Privates CP


DDW 2012

Privatization CP
1Privatization CP

1NC – Public-Private Partnerships CP
2
1NC – Prizes CP (1/2)
3
Solvency – Generic
5
Solvency – Congestion
6
Solvency – Economy
7
Solvency – High Speed Rail
8
Solvency – Highways
9
Solvency – Hydrogen Cars
10
Solvency – NextGen (Airports/Air Traffic Control)
11
Solvency – Ports
12
Solvency – Rail (1/2)
13
Solvency – Urban Transit
15
2NC—PICs Good
16
A2: Perm
17
A2: CP Links to Politics (1/2)
18
A2: CP Links to Elections
20
A2: CP Links to Spending
21
A2: Private Companies Don’t Have Authority
22
A2: Federal Spending Better (1/3)
23
***Aff***
26
AFF – CP Links to Politics
27
AFF – Privatization Fails
28
AFF – Federal Funding Key
29
AFF – PPP’s Fail – High Speed Rail
30
***Misc***
31
High-Speed Rail Neg
32



1NC – Public-Private Partnerships CP
Text: The United States federal government should repeal restrictions on states using alternative capital and revenue sources to finance transportation infrastructure, loosen rules on government contracting and concessions, and provide grants and other assistance to develop public private partnerships for the development of [insert plan’s project].
The CP solves the case 
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
Congress can unlock state and private investment by reducing state borrowing costs and allowing flexibility for alternative revenue sources and private capital for financing solutions. Specifically, federal policymakers should: Give states the flexibility to use alternative capital and revenue sources. Billions of dollars to finance new infrastructure could be raised every year from private-sector capital and untapped revenue sources like tolls and user fees. Neither is a free lunch, but they are potential alternatives to a federal tax increase or deficit spending. New tolls are banned on interstates, except for a federal pilot program that allows only three states to use tolling to replace worn-out roads. Congress should eliminate this cap and make tolling options available for any interstate improvement project. In addition, Congress should promote PPPs by loosening rules on government contracting and concessions and provide grants and other assistance to develop state PPP programs. Congress should also help states attract private capital by allowing broader use of tax-favored structures preferred by many investors for other types of investments, like master limited partnerships (MLPs) and real estate investment trusts (REITs).
The CP avoids politics – bypasses political opposition

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.

1NC – Prizes CP (1/2)
CP Text: The United States federal government should establish substantial monetary prizes for <<Insert Plan>>
Privatization of transportation infrastructure is superior to government control and avoids the link to politics and spending.

O’Toole, 2012 (Randal O’Toole, Senior Fellow at Cato Institute, with Chris Edwards, Director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, Tad DeHaven, Budget policy analysis at the Cato Institute, Peter Van Doren, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Article is from 2012, “Department of Transportation”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/).

The Department of Transportation subsidizes and regulates highways, airports, air traffic control, urban transit, passenger rail, and other activities. However, taxpayers and consumers would be better off if these activities were privatized, as has occurred in numerous other nations. Opening up the financing and operation of transportation infrastructure to the private sector would save money, spur innovation, and reduce congestion. The department will spend about $84 billion in 2012 or about $710 for every U.S. household. It employs 58,000 workers and operates 83 subsidy programs. 

Prizes get private companies onboard for innovations; private companies solve better.
Kalil 2006 (Thomas Kalil, Special Assistant to the Chancellor for Science and Technology at UC Berkeley, 12/2006, “Prizes for Technological Innovation”, http://www.brookings.edu/views/papers/200612kalil.pdf).

Prizes are especially suitable when the goal can be deﬁned in concrete terms but the means of achieving that goal are too speculative to be reasonable for a traditional research program  or procurement. For example, the Methuselah Foundation is sponsoring the Mprize for the research team that develops the longest living mouse. The long-term goal of the foundation is the “defeat of age-related disease and the extension of the healthy human lifespan.” Researchers from MIT, Harvard, and UCLA have already announced their intention to compete for the prize, which currently stands at $3.9 million (Mprize 2006), although many researchers in gerontology are skeptical about the potential of radical life extension. Government research grants typically require that the funding agency both determines who will receive funds to achieve a certain goal and  chooses among different approaches for achieving that goal. In contrast, public inducement  prizes allow the government to establish a goal  without being prescriptive as to how that goal  should be met or who is in the best position  to meet it. The value of leaving open the best way to meet the goal is vividly illustrated by the outcome of the Orteig Prize, a twenty-ﬁve thousand dollar prize sponsored in 1919 by hotel owner Raymond Orteig for the ﬁrst nonstop ﬂight between New York and Paris (Schroeder  2004). The conventional wisdom of the day was that such a transatlantic ﬂight would require a heavy, multiengine plane with a large crew.  Charles Lindbergh successfully completed the ﬁrst transatlantic ﬂight in 1927 solo in a single engine plane. 3.  Prizes can also address some of the problems that are associated with government support for applied R&D. As Kremer and Glennerster  (2004, p. 49) note, “researchers funded on the  basis of an outsider’s assessment of potential  rather than actual product delivery have incentives to exaggerate the prospects that their approach will succeed, and once they are funded,  may even have incentives to divert resources  away from the search for the desired product.” Inducement prizes avoid this problem by paying only if someone meets the predeﬁned objective.  By comparison, if the government provides a grant or a contract, it pays even if the recipient is unsuccessful, on the condition that the scope of work was completed. For example, NASA gave Lockheed Martin more than nine hundred million dollars to build the X-33, a technology-demonstrator for NASA’s next-generation reusable space-launched vehicles (David 2001).  When the program was cancelled because of problems associated with the X-33’s composite fuel tanks, no one expected Lockheed to give the money back. 4.  Under some circumstances, 
1NC – Prizes CP (2/2)

prizes can stimulate philanthropic and private sector investment that is greater than the cash value of the prize. For example, the ten million dollar Ansari X PRIZE was ﬁnanced by a one million dollar insurance policy, and the X PRIZE Foundation reports that the prize stimulated at least one hundred million dollars in private sector investment (Diamandis 2006). This leverage can come from a number of different sources. Companies may be willing to cosponsor a competition or invest heavily to win it because of the publicity and the potential enhancement of their brand or reputation. Private, corporate dollars that are currently being devoted to sponsorship of America’s Cup or other sports events might shift to support prizes or teams. Wealthy individuals are willing to spend tens of millions of dollars to sponsor competitions or bankroll individual teams simply because they wish to be associated with the potentially historical nature of the prize. Most areas of science and technology are unlikely to attract media, corporate, or philanthropic interest, however. 5.  Prizes can attract teams with fresh ideas who would never do business with the federal government because of procurement regulations (e.g., accounting and reporting requirements) that they may ﬁnd burdensome. This effect is important because, as Baumol (2004, p. 5) notes, “the independent innovator and the independent entrepreneur have tended to account for  most of the true, fundamentally novel innovations. In the list of the important innovative breakthroughs of the twentieth century, a substantial number, if not the majority, turn out to be derived from these sources rather than from the laboratories of giant business enterprises.”  As examples of small-ﬁrm innovations, Baumol cites the airplane, air conditioning, the electronic spreadsheet, FM radio, the high-resolution CAT scanner, and the microprocessor. 

Solvency – Generic

Privately done transportation infrastructure works better than public.
O’Toole 2010 (Randal O’Toole, Cato Institute researcher and writer, June 2010, “Urban Transit”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/urban-transit/).
Rail transit has long had a presence in American cities. The first commuter trains served the suburbs of Boston in 1838. The first successful electric streetcar opened in Montgomery, Alabama, in 1886. Chicago opened the first electric-powered elevated train in 1895, while New York opened the first electric heavy-rail subway line in 1904.1 Electric-powered commuter trains date to 1906.  During the mid-20th century, private transit companies served the vast majority of American cities. These companies operated profitable, if declining, businesses in the face of increasing auto ownership. A big handicap was that transit companies were considered public utilities and were highly regulated, having to seek government permission for every route change, fare increase, or other service change. For private transit firms, buses were becoming a less expensive, more flexible, and safer transit mode than streetcars or other types of rail transit.
Private investing better alternative to government doing the plan.

O’Toole 2010 (Randal O’Toole, Cato Institute researcher and writer, June 2010, “Urban Transit”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/urban-transit/).
Outside of a few hyper-dense cities in the world, rail transit is a luxury for the few paid for by everyone. Commuter trains and subways may be necessary to keep Manhattan going, but that doesn't mean that everyone else in the nation should subsidize them. Outside of New York City, rail transit makes little economic sense.  The federal government should end its transit subsidies, and American cities should focus on more economically sound and consumer-driven approaches to easing congestion. Policymakers at all levels should work to revive private transit options for cities, and they should allow consumers to pursue their transportation choices in a neutral and competitive market environment.     History of Urban Transit  Early urban transit ventures were privately financed. However, because many of these ventures used public rights-of-way, companies often had to obtain franchises from city councils. But other than rights-of-way, transit companies received no subsidies or other public support through the end of the 19th century.  The first popular public transit was the omnibus, a horse-drawn wagon with seats for passengers. New York City saw its first omnibus in 1827. Then came the horse-drawn railcar in the 1830s, which would be used in more than 500 American cities. In the same decade, the first steam-powered commuter trains started carrying suburban workers into Boston. The first elevated transit line was built in New York in 1871.  Electric streetcars arrived on the scene in the late 1880s. They were so much more efficient than previous forms of travel and would be adopted by more than 850 American cities and towns. Other innovations included interurban rail lines, electric-powered elevated rail lines, and heavy-rail subway lines, installed in New York City in 1904.  Until this point, urban transit was privately financed and unsubsidized. 

Government control ruined better, private transportation infrastructure investments—we should go back to private investment. 

O’Toole 2010 (Randal O’Toole, Cato Institute researcher and writer, June 2010, “Urban Transit”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/urban-transit/).
All this innovation to improve convenience and reduce costs came from private entrepreneurs. But soon after the turn of the century, governments began to intrude. Government-owned streetcar lines were opened in Bismarck, North Dakota, and Monroe, Louisiana. And New York City took over the previously private Staten Island Ferry.  Private transit companies faced several financial difficulties. Many streetcar lines were built by real-estate developers to attract people to their housing projects. A developer would subdivide land on the city fringe, build a streetcar line from the development to downtown, and sell lots and homes. The profits on the real-estate development paid for the capital cost of the streetcar line. Transit fares covered only the operating cost. That worked fine for a few decades; but when the time came to replace the streetcars, rails, and other equipment, the companies often lacked the capital.  One way to raise funds was to increase fares. But governments regulated the fares, and proposals to raise fares were regularly rejected by public utility commissions. This left many transit companies with aging streetcar fleets in precarious financial positions.  



Solvency – Congestion

Traffic congestion will be better fixed by private investments in transportation infrastructure.

O’Toole 2010 (Randal O’Toole, Cato Institute researcher and writer, June 2010, “Urban Transit”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/urban-transit/).
With the federal government out of the picture, state and local governments would need to rethink their own urban transit financing. One problem is that the average American transit agency gets only a third of its operating funds and none of its capital funds from fares. This means that transit officials are less interested in increasing transit ridership than they are in persuading politicians and taxpayers to give them more money. Increased ridership is actually a burden on transit systems: even though transit vehicles are, on average, only one-sixth full, they tend to be fullest during rush hour, when new riders are most likely to use transit.  Today's government rail transit systems make no financial or transportation sense. They only work because few people use them and everyone else subsidizes them. Because rail transit costs at least four times as much, per passenger mile, as driving, if everyone rode today's rail systems instead of automobiles, cities would go bankrupt trying to keep the systems running.  Yet urban transit does not have to be expensive, and it does not even have to be subsidized. The United States has several completely unsubsidized transit systems that work very well. One is the Atlantic City Jitney Association, whose members own identical 13-passenger buses. Each bus is operated by its owner on routes scheduled by the association. Rides are $1.50 each and cover all major attractions in the city. Unlike most publicly owned transit systems, the jitneys operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and receive absolutely no subsidies from any government agency.62 Such jitney service is illegal in most other American cities because it would compete against the government's monopoly transit agency.  Another unsubsidized transit system is the públicos, or public cars, of San Juan, Puerto Rico. Públicos are independently owned and operated buses that typically seat 17 passengers. At least six different companies operate públicos and they provide both urban and intercity service. Fares vary depending on the length of the ride, but in 2007 they averaged less than a dollar. Although públicos compete against a public bus system and a recently built heavy-rail line (whose cost rose from a projected $1.0 billion to $2.2 billion), the públicos carry more riders each year than the public buses and trains combined.63  A third unsubsidized transit system is the NY Waterway ferries, which connect multiple points in New Jersey and Manhattan. Founded in 1986 by Arthur Imperatore, NY Waterway offers a service that none of the many government transit agencies in the metropolitan area thought to provide.64 Passengers arriving in New York City can take NY Waterway buses to and from various points in Manhattan at no extra charge. Although the company accepted a federal subsidy in 2001 to temporarily replace subway service between New Jersey and the World Trade Center after 9/11, it is otherwise funded entirely out of fares.65 The company carried 4.8 million passengers in 2007, collecting $33 million in revenues against $21 million in operating expenses.66  Public transit agencies encourage people to believe that if their large subsidies disappeared, people without cars would lack any mobility. In fact, private forms of transit would quickly spring up to take the place of government transit. Such private transit would, in many ways, be superior to the government transit. It would be more likely to offer door-to-door service, operate during more hours of the day, and provide more limited or nonstop services to popular destinations.  American taxpayers can no longer afford costly and inefficient government transit systems, particularly rail transit systems. Federal subsidies ought to be eliminated and local governments should open up transit to private and entrepreneurial solutions to relieving traffic congestion. 

Private company will adapt better than Feds
Glaeser, 2010

Edward L, Harvard Economics Professor, New York Times, September 28.
http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/09/28/right-turn-signal-privatizing-our-way-out-of-traffic/

Private road operators or airports will charge higher fees during peak periods to cut down on congestion, and they have incentives to innovate technologically to attract customers and cut costs. Mr. Winston notes that capsule, or pod, hotels, “which enable fliers to nap between flights,” happen to be “available in private airports, but none is available in the United States.”


Solvency – Economy 

Privatization spurs growth and innovation
Edwards, 2009 – director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute

Chris, February. “Privatization.” http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/privatization
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. The privatization revolution has overthrown the belief widely held in the 20th century that governments should own the most important industries in the economy. Privatization has generally led to reduced costs, higher-quality services, and increased innovation in formerly moribund government industries. The presumption that government should own industry was challenged in the 1980s by British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and by President Ronald Reagan. But while Thatcher made enormous reforms in Britain, only a few major federal assets have been privatized in this country. Conrail, a freight railroad, was privatized in 1987 for $1.7 billion. The Alaska Power Administration was privatized in 1996. The federal helium reserve was privatized in 1996 for $1.8 billion. The Elk Hills Petroleum Reserve was sold in 1997 for $3.7 billion. The U.S. Enrichment Corporation, which provides enriched uranium to the nuclear industry, was privatized in 1998 for $3.1 billion. There remain many federal assets that should be privatized, including businesses such as Amtrak and infrastructure such as the air traffic control system. The government also holds billions of dollars of real estate that should be sold. The benefits to the federal budget of privatization would be modest, but the benefits to the economy would be large as newly private businesses would innovate and improve their performance. The Office of Management and Budget has calculated that about half of all federal employees perform tasks that are not "inherently governmental." The Bush administration had attempted to contract some of those activities to outside vendors, but such "competitive sourcing" is not privatization. Privatization makes an activity entirely private, taking it completely off of the government's books. That allows for greater innovation and prevents corruption, which is a serious pitfall of government contracting. Privatization of federal assets makes sense for many reasons. First, sales of federal assets would cut the budget deficit. Second, privatization would reduce the responsibilities of the 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. For example, repeal of the postal monopoly could bring major innovation to the mail industry, just as the 1980s' breakup of AT&T brought innovation to the telecommunications industry. 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.


Solvency – High Speed Rail

Private investment solves high speed rail

Cahn, 11 – editorial assistant at Roll Call

Emily, 5/23. “GOP pushes private rail investment.” The Hill. http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/162817-gop-makes-case-for-private-bids-on-117b-rail-project

Republicans on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee will press the Obama administration this week to rely more on private investment for a high-speed rail project in the Northeast. Committee leaders noted the benefits high-speed rail would provide to cities in the Northeast in a memo distributed by Republican staff, stressing that the corridor between Boston and Washington is an ideal location for the investment. Still, the memo says, a future project must be supported by private investors and not rely too heavily on federal funds. “While the need and opportunity for a successful true high-speed rail project exists, the federal government cannot carry the full financial burden of public infrastructure projects,” the memo states. “Private industry must step up and help fill the gaps in high-speed rail funding and operations.” President Obama has made the creation of a high-speed rail line a priority of his administration, but has received backlash from Republican governors, who said they were worried their states would be hit with some of the costs for the railroad upgrades. The for-profit company Amtrak announced last week that it would look to private investors to help fund a high-speed rail line on the Northeast Corridor — one of the busiest rail lines in the country. But a company spokesman said Amtrak does not know how large a percentage of the project’s funding will come from private investors and won’t know until after June 10, when proposals from interested backers are due. Transportation Committee Chairman John Mica (R-Fla.) scheduled the Thursday hearing before the Amtrak announcement, Justin Harclerode, a spokesman for the committee, said in an email. “Mica has long supported a strong private sector lead for high-speed rail development in the [Northeast Corridor], and has been very skeptical of Amtrak’s plan and ability to effectively deliver true high-speed service there or anywhere,” Harclerode said. According to the committee, the project will cost a “staggering” $117 billion and would take 30 years to complete. It suggests a different public-private partnership strategy for putting together the high-speed rail project. Under the plan, bids for the system would be made by private companies, with Northeast states managing infrastructure and operations.

Federal investment in high speed rail fails

Cato Institute 2012 (Randal O’Toole, Senior Fellow at Cato Institute, Edwards, Chris, Director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, DeHaven, Tad, Budget policy analysis at the Cato Institute, Van Doren, Peter, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Article is from 2012, “Department of Transportation”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/).
Policymakers are dumping billions of dollars into high-speed rail, even though foreign systems are money losers and carry only a small share of intercity passengers.


Solvency – Highways

Privatized highways are better than public highways.

CATO Institute 2009

(Chris Edwards, “Privatization”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/privatization, DOA 6/28/12)

A number of states are moving ahead with privately financed and operated highways. The Dulles Greenway in Northern Virginia is a 14-mile private highway opened in 1995 that was financed by private bond and equity issues. In the same region, Fluor-Transurban is building and mainly funding high-occupancy toll lanes on a 14-mile stretch of the Capital Beltway. Drivers will pay to use the lanes with electronic tolling, which will recoup the company's roughly $1 billion investment. Fluor-Transurban is also financing and building toll lanes running south from Washington along Interstate 95. Similar private highway projects have been completed, or are being pursued, in California, Maryland, Minnesota, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Texas. Private-sector highway funding and operation can help pave the way toward reducing the nation's traffic congestion.
Private sector better at highway projects.

Cato Institute 2012 (Randal O’Toole, Senior Fellow at Cato Institute, Edwards, Chris, Director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, DeHaven, Tad, Budget policy analysis at the Cato Institute, Van Doren, Peter, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Article is from 2012, “Department of Transportation”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/).
Highway aid gets misallocated and related regulations stifle local innovation. Highway aid and federal fuel taxes should be ended, and the states should pursue toll highway projects with the private sector.

Solvency – Hydrogen Cars

Prizes induce quicker and better innovation to develop alternative energy cars
Bromley, Senior Lecturer in International Political Economy at the Open University, UK, et al., 06
Simon Bromley, Senior Lecturer in International Political Economy at the Open University, UK, et al., • Joshua Busby Nils Duquet • Leben Nelson Moro, 5-06, [“Climate Change and Collective Action: Troubles in the Transition to a Post-Oil Economy,” St Antony’s International Review The International Politics of Oil, http://www.utexas.edu/lbj/faculty/busby/wp-content/uploads/busby_stair_2_1.pdf]
E. Liu

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 ofhow 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 secon 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).77 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.79

Private companies are effective at developing hydrogen car technology.

Hydrogen Fuel Cars Now

(Hydrogen Fuel Cars Now, “Hydrogen Fuel Cars”, http://www.hydrogencarsnow.com/, DOA 6/30/12)

In 2005, Honda leased the first commercial hydrogen car to a family in Redondo Beach, California, (pictured above). In 2008, the Honda FCX Clarity became the first production line built hydrogen fuel cell lease vehicle rolled out to the same family plus dozens others. For the past 28 years, the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) has been conducting research on hydrogen fuel cells for use in transportation, industry and residential use. According to the LANL, "Hydrogen & Fuel Cell Research at Los Alamos has made significant technological advances in Polymer Electrolyte Membrane (PEM) fuel cells, Direct Methanol Fuel Cells (DMFC), and related technologies such as the electrolyzer (a fuel cell in reverse, liberating hydrogen from electricity and pure water)."
Government investment in hydrogen cars is inefficient and slow.

Hydrogen Fuel Cars Now

(Hydrogen Fuel Cars Now, “Hydrogen Fuel Cars”, http://www.hydrogencarsnow.com/, DOA 6/30/12)

President Bush when he was in office allocated approximately $2 billion in hydrogen highway research funds. California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger was pushing to get 200 hydrogen filling stations built by 2010 stretching from Vancouver, British Columbia, all the way down to Baja, California (but has fallen short of this goal because of a poor economy and lack of political will). 


Solvency – NextGen (Airports/Air Traffic Control)
Privatizing the FAA solves the case better
Edwards and DeHaven, 10 
Chris and Tad, Washington Times, 6/17. http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/privatize-transportation-spending
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.

Privatizing air traffic control solves best

Edwards, 2009 – director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute

Chris, February. “Privatization.” http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/privatization
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. The privatization revolution has overthrown the belief widely held in the 20th century that governments should own the most important industries in the economy. Privatization has generally led to reduced costs, higher-quality services, and increased innovation in formerly moribund government industries. The presumption that government should own industry was challenged in the 1980s by British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and by President Ronald Reagan. But while Thatcher made enormous reforms in Britain, only a few major federal assets have been privatized in this country. Conrail, a freight railroad, was privatized in 1987 for $1.7 billion. The Alaska Power Administration was privatized in 1996. The federal helium reserve was privatized in 1996 for $1.8 billion. The Elk Hills Petroleum Reserve was sold in 1997 for $3.7 billion. The U.S. Enrichment Corporation, which provides enriched uranium to the nuclear industry, was privatized in 1998 for $3.1 billion. There remain many federal assets that should be privatized, including businesses such as Amtrak and infrastructure such as the air traffic control system. The government also holds billions of dollars of real estate that should be sold. The benefits to the federal budget of privatization would be modest, but the benefits to the economy would be large as newly private businesses would innovate and improve their performance. The Office of Management and Budget has calculated that about half of all federal employees perform tasks that are not "inherently governmental." The Bush administration had attempted to contract some of those activities to outside vendors, but such "competitive sourcing" is not privatization. Privatization makes an activity entirely private, taking it completely off of the government's books. That allows for greater innovation and prevents corruption, which is a serious pitfall of government contracting. Privatization of federal assets makes sense for many reasons. First, sales of federal assets would cut the budget deficit. Second, privatization would reduce the responsibilities of the 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. For example, repeal of the postal monopoly could bring major innovation to the mail industry, just as the 1980s' breakup of AT&T brought innovation to the telecommunications industry. 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.
Privatization improves air traffic control – other countries prove

Cato Institute 2012 (Randal O’Toole, Senior Fellow at Cato Institute, Edwards, Chris, Director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, DeHaven, Tad, Budget policy analysis at the Cato Institute, Van Doren, Peter, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Article is from 2012, “Department of Transportation”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/).
Airport subsidies should be ended and U.S. airports privatized, as has occurred in many major cities abroad. Air traffic control should be commercialized, with Canada providing a good reform model.


Solvency – Ports

It is empirically proven that privatized ports are better than public ports. 

CATO Institute 2009

(Chris Edwards, “Privatization”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/privatization, DOA 6/28/12)

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.


Solvency – Rail (1/2)
Privatization incentivizes innovation and more efficient systems

Edwards and DeHaven, 10 
Chris and Tad, Washington Times, 6/17. http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/privatize-transportation-spending
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.

Government funded rails not effective and a waste of money.

O’Toole 2010 (Randal O’Toole, Cato Institute researcher and writer, June 2010, “Urban Transit”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/urban-transit/).
Progressive-era politicians saw public takeover of transit companies as a solution. San Francisco was the first major city to operate its own streetcars starting in 1912. New York City started operating and acquiring subway lines in 1932. In 1938, Chicago obtained the first federal grants to support construction of a publicly owned rail line.  In cities where transit remained private, electric power companies often worked to consolidate streetcar lines under one owner. That gave rise to concerns about monopoly power. In 1935 Congress ordered power companies to divest their transit operations. Since transit was already struggling due to the rise of the automobile and the Depression, this act put many companies on the brink of bankruptcy.  One solution was to convert streetcars to buses, which did not require as much infrastructure support. Of the more than 700 American cities served by streetcars in 1910, at least 230 either went out of business or converted to buses by the end of 1929. Another 300 converted during the 1930s and 100 more in the 1940s.4  Fifty American cities still had streetcars in 1949. By 1967, only Boston, Cleveland, New Orleans, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and San Francisco still had streetcars; and New York and Chicago were the only other cities that still had other forms of rail transit. The conversions from rail to buses were made for efficiency reasons, not monopolistic reasons, as often claimed.5  By the early 1960s, all of the rail transit systems except one had been taken over by public agencies, but the vast majority of bus systems were still private. That changed quickly when Congress promised to make capital grants available to public agencies—but not private companies—that operated or acquired transit systems. Within a decade, all but a handful of transit systems were taken over by tax-subsidized public agencies.  Congress did not pass the Urban Mass Transit Act of 1964 in order to provide mobility to low-income families who could not afford cars. Rather, Congress was reacting to proposals by various railroads to discontinue interstate commuter trains serving Boston, Chicago, New York, and Philadelphia.6 At the time, these four urban areas plus San Francisco had the only commuter trains in America. Urban leaders argued that the commuter trains were essential to maintain jobs in downtown areas.  The Urban Mass Transit Act was designed to provide federal support for interstate commuter trains. But politics quickly broadened that mission to providing federal support to mass transit in every state and metropolitan area. Over the decades, about $160 billion has been spent on federal rail subsidies, and the result has been a monument to the folly of federal intervention into a properly local and private activity.   


Solvency – Rail (2/2)

Public transportation infrastructure, especially rails are costly to taxpayer and waste of money.

O’Toole 2010 (Randal O’Toole, Cato Institute researcher and writer, June 2010, “Urban Transit”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/urban-transit/).
The beginning of the end for private transit came in 1964 with the Urban Mass Transit Act. The act promised federal capital grants to any public agencies that took over private transit companies. Within a decade, the private transit industry was virtually wiped out, replaced almost completely by tax-subsidized public agencies.  Today, city governments that are frustrated with automobiles and congestion are turning to the 19th century technology of rail transit for relief. But pumping subsidies into rail transit is based on a nostalgic view of the past and is not economically sound. It also won't solve America's congestion woes.  The Department of Transportation's Federal Transit Administration has an annual budget of more than $10 billion, nearly all of which is spent on subsidies to state and local governments.2 In addition, the economic stimulus bill of 2009 added a further $8 billion in subsidies over a period of years.3 Through these subsidies and related regulations, federal policymakers play a major role in shaping urban transportation choices.  Transit funding is costly to taxpayers, and it is not a proper function of the federal government. It encourages state and local governments to pursue high-cost and less-efficient transportation solutions—in particular, rail transit. 

Rails very expensive—federal government cannot fund them with our current economy.

O’Toole 2010 (Randal O’Toole, Cato Institute researcher and writer, June 2010, “Urban Transit”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/urban-transit/).
Six Problems with Rail Transit  1. Cost  The most important thing to understand about rail transit is that it is very, very expensive. The Government Accountability Office has shown, for example, that buses can provide service as fast and frequently as light rail at a lower operating cost and for about two percent of the capital cost.7 Outside of a few very dense places such as Manhattan, Tokyo, and Hong Kong, there is nothing trains can do that buses cannot do faster, better, more flexibly, and for a lot less money.  The typical light-rail project being planned or built today costs $20 million per track mile, although one being planned in Seattle is expected to cost more than $100 million per mile.8 Heavy rail typically costs at least twice as much as light rail: An extension of the Washington Metrorail system is expected to cost $225 million per mile for example.9 Commuter-rail typically costs $5 to $10 million per mile.  Freeways typically cost much less than rail. The Fort Bend Tollway Authority recently completed a four-lane freeway on the outskirts of Houston, complete with interchanges and over- and underpasses, for $2.4 million per lane mile.10 The Colorado Department of Transportation recently widened Interstate 25 through the heart of Denver, which required numerous overpasses, at a cost of $19 million per lane mile.11 Counting urban and suburban areas together, the average cost is less than $10 million per lane mile.  Rail advocates claim that rail lines can move as many people as several freeway lanes, however capacity counts for much less than actual use. In 2007, the average track mile of light and commuter rail carried less than 15 percent as many passenger miles as the average freeway lane mile in urban areas with rail transit. Outside of New York, the average heavy rail mile carried only 70 percent as many passenger miles as the average urban freeway lane mile.12  In comparing rail and highway productivities, rail supporters often use a double standard: comparing full railcars with the average occupancy of commuter automobiles. In fact, like automobiles, the average transit vehicle carries far fewer people than its capacity. 

Government-run railroads fail 

Cato Institute 2012 (Randal O’Toole, Senior Fellow at Cato Institute, Edwards, Chris, Director of tax policy studies at the Cato Institute, DeHaven, Tad, Budget policy analysis at the Cato Institute, Van Doren, Peter, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Article is from 2012, “Department of Transportation”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/).
Government-run railroads don’t work due to political meddling, high labor costs, and a lack of management flexibility. Amtrak should be privatized so that train service can thrive on those routes that make economic sense.


Solvency – Urban Transit

Government ownership of transit systems have failed

Edwards and DeHaven, 10 
Chris and Tad, Washington Times, 6/17. http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/privatize-transportation-spending

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.


2NC—PICs Good
1. Our permutation includes the entire plan and part of the counter-plan is justifiable and correct even though it’s partially inclusive of the counter-plan.
2. PIC’s lead to better plan texts by preventing affirmatives from reading plan texts that have negative implications.

3. Plan focus--negative’s job is to attack the 1AC as a whole which increases topic specific education

4. Every counter-plan is a PIC-- they must include all or part of the plan.

5. Reject the argument not the team.

A2: Perm

1 – Links to the net benefit

2 – Any federal spending crowds out private investment
Taylor and Vedder, 2010 – Professor of economics at Central Michigan University anddistinguished professor of economics at Ohio University and adjunct scholar at the American Enterprise Institute 
Jason and Richard, "Stimulus by Spending Cuts: Lessons From 1946." Cato. May/June 2010. www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v32n3/cpr32n3.pdf
The illusion that new employment results from the stimulus package is understandable because the jobs created by it are visible, whereas jobs lost due to the stimulus are much less transparent. When several hundred million dollars are spent building a 79-mile per hour railroad from Cleveland to Cincinnati, we will see workers improving railroad track, building new rail cars, and so on. In fact, we can directly count the number of jobs supported by stimulus dollars and report them on a website (www.recovery.gov currently reports that 608,317 workers received stimulus monies in the 4th quarter of 2009). At the same time, however, the federal spending invisibly crowds out private spending. This happens regardless of how higher federal spending is financed. Tax financing (not done in this case) reduces the after-tax return to workers and investors, leading them to reduce the resources they provide. Deficit-financing (borrowing) tends to push up interest rates and, more generally, eats up dollars that would otherwise have gone toward private lending and investment. Inflationary financing (roughly the Fed printing money—a fear in this situation) reduces investor confidence, lowers the real value of some financial assets, and leads to falling investment. Of course we do not register these “job losses” on the mainstream statistical radar because they are jobs that would have been created, absent the government spending, but never were—hence their invisibility. 
Any government financing prevents effective competition – doesn’t solve
Dehaven, 2010 – budget analyst on federal and state budget issues for the Cato Institute
Tad, “Why Not Private Infrastructure,” 9/8. http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/why-not-private-infrastructure

The biggest obstacle to private provision is that federal funding and associated privileges makes it difficult for private operators to “compete” with government roads: By subsidizing the states to provide seemingly "free" highways, federal financing discourages the construction and operation of privately financed highways. A key problem is that users of private highways are forced to pay both the tolls for those private facilities and the fuel taxes that support the government highways. Another problem is that private highway companies have to pay taxes, including property taxes and income taxes, while government agencies do not. Furthermore, private highways face higher borrowing costs because they must issue taxable bonds, whereas public agencies can issue tax-exempt bonds. The bottom line is that the private sector can satisfy our transportation needs if given the chance. Unfortunately, myopic policymakers are stuck in the 20th century, which is exactly where the special interests they bemoan would like them to stay.

A2: CP Links to Politics (1/2)
CP is politically appealing – shifts costs to the private sector
Mansour and Nadji, 2006 – Chief Economist and Strategist at RREEF and Director at RREEF
Asieh and Hope, September. “US Infrastructure Privatization and Public Policy Issues.” RREEF. http://www.irei.com/uploads/marketresearch/69/marketResearchFile/Infr_Priv_Pub_Policy_Issues.pdf
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.

CP avoids politics – doesn’t require tax increases or pork spending
Primack, 2011 – senior editor at Fortune magazine
Dan, 2/17. “Why Obama can’t save infrastructure.” CNN Money. http://finance.fortune.cnn.com/2011/02/17/why-obama-cant-save-infrastructure/
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. 


A2: CP Links to Politics (2/2)
Privatizing transportation is politically preferable to federal spending

Fram, 12
Alan Fram, The Associated Press. “Lawmakers reach compromise on roads, student loans.” http://www2.nbc17.com/news/2012/jun/27/3/congress-near-deal-stafford-loans-boehner-says-ar-2389453/
In return, House Republicans won Senate concessions that would halve the time allowed for environmental reviews for highway projects, and squeeze money for bike paths and pedestrian safety projects by forcing them to compete with other transportation projects, said congressional aides and environmental lobbyists. The bill would give states more flexibility in spending federal money, impose new safety regulations and expand a federal loan guarantee program to encourage private investments in transportation projects. Despite the measure's short-term impact, the bill delays for two years decisions about a long-term funding scheme for highway and transit programs. Gas and diesel taxes no longer cover the cost of transportation programs and are forecast to bring in less revenue as the fuel efficiency of cars and trucks increases.
The CP avoids politics—minimizing federal investment for infrastructure is popular

AP, 6/29/12
Associated Press, “Congress passes highway jobs bill, halts student loan rate hike.” http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2012/06/29/house-passes-highway-jobs-bill-halts-student-loan-rate-hike/#ixzz1zQX64LKa 
Finding rare political accommodation on the cusp of a holiday recess, Congress passed legislation Friday designed to salvage 2.8 million jobs and shield students from a sharp increase in loan interest rates. The legislation, which also revamps highway and transit programs and shores up the federal flood insurance program, now goes to the White House for President Obama's signatures.  Lawmakers trying to leave town for a weeklong Fourth of July recess had been facing twin deadlines: Federal highway and transit aid programs and the government's authority to levy federal fuel taxes were expiring Saturday. And interest rates on new student loans were set to double on Sunday.  The burst of legislating came just four months before the November elections, giving lawmakers achievements to show off to voters who have increasingly held Congress in low esteem while the economy continues to flounder. "We have a bill that will boost this economy. We have a bill that is supported by conservatives and liberals, progressives and moderates. I think it's a great day," said Sen. Barbara Boxer, D-Calif., who led Senate negotiations on the transportation portion of the package. Boxer estimated the bill would save about 1.8 million jobs by keeping aid for highway and transit construction flowing to states and create another 1 million jobs by using federal loan guarantees to leverage private sector investment in infrastructure projects. Rep. John Mica, R-Fla., chairman of the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, said: "Probably millions would have been put out of work if we hadn't acted." Not all lawmakers were happy. "At least it's not as bad as our Republican colleagues wanted," complained Rep. Earl Blumenauer, D-Ore., who has championed bike and pedestrian programs that the measure would squeeze. "But make no mistake, it is not a bill to be proud of." In the bargaining that led up to an agreement on the package earlier this week, House Republicans gave up their demands that the bill require approval of the contentious Keystone XL oil pipeline and block federal regulation of toxic waste generated by coal-fired power plants. Democrats gave ground on environmental protections and biking, pedestrian and safety programs. The bill consolidates various transportation programs and reduces the number of programs by two-thirds. States would have more flexibility on how they spend transportation aid. It also revamps rules on environmental studies of the potential impact of highway projects, with an aim toward cutting in half the time it takes to complete construction projects. And the measure contains an array of safety initiatives, including requirements that would make it more likely passengers would survive a tour bus crash. "It doesn't have everything," Mica said. But "we were able to do more with less and move transportation for the nation forward." The bill would spend about $100 billion on federal highway programs over two years, but puts off the politically tricky decision on how to pay for them after that. 

A2: CP Links to Elections

Poll results show voters want private solutions to infrastructure

Lord, 2010 – financial journalist, commentator and analyst

Nick, April. “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
Public support Despite these issues, public perceptions of the monetization of infrastructure are increasingly positive, and changing directly as a result of the economic and political crises of the past few years. In June 2009 investment bank Lazard commissioned a national infrastructure poll among likely voters. The results make extremely encouraging reading for anyone involved in the infrastructure sector. [TABLE OMITTED] According to the poll results, the economy is the greatest concern for most people and as a result the "majority of likely voters want their elected officials to pursue non-traditional means of addressing their states' fiscal problems, including private investment in infrastructure". The poll went on to indicate a high level of aversion to increases in taxes and debt levels. This is mirrored by an increase in support for private investment in infrastructure. Specifically as a result of the crisis, the poll shows that support for private investment in infrastructure has increased by 9% over the past year alone, with nearly 60% of the respondents saying they favoured it, compared with 34% who opposed it. "Our poll shows that now, across the board, the US public is very supportive of bringing private capital into US infrastructure," says George Bilicic, chairman of power, utilities and infrastructure at Lazard in New York. "This really foreshadows the huge opportunities that are now here."



A2: CP Links to Spending

CP avoids the spending link because the outlay of money is much lower – the government pays 10% as much as it would with the plan
Reinhardt, 2011 – 23-year P3 observer, publisher and editor of “Public Works Financing” newsletter

William, May. “The Role of Private Investment in Meeting U.S. Transportation Infrastructure Needs.” http://www.artba.org/mediafiles/transportationp3whitepaper.pdf, p. 39.
Established in 1998, TlFlA offers credit assistance for highway, transit, intercity passenger facilities, freight rail and freight transfer facilities. Under TlFlA, USDOT helps project sponsors assemble capital by providing long term, “patient” financial assistance (loans, loan guarantees and letters of credit) for projects of national and regional significance in excess of $50 million that have dedicated revenue sources available for repayment. Since 1998, the USDOT has provided financial assistance in excess of $8 billion, supporting 22 projects, both P3 and publicly developed assets, with a total capital value in excess of $30 billion for less than $1 billion in budget authority. Because the budgetary cost (sometimes called the subsidy cost) of a TIFIA loan is not its face value, but rather the combined cost of issuing the loan and the default risk, the budgetary cost to the Highway Trust Fund or its "score," is typically about 10 percent of the face value of the credit. A leading example of use of this financing tool is the Texas Department of Transportation's North Tarrant Express. This public-private partnership was created to design, build, finance and operate managed lanes and upgrade existing facilities within an existing 13-mile Interstate highway corridor in the congested DallasFt. Worth Metro area. Under construction today, the project's $2 billion in capital costs were financed with $573 million in state funds, $400 million in senior private activity bonds, a $650 million TIFIA loan and $427 million of private equity. Thus the approximately $65 million in budgetary cost for the TIFIA loan, essential to the assembly of the other monies, helped deliver a $2-billion project, yielding a federal cost-to-project value ratio of approximately 3.5 to 100. 


A2: Private Companies Don’t Have Authority

The CP fiats authority over the plan – any restrictions on private companies would obviously be removed in order to implement the mandate of the CP
Congress authorized prizes for private investment in transportation infrastructure.
Gerty et al 2012 (Chris Gerty, 15 year NASA high-tech engineer, Pol, James, Team leader of project management at the DOT, Gustetit, Jenn, manager of DOT’s Open Government Plan, Kuraishi, Mari, co-founder of Global-Giving, O’Neill, Michael, Senior Advisor to director of U.S. veteran affairs, “Government As a Catalyst: Prizes 4 Tech Innovation”, http://schedule.sxsw.com/2012/events/event_IAP11048). 

Want to make some money? Federal agencies have recently been given the authority by Congress to sponsor competitions for individuals, groups, and companies to develop new ideas and technology innovations for a chance to win potentially lucrative prizes. These competitions can range from new mobile outreach technologies to web-based data analytics tools to even vehicle-to-vehicle communications; the government is looking for breakthrough technologies from the minds of the most innovative and forward thinking Americans, many of whom are at SXSW. This session will highlight some of the coolest prizes for technology development that the government has been involved in to date, including the DOT’s Connected Vehicle Challenge, the VA’s Open Source and blue button projects, and NASA’s centennial challenges. Additionally you will learn about some prizes government did NOT play a role in to explore what role the government should be playing in these activities moving forward. 



A2: Federal Spending Better (1/3)

Federal control over transportation causes problems
Edwards and DeHaven, 2010

Chris Edwards and Tad DeHaven, Washington Times, June 17, 2010

http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/privatize-transportation-spending

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.

Big government programs are bad – results don’t match intentions
Powell 2009 (Jim Powell, Senior fellow at Cato Institute, 3/2/09, “How Big Government Infrastructure Projects GoWrong”,http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/how-big-government-infrastructure-projects-go-wrong).

The recently enacted $787 billion "stimulus" program appears to be the down payment on a sweeping "new New Deal" that will include many other ambitious government programs—including the possible nationalization of health care.  Given the size and scope of such interventions into the economy, it's important to remember that big government programs often have results that are very different than what was intended. We can gain particular perspective by reflecting on the experience of President Franklin D. Roosevelt's most ambitious infrastructure program, the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA).  It was heralded as a program to build dams that would control floods, facilitate navigation, lift people out of poverty, and help America recover from the Great Depression. Yet the reality is that the TVA probably flooded more land than it protected; much of the navigation it has facilitated involves barges of coal for coal-fired power plants; people receiving TVA-subsidized electricity have increasingly lagged behind neighbors who did not; and the TVA's impact on the Great Depression was negligible. The TVA morphed into America's biggest monopoly, dominating an 80,000 square mile region with 8.8 million people—for all practical purposes, it is a bureaucratic kingdom subject to neither public nor private controls. 

Government spending doesn’t work.
Powell 2009 (Jim Powell, Senior fellow at Cato Institute, 3/2/09, “How Big Government Infrastructure Projects GoWrong”,http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/how-big-government-infrastructure-projects-go-wrong).

Back in 1933, David Lilienthal, one of the founding directors of the TVA, vowed, "The Tennessee Valley Authority power program is not a taxpayers' subsidy. It is a business undertaking." In fact, for more than 60 years, Congress appropriated funds to cover the TVA's losses.  Although the TVA no longer receives congressional appropriations, it continues to receive large subsidies. The TVA pays none of the federal, state, and local taxes that private businesses pay. A 1993 study by Putnam, Hayes & Bartlett, a consulting firm retained by investor-owned utilities, estimated that annual cost-of-capital subsidies exceeded $1.2 billion, including the taxes that the TVA avoided. As a government-backed entity similar to Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, the TVA can borrow money cheaper than private businesses. Currently, the TVA has about $26 billion of debt.  [I]t's important to remember that big government programs often have results that are very different than what was intended. Moreover, the TVA doesn't have to incur the costs of complying with myriad federal, state, and local laws. Energy consultant Dick Munson reported that the TVA is exempt from 137 federal laws, such as workplace safety and hydroelectric licensing. The TVA can set electricity rates without oversight by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, which has jurisdiction over private utilities. The Securities & Exchange Commission has only limited jurisdiction to oversee the TVA. On top of that, the TVA is exempt from federal antitrust laws and many federal environmental regulations. It's also exempt from some 165 laws and regulations in Alabama and hundreds more laws and regulations in other states in which it operates. When the TVA wants to acquire more assets, it doesn't have to haggle, because unlike private businesses, it has the power of eminent domain. More than 15,000 people were expelled from their property to make way for the TVA.  Established by President Roosevelt in May 1933 as part of his first 100 Days, the TVA's roots actually go back to 1918 when President Woodrow Wilson decided that the federal government should get into the gunpowder business after German 
A2: Federal Spending Better (2/3)

submarines sank several ships bringing nitrates from Chile. At the same time, E.I. du Pont de Nemours, the world's most experienced gunpowder manufacturer, wanted to build a gunpowder manufacturing facility at Muscle Shoals, Alabama, on the banks of the Tennessee River, and his company proposed building a hydroelectric plant to provide the power that was needed.  "Progressive" politicians were wary that du Pont might make money on the deal, so the decision was to have two gunpowder manufacturing facilities: one built produced 35 million pounds of canon powder before the Armistice (November 1918), while the government's facility produced nothing at all. Wilson's Muscle Shoals project became the starting point for the TVA.  It's run by three directors, each appointed by the president to staggered nine-year terms. Although the directors are sure to be political supporters, the unusual length of their terms gives them considerable independence, and they're not subject to constraints by investors, customers, or voters.  As a remedy for the Great Depression, the TVA didn't work. It created no new wealth and, through taxation, transferred resources from the 98 percent of Americans who didn't live in the Tennessee Valley to the two percent who did. Any spending that happened in the Tennessee Valley therefore was offset by the spending that didn't happen elsewhere. Those taxes reduced net incomes.  Much like any other complex public works project, it took an inordinate amount of time to build the TVA. Only three TVA dams were completed during the 1930s. The dams themselves were small—with less than one-twentieth the power-generating capacity of big western dams like Grand Coulee. Although the building process provided work for engineers and skilled construction workers—who earned above-average incomes—the dams simply came too late to have much impact on most people in the Tennessee Valley during the Great Depression.  To the degree that the TVA had any impact, it appears to be negative. The most important study of the effects of the TVA, conducted by energy economist William Chandler, estimated that in the half-century after the TVA was launched, economic growth in the Tennessee Valley increasingly lagged behind non-TVA southern markets. Chandler concluded, "Among the nine states of the southeastern U.S., there has been an inverse relationship between income per capita and the extent to which the state was served by the TVA...Watershed counties in the seven TVA states, moreover, are poorer than the non-TVA counties in these states."  In the non-TVA southern markets, there was a greater exodus of people out of subsistence farming into manufacturing and services, which offered higher incomes.
Government involvement in transportation infrastructure makes the infrastructure less effective.

O’Toole 2010 (Randal O’Toole, Cato Institute researcher and writer, June 2010, “Urban Transit”, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/urban-transit/).
Private Transit Solutions: The first step toward reform is to remove federal subsidies and related regulations from the transit equation. Federal intervention creates all kinds of perverse incentives for state and local governments. These include the following:  Cities are encouraged to build very inefficient rail lines because more than half of all federal funds are dedicated to rail transit. Transit agencies are encouraged to find the most expensive transit solutions because rail construction funds are an open bucket—first-come, first-served. Innovative transit solutions are bypassed and high costs are guaranteed because of the requirement that transit agencies obtain the approval of their unions to be eligible for federal grants. Local transit agencies have strong incentives to claim success with their projects no matter how badly they fail because of the requirement that agencies must refund federal grants if projects are cancelled. Federal rules impose a transit planning process that is biased in favor of higher-cost transit projects, and the process allows agencies to systematically low-ball cost estimates and overstate potential ridership. Federal subsidies have been mainly directed to capital costs of local transit, not operating costs. That has led to a host of distortions, such as agencies favoring rail over buses and favoring larger buses when smaller ones would do the job. Many federal regulations distort the flow of funding to the most efficient solutions, such as rules that tie the distribution of transportation funds to air quality planning. These factors and others have promoted less efficient transportation solutions than would have likely been employed without federal intervention. 


A2: Federal Investment Better (3/3)

Government spending does not stimulate the economy
Powell 2009 (Jim Powell, Senior fellow at Cato Institute, 3/2/09, “How Big Government Infrastructure Projects GoWrong”,http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/how-big-government-infrastructure-projects-go-wrong).

Ironically, electricity consumption has grown faster in the non-TVA southern markets, because it tends to correlate with income. Subsistence farmers might be able to afford light bulbs, but they could not afford the electrical appliances that people in non-TVA southern markets were buying. Furthermore, despite the vast sums spent building TVA dams, water usage grew faster in the non-TVA southern markets.  Jim Powell, a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, is the author of FDR's Folly, Bully Boy, and Greatest Emancipations  More by Jim Powell In any case, it was a delusion to believe that there was one "key" (such as TVA-subsidized electricity) to eradicating poverty. Subsistence farmers needed equipment such as tractors, trucks, and hay bailers (which are powered by diesel fuel, not electricity). They needed to develop more skills, more sophisticated farming practices, and so on.  Backed by the power of the federal government, the TVA promoted electricity for home heating--even when oil and natural gas were cheaper. To the extent the TVA's home heating campaign was successful, it still squandered resources.  As for flood control, the TVA has flooded an estimated 730,000 acres—more land than the entire state of Rhode Island. Most directly affected by TVA flooding were the thousands of people forced out of their homes. And while farm owners received cash settlements for their condemned property, black tenant farmers received nothing.  As one might expect with a government monopoly that can ignore so many laws, there have been frequent reports of waste and possible corruption. According to TVA's own inspector general, these include lucrative executive perks, cozy consulting contracts, costly building leases, and much more. The TVA spent $15 billion building nine nuclear power plants—and none of them worked. The TVA hired a former Navy admiral to fix them, but he was charged with cronyism and bad judgment. Congressional investigations followed.  Although the TVA was established to build dams, it has expanded relentlessly (as bureaucracies do) to include 11 coal-fired power plants and three nuclear power plants as well as 49 dams—apparently with ambitions to expand the TVA's power-generating monopoly beyond the Tennessee Valley. Among other things, this has raised environmental concerns. Ralph Nader charged that the TVA "has the poorest safety record with [nuclear] reactors." On December 22, 2008, at the TVA's Kingston, Tennessee coal-fired plant, the dike of a 40-acre holding pond broke, spilling as much as a billion gallons of coal sludge with elevated levels of arsenic. The sludge covered some 300 acres up to six feet deep, damaging homes and wrecking a train. This spill reportedly was much bigger than the oil spill from the Exxon Valdez tanker that went aground in Alaska.  As the TVA's long record illustrates, voters rarely receive what they signed-off on when it comes to massive government programs. Despite all of the harm it has done, the TVA has grown into a powerful and politically unstoppable special interest that has done a grave disservice to the Tennessee Valley. Too bad today's advocates of a new New Deal seem determined not to learn from their predecessors' mistakes.

***Aff*** 

AFF – CP Links to Politics
The CP links to politics and elections—privatization is massively unpopular
Lord, 2010 – financial journalist, commentator and analyst

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


AFF – Privatization Fails
Private investment fails – costs are too high for transportation
Rodrigue et al, 9 Ph.D. in Transport Geography 
Jean-Paul, “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 later is guaranteed by the full faith in the credit of the state. This can create a moral hazard as the capital costs and their risks are transferred to the public in terms of guarantees to cover operating costs (cross-subsidy) or bail-outs in case of default. This process is very common in a variety of public enterprises which is spite of acute losses operate on the assumption that their financial shortfalls will be covered by the state. Thus, depending on the size and capitalization of a transport operator, capital costs can be higher than for a public counterpart. Domestic vs. foreign finance. Local private capital markets can be very limited, particularly in developing countries. Transportation assets are also so substantial that they are only accessible to the largest equity firms. Modern transportation infrastructure projects are easily beyond the range of local and regional governments. Finance can thus be tapped from foreign markets. Even in the United States, terminal assets are mainly accessible only to a few large equity firms, many of which are foreign owned. This can be controversial as the case of Dubai Ports World purchasing the port terminal assets of P&O in 2006 demonstrated. Because of political pressures DPW was forced to sell the American port assets of the transaction to the AIG holding company. Fluctuations in exchange rates can also be a significant risk factor, but if a currency is undervalued (debased), investments can pour in to take advantage of the discount to capture valuable and revenue generating assets.

Privatization fails – can’t generate investor certainty

Kennedy, 2001 – former Chief Economist for the U.S. Department of Commerce
Joseph V, “A Better Way to Regulate.” Hoover Institute Policy Review #109.  http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/7073/
In each of these cases, the underlying test for continued government involvement should be whether there are sufficient incentives for the private sector to deliver goods and services at an acceptable price. Usually, when all consumers have sufficient purchasing power, the answer is yes. When some participants lack purchasing power, the best approach is to explicitly redistribute income to those in need, allowing recipients to choose the services that are best for them. This makes the immediate effect of government intervention more transparent and maintains the market’s ability to respond to new opportunities. Privatization will not necessarily make markets less complex. Even private companies have complicated internal control mechanisms and standard operating procedures. These private regulations do not have the force of law behind them, however. Other suppliers are allowed to experiment with different rules. And because they are subject to market pressures, private rules are likely to be more flexible and efficient than are government regulations. The greatest impediments to reform in these programs are the vested interests that benefit from the current pattern of government regulation. Almost any public intervention, no matter how poorly executed, benefits someone, even if overall welfare is reduced. The beneficiaries of government intervention have strong incentives to resist any reform that would reduce their benefits. Because they have developed an expertise in the complexities of current programs, they also have an informational advantage over reformers. PRIVATE MARKETS ARE neither perfect nor without cost. Efficient markets require information and coordination so that buyers and sellers can enter into agreements with a minimum of effort. In many cases the government, by reducing market uncertainty, can lower the cost of doing business. This is especially true in setting market standards. The vast body of contract law makes the implementation and enforcement of written agreements much more predictable. Intelligent bankruptcy statutes quickly redeploy capital to more productive uses and make it possible for owners to borrow using their assets as collateral.

AFF – Federal Funding Key

Federal funding key – costs are too high for private markets

Rodrigue et al, 9 Ph.D. in Transport Geography 
Jean-Paul, “The Geography of Transport Systems.” http://people.hofstra.edu/geotrans/eng/ch7en/appl7en/ch7a2en.html
 Even if public and private actors have established institutional and finance arrangements, many have been hard pressed to meet the demands imposed by growing volumes of passengers and freight traffic. Shifts in regional and global patterns of trade patterns associated with trade agreements and globalization have also created pressures to develop infrastructures supporting global supply chains. A challenge resides in identifying the respective roles and competencies of the public and private sectors, which varies substantially depending on the concerned mode. Although a level of privatization is commonly perceived as a desirable outcome for the efficient use and operation of transportation infrastructures, privatization comes with limitations. In some instances privatization can be unsuccessful. The main reasons are linked with the private contractor unable to honor the commitments (which is rare) or the new cost structure is perceived to be unfair by users since the privatized infrastructure now offers market pricing (more common). If customers are used to low and subsidized costs they will not well respond to market prices, particularly if they are not introduced in an incremental manner. Although private initiatives commonly result in efficiency gains, private capital involves many limitations concerning capital costs and the issue of domestic versus foreign capital: Capital costs. Nominal costs for private capital are often higher than for public debt, since the later is guaranteed by the full faith in the credit of the state. This can create a moral hazard as the capital costs and their risks are transferred to the public in terms of guarantees to cover operating costs (cross-subsidy) or bail-outs in case of default. This process is very common in a variety of public enterprises which is spite of acute losses operate on the assumption that their financial shortfalls will be covered by the state. Thus, depending on the size and capitalization of a transport operator, capital costs can be higher than for a public counterpart. 
Federal control key – accountability 
Facts on File News Services, 2007 (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.


AFF – PPP’s Fail – High Speed Rail

Private involvement fails -- multiple reasons. 

Dutzik et al, 2011 – members of the Public Interest Research group 

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

***Misc***

High-Speed Rail Neg

New high-speed rails are extremely expensive for the gov.

Edwards and DeHaven, 10 
Chris and Tad, Washington Times, 6/17. http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/privatize-transportation-spending
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.
High-speed rails are not cost effective

Chris and Tad, Washington Times, 6/17. http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/privatize-transportation-spending
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.
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