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1AC Economy

The advantage is growth - 

US infrastructure is collapsing

Ettlinger et. al 11 — (Michael Ettlinger is Vice President for Economic Policy at the Center for American Progress; Donna Cooper is a Senior Fellow with the Economic Policy team. Sarah Rosen Wartell is Executive Vice President of the Center; Bracken Hendricks is a Senior Fellow with the Energy Opportunity team at the Center; “Spurring Job Creation in the Private Sector: Three Elements that Any Jobs Plan Should Include,” August 26, 2011, Center for American Progress Action Fund, http://www.astrid-online.it/rassegna/06-09-2011/CAP_private_sector_jobs_26_08_11.pdf)

Just as there is no disagreement that we need private-sector job growth, there is no disagreement that we need to improve our nation’s infrastructure. Business leaders know it. Labor leaders know it. And ordinary Americans see the evidence every day. Combine that need with the fact that building infrastructure is one of the most efficient ways to create private-sector jobs fast and the reasons for making infrastructure investments now are clear.  The numbers that demonstrate the need are stark. A stunning 147,000 of the  605,000 bridges in our country are failing. 4  One-third of America’s major roads   are in poor or mediocre condition. 5 Dams in need of repair number 4,000.  6  Of America’s urban highways, 36 percent are congested. 7  Electricity disruptions cost the economy $100 billion a year in damages and lost business.  8   The   Environmental Protection Agency estimates that over the next 20 years, more   than $600 billion in improvements to our water infrastructure will be necessary.  9 We need, however, to do more than fix what’s broken. Our country requires new   forms of infrastructure to underpin its future economic success. High-efficiency transmission lines, the smart grid, and the information superhighway are to America’s economic prospects today what the Erie Canal, the transcontinental   railway, hydroelectric power from the Hoover Dam, and the interstate highway system were to our economic success in the 19th and 20th centuries. We need   to rewire, expand, and bring the latest technology to our nation’s electric power   system. We need to extend the high-voltage transmission capacity to bring wind, solar, geothermal, and hydroelectric power to where it is needed. And our clean   energy infrastructure needs include building up the clean energy manufacturing sector that will be critical for building the energy production capacity of the   future. We also need to fill in the national broadband network.  

1AC Economy

Inefficiencies in infrastructure are stunting growth - increasing prices and declining exports

Davidson 12

Paul Davidson, 5-20-12. Reporter for USA today. USA Today. “USA's creaking infrastructure holds back economy.” 

http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/story/2012-05-20/creaking-infrastructure/55096396/1

Inland waterways quietly keep the nation's economy flowing as they transport $180 billion of coal, steel, chemicals and other goods each year — a sixth of U.S. freight — across 38 states. Yet, an antiquated system of locks and dams threatens the timely delivery of those goods daily. Locks and dams raise or lower barges from one water level to the next, but breakdowns are frequent. For example, the main chamber at a lock on the Ohio River near Warsaw, Ky., is being fixed. Maneuvering 15-barge tows into a much smaller backup chamber has increased the average delay at the lock from 40 minutes to 20 hours, including waiting time. The outage, which began last July and is expected to end in August, will cost American Electric Power and its customers $5.5 million as the utility ferries coal and other supplies along the river for itself and other businesses, says AEP senior manager Marty Hettel. As the economy picks up, the nation's creaking infrastructure will increasingly struggle to handle the load. That will make products more expensive as businesses pay more for shipping or maneuver around roadblocks, and it will cause the nation to lose exports to other countries — both of which are expected to hamper the recovery.

1AC Economy
Lack of federal investment destroys economic competitiveness - competitors will quickly outpace us

McConaghy, Deputy Director of Third Way Economic Program & Kessler, VP for Policy at Third Way, 2011
Ryan McConaghy and Jim Kessler, "A National Infrastructure Bank," Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, Third Way Institute

America’s infrastructure gap poses a serious threat to our prosperity. In 2009, the amount of waste due to congestion equaled 4.8 billion hours (equivalent to 10 weeks worth of relaxation time for the average American) and 3.9 billion gallons of gasoline, costing $115 billion in lost fuel and productivity. 13 Highway bottlenecks January 2011 A National Infrastructure Bank - 3 The Economic Program www.ThirdWay.org are estimated to cost freight trucks about $8 billion in economic costs per year, 14 and in 2006, total logistics costs for American businesses increased to 10% of GDP. 15 Flight delays cost Americans $9 billion in lost productivity each year, 16 and power disruptions caused by an overloaded electrical grid cost between $25 billion and $180 billion annually. 17 These losses sap wealth from our economy and drain resources that could otherwise fuel recovery and growth. The infrastructure gap also hinders America’s global competitiveness. Logistics costs for American business are on the rise, but similar costs in countries like Germany, Spain, and France are set to decrease. 18 And while America’s infrastructure spending struggles to keep pace, 19 several main global competitors are poised to make signi!cant infrastructure enhancements. China leads the world with a projected $9 trillion in infrastructure investments slated for the next ten years, followed by India, Russia, and Brazil. 20 In a recent survey, 90% of business executives around the world indicated that the quality and availability of infrastructure plays a key role in determining where they do business. 21 If America is going to remain on strong economic footing compared to its competitors, it must address its infrastructure challenges. 

U.S. economic competitiveness in infrastructure is key to overall growth

Milikowsky 11 (Brian, Researcher @ Building America’s Future Educational Fund, bipartisan coalition of elected officials dedicated to bringing about a new era of U.S. investment in infrastructure, “Building America’s Future: Falling Apart And Falling Behind, Transportation Infrastructure Report 2011)

Rebuilding America’s economic foundation is one of the most important missions we face in the 21st century. Our parents and grandparents built America into the world’s leading economic superpower. We have a responsibility to our own children and grandchildren to strengthen—not squander —that inheritance, and to pass on to them a country whose best days are still ahead. Our citizens live in a turbulent, complicated, and competitive world. The worst recession in eighty years cost us trillions in wealth and drove millions of Americans out of their jobs and homes. Even more, it called into question their belief in our system and faith in the way forward. Our infrastructure—and the good policy making that built it—is a key reason America became an economic superpower. But many of the great decisions which put us on that trajectory are now a half-century old. In the last decade, our global economic competitors have led the way in planning and building the transportation networks of the 21st century. Countries around the world have not only started spending more than the United States does today, but they made those financial commitments—of both public and private dollars—on the basis of 21st-century strategies that will equip them to make commanding strides in economic growth over the next 20-25 years. Unless we make significant changes in our course and direction, the foreign competition will pass us by, and a real opportunity to restore America’s economic strength will be lost. The American people deserve better.

1AC Economy

Creation of a national infrastructure bank is vital to economic growth – States are crumbling under the current fiscal climate

McConaghy and Kessler 2011 (Ryan McConaghy, Deputy Director of Third Way Economic Program; Jim Kessler, VP for Policy at Third Way; "A National Infrastructure Bank," Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, Third Way Institute, 2011, http://www.bernardlschwartz.com/political-initiatives/Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_A_National_Infrastructure_Bank-1.pdf)

America’s economic future will hinge on how fast and well we move people, goods, power, and ideas. Today, our infrastructure is far from meeting the challenge. Upgrading our existing infrastructure and building new conduits to generate commerce will put people to work quickly in long-term jobs and will create robust growth. Funding for new infrastructure will be a crucial investment with substantial future benefits, but the current way that Congress doles out infrastructure financing is too political and wasteful. A National Infrastructure Bank will provide a new way to harness public and private capital to bridge the infrastructure gap, create jobs, and ensure a successful and secure future.
America’s investment in infrastructure is not sufficient to spur robust growth. In October, Governor Chris Christie announced his intention to terminate New Jersey’s participation in the Access to the Region’s Core (ARC) Tunnel project, citing cost overruns that threatened to add anywhere from $2-$5 billion to the tunnel’s almost $9 billion price tag. At the time, Christie stated, “Considering the unprecedented fiscal and economic climate our State is facing, it is completely unthinkable to borrow more money and leave taxpayers responsible for billions in cost overruns. The ARC project costs far more than New Jersey taxpayers can afford and the only prudent move is to end this project.”1 Despite the fact that the project is absolutely necessary for future economic growth in the New Jersey-New York region and would have created thousands of jobs, it was held captive to significant cost escalation, barriers to cooperation between local, state, and federal actors, and just plain politics.

1AC Economy

The plan also fuels fuels export growth

Vey et. al 10 — (Jennifer S. Vey is a fellow with the Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program; John Austin is a Non-Resident Senior Fellow with Brookings; he is also a Visiting Research Scientist with the University of Michigan Institute for Labor, Employment and the Economy; Jennifer Bradley is a fellow with the Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program and CoDirects with John Austin the program’s Great Lakes Economic Initiative; “The Next Economy: Economic Recovery and Transformation in The Great Lakes Region,” September, 2012, Brookings Institution, http://www.commonslearningalliance.org/sites/default/files/Economic%20Recovery%20and%20Transformation.pdf)

New Infrastructure Banks:  Investments in the nation’s transportation systems are   critical for fueling exports growth (e.g., through multi-modal facilities at major air, rail and   water hubs) as well as accelerating the transition to a low-carbon economy (e.g., through green infrastructure, such as an electric vehicle fueling network).  The current   system of transportation investments is uncoordinated at all levels, however, and is   largely based on archaic funding and equity formulas that work against many   metropolitans areas’ efforts to maintain modern and integrated transportation networks.    The creation of a national infrastructure bank would help remedy these issues by using   merit-based criteria to choose large, multi-modal and multi-jurisdictional infrastructure   projects to finance.  The bank would evaluate projects using cost-benefit analysis, which   include both the regional or national significance of the project and, and whether or not   the project reduces greenhouse gas emissions.  Projects that pass this rigorous   screening process would receive a loan or grant from the bank.  Electrical grid and   broadband development could also be funded and financed through the bank, thereby   breaking the traditional silos through which the federal government currently funds   infrastructure development.  The national or metropolitan impact criteria and analysis   would be the most critical parts of the bank, because it would require project evaluators   to keep their attention on the benefits of a specific project.  Right now, projects in   different modes and sectors are evaluated by specific standards, making cross-mode   comparisons difficult.  A national infrastructure bank could be capitalized with   appropriations amounting to a total of $25 billion over five years (this is the amount put   forth in the administration’s 2010 budget proposal, and a recent House bill).  

Increasing export growth makes us globally competitive and is key to domestic growth

National Export Initiative 10 — (This Report is the product of an intensive six-month collaboration between the Export Promotion Cabinet and the 20 federal agencies that make up the Trade Promotion Coordinating Committee, “Report To The President On The National Export Initiative: The Export Promotion Cabinet’s Plan for Doubling U.S. Exports in Five Years,” September, 2010, http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/nei_report_9-16-10_full.pdf)

Improvements in the U.S. transportation and supply chain infrastructure are critical to enabling exporters from all 50 states to get their goods to ports quickly and inexpensively.  Maintaining a globally competitive, user focused U.S. supply chain infrastructure is critical to the success of the NEI and to sustained American economic growth. The Departments of Commerce and Transportation have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding to work together and with stakeholders to develop and implement a comprehensive, competitiveness focused national freight policy. The resulting policy will foster end-to-end U.S. freight infrastructure improvements that facilitate the movement of goods for export and domestic use.  The goal is to improve the competitiveness of U.S. supply chains in domestic and international commerce and national economic development, while supporting environmental sustainability and livable communities.  Canada, the European Union, and other competitors have already adopted similar policies that promote their supply chains and national development.  Many of the United States’ most important exporters are farmers located in rural areas and manufacturers that have built plants in rural areas to keep production costs low.  The Federal Government needs to make sure that these exporters, like their counterparts in the urban markets, are connected to export ports through a systematic and smoothly functioning network of airports, railroads, roads, and waterways.  The Government Report to the President on the National Export Initiative also needs to make sure that these exporters can get access to containers where and when they need them.  Shortages of export containers have hampered the country’s ability to meet worldwide demand for agricultural products. The Export Promotion Cabinet will take a fresh look at how empty containers are made available to exporters to help ensure that exporters can get what they need, and will analyze the United States’ entire transportation system (including air freight) to ensure that investments are meeting the needs of the Nation’s exporters. 

1AC Economy

Economic downturns cause global wars

Mead 9 — Henry Kissinger Senior Fellow at the CFR, Professor at Yale (Walter Russel, "What Doesn't Kill You Makes You Stronger," The New Republic)
So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
1AC Plan

Plan: The United States federal government should establish a National Infrastructure Bank in order to substantially increase its transportation infrastructure investment.

1AC Solvency

Next is solvency - 

The plans one time investment provides a huge return - that's key to jobs

McConaghy, Deputy Director of Third Way Economic Program & Kessler, VP for Policy at Third Way, 2011
Ryan McConaghy and Jim Kessler, "A National Infrastructure Bank," Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, Third Way Institute

By providing a new and innovative mechanism for project financing, the NIB could help provide funding for projects stalled by monetary constraints. This is particularly true for large scale projects that may be too complicated or costly for traditional means of financing. In the short-term, providing resources for infrastructure investment would have clear, positive impacts for recovery and growth. It has been estimated that every $1 billion in highway investment supports 30,000 jobs, 37 and that every dollar invested in infrastructure increases GDP by $1.59. 38 It has also been projected that an investment of $10 billion into both broadband and smart grid infrastructure would create 737,000 jobs. 39 In the longer-term, infrastructure investments supported by the NIB will allow the U.S. to meet future demand, reduce the waste currently built into the system, and keep pace with competition from global rivals. 

1AC Solvency

Furthermore, federal action spurs the private sector - national funds access private capital and make the banks self-sustaining

McConaghy, Deputy Director of Third Way Economic Program & Kessler, VP for Policy at Third Way, 2011
Ryan McConaghy and Jim Kessler, "A National Infrastructure Bank," Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, Third Way Institute

The NIB would magnify the impact of federal funds by leveraging them through partnerships with private entities and other actors, providing taxpayers with more infrastructure bang for their public buck. Estimates have placed the amount of private capital readily available for infrastructure development at $400 billion, 40 and as of 2007, sovereign wealth funds—another potential source of capital—were estimated to control over $3 trillion in assets with the potential to control $12 trillion by 2012. 41 While these and other institutional funds have experienced declines as a result of the economic downturn, they will continue to be important sources of large, long-term investment resources. By offering loan guarantees to induce larger private investments or issuing debt instruments and securities, the NIB could tap these vast pools of private capital to generate investments much larger than its initial capitalization. In doing so, it could also lower the cost of borrowing for municipalities by lowering interest on municipal bonds for state and local governments by 50 to 100 basis points. 42 The NIB would also be poised to help taxpayers take full advantage of historically low borrowing costs. In 2010, the yield on 10-year U.S. Treasuries reached a historic low of 3.22%, as compared to a rate of 6.03% in 2000 and a peak rate of 13.92% in 1981. Prior to the Great Recession, this rate had not dipped below 4% since 1962. 43 By allowing government and private actors to access financing at historically low rates, the NIB would help to capitalize on a once-in-a-lifetime window to make enduring infrastructure investments. 

"Spending bad" arguments are non-starters — the plan is a short-term stimulus that reduces wasteful spending over the long term

Department of Treasury 10

 (A Report Prepared By The Department Of The Treasury: With The Council Of Economic Advisers “An Economic Analysis Of Infrastructure Investment,” October 11, 2010, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/infrastructure_investment_report.pdf)

Although infrastructure investments are expensive, it is even more expensive for the nation if we skimp on infrastructure. There are real costs to not investing in infrastructure, including increased congestion and foregone productivity and jobs.  Already, Americans are wasting too much time, money and fuel stuck in traffic.  The Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) recently estimated that Americans in 439 urban areas spent some 4.2 billion hours sitting in traffic in 2007, equivalent to nearly one full work week for the average commuter.  TTI’s calculations suggest that “congestion (based on wasted time and fuel) cost about $87.2 billion in the 439   urban areas.”  40  Although TTI’s estimate is a good benchmark when evaluating congestion costs, it is important  to remember that it is not always clear that time spent in congestion should be valued at the wage   rate.  The Department of Transportation recommends using a variety of values of time, depending on whether the travel takes place as part of paid business travel, local commuting   travel, or long-distance leisure travel.  The value of time in freight transportation is even more complex, varying with the value and perishability of the cargo that is being transported.  Additionally, there are costs of congestion beyond lost time and wasted fuel. For example, a recent survey by Gallup found that those with long commutes are more likely to experience back and neck pain.41    Moreover, congestion leads to more rapid road erosion and higher maintenance costs, a higher frequency of accidents and associated need for emergency services, higher pollution per car, and productivity losses from traffic delays.  All of these potential costs of   congestion – and corresponding benefits of alleviating congestion – should be factored into any cost-benefit analysis of infrastructure alternatives that would relieve congestion.
Inherency: Trade

Infrastructure deterioration risks huge hit to global trade — now is key
Bloomberg et. al 11
Micheal R. Bloomberg (Mayor of New York City), Edward G. Rendell (Governor of Pennsylvania), Arnold Schwarzenegger Governor of California). Transportation Infrastructure Report 2011, “Building America’s Future: Falling Apart and Falling Behind.” http://www.bafuture.org/sites/default/files/Report_0.pdf 

The surge in global trade is expanding and realigning American business transportation needs. International merchandise and goods are now transported in shipping containers, which can be moved, packed full of goods, and directly transferred from a ship to a truck or a train. New trade features and patterns are straining access to and from ports, increasing the need for sophisticated logistics to oversee more complicated supply chains, and making “intermodal”—involving one or more types of transport—the new necessity for 21st-century freight transportation. This is how business is done in the 21st century, but the U.S. is falling behind. Our freight transportation system was not built for the explosive growth of coast-to coast shipping and international trade experienced over the past two decades, and our economically vital gateways and corridors—our primary port, road, and rail routes for shipping goods in and out of the country—now operate at or over capacity. Congestion plagues our freight corridors and acts as a drag on the American economy as a whole. In Chicago, the nation’s biggest rail center, congestion is so bad that it takes a freight train longer to get through the city limits than it does to get to Los Angeles. Freight bottlenecks and other forms of congestion cost about $200 billion, or 1.6% of the U.S. gross domestic product (GDP), a year. Freight moving by water is slowed by similar constraints on capacity and limitations of aging infrastructure. Our ports were built for the last century’s economy, without sufficient intermodal access for increased container traffic. Our inland waterways are similarly overburdened: dozens of locks along major inland shipping routes are past their 50-year life span, and some are more than a century old and showing their age. Congestion and capacity constraints threaten to increase the cost of trade and impede our global competitiveness. Delays in freight movement impose real costs on businesses that reduce productivity, impede our competitiveness, and increase prices for consumers. General Mills estimates that every one mile per hour reduction in average speed of its trucking shipments below posted limits adds $2 million in higher annual costs. According to UPS, if congestion causes each UPS delivery driver to incur 5 minutes of delay, it would cost the company $100 million.

Inherency: Unemployment High

Unemployment is consistently low

Leonhardt 6/21
David Leonhardt, 6/21/12. Washington bureau chief of The New York Times. The New York Times, “A Darkening Jobs Picture”
http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/06/21/a-darkening-jobs-picture/
The jobs picture is darkening. The latest batch of economic data has been fairly weak, especially surveys from the manufacturing sector. As a result, The Times’s weekly jobs tracker, based on forecasts from Moody’s Analytics, now shows a projected employment gain of only 125,000 in June, down from a projection of 150,000 last week. Economists at Moody’s write: June is shaping up as another difficult month for the U.S. job market, raising the odds that the Federal Reserve will have to do more, potentially as soon as August. … Manufacturing has been the backbone of the recovery, but industry is showing signs of fatigue; factory output has declined in two of the past three months. Manufacturers’ confidence appears to have been rattled, as the first two regional manufacturing surveys for June were weak, including the employment details. … Initial jobless claims failed to drop appreciably in the week ending June 16, leaving them up 15,000 between the May and June payroll survey weeks. The four-week moving average of new filings is at its highest level this year. Still, initial claims haven’t spiked, which signals that businesses are retrenching.

Unemployment rate decrease is slowing
Crutsinger et. al 6/21
Martin Crutsinger et al., 6/21/12, Chief writer of Associated Press, The Times ~ Picayune, “U.S. economy is unlikely to improve this year, Federal Reserve indicates” http://www.nola.com/business/index.ssf/2012/06/us_economy_is_unlikely_to_impr.html
The economy we've got today is more or less the economy we've got for the rest of the year. That's the message from the Federal Reserve, which has sharply reduced its forecast for U.S. growth. It sees unemployment barely budging in the rest of 2012. The Fed also says the economy is under threat from Europe's debt crisis and from the prospect of sharp spending cuts and tax increases that will kick in at year's end unless Congress acts. None of which is comforting for companies, job seekers or President Barack Obama, whose re-election hinges in part on whether the economy improves between now and November. Until recently, many economists were hopeful that the economy would strengthen in the second half of the year. But optimism is fading as hiring and growth have slowed for a third straight spring.
Inherency: Competitiveness (1/2)
The austerity agenda makes falling behind inevitable — ruins competitiveness
Lange, staff writer, 2011
Jason Lange, Reuters, "U.S. infrastructure woes: A roadblock to growth," http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/08/16/uk-usa-economy-infrastructure-idUSLNE77E04E20110816 

Two interstate highways come together at the river crossing, with a UPS distribution centre to the north and the company's global air shipping hub to the south.  The bottleneck is just one example of the decline of American infrastructure that is already hurting the economy. The trend shows little sign of being reversed.  The United States has fallen sharply in the World Economic Forum's ranking of national infrastructure systems. In the forum's 2007-2008 report, American infrastructure was ranked 6th best in the world.  The 2011-2012 report due in September will show America at No. 16, with South Korea overtaking the United States during the last year, according to a copy of the rankings obtained by Reuters.  The quality of American roads is about on par with those of Malaysia. They lag Hong Kong, whose infrastructure tops the overall list.  HEADWINDS  It's not just roads and bridges. The country's freight rail network and ports also strain to handle demand.  American miners can pay four times what their Australian counterparts do to get coal to port and loaded on a ship, said Jonathan Turnbull, a managing director at investment bank Lazard's infrastructure group in New York.  That makes it harder to compete in the lucrative Chinese market and highlights the long-term challenge America faces in boosting exports. The United States also lags Europe and many developing nations in measures of cellphone penetration.  "It's like we're trying to grow this country's economy in a headwind," said Turnbull.  Weak transport infrastructure alone will shave 0.2 percentage points off economic growth this year, said Steven Landau, a researcher in Boston at the Economic Development Research Group.  America spends roughly 2 percent of GDP on infrastructure, about half what it did 50 years ago, according to a U.S. government report from October. Europe spends around 5 percent and China 9 percent.  Because American spending is falling, the drag on growth will grow to 1.3 percentage points in 2020, Landau said.  Washington's new taste for fiscal austerity -- as well as the nation's rising health care and pension bills -- make it unlikely government will come to the rescue any time soon. 

Status quo sets up loss of comparative US economic power vis-à-vis peer competitiors

McConaghy, Deputy Director of Third Way Economic Program & Kessler, VP for Policy at Third Way, 2011
Ryan McConaghy and Jim Kessler, "A National Infrastructure Bank," Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, Third Way Institute

America’s infrastructure gap poses a serious threat to our prosperity. In 2009, the amount of waste due to congestion equaled 4.8 billion hours (equivalent to 10 weeks worth of relaxation time for the average American) and 3.9 billion gallons of gasoline, costing $115 billion in lost fuel and productivity. 13 Highway bottlenecks January 2011 A National Infrastructure Bank - 3 The Economic Program www.ThirdWay.org are estimated to cost freight trucks about $8 billion in economic costs per year, 14 and in 2006, total logistics costs for American businesses increased to 10% of GDP. 15 Flight delays cost Americans $9 billion in lost productivity each year, 16 and power disruptions caused by an overloaded electrical grid cost between $25 billion and $180 billion annually. 17 These losses sap wealth from our economy and drain resources that could otherwise fuel recovery and growth. The infrastructure gap also hinders America’s global competitiveness. Logistics costs for American business are on the rise, but similar costs in countries like Germany, Spain, and France are set to decrease. 18 And while America’s infrastructure spending struggles to keep pace, 19 several main global competitors are poised to make signi!cant infrastructure enhancements. China leads the world with a projected $9 trillion in infrastructure investments slated for the next ten years, followed by India, Russia, and Brazil. 20 In a recent survey, 90% of business executives around the world indicated that the quality and availability of infrastructure plays a key role in determining where they do business. 21 If America is going to remain on strong economic footing compared to its competitors, it must address its infrastructure challenges. 

Inherency: Competitiveness (2/2)
US Competiveness at an all time low – countries like China are gaining a significant advantage over us

Department of Treasury 10 (A Report Prepared By The Department Of The Treasury: With The Council Of Economic Advisers “An Economic Analysis Of Infrastructure Investment,” October 11, 2010, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/infrastructure_investment_report.pdf)

By most measures, the United States is investing less in infrastructure than other nations.  While   there are reasons for this disparity, international comparisons can offer a useful benchmark to   assess our investment decisions.  We spend approximately 2 percent of GDP on infrastructure, a   50 percent decline from 1960.36,37 China and Europe, by contrast, spend close to 9 percent and 5  percent of GDP on infrastructure, respectively.38 To be clear, simple cross country comparisons do not account for differences in the current public capital stock, differences in demographics and population densities, and different transportation preferences across nations.  However, it is clear that persistent neglect of our infrastructure will impact America’s competitive position vis-a-vis the rest of the world.  Indeed, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce noted this in their Policy   Declaration on Transportation Infrastructure, stating, “Long term underinvestment in   transportation infrastructure is having an increasingly negative effect on the ability of the United   States and its industries to compete in the global economy.”  Looking at the case of high speed rail specifically, other nations are laying the groundwork for   large-scale passenger rail systems in the future, while the U.S. is lagging behind.  For example, China plans to spend an estimated $300 billion to have a high speed rail system in the country by  2020.  China has already completed the fastest high speed rail line in the world, connecting   Wuhan and Guangzhou, two cities with populations over 8 million people.  The line covers 600   miles in only 3 hours.39 Another high speed rail line, running between Shanghai and Beijing, is set for completion in 2011.  European nations and Japan have long had high speed rail systems.    The Recovery Act contained $8 billion for high speed rail projects, and several states, including California, have approved billions more from their own coffers.  However, significant additional   investment is required if we hope to develop high speed rail corridors in the United States.  High speed rail has the potential to link the American people together in a way that would not be   possible under the current infrastructure system.  Reducing intercity travel times, with trains   reaching top speeds of 220 mph, could transform how and where Americans live and work, revitalizing regions and supporting new jobs.   The Gallup World Poll indicates that compared to other OECD countries, Americans are relatively dissatisfied with their local public infrastructure systems (see Figures 3 and 4). Americans’ satisfaction with public transit ranks 25th  out of 32 OECD nations. We rank only slightly better with respect to satisfaction with our roads and highways: 17th out of 32 countries. The relatively higher satisfaction with roads and highways is consistent with the observation that our nation’s historic investment pattern favored highways and roads over public transit.

Inherency: Infrastructure Failing
US transportation infrastructure collapsing

Ettlinger et. al 11 (Michael Ettlinger is Vice President for Economic Policy at the Center for American Progress; Donna Cooper is a Senior Fellow with the Economic Policy team. Sarah Rosen Wartell is Executive Vice President of the Center; Bracken Hendricks is a Senior Fellow with the Energy Opportunity team at the Center; “Spurring Job Creation in the Private Sector: Three Elements that Any Jobs Plan Should Include,” August 26, 2011, Center for American Progress Action Fund, http://www.astrid-online.it/rassegna/06-09-2011/CAP_private_sector_jobs_26_08_11.pdf)

Just as there is no disagreement that we need private-sector job growth, there is no disagreement that we need to improve our nation’s infrastructure. Business leaders know it. Labor leaders know it. And ordinary Americans see the evidence every day. Combine that need with the fact that building infrastructure is one of the most efficient ways to create private-sector jobs fast and the reasons for making infrastructure investments now are clear.  The numbers that demonstrate the need are stark. A stunning 147,000 of the   605,000 bridges in our country are failing.  4   One-third of America’s major roads   are in poor or mediocre condition.  5   Dams in need of repair number 4,000.  6  Of America’s urban highways, 36 percent are congested.  7   Electricity disruptions cost the economy $100 billion a year in damages and lost business.  8   The   Environmental Protection Agency estimates that over the next 20 years, more   than $600 billion in improvements to our water infrastructure will be necessary.  9 We need, however, to do more than fix what’s broken. Our country requires new   forms of infrastructure to underpin its future economic success. High-efficiency   transmission lines, the smart grid, and the information superhighway are to   America’s economic prospects today what the Erie Canal, the transcontinental   railway, hydroelectric power from the Hoover Dam, and the interstate highway   system were to our economic success in the 19th and 20th centuries. We need   to rewire, expand, and bring the latest technology to our nation’s electric power   system. We need to extend the high-voltage transmission capacity to bring wind, solar, geothermal, and hydroelectric power to where it is needed. And our clean   energy infrastructure needs include building up the clean energy manufacturing sector that will be critical for building the energy production capacity of the   future. We also need to fill in the national broadband network.  

Inherency: Econ Failing
Infrastructure is falling behind — multiple indicators prove

McConaghy, Deputy Director of Third Way Economic Program & Kessler, VP for Policy at Third Way, 2011
Ryan McConaghy and Jim Kessler, "A National Infrastructure Bank," Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, Third Way Institute

The safety risks and economic costs associated with the deterioration of America’s infrastructure are increasingly apparent across multiple sectors. The American Society of Civil Engineers has awarded the nation’s overall infrastructure a grade of D. 3 Since 1990, demand for electricity has increased by about 25% but construction of new transmission has decreased by 30%. 4 Over about the last 25 years, the number of miles traveled by cars and trucks approximately doubled but America’s highway lane miles increased by only 4.4%. 5 Over 25% of America’s bridges are de!cient 6 and about 25% of its bus and rail assets are in marginal or poor condition. 7 America’s broadband penetration rate ranks only 14th among OECD countries. 8 As America’s population and economic activity increases, the stress on its infrastructure will only grow. The number of trucks operating daily on each mile of the Interstate Highway system is expected to jump from 10,500 to 22,700 by 2035, 9 while freight volumes will have increased by 70% over 1998 levels. 10 It is also expected that transit ridership will double by 2030 and that the number of commercial air passengers will increase by 36% from 2006 to 2015. 11 Total electricity use is projected to increase by 1148 billion kWh from 2008 to 2035. 12 In order to cope, America’s infrastructure will need a signi!cant upgrade. 

Inherency: Inefficiency

Cost overruns undermine all status quo efforts at funding — new mechanism is key

McConaghy, Deputy Director of Third Way Economic Program & Kessler, VP for Policy at Third Way, 2011
Ryan McConaghy and Jim Kessler, "A National Infrastructure Bank," Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, Third Way Institute

Cost overruns on infrastructure projects are increasingly prevalent and exact real costs. One survey of projects around the world found that costs were underestimated for almost 90% of projects, and that cost escalation on transportation projects in North America was almost 25%. 22 Boston’s Central Artery/Tunnel Project (a.k.a. the “Big Dig”) came in 275% over budget, adding $11 billion to the cost of the project. The construction of the Denver International Airport cost 200% more than anticipated. The San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge retro!t project witnessed overruns of $2.5 billion—more than 100% of the original project cost— before construction even got underway. 23 And of course, there are the “bridge to nowhere” earmarks that solve a political need, but not an economic one. The current system for funding projects is subject to inef!ciency and bureaucratic complication. Funding for infrastructure improvements is divided unevenly among federal, state, local, and private actors based on sector. 24 Even in instances where the federal government provides funding, it has often ceded or delegated project selection and oversight responsibilities to state, local, and other recipients, weakening linkages to federal program goals and efforts to ensure accountability. 25 Federal efforts are also hampered by organization and funding allocations based strictly on speci!c types of transportation, as opposed to a system-wide approach, which create inef!ciencies that hinder collaboration and effective investment. 2 

Inherency: Generic (1/2)
Outdated Infrastructure Threatens Economy

Davidson 5-20

Paul Davidson, 5-20-12. Reporter for USA today. USA Today. “USA's creaking infrastructure holds back economy.” 

http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/story/2012-05-20/creaking-infrastructure/55096396/1

Inland waterways quietly keep the nation's economy flowing as they transport $180 billion of coal, steel, chemicals and other goods each year — a sixth of U.S. freight — across 38 states. Yet, an antiquated system of locks and dams threatens the timely delivery of those goods daily. Locks and dams raise or lower barges from one water level to the next, but breakdowns are frequent. For example, the main chamber at a lock on the Ohio River near Warsaw, Ky., is being fixed. Maneuvering 15-barge tows into a much smaller backup chamber has increased the average delay at the lock from 40 minutes to 20 hours, including waiting time. The outage, which began last July and is expected to end in August, will cost American Electric Power and its customers $5.5 million as the utility ferries coal and other supplies along the river for itself and other businesses, says AEP senior manager Marty Hettel. As the economy picks up, the nation's creaking infrastructure will increasingly struggle to handle the load. That will make products more expensive as businesses pay more for shipping or maneuver around roadblocks, and it will cause the nation to lose exports to other countries — both of which are expected to hamper the recovery.

Infrastructure deteriorating now
Sierra Club 12

Sierra Club. Founder, John Muir. “Fit it First!: Background Information.” http://www.sierraclub.org/transportation/fixitfirst/background.aspx. 

In their 2009 report on America's infrastructure, the American Society of Civil Engineers rated our roads a "D" grade and our bridges a "C." Their rating comes as no surprise. Thirty three percent of our nation's roads are in "poor or mediocre condition" and 24 percent of our bridges are deemed "structurally obsolete."1 In his 2011 State of the Union address, President Obama recognized the need to repair our crumbling roads and bridges and invest in our infrastructure. He called for a future where 80 percent of Americans have access to high speed rail. Now, it's time for congress to spend transportation dollars wisely to achieve the President's vision and build America a 21st century transportation system.  Below are other stats on percentage of roads and bridges out of repair. These bumpy roads and rickety bridges create major safety problems for American families and commuters. A study conducted by the Pacific Institute of Research and Evaluation found that road way conditions contribute to 22,000 fatalities and cost the nation more that $217 billion annually. American families are paying the price for bad roads and bridges. The American Society of Civil Engineers estimates that poor road conditions cost U.S. motorists $67 billion a year in repairs and operating costs - an average of $335 per motorist.3
Inherency: Generic (2/2)
Infrastructure is deteriorating

Economist 11 — The Economist. 4-28-11. “America’s transport infrastructure: Life in the slow lane.” Online from print edition. http://www.economist.com/node/18620944
America, despite its wealth and strength, often seems to be falling apart. American cities have suffered a rash of recent infrastructure calamities, from the failure of the New Orleans levees to the collapse of a highway bridge in Minneapolis, to a fatal crash on Washington, DC’s (generally impressive) metro system. But just as striking are the common shortcomings. America’s civil engineers routinely give its transport structures poor marks, rating roads, rails and bridges as deficient or functionally obsolete. And according to a World Economic Forum study America’s infrastructure has got worse, by comparison with other countries, over the past decade. In the WEF 2010 league table America now ranks 23rd for overall infrastructure quality, between Spain and Chile. Its roads, railways, ports and air-transport infrastructure are all judged mediocre against networks in northern Europe. America is known for its huge highways, but with few exceptions (London among them) American traffic congestion is worse than western Europe’s. Average delays in America’s largest cities exceed those in cities like Berlin and Copenhagen. Americans spend considerably more time commuting than most Europeans; only Hungarians and Romanians take longer to get to work (see chart 1). More time on lower quality roads also makes for a deadlier transport network. With some 15 deaths a year for every 100,000 people, the road fatality rate in America is 60% above the OECD average; 33,000 Americans were killed on roads in 2010. There is little relief for the weary traveller on America’s rail system. The absence of true high-speed rail is a continuing embarrassment to the nation’s rail enthusiasts. America’s fastest and most reliable line, the north-eastern corridor’s Acela, averages a sluggish 70 miles per hour between Washington and Boston. The French TGV from Paris to Lyon, by contrast, runs at an average speed of 140mph. America’s trains aren’t just slow; they are late. Where European passenger service is punctual around 90% of the time, American short-haul service achieves just a 77% punctuality rating. Long-distance trains are even less reliable. Air travel is no relief. Airport delays at hubs like Chicago and Atlanta are as bad as any in Europe. Air travel still relies on a ground-based tracking system from the 1950s, which forces planes to use inefficient routes in order to stay in contact with controllers. The system’s imprecision obliges controllers to keep more distance between air traffic, reducing the number of planes that can fly in the available space. And this is not the system’s only bottleneck. Overbooked airports frequently lead to runway congestion, forcing travellers to spend long hours stranded on the tarmac while they wait to take off or disembark. Meanwhile, security and immigration procedures in American airports drive travellers to the brink of rebellion. And worse looms. The country’s already stressed infrastructure must handle a growing load in decades to come, thanks to America’s distinctly non-European demographics. The Census Bureau expects the population to grow by 40% over the next four decades, equivalent to the entire population of Japan.
Inherency: Econ Low

Economy is Slowing

Leonhardt, 6/21
David Leonhardt, 6/21/12. Washington bureau chief of The New York Times. The New York Times, “The Spring Slowdown Has Arrived” http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/06/01/the-spring-slowdown-has-arrived/
When the jobs market weakened in March and April, economists could tell a sensible story about why the weakening wasn’t as severe as it looked. The unusually warm weather had caused people to spend more money than they had planned, pulling forward economic activity – and hiring – into late 2011 and early 2012. The slowdown in March and April seemed as if it might simply be payback, rather than a truly worrisome new trend.  But you can’t tell that story anymore. Some combination of problems – Europe’s new troubles, the rise in gas prices from several months ago, the continued cuts in government employment, the continued hangover from the financial crisis – has clearly slowed the economy. You can look at either survey that the Labor Department does, of businesses or households, and you can look at any time period. The message is the same. For the third straight year, the economy has fallen into a spring slump. Over the last three months, the economy has added an average of only 96,000 jobs a month, down from a three-month average of 252,000 in February. The growth of the last three months is the weakest since August. It’s weaker than the three-month growth in most of 2011 and half of 2010.  Job growth in the private sector has slowed, while the federal government and local governments are cutting workers. (State governments are no longer cutting, but they are not adding many, either.) What happens now? Don’t expect much action from Congress, despite the talk you will hear on Friday. The jobs numbers will certainly raise the odds of further action by the Federal Reserve, but it’s not clear by how much. Perhaps most important, the decisions of European policy makers loom even larger now. 
Inherency: No Funding
Not Investing in Infrastructure Costs the US Trillions
Davidson, 2012

Paul Davidson, 5-20-12. Reporter for USA today. USA Today. “USA's creaking infrastructure holds back economy.” 

http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/story/2012-05-20/creaking-infrastructure/55096396/1
The shortcomings were partly masked during the recession as fewer Americans worked and less freight was shipped, easing traffic on transportation corridors. But interviews with shippers and logistics companies show delays are starting to lengthen along with the moderately growing economy.  "I call this a stealth attack on our economy," says Janet Kavinoky, executive director of transportation and infrastructure for the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. "It's not like an immediate crisis. It's something that's sneaking up on us."  Freight bottlenecks and other congestion cost about $200 billion a year, or 1.6% of U.S. economic output, according to a report last year by Building America's Future Educational Fund, a bipartisan coalition of elected officials. The chamber of commerce estimates such costs are as high as $1 trillion annually, or 7% of the economy.  Yet, there's little prospect for more infrastructure investment as a divided Congress battles about how to cut the $1.3 trillion federal deficit, and state and local governments face their own budget shortfalls. Government investment in highways, bridges, water systems, schools and other projects has fallen each year since 2008. IHS Global Insight expects such outlays to drop 4.4% this year and 3% in 2013.  The U.S. is spending about half of the $2.2 trillion that it should over a five-year period to repair and expand overburdened infrastructure, says Andrew Herrmann, president of the American Society of Civil Engineers.  
Economy: 2AC Quality

Investing in transportation infrastructure stimulates growth – three reasons

1. Agglomeration

2. Increased Industrial Output

3. Tax Revenues

Bradley et. al 11 (Senator Bill Bradley is a managing director of Allen &  Company LLC. Bradley served in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997, representing the state of New Jersey; Tom Ridge is president and CEO of the international consulting Firm Ridge Global; Dave Walker is founder and CEO of the Comeback America Initiative; “Road To Recovery: Transforming America’s Transportation,” 2011, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf)

To justify the investment of public funds, spending on highways has historically attempted to increase economic productivity by improving the cost, speed, and reliability of transportation. History suggests that there may be more productive investments to meet future mobility needs. Plowing massive investments into conventional roadways may be ill advised from a growth perspective. Transportation, after all, is a means to an end, not an end in itself. And in a national context, this end is economic growth. Therefore, transportation investments should catalyze growth in three important ways.32 First, transportation projects may lead to gains in TFP (Total Factor Productivity), which are often realized in the form of “agglomeration economies”—which simply means that interconnectedness and density benefit firms through knowledge spillovers, greater supplier access, and larger labor markets. Indeed, it has been asserted that “without increasing returns to scale in the context of transportation improvements, it is impossible to account for the observed spatial concentration of firms and regional specialization in regional and national economies.”33 Second, reduced transportation costs may lead to increased output in transportation-using sectors, mostly by reducing firms’ inventory and logistical costs. And third, macroeconomic benefit is likely to be derived from additional tax revenues to the degree to which transportation investments increase land values and/or enhance access to higher-paying jobs. Public investment in transportation infrastructure remains appropriate. It is estimated that for every 0.1 percent increase in the rate of GDP growth, the deficit could be reduced by $288 billion over ten years.34 The federal government now spends about $70 billion annually on all modes of surface, marine, and air transportation, about $52 billion of which is devoted to roads, rails, mass transit, buses, and connecting infrastructure (stations, transfer hubs, access improvements, and so on). The arguments for additional investment to support America’s competitive position in a growing global economy are well documented and compelling.35 However, the massive sums committed to public capital investments in transportation infrastructure need to be strategic, efficient, and backed up by cost-benefit analyses that target the total benefits to society as the core purpose of investment.
Economy: Agglomeration Solvency

Agglomeration boost economic opportunities for businesses

Bradley et. al 11 (Senator Bill Bradley is a managing director of Allen &  Company LLC. Bradley served in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997, representing the state of New Jersey; Tom Ridge is president and CEO of the international consulting Firm Ridge Global; Dave Walker is founder and CEO of the Comeback America Initiative; “Road To Recovery: Transforming America’s Transportation,” 2011, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf)

There is some evidence to support the concept that agglomeration benefits—that is, economic productivity increases due to dense clusters of firms with convenient and affordable transportation and communication networks—can result from transportation pricing and strategic investments. Economic activity in clustered areas requires fewer and shorter automobile trips due to increased connectivity, density, and diversification of destinations. Studies show positive correlations between economic productivity and proximity/travel time, employment density, sector size, and city size. This is likely due to the fact that transportation costs are a key variable that determines the extent of economic opportunity—employees, customers, capital, and services—to which a business would have access. Transportation pricing with targeted investments can expand the number of business opportunities available to a firm by reducing travel times and the costs to access them.46 The economic effects of this additional opportunity can be substantial, particularly in the service sector. Though there is little agreement on the extent of agglomeration benefits, a variety of studies has shown them to be real and significant. One study found that agglomeration effects add value to the overall benefits of a transportation project, on the order of 10 to 20 percent.47 An Australian study found that, in Melbourne, employment density was the best predictor of economic productivity. Specifically, doubling the employment density of the city results in an average productivity increase of more than 7 percent.48

Economy: Funding k2 Stimulus

Lack of infrastructure spending kills economic growth

Davidson, staff writer, 5/20/2012

Paul Davidson, USA Today, "USA's creaking infrastructure holds back economy," http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/story/2012-05-20/creaking-infrastructure/55096396/1

Inland waterways quietly keep the nation's economy flowing as they transport $180 billion of coal, steel, chemicals and other goods each year — a sixth of U.S. freight — across 38 states. Yet, an antiquated system of locks and dams threatens the timely delivery of those goods daily.Locks and dams raise or lower barges from one water level to the next, but breakdowns are frequent. For example, the main chamber at a lock on the Ohio River near Warsaw, Ky., is being fixed. Maneuvering 15-barge tows into a much smaller backup chamber has increased the average delay at the lock from 40 minutes to 20 hours, including waiting time. The outage, which began last July and is expected to end in August, will cost American Electric Power and its customers $5.5 million as the utility ferries coal and other supplies along the river for itself and other businesses, says AEP senior manager Marty Hettel. As the economy picks up, the nation's creaking infrastructure will increasingly struggle to handle the load. That will make products more expensive as businesses pay more for shipping or maneuver around roadblocks, and it will cause the nation to lose exports to other countries — both of which are expected to hamper the recovery. "The good news is, the economy is turning," says Dan Murray, vice president of the American Transportation Research Institute. "The bad news is, we expect congestion to skyrocket." The ancient lock-and-dam system is perhaps the most egregious example of aging or congested transportation systems that are being outstripped by demand. Fourteen locks are expected to fail by 2020, costing the economy billions of dollars. Meanwhile, seaports can't accommodate larger container ships, slowing exports and imports. Highways are too narrow. Bridges are overtaxed. Effects 'sneaking up' The shortcomings were partly masked during the recession as fewer Americans worked and less freight was shipped, easing traffic on transportation corridors. But interviews with shippers and logistics companies show delays are starting to lengthen along with the moderately growing economy. "I call this a stealth attack on our economy," says Janet Kavinoky, executive director of transportation and infrastructure for the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. "It's not like an immediate crisis. It's something that's sneaking up on us." 

Underfunded projects decimate productivity — money is the main obstacle
Reuters, 2011
Reuters News Service, "Infrastructure Woes Take Toll on US Economy- Engineers," http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/27/usa-economy-infrastructure-idUSN1E76Q0J120110727

Failing infrastructure will cost the United States billions of dollars in lost productivity, income and trade in coming decades, according to a civil engineering report released on Wednesday that said the impact on gross domestic product could reach $2.7 trillion. The American Society of Civil Engineers regularly tallies the amount needed to upkeep declining U.S. roads, bridges and waterways. It said the country will need to invest roughly $220 billion annually to maintain the country's infrastructure in "minimum tolerable conditions." It said the gap between infrastructure needs and federal funding is growing. "If present trends continue, the funding gap for rail and bus transit, seen as 41 percent in 2010, is expected to increase to 55 percent in 2040," it said. "The expected gap in highway funding, 48 percent in 2010, is expected to increase to 54 percent by 2040." Those gaps will take tolls on the economy. The group looked at costs to individuals, such as vehicle maintenance and wasted time in traffic, as well as inability to commute to good-paying jobs. It weighed the costs of crumbling roads on exports and the effects on highly populated states and regions. In 2010, it said, deficiencies in surface transportation systems such as highways cost individuals and businesses $97 billion for vehicles, $32 billion in travel time delays and $1.2 billion on safety. Altogether, traffic and poor capital works conditions cost Americans $130 billion last year, the group said, a figure that will likely rise to $2.97 trillion by 2040. At the same time, the lost cumulative GDP will be about $2.7 trillion by 2040. "Although infrastructure deficiency creates jobs in sectors such as auto and bus repair, retail sales of gasoline, services and parts purchased, due to the deficiencies and decreased productivity per worker, critical job opportunities are lost in highly skilled and well-compensated non-transportation sectors," the group said.
Economy: Squo kills econ/AT- Spending

Failure to create an Infrastructure Bank is more costly – increased congestion kills jobs, businesses and productivity

Department of Treasury 10 (A Report Prepared By The Department Of The Treasury: With The Council Of Economic Advisers “An Economic Analysis Of Infrastructure Investment,” October 11, 2010, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/infrastructure_investment_report.pdf)


Although infrastructure investments are expensive, it is even more expensive for the nation if we skimp on infrastructure. There are real costs to not investing in infrastructure, including increased congestion and foregone productivity and jobs.  Already, Americans are wasting too much time, money and fuel stuck in traffic.  The Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) recently estimated that Americans in 439 urban areas spent some 4.2 billion hours sitting in traffic in 2007, equivalent to nearly one full work week for the average commuter.  TTI’s calculations suggest that “congestion (based on wasted time and fuel) cost about $87.2 billion in the 439   urban areas.”  40  Although TTI’s estimate is a good benchmark when evaluating congestion costs, it is important  to remember that it is not always clear that time spent in congestion should be valued at the wage   rate.  The Department of Transportation recommends using a variety of values of time, depending on whether the travel takes place as part of paid business travel, local commuting   travel, or long-distance leisure travel.  The value of time in freight transportation is even more complex, varying with the value and perishability of the cargo that is being transported.  Additionally, there are costs of congestion beyond lost time and wasted fuel. For example, a recent survey by Gallup found that those with long commutes are more likely to experience back and neck pain.41    Moreover, congestion leads to more rapid road erosion and higher maintenance costs, a higher frequency of accidents and associated need for emergency services, higher pollution per car, and productivity losses from traffic delays.  All of these potential costs of   congestion – and corresponding benefits of alleviating congestion – should be factored into any cost-benefit analysis of infrastructure alternatives that would relieve congestion.
Economy: Generic Internal (1/5)
Plan reduces bureaucracy — streamlines labor and energy

Likosky, senior fellow at the Institute for Public Knowledge, New York University, 2011

Michael Likosky, 2011, "Banking on the Future," The Washington Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/13/opinion/13likosky.html

A bipartisan bill introduced by senators including John Kerry, Democrat of Massachusetts, and Kay Bailey Hutchison, Republican of Texas, seeks a similar but modernized solution: it would create an American Infrastructure Financing Authority to move private capital, now sitting on the sidelines in pension, private equity, sovereign and other funds, into much-needed projects.  Rather than sell debt to investors and then allocate funds through grants, formulas and earmarks, the authority would get a one-time infusion of federal money ($10 billion in the Senate bill) and then extend targeted loans and limited loan guarantees to projects that need a push to get going but can pay for themselves over time — like a road that collects tolls, an energy plant that collects user fees, or a port that imposes fees on goods entering or leaving the country.  The idea of such a bank dates to the mid-1990s. Even then, our growth was hampered by the inadequacy of our infrastructure and a lack of appetite for selling public debt to cover construction costs. Today we find ourselves trapped in a vicious cycle that makes this proposal more urgent than ever. Our degraded infrastructure straitjackets growth. We resist borrowing, fearful of financing pork-barrel projects selected because of political calculations rather than need.   While we have channeled capital into wars and debt, our competitors in Asia and Latin America have worked with infrastructure banks to lay a sound foundation for growth. As a result, we must compete not only with their lower labor costs but also with their advanced energy, transportation and information platforms, which are a magnet even for American businesses.  A recent survey by the Rockefeller Foundation found that Americans overwhelmingly supported greater private investment in infrastructure. Even so, there is understandable skepticism about public-private partnerships; Wall Street has not re-earned the trust of citizens who saw hard-earned dollars vacuumed out of their retirement accounts and homes. An infrastructure bank would not endanger taxpayer money, because under the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, passed after the savings and loan scandal, it would have to meet accounting and reporting requirements and limit government liability. The proposed authority would not and could not become a Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac. It would be owned by and operated for America, not shareholders.  The World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, the Asian Development Bank and similar institutions helped debt-burdened developing countries to grow through infrastructure investments and laid the foundations for the global high-tech economy. For instance, they literally laid the infrastructure of the Web through a fiber-optic link around the globe. Infrastructure banks retrofitted ports to receive and process shipping containers, which made it profitable to manufacture goods overseas. Similar investments anchored energy-intensive microchip fabrication.  President Obama has proposed a $30 billion infrastructure bank that, unlike the Senate proposal, would not necessarily sustain itself over time. His proposal is tied to the reauthorization of federal highway transportation money and is not, in my view, as far-reaching or well designed as the Senate proposal.  But he recognizes, as his predecessors did, the importance of infrastructure to national security. For Lincoln, it was the transcontinental railroad; for F.D.R., an industrial platform to support military manufacturing; for Eisenhower, an interstate highway system, originally conceived to ease the transport of munitions. America’s ability to project strength, to rebuild its battered economy and to advance its values is possible only if we possess modern infrastructure. 

Economy: Generic Internal (2/4)
Infrastructure Spending Fixes Transportation and Boosts Economy. 

Boushey 11
Heather Boushey.  Senior Economist at American Progress.Co-edited The Shriver Report: A Woman’s Nation Changes Everything. Was a lead author of “Bridging the Gaps,” a 10-state study. Her research has been published in academic journals and has been covered widely in the media. Ph.D. in Economics. She has held an economist position with the Joint Economic Committee of the U.S. Congress, the Center for Economic and Policy Research, and the Economic Policy Institute, where she was a co-author of their flagship publication, The State of Working America 2002/3 9-22-11. “Now Is the Time to Fix Our Broken Infrastructure: American Jobs Act Will Put Millions to Work.” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/09/aja_infrastructure.html
Investing in infrastructure creates jobs and yields lasting benefits for the economy, including increasing growth in the long run. Upgrading roads, bridges, and other basic infrastructure creates jobs now by putting people to work earning good, middle-class incomes, which expands the consumer base for businesses. These kinds of investments also pave the way for long-term economic growth by lowering the cost of doing business and making U.S. companies more competitive. There is ample empirical evidence that investment in infrastructure creates jobs. In particular, investments made over the past couple of years have saved or created millions of U.S. jobs. Increased investments in infrastructure by the Department of Transportation and other agencies due to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act saved or created 1.1 million jobs in the construction industry and 400,000 jobs in manufacturing by March 2011, according to San Francisco Federal Reserve Bank economist Daniel Wilson.[1] Although infrastructure spending began with government dollars, these investments created jobs throughout the economy, mostly in the private sector. Infrastructure projects have created jobs in communities nationwide. Recovery funds improved drinking and wastewater systems, fixed bridges and roads, and rehabilitated airports and shipyards across the nation. Some examples of high-impact infrastructure projects that have proceeded as a result of Recovery Act funding include: an expansion of a kilometer-long tunnel in Oakland, California, that connects two busy communities through a mountain, an expansion and rehabilitation of the I-76/Vare Avenue Bridge in Philadelphia and 141 other bridge upgrades that supported nearly 4,000 jobs in Pennsylvania in July 2011, and the construction of new railway lines to serve the city of Pharr, Texas, as well as other infrastructure projects in that state that have saved or created more than 149,000 jobs through the end of 2010.Infrastructure investments are an especially cost-effective way to boost job creation with scare government funds. Economists James Feyrer and Bruce Sacerdote found for example that at the peak of the Recovery Act’s effect, 12.3 jobs were created for every $100,000 spent by the Department of Transportation and the Department of Energy—much of which was for infrastructure.[6] These two agencies spent $24.7 billion in Recovery dollars through September 2010, 82 percent of which was transportation spending. This implies a total of more than 3 million jobs created or saved.

Economy: Generic Internal (3/4)
America Should Spend on Infrastructure

Economist 12
The Economist, 3-28-12. “Low-hanging fruit: A good time for infrastructure investment.” Online from print edition. http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2012/03/low-hanging-fruit
THERE have been so many forehead-slapping moments in the policy-making process over the last few years that it's very difficult to choose the biggest howler of them all. One surely deserving of at least some votes is America's persistent failure to substantially increase infrastructure investment. It could certainly use it: The Congressional Budget Office estimates that America needs to spend $20 billion more a year just to maintain its infrastructure at the present, inadequate, levels. Up to $80 billion a year in additional spending could be spent on projects which would show positive economic returns. Other reports go further. In 2005 Congress established the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission. In 2008 the commission reckoned that America needed at least $255 billion per year in transport spending over the next half-century to keep the system in good repair and make the needed upgrades. Current spending falls 60% short of that amount The Treasury has just published a white paper full of reasons to favour additional investment. Even if you are sceptical of the utility of fiscal stimulus qua stimulus, now seems like a very good time to undertake much more investment than normal. As the Treasury paper points out, very low interest rates and high unemployment mean that the odds of crowding out private spending and investment are much lower than normal. Cheaper than normal capital and labour also imply that taxpayers will receive a better deal on spending than would typically be the case. The cost-benefit calculus on infrastructure investment has shifted toward doing more of it, or at least squeezing more expected investment into the present period. Other research, like the new Brookings paper by Brad DeLong and Larry Summers, also indicates that the bar for greater investment should be lower. Given the potential that unemployment will become increasingly persistent as time goes on, the value of government spending that reduces joblessness—even temporarily—is higher than may be appreciated. Any projects that seemed like good ideas in general, and there are a lot of them, look like really, really good ideas now. And yet Congress has struggled mightily to keep even existing spending going. The nation's primary transportation-funding law expired in 2009. Normally a wholesale replacement or reauthorisation would follow that expiration; Congress has instead repeatedly extended the old law while bickering over how to come up with money to replace the increasingly meagre take from the nation's petrol tax. The latest extension is set to expire, and legislators are arguing over what to do next. They might extend the measure again—for 60 to 90 days. Or they might stonewall themselves into a temporary shutdown of all federally funded projects. Inaction is absurd and embarrassing, especially since funding is the primary (though not the only) source of disagreement and the costs of borrowing and unemployment (and the likelihood of a decent return on infrastructure investment) indicate that just borrowing the money to spend on new roads and rails would be a reasonable course of action. If ever there should have been a policy so obviously sensible as to attract bipartisan support, more money for infrastructure was it. Right now, when it comes to partisan politics, sensibility's got nothing to do with it. 
Transportation investment creates middle-class jobs and saves citizens money.  
DoT-CEA 12

Department of the Treasury and the Council of Economic Advisors, 12; A new economic analysis of infrastructure investment: A report prepared by the Department of the Treasury and the Council of Economic Advisors 3-23-12
Supporting the Middle Class Investing in transportation infrastructure creates middle-class jobs.  Our analysis suggests that 61 percent of the jobs directly created by investing in infrastructure would be in the construction sector, 12 percent would be in the manufacturing sector, and 7 percent would be in the retail and wholesale trade sectors, for a total of 80 percent in these three sectors.  Nearly 90 percent of the jobs in these three sectors most affected by infrastructure spending are middle-class jobs, defined as those paying between the 25th and 75thpercentile of the national distribution of wages. The President’s proposal emphasizes transportation choices, including mass transit and high-speed rail, to deliver the greatest long-term benefits to those who need it most: middle-class families.  The average American family spends more than $7,600 a year on transportation, which is more than they spend on food and more than twice what they spend on out-of-pocket health care costs. For 90 percent of Americans, transportation costs absorb one out of every seven dollars of income.  This burden is due in large part to the lack of alternatives to expensive and often congested automobile travel.  Multi-modal transportation investments are critical to making sure that American families can travel without wasting time and money stuck in traffic.   A more efficient transportation infrastructure system will reduce our dependence on oil, saving families time and money.  Traffic congestion on our roads results in 1.9 billion gallons of gas wasted per year, and costs drivers over $100 billion in wasted fuel and lost time.  More efficient air traffic control systems would save three billion gallons of jet fuel a year, translating into lower costs for consumers.  Finally, new research indicates that Americans who were able to live in “location efficient” housing were able to save $200 per month in lower costs, including paying less at the pump, over the past decade.

Economy: Generic Internal (4/4)

An infrastructure bank is an investment that will have huge short- and long-term effects. 

Zakaria 11 

Fareed Zakaria. B.A. from Yale College and a Ph.D. from Harvard University.  He has received honorary degrees from numerous universities including Brown, the University of Miami, and Oberlin College.  He currently serves as a Trustee of Yale University and as a host of CNN’s flagship international affairs program, Editor at Large of TIME, a Washington Post columnist, and a New York Times bestselling author.  He was described in 1999 by Esquire Magazine as “the most influential foreign policy adviser of his generation.” In 2010, Foreign Policy named him one of the top 100 global thinkers. CNN: “U.S. needs an infrastructure bank.” 6-13-11

President Obama has proposed a number of specific policies to tackle the jobs crisis, but they have gone nowhere because Republicans say that their top concern is the deficit and debt. Those of us worried about the debt - and I would strongly include myself - need to remember that if unemployment doesn't go down fast, the deficit is going to get much worse. If you're serious about deficit reduction, the single most important factor that will shrink it is to have more people working and paying taxes. I want to focus on one of Obama's proposals because it actually would add very little to the deficit, it has some Republican supporters and it would have an immediate effect on boosting employment and growth. Plus, it's good for the country anyway. We need a national infrastructure bank to repair and rebuild America's crumbling infrastructure. The House Majority Leader, Eric Cantor, has played down this proposal as just more stimulus, but if Republicans set aside ideology, they would actually see that this is an opportunity to push for two of their favorite ideas - privatization and the elimination of earmarks. That's why Republicans like Kay Bailey Hutchison and Chuck Hagel are strongly in favor of such a bank. The United States builds its infrastructure in a remarkably socialist manner. The government funds bills and operates almost all American infrastructure. Now, in many countries in Europe and Asia the private sector plays a much larger role in financing and operating roads, highways, railroads, airports and other public resources. An infrastructure bank would create a mechanism by which you could have private sector participation. Yes, there would be some public money involved, though mostly through issuing bonds. And with interest rates at historic lows, this is the time to use those low interest rates to borrow money and rebuild America's infrastructure. Such projects have huge long-term payoffs and can genuinely be thought of as investments, not expenditures. A national infrastructure bank would also address a legitimate complaint of the Tea Party - earmark spending. One of the reasons federal spending has been inefficient is that Congress wants to spread the money around in ways that might make political sense but are economic nonsense. An infrastructure bank would make those decisions using cost-benefit analysis in a meritocratic system rather than spreading the wealth around and basing these decisions on patronage, politics and whimsy. Let's face it, America's infrastructure is in a shambles. Just a decade ago, we ranked sixth in infrastructure in the world according to the World Economic Forum. Today we rank 23rd and dropping. We will not be able to compete with the nations of the world if we cannot fix this problem. Is it too much to ask that Republicans and Democrats find a way to come together on this? That moment of bipartisanship might actually be the biggest payoff of all.
Economy: Consumer Confidence Internal

NIB investment is key to tech growth and consumer confidence
Robertson  11
Joseph Robertson, 7-18-11, Reporter for wordpress.com. Why We Should Have An Infrastructure Bank. Independents of Principal. http://independentsofprinciple.wordpress.com/2011/07/18/why-we-should-have-a-national-infrastructure-innovation-reinvestment-bank/. 
We know that if we can rebuild, invest in, benefit from and then reinvest in, world-leading high-quality infrastructure, we can secure long-term stable job creation, and a more generalized prosperity that strengthens the middle class and lubricates engines of investment. We know this, but the confluence of harsh symptoms of long-running problems in our economy, this near “perfect storm” of degradations, makes it difficult to figure out how we can fund this and not lose ground on other fronts.  A National Infrastructure Innovation and Reinvestment Bank would have a number of virtues that would allow us to accomplish this. To name a few of the most important ones:  1. It would combine incentives from government and diverse private investments to optimize the flow of ready investment to a long-term strategy for sustainable economic growth.  2. It would allow for large-scale direction of public funds to high-yield infrastructure projects, without imposing massive new costs on the federal budget.  3. It would allow public and private investments at the national level to take pressure off state and local governments, so they could better fund needed services, like police and schools.  4. It would restore some balance to the balance of public-sector spending vs. costs to taxpayers, taking pressure off state and local property tax burdens, which some blame for slowing the housing recovery.  5. It would pay significant dividends in terms of laying the groundwork—literally—for a robust, world-leading, smart-grid-enabled clean energy economy.  6. It would take the cost associated with using and maintaining a crumbling and outdated national infrastructure base off our list of long-term, highly costly economic challenges. 
 7. It would stimulate massive new investment in technological innovation, possibly the strongest point in the 21st century US economy.  8. It would allow for democratizing and decentralizing both the economic landscape of infrastructure investment and for transport and energy, helping to rebuild the middle class.  9. It would encourage more constructive, more affordable, more spontaneous mobility, increasing economic opportunity for people across the nation.  10. It would, given several of the above, help to restore American leadership in social mobility—as our infrastructure and our middle class have been eroded, the US has slipped to 10th in the world in social mobility, otherwise known as the American dream.  But maybe the best part of a National Infrastructure Innovation and Reinvestment Bank, in terms of revolutionary public policy that can help to build a vibrant, free and prosperous 21st century for the American people, is that there is nothing to exclude it from either major party’s ideological vision. It is not a partisan approach, not an ideological approach, does not give bureaucracy control of our economy, and does not privilege the already privileged over hard working people with the best new ideas. 

Economy: Construction Industry Internal
Infrastructure bank can solve construction and job crises. 

Robin 11
Matty Robin, a senior at the University of Central Florida double majoring in Economics and Political Science. “Deconstructing the Crisis in Construction.” Policymic. 9-23-11 http://www.policymic.com/profiles/1240/matty-robin
On August 3, former Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors for the Obama administration, Austan Goolsbee, sat down with Jon Stewart on The Daily Show to discuss the importance of construction jobs in America. Stewart proclaimed that the outsourcing of construction jobs is impossible, but unfortunately, we do not inhabit that universe. American policymakers need to enact policies that will increase the number of jobs in the construction sector, not outsource them. The best method for achieving this goal is to create the proposed infrastructure bank, because more resources allocated to economic infrastructure will increase the overall number of construction jobs. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the U.S. construction sector contained 7.7 million jobs in January 2007. By January 2010, the number of construction jobs in the country had plummeted 29% to 5.5 million — roughly 61,000 jobs were lost per month from January 2007 to January 2010. The number of construction jobs in the country today has leveled off near the 2010 figure. Construction sheds jobs at a faster pace than state and local government, which lost around 23,000 jobs per month between August 2009 and August 2011.The crisis in construction stresses the importance of creating more construction jobs, but policymakers seem content with outsourcing construction jobs. Foreign Policy contributor Clyde Prestowitz wrote about California’s plan to outsource the construction of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. Apparently, Shanghai Zhenhua Heavy Industries Company possesses the ability to complete the arduous project and the ability to complete it at a low cost. However, outsourcing the Bay Bridge project has failed to produce any cost savings. The National Steel Bridge Alliance (NSBA), discussed the problems in their July 2011 newsletter. The Chinese firms incurred cost overruns of $5.2 billion and currently find themselves three years behind their own schedule. The financial strain is only tightened by the cost of outsourcing around 2,500 manufacturing jobs, as the workers pay taxes and receive less public assistance like unemployment insurance and food stamps. California has also used public money to send 250 trainers to China, which increases the human capital of Chinese workers. Many regard the performance of the Chinese engineers and construction workers building the bridge as substandard. Mactech Engineering and Constructing, the firm hired by the California Department of Transportation (CalTrans) to inspect the Bay Bridge construction, found numerous problems with the bridge, including various welded panels that tested poorly. Despite catching numerous safety hazards, Mactech’s contract was not renewed after it expired in December 2008. CalTrans stated it deemed Mactech’s standards for testing welded panels too strict. But when did it become a punishable offense to have strict standards for public safety? America does not need to outsource construction jobs to China so they can create a substandard bridge. America’s infrastructure continues to crumble while our construction workers remain unemployed. President Barack Obama laid out his new stimulus plan, which includes an infrastructure bank. The $10 billion bank lowers the cost for private investors to endow in infrastructure projects. The infrastructure projects include: highways, sewage, airports, rail, etc. Senators John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-Texas) sponsored the legislation, while AFL-CIO and the Chamber of Commerce both support it. America’s infrastructure desperately needs real actions and real solutions. The American Society of Civil Engineers’ 2009 Report Card of America’s Infrastructure specified the need to spend around $400 billion per year in infrastructure spending over the next five years in order to fix America’s infrastructure. Although Obama’s plan allocates only $10 billion towards the infrastructure bank, it may attract a great deal of private capital. White House official Gene Sperling said, “I think 10-1 is actually conservative … I think many people think – including some on our jobs council, and some of our business leaders – that you could get 20-1 bang for your buck.” Instead of outsourcing construction jobs, Congress needs to pass this sensible idea so we can begin to rebuild our crumbling infrastructure and end the jobs crisis in construction.

Economy: Competitiveness Internal

America needs to invest in transportation infrastructure to remain an economic super power
Bradley et. al 11 (Senator Bill Bradley is a managing director of Allen &  Company LLC. Bradley served in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997, representing the state of New Jersey; Tom Ridge is president and CEO of the international consulting Firm Ridge Global; Dave Walker is founder and CEO of the Comeback America Initiative; “Road To Recovery: Transforming America’s Transportation,” 2011, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf)

If America is to remain a global economic power while advancing our common aspirations for a better quality of life, we need to re-invest in America, especially in our transportation infrastructure. Building a nationwide rail system in the nineteenth century created the connections that enabled the United States to survive and grow as one nation. Likewise, building an interstate highway system in the twentieth century created an integrated economy and enhanced personal mobility. Our newfound “freedom to travel” was an early form of social networking that helped spark fundamental economic and social change. In these ways and many more, robust and healthy transportation networks are fundamental to national—and thus social—progress. It is time to rebuild and strengthen our national transportation program. This requires two things: reform and revenue. The diagnostics of the problem—too many programs, too few clear goals, too little strategic leadership, and almost no accountability for results—are clear. These problems call out for reform. There is also the key problem of deferred maintenance—this is no more than a hidden tax, with interest, on our children and grandchildren. If “living within our means” includes good husbandry of our existing system, we need more, not less, investment in transportation. That means more revenues that are wisely spent to meet our obligations for ourselves and for future generations.

Economy: Tech Internal

Transportation infrastructure investments are empirically proven to help the economy

Bradley et. al 11 (Senator Bill Bradley is a managing director of Allen &  Company LLC. Bradley served in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997, representing the state of New Jersey; Tom Ridge is president and CEO of the international consulting Firm Ridge Global; Dave Walker is founder and CEO of the Comeback America Initiative; “Road To Recovery: Transforming America’s Transportation,” 2011, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf)

The United States has a history of infrastructure investment for the benefit of the greater public good. In 1792, for example, Congress appropriated $15,200 for the construction of the Cape Henry Lighthouse in Virginia—the first infrastructure construction project under the new Constitution. The lighthouse guided ships to safe passage around the shoals of the Chesapeake Bay, thus supporting the new nation’s economy.22 And in the early 1800s, the construction of the Erie Canal across New York state reduced the cost of transporting wheat from the Ohio Valley to East Coast markets by 90 percent.23 Soon thereafter, railroads connected the East and West coasts, reducing the time of transcontinental travel from three months to two weeks. More recently, the Interstate Highway System connected state capitals and interstate markets across the entire country, providing productivity returns on an investment of more than 25 percent annually in the 1960s and early 1970s.24 As transportation infrastructure and technology advance, America prospers. The history of transportation technology can be seen as a striving to increase speed at progressively lower cost to expand levels of income. A steady substitution of transportation investments fits closely with a model based on growth and decline following the S-shaped logistic equation. 25 Depiction of the rates of growth of the infrastructure reveals a historic peak brought about by transportation investments every fifty to sixty years. The next investment wave might be high-speed rail. Or the Internet and continued advances in information technology could transform transportation to bring about the next wave of productivity gains (see figure 1.3).

The peaking of transportation-derived economic growth has been slowing over time. In the early stages of a nation’s economic development, when transportation infrastructure is scarce, almost any transportation improvement generates a high return on investment. However, the ability of these infrastructure investments to yield high-productivity returns is constrained once the system is built and matures.

Economy: Exports Internal

Improving transportation infrastructure is key to exports – that’s key to competitiveness
National Export Initiative 10 (This Report is the product of an intensive six-month collaboration between the Export Promotion Cabinet and the 20 federal agencies that make up the Trade Promotion Coordinating Committee, “Report To The President On The National Export Initiative: The Export Promotion Cabinet’s Plan for Doubling U.S. Exports in Five Years,” September, 2010, http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/nei_report_9-16-10_full.pdf)

Improvements in the U.S. transportation and supply chain infrastructure are critical to enabling exporters from all 50 states to get their goods to ports quickly and inexpensively.  Maintaining a globally competitive, user focused U.S. supply chain infrastructure is critical to the success of the NEI and to sustained American economic growth. The Departments of Commerce and Transportation have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding to work together and with stakeholders to develop and implement a comprehensive, competitiveness focused national freight policy. The resulting policy will foster end-to-end U.S. freight infrastructure improvements that facilitate the movement of goods for export and domestic use.  The goal is to improve the competitiveness of U.S. supply chains in domestic and international commerce and national economic development, while supporting environmental sustainability and livable communities.  Canada, the European Union, and other competitors have already adopted similar policies that promote their supply chains and national development.  Many of the United States’ most important exporters are farmers located in rural areas and manufacturers that have built plants in rural areas to keep production costs low.  The Federal Government needs to make sure that these exporters, like their counterparts in the urban markets, are connected to export ports through a systematic and smoothly functioning network of airports, railroads, roads, and waterways.  The Government Report to the President on the National Export Initiative also needs to make sure that these exporters can get access to containers where and when they need them.  Shortages of export containers have hampered the country’s ability to meet worldwide demand for agricultural products. The Export Promotion Cabinet will take a fresh look at how empty containers are made available to exporters to help ensure that exporters can get what they need, and will analyze the United States’ entire transportation system (including air freight) to ensure that investments are meeting the needs of the Nation’s exporters. 

Infrastructure bank key to fueling export growth

Vey et. al 10 (Jennifer S. Vey is a fellow with the Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program; John Austin is a Non-Resident Senior Fellow with Brookings; he is also a Visiting Research Scientist with the University of Michigan Institute for Labor, Employment and the Economy; Jennifer Bradley is a fellow with the Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program and CoDirects with John Austin the program’s Great Lakes Economic Initiative; “The Next Economy: Economic Recovery and Transformation in The Great Lakes Region,” September, 2012, Brookings Institution, http://www.commonslearningalliance.org/sites/default/files/Economic%20Recovery%20and%20Transformation.pdf)

New Infrastructure Banks:  Investments in the nation’s transportation systems are   critical for fueling exports growth (e.g., through multi-modal facilities at major air, rail and   water hubs) as well as accelerating the transition to a low-carbon economy (e.g., through green infrastructure, such as an electric vehicle fueling network).  The current   system of transportation investments is uncoordinated at all levels, however, and is   largely based on archaic funding and equity formulas that work against many   metropolitans areas’ efforts to maintain modern and integrated transportation networks.    The creation of a national infrastructure bank would help remedy these issues by using   merit-based criteria to choose large, multi-modal and multi-jurisdictional infrastructure   projects to finance.  The bank would evaluate projects using cost-benefit analysis, which   include both the regional or national significance of the project and, and whether or not   the project reduces greenhouse gas emissions.  Projects that pass this rigorous   screening process would receive a loan or grant from the bank.  Electrical grid and   broadband development could also be funded and financed through the bank, thereby   breaking the traditional silos through which the federal government currently funds   infrastructure development.  The national or metropolitan impact criteria and analysis   would be the most critical parts of the bank, because it would require project evaluators   to keep their attention on the benefits of a specific project.  Right now, projects in   different modes and sectors are evaluated by specific standards, making cross-mode   comparisons difficult.  A national infrastructure bank could be capitalized with   appropriations amounting to a total of $25 billion over five years (this is the amount put   forth in the administration’s 2010 budget proposal, and a recent House bill).  

Economy: Jobs Internal (1/2)
Transportation infrastructure key to middle class jobs

Department of Treasury 10 (A Report Prepared By The Department Of The Treasury: With The Council Of Economic Advisers “An Economic Analysis Of Infrastructure Investment,” October 11, 2010, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/infrastructure_investment_report.pdf)

Investing in transportation infrastructure creates middle class jobs. Our analysis suggests that 61 percent of the jobs directly created by investing in infrastructure would be in the construction sector, 12 percent would be in the manufacturing sector, and 7 percent would be in retail trade, for a total of 80 percent in these three sectors.  Nearly 90 percent of the jobs in the three sectors most affected by infrastructure spending would be middle class jobs, defined as those paying between the 25th and 75thpercentile of the national distribution of wages. The President’s proposal emphasizes transportation choices, including mass transit and high speed rail, to deliver the greatest long-term benefits to those who need it most: middle class families.  The average American family spends more than $8,600 a year on transportation, one-third more than they spend on food.  For the 90 percent of Americans who are not among the top decile in income, transportation costs absorb one out of every six dollars of income.  This burden is due in large part to the lack of alternatives to expensive and often congested automobile travel.  Multi-modal transportation investments are critical to get American families moving again without wasting their time and their money sitting in traffic.  

Plan leads to infrastructure jobs — that's the prerequisite for growth

Wasik, staff writer, 2011
John Wasik, staff writer, 2011, "Job creation: Fixing America with an infrastructure bank," Reuters, http://blogs.reuters.com/reuters-money/2011/08/05/job-creation-fixing-america-with-an-infrastructure-bank/
Crumbling infrastructure will cost the U.S. economy nearly 1 million jobs and shave $3.1 trillion from gross domestic product by 2020, the Society of Civil Engineers estimates.  What about the budget? Isn’t there a disconnect between the current passion for cutting the federal deficit and spending money to fix America?  There’s little question that putting people to work will help the economy. Working people pay income, sales and property taxes, which flow back into communities. The steadily employed buy homes, vehicles and appliances. Increased tax revenue in turn reduces the deficit.  The iBank may be able to accomplish what a decade of personal income and estate-tax cuts didn’t: Provide the necessary public-private capital to revive the economy. 

Banks have a huge return on investment — maintains construction jobs
McConaghy, Deputy Director of Third Way Economic Program & Kessler, VP for Policy at Third Way, 2011
Ryan McConaghy and Jim Kessler, "A National Infrastructure Bank," Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, Third Way Institute

By providing a new and innovative mechanism for project !nancing, the NIB could help provide funding for projects stalled by monetary constraints. This is particularly true for large scale projects that may be too complicated or costly for traditional means of !nancing. In the short-term, providing resources for infrastructure investment would have clear, positive impacts for recovery and growth. It has been estimated that every $1 billion in highway investment supports 30,000 jobs, 37 and that every dollar invested in infrastructure increases GDP by $1.59. 38 It has also been projected that an investment of $10 billion into both broadband and smart grid infrastructure would create 737,000 jobs. 39 In the longer-term, infrastructure investments supported by the NIB will allow the U.S. to meet future demand, reduce the waste currently built into the system, and keep pace with competition from global rivals. 

Economy: Jobs Internal (2/2)
Private sector is ready to invest - federal action is key
Ettlinger et. al 11 (Michael Ettlinger is Vice President for Economic Policy at the Center for American Progress; Donna Cooper is a Senior Fellow with the Economic Policy team. Sarah Rosen Wartell is Executive Vice President of the Center; Bracken Hendricks is a Senior Fellow with the Energy Opportunity team at the Center; “Spurring Job Creation in the Private Sector: Three Elements that Any Jobs Plan Should Include,” August 26, 2011, Center for American Progress Action Fund, http://www.astrid-online.it/rassegna/06-09-2011/CAP_private_sector_jobs_26_08_11.pdf)

Now is the ideal time to take action. There is a pool of private-sector labor looking   for work. The mostly small- and medium-sized private companies that will do the   work are anxious for the business, keeping costs down. Interest rates for the debt financed portions of the projects are low. And we need job creation. Overall, for   every $1 billion spent on infrastructure, 18,000 jobs are created.  10 The first step is to quickly expand funding through existing channels—prioritizing the programs that are most effective at pulling in private capital. This includes restoring Build America Bonds, which were a highly successful program for   funding state and local infrastructure investment at lower cost than traditional taxexempt bonds before they expired at the end of last year.  For many of these existing channels, the demand for the funding far exceeds the   supply—meaning there are projects that can quickly start if the dollars are there.   At a minimum, the president’s jobs plan should include a federal investment of   an additional $65 billion over two years, which would result in at least $135 billion in total additional investment. This would create a million jobs per year for   the two-year period as well as benefit the small- and medium-sized businesses in   the construction industry and a wide range of suppliers and manufacturers. The   federal contribution would be at least:  •
 $35 billion in additional funding for roads, bridges, ports, and transit  •
 $10 billion for school energy retrofits and repairs   •
 $10 billion for clean energy infrastructure, including manufacturing infrastructure, and broadband investments  •
 $5 billion for Build America Bonds  •
 $3 billion for water system improvements   •
 $2 billion for dams and levees  With this funding, a substantial bite would be taken out of our nation’s backlog   of needed road repair, nearly 2,000 structurally deficient bridges would be fixed,   several thousand buses and train cars would be purchased, the rate of transit   agency capital improvement would be boosted by 30 percent, and the backlog of   port repairs would be eliminated. Thousands of schools could address repair issues   and improve their energy efficiency. Approximately 1,500 water systems would   be improved. And 5,000 megawatts of new clean energy capacity would come online—enough to power more than 1 million homes.  11 On top of the additional funding through existing channels, a new, federally chartered infrastructure bank should be part of any job creation initiative. This bank could start helping finance infrastructure projects within a year by using federal   dollars to leverage private capital as well as additional funding from state and local governments. The bank would raise funds for the full range of infrastructure   described above but focus on larger projects. Credit subsidies of $10 billion would   enable approximately $100 billion in federal lending to support between $200 billion and $300 billion in infrastructure.  12 
Economy: Competitiveness Internal
Crumbling transportation infrastructure is devastating economic competitiveness – infrastructure bank key to spurring private investment and job creation

Alessi 11 (Christopher, bachelor's degree in international relations, with a focus on the modern Middle East, from New York University, Associate Staff Writer, “Banking on U.S. Infrastructure Revival,” September 8, 2011, Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/economics/banking-us-infrastructure-revival/p25782)

At the same time, U.S. infrastructure is undoubtedly deteriorating, undermining the foundations of the country's economy. In turn, this is weakening the ability of the United States--the world's largest economy--to exercise economic leadership throughout the globe. The World Economic Forum's 2011-2012 Global Competitiveness Report said the United States declined in competitiveness for the third year in a row, dropping to fifth place. The Global Competitive Index is composed of twelve pillars, including infrastructure. "For decades, we have neglected the foundation of our economy while other countries have invested in state-of-the-art water, energy, and transportation infrastructure, wrote Michael B. Likosky, a senior fellow at New York University's Institute for Public Knowledge, in a July 12 New York Times op-ed.Congressional Democrats (WSJ)--and President Obama--are Washington's biggest proponents of an independent, national infrastructure bank. They argue that the bank would incite private investment and spur job creation in the short term--while strengthening the foundations of the economy in the long run. But many congressional Republicans say that, as with the stimulus package implemented during the height of the financial crisis, U.S. workers would not immediately feel the effects of infrastructure spending, if at all. Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell says more government spending (NYT) would only strangle already-anemic economic growth.

Economy: Congestion Internal

Status quo results in congestion that stalls growth
Rendell and Otis, staff writers, 2011
Ed Rendell and Frank Otis, Sun Sentinel, "Infrastructure investment boosts U.S. economy, competitiveness,"http://articles.sun-sentinel.com/2011-08-19/news/fl-infrastructure-us-competitiveness-20110819_1_infrastructure-ports-economy,"

From highways and bridges to ports and aviation, infrastructure is the economic backbone of America that allows commerce to flow and keeps our quality of life high.  However, the United States has not kept pace with our growing infrastructure needs. And when it comes to transportation policy, we are still following an agenda set more than 50 years ago when Dwight Eisenhower was president.  As proof, we need to look no further than right here in Florida, where much of the infrastructure is outdated, underfunded and badly in need of repairs and modernizations. According to the American Society of Civil Engineers, nearly one in five of Florida's bridges is structurally deficient or functionally obsolete, needlessly putting our families and commuters in harm's way.  Many of our state's road networks are so jammed with traffic that drivers in Jacksonville, Miami and Orlando annually waste more than 200 million hours and nearly 150 million gallons of fuel sitting in traffic. All of this adds up to a $3.8 billion hit to the state's economy.  
Economy: AT- Crowd Out

Federal action spurs private investment

Rohatyn, CEO of Lazard, former chairman of New York's Municipal Assistance Corps, 2011

Felix Rohatyn, "Time for a U.S. infrastructure bank," Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0711/58786_Page2.html

It is difficult to understand why an infrastructure bank is not already in place — with so many in Congress calling for more efficient federal spending and public investment that can pay for itself. Part of the problem may be the belief among some legislators that government action is always a bad thing. Yet throughout U.S. history, competent public investments have been an essential complement to private investments — from the Louisiana Purchase, to land-grant colleges, to the Interstate Highway System, to the Internet.  From a federal budgeting standpoint, creating an infrastructure bank would be the wisest thing to do. We can leverage private capital, both at home and overseas, to modernize our transportation systems, deal safely and effectively with wastewater and hazardous materials, renew ports and inland waterways.  
Only federal action can magnify private investments

McConaghy, Deputy Director of Third Way Economic Program & Kessler, VP for Policy at Third Way, 2011
Ryan McConaghy and Jim Kessler, "A National Infrastructure Bank," Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, Third Way Institute

The NIB would magnify the impact of federal funds by leveraging them through partnerships with private entities and other actors, providing taxpayers with more infrastructure bang for their public buck. Estimates have placed the amount of private capital readily available for infrastructure development at $400 billion, 40 and as of 2007, sovereign wealth funds—another potential source of capital—were estimated to control over $3 trillion in assets with the potential to control $12 trillion by 2012. 41 While these and other institutional funds have experienced declines as a result of the economic downturn, they will continue to be important sources of large, long-term investment resources. By offering loan guarantees to induce larger private investments or issuing debt instruments and securities, the NIB could tap these vast pools of private capital to generate investments much larger than its initial capitalization. In doing so, it could also lower the cost of borrowing for municipalities by lowering interest on municipal bonds for state and local governments by 50 to 100 basis points. 42 The NIB would also be poised to help taxpayers take full advantage of historically low borrowing costs. In 2010, the yield on 10-year U.S. Treasuries reached a historic low of 3.22%, as compared to a rate of 6.03% in 2000 and a peak rate of 13.92% in 1981. Prior to the Great Recession, this rate had not dipped below 4% since 1962. 43 By allowing government and private actors to access !nancing at historically low rates, the NIB would help to capitalize on a once-in-a-lifetime window to make enduring infrastructure investments. 

Economy: Ag Impact
Delays Caused By Bridge Repairs Force Farmers to Raise Prices or Lose Money
Davidson 12

Paul Davidson, 5-20-12. Reporter for USA today. USA Today. “USA's creaking infrastructure holds back economy.” 

http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/story/2012-05-20/creaking-infrastructure/55096396/1
The nation's 600,000 bridges are also falling behind. Nearly a quarter are classified as "structurally deficient" or "functionally obsolete," according to the Federal Highway Administration. As of the end of last year, more than one in 10 were closed or had weight limits that barred trucks. For Illinois corn grower Paul Taylor, such a restriction on the Pearl Street bridge in Kirkland means he must drive three extra miles to deliver his corn to a grain elevator, raising his costs by about 5 cents a bushel. Many unrestricted bridges, meanwhile, are strained, especially at border crossings. The busiest in North America is the 83-year-old, four-lane Ambassador Bridge, the only direct link between Detroit and Canada. The bridge, already impaired by its capacity, often closes lanes for repairs and empties onto a busy city street in Windsor, Ont. Delays, typically lasting two hours, are exacerbated by a Customs checkpoint that's not large enough for the traffic volume.  U.S. auto companies store extra parts at factories and closely space deliveries so that if one truck is sidetracked, another isn't far behind, says Kevin Smith, senior vice president for consulting firm Sandler & Travis. Ford Motor told a state legislative committee last fall that such maneuvers, along with extra freight expenses, add up to $800 to the cost of a vehicle.  "This is one of the last remaining impediments" to business recruitment, says Sandy Baruah, CEO of the Detroit Regional Chamber of Commerce, noting that both taxes and union wages have fallen in recent years.  The Canadian government has proposed building a new bridge that skirts Windsor and connects to highways in Canada. But the Michigan legislature has rejected the plan amid a lobbying and advertising campaign by the Ambassador Bridge's owner, 84-year-old billionaire Manuel "Matty" Moroun.  In Nogales, Ariz., snags cause several hours of delays at the Mexican border, where a customs plaza undergoing a $200 million expansion feeds into a two-lane road in each direction.  That often translates into delays for about 200 local fresh produce importers whose customers require timely deliveries.  The plaza work is to be completed in two years, but that's expected to dump even more cars and trucks onto two-lane Mariposa Road. Officials only recently began to study widening it.  Jaime Chamberlain, owner of J-C Distributing, says that several times a week, the snarls delay by as much as a day deliveries of his tomatoes, squash, bell peppers and other produce to U.S. wholesalers or grocers. He says he loses thousands of dollars in orders almost weekly and occasionally has lost the business of a major grocery chain at a cost of several million dollars a year. 

Economy: Competitiveness Impact

US economic competitiveness is key to hegemony - prevents great power wars
Khalilzad 11 — Zalmay, "The Economy and National Security,"  The National Review, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/259024/economy-and-national-security-zalmay-khalilzad?pg=2

Without faster economic growth and actions to reduce deficits, publicly held national debt is projected to reach dangerous proportions. If interest rates were to rise significantly, annual interest payments — which already are larger than the defense budget — would crowd out other spending or require substantial tax increases that would undercut economic growth. Even worse, if unanticipated events trigger what economists call a “sudden stop” in credit markets for U.S. debt, the United States would be unable to roll over its outstanding obligations, precipitating a sovereign-debt crisis that would almost certainly compel a radical retrenchment of the United States internationally. Such scenarios would reshape the international order. It was the economic devastation of Britain and France during World War II, as well as the rise of other powers, that led both countries to relinquish their empires. In the late 1960s, British leaders concluded that they lacked the economic capacity to maintain a presence “east of Suez.” Soviet economic weakness, which crystallized under Gorbachev, contributed to their decisions to withdraw from Afghanistan, abandon Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, and allow the Soviet Union to fragment. If the U.S. debt problem goes critical, the United States would be compelled to retrench, reducing its military spending and shedding international commitments. We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation. The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars. American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions. As rival powers rise, Asia in particular is likely to emerge as a zone of great-power competition. Beijing’s economic rise has enabled a dramatic military buildup focused on acquisitions of naval, cruise, and ballistic missiles, long-range stealth aircraft, and anti-satellite capabilities. China’s strategic modernization is aimed, ultimately, at denying the United States access to the seas around China. Even as cooperative economic ties in the region have grown, China’s expansive territorial claims — and provocative statements and actions following crises in Korea and incidents at sea — have roiled its relations with South Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asian states. Still, the United States is the most significant barrier facing Chinese hegemony and aggression. 
Economy: Hegemony Impact

US competitiveness is key to the economy

Moon et al. 98
"The United States and Globalization". Bruce E. Moon, (Ph.D. Ohio State, 1977. International political economy-especially trade and globalization-,  development- especially basic human needs provision and democratization in poor countries-, quantitative research methods. Courses taught:   United States Foreign Policy,  International Political Economy, Research in International Relations, Political Economy of North-South Relations , Poverty and Development. Lehigh University, USA.) Chapter 28 (Part Four: Responses to Globalization). Richard Stubbs and Geoffrey R.D. Underhill, eds. Political Economy and the Changing Global Order. (Oxford University Press, 1998)

At the end of World War II, the United States exhibited the two most important characteristics required of a candidate to champion global liberalism.(2) First, it possessed the dominance that affords a hegemon both the greatest incentive and the greatest capacity to advance globalization. As the most productive economy, it was the most likely to benefit from open goods markets and as the largest source of both supply and demand for capital it was the most likely to exploit open capital markets. Its power was used to persuade or coopt a majority of nations, compel most of the remainder, and isolate the few dissenters. Second, the liberalism of the American domestic economy demonstrated that "its social purpose and domestic distribution of power was favorably disposed toward a liberal international order".(3) However, America's dominance is accompanied by a profound isolationism and its liberalism is colored by its unique circumstances. The effects of these eccentricities were discernible in the Bretton Woods design but eventually became dominant in both American policy and the global regime it sponsored.
Warming: Inefficiency Internal

Inefficient transportation is the largest driver of global warming in the world

Bradley et. al 11 (Senator Bill Bradley is a managing director of Allen &  Company LLC. Bradley served in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997, representing the state of New Jersey; Tom Ridge is president and CEO of the international consulting Firm Ridge Global; Dave Walker is founder and CEO of the Comeback America Initiative; “Road To Recovery: Transforming America’s Transportation,” 2011, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf)

U.S. transportation is responsible for a significant share—30 to 85 percent—of direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions and climate-forcing air pollutants (see figure 4.2).13 Given the large volume of fossil fuels they consume, on-road modes of transportation—cars and trucks—are the major source of this pollution. There is near parity between hydrocarbon (petroleum) energy use and the direct greenhouse gas, carbon dioxide (CO2). Essentially all the carbon contained in fossil fuels is converted to CO2when burned.14 The amount of carbon released into the atmosphere is primarily determined by the carbon content of the fuel.15 The U.S. on-road transportation system runs almost exclusively on gasoline and diesel fuels. An average gallon of gasoline contains 19.4 pounds (8.8 kilograms) of CO2. Diesel, the fuel primarily used in heavy-duty trucks and off-road vehicles, has 22.2 pounds (8.8 kilograms) of CO2 per gallon.16 These emission rates will vary depending on the source and composition of the fuel feedstock. Today, oil-fueled transportation is one of the key drivers of climate change. Research conducted by the Goddard Institute for Space Studies of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and by other climate agencies has found that on-road transportation has the greatest negative effect on climate, more than power generation or any other sector, especially in the short term.17 Cars and trucks emit almost no sulfates but are major emitters of CO2, black carbon, and ozone—all of which cause global warming and are detrimental to human health. Throughout the twenty-first century, on-road transportation is expected to be a leading climate-forcing activity, in the United States and worldwide, as shown in figure 4.3.Traffic-related air pollution is estimated to cost as much as $80 billion annually in health care costs and premature deaths.18 Pricing mechanisms can reduce private vehicle use and congestion, which would then reduce the health costs associated with air pollution. The transportation strategy adopted to reduce downtown traffic congestion for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games in Atlanta, for example, was found to have decreased peak ozone levels by 28 percent and asthma-related emergency room visits by children by 42 percent.19 Given the U.S. transportation system’s contribution to carbon emissions and the connection to climate change, the exorbitant costs associated with climate change are worth considering but have yet to be fully quantified. Still, scientists warn that heavy precipitation, heat waves, drought and fires, melting ice caps, and tropical storms witnessed in 2010 are signs of troubling climate change already under way.20 About two new high temperature records were set for every low temperature record during the 2000s.21 Though the effects of climate change will vary greatly across the United States due to the country’s size, diverse topography, ecosystems, climates, and economies, as well as its dispersed populations and lifestyles, these changes are expected to impose huge costs, amounting to hundreds of billions annually, in terms of adaptation.22 Recent estimates predict that climate damage in 2100 could reach 2.6 percent of gross domestic product for the United States and 10.8 percent for the world.23

Peak Oil: Solvency

Investing in transportation infrastructure reduces our oil imports and increases oil exports – increases global competitiveness
Bradley et. al 11 (Senator Bill Bradley is a managing director of Allen &  Company LLC. Bradley served in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997, representing the state of New Jersey; Tom Ridge is president and CEO of the international consulting Firm Ridge Global; Dave Walker is founder and CEO of the Comeback America Initiative; “Road To Recovery: Transforming America’s Transportation,” 2011, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf)

The U.S. transportation system must support and enhance U.S. global competitiveness. The U.S. trade deficit increased to $500 billion in 2010. The Obama administration has called for policies that would double U.S. exports to reduce the trade deficit that has endured for two decades, while also cutting present levels of imported oil by one-third by 2025. In January 2011, around 75 percent of the U.S. trade deficit was due to oil imports (see figure 3.1).10 For much of modern history, the United States was a major producer and consumer, but in recent years, emerging economies such as China and India have started threatening to overtake American productivity. Developing a robust transportation system that is less dependent on oil will help balance import and export levels. Beyond the economic drag created by oil imports, one major means of facilitating trade is through world-class infrastructure to move goods and services throughout the economy.11 Although the broad definition of infrastructure includes information technology, water resources, and the power supply, the focus here is on the infrastructure underpinning surface transportation—roads, rails, mass transit, and connecting infrastructure. (This discussion does not include high-speed rail, where trip lengths and time compete with private aviation.) As chapters 1 and 2 discuss, the United States has not been adequately maintaining its existing transportation infrastructure, nor has it been keeping up with new transportation needs. Competitiveness calls for infrastructure investments that make strong, demonstrable contributions to the national economy. Between 2005 and 2040, the U.S. population is expected to grow by 100 million, a 30 percent increase,12 and America will add 100 million people faster than China.13 Yet the United States spends 50 percent less on infrastructure as a proportion of gross domestic product (GDP) than it did in 1960, and its small share—2 percent of GDP—is less than those of developing nations such as China (9 to 12 percent) and more compact, developed Europe (5 percent).14 Investments in urban areas are also critical. America’s long-term prosperity is dominated by its 100 largest metropolitan regions, which are home to two-thirds of its people and generate 74 percent of its GDP.15 Of these 100 regions, the most populous five generate 23 percent of GDP.16

Solvency: Catch-All

Innovation during the building of transportation infrastructure negates any solvency deficits
Bradley et. al 11 (Senator Bill Bradley is a managing director of Allen &  Company LLC. Bradley served in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997, representing the state of New Jersey; Tom Ridge is president and CEO of the international consulting Firm Ridge Global; Dave Walker is founder and CEO of the Comeback America Initiative; “Road To Recovery: Transforming America’s Transportation,” 2011, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf)

The United States has historically taken a leading role in global innovation. Its future transportation investments should continue this tradition and embrace innovation in three ways. First, transportation should support the context in which innovation flourishes. This can be expressed spatially, for example, through agglomeration, whereby firms locate close together to reap benefits such as supply-chain efficiencies and knowledge spillovers.17 Second, future infrastructure must enhance operating efficiencies through technological and system innovations.18 And third, transportation must be integrated into innovation in other sectors, such as information technology and Internet social networking.19 Productivity and innovation are mutually reinforcing; high levels of one yield high levels of the other. These areas have common attributes, including a comparatively high density and good infrastructure for mobility and information sharing.20 Thus, it is not surprising that the highest number of patents—a quantifiable benchmark for innovation—has been registered in places with relatively compact land use supported by multimodal transportation systems (see figure 3.2).21 Innovation within the transportation system can bring operational efficiencies and other co-benefits. Advances entail technological innovation as well as innovative transportation policies. The Netherlands and Denmark, for example, are instituting pay-as-you-go automobile transportation with pricing according to vehicle miles traveled and excise taxes. These funding sources are coupled with (and underwrite) context-sensitive urban design that maximizes public benefits and efficiency. 22 China has poured billions into green transportation—high-speed rail, an electric car system, bus rapid transit, and other transportation innovations—in response to growing frustration over congestion and air pollution.23 And for the past two decades, Latin America has invested significant sums in bus rapid transit and has deployed policy tools to ensure that development patterns support mass transit investments.24 These examples show how productivity and innovation are synergistic drivers of sustainable development.
Solvency: Grant Mechanism

Card discussing the funding mechanism for transportation infrastructure investments

Bradley et. al 11 (Senator Bill Bradley is a managing director of Allen &  Company LLC. Bradley served in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997, representing the state of New Jersey; Tom Ridge is president and CEO of the international consulting Firm Ridge Global; Dave Walker is founder and CEO of the Comeback America Initiative; “Road To Recovery: Transforming America’s Transportation,” 2011, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf)

The funding mechanism for most transportation programs can be described as either formula (apportioned) or discretionary (grant) distribution. This distinction is significant. Formula programs make funds available to the states based on formulas set forth in the authorizing legislation. Discretionary programs are designed to allocate funds by competitive processes.19 A recent U.S. Treasury economic analysis of infrastructure investment found that the formula-based approach to distributing federal funds “virtually ensures that the distribution of investment in infrastructure is suboptimal from the standpoint of raising the productive capacity of the economy.”20 Formula-based funding reduces the ability to make adjustments to funding even when higher-order priorities emerge. For the 108 surface transportation programs, more than $200 billion was allocated to states and regions based on funding formulas. In sheer program shares, this represents nearly 40 percent of the total authorized under SAFETEALU (see figure 2.2), relinquishing control of a significant portion of federal funding to the states. Most highway, mass transit, and safety grant funds are distributed through formulas that have only an indirect relationship to needs, and many have no relationship to performance or outcomes.21 The funding formulas for core highways programs are loosely based upon metrics intended to determine state funding needs (see appendix 2.3). Often, the formulas distort states’ funding decisions by automatically rewarding states for goals in programs that may conflict with goals in another program or plan. For example, the funding formula for the Interstate Maintenance Program rewards states for increasing lane miles and vehicle miles traveled by allocating federal funds based on growth in these two indicators, even though reductions in these indicators are the goals of other federal programs and may be the goals of a state’s long-range plans.
Solvency: Waterways

Investment is Vital to Save Essential Waterways
Davidson 12
Paul Davidson, 5-20-12. Reporter for USA today. USA Today. “USA's creaking infrastructure holds back economy.” 

http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/story/2012-05-20/creaking-infrastructure/55096396/1
Inland waterways, for example, carry coal to power plants, iron ore to steel mills and grain to export terminals. But inadequate investment led to nearly 80,000 hours of lock outages in fiscal 2010, four times more than in fiscal 2000. Most of the nation's 200 or so locks are past their 50-year design life.  A prime example is an 83-year-old lock on the Ohio River near Olmsted, Ill. Congress set aside $775 million to replace it and another nearby lock in 1988. The project began in 1993 and was scheduled to be finished by 2000 but still isn't complete, in part because of engineering modifications intended to save $60 million. Now, the cost has ballooned to $3.1 billion, and the new lock won't be ready until 2020 or later.  The cost overrun leaves little money for other projects. About $8 billion is needed to replace 25 locks and dams in the next 20 years, says Michael Toohey, president of the Waterways Council, an advocacy group.  But Congress allocates only about $170 million a year, with the government and a 20-cent-a-gallon tax on tow operators each funding half. Toohey says $385 million a year is required to fund all the work. "We're the silent industry" because waterways are less visible, he says. 
Solvency: Freight

Busy Railways Require Monetary Investment
Davidson 12
Paul Davidson, 5-20-12. Reporter for USA today. USA Today. “USA's creaking infrastructure holds back economy.” 

http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/story/2012-05-20/creaking-infrastructure/55096396/1
The biggest railroad bottleneck is in Chicago. A third of the nation's freight volume goes through the city as 500 freight trains jostle daily for space with 800 passenger trains and street traffic. Many freight rail lines crisscross at the same grade as other trains and cars — a tangle that forces interminable waits. It takes an average freight train about 35 hours to crawl through the city. Shipping containers typically languish in rail yards several days before they can be loaded onto trains.  Manufacturers, in turn, must stock more inventory to account for shipping delays of uncertain length, raising product costs about 1%, estimates Ken Heller, a senior vice president for DSC Logistics. Caterpillar has built two multimillion-dollar distribution centers outside the city to increase its freight volumes so it can get loading priority at rail yards.  About $3.1 billion in projects are planned, underway or complete, such as separate intersecting roadways and rail lines, but only a third of the money has been approved. 

AT: Spending Bad DA

It’s three times more expensive if we fail to take care of our transportation infrastructure – up to 5.4 trillion 

Bradley et. al 11 (Senator Bill Bradley is a managing director of Allen &  Company LLC. Bradley served in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997, representing the state of New Jersey; Tom Ridge is president and CEO of the international consulting Firm Ridge Global; Dave Walker is founder and CEO of the Comeback America Initiative; “Road To Recovery: Transforming America’s Transportation,” 2011, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf)

The transportation deficit is accrued in the future through deferred maintenance. There is wide agreement that avoiding system upkeep pushes costs onto future generations, though estimations of the cost of deferred maintenance remain challenging to calculate due to the structure of the federal transportation program and its funding mechanisms (see chapter 2). Some experts put the price tag of deferred maintenance at up to $200 billion annually.12 Studies have found that spending $5 million on preventive maintenance can save $100 million to $500 million in rehabilitation and reconstruction costs.13 Although postponing maintenance may appear inescapable given the current shortfall of transportation funds, this deferred maintenance will cost America dearly; projections place its cost at a staggering $5 trillion by 2035 (in 2010 dollars).14 It is estimated that it would cost three times the transportation system’s $1.4 trillion present asset value to replace it if it were not kept in a state of good repair.15 According to Lawrence Summers, the former White House economic adviser, “You run a deficit both when you borrow money and when you defer maintenance that needs to be done. Either way, you’re imposing a cost on future generations.”16 The current federal transportation program emphasizes capital improvements rather than preventive maintenance, which increase the cost of delivering transportation services over the life of the transportation facility. For example, inadequately maintained roads can add $800,000 to the overall lifetime cost per lane mile of surface transportation infrastructure.17 It could cost even more to rebuild America’s poorly maintained mass transit systems. And these amounts do not include the costs to travelers for delays, lost productivity, and accidents due to system breakdown.

NIB solves inefficiency — cuts long term costs
McConaghy, Deputy Director of Third Way Economic Program & Kessler, VP for Policy at Third Way, 2011
Ryan McConaghy and Jim Kessler, "A National Infrastructure Bank," Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, Third Way Institute

Financing the infrastructure upgrades needed to support America’s economy and meet its new challenges won’t be cheap, but there are billions in ef!ciencies that can be wrung out of the system with real structural changes, and the economic costs of inaction will be higher. By leveraging private resources, the NIB will ensure that future spending on infrastructure will get the utmost bang for the taxpayer buck. It will also cut down on waste by supporting only projects that serve demonstrated regional or national needs and satisfy goal-based criteria. 
Plan reduces long term deficits — streamlines investments

Hart, staff writer, 2010
Andrew Hart, The New Republic, "Everything You Wanted to Know About National Infrastructure Banks But Were Afraid to Ask," http://www.tnr.com/blog/jonathan-cohn/77568/everything-you-wanted-know-about-national-infrastructure-banks-were-afraid-

This system of combining public and private money could work in a narrower American infrastructure-focused bank, too. And that seems to be what Obama has in mind, very roughly, although he hasn’t yet provided many details. (Some big questions: Would the bank limit itself to loans, or would it also make grants? If the latter, what would its funding source be?) Of course, an infrastructure bank is no panacea—after all, the bank would likely limit itself to making low-cost loans, rather than directly paying for new construction. State governments would still eventually have to come up with the money to pay for the projects, whether from tax money or charging tolls on roads constructed with bank money. But by making it cheaper to fund vital infrastructure projects, a bank would help get them built. A well-designed infrastructure bank’s benefits could go even farther, says Istrate. “The current type of investment is … more like spreading peanut butter,” she says. “It’s not really based on strategic economic criteria.” She argues that, assuming the bank is truly independent and decisions are actually made by experts, it will lead to a projects being selected “based on a cost-benefit analysis,” and their “national and regional importance.” That’s how the system’s supposed to work now, isn’t it? Well, yes, but that hasn’t been how things have actually turned out in Congress. Remember the infamous “bridge to nowhere” we almost funded or the even more senseless “road to nowhere” that got built with some of the money that had been intended for the bridge? They were a result of the appropriations process and pork-barrel politics run amok, not any kind of reasonable economic analysis. A national infrastructure bank would, in theory, mean less money spent on these projects—and more spent on investments that actually make the country productive. Even Republicans can get behind that idea. Or so you would think.
AT: Investors DA

Plan draws private and international capital — reassures investors

Felix Rohatyn, special adviser to the chairman and CEO of Lazard & Rodney Slater, former US Transportation Secretary, 2012
Felix Rohatyn & Rodney Slater, Financial Times, "America Needs its Own Infrastructure Bank"

Second, Congress can expand the definitions of Real Estate Investment Trusts (Reits) and Master Limited Partnerships to include investments in assets such as roads, water, ports, airports, transmission lines, waste water and bridges. Reits are publicly traded corporate entities that invest in commercial real estate and pay a reduced or zero rate of tax on their earnings. In turn, Reits must distribute 90 per cent of their income to investors. Similarly, MLPs are publicly traded partnership vehicles that do not pay federal and state income taxes and return income to partners. Applying the Reit/MLP model to infrastructure assets would attract investment from the deep US retail and institutional investor market, dramatically increasing funding support for new projects. Projects that were once unable to attract support could become financially viable, and more infrastructure projects could be supported.

AT: Squo Solves
Status quo investments don't solve
McConaghy, Deputy Director of Third Way Economic Program & Kessler, VP for Policy at Third Way, 2011
Ryan McConaghy and Jim Kessler, "A National Infrastructure Bank," Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, Third Way Institute

Didn’t the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act already include a large amount of funding for infrastructure projects? The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act included over $70 billion to begin to address America’s infrastructure de!cit. 46 While that !gure represents an important down payment on America’s infrastructure needs, it does not approach the funding levels necessary to close the infrastructure gap or to reform the investment system. America still needs a long-term !nancing solution that reforms the process and harnesses private capital to fully bridge the infrastructure gap. 

AT: Politics Link
Plan's implementation is bipartisan - nixes opposition

Lehigh, Globe Columnist, 2011
Scot Lehigh, Globe Columnist, Sept. 14, 2011, “Infrastructure bank will spur economy” Boston Globe, http://articles.boston.com/2011-09-14/bostonglobe/30155939_1_infrastructure-bank-energy-projects-loan
By backing part of a project’s cost, the bank would make it attractive for other investors to finance the rest. Only highway, water, and energy projects would qualify - and to be eligible, the project would have to have a dedicated revenue stream like road or bridge tolls or water bills to finance the debt. “You’d have the kind of revenue streams that people dream of for stability,’’ says Kerry. At a time when safe investments are much in demand, the bank would represent a real opportunity for global pension, sovereign wealth, private equity and mutual funds. “If it is done right, it could expand exponentially the amount of infrastructure spending that we have,’’ says Senator Hutchison. And this bank is designed right, she says. Professionally staffed, it would have conservative lending standards. Its board would be bipartisan, its process independent of political pressure. In no case would it loan more than 50 percent of a project’s cost, meaning the undertaking would have to attract significant other investment dollars before going forward. 

Plan's popular — Congress, labor, and Chamber of Commerce

Riley, staff reporter, 2011
Charles Riley, "Infrastructure bank: Plan would leverage federal money," CNN, http://money.cnn.com/2011/03/15/news/economy/infrastructure_bank/index.htm
Sens. John Kerry of Massachusetts and Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas think so, and want to create a federal infrastructure bank that would provide loans and loan guarantees to help fill gaps in project financing. 34 Here's how it would work: After an initial round of federal funding, the bank would offer loans to give projects a needed jolt of money. Eventually, interest paid on the loans would make the bank self sufficient. Kerry and Hutchison introduced the legislation -- dubbed the BUILD Act -- during a press conference on Tuesday. They were joined by an unlikely pair: AFL-CIO union boss Richard Trumka and U.S. Chamber of Commerce president Tom Donohue. Trumka is a powerful voice for unions in Washington; Donohue represents the most influential business lobby. The two organizations have come together before around common interests in government spending. But their willingness to speak in support of the proposal suggests the bill might gain momentum despite the anti-spending climate. "We are living with very difficult budget circumstances, not just in Washington but in every city, state and town throughout America," Kerry said. "We need to do more with less." The federal government currently spends about $65 billion a year on infrastructure, $50 billion of which goes to local and state governments in the form of grants. While that sounds like a hefty chunk of change, it's actually around 2% of federal spending. Other countries -- including China -- are spending far more on infrastructure as a percentage of gross domestic product, Kerry said. Congress unites over BEER bill "We have a choice," Kerry said. "We can either build and compete and create jobs for our people, or we can fold up and let everyone else win." The Kerry-Hutchison proposal is not the first time an infrastructure bank idea has been floated on Capitol Hill. But Kerry said the new proposal costs far less, and will be paid for by finding money in the current budget. President Obama has long championed the idea of an infrastructure bank. Kerry said he had discussed the bill with the White House's top economic man, Gene Sperling, and Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner, who both responded favorably.

AT: Politics - Public Link Turn

Massive support for transportation infrastructure investment

Bradley et. al 11 (Senator Bill Bradley is a managing director of Allen &  Company LLC. Bradley served in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997, representing the state of New Jersey; Tom Ridge is president and CEO of the international consulting Firm Ridge Global; Dave Walker is founder and CEO of the Comeback America Initiative; “Road To Recovery: Transforming America’s Transportation,” 2011, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf)

Although Americans may disagree about many issues, there is wide agreement that leaders in Washington should seek common ground on transportation. A 2011 poll found that 79 percent of the public agrees that “in order for the United States to remain the world’s top economic superpower, we need to modernize our transportation infrastructure and keep it up to date.”3 And in the same survey, two in three voters said that improving the nation’s infrastructure is highly important, and that the United States’ current infrastructure system is inadequate.4 Few believe that current federal transportation spending practices are efficient and wise, and voters thus would welcome a range of reforms for financing transportation projects. The public views reform in this area as a way to improve the economy, make communities safer, and improve Americans’ quality of life.5
Public wants infrastructure funding

DoT-CEA 12

Department of the Treasury and the Council of Economic Advisors, 12; A new economic analysis of infrastructure investment: A report prepared by the Department of the Treasury and the Council of Economic Advisors 3-23-12

American workers, families, and businesses are demanding more infrastructure investment.  Americans have voted repeatedly for increased investment in transportation infrastructure with over 98 percent of the funds requested for transportation projects approved by the voting public in 2008. A study by the Rockefeller Foundation found that four out of every five Americans agree with the statement that: “In order for the United States to remain the world’s top economic superpower we need to modernize our transportation infrastructure and keep it up to date.”  That study also found that the same proportion, 80 percent, agree that federal investment in infrastructure, “will boost local economics and create millions of jobs from construction to manufacturing to engineering.”  Another survey found that almost 19 out of 20 Americans are concerned about America’s infrastructure and 84 percent support greater investment to address infrastructure problems. Evidence of this demand for greater transportation infrastructure and increased choice for alternatives forms of transportation is apparent in the sharp increase in transit ridership.  Over the last 15 years transit ridership has grown by over 30 percent, reaching levels not seen since the 1950s. This renaissance of transit ridership is in some ways a return to the past. 

AT: States CP

States fail – tight budgets and bad planning

Puentes et. al 11 (Robert Puentes, Senior Fellow, Brookings Institution; Felix G. Rohatyn, Special Advisor to the Chairman and CEO; Lazard Freres and Co. LLR; Richard Little, Director, Keston Institute for Public Finance and Infrastructure Policy; Stephen Goldsmith, New York City Deputy Mayor for Operations; “Infrastructure Investment and U.S. Competitiveness,” April 5th, 2011, Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/united-states/infrastructure-investment-us-competitiveness/p24585)

Investment in America's physical infrastructure is directly tied to economic development. Businesses and the workforces they attract consider infrastructure when deciding where to locate. Too often, however, pressed by day-to-day concerns, state and local governments fail to adequately plan and invest in infrastructure. Tight budgets make it easy for officials to rationalize the deferral of investment until a time when surpluses return. Unfortunately, this pattern has been repeated for decades, and the accumulation of deferred maintenance and deferred investment in future infrastructure has led to an unsatisfactory status quo. To ensure America's future competitiveness in the global marketplace, we must rethink our approach to the construction and financing of infrastructure. And in this policy area, many of the most promising ideas for unlocking public value involve public-private partnerships.
AT: Privatization CP/Anchor Tenant CP (1/2)
Infrastructure Bank key to private investment – status quo lacks incentives

Department of Treasury 10 (A Report Prepared By The Department Of The Treasury: With The Council Of Economic Advisers “An Economic Analysis Of Infrastructure Investment,” October 11, 2010, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/infrastructure_investment_report.pdf)

President Obama has proposed a National Infrastructure Bank to help finance infrastructure projects.  A well designed infrastructure bank could:  increase overall investment in infrastructure by attracting private capital to co-invest in specific infrastructure projects;   improve the efficiency of our infrastructure investment by having a merit-based selection  process for projects; and  fill the gaps in our infrastructure funding system, which currently disadvantage  investments in multi-modal and multi-jurisdictional infrastructure projects. One way to address the need for more infrastructure investment is to attract more private capital for direct investment in transportation infrastructure.  There is currently very little direct private   investment in our nation’s highway and transit systems.  The lack of private investment in   infrastructure is in large part due to the current method of funding infrastructure, which lacks   effective mechanisms to attract and repay direct private investment in specific infrastructure   projects.  In addition, the private benefit for investors is less than the benefit for society as a whole, because of positive externalities from infrastructure.  A National Infrastructure Bank   could address these problems by directly funding selected projects through a variety of means.  The establishment of a National Infrastructure Bank would create the conditions for greater   private sector co-investment in infrastructure projects. Additionally, with a few notable exceptions, federal funding for infrastructure investments is not   distributed on the basis of a competition between projects using rigorous economic analysis or   cost-benefit comparisons.  The current system virtually ensures that the distribution of   investment in infrastructure is suboptimal from the standpoint of raising the productive capacity of the economy. To address the lack of merit-based funding, a National Infrastructure Bank would develop a   framework to analytically examine potential infrastructure projects using cost-benefit analysis, and would evaluate the distributional impact of both the costs and benefits of each project.  Of   course, not all costs and benefits from infrastructure projects can be quantified, but an effort   should be made to quantify those that can be quantified and to take account of any additional   benefits and costs to society. A rigorous analytic process would result in support for projects   that yield the greatest returns to society, and would avoid investing taxpayer dollars in projects   where total costs exceed total societal benefits.  A National Infrastructure Bank would select   projects along a sliding scale of support that most effectively utilizes the bank’s limited   resources, targeting the most effective and efficient investments.   
AT: Privatization CP/Anchor Tenant CP (2/2)

Infrastructure bank creates co-investment opportunities – Private companies are ready to jump on board 

Kochan 11 (Thomas, professor at the MIT Sloan School of Management, is the co-founder of the Employment Policy Research Network, “Labor, business can unite as economic heroes,” September 5th, 2011, Boston Globe, http://mitsloanexperts.com/2011/09/07/labor-business-can-unite-as-economic-heroes/)

The United States needs some kind of national infrastructure bank – an entity that would provide the financing for long-overdue repairs and improvements to our roads, bridges, and other public works. There is a $2.2 trillion backlog of such projects. Amid rising concerns about federal spending, infrastructure investments are more efficient economic drivers than tax cuts or other stimulus spending in achieving these goals. Moody’s Economy.com estimates every $1 spent on infrastructure generates a $1.59 increase in GDP. University of Massachusetts Professor Robert Pollin has shown these projects generate between 20 to 30 percent more jobs than equivalent tax cuts. For such reasons, President Obama is likely to call for greater infrastructure spending in his upcoming jobs talk. But some in Congress have already called it “dead in the water,’’ in large part because it looks to them like another big government program. This is why business and labor need to lead this effort. By showing they are willing to work together to fund and manage a private-public bank, they can help convince Congress to do its part – essentially, to authorize issuance of special low-interest bonds. And, by working together, business and labor can show Congress and the American people they are trying to help end the polarization that is killing the economic recovery and ruining our democracy. As governments around the world face growing fiscal pressures, the use of some outside money for public infrastructure has become more common, and these investments have paid off well for investors, workers, and customers. In Britain, 15 percent of infrastructure projects are now private-public partnerships. These projects are chosen purely on their economic merits, not for political patronage, and have achieved high on-time and on-budget performance outcomes, 80 percent customer satisfaction ratings, and higher employment standards than conventionally financed and managed projects. Meanwhile, the Housing Investment Trust, funded by the US building trades, has financed over 100,000 housing units since its inception and has consistently met its benchmark rate of return. Indeed, there is growing interest in this market. Goldman Sachs, Citigroup, and Morgan Stanley have created their own global infrastructure investment funds. It’s time the nation as a whole catches up with this new market opportunity. The AFL-CIO has stated it is ready to commit up to $10 billion from union pension funds over the next five years to help fund a national infrastructure bank. Now business leaders, who say they are reluctant to invest because of uncertainty about where the economy is headed, need to get off the sidelines and use some of their large piles of cash to join in creating a long-term strategy for making investments in American jobs pay off. Wall Street should be able to more than match what labor is contributing – and then put its financial engineering talents to work to help assemble investment vehicles to build up the bank’s capacity. There is a broader issue here. In an era of narrow partisanship, the United States needs a long-term compact – not just between business and labor, but also involving government and educational institutions – to create conditions that promote innovation, sustainable economic growth, and high-skilled employment. On Labor Day and beyond, America’s workers should convert their anger over the lack of jobs into a call for such a compact.
T Definition

Infrastructure must be capital assets for the delivery of basic services 

Mallet et. al 10 (William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government; “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation,” December 14th, 2011, Congressional Research Service, 

http://www.cfr.org/united-states/congressional-research-service-national-infrastructure-bank-overview-current-legislation/p26939)

Although no consensus definition exists, infrastructure is generally conceived of as the capital- intensive assets needed for the delivery of basic services.2 Both public and private entities own and operate infrastructure. Some infrastructure is provided by public-private partnerships which mix, in a myriad of different ways, public and private rights and responsibilities. Funding for these expensive and long-lived assets most often comes from money borrowed on the capital markets. In some cases, however, capital asset purchases are financed with current revenues, government grants, loans, and private equity. For debt-financed assets, investors seek a rate of return commensurate with the associated risk. Debt incurred on wholly owned government projects may be repaid with taxes, user fees, or a combination of the two. For privately owned infrastructure, user fees are the main option, although debt may be repaid in other ways such as property rents.
***Neg

Neg: SQ solves ITS

Status Quo solves – private investment and high-speed networks are driving the adoption of smart infrastructure

Market Watch 5-29 (citing Pike Research, a market research and consulting firm that provides in-depth analysis of global clean technology markets, “Investment in Smart Transportation Systems Will Continue to Grow Despite Public Sector Cutbacks, According to Pike Research,” WSJ, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/investment-in-smart-transportation-systems-will-continue-to-grow-despite-public-sector-cutbacks-according-to-pike-research-2012-05-29)
BOULDER, Colo., May 29, 2012 (BUSINESS WIRE) -- The intelligent transportation systems (ITS) sector is now going through an evolution driven by the maturation of communications technologies and their increasing adoption in major cities worldwide. The widespread availability of high-speed networks, both fixed and wireless, along with the ability to embed intelligence in physical objects throughout the urban environment and the diffusion of mobile devices that can send and receive real-time vehicle or infrastructure information, is driving the adoption of smart transportation systems in cities across the developed world and in major emerging economies. According to a recent report from Pike Research, these deployments are likely to continue to grow even as public infrastructure spending flattens or even declines in many cases. The cleantech market intelligence firm forecasts that global investment in four key applications for smart transportation systems will total $13.1 billion between 2011 and 2017. "Even as governments seek to reduce their debt, ITS will not see significant cutbacks and will, in fact, benefit as transportation agencies seek to optimize their existing infrastructure, rather than fund major new capital projects," says senior analyst Lisa Jerram. "Cities, transit operators, and other owners of transportation assets see smart transportation technologies as tools to help them enhance mobility, reduce fuel consumption and emissions, improve safety, and strengthen economic competitiveness." The area of heaviest investment in smart transportation will be traffic management systems, which encompass a range of applications, including traveler information, congestion charging, and adaptive signaling. By the end of the forecast period, these systems will be ubiquitous, with virtually every major city offering such a service. What will change over the forecast period is that these systems will become increasingly dynamic, with cities adding alternate route instructions or predictive traffic easement.
Neg: SQ Solves Investment

Status Quo already has programs to increase private investment
Mallet et. al 10 (William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government; “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation,” December 14th, 2011, Congressional Research Service, 

http://www.cfr.org/united-states/congressional-research-service-national-infrastructure-bank-overview-current-legislation/p26939)

The federal government already has a number of programs to support infrastructure projects (see Appendix A for a discussion of these). Drinking water and wastewater infrastructure projects, for instance, can receive low-interest loans for up to 20 years from the state revolving loan fund program, and repayment does not begin until the facility is operating, although these loans tend to be relatively small. The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program provides large low-interest loans of up to 35 years from the substantial completion of a project (see the box below). For these and other reasons, some argue that TIFIA already functions as an infrastructure bank for transportation projects.36

Only transportation projects are eligible for TIFIA assistance, which has generated interest in creating similar programs in other infrastructure areas. For example, there have been proposals for the creation of a WIFIA, a Water Infrastructure Financing and Innovations Authority, to support infrastructure for drinking water and wastewater systems.37

Budget is already focused on infrastructure
Treasury Infrastructure Report 12
Department of the Treasury, March 2012, Infrastructure Report. “A NEW ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT”, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf
President Obama’s FY 2013 Budget proposes a bold plan to renew and expand America’s infrastructure. The plan includes a $50 billion up-front investment connected to a $476 billion six-year reauthorization of the surface transportation program and the creation of a National Infrastructure Bank. In support of this commitment, the Department of the Treasury, with the Council of Economic Advisers, has updated our analysis of the economic effects of infrastructure investment. The new data and analyses confirm and strengthen our finding that now is an ideal time to increase our investment in infrastructure for the following four key reasons: 

Well-designed infrastructure investments have long-term economic benefits and create jobs in the short run; 

 This economic activity and job creation is especially timely as there is currently a high level of underutilized resources that can be used to improve and expand our infrastructure; 

 Middle-class Americans would benefit disproportionately from this investment through both the creation of middle-class jobs and by lowering transportation costs for American households; and 

 There is strong demand by the public and businesses for additional transportation infrastructure capacity. 
Neg: NIB =/= Stimulus (1/2)
Infrastructure Bank: No good for economy or jobs

Utt 12 — Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., Morgan Senior Research Fellow in Economic Policy at the Heritage Foundation. “Infrastructure: “Bank” On It?”. Center Forward. http://www.center-forward.org/2012/02/20/the-heritage-foundation/.
But no matter what the source of the cash, this hard fact remains: an infrastructure bank would do little to spur the economic recovery—and nothing to create new jobs.  Such a bank has all the liabilities of the American Revitalization and Investment Act of 2009 (ARRA)—the “stimulus” bill that included $48.1 billion for transportation infrastructure. Even the President has acknowledged the funded projects have been very slow to get underway and had little impact on economic activity.  Why is an infrastructure bank doomed to fail? For starters, it’s not really a bank in the common meaning of the term. The infrastructure bank proposed in the President’s 2011 highway reauthorization request, for example, would provide loans, loan guarantees, and grants to eligible transportation infrastructure projects.  Normally, a “bank” acts as a financial intermediary, borrowing money at one interest rate and lending it to credit-worthy borrowers at a somewhat higher rate to cover the costs incurred in the act of financial intermediation. That would not be the case here.  Grants are not paid back. As a former member of the National Infrastructure Financing Commission observed, ‘Institutions that give away money without requiring repayment are properly called ‘foundations’ not ‘banks.’”  Infrastructure bank bills introduced by Sen. John Kerry (D–Mass.) and Rep. Rosa DeLauro (D–Conn.) illustrate the time-consuming nature of creating such a bank. Both bills detail such things as job descriptions for the executive team, how board members will be appointed, duties of the board and staff, rental space, processes for soliciting evaluating, negotiating, and awarding grants and loans, etc. This all suggests that it will take at least a year or two before the “bank” will be able to cut its first grant or loan check.  In contrast, the transportation component of the ARRA worked through existing and knowledgeable bureaucracies at the state, local, and federal levels. Yet despite the staff expertise and familiarity with the process, as of July 2011—two and a half years after the enactment of ARRA—38 percent of the transportation funds authorized were still unspent, thereby partly explaining ARRA’s lack of impact.  Based on the ARRA’s dismal performance, an infrastructure bank would likely yield only modest amounts of infrastructure spending by the end of 2017, while having no measurable impact on job growth or economic activity. And whatever it did manage to spend would have to be borrowed, only adding to the deficit.  That’s no way to meet our nation’s economic challenges. 

Fixing roads doesn't guarantee profit - returns are minimal

Aggarwala, visiting fellow at Stanford University, 2012
Rohit Aggarwala, Bloomberg, "Fiscal Games Can't hide the True Cost of US Roads," 
Unfortunately, America’s most dire infrastructure problems are not like this. Most of them are like Pennsylvania’s 6,000 structurally deficient bridges. Replacing these won’t create new value, serve new traffic or generate new economic development, so financing has to come from existing income. And that’s a problem not of timing, but of wealth. Even if a replacement bridge can be financed through an infrastructure bank, the debt service on the loan has to be paid back with existing wealth. Worse, most of America’s bridges are untolled, so even if their replacements were to carry more traffic, they wouldn’t yield new direct revenue. At best, through gasoline and other taxes, they would bring money into the federal Highway Trust Fund and into state and local governments. So what’s necessary to unlock financing is funding from increased future allocations from the Highway Trust Fund, or from state and local taxes. But that is the very problem an infrastructure bank tries to avoid. Two Fantasies At the root of this difficulty are two fantasies about infrastructure that the U.S. can’t seem to shake. The first is that once a bridge or a road or a water main is built, it’s there forever. As any accountant knows, the day you start using a capital asset is the day you start using up its value. A community with a crumbling bridge isn’t as rich as it thinks it is. As a nation, we need to start taking seriously the annual depreciation of our infrastructure, and budget future capital expenses to offset it. The second fantasy is that we can find a way other than taxes (on gasoline and property) or user fees (tolls and the like) to pay for infrastructure. If Americans are unwilling to raise taxes to pay for crumbling roads and bridges, then we need to be more open to making them pay for themselves. If we embrace user fees, opportunities abound. If we turn the Interstate Highway System into a toll network, we can eliminate the federal gas tax. If we accept congestion pricing in city centers, we can subsidize mass transit without resorting to raising local sales taxes. Alternatively, if we force transit agencies to charge customers more so that they operate at break- even levels, they will carry fewer riders, but those riders will get better service. User fees allow us to convert funding problems into financing ones. All the kinds of projects an infrastructure bank can finance -- water systems, energy efficiency, airports -- are funded by strict user fees. We accept that if you don’t pay your electricity bill, your lights go off. We accept that planes should pay to land at an airport. If we accepted that driving across a bridge means paying a charge, too, we could use an infrastructure bank to fix those bridges in Pennsylvania. (It’s no coincidence that tolled bridges -- from the George Washington to the Golden Gate -- are almost always in good condition.) Infrastructure banks have great potential to solve financing problems. But no one should think for a moment that financial innovation can address funding problems. We still need to face the fact that there’s no free lunch.

Neg: NIB =/= Stimulus (2/3)

NIB can't generate revenue — money has to come from taxes

SSTI 2012

State Smart Transportation Initiative, "Infrastructure Banks Offer Funding Opportunities to Transportation Projects," http://www.ssti.us/2012/03/infrastructure-banks-offer-funding-opportunities-for-transportation-projects/
It is important to note that while the financing available through infrastructure banks is important, these banks do not in themselves constitute a revenue stream. Investors purchase bonds with the assumption that they will be paid back with a return on their investments. A project paid for with a bond issue from an infrastructure bank will need to have an identified revenue stream (tolls, transit fares, parking fees, etc.) anticipated for use in paying off the bonds. 
Plan's too slow for substantive economic benefit — empirics prove

Utt, PhD, Senior Research Fellow at Heritage, 2011
Ronald Utt, Heritage, "The Limited Benefits of a National Infrastructure Bank," http://www.heritage.org/research/testimony/2011/10/the-limited-beneftis-of-a-national-infrastructure-bank

Would an Infrastructure Bank Contribute to Jobs and Stimulate the Economy? For some advocates—especially the President—these banks are seen as mechanisms to propel the economy forward out of the lingering recession into an era of greater prosperity and more jobs. Sadly, all evidence indicates that this just isn’t so. As far back as 1983, the General Accounting Office (now the Government Accountability Office) reviewed an earlier infrastructure-based stimulus program and observed that although the program was enacted during the worst of the recession, “implementation of the act was not effective and timely in relieving the high unemployment caused by the recession.” Specifically, the GAO found that: Funds were spent slowly and relatively few jobs were created when most needed in the economy. Also, from its review of projects and available data, the GAO found that (1) unemployed persons received a relatively small proportion of the jobs provided, and (2) project officials’ efforts to provide em­ployment opportunities to the unemployed ranged from no effort being made to work­ing closely with state employment agencies to locate unemployed persons.[5] Infrastructure-based stimulus programs have been a disappointment, in large part because of time delays in getting programs underway, projects identified and approved, and money spent. More recently, supporters of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) claimed that it would focus on shovel-ready projects, but USDOT recently reported to this committee that as of July 2011—two and a half years after the enactment of the ARRA—just 61 percent of the authorized transportation funds had been spent. Perhaps contributing to this is the fact that the Federal Railroad Administration required 12 months to set up a mechanism to receive, review, and approve rail infrastructure projects authorized by the ARRA. In both of these cases, the stimulus funds were being spent through existing federal, state, and local channels by departments, managers, and employees with many years of experience in the project approval business. In large part, these delays are not due to any particular institutional failing but simply to the time it takes to establish guidelines and rules for project submission, for outside parties to complete the request, and for USDOT to review the many requests submitted and pick the most promising, perhaps with modifications, and fulfill the contractual details of awarding the contract. Once the award is made to state and local entities, they in turn must draw up the RFP (and perhaps produce detailed engineering plans as appropriate), put the contract out for bid, allow sufficient time for contractors to prepare bids, review submitted bids, and finally accept the winning contract. It is at this point that money can be spent on the project, and the time that elapses from the beginning to the end of the beginning can easily exceed a year or more. In the case of an infrastructure bank, such delays will be much longer—perhaps even double that described above. In the case of the above example, the assumption is that the newly authorized stimulus money would flow through an institutional “infrastructure” of well-established channels staffed by experienced people. In the case of the proposed infrastructure banks, no such administrative structure exists, and one will have to be created from scratch once the enabling legislation is enacted. In the case of some of the proposals, this creation process could take a while. President Obama’s most recent plan, for example, first requires the selection, recommendation, and Senate confirmation of a seven-person bipartisan board appointed by the President. The President will also appoint, and the Senate confirm, a Chief Executive Officer who in turn will select the bank’s senior officers—Chief Financial Officer, Chief Risk Officer, Chief Compliance Officer, General Counsel, Chief Operation Officer, and Chief Lending Officer—subject to board approval. The Chief Lending Officer will be responsible “for all functions relating to the development of project pipelines, the financial structuring of projects, the selection of infrastructure projects to be reviewed by the board, and related functions.” So once all of this administrative effort is completed and the bank is ready to go, then the process of fulfillment, as described in the paragraph just prior to the preceding paragraph, would then be in effect. As is obvious, dependence upon this prospective bank will further delay the time in which the project money would be spent, but in the process, it would also incur substantial administrative expenses that might better be used for actual infrastructure repair and investment.

Neg: NIB =/= Stimulus (3/3)

Furthermore, this extensive bureaucracy dooms solvency

Utt, PhD, Senior Research Fellow at Heritage, 2011
Ronald Utt, Heritage, "Infrastructure ‘Bank’ Doomed to Fail," http://www.heritage.org/research/commentary/2011/09/infrastructure-bank-doomed-to-fail
Why is an infrastructure bank doomed to fail? For starters, it’s not really a bank in the common meaning of the term. The infrastructure bank proposed in the president’s 2011 highway reauthorization request, for example, would provide loans, loan guarantees and grants to eligible transportation infrastructure projects. Its funds would come from annual appropriations of $5 billion in each of the next six years. Normally, a bank acts as a financial intermediary, borrowing money at one interest rate and lending it to creditworthy borrowers at a somewhat higher rate to cover the costs incurred in the act of financial intermediation. That would not be the case here. Grants are not paid back. As a former member of the National Infrastructure Financing Commission observed, “Institutions that give away money without requiring repayment are properly called foundations, not banks.” Infrastructure bank bills introduced by Sen. John Kerry, Massachusetts Democrat, and Rep. Rosa L. DeLauro, Connecticut Democrat, illustrate the time-consuming nature of creating such a bank. Both bills are concerned — appropriately — with their banks’ bureaucracy, fussing over such things as detailed job descriptions for the new executive team; how board members would be appointed; duties of the board; duties of staff; space to be rented; creating an orderly project solicitation process; an internal process to evaluate, negotiate and award grants and loans; and so on. This all suggests that it will take at least a year or two before the bank will be able to cut its first grant or loan check. Indeed, the president’s transportation “bank” proposal indicates just how bureaucracy-intensive such institutions would be. It calls for $270 million to conduct studies, administer the bank and pay the 100 new employees required to run it. In contrast, the transportation component of the ARRA worked through existing and knowledgeable bureaucracies at the state, local and federal levels. Yet, despite the staff expertise and familiarity with the process, as of July — 2½ years after the enactment of ARRA — 38 percent of the transportation funds authorized were still unspent, thereby partly explaining ARRA’s lack of impact.
Neg: AT- Congestion Internal

Higher gas prices doesn’t decrease productivity

Bradley et. al 11 (Senator Bill Bradley is a managing director of Allen &  Company LLC. Bradley served in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997, representing the state of New Jersey; Tom Ridge is president and CEO of the international consulting Firm Ridge Global; Dave Walker is founder and CEO of the Comeback America Initiative; “Road To Recovery: Transforming America’s Transportation,” 2011, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf)

The truth is that higher gasoline prices have not historically dampened U.S. productivity. Personal incomes have not been economically burdened when gas prices have risen. For instance, between 1929 and 2010, both GDP and personal income have risen exponentially. Gas prices have also risen, albeit with some fluctuations along the way (see figure 3.3). Recent evidence suggests that the American economy is even better prepared to manage higher fuel costs.40 Consumers and businesses have learned lessons from past oil shocks. Motorists have, to some extent, given up gas guzzling sport utility vehicles, automakers are selling more fuel-efficient cars than five years ago, and truckers are passing on higher costs.

Neg: Politics Links (1/2)

Plan's politically contentious — funding disputes and rural lawmakers

Mitchell, staff writer, 2011
Josh Mitchell, "Plan for Highway Bank Faces Uphill Battle," Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904823804576500692477795126.html
By luring more private capital to infrastructure projects with low-interest loans, the bank is designed to provide a long-term solution to more immediate problems.  The law authorizing the gasoline tax that provides the bulk of federal transportation money expires Sept. 30, and the tax, currently at 18.4 cents a gallon, isn't generating enough funds to keep pace with the nation's infrastructure needs anyway.  But the White House, House Republicans and some Senate Democrats differ on the best way to encourage more private investment in public infrastructure. Those disagreements are likely to be swept into a broader debate over how to shrink the federal deficit that could stretch to the November 2012 elections.  Some lawmakers fear that once they return from their August recess, a political fight over spending could delay reauthorization of the law for weeks or even months. The government would lose up to $100 million a day in gas-tax revenue, payments to states would be halted and construction jobs would likely be lost if the law lapses, business groups warn.  The U.S. Chamber of Commerce and others say they support the idea of an infrastructure bank but worry that the administration is giving short shrift to the more urgent problem.  "They have not focused on the need to pass a highway and transit bill," said Janet Kavinoky, the Chamber's chief lobbyist on transportation policy, noting that several years could pass before large-scale projects supported by the bank would get under construction. "We are very frustrated that they continue to hold out the bank as a substitute for doing a highway and transit bill."  A White House official said the administration has been in touch regularly with members of Congress to push for both a highway bill and a national infrastructure bank. The official said "no one is taking this for granted," referring to passage of the highway bill, and added that when the president talks about an infrastructure bank, he is referring to his long-term vision of how to reform transportation policies. In a time of dwindling public resources, said Jason Furman of the White House economic council, "you want to stretch the dollars you do have farther."  Under the White House plan, the infrastructure bank would augment current highway and transit programs. The bank would receive $30 billion over six years and would issue grants, loans and other financial tools.  The president's budget proposal in February suggested the bank reside in the Transportation Department and be controlled by an executive director and board of officials from various federal agencies. Projects would need to meet "rigorous" criteria to ensure they benefit the maximum number of people, preventing more "bridges to nowhere."  Some Republicans say that such a bank would simply add a new bureaucracy in Washington and shift decision-making from Congress to the executive branch.  "How this project would be funded, what it would fund and how those funds would be repaid are critical questions the Obama administration has not answered yet," said Kevin Smith, a spokesman for House Speaker John Boehner (R., Ohio). "If this is more of the same 'stimulus' spending, we won't support it."  The White House didn't respond to a request for comment.  A bill unveiled this year, by Sens. John Kerry (D., Mass), Kay Bailey Hutchison (R., Texas) and Lindsey Graham (R., S.C.), and backed by the Chamber, would take a slightly different approach that could be more palatable to conservatives.  First, the price tag would be lower, with the bank getting $10 billion in initial "seed money." Aides to Mr. Kerry said last week that they were looking to lower that amount further and trying to find savings from other programs to fund the bank.  The bank would be controlled by a chief executive and a board appointed by the president and confirmed by the Senate. And it would issue only loans and loan guarantees, not grants, which critics have called a handout.  The proposal also requires that projects have a dedicated revenue stream—tolls—to ensure the money is paid back. And by limiting funding assistance to 50% of a project's costs, proponents say, the risk to taxpayers would be limited.  Mr. Kerry said the bank, under his bill, would finance economically viable projects without political influence.  "We can't keep pace with our rapidly crumbling infrastructure, and at the same time hardworking Americans are out of work. An infrastructure bank is the key to addressing both problems," Mr. Kerry said in a statement.  Both proposals probably would face resistance from rural lawmakers, whose states are less likely to have large-scale projects able to draw private investors. They fear that the funding would go to the most populous regions, such as California and the Northeast. 
Neg: Politics Links (2/2)

Plan is ideologically unpopular — hugely distracts Obama

Campbell, staff writer, 2011
KE Campbell, "Infrastructure bank a bad idea," American Thinker

It is an infrastructure bank. The idea, under different names, has been around for several years. The government-owned entity would provide funding for, primarily, transportation projects through federally funded loans, guarantees, and grants and "leverage" those funds to "attract significant private-sector investment." Tax payers would initially capitalize and ultimately underwrite the "bank" (a misnomer, as banks do not award grants). In theory, the concept has certain merits, but the reality, especially in the grips of big government ideologues, would be something different. To call for such an entity is to admit governments' past failures and improvidence in this critical area, highlighting the untold amounts squandered on non-critical if not wasteful, even unconstitutional, expenditures. Recall that the massive, $800 billion "stimulus" bill in 2009 was sold largely on the premise of funding much-needed infrastructure improvements and repairs. For centuries, this country has financed most of its local, state and federal infrastructure through our existing governmental bodies and taxing authorities--without an infrastructure bank--via regular appropriations, municipal bond markets, and other means.   Ronald Utt, Ph.D, of the Heritage Foundation thinks the idea of an infrastructure bank is "a dangerous distraction and a waste of [Obama's] time." Paul Roderick Gregory of Forbes believes such an institution "would simply be a political slush fund and encourage wasteful spending by political cronies." Conn Carroll of the Washington Examiner describes the proposed bureaucracy as "just another stimulus boondoggle." House Republicans are suspicious that such a bank "is nothing more than a vehicle for more stimulus spending, disguised as "capital investment.""
Neg: Private Sector CP (1/2)
Private sector solves the aff – government investment kills innovation

Papagianis 6-19 (Christopher, Peabody Fellow at Harvard University, where he also received his B.A., previously Special Assistant for Domestic Policy to President George W. Bush, responsible for briefing the President directly on financial markets, housing, and infrastructure-related issues, “Why not enact an ‘intelligent’ national infrastructure plan?” 6-19-12, Reuters,  http://blogs.reuters.com/christopher-papagianis/2012/06/19/why-not-enact-an-intelligent-national-infrastructure-plan/)

Harvard Professor Edward Glaeser argues: “America’s infrastructure needs intelligent reform, not floods of extra financing or quixotic dreams of new moon adventures or high-speed railways to nowhere.” U.S. policymakers would be wise to take a moment this summer to reflect on whether the national strategy they are contemplating for infrastructure investment properly prioritizes performance and leverages technology. Federal and state spending on transportation has grown faster than inflation for decades, yet the broader system’s performance has continued to deteriorate. The future of infrastructure in the U.S. is about achieving system performance – like attacking problems such as road congestion – rather than always adding raw capacity. Over the last five or so years, an alternative vision for the future of infrastructure has unfolded, one that views travelers as customers who prioritize an efficient commute and a transportation system that’s safe. This recast framework has been enabled, in part, by the emergence of new tools to measure travelers’ objectives and system deficiencies. Private investment is also starting to flow to develop the new underlying technologies and creative new business models. While the infrastructure grid has long had cameras to help spot accidents causing delays, the pervasiveness of smartphones, new GPS technologies and other sensors (those in and above ground) has exponentially added to the data pool. One of the top complaints from driving customers is congestion, traffic delays and overly long commutes. New startups are developing applications to help cities do everything from identifying potholes faster to spotting in almost real time the fender bender that is slowing down traffic. The fresh focus on performance has also led to straightforward tech ideas like flexible screens that can be erected quickly at the scene of an accident to stop the rubbernecking by nearby travelers that causes congestion. New companies like SFPark, Parkmobile and Streetline are seeking to transform the conventional parking meter. These companies utilize apps, linking data from wireless sensors (either embedded or tacked onto the parking spot pavement), to match parking availability with consumer location and demand. With the explosion of data in and around our transportation infrastructure, large companies have also set their sights on developing analytical platforms for cities and other urban planners. Cisco’s “Smart + Connected Communities” initiative and IMB’s “Smarter Cities” visions are leading the way. The tagline for Smarter Cities lays out the broader premise: “that the world is becoming more interconnected, instrumented, and intelligent, and this constitutes an opportunity for new savings, efficiency, and possibility for progress.” Over the last couple of years IBM helped design the first ever, citywide clearinghouse for infrastructure data in Brazil, called the Operations Center of the City of Rio. What makes this center unique is that it has integrated practically all of the city’s major information or response-related departments and agencies so that there is “a holistic view” of how the city is functioning or performing in real time, 365 days a year. As the New York Times reported in a profile on the Rio center earlier this year, these platforms are being utilized not only by cities but also by smaller organizations like the Miami Dolphins, which wants to more efficiently manage the traffic around its new stadium. Schools are another good example. Everyday Solutions, a relatively new startup, provides a Web-based utility that monitors travel times and ridership rates and helps parents track the school bus their kids are on. (For more examples, check out Fast Company’s top 10 list of most innovative companies in transportation.) Academia is also advancing both tech research and deployment: Check out Carnegie Mellon’s Traffic21 and Singapore-MIT Alliance for Research and Technology, or SMART. The units of transportation are facing a frontier of change that will see cars, trucks and buses transformed into intelligent vehicles. Earlier this year at the 2012 Mobile World Congress in Barcelona, Ford Motor Co executive Bill Ford shared his “Blueprint for Mobility”, which lays out how transportation can change over the next decade. The auto company is investing in platforms that take advantage of the increasing number of sensors in and around vehicles as well as vehicle-to-vehicle communication initiatives, including accident warning or prevention systems. Sebastian Thrun’s vision for self-driving, or “semiautonomous,” cars has the potential to improve mobility, and more important, safety. Over the last 10 years, more than 350,000 people have lost their lives on American roads. Thrun and his colleagues at Google X Lab have developed working prototypes that can travel thousands of miles without a driver behind the wheel. The cars can travel on highways, merge at high speeds and navigate city streets, eliminating the thousands of little decisions that drivers make that contribute to congestion and accidents. The self-driving car, with its ability to communicate with other vehicles and utilize precision technology, offers the potential to circumvent many of these problems. Given that this sector is just starting to sprout up on its own, perhaps the federal government should stay on the sidelines in the near term to avoid stifling innovation. Yet just last year Google helped Nevada draft the nation’s first state law to allow self-driving cars on its roads (with preset conditions like requiring human co-pilots). 

Neg: Private Sector CP (2/2)
Decentralizing solves better — investments are key to avoid mismanagement and bureaucracy
Edwards, Director of Tax Policy Studies at CATO, 2011
Chris Edwards, CATO, "Joint Economic Committee, United States Congress," http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment

Decentralizing Infrastructure Financing The U.S. economy needs infrastructure, but state and local governments and the private sector are generally the best places to fund and manage it. The states should be the "laboratories of democracy" for infrastructure, and they should be able to innovate freely with new ways of financing and managing their roads, bridges, airports, seaports, and other facilities.  It is true that — like the federal government — the states can make infrastructure mistakes. But at least state-level mistakes aren't automatically repeated across the country. If we ended federal involvement in high-speed rail, for example, California could continue to move ahead with its own system. Other states could wait and see how California's system was performing before putting their own taxpayers on the hook.  A big step toward devolving infrastructure financing would be to cut or eliminate the federal gasoline tax and allow the states to replace the funds with their own financing sources. President Reagan tried to partly devolve highway funding to the states, and more recent legislation by Rep. Scott Garrett (R-NJ) and Rep. Jeff Flake (R-AZ) would move in that direction.15 Reforms to decentralize highway funding would give states more freedom to innovate with the financing, construction, and management of their systems.16  One option for the states is to move more of their infrastructure financing to the private sector through the use of public-private partnerships (PPP) and privatization. The OECD has issued a new report that takes a favorable view on the global trend towards infrastructure PPPs, and notes the "widespread recognition" of "the need for greater recourse to private sector finance" in infrastructure.17 The value of PPP infrastructure projects has soared over the past 15 years in major industrial countries.18  PPPs differ from traditional government projects by shifting activities such as financing, maintenance, management, and project risks to the private sector. There are different types of PPP projects, each fitting somewhere between traditional government contracting and full privatization. In my view, full privatization is the preferred reform option for infrastructure that can be supported by user fees and other revenue sources in the marketplace.  

Neg: Private Sector CP- Solves Financing

CP provides effective financing for the plan — avoids the solvency deficits

William Reinhardt, editor and publisher of Public Works Financing AND Ronald Utt, PhD, Senior Research Fellow at Heritage, Heritage, 2012, "Can Public–Private Partnerships Fill the Transportation Funding Gap?," http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/01/can-public-private-partnerships-fill-the-transportation-funding-gap
The last time the federal fuel tax was increased was in 1993. The federal excise tax is currently 18.3 cents per gallon and is the major source of revenue for the highway trust fund. Much higher fuel efficiencies mean lower gas tax proceeds and a shrinking trust fund. The disparity between transportation spending needs and wants as defined by congressional transportation committees, the Obama Administration, and the program’s stakeholders is growing as shrinking trust fund revenues limit future investment. Under the circumstances, a non-tax alternative procurement approach based on private-sector involvement using tolls and other types of user fees would fill part of the yawning gap. Options Under Review A number of states have expressed interest in placing tolls on their free interstate highways, which are state-owned assets. While such proposals arouse considerable controversy, governments clearly need to find some source of funding in the coming years to rebuild the aging road network that has fostered U.S. economic productivity for the past 50 years. The federal government is steadily backing away from this responsibility, but it still restricts states’ options for financing the modernization of their own roads. If Washington is not going to be part of the transportation solution, it should simply get out of the way and let states find their own ways forward. Among the many non-tax options under review by many states is greater reliance on public–private partnerships, an arrangement in which private investors, construction companies, and developers join with state or federal government agencies to combine their experience, expertise, and funding sources to build and operate major transportation projects. These arrangements can come in many forms, and the examples that follow are indicative of the several transportation P3s already underway or completed. 

CP is empirically successful

William Reinhardt, editor and publisher of Public Works Financing AND Ronald Utt, PhD, Senior Research Fellow at Heritage, Heritage, 2012, "Can Public–Private Partnerships Fill the Transportation Funding Gap?," http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/01/can-public-private-partnerships-fill-the-transportation-funding-gap

P3 Successes in Virginia and Texas In the Virginia suburbs of Washington, D.C., a $2 billion project is adding 14 miles of four high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes in the median of the Capital Beltway from the Springfield Interchange of I-95, I-395, and I-495 to the Dulles Toll Road exit in Fairfax County. Single-occupant cars will be charged variable-rate tolls to pay for the improvements, while carpools and express buses will travel for free. The partnership between the Virginia Department of Transportation and a private company formed by Transurban (Australia) and Fluor (U.S.) expects to complete the project by 2013. The project is financed by a $409 million grant from the state of Virginia; a $589 million Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan from the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT);[2] $589 million in private activity bonds (PABs);[3] and a $350 million equity investment by the joint venture partners. Net revenues after expenses for operations, maintenance, and reserves will be applied first to the PABs and then to the TIFIA loan. Any residual revenue will accrue as profit to the private joint venture partners. The benefits to Virginia are obvious. For an investment of $409 million, Virginia gets $2 billion worth of new road capacity in one of the nation’s most congested regions. Area motorists will have quicker commutes. Thousands of new construction and engineering jobs will have been created between 2008 and 2013, and more than $280 million of aging infrastructure, including more than 50 bridges and overpasses, will be replaced in the process. A second Virginia P3 project will reduce congestion choking the Hampton Roads area by expanding highway and tunnel capacity between Portsmouth and Norfolk. The state recently agreed to contribute $395 million to fund the $1.9 billion project. In exchange, the private developers agreed to put in $318 million in equity and carry $495 million in debt that will be repaid by toll revenues alone. The Texas Transportation Commission started its P3 program in 2001. During the next seven years, it negotiated three concessions worth $8.15 billion—State Highway 130 between San Antonio and Austin and two HOT lane projects in the Dallas–Fort Worth region. The state leveraged its contribution of $990 million in public funds to eight times that much by attracting investment from the private sector.
Neg: Private Sector CP/AT- Aff Solves Net Benefit
Infrastructure bank unlikely to increase private investment
Mallet et. al 10 (William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government; “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation,” December 14th, 2011, Congressional Research Service, 

http://www.cfr.org/united-states/congressional-research-service-national-infrastructure-bank-overview-current-legislation/p26939)

One of the main arguments for creating a national infrastructure bank is to encourage investment that would otherwise not take place. This investment is especially thought to be lacking for large, expensive projects whose costs are borne locally but whose benefits are regional or national in scope.33 A national infrastructure bank might help facilitate such projects by providing large amounts of financing on advantageous terms.34 For instance, an infrastructure bank could provide loans with very long maturities and allow repayment to be deferred until a facility is up and running.

Whether this would lead to an increase in the total amount of capital devoted to infrastructure investment is unclear. One purported advantage of certain types of infrastructure banks is access to private capital, such as pension funds and international investors. These entities, which are generally not subject to U.S. taxes, may be uninterested in purchasing the tax-exempt bonds that are traditionally a major source of project finance, but might be willing to make equity or debt investments in infrastructure in cooperation with a national infrastructure bank. If this shift were to occur, however, it could be to the detriment of existing investment, as the additional investment in infrastructure may be drawn from a relatively fixed amount of available investment funds.

Even if it were to increase the total amount of infrastructure investment, an infrastructure bank may not be the lowest-cost means of achieving that goal. The Congressional Budget Office has pointed out that a special entity that issues its own debt would not be able to match the lower interest and issuance costs of the U.S. Treasury.35

Neg: AT- Spending Link Turn

No short-term economic to the plan – it would be years before any investments are made – empirically proven
Mallet et. al 10 (William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government; “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation,” December 14th, 2011, Congressional Research Service, 

http://www.cfr.org/united-states/congressional-research-service-national-infrastructure-bank-overview-current-legislation/p26939)

Although a national infrastructure bank might help accelerate projects over the long term, it is unlikely to be able to provide financial assistance immediately upon enactment. In several infrastructure bank proposals (e.g., S. 652 and S. 936), officials must be nominated by the President and approved by the Senate. The bank will also need time to hire staff, write regulations, send out requests for financing proposals, and complete the necessary tasks that a new organization must accomplish. This period is likely to be measured in years, not months. The example of the TIFIA program may be instructive. TIFIA was enacted in June 1998. TIFIA regulations were published June 2000, and the first TIFIA loans were made the same month.45 However, according to DOT, it was not until FY2010 that demand for TIFIA assistance exceeded its budgetary authority.46
Neg: K Link

The infrastructure bank is rigged to favor wealthy, urban populations – small rural and urban areas will suffer

Mallet et. al 10 (William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government; “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation,” December 14th, 2011, Congressional Research Service, 

http://www.cfr.org/united-states/congressional-research-service-national-infrastructure-bank-overview-current-legislation/p26939)

Selecting projects through an infrastructure bank has possible disadvantages as well as advantages. First, it would direct financing to projects that are the most viable financially rather than those with greatest social benefits. Projects that are likely to generate a financial return through charging users, such as urban water systems, wastewater treatment, and toll roads, would be favored if financial viability is the key element for project selection. Conversely, projects that offer extensive spillover benefits for which it is difficult to fully charge users, such as public transit projects and levees, would be disfavored.53 Second, selection of the projects with the highest returns might conflict with the traditional desire of Congress to assure funding for various purposes. Rigorous cost-benefit analysis might show that the most attractive projects involve certain types of infrastructure, while projects involving other types of infrastructure have less favorable cost-benefit characteristics. This could leave the infrastructure bank unable to fund some types of projects despite local support. Third, financing projects through an infrastructure bank may serve to exclude small urban and rural areas because large, expensive projects tend to be located in major urban centers. Because of this, an infrastructure bank might be set up to have different rules for supporting projects in rural areas, and possibly also to require a certain amount of funding directed to projects in rural areas. For example, S. 652 proposes a threshold of $25 million for projects in rural areas instead of $100 million in urban areas. Even so, the $25 million threshold could exclude many rural projects. A fourth possible disadvantage is that a national infrastructure bank may shift some decision making from the state and local level to the federal level. Although the initiation of projects will come from state and local decision-makers, a national infrastructure bank will make the final determination about financing. Some argue that this will reduce state and local flexibility and give too much authority to centralized decision-makers divorced from local conditions.54
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