lock-in theory, they con-¶ tracted.0 To be sure, there have been years when rates of realization¶ 46 It should be mentioned here that there was a liberalizing factor in the Revenue¶ Act of 1942. The holding period marking the dividing line between short and long¶ term gains was reduced to six months. have reacted according to the principles of the lock-in theory. But¶ it appears that the common denominator of the fluctuations in rates¶ of realization of capital gains is not so much the varying changes in¶ the capital gains tax structure as it is the whole set of circumstances¶ that go to make up the prevailing economic tenor of the times.¶ b. Specific Statistics¶ The validity of the lock-in theory can be attacked on other¶ grounds. The statistics of income show that the high bracket tax-¶ payers consistently report a great proportion of total capital gains.5'¶ On the other hand, taxpayers with small net worths and relatively¶ low incomes report minor amounts of capital gains. Yet these latter¶ taxpayers hold approximately 75 percent of all unrealized capital¶ gains.52 In observing the above statistics one should not lose sight¶ of the fact that it is the high bracket taxpayers who are to a great¶ extent subject to the maximum capital gains tax rate, while the¶ lower bracket taxpayers are, in varying degrees, subject to rates¶ less than the maximum. The statistics seem to indicate that those¶ upon whom the capital gains taxes are most burdensome continue to¶ realize gains on capital assets at a high rate while those who are to a¶ great extent subject to less than the maximum capital gains tax rates¶ not only do not realize their capital gains but have amassed great¶ amounts of unrealized capital gains. Certainly, these figures prove¶ anything but an economic lock-in.¶ There have been several recent statistical studies attacking the¶ validity of the lock-in theory. One study reviewed the investment¶ practices of 746 investors and the effect of the capital gains tax on¶ their decisions.3 Only 5.7 percent of the investors involved said that¶ the capital gains tax (after the six month holding period had run)¶ entered into their decisions.¶ Another paper has attempted to measure investors' response to¶ differentials in capital gains tax rates.54 In this study 1959 statistics¶ of income were used to demonstrate that short term gains as a per-¶ centage of short and long term gains decreases as one ascends the¶ income tax bracket scale. This would seem to indicate that taxpayers are responsive to the six month holding period, but that beyond that¶ the capital gains tax has little lock-in effect.

Transportation Key to Freedom

Mobility is key to freedom – It’s the key internal link to all opportunities
Ted Balaker, policy analyst at Reason Foundation where he has authored studies on urban policy and workplace issues, His work has appeared in dozens of publications, 7-07, [“Why Mobility Matters to Personal life,” The Galvin Project to End Congestio, Reason, http://www.insideronline.org/summary.cfm?id=5497] E. Liu
Americans rightly celebrate freedom of opportunity, but how far would it take us if our ¶ movement were severely restricted? How might the lack of mobility affect the kind of jobs we ¶ hold, the places we explore, or even the people we marry? The freedom of mobility helps make ¶ other freedoms more meaningful. The more mobility we enjoy, the more choices we have. Mobility ¶ gives us more of what’s important in life. ¶ Imagine that you are in the center of a circle (Figure 1). Call it your opportunity circle. ¶ The space within the circle represents the amount of ground you can get to in a reasonable amount ¶ of time, say, one hour. The dots represent all the possible jobs you can apply for. The bigger your ¶ opportunity circle, the more jobs you can get to, and the better chance you have of landing the job ¶ that is right for you. If your mobility improves, the circle grows and you have more opportunities. ¶ If mobility degrades, the circle shrinks and you have fewer opportunities. And the dots need not ¶ represent just job opportunities. If you are an employer the dots could represent potential ¶ customers or your available labor pool. The dots could actually represent just about anything, from dining opportunities (area restaurants) to opportunities for love (available singles). A previous ¶ policy brief (Why Mobility Matters available at reason.org/pb43_whymobilitymatters.pdf) takes a ¶ broad look at mobility. Here we focus on those aspects of mobility that relate to our personal lives: ¶ our relationships, family life, leisure options, state of mind, and so on. ¶ ¶ When we enjoy efficient mobility, we can fill our personal lives with rich and varied activities ¶ thanks to what Reason magazine’s Nick Gillespie calls a “culture boom,” that is, “a massive and ¶ prolonged increase in art, music, literature, video, and other forms of creative expression.”1 ¶ ¶ Economist Tyler Cowen chronicles cultural proliferation: ¶ From 1965 to 1990 America grew from having 58 symphony orchestras to having nearly 300, ¶ from 27 opera companies to more than 150, and from 22 non-profit regional theaters to 500.2 ¶ ¶ Since 1990 our culture has continued to boom. Consider, for example, that the American ¶ Symphony Orchestra League currently boasts nearly 1,000 member orchestras.3 And countless ¶ other cultural offerings—from restaurants, to health clubs, sports complexes, and art galleries—¶ have also grown more plentiful. The more mobility we enjoy, the more we’re able to take ¶ advantage of our cultural bounty. ¶ ¶ But our ancestors had to make do with smaller opportunity circles and fewer choices. Long ago ¶ they had only their feet to rely upon. But new modes of travel—wheeled carts, animal-powered ¶ carriages, trains, cars, and planes—have allowed us to cover more ground faster. 

Transportation Key to Fun

Transportation is key to new experiences – That’s necessary for the best fun
Ted Balaker, policy analyst at Reason Foundation where he has authored studies on urban policy and workplace issues, His work has appeared in dozens of publications, 7-07, [“Why Mobility Matters to Personal life,” The Galvin Project to End Congestio, Reason, http://www.insideronline.org/summary.cfm?id=5497] E. Liu
Mixed-use developments, and the “live, work, play” motto included in their promotional ¶ literature, have found favor among many local public officials. The idea is to put many ¶ kinds of options in the same area, so that they are easily accessible by foot or transit. Public ¶ officials hope that folks will find most of what they need nearby, so that there will be less need to ¶ drive. They often encourage and even subsidize projects that combine apartments or condominiums ¶ with employment spaces and entertainment options like restaurants and public parks. ¶ ¶ Unfortunately, many municipalities still segregate properties by use. Retail has its designated areas, ¶ which are separate from residential, office space, and so on. Officials should liberalize land use ¶ regulations to accommodate a greater mix of uses. Even so, we must not hold to unrealistic ¶ expectations about “live, work, play” communities. We have examined some of the factors that trip ¶ up the “live, work” part of the vision, but what about “live, play”? Might people be able to satisfy ¶ their playful sides close to home? ¶ ¶ In some cases, the answer is yes. Those who live in city centers in New York, Chicago, San ¶ Francisco and elsewhere often enjoy having a cozy restaurant a few doors down. It can be very ¶ convenient and relaxing to leave the car in the garage and take a quick stroll to dinner. The same ¶ can be said for other entertainment destinations, like parks or theaters. But whether they want to be ¶ entertained or just unwind, people don’t just care about proximity. Variety matters too. ¶ ¶ When we head out the door, much of the fun is seeing, tasting, and experiencing something new. ¶ We seek a change in scenery. We enjoy poking around some unexplored corner of our city. Fun-¶ seekers in the liveliest neighborhoods may be a short walk from a half-dozen quality restaurants, ¶ but after they’ve experienced each of them a few times chances are they’ll want to add new options ¶ to the mix. Efficient public transport can expand our opportunity circles somewhat, but our ¶ entertainment options explode exponentially if we enjoy speedy auto travel. ¶ ¶ When mobility improves, we enjoy more choices, not just in restaurants, but in all aspects of the ¶ culture boom. Two decades ago who would have imagined that chefs would join the ranks of ¶ celebrities? Today Americans watch all sorts of cooking shows and buy the latest cookbooks. So ¶ many of us are eager to satisfy our inner Emeril. America’s amateur chefs enjoy hunting down ¶ ingredients—meats, cheeses, vegetables, and spices—to make their dishes just right. They head to ¶ M ¶ ¶ ¶ specialty markets. Some stores display wide organic food offerings. Others promise the freshest ¶ fish. Ethnic markets allow us to indulge in other cultures and treat our friends and family to ¶ authentic tastes. If it is difficult to get around we have to ratchet down our expectations. We have ¶ to settle for the places that are nearby. But the more mobility improves, the easier it is to get to the ¶ farmer’s market, to Chinatown, or to the Italian deli. ¶ ¶ Although America’s “foodie” population has swelled, it still accounts for only a small slice of our ¶ nation. Most people’s interests lie elsewhere. But whatever you do simply because you enjoy it—¶ dance, hike, fish, hunt for antiques—improved mobility will provide you with more opportunities ¶ to do it.
Transportation Key to Love

Lack of transportation undermines love – Travel, dating pools, opportunities – Decreases chances of finding “the one”
Ted Balaker, policy analyst at Reason Foundation where he has authored studies on urban policy and workplace issues, His work has appeared in dozens of publications, 7-07, [“Why Mobility Matters to Personal life,” The Galvin Project to End Congestio, Reason, http://www.insideronline.org/summary.cfm?id=5497] E. Liu
All across the nation, Cupid’s arrow is getting stuck in traffic. Although Westchester County is ¶ geographically close to Manhattan, because travel is such a hassle, New York City singles ¶ often tag Westchesterites as “geographically undesirable.”28 Thousands of Atlanta-area Match.com ¶ subscribers will not date anyone who lives more than 10 miles away. Atlanta spans nearly 2,000 ¶ square miles, but immobility limits these love seekers to a tiny corner of the metropolitan area.29 ¶ ¶ Washington, D.C. might be worst of all. According to Match.com, singles there are most likely to ¶ care about how far they travel for love.30 Elizabeth Reed refused to travel more than five miles for ¶ a date. “In D.C.,” she says, “five miles is the longest five miles you’ve ever traveled.”31 ¶ ¶ To some, particularly those in small towns and rural America, it might sound ridiculous that traffic ¶ would get between humans and what they crave most in life. Surely today’s singles can deal with a ¶ longer drive, particularly since they’re driving in the comfort of their leather interior, climate-¶ controlled, satellite radio-equipped sedans. But there’s little reason to launch into a “the trouble ¶ with kids today” speech. After all, some aspects of courtship are timeless, but others are quite ¶ modern. ¶ ¶ When people lived and worked in small villages, they chose their spouses from within those small ¶ villages, local clans, and within cliques and social classes. Today mobility gives us more choices. ¶ Ever improving transportation modes—from foot to carriage to train to car—expand our dating ¶ pools. Online dating expands them still more. We don’t have to settle for our acquaintances living ¶ on our block, or rely on distant relatives to arrange a date, let alone a wedding. And that’s a good ¶ thing because modern love-seekers expect a lot more out of a mate. ¶ ¶ Our spouses should not only love us, they should fulfill us, excite us, make us laugh, and make us ¶ feel better about ourselves. We want our spouses to be our best friend and our confidant. What are ¶ the chances we’ll find that person living next door? ¶ ¶ Singles can no longer assume other singles share their religious beliefs; yesterday’s agrarian ¶ villages were nothing like today’s vast, multicultural metropolises. Singles can no longer just ¶ assume agreement on core issues. Having kids is no longer a foregone conclusion; it’s an open ¶ choice. Even if both want kids, there are still the questions of “how many?” and “when?” ¶ And let’s not forget the serendipitous side of love—the chance encounters that occur when people ¶ are allowed to churn naturally. The more they go out the better chance singles have of finding “the ¶ one.” Singles go to places—to bars, bookstores, churches, concerts, restaurants—and fall in love. ¶ ¶ Unfortunately, many American love-seekers find that their dating pools are no longer expanding—¶ they’re shrinking. Rising congestion has begun to reverse the process that gave us more ¶ opportunities for romance. And congestion routinely compromises prime dating times. It’s often at ¶ its worst on Friday and Saturday evenings. And once you do finally meet your date, the ¶ aggravation you just endured is often written all over your face. “Why would you want to show up ¶ on a first date and give that face?” asks Elizabeth. ¶ ¶ Elizabeth did find the man of her dreams (lucky for Jay he lived 4.9 miles away from her) and they ¶ were marr ied in 2003. But what about all those other Elizabeths and Jays who don’t meet because ¶ their travel orbits never overlap? When traveling takes longer than it should, when it’s more ¶ frustrating and exhausting than it should be, people do less of it. The large-scale mixing that makes ¶ cities so exhilarating becomes smaller scale. People are less inclined to experience new things, in ¶ new places, with new people. They’re more inclined to mimic their ancestors and travel within the ¶ confines of their tiny, familiar orbit.


Transportation Key to Love
[Insert a terminal impact to love here]

OR

Love is a moral obligation – It’s a positive feeling that causes self-recognition as an agent

Edward Sankowski, Professor of Philosophy and Associate Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences at the University of Oklahoma, 78, [“Love and Moral Obligation, The Journal of Value Inquiry ¶ Volume 12, Number 2 (1978), 100-110, DOI: 10.1007/BF00145887, http://www.springerlink.com/content/k57n3j2410j27140/] E. Liu
Questions about kinds of love will recur, but now could something more be ¶ said about what is meant by applying "moral obligation" to love? (For ¶ curiously enough it has not been necessary up to now to do this). The notion ¶ of "moral obligation" need not have uniform or precise rules, either as ¶ employed by ordinary persons in everyday life or by philosophers when doing ¶ philosophy. Nonetheless, for the purposes of this essay the notion might ¶ usefully be explicated in some degree. There is a fairly clear-cut, natural and ¶ well-established use of "moral obligation" worth our attention. In this use, to ¶ say "A has a moral obligation to X" could be understood as saying this: "A ¶ ought morally to X and if A does not X, A would properly be subject to moral ¶ blame for not X-ing, other things being equal." (For this explication, "A ¶ ought morally to X" does not imply anything about A's moral responsibility. ¶ It is simply a judgment about the positive moral value in A's X-ing. It might be ¶ rephrased "It ought morally to be the case that A X-es.") This explication ¶ leaves much to be desired for some purposes, but for my purposes here it ¶ suffices. It is not one of my aims here to inquire into the intricacies of the ¶ various uses of "moral obligation" or to resolve any of the major questions ¶ that might arise over that word concept taken by itself. My interest in this ¶ essay is primarily in love and moral obligation, not in moral obligation except ¶ insofar as it is relevant to love. Though some philosophers have criticized this ¶ general sort of explication of moral obligation, their objections are not ¶ impressive. If presented with supposed counterexamples consisting of cases ¶ where supposedly the explicandum ("A has a moral obligation to X") applies ¶ but the explicans ("A ought morally to X and if A does not X, A would ¶ properly be subject to moral blame for not X-ing, other things being equal") ¶ does not apply (or vice versa) one could properly respond that the supposed ¶ counterexamples only show the ambiguity of the relevant notions, but do not ¶ overthrow the claim that sometimes just what one may defensibly mean by ¶ talking about A's moral obligation to X is that A ought morally to X and that ¶ if A does not X, A would properly be subject to moral blame for not X-ing, ¶ other things being equal. The final vague escape clause is necessary to take ¶ care of cases where other extraneous factors might make it wrong to blame A ¶ morally; for example, if in certain circumstances the consequences of blaming ¶ A would be disastrous and morally out of proportion to A's lapse. Vague ¶ though the explication be, what we mean by moral obligation sometimes is ¶ vague. 1 ¶ Now applying this notion of moral obligation to love, we may find it ¶ surprising that any philosophers would deny that there could be a moral ¶ obligation to love. Surely it is sometimes morally the case that A ought to ¶ love. All this means here is that morally it would be better if A loves than that ¶ A does not love. And this is clearly sometimes the case; love is sometimes a ¶ positive value. This is obvious. Moreover, sometimes A can regulate his ¶ emotions in such a way that if A does not love under certain circumstances, A ¶ is properly subject to blame for that reason. Here is only one example: A, on ¶ the verge of achieving a loving interpersonal relationship in one setting, ¶ chooses instead to pursue some ultimately shallow power over others in ¶ another setting far distant where love will not arise. The unfortunate A has ¶ evaded love. 12 The unfortunate A may deserve some blame for this. Talking ¶ about blame here is just talking about an aspect of A's freedom. Thus the ¶ recognition of A's capacity for modifying, cultivating, and, in sum, regulating ¶ his emotions, including love, leads to a recognition of the applicability of one ¶ concept of moral obligation to love in some contexts. ¶ This point about moral obligation would apply for many varieties of love. ¶ A case could at least intelligibly be argued for particular persons in particular ¶ contexts having moral obligations to many sorts of love. If we consider but ¶ one recent schema of types of love, moral obligation would be arguably ¶ applicable to some cases in each of the six categories in D. P. Verene's ¶ classification: 1) brotherly love; 2) erotic or sexual love; 3) compassionate ¶ love; 4) self-love; 5) intellectual or philosophical love; 6) religious and divine ¶ love. 13 The point even holds for some cases in class 2), which might provoke ¶ most surprise. Proclaiming the idea that sexual love could be a moral obli- ¶ gation may excite a mixture of horror and pity in my readers. Images of an ¶ overbearing sexual orthodoxy which grimly demands marriage and sex as ¶ duty determines may commingle with images of tyrannous demands for a ¶ quota of orgasms, at the very mention of a moral obligation to sexual love. ¶ And yet I cannot think the idea is mad. A person committed to celibacy for no ¶ good reason might under certain circumstances be fairly charged with a kind ¶ of immorality in neglecting to develop his or her 
<continued>
sexual experience. Particular ¶ cases, such as are involved in the claim to justified celibacy by those with a ¶ religious vocation, might present room for argument, but this is another ¶ matter. Moreover, the claim of an obligation to sexual love might be sub- ¶ versive of emotional and sexual orthodoxy. Think of cases where the anxiety ¶ of rejecting conventional satisfaction makes it more comfortable to accept ¶ safer and less valuable forms of sexual affection than would be possible under ¶ alternative arrangements. Even here we sometimes have moral obligation in a ¶ sense some philosophers find paradigmatically displayed where there is ¶ conflict between inclination and duty.¶ vii ¶ The two conditions in the account of moral obligation might be the targets of ¶ further objections. But they also suggest further positive insights into the ¶ point of ascribing an obligation to love in appropriate contexts. ¶ It might be objected that there are dangers in a person's evaluating himself ¶ with respect to the qualityof the love he feels. It might be said, in the spirit of ¶ such a worry, that a sure way to guarantee the impossibility of love of any ¶ vivid and valuable sort will be to wonder persistently whether one loves and ¶ whether in a good or bad way. There is indeed a danger that self-evaluation of ¶ one's love may take inappropriate forms, but self-evaluation does not have to ¶ take such forms. Self-evaluation of the quality of one's feelings is indeed often ¶ a constituent of valuable kinds of love, rather than a mental item distinct from ¶ valuable love in itself. 14 ¶ It might also be objected that the encouragement of blaming for mental ¶ states leads to too harsh and overbearing a conception of morality. As one ¶ author writes in a similar context, "There will be a perfect orgy of moral ¶ indignation and condemnation, and charity will almost disappear from the ¶ world. ''~5 Part of the answer here is that the spirit of charity is more likely to ¶ emerge from an extension of intelligent reflection, orgies of indignation and ¶ condemnation less likely to result with the growth of a certain reflectiveness ¶ about emotional sensibility. The determined objector may still be dissatisfied. ¶ Would it not be possible to foster individuals who evaluate their emotions ¶ with a view to appropriate regulation, but without blame upon lapse? Some ¶ philosophers have thought so, but they seem to me to miss an important ¶ aspect of the matter.¶ . ¶ It might admittedly be possible for persons to evaluate features of their ¶ personalities with a view to improvement though never feeling emotions like ¶ guilt or remorse upon failures of self-regulative efforts. But something valu- ¶ able would be lost along with the bitter self-reactive feelings. It is of the ¶ greatest importance that persons should be aware of themselves as agents in ¶ their self-regulative enterprises. With love in particular this is especially ¶ important. Love can and sometimes should be an achievement, and it can be ¶ an achievement of a particularly significant sort, since in creating oneself as a ¶ person who loves in a certain way, one creates the self at a level more ¶ fundamental than with many other achievements. The desire for an "inner ¶ sphere of liberty" about the interior of which there is moral silence, and the ¶ desire to free love of its connections with possible blame are outweighed by ¶ the importance of recognition of oneself as an agent in certain respects so far ¶ as one's love is concerned, and this necessitates a connection between moral ¶ self-regulation with respect to love, and possible blame.

Sacrifice Good

Sacrifice is morally essential to achieving a complex and larger goal. 
David Cummiskey (professor of Philosphy @ Bates University, Ph.D., M.A., University of Michigan; B.A., Washington College) 1990  (“Kantian Consequentialism”, http://www.bates.edu/philosophy/faculty/david-cummiskey/)  chip

Indeed, despite Kant’s deontological intuitions about particular moral cases, his basic normative principle is best interpreted as having a fundamentally consequentialist structure. In order to justify agent-centered constraints, one needs a non-value-based rationale. Many Kantians attempt to provide such a rationale by appealing to the Kantian principle of treating persons as ends. The Kantians’ strategy is clear: Treating persons as ends involves respecting persons, and respecting persons involves recognizing agent-centered constraints on action. We have seen, however, that this strategy is problematic. The Kantian principle itself generates a duty to advance a moral goal: The duty to strive as much as one can to promote the flourishing of rational beings, and to make others’ ends one’s own, is the very essence of treating humanity as an end. Morality thus constrains and shapes the pursuit of individual well-being or happiness. We have seen, however, that Kant’s moral theory does not provide a rationale for basic agent-centered constraints that limit what we can do in the pursuit of this complex moral goal. The imperative to respect persons thus does indeed generate a consequentialist normative theory, rather than the desired deontological alternative. It certainly seems that a Kantian ought to be a normative consequentialist. Conscientious Kantian agents have a basic duty to strive, as much as possible, to promote the freedom and happiness of all rational beings. In the pursuit of this moral goal, it may be necessary for the interests of some to give way for the sake of others. If we are sacrificed, we are not treated simply as a means to another’s goal; on the contrary, our sacrifice is required by a principle we endorse. Our non-moral interests and inclinations may cause us to feel reluctant, but since our sacrifice furthers a moral goal that we endorse and that we are required to pursue, our sacrifice does not violate our moral autonomy or our rights.
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