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A New Approach

Kahn and Levinson propose a three-step approach: “Fix It First, Expand It Second, Reward It Third,” to preserve, develop, and enhance highway infrastructure.

• Fix It First. All revenues from the existing federal gasoline tax and tolls would be redirected away from new construction. Instead, it would be used primarily to repair, maintain, rehabilitate, reconstruct, and enhance existing roads and bridges.

• Expand It Second. Funding for states to build new and expand existing roads would come from a newly created Federal Highway Bank (FHB), and would be contingent on meeting strict performance criteria such as benefit-cost analysis. States would be required to demonstrate an ability to repay the loan through direct user charges and by capturing some of the increase in land values near transportation improvements.

• Reward It Third. New and expanded transportation infrastructure that exceeds performance targets—including targets for an on-time completion date, or congestion and pollution reduction—would receive an interest rate subsidy from a Highway Performance Fund that is financed by net revenues from the FHB.

Contention 1 is Inherency
United States infrastructure is failing in the status quo- a re-orientation of funding is key to solve maintenance repairs which are causing economic loss

Akerlof et. al ’11 (George A. Akerlof, Koshland Professor of Economics University of California at Berkeley, The Hamilton Project, “Fix It First, Expand It Second, Reward It Third: A New Strategy for America’s Highways”, http://www.hamiltonproject.org/papers/fix_it_first_expand_it_second_reward_it_third_a_new_strategy_for_ameri/, February 2011, LEQ)

The Challenge The infrastructure on the U.S. Interstate Highway System is more than forty-five years old (Figure 1). These older highways and bridges were designed with different priorities and technologies than we have today. Although there has been some progress in reducing the number of structurally deficient bridges and in bringing our transportation infrastructure system to modern safety and vehicle-weight standards, there is much to be done. And there is an urgency to this challenge: the problem grows worse and more costly each year as infrastructure continue to age. The age of our infrastructure has important implications for maintenance costs. In Figure 2, Kahn and Levinson show that pavement road deterioration begins slowly and accelerates over time. This graph suggests that significant savings can be achieved by beginning repairs before the pavement deteriorates too much. For every $1 spent on preventive pavement maintenance, between $4 and $10 is saved on rehabilitation. The authors also provide evidence that current system enhancement, such as safety improvements like guardrails, restriping, and rumble strips, can be some of the most cost-effective ways to use existing resources. The resources currently allocated in the United States for maintaining and improving existing infrastructure are insufficient. At the same time, existing infrastructure competes with new infrastructure projects for the same pot of funding but without the public relations benefit of a ribbon cutting. As a result, funding to maintain existing infrastructure projects often comes up short—despite strong economic evidence that supports maintenance over expansion. For example, research by John Fernald found that the Interstate Highway System had a significant impact on productivity after it was completed in 1973, but the productivity gains of subsequent expansions have been much smaller. This suggests that maintaining current infrastructure at maximum capacity may have higher returns than expanding capacity. In addition to the direct impact of disrepair, Kahn and Levinson suggest that users are getting less from our system of infrastructure because of rising congestion. This congestion unnecessarily frustrates travelers, decreases quality of life for commuters, and imposes economic losses on shippers and other businesses that depend on highways. With national annual congestion costs in the ballpark of $120 billion, states also need to be given the flexibility to experiment with new ways to lower congestion.
Infrastructure investment now non-uniques disads but doesn't solve the aff - we need more fundamental reforms

Glaeser 12 (Edward, Professor of Economics @ Harvard, " Spending Won’t Fix What Ails U.S. Infrastructure: Edward Glaeser," Feb 13, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-02-14/spending-won-t-fix-what-ails-u-s-transport-commentary-by-edward-glaeser.html)

President Barack Obama’s announcement yesterday of a six-year, $476 billion surface transportation reauthorization bill, as part of his 2013 budget, is the latest demonstration of a longstanding presidential propensity for transportation projects. The U.S. owes its emergence as a great power to magnificent investments in infrastructure. The emerging giant of today, China (TBBLCHNA), is following that example. Many imagine that we must again build big to stay on top. But success in middle-age -- for people and nations -- requires wisdom and cunning more than pumped-up brawn. America’s infrastructure needs intelligent reform, not floods of extra financing or quixotic dreams of new moon adventures or high-speed railways to nowhere. 

Plan

Plan: The United States federal government should create the Federal Highway Bank.

Contention 2 is Economy
Failure to repair infrastructure risks long-term economic collapse - there is a short time frame for damage and it is killing economic competitiveness

Halsey ’11 (Ashley Halsey III, Washington Post Staff Writer, “Decaying infrastructure costs U.S. billions each year, report says”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/local/decaying-infrastructure-costing-us-billions-report-says/2011/07/27/gIQAAI0zcI_story.html, July 27, 2011, LEQ)

As Congress debates how to meet the nation’s long-term transportation needs, decaying roads, bridges, railroads and transit systems are costing the United States $129 billion a year, according to a report issued Wednesday by a professional group whose members are responsible for designing and building such infrastructure. Complex calculations done for the American Society of Civil Engineers indicate that infrastructure deficiencies add $97  billion a year to the cost of operating vehicles and result in travel delays that cost $32 billion. “If investments in surface transportation infrastructure are not made soon, these costs are expected to grow exponentially,” the ASCE said. “Within 10 years, U.S. businesses would pay an added $430 billion in transportation costs, household incomes would fall by more than $7,000, and U.S. exports will fall by $28 billion.” Deterioration of the U.S. transportation system has been likened to an iceberg, with just the tip of an enormous obstacle to economic growth showing above the surface. The ASCE report contends that infrastructure failure already is dramatically affecting travel and commerce. It is the latest of several reports to predict dire consequences if the nation does not swiftly address the need to rebuild 60-year-old highway systems and rail lines often far older than that. In May, a report by the Urban Land Institute warned that the United States is falling behind three emerging economic competitors: Brazil, China and India. The institute’s report put in global perspective an issue addressed last year by 80 experts led by former transportation secretaries Norman Y. Mineta and Samuel K. Skinner. That group concluded that as much as $262 billion a year must be spent on U.S. highways, rail networks and air transportation systems. The infrastructure crisis is not lost on Congress, but Republicans who control the House and Democrats who control the Senate have different ideas about how to address it. Unable to agree on long-term aviation funding, Congress proved incapable last week of passing a simple extension of current funding levels, something it has done 20 times since funding for the Federal Aviation Administration expired in 2007. The agency has been operating in a partial shutdown since midnight Friday, losing an estimated $30 million a day in airline ticket tax revenue. There is an equally deep divide between the two houses on a long-term plan for funding surface transportation. House Republicans favor a six-year plan that would provide about $35 billion a year, an amount that transportation committee Chairman John L. Mica (R-Fla.) says can be leveraged into about $75 billion through a variety of means, including public-private partnerships. Mica calls a two-year, $109 billion funding proposal that has won bipartisan support in the Senate “a recipe for bankruptcy” of the Federal Highway Trust Fund, which bankrolls surface transportation. Rep. Nick J. Rahall II (W.Va.), ranking Democrat on Mica’s committee, said the ASCE report underscored the folly of efforts to “do more with less.” “Today’s report provides the cold hard truth that America’s economic recovery and long-term competitiveness will suffer if we continue to under-invest in our future,” Rahall said. “Slashing investments by one-third, as Republicans have proposed to do, will make the economic impact on America’s middle class even worse than the grim predictions by the economists in this report.” The ASCE report predicted that without infrastructure investment, 870,000 jobs would be lost and economic growth would be stifled to the tune of $3.1 trillion by 2020. To avert that, the report says, will require an investment of about $1.7  trillion by 2020. It estimated the gap between what is being spent and what needs to be spent at $94 billion a year. “The link between a nation’s infrastructure and its economic competitiveness has always been understood,” said Kathy J. Caldwell, president of the ASCE. “But today, for the first time, we have data showing how much failing to invest in our surface transportation system can negatively impact job growth and family budgets.” Thomas J. Donohue, president of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, said the necessary spending was “not just transportation for transportation’s sake.” “Without more robust economic growth, the U.S. will not create the 20 million jobs needed in the next decade to replace those lost during the recession and to keep up with a growing workforce,” he said. Ultimately, Americans would get paid less, the ASCE report says. The economy would lose jobs, and the paychecks of those who are able to find work would be cut by nearly 30 percent. The cost of a crumbling transportation system was described by Steven Landau of Boston’s Economic Development Research Group, which did the research for the ASCE. “Business will have to divert increasing portions of earned income to pay for transportation delays and vehicle repairs, draining money that would otherwise be invested in innovation and expansion,” Landau said.
An increase in transportation investment will lift us out of the recession in the short term

Smith 12 (John, CEO and President of Reconnecting America, " Federal Transportation Infrastructure Investment Critically Important," 1/25, http://www.reconnectingamerica.org/news-center/reconnecting-america-news/2012/federal-transportation-infrastructure-investment-critically-important/)

"Today, as the nation begins to rise out of a deep recession, an investment in transportation infrastructure is critically important, including not only roads and bridges, but other modes such as trains and buses. Transportation choices for Americans are essential for reducing our dependence on foreign oil, increasing access to opportunity, and improving our quality of life. Indeed, transportation is a key component in making many of the President's other proposals work. We need transit options and intermodal links to take students to college, to transport unemployed workers to job training, and to bring employees and customers to small businesses. Quality, reliable public transportation systems are the anchors that help many communities thrive, whether they are in rural, suburban, or urban areas. 

And investment in highway infrastructure creates jobs and economic competitiveness - ensures long-term resiliency
-plan is also politically popular

Boushey ’11 (Heather Boushey is Senior Economist at American Progress, Center for American Progress, “Now Is the Time to Fix Our Broken Infrastructure”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/09/aja_infrastructure.html, September 22, 2011, LEQ)

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.[2] 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.[3] 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.[4] 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.[5] 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. The value of infrastructure spending Analysis of all fiscal stimulus policies shows a higher “multiplier” from infrastructure spending than other kinds of government spending, such as tax cuts, meaning that infrastructure dollars flow through the economy and create more jobs than other kinds of spending. Economist Mark Zandi found, for example, that every dollar of government spending boosts the economy by $1.44, whereas every dollar spent on a refundable lump-sum tax rebate adds $1.22 to the economy.[7] In a separate study conducted before the Great Recession, economists James Heintz and Robert Pollin of the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, found that infrastructure investment spending in general creates about 18,000 total jobs for every $1 billion in new investment spending. This number include jobs directly created by hiring for the specific project, jobs indirectly created by supplier firms, and jobs induced when workers go out and spend their paychecks and boost their local economy.[8] Investing in transportation infrastructure in particular boosts employment. The Federal Highway Administration periodically estimates the impact of highway spending on direct employment, defined as jobs created by the firms working on a given project; on supporting jobs, including those in firms supplying materials and equipment for projects; and on indirect employment generated when those in the first two groups make consumer purchases with their paychecks. In 2007, $1 billion in federal highway expenditures supported about 30,000 jobs—10,300 in construction, 4,675 in supporting industries, and 15,094 in induced employment.[9] Investing in infrastructure not only creates jobs; it increases the productivity of businesses small, medium, and large. At the most basic level, infrastructure investments make it possible for firms to rely on well-maintained roads to move their goods, on an electricity grid that is always on to run their factories, and water mains that provide a steady stream of clean water to supply their restaurants. There is a large body of empirical work that documents this. Although the specific effect differs across studies, European Investment Bank economists Ward Romp and Jakob de Haan conclude that “there is now more consensus than in the past that public capital furthers economic growth.”[10] Because infrastructure investments create jobs and boost productivity, these investments have historically had bipartisan support. In early 2011, for example, AFL-CIO President Richard Trumka and U.S. Chamber of Commerce President Thomas Donohue issued a joint statement in favor of greater infrastructure investment in the near-term: “With the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the AFL-CIO standing together to support job creation, we hope that Democrats and Republicans in Congress will also join together to build America’s infrastructure.”[11] But investments in infrastructure are now being pared back as states and localities struggle with budget constraints. Even so, there is a long list of infrastructure projects that municipalities, states, and the federal government can invest in. The American Society of Civil Engineers estimates that we need to spend at least $2.2 trillion over the next five years just to repair our crumbling infrastructure.[12] This doesn’t even include things like high-speed rail, mass transit, and renewable energy investments we need to free ourselves from foreign oil and climate change. The American Jobs Act The American Jobs Act seeks to remedy this situation by investing $105 billion in infrastructure.[13] This should raise U.S. economic output by $151.2 billion based on economist Mark Zandi’s most recent economic multiplier for the impact of infrastructure spending on GDP.[14] The American Jobs Act addresses a number of specific infrastructure investments. The $105 billion includes $25 billion to modernize and upgrade our school infrastructure and an additional $5 billion to modernize community colleges. We know there is great need for this kind of investment.[12] The accumulated backlog of deferred maintenance and repair for schools alone amounts to at least $270 billion.[15] The total investment in infrastructure also includes $50 billion in immediate investments for highway, highway safety, transit, passenger rail, and aviation activities. Of that $50 billion, $27 billion will make our nation’s highway systems more efficient and safer for passenger and commercial transportation. Another $9 billion of investments will repair our nation’s transit systems, $2 billion will improve intercity passenger rail service, and $2 billion will improve safety, add capacity, and modernize airport infrastructure across the country. In addition, $10 billion of American Jobs Act funds will be used to set up a National Infrastructure Bank that would provide loans for projects including transportation infrastructure, water infrastructure, and energy infrastructure. The remaining $15 billion would provide funding for neighborhood stabilization projects and the repurposing of vacant properties. Infrastructure is a good investment now because it will get people to work, and at this point, given the lingering high unemployment, we shouldn’t be too concerned if projects take a bit of time to get up and running. As Mark Zandi said in August 2011: Infrastructure development has a large bang for the buck, particularly now when there are so many unemployed construction workers. It also has the potential for helping more remote hard-pressed regional economies and has long-lasting economic benefits. It is difficult to get such projects up and running quickly—“shovel ready” is in most cases a misnomer—but given that unemployment is sure to be a problem for years to come, this does not seem in the current context as significant a drawback.[16] We can create jobs. With nearly 14 million Americans unemployed, now is the time to make long-lasting investments in infrastructure that will not only get people to work today but pave the way for long-term economic growth. Repairing potholes, upgrading an elementary school’s aging furnace, and replacing old water mains are all infrastructure investments. These are repairs that must be done and are often cheaper to do as maintenance than waiting to repair a totally failed system. Now is the right time for America to invest in maintaining and upgrading our infrastructure. We have millions of American workers who want to get off the unemployment queue and into a job and borrowing costs at decade lows, making it extraordinarily cost effective to make big investments today.
Action now is crucial- infrastructure is degrading exponentially- the plan’s private-public method of cooperation solves best

Mineta ’11 (Norman Y. Mineta is the Global Vice Chairman for Hill & Knowlton, Inc. and served as the U.S. Secretary of Transportation in the Bush Administration and Secretary of Commerce in the Clinton Administration, “Norman Mineta: Better Infrastructure is Essential to American Economic Prosperity”, http://www.cnbc.com/id/45076681/Norman_Mineta_Better_Infrastructure_is_Essential_to_American_Economic_Prosperity, November 1, 2011, LEQ)

When you read the headlines these days, it would seem that both political parties have one common objective – to ensure that neither party gets credit for anything. While that may be good party politics, it inhibits the cooperation needed to address America’s challenges. I have been a Mayor, Congressman, Cabinet Secretary and an executive in the private sector – I know first-hand about the importance of collaboration in achieving important objectives. One important objective that requires immediate action is the improvement of America’s transportation infrastructure. And while this would be a priority in any economy, the fact that the U.S. is in dire need of job creation and real growth only further highlights the immense need for investment in infrastructure. I’m always surprised by the attention span the American public has toward transportation. We seem to take for granted the maintenance and expansion of our transportation arteries. Sure, we can walk, but inevitably everyone has to use transportation – whether by car, train, bus, boat or airplane – at some point during the day. The same holds true for our everyday needs and interests. The food we eat, the clothes we wear, the TV’s we watch, the iPad’s we play and learn with – they all get to the shelves in the store by some mode of transportation. So I wonder why more people don’t push our government leaders to fix America’s ailing transportation network due to the vital role it plays in our lives and its intricate connection to economic activity. We’ve fallen out of the top 20 among developed countries boasting the best infrastructure system and that has dire effects on growth at home as well as the attractiveness of our nation to other companies looking to expand operations. Unfortunately, our transportation network is in gridlock these days. With passengers and freight squeezing every ounce out of port, aviation, rail, transit, pipeline and highway infrastructure, the future of our nation’s economic growth relies more than ever on the efficiency, capacity and safety of the U.S. transportation system. How did the U.S. get into this situation? Historically the response of the Department of Transportation has been to step forward with an open checkbook. But the days of big spending are over, and projected Highway Trust Fund revenues won’t be enough to meet our funding needs. Every one of the programs within the Department falls within the category of federal "discretionary funding," so we're looking forward to the likelihood of flat budgets in good years and declining budgets in bad ones. The bottom line is that we won't simply be able to buy our way out of our problems. That is why policymakers and lawmakers need to work creatively, innovatively and cooperatively to develop new approaches for meeting transportation challenges. The private sector obviously has a big role to play in all of this. Public-private partnerships are an essential part of modern transportation financing. They reduce project costs, accelerate project delivery, and allow states and municipalities to greatly leverage available public resources. In addition to these benefits, public-private partnerships also inject much needed equity into the process – equity that in today’s budget climate is necessary to meet the infrastructure challenge at hand. A growing number of states like Indiana, Florida, and Texas have paid for ambitious infrastructure programs without raising gas taxes or grabbing new federal earmarks. Instead, these forward-looking states reached out to the private sector, where they found eager partners. Here in our backyard, the Capital Beltway – by far one of the most congested highways in the country – will see traffic flowing again thanks to a deal with a private company that will add new toll lanes. "Looking at the current forecast models for gridlock, the consequences of inaction are significant both at home and when examining our global competitiveness." The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program administered by the U.S. Department of Transportation has also proven useful to ensure key infrastructure priorities are met. This program provides credit assistance for qualified projects of regional and national significance. Many large-scale, surface transportation projects – highway, transit, railroad, intermodal freight, and port access – can qualify for assistance. There seems to be bi-partisan momentum behind increasing the amount of loans given out by the federal government and I think such a move would be a positive step forward in continuing to attract private investment. TIFIA is a success story – but it’s not the silver bullet. It is extremely difficult to plan any projects without a dedicated six-year transportation bill for aviation and surface transportation programs. Extensions of existing and outdated legislation are a cop-out. Americans can’t afford to see Washington play “kick the can” with transportation funding for another year, another month, or frankly, even another day. At the same time, the federal government should adopt accounting methods that treat expenditures on transportation infrastructure as investments rather than consumption, and take into account the future returns on those investments. It’s Economics 101. After all, a restaurant chain wouldn’t think of operating without a capital budget. And no business operates without considering the returns it can expect from different capital investments over time. A careful evaluation of expected risks and returns is essential when businesses need to choose and prioritize among competing investment opportunities. Looking at the current forecast models for gridlock, the consequences of inaction are significant both at home and when examining our global competitiveness. Infrastructure congestion at freight gateways will become greater and be with us for decades adversely impacting both the import and export markets. Market growth is currently far outpacing infrastructure development and will continue to do so. And transport and supply chain costs will continue to flow down to consumers. Ultimately, we all pay the price for congestion. We are at a crucial point in transportation funding. While the banter in Washington continues to be coarse in tone, I remain hopeful that America’s leadership will put aside political differences for the best interests of our nation. We can’t afford not to.

And we are losing our competitive edge to rising nations - transportation is the vital internal link into economic competitiveness

HSN ’11 (Homeland Security NewsWire, “U.S. infrastructure lagging far behind Europe”, http://www.homelandsecuritynewswire.com/us-infrastructure-lagging-far-behind-europe, May 2, 2011, LEQ)

America’s transportation infrastructure is quickly falling behind the rest of the world as roads continue to fall into disrepair, railroad lines age, and airports become more congested resulting in longer commute times, more delays, and increasing transportation-related fatalities; the United States now ranks twenty-third overall for infrastructure quality between Spain and Chile; government expenditures on infrastructure have fallen to just 2.4 percent of GDP; in contrast Europe invests 5 percent of its GDP on infrastructure and China 9 percent; U.S. infrastructure investment has fallen behind largely as a result of the highway trust fund’s declining revenues, which are generated from gas and vehicle taxes America’s transportation infrastructure is quickly falling behind the rest of the world as roads continue to fall into disrepair, railroad lines age, and airports become more congested resulting in longer commute times, more delays, and increasing transportation-related fatalities. Engineers frequently give poor ratings to the quality of U.S. roads, bridges, and railways. More troublingly, in recent years the United States has suffered from several major infrastructure calamities including the failure of levees in New Orleans during Hurricane Katrina, the collapse of a bridge in 2007 in Minneapolis, and the collision of two passenger trains in Washington, D.C. The Economist reports that the World Economic Forum now ranks the United States twenty-third overall for infrastructure quality between Spain and Chile. Compared to Europe, individuals in the United States now spend more time on their average commute home than the overwhelming majority of their European counterparts. More time spent on lower quality roads has also led to more fatal accidents. In 2010, 33,000 Americans were killed in vehicular accidents, 60 percent above the average for most advanced industrial nations. The Economist also points out that the fastest train in the United States is the Acela, travelling between Washington and Boston at an average of 70 miles per hour, in contrast, the French TGV runs at an average of 140 miles per hour. In addition, American trains are often late with only a 77 percent punctuality rating compared to European trains that are on time 90 percent of the time. The Economist finds it “puzzling” that the United States is falling far behind the rest of the world in transportation infrastructure, despite the fact that “America’s economy remains the world’s largest; its citizens are among the world’s richest.” A steady decrease in public spending on transportation and water infrastructure as well as maintenance is largely to blame for poor U.S. infrastructure. Since its peak in the 1960s, when the government financed the construction of a massive interstate highway system, government expenditures on infrastructure have fallen to just 2.4 percent of GDP. In contrast Europe invests 5 percent of its GDP on infrastructure and China 9 percent. Furthermore, while the United States continues to build new roads, it spends little on their upkeep and maintenance. In 2006 the United States spent more than double what Britain spent per person on building new roads, but the U.K. spent 23 percent more per person on their upkeep. To help improve U.S. infrastructure and boost investment, The Economist recommends that lawmakers increase taxes on gas and automobiles. U.S. infrastructure investment has fallen behind largely as a result of the highway trust fund’s declining revenues, which are generated from gas and vehicle taxes. Currently fuel taxes are at 18.4 cents a gallon, far below European levels, and since 2008 the highway trust fund could no longer support current spending on infrastructure and Congress has been forced to appropriate $30 billion to the fund. Owning a car in Germany costs 50 percent more than in the United States and higher taxes on gas and other driving related fees have helped generate a surplus in its infrastructure fund. In 2006 taxes brought in 2.6 times as much money for the German government as it had spent on building and maintaining roads, while for that same year American taxes only covered 72 percent of the money spent on highways. With lawmakers wary of increasing taxes, some have proposed taxing oil rather than gas. In the past, during the negotiations for the Senate Kerry-Graham-Lieberman climate change bill, large oil companies have even expressed a willingness to accept such a policy. Other suggestions include increasing tolls or even a tax on the number of miles driven, which some cities are contemplating implementing. While each of these proposals have their drawbacks, The Economist states that American lawmakers have no choice but to find new ways to fund transportation infrastructure as the U.S population is expected to grow by 40 percent over the next forty years placing an enormous strain on aging and inefficient infrastructure. They write, “Whatever the source of new revenue, America’s Byzantine funding system will remain an obstacle to improved planning,” and if lawmakers cannot find a solution, “the American economy risks grinding to a standstill.”
Financial crises in the US spillsover - all markets are reliant on the US

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

Such was the world the NIC foresaw as the crisis unfolded. Now, emerging markets the world over have lost more than half of their value since September 2008 alone. Banks that have never reported a net loss earnings quarter were dissolved in a matter of days. Even with the one year anniversary of the Bear Stearns collapse approaching in March, markets may have yet to find a floor. The proportions of the current crisis hardly need familiarizing. As the panic has not yet given way to a lucid picture of the impacts, most economists and political forecasters are smart enough to shy away from sweeping predictions amid the fog of crisis. Yet, in the post-crisis world, it seems conceivable that global growth will most likely be muted, deflation will remain a risk while any decoupling of the industrialized from developing countries is unlikely, the state will be the relative winner while authoritarianism may not, and U.S. consumption as the engine for global growth will slowly fade. Whether U.S. political and market clout will follow, and whether U.S. political leadership will come equipped with knowledge of the strategic forces affecting the United States remains to be seen. How Much of a Geopolitical ‘‘Game Changer’’ is the Financial Crisis? Mapping the NIC’s predictions against early facts, one of the most interesting observations is less about any particular shock generated by the financial crisis and more about its global reach. If anything, the crisis has underscored the importance of globalization as the overriding force or ‘‘mega-driver’’ as it was characterized in both the NIC’s 2020 and 2025 Global Trends works. Developing countries have been hurt as decoupling theories, assertions that the emerging markets have appreciably weaned themselves from the U.S. economy, have been dispelled. This second epicenter of the crisis in emerging markets could also continue to exacerbate and prolong the crisis. Alongside foreseeable exposures, such as Pakistan with its large current account deficit, are less predictable panics like Dubai, whose debt was financed on suddenly expensive dollars. Even those with cash reserves, such as Russia and South Korea, have been severely buffeted. 

Extinction

Auslin ‘9 (Michael, Resident Scholar – American Enterprise Institute, and Desmond Lachman, Resident Fellow – American Enterprise Institute, “The Global Economy Unravels”, Forbes, 3-6, http://www.aei.org/article/100187)
Conversely, global policymakers do not seem to have grasped the downside risks to the global economy posed by a deteriorating domestic and international political environment. If the past is any guide, the souring of the political environment must be expected to fan the corrosive protectionist tendencies and nationalistic economic policy responses that are already all too much in evidence.  After spending much of 2008 cheerleading the global economy, the International Monetary Fund now concedes that output in the world's advanced economies is expected to contract by as much as 2% in 2009. This would be the first time in the post-war period that output contracted in all of the world's major economies. The IMF is also now expecting only a very gradual global economic recovery in 2010, which will keep global unemployment at a high level.  Sadly, the erstwhile rapidly growing emerging-market economies will not be spared by the ravages of the global recession. Output is already declining precipitously across Eastern and Central Europe as well as in a number of key Asian economies, like South Korea and Thailand. A number of important emerging-market countries like Ukraine seem to be headed for debt default, while a highly oil-dependent Russia seems to be on the cusp of a full-blown currency crisis.  Perhaps of even greater concern is the virtual grinding to a halt of economic growth in China. The IMF now expects that China's growth rate will approximately halve to 6% in 2009. Such a growth rate would fall far short of what is needed to absorb the 20 million Chinese workers who migrate each year from the countryside to the towns in search of a better life.  As a barometer of the political and social tensions that this grim world economic outlook portends, one needs look no further than the recent employment forecast of the International Labor Organization. The ILO believes that the global financial crisis will wipe out 30 million jobs worldwide in 2009, while in a worst case scenario as many as 50 million jobs could be lost. What do these trends mean in the short and medium term? The Great Depression showed how social and global chaos followed hard on economic collapse. The mere fact that parliaments across the globe, from America to Japan, are unable to make responsible, economically sound recovery plans suggests that they do not know what to do and are simply hoping for the least disruption. Equally worrisome is the adoption of more statist economic programs around the globe, and the concurrent decline of trust in free-market systems. The threat of instability is a pressing concern. China, until last year the world's fastest growing economy, just reported that 20 million migrant laborers lost their jobs. Even in the flush times of recent years, China faced upward of 70,000 labor uprisings a year. A sustained downturn poses grave and possibly immediate threats to Chinese internal stability. The regime in Beijing may be faced with a choice of repressing its own people or diverting their energies outward, leading to conflict with China's neighbors.  Russia, an oil state completely dependent on energy sales, has had to put down riots in its Far East as well as in downtown Moscow. Vladimir Putin's rule has been predicated on squeezing civil liberties while providing economic largesse. If that devil's bargain falls apart, then wide-scale repression inside Russia, along with a continuing threatening posture toward Russia's neighbors, is likely.  Even apparently stable societies face increasing risk and the threat of internal or possibly external conflict. As Japan's exports have plummeted by nearly 50%, one-third of the country's prefectures have passed emergency economic stabilization plans. Hundreds of thousands of temporary employees hired during the first part of this decade are being laid off.  Spain's unemployment rate is expected to climb to nearly 20% by the end of 2010; Spanish unions are already protesting the lack of jobs, and the specter of violence, as occurred in the 1980s, is haunting the country. Meanwhile, in Greece, workers have already taken to the streets.  Europe as a whole will face dangerously increasing tensions between native citizens and immigrants, largely from poorer Muslim nations, who have increased the labor pool in the past several decades. Spain has absorbed five million immigrants since 1999, while nearly 9% of Germany's residents have foreign citizenship, including almost 2 million Turks. The xenophobic labor strikes in the U.K. do not bode well for the rest of Europe.  A prolonged global downturn, let alone a collapse, would dramatically raise tensions inside these countries. Couple that with possible protectionist legislation in the United States, unresolved ethnic and territorial disputes in all regions of the globe and a loss of confidence that world leaders actually know what they are doing. The result may be a series of small explosions that coalesce into a big bang. 

Global economic crisis causes war---strong statistical support 

Royal 10 – Jedediah Royal, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, 2010, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Feaver, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner. 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland's (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write: The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. p. 89) Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. “Diversionary theory" suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995). and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. This observation is not contradictory to other perspectives that link economic interdependence with a decrease in the likelihood of external conflict, such as those mentioned in the first paragraph of this chapter. Those studies tend to focus on dyadic interdependence instead of global interdependence and do not specifically consider the occurrence of and conditions created by economic crises. As such, the view presented here should be considered ancillary to those views.

And this dilapidation of infrastructure risks undermining hegemony by destroying competitiveness- this assumes all hegemony inevitable warrants

Cohen ’12 (Michael A. Cohen, Senior Research Fellow at the New America Foundation and ran the Privatization of Foreign Policy Initiative, “Rotting from the Inside Out”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/02/21/rotting_from_the_inside_out?page=full, February 21, 2012, LEQ)

Barack Obama and Mitt Romney don't generally agree on much. But these days they appear to have one area of surprising consensus -- they both believe that stories of American decline are greatly exaggerated. According to Foreign Policy's own Josh Rogin, Obama has been praising Robert Kagan's recent article in the New Republic on the myth of American decline -- a perhaps not unsurprising position to take for a candidate regularly accused of being insufficiently exceptionalist. Romney -- author of No Apology: The Case for American Greatness -- also counts Kagan among his top foreign-policy advisors. Kagan's article, as well as his new book, The World America Made, is the most obvious recent example of pushback against the declinist meme, but others have also taken up the mantle. In the recent issue of International Security, Michael Beckley wrote a widely cited piece that argues "America's Edge Will Endure" against potential rivals like China. FP's Daniel Drezner has adopted a similar view. These anti-declinists largely base their arguments around the notion that U.S. economic and military power, compared to other countries, is unsurpassed -- and will remain so for the foreseeable future. Indeed, Kagan frames a good part of his argument around America's "relative power" -- factors such as "the size and the influence of its economy relative to that of other powers; the magnitude of military power compared with that of potential adversaries; the degree of political influence it wields in the international system." By this notion, U.S. global power remains unparalleled and its hegemony is uncontested. There is much to sustain this argument. America today faces no great power rival, no existential threat, and an economy that -- while currently in the doldrums -- remains vibrant and adaptive. Compared to other nations, the United States is not simply a great power, it is the greatest power. Even if its influence declines, it is likely to continue to enjoy an outsized role on the international stage, in part because there is a consensus among foreign-policy elites -- like Romney and Obama, for instance -- that the U.S. must do whatever it takes to remain, as Madeline Albright once put it, "the world's 'indispensable nation.'" There is, however, one serious problem with this analysis. Any discussion of American national security that focuses solely on the issue of U.S. power vis-à-vis other countries -- and ignores domestic inputs -- is decidedly incomplete. In Kagan's New Republic article, for example, he has little to say about the country's domestic challenges except to obliquely argue that to focus on "nation-building" at home while ignoring the importance of maintaining U.S. power abroad would be a mistake. In fact, in a recent FP debate with the Financial Times' Gideon Rachman on the issue of American decline, Kagan diagnoses what he, and many other political analysts, appear to believe is the country's most serious problem: "enormous fiscal deficits driven by entitlements." Why is this bad? It makes it harder, says Kagan, for the United States to "continue playing its vital role in the world" and will lead to significant cutbacks in defense spending. However, a focus on U.S. global dominance or suasion that doesn't factor in those elements that constitute American power at home ignores substantial and worsening signs of decline. Indeed, by virtually any measure, a closer look at the state of the United States today tells a sobering tale of rapid and unchecked decay and deterioration in a host of areas. While not all of them are generally considered elements of national security, perhaps they should be. Let's start with education, which almost any observer would agree is a key factor in national competitiveness. The data is not good. According to the most recent OECD report on global education standards, the United States is an average country in how it educates its children -- 12th in reading skills, 17th in science, and 26th in math. The World Economic Forum ranks the United States 48th in the quality of its mathematics and science education, even though we spend more money per student than almost any country in the world. America's high school graduation rate is lower today that it was in the late 1960s and "kids are now less likely to graduate from high school than their parents," according to an analysis released last year by the Editorial Projects in Education Research Center. In fact, not only is the graduation rate worse than many Western countries, the United States is now the only developed country where a higher percentage of 55 to 64-year-olds have a high school diploma than 25 to 34-year-olds. While the United States still maintains the world's finest university system, college graduation rates are slipping. Among 25 to 34-year-olds, America trails Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Ireland, Israel, Japan, South Korea, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, and the United Kingdom in its percentage of college graduates. This speaks, in some measure, to the disparities that are endemic in the U.S. education system. If you are poor in America, chances are you attend a school that underperforms, are taught by teachers that are not as effective, and have test scores that lag far behind your more affluent counterparts (the same is true if you are black or Hispanic -- you lag behind your white counterparts). Can a country be a great global power if its education system is fundamentally unequal and is getting steadily worse? What about national infrastructure -- another key element of national economic power and global competitiveness? First, the nation's broadband penetration rates remain in the middle of the global pack and there is growing divide in the United States between digital haves and have nots. Overall, its transportation networks are mediocre compared to similarly wealthy countries and according to the World Economic Forum, the United States ranks 23rd in the OECD for infrastructure quality -- a ranking that has steadily declined over the past decade. American commuters spend more time in traffic than Western Europeans, the country's train system and high-speed rail lines in general pale next to that of other developed nations, and even the number of people killed on American highways is 60 percent higher than the OECD average. Part of the problem is that the amount of money the U.S. government spends on infrastructure has steadily declined for decades and now trails far behind other Western nations. In time, such infrastructure disadvantages have the potential to undermine the U.S. economy, hamstring productivity and competitiveness, and put the lives of more Americans at risk -- and this appears to be happening already. Finally, a closer look at the U.S. health care system is enough to make one ill. Even after the passage of Obama's 2010 health care reform bill (which every Republican presidential candidate wants to repeal) the United States is far from having a health care system that meets the needs of its citizens. According to a July 2011 report by the Commonwealth Fund, "the U.S. has fewer hospital beds and physicians, and sees fewer hospital and physician visits, than in most other countries" even though it spends far more on health care per capita than any other country in the world. In addition, "prescription drug utilization, prices, and spending all appear to be highest in the U.S., as does the supply, utilization, and price of diagnostic imaging." Long story short, the United States spends more for less on health care than pretty much any other developed nation in the world. That might also explain why life expectancy in America trails far behind most OECD countries. The United States also has the unique distinction of having one of the highest rates of income inequality in the world, on par with such global powerhouses as Cameroon, Madagascar, Rwanda, Uganda, and Ecuador. It has the fourth worst child poverty rate and trails only Mexico and Turkey in overall poverty rate among OECD countries. And when it comes to infant mortality, the U.S. rate is one of the worst in the developing world. But not to fear, the United States still maintains some advantages. For example, it is one of the fattest countries in the world, with approximately one-third of the country considered obese (including one out of every six children). In addition, the United States has, by far, the largest prison population -- more than China, Iran, and Cuba -- one of the highest homicide rates in the world, and one of the highest rates of death from child abuse and neglect. This steady stream of woe is certainly dispiriting, but the more optimistic might be inclined to respond that America had has problems before and has always found a way to right the ship. Certainly, this is a legitimate counter-point. The problem is that anyone looking to Washington today would have a hard time imagining that Congress and the White House will lock arms anytime soon and fix these various national crises. And this political gridlock is the biggest reason to be concerned about decline. Perhaps at no point in recent American history has the country's politics been less capable of dealing with serious challenges. Certainly, when one party basically rejects any role for the federal government in providing health care, improving educational opportunity, or strengthening the social safety net, the chances for compromise appear even slimmer. As Harold Pollack, a professor at the University of Chicago, said to me, "What future president, witnessing Barack Obama's difficulties over health reform, will make an equivalent political investment regarding climate change or another great national concern? I fear that we are headed for a kind of legislative Vietnam syndrome in which our leaders will shy away from the large things that must be done." Obama argued in his recent State of the Union speech that "innovation is what America has always been about." Indeed, the recent report of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation found that the United States is currently sixth in global innovation and competitiveness. Good news, right? Not so fast. The report also found that the country is dead last in "improvement in international competitiveness and innovation capacity over the last decade." Bottom line: dysfunction reaps an ill reward. Kagan's retort to this argument is that "on many big issues throughout their history, Americans have found a way of achieving and implementing a national consensus." True, but the philosophical divide between the two parties over the role of government offers little reason for optimism that such a new national consensus is in the offing. The fact is, discussions of U.S. power that only take into account America's global standing in relation to other countries are not only misleading -- they're largely irrelevant. Sure, America has a bigger and better military than practically every other nation combined. Sure, it has a better global image than Russia or China or any other potential global rival. Sure, America's economy is bigger than any other nation's (though this is a debatable point). But if its students aren't being well educated, if huge disparities exist in technological adoption, if social mobility remains stagnant if the country's health care system is poorly functioning, and if its government is hopelessly gridlocked, what good is all the global power that transfixes Kagan and others? The even more urgent question is how the United States can hope to maintain that power if it's built on a shaky foundation at home. Rather than talking about how great America is on the campaign trail -- which surely both candidates will do throughout the 2012 election -- the country would likely be better off having an honest discussion on the immense challenges that it faces at home. Even more helpful would be a recognition that education, health care, infrastructure, and overall national economic competitiveness is as essential to U.S. national security as, for example, the number of ships in the U.S. Navy. All this talk about the myth of American decline might make Americans feel better about themselves for a while, but it is a distraction from the real and declining elements of U.S. power.

US competitiveness prevents great power wars

Baru 9 (Sanjaya, Visiting Professor at the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy in Singapore Geopolitical Implications of the Current Global Financial Crisis, Strategic Analysis, Volume 33, Issue 2 March 2009 , pages 163 – 168)

The management of the economy, and of the treasury, has been a vital aspect of statecraft from time immemorial. Kautilya’s Arthashastra says, ‘From the strength of the treasury the army is born. …men without wealth do not attain their objectives even after hundreds of trials… Only through wealth can material gains be acquired, as elephants (wild) can be captured only by elephants (tamed)… A state with depleted resources, even if acquired, becomes only a liability.’4 Hence, economic policies and performance do have strategic consequences.5 In the modern era, the idea that strong economic performance is the foundation of power was argued most persuasively by historian Paul Kennedy. ‘Victory (in war),’ Kennedy claimed, ‘has repeatedly gone to the side with more flourishing productive base.’6 Drawing attention to the interrelationships between economic wealth, technological innovation, and the ability of states to efficiently mobilize economic and technological resources for power projection and national defence, Kennedy argued that nations that were able to better combine military and economic strength scored over others. ‘The fact remains,’ Kennedy argued, ‘that all of the major shifts in the world’s military-power balance have followed alterations in the productive balances; and further, that the rising and falling of the various empires and states in the international system has been confirmed by the outcomes of the major Great Power wars, where victory has always gone to the side with the greatest material resources.’7

Competiveness ensures us power projection that deescalates all conflict

Mullen ‘8 (Michael G. Mullen 8, Admiral, U.S. Navy, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, “From the chairman: it's time for a new deterrence model”, Joint Force Quarterly, Oct 2008)

Secondly, the model must be credible. The enemy, or potential enemy, must be convinced that taking a specific action will bring them more harm than benefit. General Vessey would certainly agree with that, would he not? But credibility today requires flexibility. Flexibility in our deterrence construct hedges against the possibility that adversaries might incorrectly perceive their actions as "below the threshold" of U.S. resolve and response. We must manage that threshold by looking at ways to limit the pain an adversary can cause through advanced defensive measures. Adversaries must know that they have a limited ability to hurt us. We must also be able to act proportionally and across the whole of government, escalating and deescalating tension, predicting as best we can when a deterrence strategy is about to fail and shifting as required. These on-ramps and off-ramps provide a vital measure of control in conflict and give both sides a chance to solve problems more carefully. A big part of credibility, of course, lies in our conventional capability. The capability to project U.S. military power globally and conduct effective theater-level operations across the domains of land, sea, air, space, cyberspace, and information--including the capability to win decisively--remains essential to deterrence effectiveness. We must therefore address our conventional force structure and its readiness as a deterrent factor, especially after 7 years at war. We must enhance our capability to rapidly locate and destroy targets. We must conduct sufficient contingency planning that considers all facets of escalation and deescalation in crisis management. And we must improve conventional global strike capability, further develop global missile defense systems, and modernize our strategic weapons systems and infrastructure.
Global nuclear war

Barnett, Former Senior Strategic Researcher and Professor @ Naval War College, 11 (Thomas, Former Senior Strategic Researcher and Professor in the Warfare Analysis & Research Department, Center for Naval Warfare Studies, U.S. Naval War College American military geostrategist and Chief Analyst at Wikistrat., worked as the Assistant for Strategic Futures in the Office of Force Transformation in the Department of Defense, “The New Rules: Leadership Fatigue Puts U.S., and Globalization, at Crossroads,” March 7 http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8099/the-new-rules-leadership-fatigue-puts-u-s-and-globalization-at-crossroads)

Events in Libya are a further reminder for Americans that we stand at a crossroads in our continuing evolution as the world's sole full-service superpower. Unfortunately, we are increasingly seeking change without cost, and shirking from risk because we are tired of the responsibility. We don't know who we are anymore, and our president is a big part of that problem. Instead of leading us, he explains to us. Barack Obama would have us believe that he is practicing strategic patience. But many experts and ordinary citizens alike have concluded that he is actually beset by strategic incoherence -- in effect, a man overmatched by the job. It is worth first examining the larger picture: We live in a time of arguably the greatest structural change in the global order yet endured, with this historical moment's most amazing feature being its relative and absolute lack of mass violence. That is something to consider when Americans contemplate military intervention in Libya, because if we do take the step to prevent larger-scale killing by engaging in some killing of our own, we will not be adding to some fantastically imagined global death count stemming from the ongoing "megalomania" and "evil" of American "empire." We'll be engaging in the same sort of system-administering activity that has marked our stunningly successful stewardship of global order since World War II. Let me be more blunt: As the guardian of globalization, the U.S. military has been the greatest force for peace the world has ever known. Had America been removed from the global dynamics that governed the 20th century, the mass murder never would have ended. Indeed, it's entirely conceivable there would now be no identifiable human civilization left, once nuclear weapons entered the killing equation. But the world did not keep sliding down that path of perpetual war. Instead, America stepped up and changed everything by ushering in our now-perpetual great-power peace. We introduced the international liberal trade order known as globalization and played loyal Leviathan over its spread. What resulted was the collapse of empires, an explosion of democracy, the persistent spread of human rights, the liberation of women, the doubling of life expectancy, a roughly 10-fold increase in adjusted global GDP and a profound and persistent reduction in battle deaths from state-based conflicts. That is what American "hubris" actually delivered. Please remember that the next time some TV pundit sells you the image of "unbridled" American military power as the cause of global disorder instead of its cure. With self-deprecation bordering on self-loathing, we now imagine a post-American world that is anything but. Just watch who scatters and who steps up as the Facebook revolutions erupt across the Arab world. While we might imagine ourselves the status quo power, we remain the world's most vigorously revisionist force. As for the sheer "evil" that is our military-industrial complex, again, let's examine what the world looked like before that establishment reared its ugly head. The last great period of global structural change was the first half of the 20th century, a period that saw a death toll of about 100 million across two world wars. That comes to an average of 2 million deaths a year in a world of approximately 2 billion souls. Today, with far more comprehensive worldwide reporting, researchers report an average of less than 100,000 battle deaths annually in a world fast approaching 7 billion people. Though admittedly crude, these calculations suggest a 90 percent absolute drop and a 99 percent relative drop in deaths due to war. We are clearly headed for a world order characterized by multipolarity, something the American-birthed system was designed to both encourage and accommodate. But given how things turned out the last time we collectively faced such a fluid structure, we would do well to keep U.S. power, in all of its forms, deeply embedded in the geometry to come.
Contention 3 is Warming
Increasing energy efficiency of transportation solves GHG emissions- inefficiency result in massive warming - the plan's congestion pricing solves
Greene and Schafer ‘3 (David L. Greene, Oak Ridge National Laboratory and Andreas Schafer, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions From U.S. Transportation”, http://www.c2es.org/publications/report/reducing-greenhouse-gas-emissions-us-transportation, May 2003, LEQ)

Significant reductions in greenhouse gas emissions from U.S. transportation can be achieved by increasing the energy efficiency of transportation equipment. This strategy requires only incremental changes to conventional technologies and fuels, and so preserves both the characteristics of modern conventional vehicles that consumers desire and the enormous investment in the infrastructure for producing, distributing, and retailing conventional petroleum fuels. However, increasing energy efficiency of the transportation system takes time, typically 15 years or more between efficiency gains in new equipment and comparable efficiency gains for the entire fleet of transportation vehicles (see Box 2, “Changing Transportation Energy Use Takes Time”). A. Passenger Cars and Light Trucks27 By 2015, the fuel economy of light-duty vehicles32 (passenger cars, vans, minivans, sport-utility vehicles, and pick-up trucks) can be increased by about one-fourth to one-third with existing technology at a cost less than the value of the fuel saved. By 2030, it is likely that fuel economy can be increased to significantly higher levels (50 percent to 100 percent), at possibly greater cost, depending on the progress of technology. Vehicle fuel efficiency can be increased by improving the energy efficiency of the drive train (engine and transmission) and by reducing the amount of energy necessary to move the vehicle (by reducing weight, aerodynamic drag, and rolling resistance). While the single largest contribution to improved fuel efficiency is expected to come from the drive train, the largest total increase in fuel economy can be achieved through a combination of these technologies, which allows a compounding of individual energy efficiency improvement potentials. Only rarely is the full power of a vehicle’s engine needed. For example, a typical passenger car requires less than 20 horsepower to cruise on a level highway, meaning that the typical model year 2000 passenger car has more than eight times the power it needs for cruising. Several technologies are now available that can improve engine efficiency when operating under “low load” conditions. An appropriate combination of these technologies could increase engine efficiency by up to 25 percent.33 Transmissions also offer a significant energy efficiency improvement potential of several percent.34 Reductions in aerodynamic drag of at least 10 percent (lowering fuel consumption by about 2 percent) are readily achievable, and the rolling resistance of tires can be lowered (leading to fuel consumption reductions of 1 to 1.5 percent) without compromising handling, comfort, or braking. There are also opportunities to reduce vehicle weight by greater use of advanced lightweight, high-strength steels, aluminum, and composite materials. For example, the steel industry has shown how the weight of the structural components of a typical passenger car can be reduced by about 25 percent (approximately 100 lbs.) with no loss of crashworthiness or performance.35 Vehicles made from aluminum can achieve a 40 percent reduction in the weight of structural components, with improved crashworthiness.36 Additional emerging vehicle technologies that could improve efficiency are the 42-volt electrical system, which permits electrification of many accessories that are now mechanically operated, and the integrated starter/alternator (ISA), which allows the engine to be shut down during idling or deceleration and restarted instantly when needed. Depending on the amount of battery storage, the ISA system can also permit a certain amount of regenerative braking, recapturing energy normally wasted in braking for later use. By combining such proven and near-term technologies (excluding weight reduction), a recent study of automotive fuel economy by the National Research Council (NRC) concluded, “Technologies exist that, if applied to passenger cars and light trucks, would significantly reduce fuel consumption within 15 years.”37 Based on their assessment, the NRC Committee found that passenger car fuel economy could most likely be increased by 12 (for subcompacts) to 27 percent (for large cars) and light truck fuel economy by 25 (small SUVs) to 42 percent (large SUVs), using technologies that would not change the size, weight, or performance of vehicles. While many of these technologies would increase the vehicle’s price, they could more than pay back their cost over the life of the vehicle.38 The NRC study, however, also cited reasons to believe that when choosing a car, the typical car buyer considers only the first three years of fuel savings, not the fuel savings over the life of the car. If this is so, it represents a significant market barrier to fuel economy improvements (see Box, “Markets and Fuel Economy”). Taking a longer look ahead, a team of researchers at MIT’s Energy Laboratory concluded that much greater increases in fuel economy could be achieved with new technologies likely to be ready for use by 2020. They found that by 2020 it should be possible to increase the fuel economy of passenger cars by 50 percent using evolved conventional technologies and to more than double miles per gallon using advanced technologies that could be developed and commercialized by 2020; the associated increase in retail price would amount to 5 percent and 20 percent, respectively.39 New technologies will expand the envelope of technical feasibility well beyond the limits of current technologies considered by the 2002 NRC study. Table 1 summarizes key characteristics of selected vehicles from the MIT study. The “evolved” 2020 gasoline vehicle represents what may be achievable through the continued improvement of conventional technologies, such as those considered in the 2002 NRC report. The advanced conventional vehicle adds more efficient lean-burn40 engine technology and substitution of lighter-weight materials without compromising crashworthiness. Several of the 2020 advanced vehicles include a compression-ignition diesel engine, where fuel is injected into highly compressed hot air and auto-ignites. While diesel engines introduced in passenger cars and light trucks in the United States in the 1980s did not compete well against gasoline engines, significant advances in diesel technology have been made over the past decade (see Box 4, “Diesel Vehicles: Promise and Problems”). In Europe, where fuel prices are about three times higher than in the United States, modern diesels comprise 40 percent of the new automobile market. The key questions they face in the United States are whether consumers will pay a price premium of $1,000 to $2,000 for a more powerful, more durable engine with 40 to 50 percent better fuel economy and whether even modern diesels can meet the more stringent levels of U.S. emissions standards. There are reasons to believe diesels will meet U.S. emission standards and will find success in certain markets. Two of the advanced vehicles considered by MIT are hybrids, in which the internal combustion engine is complemented by an electric motor. Various hybrid designs and operating strategies are possible, but generally a downsized internal combustion engine operates more of the time near its maximum efficiency point.41 The electric motor supplies peak power for acceleration and allows the internal combustion engine to be shut down instead of operating in inefficient regimes, such as idling or deceleration. High power-density batteries are added to permit energy captured during regenerative braking to be stored for use by the electric motor and to provide power supply for accessories when the engine is shut off. By making the most effective use of both power sources, the advanced hybrid design in combination with a continuously variable transmission can improve fuel economy by 40 to 50 percent. Already in 2002, three hybrid vehicles were commercially available: the Toyota Prius, Honda Insight, and the hybrid version of the Honda Civic. Over the next few years, more hybrids are expected to enter the U.S. market. Hybrids today have 30 to 40 percent higher fuel economy than comparable conventional vehicles but cost $3,000 to $4,000 more. Manufacturers are likely to find creative ways to use hybrid technology to add value for consumers, such as providing electrical outlets capable of running any household appliance or power tool, allowing the vehicle to be used as an emergency generator, or offering on-demand 4-wheel drive. These and other special features could make hybrids attractive to customers even at a price premium. With special value-added features and a wider availability of vehicle types, hybrids could become a major technology for raising fuel economy and reducing GHG emissions. The above-referenced and numerous other assessments of the technological potential to increase light-duty vehicle fuel economy indicate that fuel economy can probably be increased cost-effectively by 25 to 33 percent over the next 10 to 15 years using market-ready technologies.42 As used here, the term “cost-effective” is defined as the fuel economy level at which the last dollar spent to improve fuel economy produces exactly one dollar in present value, lifetime fuel savings. By 2030, fuel economy can be increased by 50 to 100 percent using advanced technologies that are likely to be available by that time. The higher range of increase, however, may increase the retail price of vehicles beyond what can be recovered by consumers over the life of the vehicle, if U.S. gasoline prices are approximately $1.50 per gallon or less. Clearly, predicting technological progress is uncertain. Advanced technologies may be available sooner or later than expected, and possibly never. The diesel engine is one example. Unless its emissions of nitrogen oxides and particulates can be reduced to meet current and future government standards, its proven fuel economy benefits will not be available to manufacturers. In addition, there may be market barriers to the use of advanced fuel economy technologies. If consumers do not fully value lifetime fuel savings, manufacturers will be understandably reluctant to make major engineering and design changes to raise fuel economy. And if market trends continue to favor ever heavier and more powerful vehicles, technologies that could be used to increase fuel economy will instead be needed just to hold it constant. IV. System Efficiency Transportation greenhouse gas emissions could be reduced by several percent via various behavioral changes that can be implemented quickly but require determined and sustained effort. Achieving such impacts would require more comprehensive and effective efforts than have been seen to date in the United States. Even if the technology of transportation equipment were fixed and alternative fuels were not available, it would still be possible to reduce GHG emissions without loss of accessibility using the following approaches: (1) taking more direct routes from origins to destinations, (2) increasing vehicle occupancy rates, (3) shifting traffic from modes with high emission rates to modes with low emission rates, and (4) improving the in-use efficiency of vehicles through better maintenance and driving behavior. In addition, Chapter 5 will discuss restructuring the built environment to maintain accessibility with less vehicle travel through more efficient land use and urban design. Governments play a major role in the efficiency of the transportation system through the investments they make in infrastructure and operations, particularly for highways, transit systems and airports. In the year 2000, governments at all levels in the United States spent $130 billion dollars providing and maintaining highways for public use.94 Nearly all of the money is spent by state and local governments, but $33 billion is collected by the federal government and distributed mostly to states. Highway user fees of all kinds amounted to $99 billion in 2000, but more than $20 billion of those fees was spent on nonhighway purposes, with $8 billion going to mass transportation. Other major sources of funds for highways are general fund appropriations by state and local governments, property taxes, and other taxes and fees, mostly collected by local governments. Governments spent $21 billion on airports in 2000, slightly less than the amount collected from users of air transport.95 The Airport and Airway Trust Fund is the single largest revenue source, with $10.5 billion in 2000. Governments spent $32 billion on transit systems in 2000, $8 billion on water transport systems, and less than $1 billion on all rail projects.
And the plan creates a signal of US green leadership - leads to a global climate agreement

Burwell 10 (David, Director of the Energy and Climate Program @ Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, " Transportation—The Leading Cause of Global Warming," April 15, http://carnegieendowment.org/2010/04/15/transportation-leading-cause-of-global-warming/2fr2, LEQ)

Road transportation is the greatest contributor to global warming for the next 50 years according to a recent study by NASA’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies. By analyzing the climate impact of each sector of the economy, the study determined that motor vehicles emit significant levels of pollutants that warm the atmosphere with few counteracting pollutants that create a cooling effect. In a video Q&A, David Burwell suggests steps U.S. policy makers can take to reduce emissions, promote green growth, and mitigate transportation’s harmful effects on climate. “We have to look at how much we drive and take actions to reduce the total demand for transportation—particularly driving,” says Burwell. By moving forward with a transportation bill that invests in a green transportation system, “the United States could show other countries—particularly China, India, and other emerging economies—that it is serious about reducing its transportation carbon and this would contribute to the likelihood of a global climate agreement.” 

The science is settled - warming is real, anthropogenic, and threatens extinction - be highly skeptical of negative evidence

Costello et al 11 (Anthony, Professor and Co-Director of the Institute for Global Health @ University College London, Mark Malsin, Professor in the Department of Geography @ UCL, Director of the UCL Institute for Human Health and Performance, Anne Johnson, Professor of Infectious Disease Epidemiology @ UCL, Paul Ekins, PhD in Economics from University of London and Professor of Energy and Environmental Policy @ UCL Energy Institute, "Global health and climate change: moving from denial and catastrophic fatalism to positive action," May, http://rsta.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/369/1942/1866.full)
Advocacy about the health consequences will ensure that climate change is a high priority. The United Nations Convention on Climate Change was set up in 1992 to ensure that nations worked together to minimize the adverse effects, but McMichael and Neira noted that, in preparation for the Copenhagen conference in December 2009, only four of 47 nations mentioned human health as a consideration [1]. With business as usual, global warming caused by rising greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions will threaten mass populations through increased transmission of some infections, heat stress, food and water insecurity, increased deaths from more frequent and extreme climate events, threats to shelter and security, and through population migration [2]. On the one hand it is necessary in the media to counter climate change sceptics and denialists, but on the other it is also important not to allow climate catastrophists, who tell us it is all too late, to deflect us from pragmatic and positive action. Catastrophic scenarios are possible in the longer term, and effective action will be formidably difficult, but evidence suggests that we do have the tools, the time and the resources to bring about the changes needed for climate stability. Previous Section Next Section 2. Climate change evidence and denial Given the current body of evidence, it is surprising that global warming and its causal relationship with atmospheric GHG pollution is disputed any more than the relationship between acquired immune deficiency syndrome (AIDS) and human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) infection, or lung cancer and cigarette smoking. The basic principles that determine the Earth’s temperature are, of course, relatively simple. Some of the short-wave solar radiation that strikes the Earth is reflected back into space and some is absorbed by the land and emitted as long-wave radiation (heat). Some of the long-wave radiation is trapped in the atmosphere by ‘greenhouse gases’, which include water vapour, carbon dioxide and methane. Without GHGs the Earth would be on average 33°C colder. Over the last 150 years, since the Industrial Revolution, humans have been adding more carbon dioxide and methane into the atmosphere. The result is that the Earth’s atmosphere, ocean and land are indeed warming—due to increased atmospheric ‘greenhouse gas’ concentrations [3]. Gleick et al. [4], from the US National Academy of Sciences, wrote a letter to Science stating ‘There is compelling, comprehensive, and consistent objective evidence that humans are changing the climate in ways that threaten our societies and the ecosystems on which we depend’. The most recent report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) [5], amounting to nearly 3000 pages of detailed review and analysis of published research, also declares that the scientific uncertainties of global warming are essentially resolved. This report states that there is clear evidence for a 0.75°C rise in global temperatures and 22 cm rise in sea level during the twentieth century. The IPCC synthesis also predicts that global temperatures could rise further by between 1.1°C and 6.4°C by 2100, and sea level could rise by between 28 and 79 cm, or more if the melting of Greenland and Antarctica accelerates. In addition, weather patterns will become less predictable and the occurrence of extreme climate events, such as storms, floods, heat waves and droughts, will increase. There is also strong evidence for ocean acidification driven by more carbon dioxide dissolving in the oceans [6]. Given the current failure of international negotiations to address carbon emission reductions, and that atmospheric warming lags behind rises in CO2 concentration, there is concern that global surface temperature will rise above the supposedly ‘safe limit’ of 2°C within this century. Each doubling of atmospheric carbon dioxide concentration alone is expected to produce 1.9–4.5°C of warming at equilibrium [7]. Of course, climate modelling is an extremely complex process, and uncertainty with projections relating to future emissions trajectories means that the time scale and magnitude of future climate change cannot be predicted with certainty [8]. These uncertainties are magnified when future climate predictions are used to estimate potential impacts. For example, the environmental impacts of climate change are also uncertain, but could underestimate such impacts because they detrimentally interact with habitat loss, pollution and loss of biodiversity due to other causes. There is also the additional problem that switching from biome to biome may not be directly reversible. For example, rainforest recycles a huge amount of water so it can survive a significant amount of aridification before it burns and is replaced by savannah. But the region then has to get much wetter before rainforest can return, as there is greatly reduced water cycling in savannah [9]. In the policy arena, further uncertainty surrounds the desire for international agreements on emission cuts, and the possible routes to such agreement and implementation. The feasible speed of technological innovation in carbon capture and provision of renewable/low-carbon energy resources is also uncertain. Denying the causes or the current weight of evidence for anthropogenic climate change is irrational, just as the existence of ‘uncertainties’ should not be used to deny the need for proportionate action, when such uncertainties could underestimate the risks and impact of climate change. There is no reason for inaction and there are many ways we can use our current knowledge of climate change to improve health provision for current and future generations. Previous Section Next Section 3. Catastrophism At the other end of the scale are doom-mongers who predict catastrophic population collapse and the end of civilization. In the early nineteenth century, the French palaeontologist Georges Cuvier first addressed catastrophism and explained patterns of extinction observed in the fossil record through catastrophic natural events [10]. We know now of five major extinctions: the Ordovician–Silurian extinction (439 million years ago), the Late Devonian extinction (about 364 million years ago), the Permian–Triassic extinction (about 251 million years ago), the End Triassic extinction (roughly 199 million to 214 million years ago) and the Cretaceous–Tertiary extinction (about 65 million years ago). These mass extinctions were caused by a combination of plate tectonics, supervolcanism and asteroid impacts. The understanding of the mass extinctions led Gould & Eldredge [11] to update Darwin’s theory of evolution with their own theory of punctuated equilibrium. Many scientists have suggested that the current human-induced extinction rates could be as fast as those during these mass extinctions [12,13]. For example, one study predicted that 58 per cent of species may be committed to extinction by 2050 due to climate change alone [14], though this paper has been criticized [15,16]. Some people have even suggested that human extinction may not be a remote risk [17–19]. Sherwood & Huber [7] point to continued heating effects that could make the world largely uninhabitable by humans and mammals within 300 years. Peak heat stress, quantified by the wet-bulb temperature (used because it reflects both the ambient temperature and relative humidity of the site), is surprisingly similar across diverse climates and never exceeds 31°C. They suggest that if it rose to 35°C, which never happens now but would at a warming of 7°C, hyperthermia in humans and other mammals would occur as dissipation of metabolic heat becomes impossible, therefore making many environments uninhabitable. 

A consensus of scientists concludes warming is undeniably real and anthropogenic - the impact is extinction 

Flournoy 12 | PhD and MA from the University of Texas, Former Dean of the University College @ Ohio University, Former Associate Dean @ State University of New York and Case Institute of Technology, Project Manager for University/Industry Experiments for the NASA ACTS Satellite, Currently Professor of Telecommunications @ Scripps College of Communications @ Ohio University (Don, "Solar Power Satellites," January, Springer Briefs in Space Development, Book)
In the Online Journal of Space Communication , Dr. Feng Hsu, a NASA scientist at Goddard Space Flight Center, a research center in the forefront of science of space and Earth, writes, “The evidence of global warming is alarming,” noting the potential for a catastrophic planetary climate change is real and troubling (Hsu 2010 ) . Hsu and his NASA colleagues were engaged in monitoring and analyzing climate changes on a global scale, through which they received first-hand scientific information and data relating to global warming issues, including the dynamics of polar ice cap melting. After discussing this research with colleagues who were world experts on the subject, he wrote: I now have no doubt global temperatures are rising, and that global warming is a serious problem confronting all of humanity. No matter whether these trends are due to human interference or to the cosmic cycling of our solar system, there are two basic facts that are crystal clear: (a) there is overwhelming scientific evidence showing positive correlations between the level of CO2 concentrations in Earth’s atmosphere with respect to the historical fluctuations of global temperature changes; and (b) the overwhelming majority of the world’s scientific community is in agreement about the risks of a potential catastrophic global climate change. That is, if we humans continue to ignore this problem and do nothing, if we continue dumping huge quantities of greenhouse gases into Earth’s biosphere, humanity will be at dire risk (Hsu 2010 ) . As a technology risk assessment expert, Hsu says he can show with some confidence that the planet will face more risk doing nothing to curb its fossil-based energy addictions than it will in making a fundamental shift in its energy supply. “This,” he writes, “is because the risks of a catastrophic anthropogenic climate change can be potentially the extinction of human species, a risk that is simply too high for us to take any chances” (Hsu 2010 ) . It was this NASA scientist’s conclusion that humankind must now embark on the next era of “sustainable energy consumption and re-supply, the most obvious source of which is the mighty energy resource of our Sun” (Hsu 2010 ) (Fig . 2.1 ). 
It's not too late to solve the worst of warming

Romm 9 | Fellow @ American Progress (Joe, Fellow @ American Progress, " Is it just too damn late? Part 1, the Science," Oct 8, http://thinkprogress.org/romm/2009/10/08/204710/it-is-not-too-damn-late-part-1-the-science/?mobile=nc)

 It’s not too late to avert the worst impacts of human-caused global warming. In fact, it’s not too late to stabilize total warming from preindustrial levels at 1.5°C — or possibly less. But the U.S. must pass a comprehensive climate and clean energy bill, leading to a major global deal, to give us a plausible chance of getting on the necessary emissions pathway. From a scientific perspective, a major new study (subs. req’d, discussed below) is cause for some genuine non-pessimism, concluding “Near-zero CH4 growth in the Arctic during 2008 suggests we have not yet activated strong climate feedbacks from permafrost and CH4 hydrates.” The media and others want to move quickly from denial to despair, because both perspectives justify inaction, justify maintaining our grotesquely unsustainable behavior, justify sticking with the global Ponzi scheme in the immoral delusion we can maintain our own personal wealth and well-being for a few more decades before the day of reckoning. I have, however, received a number of queries from progressives about the meaning of this somewhat misleading Washington Post article, “New Analysis Brings Dire Forecast Of 6.3-Degree Temperature Increase,” which begins: Climate researchers now predict the planet will warm by 6.3 degrees Fahrenheit by the end of the century even if the world’s leaders fulfill their most ambitious climate pledges, a much faster and broader scale of change than forecast just two years ago, according to a report released Thursday by the United Nations Environment Program…. Robert Corell, who chairs the Climate Action Initiative and reviewed the UNEP report’s scientific findings, said the significant global temperature rise is likely to occur even if industrialized and developed countries enact every climate policy they have proposed at this point. The increase is nearly double what scientists and world policymakers have identified as the upper limit of warming the world can afford in order to avert catastrophic climate change. I don’t think the basic story should be a surprise to regular readers of this blog. We’re in big, big trouble, and we’re not yet politically prepared to do what is necessary to avert catastrophe — as I’ve said many times. But that is quite different from concluding it’s too late and we’re doomed. The WashPost story is about the Climate Rapid Overview and Decision-support Simulator — the C-ROADS model. It “translates complex climate modeling into readily digestible predictions” and “is being adopted by negotiators to assess their national greenhouse-gas commitments ahead of December’s climate summit in Copenhagen,” as explained in a recent Nature article (subs. req’d, excerpted here). As one of the leading C-ROADS modelers — my friend Drew Jones — explained in his blog, the Post headline could have easily been: “New Analysis Shows Growing Commitment to a Global Deal Will Help Stabilize Climate.” The first thing to remember is that the major developed countries, including China or India, haven’t agreed to cap their emissions, let alone to ultimately reduce them. Until that happens, no model of global commitments is going to keep us anywhere near 2°C (3.6F). Second, people forget that the 1987 Montr©al protocol would not have stopped the atmospheric concentration of ozone-destroying chemicals from rising forever. And yet we appear to have acted in time to save the ozone layer. Third, people also seem to forget that the United States government led by President Bush’s father, and including the entire Senate, agreed that we would tackle global warming the same way — with the rich countries going first. I have no doubt that China will ultimately agree to a cap (see “Peaking Duck: Beijing’s Growing Appetite for Climate Action“). Indeed, if a shrinking economy-wide cap on GHGs similar to the House bill or draft Senate bill ends up on Obama’s desk in the next few months, then the international community will almost certainly agree on a global deal, which will include China sharply reducing its business-as-usual growth path. Then in the next deal in a few years, China will, I expect, agree to a cap no later than 2025. But I’m getting ahead of myself. This is an important issue that I will treat in a multipart series. People seem to view this question of “Is it too late?” as if it were primarily a scientific issue, but that is because they have internalized their preconceptions about what is politically possible in terms of clean energy deployment in this country and around the world. There is no evidence scientifically that it is too late to stabilize at 350 ppm atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide, at 1.5°C total planetary warming from preindustrial levels. Nor is there any scientific evidence that we can’t afford to overshoot 350 ppm — as we already have — for a period of many decades. 

The impact is extinction

Lendman 7 | Research Analyst @ Global Research, Winner of the Mexican Press Club's International Award for Journalism (Stephen, " Resource Wars - Can We Survive Them?" June 6th, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5892)

With the world's energy supplies finite, the US heavily dependent on imports, and "peak oil" near or approaching, "security" for America means assuring a sustainable supply of what we can't do without. It includes waging wars to get it, protect it, and defend the maritime trade routes over which it travels. That means energy's partnered with predatory New World Order globalization, militarism, wars, ecological recklessness, and now an extremist US administration willing to risk Armageddon for world dominance. Central to its plan is first controlling essential resources everywhere, at any cost, starting with oil and where most of it is located in the Middle East and Central Asia. The New "Great Game" and Perils From It The new "Great Game's" begun, but this time the stakes are greater than ever as explained above. The old one lasted nearly 100 years pitting the British empire against Tsarist Russia when the issue wasn't oil. This time, it's the US with help from Israel, Britain, the West, and satellite states like Japan, South Korea and Taiwan challenging Russia and China with today's weapons and technology on both sides making earlier ones look like toys. At stake is more than oil. It's planet earth with survival of all life on it issue number one twice over. Resources and wars for them means militarism is increasing, peace declining, and the planet's ability to sustain life front and center, if anyone's paying attention. They'd better be because beyond the point of no return, there's no second chance the way Einstein explained after the atom was split. His famous quote on future wars was : "I know not with what weapons World War III will be fought, but World War IV will be fought with sticks and stones." Under a worst case scenario, it's more dire than that. There may be nothing left but resilient beetles and bacteria in the wake of a nuclear holocaust meaning even a new stone age is way in the future, if at all. The threat is real and once nearly happened during the Cuban Missile Crisis in October, 1962. We later learned a miracle saved us at the 40th anniversary October, 2002 summit meeting in Havana attended by the US and Russia along with host country Cuba. For the first time, we were told how close we came to nuclear Armageddon. Devastation was avoided only because Soviet submarine captain Vasily Arkhipov countermanded his order to fire nuclear-tipped torpedos when Russian submarines were attacked by US destroyers near Kennedy's "quarantine" line. Had he done it, only our imagination can speculate what might have followed and whether planet earth, or at least a big part of it, would have survived. 

Contention 4 is Solvency
The plan solves- it reprioritizes money towards repairs and creates a new loan program which solves new needs

Akerlof et. al ’11 (George A. Akerlof, Koshland Professor of Economics University of California at Berkeley, The Hamilton Project, “Fix It First, Expand It Second, Reward It Third: A New Strategy for America’s Highways”, http://www.hamiltonproject.org/papers/fix_it_first_expand_it_second_reward_it_third_a_new_strategy_for_ameri/, February 2011, LEQ)

Bridges, roads, and other transportation infrastructure are crucial for facilitating trade within, between, and across states. The development and expansion of the National Highway System has facilitated trade and linked markets: markets that were once only local—from manufacturing and wholesale operations to common retail goods—are now national. The impacts of infrastructure extend from the national economy to many aspects of Americans’ everyday lives, from the length of commutes, the quality of the air, and the livability of American neighborhoods. However, estimates suggest that our valuable transportation network is degrading—the American Society of Civil Engineers estimates we are currently spending $110 billion too little each year to maintain the system at current performance levels. This accumulating wear and tear increases travel times, damages vehicles, and can lead to accidents that cause injuries and fatalities. Although the United States currently invests close to $150 billion annually on infrastructure across all levels of government, a large fraction of that is for new infrastructure projects that appear to be producing fewer results in terms of economic activity and quality-of-life improvements. The way the federal government allocates money for transportation infrastructure investments is one reason why the United States is experiencing a maintenance shortfall and falling returns on new investment. Federal highway infrastructure spending is allocated based on a series of subjective criteria that typically do not require any stringent analysis of expected benefits versus costs. Because there is often public pressure to build new projects using scarce funds, adding capacity often comes at the expense of supporting and enhancing existing infrastructure. To continue to enjoy the level of network performance that Americans often take for granted, maintenance, preservation, and enhancement of this existing system is urgently needed. Meanwhile, a key constraint with the current system is peaktime congestion. Highway drivers impose costs on others in the form of longer commute times and increased pollution, especially during rush hour and other peak driving times. Drivers do not have to take into account these costs when making their driving decisions on most roads in America. This lack of clear price signals leads some roads to be overused, resulting in too much congestion and pollution. While this congestion may indicate that more capacity is needed, it also may indicate that better pricing of the existing infrastructure is necessary to encourage users to take on the broader social costs of their travel during these peak times. In a discussion paper from The Hamilton Project, “Fix It First, Expand It Second, Reward It Third: A New Strategy for America’s Highways,” Matthew Kahn of the University of California, Los Angeles, and David Levinson of the University of Minnesota propose a new framework to support and improve our nation’s highway infrastructure in order to shift the focus of infrastructure spending toward the maintenance of our existing transportation system, and make certain that new transportation infrastructure is priced more efficiently and fairly. Specifically, Kahn and Levinson would reprioritize funding from the federal Highway Trust Fund (made up of the collections from highway tolls and the federal gas tax) so that all proceeds would be earmarked for existing infrastructure. This would provide an additional $12 billion annually for maintenance and improvement. Each state department of transportation would use rigorous analysis, including benefitcost tests, to allocate funds. New highway infrastructure would be financed from a new, independent institution, the Federal Highway Bank, that would award loans based on performance standards. Projects that meet or exceed their performance goals—from lowering congestion, to decreasing travel times, to lowering pollution—would be rewarded with a generous interest-rate subsidy.

Re-investment away from new programs towards maintenance resolves systemic economics losses without increasing spending 

Akerlof et. al ’11 (George A. Akerlof, Koshland Professor of Economics University of California at Berkeley, The Hamilton Project, “Fix It First, Expand It Second, Reward It Third: A New Strategy for America’s Highways”, http://www.hamiltonproject.org/papers/fix_it_first_expand_it_second_reward_it_third_a_new_strategy_for_ameri/, February 2011, LEQ)

Fix It First: Restricting Gas Tax Revenue to Support and Enhance Existing Infrastructure To shift the investment focus to “Fix It First,” the authors propose using funds exclusively for maintaining, preserving, and enhancing existing transportation infrastructure on the National Highway System. This includes making investments in safety enhancements, traffic control facilities, and environmental enhancements. This new prioritization would eliminate spending from the Highway Trust Fund for new projects. (Roughly 30 percent of spending currently goes toward new constructions.) Under this proposal, each state’s Department of Transportation would use benefit-cost analysis to determine how the Highway Trust Fund money is spent. One percent of Highway Trust Fund revenue—ranging from $1.5 million to $33 million per state, depending on each state’s current Highway Trust Fund allocation—would be set aside to build or expand the capacity at each state’s Departments of Transportation to perform benefit-cost analysis, using a uniform standard, as well as to evaluate the project after its construction. The federal government would develop criteria to estimate benefit-cost tests for different types of projects and provide resources for states to conduct these analyses above a threshold cost (for example, $1 million). As a condition for receiving federal funds, states also would be required to prioritize its list of projects, starting with those promising the highest return. Reserving the federal Highway Trust Fund just for highway improvements would mean a boost in federal highway investment for existing facilities of close to $12 billion per year. The authors suggest that this amount would put America on the right path toward repairing and updating our nation’s aging infrastructure.

Second- the Federal Highway Bank would be self-financing and would resolve demand for new infrastructure

Akerlof et. al ’11 (George A. Akerlof, Koshland Professor of Economics University of California at Berkeley, The Hamilton Project, “Fix It First, Expand It Second, Reward It Third: A New Strategy for America’s Highways”, http://www.hamiltonproject.org/papers/fix_it_first_expand_it_second_reward_it_third_a_new_strategy_for_ameri/, February 2011, LEQ)

Expand It Second: Establishing A Federal Highway Bank To Finance New Infrastructure Kahn and Levinson propose the creation of a new, independent organization, the Federal Highway Bank (FHB; see Box 2), to finance new infrastructure projects. The FHB would be self- financing, and would be initially capitalized by the federal government. State and local governments would apply to the FHB for an infrastructure loan. Like any other loan institution, it will allocate capital based on the best evidence of prospects for repayment subject to projects having benefits in excess of costs. Borrowers will have the opportunity to get a better interest rate than the market provides, and those capitalizing the bank will receive a steady rate of return. As a condition of the loan, the money would be repaid primarily with a dedicated revenue stream from user charges; in some cases, this revenue stream would be supplemented by “land value capture.” User charges include tolls, gas taxes, and other sources in which the user directly pays for use of the network. Land value capture includes land value tax, special assessments, impact fees, tax increment financing, or other assessment of increased property value based on the benefit gained from or the cost incurred of providing the new infrastructure. An independent bank appraiser would assess whether the stream of revenue is adequate to repay loan and whether the project costs are properly estimated. The federal government would insure loan repayment, but borrowers would have to purchase this insurance proportionate to their risk of failure, as determined by the appraiser. According to Kahn and Levinson, under these new rules of the game policymakers would have stronger incentives to embrace cost-effective projects. Using user fees as the primary repayment mechanism would encourage more-efficient use of the nation’s roadway network and would reduce congestion costs. Reward It Third: Rewarding Good Investments With The Highway Performance Fund The authors’ FHB (Federal Highway Bank) will introduce market discipline and the third aspect of their proposal, the Highway Performance Fund, will help promote projects that have socially desirable outcomes. The Highway Performance Fund will subsidize loans, offering performance bonuses to states and local governments who exceed performance standards, including getting the project done on time; improving capacity, safety, and equity; and meeting environmental goals. The money to pay for performance bonuses would come from the profits of the FHB (see Box 2). Performance would be monitored every year following the loan until the loan is paid off, and the bonuses would not be renewed if the project failed to live up to expectations. New organizational capacity developed at each state’s Department of Transportation would be used to effectively monitor performance. Each state’s Department of Transportation would be responsible for providing these data to the administrators of the Highway Performance Fund, under rules drawn by the Fund, and subject to audit and verification. 

Lastly, Congestion prices would resolve congestion and create more flexibility on roads
Akerlof et. al ’11 (George A. Akerlof, Koshland Professor of Economics University of California at Berkeley, The Hamilton Project, “Fix It First, Expand It Second, Reward It Third: A New Strategy for America’s Highways”, http://www.hamiltonproject.org/papers/fix_it_first_expand_it_second_reward_it_third_a_new_strategy_for_ameri/, February 2011, LEQ)

Price New and Existing Infrastructure Based On Use Congestion pricing can help governments better allocate the scarce resource of road capacity at peak hours. Both the narrow and the comprehensive versions of the authors’ proposal would encourage states to implement electronic road pricing on the Interstate Highway System, provided the funds are used in the corridor in which they are raised. This road pricing, which is currently generally prohibited with a few exceptions, includes both general tolls and congestion pricing. Such policies would send the correct signals to potential road users and would help to efficiently allocate road use. First, with a higher price at peak times, drivers who are more timeflexible would have the incentive to travel at off-peak hours; drivers who paid the fare would benefit from quicker travel time. Second, road pricing also would promote rapid bus deployment in these cities, which would enable public transit to better compete with the auto. Third, pricing would provide a new source of revenue to these local governments. Finally, many citizens have apprehensions about some road pricing systems. This apprehension is understandable, given the novelty of road pricing in many places. Experiences elsewhere suggest that when the public becomes accustomed to road pricing and learns firsthand about its benefits and costs, they become more comfortable with user fees and pricing schemes.
***Case Extensions***

AT: Case Turns
Targeting and funding of infrastructure is inevitable- the targeting of the plan is key to solve- but their turns link to the states CP
Shatz et. al ’11 (Howard J. Shatz, Karin E. Kitchens, Sandra Rosenbloom, Martin Wachs, RAND, “U.S. Should Drive Highway Funding Toward Projects — and Benefits — of “National Significance,” Says Study”, http://www.rand.org/publications/randreview/issues/2011/winter/news2.html, Winter 2011-2012, LEQ)

Underlying Principles for the Reform of Federal Policy Highway infrastructure varies greatly in its economic effects, depending on a wide variety of system and geographic factors at the local and regional levels. Although highways on average appear to have positive economic effects, these effects can be highly context-specific. Better targeting of federal highway investments could lead to better economic outcomes. The economic benefits and costs of highway investments can and often do spill over into jurisdictions different from those in which the infrastructure is located. Where benefits are dispersed or costs are concentrated, this can make it politically difficult to achieve support for projects that allocate differential benefits and costs over multiple political jurisdictions. Currently, federal spending goes to a large variety of highway projects, including those that may have only local effects or even net negative effects. With the United States facing fiscal constraints, federal highway spending can fulfill the policy aim of supporting better economic performance by focusing on projects that have positive net benefits dispersed over large geographic areas. We refer to these as projects of national significance, and we suggest that they are the most likely to be in the national interest and worthy of national funding.
***2AC Blocks***
AT: Spending DA

Turn- maintenance and repair cost more in the long-term and the plan generates revenue through loans
Akerlof et. al ’11 (George A. Akerlof, Koshland Professor of Economics University of California at Berkeley, The Hamilton Project, “Fix It First, Expand It Second, Reward It Third: A New Strategy for America’s Highways”, http://www.hamiltonproject.org/papers/fix_it_first_expand_it_second_reward_it_third_a_new_strategy_for_ameri/, February 2011, LEQ)

Does this proposal put additional risk on the taxpayer? The balance in the federal Highway Trust Fund has shrunk from $23 billion in the year 2000 to an estimated deficit of $8.1 billion in 2010, requiring a taxpayer bailout. At the same time that the federal government is budgeting less money for maintenance and repair, state and local governments also are cutting back. Doing nothing imposes billions of dollars in risk on the taxpayer—not only in terms of bailing out the Highway Trust Fund, but also in the billions of dollars in forgone investments in existing infrastructure. The authors recognize the problems associated with previous loan-repackaging organizations (such as Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac), but the FHB they propose is different in a number of ways. First, the FHB would originate the loans, rather than buy loans from banks. This is an important distinction: unlike bundled home mortgages, the FHB would have full knowledge of the underlying risks associated with the loan. Second, the magnitude of the loans, and the inspections and audits, suggests that the problems of borrowers being unable to repay would be avoided. Conclusion Kahn and Levinson assert that restricting the Highway Trust Fund only to support and enhance current infrastructure would improve our existing resources. Imposing performance standards on new infrastructure investments, via a new Federal Highway Bank, would give incentives to states to prioritize the most efficient infrastructure projects. Infrastructure investment that is more efficient means better industrial organization that promotes trade and competition. It means more reliability when shipping freight and lower shipping costs; it means that more businesses will build next to each other to take advantage of agglomeration effects, and that people will have greater access to employment and spend less time stuck in traffic. Furthermore, it would mean less damage to vehicles from poorly maintained roads, and fewer accidents, injuries, and even fatalities. Finally, properly implemented, this proposal also would mean more environmentally friendly investment. Combined, these benefits suggest that a reformed system of highway investment can be a meaningful step in improving Americans’ standard of living.

Plan Popular

Turn- Plan is popular inside and outside Congress- multiple sources 

Shatz et. al ’11 (Howard J. Shatz, Karin E. Kitchens, Sandra Rosenbloom, Martin Wachs, RAND, “U.S. Should Drive Highway Funding Toward Projects — and Benefits — of “National Significance,” Says Study”, http://www.rand.org/publications/randreview/issues/2011/winter/news2.html, Winter 2011-2012, LEQ)

Despite the more recent focus of policymakers on transportation infrastructure and the economy, President Dwight D. Eisenhower did not cite the promotion of economic growth in his original letter calling for the creation of an interstate highway system. Rather, he cited benefits to highway safety; savings to vehicle maintenance—and with them, savings on the costs of transported goods to consumers; mobilization of defense forces in the case of an atomic attack; and congestion relief as the economy grew (Eisenhower, 1955). The law authorizing the interstate system, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, focused on defense as a justification more than on other benefits. It formally changed the name “National System of Interstate Highways,” as authorized in 1944, to “National System of Interstate and Defense Highways” (Public Law 627 Title I §108(a)). In more recent decades, promoting economic growth has occupied an important place in federal statements about transportation infrastructure. This is particularly so in the major transportation program reauthorization bills that Congress considers approximately every six years. In the transportation authorization act approved in 1991, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), Congress found that the construction of the interstate highway system “greatly enhanced economic growth in the United States” and that many parts of the nation still require “further highway development in order to serve the travel and economic development needs of the region” (Public Law 102-240 §1105(a)(1) and (2)). Indeed, “regional and rural economic development were invoked during Congressional hearings as reasons for adopting this legislation” (Rephann and Isserman, 1994). Nearly seven years later, in the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), Congress found that it is in the national interest to “encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, operation, and development of surface transportation systems that will serve the mobility needs of people and freight and foster eco nomic growth and development” (Public Law 105-178 §1203(a) and §1204(a)). Approved in 1998, it also authorized the Secretary of Transportation to fund a documentary that would “demonstrate how public works and infrastructure projects stimulate job growth and the economy and contribute to the general welfare of the Nation” (Public Law 105-178, §1212(b)(1)).1 More recently, in 2005, a new transportation reauthorization law (Public Law 109-59, Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users, or SAFETEA-LU) found that the benefits of major national and regional projects included “improving economic productivity” (Public Law 109-59 §1301(a)(4)). It further found that construction of such projects would “improve the health and welfare of the national economy” (Public Law 109-59 §1301(a)(6)). Calls to Reform U.S. Transportation Policy Calls for the reform of U.S. transportation policy have been mounting since Congress approved the reauthorization of transportation funding for the nation’s surface transportation network from 2005 to 2009, in SAFETEA-LU, a $286.4 billion law. In part, this stemmed from the law itself. Among its many measures, the law mandated the creation of two study commissions to consider the future of the U.S. transportation system. Congress established the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission to study the revenue needs of the U.S. surface transportation system over a 30-year period and to develop a plan to ensure that the system would continue to serve U.S. needs, including making recommendations about federal policies and legislative changes (Public Law 109-59, §1909(b)(3)). In addition, Congress established the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission to focus on the future financing needs of the transportation system and, in particular, on alternative approaches for funding the federal Highway Trust Fund (HTF) (Public Law 109-59, §11142(b)(1)). The HTF, historically funded with federal gasoline and diesel fuel taxes, has been the federal government’s main financing vehicle for surface transportation. But Congress did not provide the only impetus for reconsidering U.S. transportation policy. Voices both inside and outside the government also made such calls. Inside the government, the independent Government Accountability Office (GAO) has been particularly clear about the need for reconsideration. For example, the GAO has found that many current federal transportation programs are “not effective at addressing key transportation challenges such as increasing congestion and growing freight demand because federal goals and roles are unclear, many programs lack links to needs or performance, and the programs in some areas do not employ the best tools and approaches to ensure effective investment decisions” (U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2008, p. 3). Outside the government, the Bipartisan Policy Center, in a 2009 report by its National Transportation Policy Project, noted that although the U.S. transportation system has changed dramatically since the 1950s, the federal government has not substantially reformed its policies and programs since then, although those policies and programs have proliferated in the government’s attempt to respond to changing priorities (National Transportation Policy Project, 2009). The time is ripe to reconsider federal roles because the federal government is once again debating a major transportation funding bill. SAFETEA-LU lasted through federal fiscal year 2009 (ending September 30, 2009). Although there is not yet a new law, as of late March 2011, Congress had extended SAFETEA-LU seven times, most recently through September 30, 2011 (American Public Transportation Association, 2011).

AT: States

Federal government is key to generate a nationwide framework- perm solves best
Rosenbloom and Wachs ’12 (Sandra Rosenbloom, Martin Wachs, Dr. Sandra Rosenbloom is Director of the Drachman Institute at the University of Arizona and a Professor of Planning at the Institute for Land and Regional Development Studies, Martin Wachs is a senior principal researcher at RAND and a professor at the Pardee RAND Graduate School. He formerly served as director of the RAND Transportation, Space, and Technology Program. Prior to joining RAND in 2005, he was professor of civil and environmental engineering and professor of city and regional planning at the University of California, Berkeley, where was also director of the Institute of Transportation Studies. Prior to this, he spent 25 years at UCLA, where he served three terms as chairman of the Department of Urban Planning, “A Federal Role in Freight Planning and Finance”, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2012/RAND_MG1137.pdf, 2012, LEQ)

Creating Mechanisms to Encourage Cooperation. The private market and individual local and regional public agencies are often unable or unwilling to respond in coordinated ways to a variety of overarching or large-scale problems in the freight network. The free market is not very good at developing approaches to large-scale problems with many stakeholders or those that create benefits for others in addition to the major participants (Cheon and Deakin, 2010). Most stakeholders, public or private, who took the time to put together system-wide or coordinated freight strategies would incur costs that would far exceed their direct benefits (Jose Gomez-Ibanez’s comments in the industry roundtable discussions presented in GAO, 2005). Yet most freight projects address large-scale problems, involve many stakeholders who benefit or lose, and require system-wide or cooperative approaches. There are direct and indirect calls for federal (and state) assistance in providing mechanisms to encourage and induce diverse stakeholders to develop coordinated freight strategies or coordinated responses to specific freight issues, especially those that extend beyond the boundaries of local jurisdictions and especially states (McDowell, 2009). A RAND study (Hillestad, van Roo, and Yoho, 2009) noted the need for coordinated freight system planning to address the fact that current solutions tended to be local and stakeholder-specific, failing to consider broader and national consequences and costs. The federal government could provide the framework and incentives for stakeholders to work together—for example, by assisting state departments of transportation or regional transportation planning agencies to bring a variety of stakeholders to the table in a productive way. The federal government has helped fund, for example, several multistate freight corridor efforts, such as the I-95 Corridor Coalition (which includes all the state departments of transportation from New Hampshire and Vermont in the north to Florida and Georgia in the south, as well as other relevant public agencies along the alignment of U.S. interstate I-95).

Turn- focus on localized highway projects kills solvency- nationwide projects are best
Shatz et. al ’11 (Howard J. Shatz, Karin E. Kitchens, Sandra Rosenbloom, Martin Wachs, RAND, “U.S. Should Drive Highway Funding Toward Projects — and Benefits — of “National Significance,” Says Study”, http://www.rand.org/publications/randreview/issues/2011/winter/news2.html, Winter 2011-2012, LEQ)

In restructuring U.S. transportation policy, Congress should steer funding toward projects of “national significance,” RAND researchers suggest. In other words, federal transportation aid should go to those projects promising large positive aggregate benefits, either nationwide or across a multi-state region, and for which sufficient funding and coordination from smaller jurisdictions might not be forthcoming. Better targeting of federal highway investments could lead to better economic outcomes. Currently, federal highway spending goes to a large variety of projects, including those that may have only local or even net negative effects. Federal policy has become more fragmented over time, with a proliferation of programs that are often considered to act as “stovepipes,” each focusing on one set of issues, preventing rational, integrated, comprehensive planning and stymieing innovation. A secondary problem has been the increasing number of earmarks — from only 8 in the 1978 transportation bill to 6,371 in the latest, 2005 bill, which originally expired in October 2009 before being extended. “Changing highway-investment priorities could involve many difficult decisions,” said Howard Shatz, a RAND senior economist who led the study. “These might include redrafting federal programs, changing the congressional committees through which transportation authorizations pass, or severely limiting earmarks, which undermine efforts to develop national networks that optimize investments.” Previous research reviewed by RAND found positive effects of highway-infrastructure spending on economic productivity and output. The RAND researchers point to investments in the U.S. interstate highway system as examples of federal transportation spending that brought widespread productivity gains to the U.S. economy. But highway infrastructure varies greatly in its economic effects, depending on a wide variety of local and regional factors. Better targeting of federal highway investments could lead to better economic outcomes, the researchers suggest. “With the United States facing fiscal constraints, federal highway spending can continue to provide economic benefits to the nation by focusing on those projects that have positive net benefits dispersed over large geographic areas,” said Shatz. square

And the perm is key to solve- a main reason for failure is the lack of a nationwide strategy- the plan is key to solve
Shatz et. al ’11 (Howard J. Shatz, Karin E. Kitchens, Sandra Rosenbloom, Martin Wachs, RAND, “U.S. Should Drive Highway Funding Toward Projects — and Benefits — of “National Significance,” Says Study”, http://www.rand.org/publications/randreview/issues/2011/winter/news2.html, Winter 2011-2012, LEQ)

U.S. transportation programs are in many ways the quintessential embodiment of federalism. Although a partnership between different levels of government is well established in practical terms, it has never been carefully described in federal legislation nor formally designated as a “national transportation policy.” What we understand to be U.S. policy has evolved through a long series of disconnected federal and state legislative actions, most of which were accommodations at specific times to particular problems. This evolution has resulted in more than 100 federal surface transportation funding programs, many of which appear to embody limited concern about the economic effects of infrastructure investment. The intellectual model of highway programs in particular is that the states own and operate the major roads—even the interstates. The federal government “aids” the states through grants or loan subsidies, but in principle, as a matter of state sovereignty, the states plan and decide where the highways will go and then operate and manage them. The result is that the federal government recognizes the overall highway program as a state program and gives the states money if they meet design or safety standards and follow certain planning procedures. States and localities have always provided the majority of money for highways and roads in the United States. Federal funding grew dramatically in the early years of the interstate highway system, starting with the passage of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, but state and local financing has grown somewhat more rapidly since the early 1980s. For most of the years since 1956, the federal share of total government spending on highways and roads in the United States has hovered between 25 percent and 30 percent. Federal funds are typically disbursed to states according to formulas. The creation of these formulas often results from a great deal of political bargaining, because slightly different formulas can have large effects on the amount of money a state receives. The processes by which federal funds are disbursed suggest one of the main weaknesses of national transportation policy and are symptomatic of how federal highway investments may be only loosely linked to ensuring large economic benefits. Programs and formulas have become complex and change substantially from one transportation bill to the next. Although programs proliferated to create balanced attention to many competing interests, the current mix of programs constitutes “stovepipes” that stymie innovation and prevent rational, integrated, comprehensive planning. That is, although a region may need a mix of maintenance, public transit, and highway investments, these federal programs are funded separately using different formulas, and decisionmaking is dominated by cleverly navigating the funding structures rather than by adhering to logical regional or metropolitan plans. The proliferation of programs and the stovepiping make it difficult to fashion investments that clearly meet any federal transportation goals, let alone increasing national economic performance.
AT: Private CP
And the private CP would fail- too patchwork and they would say no- perm solves best
Rosenbloom and Wachs ’12 (Sandra Rosenbloom, Martin Wachs, Dr. Sandra Rosenbloom is Director of the Drachman Institute at the University of Arizona and a Professor of Planning at the Institute for Land and Regional Development Studies, Martin Wachs is a senior principal researcher at RAND and a professor at the Pardee RAND Graduate School. He formerly served as director of the RAND Transportation, Space, and Technology Program. Prior to joining RAND in 2005, he was professor of civil and environmental engineering and professor of city and regional planning at the University of California, Berkeley, where was also director of the Institute of Transportation Studies. Prior to this, he spent 25 years at UCLA, where he served three terms as chairman of the Department of Urban Planning, “A Federal Role in Freight Planning and Finance”, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2012/RAND_MG1137.pdf, 2012, LEQ)

Creating Mechanisms to Encourage Cooperation. The private market and individual local and regional public agencies are often unable or unwilling to respond in coordinated ways to a variety of overarching or large-scale problems in the freight network. The free market is not very good at developing approaches to large-scale problems with many stakeholders or those that create benefits for others in addition to the major participants (Cheon and Deakin, 2010). Most stakeholders, public or private, who took the time to put together system-wide or coordinated freight strategies would incur costs that would far exceed their direct benefits (Jose Gomez-Ibanez’s comments in the industry roundtable discussions presented in GAO, 2005). Yet most freight projects address large-scale problems, involve many stakeholders who benefit or lose, and require system-wide or cooperative approaches. There are direct and indirect calls for federal (and state) assistance in providing mechanisms to encourage and induce diverse stakeholders to develop coordinated freight strategies or coordinated responses to specific freight issues, especially those that extend beyond the boundaries of local jurisdictions and especially states (McDowell, 2009). A RAND study (Hillestad, van Roo, and Yoho, 2009) noted the need for coordinated freight system planning to address the fact that current solutions tended to be local and stakeholder-specific, failing to consider broader and national consequences and costs. The federal government could provide the framework and incentives for stakeholders to work together—for example, by assisting state departments of transportation or regional transportation planning agencies to bring a variety of stakeholders to the table in a productive way. The federal government has helped fund, for example, several multistate freight corridor efforts, such as the I-95 Corridor Coalition (which includes all the state departments of transportation from New Hampshire and Vermont in the north to Florida and Georgia in the south, as well as other relevant public agencies along the alignment of U.S. interstate I-95).

AT: High Transportation Cost -> Alternative Energy

High oil prices do not lead to alternative energy but rather INCREASE fossil fuels- turns their impact

Rodrigue and Comtois ’12 (Jean-Paul Rodrigue received a Ph.D. in Transport Geography from the Université de Montréal (1994) and has been at the Department of Economics & Geography at Hofstra University since 1999. In 2008, he became part of the Department of Global Studies and Geography, Claude Comtois is Professor and academic advisor to graduate at University of Montreal, “Transportation and Energy”, http://people.hofstra.edu/geotrans/eng/ch8en/conc8en/ch8c2en.html, February 8, 2012, LEQ)

Excessive fuel price could stimulate the development of alternatives. But economists have demonstrated that automotive fuel oil is price inelastic. Higher prices result in very marginal changes in demand for fuel. While $100 per barrel was for a long time considered a threshold that would limit demand for automotive fuel and lead to a decline in passenger and freight-km, evidence suggests that higher oil prices had limited impact on the average annual growth rate of world motorization. The analysis of the evolution of the use of fossil fuels suggests that in a free market economy the introduction of alternative fuels is leading to an increase in the global consumption of both fossil and alternative fuels and not to the substitution of crude oil by bio-based alternative fuels. This suggests that in the initial phase of an energy transition cycle, the introduction of a new source of energy complements existing supply until the new source of energy becomes price competitive to be an alternative. The presence of both renewable and non-renewable types of fuels stimulates the energy market with the concomitant result of increasing greenhouse gas emissions. The production of alternative fuels adds up to the existing fossil fuels and does not replace it.
***Case Neg**

1NC- Plan Unpopular
Transportation investment's massively controversial - budget concerns and public opposition - our evidence assumes your link turns

Lovaas 4/24 (Deron, Writer for National Resource Defense Council's Switchboard Blog, " Failing to Communicate the Promise of Transportation Investments," 2012, http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/dlovaas/failing_to_communicate_the_pro.html)

The report also usefully distills the sobering clash that has overcome renewal of transportation law: Two imperatives have collided: on the one hand the imperative to invest in a transportation system that will continue to grow our nation’s economy, create jobs, and enhance U.S. competitiveness; on the other hand, the imperative to come to grips with the nation’s short- and long-term fiscal problems, including especially the federal treasury’s unsustainable and still growing level of debt. In short, it’s not that our political leaders don’t agree that transportation is important or that infrastructure investments are needed; rather they can’t agree on whether or how to fund those investments given the current budget situation. This massive clash is exacerbated by other tensions noted in the report. A Rockefeller Foundation poll found that while 80 percent of voters agree that transportation improvements “will boost local economies and create millions of jobs” fully 71 percent of voters “oppose an increase in the federal gas tax with majorities likewise opposing a tax on foreign oil, the replacement of the gas tax with a per-mile-traveled fee, and the imposition of new tolls to increase federal transportation funding.” So we the voters want transportation investments yet oppose all the tools that enable such things.

2NC- Plan Unpopular
Budget deficits make the plan politically infeasible

Baliles 11 (Gerald, Director of the Miller Center of Public Affairs @ the University of Virginia, "Are We There Yet? Selling America on Transportation," David R. Goode National Transportation Policy Conference, http://web1.millercenter.org/conferences/report/conf_2011_transportation-Miller-Center.pdf)

“Sit still,” however, is more or less what Washington has done on transportation issues for 15 months since that Rose Garden ceremony. Amid an increasingly polarized debate over how to deal with the nation’s long-term debt and deficit problems, and despite the recent emergence of transportation bills from the House and Senate, discussions about transportation reform have been largely sidelined. Today, with the stimulus funding of the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act all but exhausted, with revenues to the Highway Trust Fund projected to remain flat or decline, and with not only federal but also local and state budgets still stretched tight by the lingering effects of the recession, the outlook for future investment in the U.S. transportation system and for needed policy reforms is far from clear. 

No link turns - people who support transportation won't lobby for it - it's MASSIVELY controversial and tradesoff with pushing other issues

Mineta and Skinner 11 (Norman Mineta, 14th U.S. Secretary of Transportation, and Samuel Skinner, 10th U.S. Secretary of Transportation, "Are We There Yet? Selling America on Transportation," David R. Goode National Transportation Policy Conference, http://web1.millercenter.org/conferences/report/conf_2011_transportation-Miller-Center.pdf)

To set change in motion, however, there must first be public pressure for transportation investment and reform. Despite broad support in principle, however, active public engagement on these issues has been elusive. While many Americans experience the inefficiencies of our current transport systems on a daily basis, other impacts—such as the impact of lost productivity on the broader economy or the impact of high transportation costs on the price of goods—are less immediately obvious. Faced with other urgent concerns and economic challenges, many Americans believe we simply can’t afford to invest in transportation repairs and upgrades given our country’s current budget situation. Many also do not have faith that money allocated to transportation projects will be used in the most efficient and effective ways possible. Simply put, there is a lack of confidence and trust in the ability of policymakers to make good decisions in transportation policy and planning. And without a mandate from the broader public, most policymakers don’t want to risk reforming the current system in a political landscape fraught with many other challenges and competing demands. 
AT: Plan Popular

Theoretical popularity means nothing - debate over transportation will become quagmired 

Mineta and Skinner 11 (Norman Mineta, 14th U.S. Secretary of Transportation, and Samuel Skinner, 10th U.S. Secretary of Transportation, "Are We There Yet? Selling America on Transportation," David R. Goode National Transportation Policy Conference, http://web1.millercenter.org/conferences/report/conf_2011_transportation-Miller-Center.pdf, LEQ)
Note: Chart called "Successful Execution: The Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project" was omitted

The “can-do” spirit and bipartisan agreement that has driven transportation policy for so much of America’s history, however, has changed during the past several years. Today’s debates, in stark contrast to those of an earlier era, are taking place in an atmosphere of paralysis. And while a number of complex factors are at work, the reasons for the underlying impasse are not difficult to discern. Two imperatives have collided: on the one hand the imperative to invest in a transportation system that will continue to grow our nation’s economy, create jobs, and enhance U.S. competitiveness; on the other hand, the imperative to come to grips with the nation’s short- and long-term fiscal problems, including especially the federal treasury’s unsustainable and still growing level of debt. In short, it’s not that our political leaders don’t agree that transportation is important or that infrastructure investments are needed; rather they can’t agree on whether or how to fund those investments given the current budget situation. The fact that the current impasse has already lasted several years suggests that there is no obvious resolution close at hand. Comprehensive reauthorization of the federal surface transportation program last occurred in 2005. It expired in 2009. With reauthorization now more than two years late, the federal program has had to rely on short-term extensions. These have happened nine times thus far, and we may see even more. The situation was even more serious on the aviation side where efforts by Congress to pass a comprehensive reauthorization of the federal aviation programs took 22 short-term extensions before a long-term reauthorization was achieved. In August 2011, the program was actually allowed to expire, leaving 4,000 Federal Aviation Administration employees out of work for two weeks—an unprecedented occurrence in the history of the program. Moreover, the current impasse has persisted despite broad agreement among lawmakers, stakeholders, and the general public about the need for infrastructure investment. In joint public appearances before key congressional committees, non-traditional allies like the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the AFL-CIO have called for action on transportation infrastructure, emphasizing its nonpartisan nature and its central place in our nation’s an nature and its central place in our nation’s economy. Meanwhile, recent public-opinion surveys have found overwhelming support for the idea of infrastructure investment. In a 2011 survey conducted by the Rockefeller Foundation, for example, two-thirds of voters said that improving the nation’s infrastructure is important, and 80 percent agreed that federal funding to improve and modernize transportation “will boost local economies and create millions of jobs from construction to manufacturing to engineering.” Similarly, a poll conducted by CBS News and The New York Times between October 19 and October 24, 2011 showed that eight in ten Americans “approve of government spending for roads and bridges as a way to boost employment.” 2 However, in these times of lagging public investment in many policy areas, transportation is not seen as the top investment necessity. 3 

***On Case Frontlines***

1NC- Economy
Impact is exaggerated and consensus goes neg.

Utt ‘8 (Ronald, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “More Transportation Spending: False Promises of Prosperity and Job Creation,” http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/13483.pdf, April 2, 2008, LEQ)

Lobbyists Clamor for More Spending 

Typical is a recent statement by AASHTO Executive Director John Horsley in which he proposed that government provide $18 billion in new transportation spending to create 750,000 new jobs. Presumably, these figures are based on the exaggerated USDOT simulation that each $1 billion of new transportation spending would create 47,000 new jobs. He also claimed that more than 3,000 transportation projects could be awarded and started within 30 to 90 days, suggesting that if they were this close to being started, they were probably also funded by current state transportation budgets.1

An ARTBA vice president told the House Democratic Caucus that “protecting the solvency of the highway trust fund…was one of the most effective ways to facilitate economic recovery” and later noted that a gas tax increase was one way to do this.2 APTA complains that the proposed $1 billion for transit projects was dropped from the stimulus package (H.R. 5140) before passage and recommends that its $3.6 billion spending plan for its members be considered as part of any subsequent package.3

Several presidential candidates have included infrastructure and transportation spending in their proposed stimulus packages. Senator Barack Obama (D–IL) has proposed a new federal infrastructure bank that would spend $60 billion over 10 years (equal to $20 per year per person) on highways and other projects to create 2 million new jobs.4 Senator Hillary Clinton (D–NY) proposed to increase annual spending on public transit by $1.5 billion and annual spending on passenger rail (Amtrak) by $1 billion,5 while former Republican presidential candidate Mike Huckabee repeated— and misrepresented—the claim that $1 billion in “federal highways and transit infrastructure” creates 47,000 jobs in announcing “The Huckabee Plan: Four Guiding Principles for Strengthening America’s Infrastructure.”6

Congress is also getting involved in the spending spree. In his statement on the budget resolution for fiscal year 2009, Senate Budget Committee Chairman Kent Conrad (D–ND) announced that he had allowed room for stimulus spending in his budget proposal, including an unspecified sum for highways. Following the lead of the highway lobbyists, the Senator claimed:

[M]ore than 3,000 “ready-to-go” infrastructure projects were identified. An investment in these projects will not only repair roads and bridges, but it will create jobs and improve economic growth, and start the process of reversing the Bush administration’s underfunding of infrastructure.7

Yet these many claims that highway spending can quickly create jobs and spur the economy are highly questionable given the mixed findings of decades of independent academic studies on the relationship between federal spending programs and job creation. Only one substantive “study,” which was commissioned by the U.S. Department of Transportation, asserts much of an impact on job creation, and the study’s authors heavily qualified that claim, recognizing that the results were produced using highly artificial assumptions in the computer simulation. Indeed, a careful review of the USDOT study reveals that many proponents of highway spending exaggerate its ability to predict the number of jobs created by additional spending. 

More ev.

Utt ‘8 (Ronald, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “More Transportation Spending: False Promises of Prosperity and Job Creation,” http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/13483.pdf, April 2, 2008, LEQ)

With the economy slowing and flirting with recession, many Members of Congress and several presidential candidates have been advocating a second, costly stimulus package that would rely more on government spending than on stimulating private spending with tax cuts. In many of these proposals, a portion of the new spending would go to infrastructure, with some or all of it targeted to transportation projects. As is often the case, many of the leading tax users in the field of transportation—the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), the American Road and Transportation Builders (ARTBA), the American Public Transportation Association (APTA), and the Associated General Contractors—have urged Congress to spend more money on projects that would directly benefit their members.

As this paper demonstrates, most of the alleged economic benefits are based on grossly exaggerated claims made by a U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) computer simulation conducted in 2000 and 2002. In fact, the vast majority of independent academic and federal government studies on the relationship between infrastructure spending and economic activity have found that the impact is very modest and long in coming.

Their studies are based on flawed mathematical modeling that ignores complex economic interactions 
Utt ‘8 (Ronald, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “More Transportation Spending: False Promises of Prosperity and Job Creation,” http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/13483.pdf, April 2, 2008, LEQ)

Such cautionary statements are appropriate because the analytical approach and mathematical model used to calculate these employment benefits have only a limited capability to make firm predictions on new job creation. Indeed, in an introductory section, the report carefully hedges its predictions with statements such as “assuming there is slack labor supply, each construction project creates a number of new jobs directly.”

Such qualifications are particularly justified given that the mathematical model used by USDOT—traditional I/O analysis—is little more than a comprehensive technical description of the quantities of materials, supplies, and labor that are needed to make a certain product. This model does not accurately describe the complex workings of a market economy in which, each moment, thousands of participants make millions of choices involving hundreds of thousands of services and commodities, all in limited supply. In the real economy, more of one thing means less of another in the short run as individuals and businesses substitute one product for another in response to changing prices. USDOT’s traditional I/O analysis does not consider such offsets and substitutions.

For example, using the job-creation numbers provided by JOBMOD, an additional $1 billion in highway spending requires an estimated 26,524 additional workers9 to build and supply $1 billion worth of new highways. In the real world, the additional federal borrowing or taxing needed to provide this additional $1 billion means that $1 billion less is spent or invested elsewhere and that the jobs and products previously employed by that $1 billion thus disappear. Regardless of how the federal government raised the additional $1 billion, it would shift resources from one part of the economy to another, in this case to road building. The only way that $1 billion of new highway spending can create 47,576 new jobs is if the $1 billion appears out of nowhere as if it were manna from heaven.
USDOT’s I/O model could be used to approximate such substitution effects, but the department did not incorporate these considerations into the study; hence, the professors prefaced their report with the condition “assuming there is slack labor supply”—economists’ equivalent of manna. At the height of I/O analysis, as used during the 1970s in the centrally planned socialist economies of Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, the operation of these models explicitly considered such substitution effects. Without markets and prices to allocate these countries’ scarce resources, government central planners had to consider the full implications of taking from one sector to give to another.

For example, building a new hydroelectric dam would require tens of thousands of cubic yards of concrete, thousand of tons of rebar, dozens of bulldozers, thousands of workers, and so forth. Without free markets to allocate and produce these products by signaling supply and demand through price changes, government central planners used I/O models to calculate from which sectors to take the needed labor and supplies. This also allowed the government planners to determine the implications of such withdrawals: how many new apartments, roads, warehouses, missile silos, farm tractors, and other outputs would be sacrificed to build the hydro project.

With the collapse of most centrally planned economies, the use of I/O analysis is now confined largely to economic consultants hired to justify costly and underutilized building projects such as convention centers and football stadiums because they will “create” jobs. In fact, such projects never create anything approaching the benefits projected through the misuse of these models, but there always seem to be local boosters, businessmen, and politicians who are willing to exaggerate the potential benefits.

Because of these inherent limitations, I/O models such as the one used by USDOT should be used with great caution, and their limitations and artificial assumptions should be clearly acknowledged. When these conditions are considered, the job-creation potential of any spending scheme will be found to be a small fraction of what such models initially report.

Although the USDOT report made only passing and oblique references to such limitations and drawbacks, a number of other federal studies investigating the same or similar types of spending explicitly acknowledged such deficiencies. These studies—including three other studies discussed in this paper—concluded that the job-creation potential of government infrastructure spending is substantially less than that reported by USDOT. 

Historical analysis disproves their impact – prefer over models and predictions.

Utt ‘8 (Ronald, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “More Transportation Spending: False Promises of Prosperity and Job Creation,” http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/13483.pdf, April 2, 2008, LEQ)

In contrast to the USDOT and CRS studies, which rely on similar models to predict likely employment impacts of highway spending, a General Accounting Office (GAO)14 study examined the historical record to determine the actual impact of several federal spending programs on employment. 15 It also examined the effect of the spending on the unemployed at the time the programs were launched, thereby addressing USDOT’s qualification regarding a “slack labor supply.” While the study dates from the early 1980s, the types of programs and issues examined are similar to those being debated today.

The GAO study investigated the employment impact of the Emergency Jobs Appropriations Act of 1983, which was enacted when the U.S. unemployment rate was at double-digit levels. The legislation provided $9 billion ($19.5 billion in 2007 dollars) to 77 federal programs to stimulate the economy and provide employment opportunities to the jobless. According to the GAO, its specific objectives were to:

• Provide productive employment for jobless

Americans,

• Hasten or initiate federal projects and construction

of lasting value, and

• Provide humanitarian assistance to the indigent.

These programs were targeted particularly at those who had been unemployed for at least 15 weeks. Although the program was enacted during the worst of the recession, the GAO found that “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.16 

Of relevance to the potential impact of highway spending alone, the study also notes that “funds for public works programs, such as those that build highways or houses, were spent much more slowly than funds for public services.”17 This is understandable given the long lead time between the decision to build and the actual beginning of construction.

For the typical federally funded road, environmental impact studies, construction plans, land acquisition, competitive bidding, and awarding of contracts can take several years. In some instances, the environmental permitting process can exceed five years.18 Because of such delays, any employment effects related to additional highway spending would not occur for several years, thereby providing only a few jobs to those who were unemployed when the bill was enacted.
As far as the GAO was able to determine, less than 1 percent of the jobs created by the economy during the relevant period could be attributed to the program:

GAO estimates that as of March 1984, 1 year after the act was passed, about 34,000 jobs in the economy were attributable to the act’s funds spent at that time. The employment increase attributable to the act peaked at about 35,000 jobs in June 1984 when about 8 million persons were unemployed. These additional jobs represented less than 1 percent of about 5.8 million jobs created by the economy since the act was passed. After June 1984, the additional employment attributable to the act began to decline and had decreased to an estimated 8,000 jobs by June 1985.19

Obviously, these estimated job-creation impacts, all drawn from actual experience, are substantially less than those predicted by the USDOT study. In the end, the 35,000 new jobs created by the Emergency Jobs Appropriations Act of 1983 came at a taxpayer cost of $257,142 per job ($546,136 in 2007 dollars). Under the circumstances, hiring the unemployed to dig holes in the morning and fill them up in the afternoon would have been far more cost-effective. 

Their evidence is pandering to organized labor.

Utt ‘10 (Ronald, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Infrastructure Stimulus Spending: Pandering to Organized Labor,” http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2010/pdf/wm3003.pdf, September 8, 2010, LEQ) 

Legislative Delays. Reinforcing the view that this plan is little more that a political stunt to score points with labor unions is the proposal that this $50 billion spending scheme be enacted as part of the pending reauthorization of the federal highway program. That program expired in August 2009 but has since been extended on a temporary basis by legislation until a new reauthorization bill is enacted. A highway reauthorization bill is a vast and complex endeavor, and the last reauthorization bill—which totaled 1,972 pages—took two years to complete.

As of September 2010, neither the Administration nor the Senate has introduced legislation to reauthorize the program, and an incomplete draft version has been discussed in the House. As such, an early 2011 implementation of the proposed vehicle to carry the $50 billion plan is impossible. Transportation Transformation. Rather than promote a plan to stimulate the economy and lessen the pain of long-term unemployment, the President has opted for a new spending plan. But this plan should be seen for what it is: an effort to shore up support within a key constituency (organized labor) and at the same time lay the groundwork for a fundamental transformation of the nation’s transportation systems. 
No impact to econ collapse; recession proves.

Thomas P.M. Barnett, senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC, “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” 8/25/2009, http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx

When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: * No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); * The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); * Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); * No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); * A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and * No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order.
History proves

Ferguson 6 (Niall, Professor of History – Harvard University, Foreign Affairs, 85(5), September / October, Lexis)

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.
Jobs Turn

Turn- Jobs focus makes the program fail – their studies are biased.

Utt ‘8 (Ronald, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “More Transportation Spending: False Promises of Prosperity and Job Creation,” http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/13483.pdf, April 2, 2008, LEQ)

The CRS, GAO, and CBO studies conclude that the impact on jobs would be much less than the 47,000 new jobs per $1 billion in new highway spending implied by the USDOT simulation. However, none of these studies questioned the extent to which job creation should even be a high priority of any federal program. Most federal programs were created to meet a particular need that Congress believed government should address in the interest of the general welfare. Food stamps feed the poor, Medicare helps the elderly with medical costs, and the Department of Defense protects America from external threats. To the extent that elusive efforts to create jobs compromise these goals, scarce taxpayers dollars are wasted.

In a 1992 study about federal spending and job creation, CRS analysts pointedly—and sarcastically— asked:

Have you noticed that most proposals to change some element of Federal economic policy—ranging from a minor tax provision to building public infrastructure to changes in trade restrictions—are debated at least in part in terms of how many jobs they will create? Will these proposals really create jobs? If so, why not just keep adding new programs until full employment is achieved?28

Lost in the job-creation debate is the fact that the federal transportation program is supposed to be about transportation, mobility, congestion mitigation, and safety—not job creation. To the extent that these goals are sacrificed to some illusive job-creation process, the program becomes less effective, if not irrelevant, and ought to be scrapped rather than be allowed to continue to waste the taxes paid by beleaguered motorists.

Furthermore, arguments for a costly commitment to a highway-based stimulus package cobbled together by a handful of lobbyists for the benefit of their members and clients fail to recognize that creating jobs is not the same thing as creating value. Spending any sum of money on nearly anything will contribute to a job, but whether or not that job leads to the creation of products and services of broad public value is another question. Hurricanes, tornadoes, and forest fires create large numbers of jobs, but they also destroy value in the process—an outcome not materially different from much of today’s federal spending on costly and underutilized lightrail systems and pork-barrel earmarks.29 
State Money Turn

Turn- Trades off with state and local funding and hurts economic growth.

Utt ‘8 (Ronald, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “More Transportation Spending: False Promises of Prosperity and Job Creation,” http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/13483.pdf, April 2, 2008, LEQ)

The CBO review also cited a 1996 study commissioned by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), which found that the federal highway program produced extremely high benefits in its early days, but that the value of these benefits declined as the interstate system neared completion. At this point, further federal investment in highways was estimated to be less productive than private investment in general. Other studies found that federal money sometimes merely displaced state and local money that would have been spent

on the project anyway. The CBO concluded:

The available information suggests three conclusions: some investments in public infrastructure can be justified by their benefits to the economy, but their supply is limited; some (perhaps substantial) portion of federal spending on infrastructure displaces state and local spending; and on balance, available studies do not support the claim that increases in federal infrastructure spending would increase economic growth.22 

Funding Turn

Turn- Taxes used to fund the program offset the economic benefits.

Utt ‘8 (Ronald, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “More Transportation Spending: False Promises of Prosperity and Job Creation,” http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/13483.pdf, April 2, 2008, LEQ)

In effect, the CRS study acknowledges that the substitution effects of the new highway spending could more than completely offset the firstorder and second-order employment benefits from such spending.12

Similarly, any tax increase to fund an equal amount of highway spending would certainly substantially offset the impact, and output and employment could be nullified or even negative. For example, the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Commission’s proposal to increase the federal fuel tax by up to 8 cents per gallon per year for five years and then link it to the rate of inflation in subsequent years would reduce personal incomes by $204 billion over the next five years. In turn, this reduction in income would reduce personal consumption expenditures and eliminate the jobs of the workers who provided the lost goods and services.13

1NC- Warming
Transportation only accounts for 33% of fuels and massive alt causes to the plan- includes more than just highways
Bogo ‘9 (Jennifer Bogo, PopularMechanics.com “Report Sees Dire Future for Warming's Impact on U.S. Transport”, http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/environment/4254048, October 1, 2009, LEQ)
Transportation's contribution to global warming has been well articulated. It's responsible for 33 percent of United States emissions from fossil fuel combustion--more if you count the life-cycle emissions from extracting fuel and manufacturing vehicles. Now, for the first time, the government is taking an in-depth look at the flip scenario: how global warming is affecting transportation. 

And more things than the plan are key to solve

Bogo ‘9 (Jennifer Bogo, PopularMechanics.com “Report Sees Dire Future for Warming's Impact on U.S. Transport”, http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/environment/4254048, October 1, 2009, LEQ)

In the near term, taking inventory of America's most vulnerable infrastructure will be key. By outfitting it with technology to monitor its condition, as well as shifts in regional climate, officials will be able to receive advanced warning of potential failures. The report emphasizes redundant communications and power systems for restoring transportation systems quickly in the event that they do go down. To adapt to new extremes, transportation providers should work more closely with weather forecasters and emergency planners, and respond to severe weather events in ways that are more routine and proactive than ad hoc. In other words, develop emergency response and evacuation plans before emergencies occur, and make sure they are communicated clearly to the people living in high-risk areas. 

No warming and it’s not anthropogenic

Watson 9 (Steve, citing a report conducted by the Japan Society of Energy and Resources, the academic society representing scientists from the energy and resource fields, “Top Japanese Scientists: Warming Is Not Caused By Human Activity,” February 27th, http://www.infowars.com/top-japanese-scientists-warming-is-not-caused-by-human-activity/)

A major scientific report by leading Japanese academics concludes that global warming is not man-made and that the overall warming trend from the mid-part of the 20th Century onwards has now stopped. Unsurprisingly the report, which was released last month, has been completely ignored by the Western corporate media. The report was undertaken by Japan Society of Energy and Resources (JSER), the academic society representing scientists from the energy and resource fields. The JSER acts as a government advisory panel, much like the International Panel on Climate Change did for the UN. The JSER’s findings provide a stark contrast to the IPCC’s, however, with only one out of five top researchers agreeing with the claim that recent warming has been accelerated by man-made carbon emissions. The government commissioned report criticizes computer climate modeling and also says that the US ground temperature data set, used to back up the man-made warming claims, is too myopic.  In the last month, no major Western media outlet has covered the report, which prompted British based sci-tech website The Register to commission a translation of the document. Section one highlights the fact that Global Warming has ceased, noting that since 2001, the increase in global temperatures has halted, despite a continuing increase in CO2 emissions. The report then states that the recent warming the planet has experienced is primarily a recovery from the so called "Little Ice Age" that occurred from around 1400 through to 1800, and is part of a natural cycle. The researchers also conclude that global warming and the halting of the temperature rise are related to solar activity, a notion previously dismissed by the IPCC. "The hypothesis that the majority of global warming can be ascribed to the Greenhouse Effect is mistaken." the report’s introduction states. Kanya Kusano, Program Director and Group Leader for the Earth Simulator at the Japan Agency for Marine-Earth Science & Technology (JAMSTEC) reiterates this point: "[The IPCC's] conclusion that from now on atmospheric temperatures are likely to show a continuous, monotonic increase, should be perceived as an unprovable hypothesis," Shunichi Akasofu, head of the International Arctic Research Center in Alaska, cites historical data to challenge the claim that very recent temperatures represent an anomaly: "We should be cautious, IPCC’s theory that atmospheric temperature has risen since 2000 in correspondence with CO2 is nothing but a hypothesis. " "Before anyone noticed, this hypothesis has been substituted for truth… The opinion that great disaster will really happen must be broken." Akasofu concludes. The key passages of the translated report can be found here. The conclusions within the report dovetail with those of hundreds of Western scientists, who have been derided and even compared with holocaust deniers for challenging the so called "consensus" on global warming. The total lack of exposure that this major report has received is another example of how skewed coverage of climate change is toward one set of hypotheses. This serves the agenda to deliberately whip up mass hysteria on behalf of governments who are all too eager to introduce draconian taxation and control measures that won’t do anything to combat any form of warming, whether you believe it to be natural or man-made. 

Newest data proves the greenhouse effect is a hoax

IBT 11 (International Business Times, Citing report from NASA’s Terra Satellite, “Global Warming a Hoax? NASA Reveals Earth Releasing Heat into Space,” 7/30, http://sanfrancisco.ibtimes.com/articles/189649/20110730/global-warming-hoax-nasa-earth-releasing-heat-space.htm)

With new data collected from a NASA's Terra satellite, the previous model may be proven as a hoax. Hypothesis based on the satellite's findings show that planet Earth actually releases heat into space, more than it retains it. The higher efficiency of releasing energy outside of Earth contradicts former forecasts of climate change. Dr. Roy Spencer, a team leader for NASA's Aqua satellite, studied a decade worth of satellite data regarding cloud surface temperatures. "The satellite observations suggest there is much more energy lost to space during and after warming than the climate models show...There is a huge discrepancy between the data and the forecasts that is especially big over the oceans," said Dr. Spencer. By cross examining data with other Climate Change models, he concluded that carbon dioxide is just a minor part in global warming. His studies have garnered media attention and that the data are going against the beliefs of global warming alarmists by disproving their theory.

Cooling now - outweighs emissions

NIPCC ’10 (Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change, multi-national scientific coalition comprised of leading climate scientists, “Acknowledging Recent Natural Cooling,” http://www.nipccreport.org/articles/2010/jun/25jun2010a1.html)

In a paper entitled "A strong bout of natural cooling in 2008," which was published in Geophysical Research Letters, Perlwitz et al. (2009) recount some interesting facts about which many climate alarmists would rather the public remained unaware, including the fact that there was, in Perlwitz et al.'s words, "a precipitous drop in North American temperature in 2008, commingled with a decade-long fall in global mean temperatures." Perlwitz et al. begin their narrative by noting that there has been "a decade-long decline (1998-2007) in globally averaged temperatures from the record heat of 1998," citing Easterling and Wehner (2009). And in further describing this phenomenon, they say that U.S. temperatures in 2008 "not only declined from near-record warmth of prior years, but were in fact colder than the official 30-year reference climatology (-0.2°C versus the 1971-2000 mean) and further were the coldest since at least 1996." With respect to the geographical origin of this "natural cooling," as they describe it, the five researchers point to "a widespread coolness of the tropical-wide oceans and the northeastern Pacific," focusing on the Niño 4 region, where they report that "anomalies of about -1.1°C suggest a condition colder than any in the instrumental record since 1871." So, pushing the cause of the global and U.S. coolings that sparked their original interest back another link in the chain which -- in their estimation -- connects them with other more primary phenomena, they ask themselves what caused these latter anomalous and significant oceanic coolings? Perlwitz et al. first discount volcanic eruptions, because they say "there were no significant volcanic events in the last few years." Secondly, they write that solar forcing "is also unlikely," because its radiative magnitude is considered to be too weak to elicit such a response. And these two castaway causes thus leave them with "coupled ocean-atmosphere-land variability" as what they consider to be the "most likely" cause of the anomalous coolings. In regard to these three points, we agree with the first. With respect to Perlwitz et al.'s dismissal of solar forcing, however, we note that the jury is still out with respect to the interaction of the solar wind with the influx of cosmic rays to earth's atmosphere and their subsequent impact on cloud formation, which may yet prove to be substantial. And with respect to their final point, we note that the suite of real-world ocean-atmosphere-land interactions is highly complex and also not fully understood. Indeed, there may even be important phenomena operating within this realm of which the entire scientific community is ignorant. And some of those phenomena may well be strong enough to totally compensate for anthropogenic-induced increases in greenhouse gas emissions, so that other natural phenomena end up dictating the ever-changing state of earth's climate, as could well be what has been happening over the last decade or more. In light of these considerations, therefore, as well as the substantial strength and longevity of the planet's current cooling phase, the path of wisdom would seem to us to be to wait and see what happens next, in the unfolding biogeophysical drama of earth's ever-changing climatic path to the future, before we undertake to attempt to change what we clearly do not fully comprehend.

Your evidence is based on flawed studies - warming’s not a threat and not anthropogenic

Leake 10 (Jonathan, Times Online, Citing John Christy of the UA Huntsville, a former author for the IPCC, “World may not be warming, say scientists,” 2-14, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article7026317.ece?print=yes&randnum=1269060067737)

The United Nations climate panel faces a new challenge with scientists casting doubt on its claim that global temperatures are rising inexorably because of human pollution. In its last assessment the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) said the evidence that the world was warming was “unequivocal”. It warned that greenhouse gases had already heated the world by 0.7C and that there could be 5C-6C more warming by 2100, with devastating impacts on humanity and wildlife. However, new research, including work by British scientists, is casting doubt on such claims. Some even suggest the world may not be warming much at all. “The temperature records cannot be relied on as indicators of global change,” said John Christy, professor of atmospheric science at the University of Alabama in Huntsville, a former lead author on the IPCC. The doubts of Christy and a number of other researchers focus on the thousands of weather stations around the world, which have been used to collect temperature data over the past 150 years. These stations, they believe, have been seriously compromised by factors such as urbanisation, changes in land use and, in many cases, being moved from site to site. Christy has published research papers looking at these effects in three different regions: east Africa, and the American states of California and Alabama. “The story is the same for each one,” he said. “The popular data sets show a lot of warming but the apparent temperature rise was actually caused by local factors affecting the weather stations, such as land development.” The IPCC faces similar criticisms from Ross McKitrick, professor of economics at the University of Guelph, Canada, who was invited by the panel to review its last report. The experience turned him into a strong critic and he has since published a research paper questioning its methods. “We concluded, with overwhelming statistical significance, that the IPCC’s climate data are contaminated with surface effects from industrialisation and data quality problems. These add up to a large warming bias,” he said. Such warnings are supported by a study of US weather stations co-written by Anthony Watts, an American meteorologist and climate change sceptic. His study, which has not been peer reviewed, is illustrated with photographs of weather stations in locations where their readings are distorted by heat-generating equipment. Some are next to air- conditioning units or are on waste treatment plants. One of the most infamous shows a weather station next to a waste incinerator. Watts has also found examples overseas, such as the weather station at Rome airport, which catches the hot exhaust fumes emitted by taxiing jets. In Britain, a weather station at Manchester airport was built when the surrounding land was mainly fields but is now surrounded by heat-generating buildings. Terry Mills, professor of applied statistics and econometrics at Loughborough University, looked at the same data as the IPCC. He found that the warming trend it reported over the past 30 years or so was just as likely to be due to random fluctuations as to the impacts of greenhouse gases. Mills’s findings are to be published in Climatic Change, an environmental journal. “The earth has gone through warming spells like these at least twice before in the last 1,000 years,” he said.

No extinction

NIPCC 11. Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change. Surviving the unprecedented climate change of the IPCC. 8 March 2011. http://www.nipccreport.org/articles/2011/mar/8mar2011a5.html
In a paper published in Systematics and Biodiversity, Willis et al. (2010) consider the IPCC (2007) "predicted climatic changes for the next century" -- i.e., their contentions that "global temperatures will increase by 2-4°C and possibly beyond, sea levels will rise (~1 m ± 0.5 m), and atmospheric CO2will increase by up to 1000 ppm" -- noting that it is "widely suggested that the magnitude and rate of these changes will result in many plants and animals going extinct," citing studies that suggest that "within the next century, over 35% of some biota will have gone extinct (Thomas et al., 2004; Solomon et al., 2007) and there will be extensive die-back of the tropical rainforest due to climate change (e.g. Huntingford et al., 2008)." On the other hand, they indicate that some biologists and climatologists have pointed out that "many of the predicted increases in climate have happened before, in terms of both magnitude and rate of change (e.g. Royer, 2008; Zachos et al., 2008), and yet biotic communities have remained remarkably resilient (Mayle and Power, 2008) and in some cases thrived (Svenning and Condit, 2008)." But they report that those who mention these things are often "placed in the 'climate-change denier' category," although the purpose for pointing out these facts is simply to present "a sound scientific basis for understanding biotic responses to the magnitudes and rates of climate change predicted for the future through using the vast data resource that we can exploit in fossil records." Going on to do just that, Willis et al. focus on "intervals in time in the fossil record when atmospheric CO2 concentrations increased up to 1200 ppm, temperatures in mid- to high-latitudes increased by greater than 4°C within 60 years, and sea levels rose by up to 3 m higher than present," describing studies of past biotic responses that indicate "the scale and impact of the magnitude and rate of such climate changes on biodiversity." And what emerges from those studies, as they describe it, "is evidence for rapid community turnover, migrations, development of novel ecosystems and thresholds from one stable ecosystem state to another." And, most importantly in this regard, they report "there is very little evidence for broad-scale extinctions due to a warming world." In concluding, the Norwegian, Swedish and UK researchers say that "based on such evidence we urge some caution in assuming broad-scale extinctions of species will occur due solely to climate changes of the magnitude and rate predicted for the next century," reiterating that "the fossil record indicates remarkable biotic resilience to wide amplitude fluctuations in climate."
If it’s real then it’s irreversible - it’s too late to stop the greenhouse effect

Harris 9 (Richard, Science Reporter for National Public Radio, Peabody Award Winner, American Association for the Advancement of Science Journalism Award, “Global Warming Irreversible, Study Says,” January 26th, NPR, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=99888903)

Climate change is essentially irreversible, according to a sobering new scientific study. As carbon dioxide emissions continue to rise, the world will experience more and more long-term environmental disruption. The damage will persist even when, and if, emissions are brought under control, says study author Susan Solomon, who is among the world's top climate scientists. "We're used to thinking about pollution problems as things that we can fix," Solomon says. "Smog, we just cut back and everything will be better later. Or haze, you know, it'll go away pretty quickly." That's the case for some of the gases that contribute to climate change, such as methane and nitrous oxide. But as Solomon and colleagues suggest in a new study published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, it is not true for the most abundant greenhouse gas: carbon dioxide. Turning off the carbon dioxide emissions won't stop global warming. "People have imagined that if we stopped emitting carbon dioxide that the climate would go back to normal in 100 years or 200 years. What we're showing here is that's not right. It's essentially an irreversible change that will last for more than a thousand years," Solomon says. This is because the oceans are currently soaking up a lot of the planet's excess heat — and a lot of the carbon dioxide put into the air. The carbon dioxide and heat will eventually start coming out of the ocean. And that will take place for many hundreds of years.

Status quo solves

Brown 9 (Lester, President of the Earth Policy Institute, “US Headed for Massive Decline in Carbon Emissions,” October 14th (EVAN MCCARTY’S BIRTHDAY), http://www.organicconsumers.org/articles/article_19389.cfm)

For years now, many members of Congress have insisted that cutting carbon emissions was difficult, if not impossible. It is not. During the two years since 2007, carbon emissions have dropped 9 percent. While part of this drop is from the recession, part of it is also from efficiency gains and from replacing coal with natural gas, wind, solar, and geothermal energy.  The United States has ended a century of rising carbon emissions and has now entered a new energy era, one of declining emissions. Peak carbon is now history. What had appeared to be hopelessly difficult is happening at amazing speed.  For a country where oil and coal use have been growing for more than a century, the fall since 2007 is startling. In 2008, oil use dropped 5 percent, coal 1 percent, and carbon emissions by 3 percent. Estimates for 2009, based on U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) data for the first nine months, show oil use down by another 5 percent. Coal is set to fall by 10 percent. Carbon emissions from burning all fossil fuels dropped 9 percent over the two years.    Beyond the cuts already made, there are further massive reductions in the policy pipeline. Prominent among them are stronger automobile fuel-economy standards, higher appliance efficiency standards, and financial incentives supporting the large-scale development of wind, solar, and geothermal energy. (See data in Excel.)  Efforts to reduce fossil fuel use are under way at every level of government-national, state, and city-as well as in corporations, [and] utilities, and universities. And millions of climate-conscious, cost-cutting Americans are altering their lifestyles to reduce energy use.  For its part, the federal government-the largest U.S. energy consumer, with some 500,000 buildings and 600,000 vehicles-announced in early October 2009 that it is setting its own carbon-cutting goals. These include reducing vehicle fleet fuel use 30 percent by 2020, recycling at least 50 percent of waste by 2015, and buying environmentally responsible products.  Electricity use is falling partly because of gains in efficiency. The potential for further cuts is evident in the wide variation in energy efficiency among states. The Rocky Mountain Institute calculates that if the 40 least-efficient states were to reach the electrical efficiency of the 10 most-efficient ones, national electricity use would be reduced by one third. This would allow the equivalent of 62 percent of the country's 617 coal-fired power plants to be closed.  Actions are being taken to realize this potential. For several years DOE failed to write the regulations needed to implement appliance efficiency legislation that Congress had already passed. Within days of taking office, President Obama instructed the agency to write the regulations needed to realize these potentially vast efficiency gains as soon as possible.  The energy efficiency revolution that is now under way will transform everything from lighting to transportation. With lighting, for example, shifting from incandescent bulbs to the newer light-emitting diodes (LEDs), combined with motion sensors to turn lights off in unoccupied spaces, can cut electricity use by more than 90 percent. Los Angeles, for example, is replacing its 140,000 street lights with LEDs-and cutting electricity and maintenance costs by $10 million per year.  The carbon-cutting movement is gaining momentum on many fronts. In July, the Sierra Club-coordinator of the national anti-coal campaign-announced the hundredth cancellation of a proposed plant since 2001. This battle is leading to a de facto moratorium on new coal plants. Despite the coal industry's $45-million annual budget to promote "clean coal," utilities are giving up on coal and starting to close plants. The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), with 11 coal plants (average age 47 years) and a court order to install over $1 billion worth of pollution controls, is considering closing its plant near Rogersville, Tennessee, along with the six oldest units out of eight in its Stevenson, Alabama, plant.  TVA is not alone. Altogether, some 22 coal-fired power plants in 12 states are being replaced by wind farms, natural gas plants, wood chip plants, or efficiency gains. Many more are likely to close as public pressure to clean up the air and to cut carbon emissions intensifies. Shifting from coal to natural gas cuts carbon emissions by roughly half. Shifting to wind, solar, and geothermal energy drops them to zero.  State governments are getting behind renewables big time. Thirty-four states have adopted renewable portfolio standards to produce a larger share of their electricity from renewable sources over the next decade or so. Among the more populous states, the renewable standard is 24 percent in New York, 25 percent in Illinois, and 33 percent in California.  While coal plants are closing, wind farms are multiplying. In 2008, a total of 102 wind farms came online, providing more than 8,400 megawatts of generating capacity. Forty-nine wind farms were completed in the first half of 2009 and 57 more are under construction. More important, some 300,000 megawatts of wind projects (think 300 coal plants) are awaiting access to the grid.  U.S. solar cell installations are growing at 40 percent a year. With new incentives, this rapid growth in rooftop installations on homes, shopping malls, and factories should continue. In addition, some 15 large solar thermal power plants that use mirrors to concentrate sunlight and generate electricity are planned in California, Arizona, and Nevada. A new heat-storage technology that enables the plants to continue generating power for up to six hours past sundown helps explain this boom.  For many years, U.S. geothermal energy was confined largely to the huge Geysers project north of San Francisco, with 850 megawatts of generating capacity. Now the United States, with 132 geothermal power plants under development, is experiencing a geothermal renaissance.  After their century-long love-affair with the car, Americans are turning to mass transit. There is hardly a U.S. city that is not either building new light rail, subways, or express bus lines or upgrading and expanding existing ones.  As motorists turn to public transit, and also to bicycles, the U.S. car fleet is shrinking. The estimated scrappage of 14 million cars in 2009 will exceed new sales of 10 million by 4 million, shrinking the fleet 2 percent in one year. This shrinkage will likely continue for a few years.  Oil use and imports are both declining. This will continue as the new fuel economy standards raise the fuel efficiency of new cars 42 percent and light trucks 25 percent by 2016. And since 42 percent of the diesel fuel burned in the rail freight sector is used to haul coal, falling coal use means falling diesel fuel use.  But the big gains in fuel efficiency will come with the shift to plug-in hybrids and all-electric cars. Not only are electric motors three times more efficient than gasoline engines, but they also enable cars to run on wind power at a gasoline-equivalent cost of 75¢ a gallon. Almost every major car maker will soon be selling plug-in hybrids, electric cars, or both.  In this new energy era carbon emissions are declining and they will likely continue to do so because of policies already on the books. We are headed in the right direction. We do not yet know how much we can cut carbon emissions because we are just beginning to make a serious effort. Whether we can move fast enough to avoid catastrophic climate change remains to be seen.

