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***1NC Obama Good

Obama will win, but it’ll be close—models prove

Political Wire 5/24 (A Political News Blog  citing Alan Abramowitz, an Emory University professor and author of The Polarized Public? Why American Government is So Dysfunctional, “Models Forecast a Narrow Obama Victory” http://politicalwire.com/archives/2012/05/24/model_forecasts_a_narrow_obama_victory.html)
Alan Abramowitz plugs the latest approval and GDP growth numbers into his presidential forecasting model and finds President Obama is expected to win re-election by a very narrow share of the two-party vote. "Whether we base our prediction on President Obama's 47% approval rating in the Gallup Poll in early May or a more sophisticated forecasting model incorporating economic conditions and the 'time for change' factor, it appears likely that we are headed for a very close election in November. Both models make Obama a slight favorite to win a second term. However, the final outcome will depend on the actual performance of the economy and the public's evaluation of the president's job performance in the months ahead. Those interested in assessing where the presidential race stands should focus on these two indicators rather than the day-to-day events of the campaign, which tend to dominate media coverage of the election."
Specifically, Obama is winning swing state independents, but new government spending causes backlash 

Galston 5/10 (Walliam A., Ezra Zilkha Chair in the Brookings Institution’s Governance Studies Program, where he serves as a senior fellow. A former policy advisor to President Clinton “Six Months To Go: Where the Presidential Contest Stands as the General Election Begins” 5/10/12 http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2012/05/~/media/Research/Files/Papers/2012/5/10%20obama%20campaign%20galston/Where%20the%20Presidential%20Contest%20Stands.pdf)KY

According to the 2008 exit polls, Obama carried Independents by eight points—52 to 44 percent. Today, his standing with this important group is significantly weaker. The most recent Quinnipiac poll gave Romney a 46 to 39 percent edge over the president; Pew found Romney enjoying a similar 48 to 42 percent advantage. 48 It is hard to see how Obama can win a majority of the popular vote unless he rebuilds his standing among Independents. But it is not clear his current strategy is the one best calculated to bring about this result. Independents care more about economic growth and equal opportunity than they do about reducing gaps in wealth and income. While half of them believe that the U.S. economic system is unfair, 57 percent think that they themselves have been treated fairly. Perhaps that is why only 47 percent think that income and wealth gaps need to be fixed through public policy. 49 A recent report 50 found Obama statistically tied with Romney among Independents in swing states, with 36 percent of these Independents up for grabs. Among these “Swing Independents,” Obama now enjoys a lead of 44 to 38 percent. But there are some warning signs. These voters are split on Obama’s economic management, and they strongly prefer Republicans both on the budget deficit and government  spending, issues of great concern to them. And according to the report, they are not much moved by the fairness argument. By 57 to 38 percent, they said it was more important to fix the budget deficit than to reduce the income gap. A plurality—42 percent—thought that reducing the budget deficit was the single most effective way of strengthening the economy. For this key group, the themes of growth and opportunity trump both the conservative focus on economic freedom and the liberal emphasis on economic inequality. They are most worried about the national debt (64 percent), congressional gridlock (55 percent), and the ability of the next generation to achieve the American dream (40 percent). And they are much angrier about the failure of Congress to address our problems than they are about Wall Street bailouts or the suggestion that the wealthy don’t pay their fair share of taxes.

Infrastructure investment NOW is unpopular—Americans unwilling to pay

Alden 6/14— Bernard L. Schwartz Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, (Edward, “The First Renewing America Progress Report and Scorecard: The Road to Nowhere” 6/14/12, CFR, http://blogs.cfr.org/renewing-america/2012/06/14/the-first-renewing-america-progress-report-and-scorecard-the-road-to-nowhere/]

Americans understood this once upon a time, building the most impressive network of roads and airports in the world, as well as a solid freight rail system. But for far too long we have been living on that inheritance. Two data points from the Scorecard stand out: Since 1980, the number of highway miles traveled by American drivers has doubled, but the miles of road on which they’re driving have increased just 5 percent. It’s no mystery, as the report notes, why traffic congestion takes more than $700 out of the pocket of the average commuter each year. Two-thirds of Americans say that fully funding transportation infrastructure is either “extremely important” or “very important” to them. Yet solid majorities are opposed to any of the usual ways of funding new roads, including higher gas taxes or new tolls. It would be easy to point a finger at Congress, and we certainly do in the report. Reauthorization of the surface transportation bill, usually known as the highway bill, has always been contentious, but nevertheless it used to win approval routinely. But the last multi-year bill expired in 2009 and has been replaced by a series of short-term extensions that make rational construction planning all but impossible for state and local governments. The bill expires again June 30th, and congressional leaders again look unlikely to reach agreement and are predicting another short-term extension. It will be the 10th; as a Miami Herald editorial put it recently, this marks “a new low in congressional irresponsibility.” But congressional inaction in many ways reflects public ambivalence. Americans want uncluttered highways, efficient airports, and seamless mass transit systems, but they are either reluctant to pay for these things or doubt the ability of governments to deliver. The overdue backlash against pork barrel politics for favored projects, for instance, seems to have hardened into a deeper public cynicism about the ability of government to deliver any needed public works. Even proposals like using a federal seed money to create a National Infrastructure Bank that would funnel private investor (not taxpayer) money into new projects have been unable to get through Congress.

Independents will blame Obama
Resurgent Republic 11  (according to a poll by Resurgent Republic, “VOTERS BELIEVE AMERICA IS WORSE OFF THAN WHEN OBAMA TOOK OFFICE” 11/8, http://www.resurgentrepublic.com/research/voters-believe-america-is-worse-off-than-when-obama-took-office)
Resurgent Republic conducted a survey of 1000 American voters October 30 through November 2, 2011, with full results available here. Following are key highlights pertaining to President Obama’s perception among Independent voters: If President Obama's reelection campaign is a referendum on the incumbent, as are almost all reelection campaigns, then he remains in deep trouble a year out from the election, because Independents believe the country is worse off than when he was inaugurated. Cont… Republicans and Independents think Barack Obama and the Democrats control Washington, while Democrats think Republicans in Congress are in control. In yet another indicator of the low esteem with which Washington is held in the country, each party views the other one as in control. Republicans view Obama and the Democrats as controlling Washington by 67 to 15 percent, while Democrats view Republicans as in control by 55 to 26 percent. Independents split more evenly, but still view Obama/Democrats in control by 39 to 34 percent
And, Swing State Independents hold the key to victory
Galston 5/10 (Walliam A., Ezra Zilkha Chair in the Brookings Institution’s Governance Studies Program, where he serves as a senior fellow. A former policy advisor to President Clinton “Six Months To Go: Where the Presidential Contest Stands as the General Election Begins” 5/10/12 http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2012/05/~/media/Research/Files/Papers/2012/5/10%20obama%20campaign%20galston/Where%20the%20Presidential%20Contest%20Stands.pdf)KY

Independent voters in the most competitive states may be the quintessential swing group, perhaps holding the key to victory for either Obama or his Republican opponent. Since last fall, their support has shifted toward Obama over his likely Republican opponent Romney, after previously favoring Romney. And it is those independent voters -- particularly women -- who are driving Obama's overall lead in swing states. So while both campaigns will make considerable efforts to make sure their core supporters vote, the other big piece of their strategy would be finding the issues or themes that help win over independents in the states where either candidate has a reasonable chance of winning..
Obama winning the election is key to prevent Israel strikes on the Iranian nuclear program 

Hayden 2/19 (By Tom Hayden 2/19/12 The coming war with Iran Is GOP rhetoric setting the stage for an Israeli attack? http://www.newsreview.com/sacramento/coming-war-with-iran/content?oid=5104826 - BRW)

Standing in the way, according to the article, is President Barack Obama, whom the Israelis suspect “has abandoned any aggressive strategy that would ensure the prevention of a nuclear Iran and is merely playing a game of words to appease them.” The same conclusion has been suggested elsewhere. So the stage is set for nuclear brinksmanship in an American presidential-election year. The role of Republican candidates is to ensure that the second condition is met, that of “tacit support” for an Israeli strike, even if forced by political pressure. The balance of forces is lopsided at present, with most Americans worried about Iran and unprepared to resist a sudden outbreak of war, Congress—dominated by supporters of the American Israel Public Affairs Committee—and the media are not prepared to oppose a strike. A short “successful” war—a highly dubious prospect—would be accepted by American public opinion until serious consequences set in afterward. Any public expression of protest against this war is far better than silence, of course. But the greatest opportunity for protest may be in the arena of the presidential-election drama now playing out. It is fair and accurate to say both Mitt Romney and Newt Gingrich are collaborating, for political reasons, to push Obama into war during the presidential election, with Rick Santorum on the bench if needed. The New York Times has also now documented, in a front-page story, the millions spent by casino billionaire Sheldon Adelson and his Israeli wife to save Gingrich’s presidential campaign. Adelson was pleased when Gingrich, seemingly out of nowhere, recently condemned the Palestinians as “an invented people.” Adelson owns a newpaper chain in Israel supportive of the Netanyahu government and is a vocal opponent of a negotiated settlement. No one in the mainstream media so far has written the story of Romney’s past consulting and business partnership with Israel’s Prime Minister Netanyahu at Boston Consulting Group, but his campaign rhetoric echoes Netanyahu’s position, that Obama can’t be trusted to prevent Iran from getting the bomb. The Romney and Gingrich campaigns create an unrelenting pressure on Obama to support an attack on Iran with little countervailing pressure. But neither the Republicans nor the Israeli hawks are comfortable being charged with using political pressure to start a war. Santorum, whose Republican ranking is third, is equal to Romney and Gingrich in his hawkish position toward Iran. Santorum has deep support from right-wing Christian groups who believe that war in the Middle East will hasten the Second Coming. Avoiding war with Iran may be Obama’s best option in policy and politics, if he can navigate the campaign winds. The question is whether any organized force has his back. 

Iran Israel war causes extinction

Hirsch 5 - Professor @ UC San Diego (Jorge, “Can a nuclear strike on Iran be averted,” November 21st, EMM - BRW)

The Bush administration has put together all the elements it needs to justify the impending military action against Iran. Unlike in the case of Iraq, it will happen without warning, and most of the justifications will be issued after the fact. We will wake up one day to learn that facilities in Iran have been bombed in a joint U.S.-Israeli attack. It may even take another couple of days for the revelation that some of the U.S. bombs were nuclear. Why a Nuclear Attack on Iran Is a Bad Idea Now that we have outlined what is very close to happening, let us discuss briefly why everything possible should be done to prevent it.  In a worst-case scenario, the attack will cause a violent reaction from Iran. Millions of "human wave" Iranian militias will storm into Iraq, and just as Saddam stopped them with chemical weapons, the U.S. will stop them with nuclear weapons, resulting potentially in hundreds of thousands of casualties. The Middle East will explode, and popular uprisings in Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and other countries with pro-Western governments could be overtaken by radical regimes. Pakistan already has nuclear weapons, and a nuclear conflict could even lead to Russia's and Israel's involvement using nuclear weapons.  In a best-case scenario, the U.S. will destroy all nuclear, chemical, and missile facilities in Iran with conventional and low-yield nuclear weapons in a lightning surprise attack, and Iran will be paralyzed and decide not to retaliate for fear of a vastly more devastating nuclear attack. In the short term, the U.S. will succeed, leaving no Iranian nuclear program, civilian or otherwise. Iran will no longer threaten Israel, a regime change will ensue, and a pro-Western government will emerge. However, even in the best-case scenario, the long-term consequences are dire. The nuclear threshold will have been crossed by a nuclear superpower against a non-nuclear country. Many more countries will rush to get their own nuclear weapons as a deterrent. With no taboo against the use of nuclear weapons, they will certainly be used again. Nuclear conflicts will occur within the next 10 to 20 years, and will escalate until much of the world is destroyed. Let us remember that the destructive power of existing nuclear arsenals is approximately one million times that of the Hiroshima bomb, enough to erase Earth's population many times over. 
***1NC Obama Bad
Obama will lose, but it’ll be close—independents are key
Burnett 6/22 (Bob, staff writer at The Berkeley Daily Planet “THE PUBLIC EYE: Obama vs. Romney: The Economy” 6/22/12 y writer www.berkeleydailyplanet.com/issue/2012-06-22/article/39889?headline=THE-PUBLIC-EYE-Obama-vs.-Romney-The-Economy--By-Bob-Burnett)KY

Five and half months before the election, polls find President Obama and the Republican nominee, Mitt Romney, in a virtual dead heat. The reason is the stagnant economy. While Obama holds Democrats, and Romney Republicans, Independents have swung to Romney because they dislike his economic ideas less than Obama’s. A recent Pew Research poll profiled the US electorate. In 2012, Pew projects that 10 percent of potential voters will not vote. Pew allocates the remaining 90 percent to three groups: “Mostly Republican,” 25 percent, “Mostly Independent,” 35 percent, and “Mostly Democratic,” 40 percent. (Pew allocates Libertarians, 10 percent, to the Independent bloc, but most of us consider them Republicans.) Writing in the New York Review, Journalist Michael Tomasky observed, “Only 7 percent of the entire electorate… were truly swing voters.” Whatever their actual percentage, Independents are unhappy with the President. A June 13th ABC News/Washington Post poll found that 54 percent of Independents disliked Obama’s plans. (47 percent of Independents viewed Romney’s plans negatively.) One explanation is because the economy has been bad for more than three years, Independents blame the President – they expected him to have solved the problems. Another explanation is that Independents are inclined to give Romney the benefit of the doubt because they don’t know him as well as Obama. Of course, Mitt Romney blames Obama for the nation’s economic woes. “When he was recently elected [Obama] went on the ‘The Today Show’ and he was asked about what he’d do, how he’d measure his success, and he said” ‘Look, if I can’t turn the economy around in three years, I will be looking at a one-term proposition.’” Romney says the President is “driving the U.S. forward over a cliff.” Not surprisingly, Obama sees things differently. “Long before the economic crisis of 2008 the basic bargain at the heart of this country has begun to erode. For more than a decade, it had become harder to find a job that paid the bills, harder to save, harder to retire, harder to keep up with rising costs of gas and health care and college tuitions… [Republicans said] that huge tax cuts, especially for the wealthiest Americans, would lead to faster job growth. We were told that fewer regulations, especially for big financial institutions and corporations, would bring about widespread prosperity. We were told that it was OK to put two wars on the nation’s credit card; that tax cuts would create a enough growth to pay for themselves.” ”In the fall of 2008 it all came tumbling down with a financial crisis that plunging the world into the worst economic crisis since the great Depression. Here in America families’ wealth declined at a rate nearly seven times faster than when the market crashed in 1929. Millions of homes were foreclosed our deficit soared, and 9 million of our citizens lost their jobs.” Republicans blame Obama while the President blames Republican economic policies that were in place long before he was elected. Given the ABC News/Washington Post Poll, it appears that Independents believe the Republican explanation. But it’s likely they’re not sure which Party to trust. A recent Daily Kos poll found that “Among independents, 50 percent said that Republicans are stalling the recovery compared to 40 percent who said they are not.” The fact that Independents don’t trust either Party is a ray of hope for Obama. The President has to do four things to win back Independents. First, he has to tie the current economic malaise to failed Republican policies. For example, he has to point out that private sector jobs have recovered during his tenure; the job loss has been in the public sector – 600,000 jobs – due to Republican actions at the state and local level. Second, Obama has to tie Romney to these policies and paint him as the reincarnation of George W. Bush – in a recent Gallup Poll 68 percent of respondents said Bush was responsible for the bad state of the economy. Third, Obama has to explain what he’ll do in the next four years; what actions will he take to improve the economy given the likelihood that Democrats will not control both the House and Senate? In his Cleveland speech Obama described “an economy that’s built not from the top down but from a growing middle class; that provides ladders of opportunities for folks who aren’t yet in the middle class.” The recent Survey of Consumer Finances revealed that between 2007 and 2010 median US family income dropped 7.7 percent. Obama has to communicate that recent economic gains have all gone to the top 1 percent, not the middle class. And finally, Obama has to tie Romney to the 1 percent; paint him as the pawn of those who have ripped off the middle class. 

Transportation policies popular and can swing the elections

HNTB 5/18 (HNTB Corporation is an employee-owned infrastructure firm serving public and private owners and contractors “Americans value highways and bridges as a national treasure” www.hntb.com/news-room/news-release/americans-value-highways-and-bridges-as-a-national-treasure)

A new survey from HNTB Corporation finds two-thirds (66 percent) of Americans who intend to vote during this year's presidential election feel that a candidate's standing on American transportation infrastructure will influence their decision; more than one in five (22 percent) say this will be extremely influential on who they vote for. "Our highways, bridges and other transportation infrastructure are essential assets that support growth and investment in the U.S. economy," said Pete Rahn, HNTB leader national transportation practice. "People expect them to be resilient, reliable and safe." Clearly, Americans hold the nation's infrastructure in high regard. Clearly, Americans hold the nation's infrastructure in high regard. Nearly nine in ten (89 percent) Americans feel it’s important for the federal government to fund the maintenance and improvements of interstate highways. Yet, this infrastructure isn’t receiving the fiscal attention it deserves. Congress recently approved the ninth extension of transportation legislation that originally expired in 2009. The Highway Trust Fund – due to inflation, rising construction costs and increasingly fuel efficient vehicles – no longer collects enough money to support the U.S. surface transportation system, remaining solvent only through a series of infusions from federal general revenue funds. More than half of Americans (57 percent) believe the nation’s infrastructure is underfunded. The uncertainty over a long-term bill also is a challenge for state departments of transportation, which rely heavily on federal funding to support major highway and bridge programs, and creates ambiguity for planners and contractors who need the certainty of a long-term bill to commit to large, complex multiyear projects. "The absence of a long-term bill is hurting our economic competitiveness," said Rahn. "Recent efforts by the House and Senate to move discussions into a conference committee and hammer out potential details of a bill are a step in the right direction, but what’s really needed is a stable, long-term authorization that can adequately pay for our transportation system." Overall, 4 in 5 (80 percent) Americans would rather increase funding and improve roads and bridges than continue current funding levels and risk allowing our roads and bridges deteriorate. 

Independents will credit Obama

Resurgent Republic 11  (according to a poll by Resurgent Republic, “VOTERS BELIEVE AMERICA IS WORSE OFF THAN WHEN OBAMA TOOK OFFICE” 11/8, http://www.resurgentrepublic.com/research/voters-believe-america-is-worse-off-than-when-obama-took-office)
Resurgent Republic conducted a survey of 1000 American voters October 30 through November 2, 2011, with full results available here. Following are key highlights pertaining to President Obama’s perception among Independent voters: If President Obama's reelection campaign is a referendum on the incumbent, as are almost all reelection campaigns, then he remains in deep trouble a year out from the election, because Independents believe the country is worse off than when he was inaugurated. Cont… Republicans and Independents think Barack Obama and the Democrats control Washington, while Democrats think Republicans in Congress are in control. In yet another indicator of the low esteem with which Washington is held in the country, each party views the other one as in control. Republicans view Obama and the Democrats as controlling Washington by 67 to 15 percent, while Democrats view Republicans as in control by 55 to 26 percent. Independents split more evenly, but still view Obama/Democrats in control by 39 to 34 percent.
Independents will swing the elections—growing electorate and last 2 elections prove

Gilespie 3/14 (Nick, editor in chief of Reason.com co-author of The Declaration of Independents: How Libertarian Politics Can Fix What's Wrong With America “Independents Will Decide the 2012 Election” 3/14/12 reason.com/archives/2012/03/14/independents-will-decide-the-2012-electi)KY

A raft of new polls about the presidential race drives home what everyone has always known: This election will turn on independent voters, the ever-growing plurality of Americans who refuse to sign up for Team Red or Team Blue. According to Gallup and based on 20,000 interviews from 20 polls taken throughout 2011, “a record-high 40 percent of Americans identify as Independents.” To put that in perspective, consider that self-identified Democrats roll in at a historic low of 31 percent while just 27 percent of us are willing to admit being Republicans. When the partisan leanings of independents were taken into consideration, Gallup found the nation evenly split between Democrats and Republicans, with each claiming 45 percent of the electorate. How important are independents, especially the 10 percent who don't lean toward Dems or Reps? President Barack Obama’s convincing win over Republican Sen. John McCain (Ariz.) in 2008 was due in large part to his pulling 51 percent of self-identified independents to McCain’s 43 percent. And Republican gains in the 2010 midterms stemmed largely from the GOP getting 55 percent of independent votes versus the Democrats pulling only 39 percent. Take it to the bank: You win any national election if you win the independent vote
Obama re-election causes Iran prolif—Romney solves

West and Finnegan 6-17 [Paul West and Michael Finnegan are both senior writers for the Boston Herald “Mitt Romney attacks president’s positions on Israel, Iran” 6-17-12 http://bostonherald.com/news/us_politics/view/20120617mitt_romney_attacks_presidents_positions_on_israel_iran]//gv
CORNWALL, Pa. — In hawkish remarks that drew cheers from an audience of religious conservatives, Mitt Romney accused President Barack Obama on Saturday of being more afraid of Israel attacking Iran than of Iran developing a nuclear weapon. The Republican presidential candidate, who frequently attacks the administration for failing to back Israel’s government more aggressively, escalated his criticism a notch. He responded with ridicule when asked what he would do, if elected, to strengthen U.S. relations with the Jewish state. “I think, by and large, you can just look at the things the president has done and do the opposite,” Romney said, to laughter and applause from members of the Faith and Freedom Coalition, an evangelical Christian political organization. “You look at his policies with regards to Iran,” Romney continued. “He’s almost sounded like he’s more frightened that Israel might take military action than he’s concerned that Iran might become nuclear.” Those words prompted prolonged applause from an audience of 250 in the ballroom of a Washington hotel. Romney addressed the group via video hookup from Pennsylvania during the second day of a six-state swing. Ralph Reed, director of the Faith and Freedom Coalition, took the stage shortly before Romney spoke. His group is attempting to turn out millions of evangelical Christians this fall by making what they describe as the administration’s “war on religion” a central organizing theme. In his remarks, which avoided social issues like gay marriage and abortion that are dear to many Christian conservatives, Romney echoed the rallying call. “The decision by the Obama administration to attack our first freedom, religious freedom, is one which I think a lot of people were shocked to see,” said the former Massachusetts governor, referring to a since-modified requirement that employers, including those connected to religious organizations like the Catholic Church, provide contraceptive coverage under the new health care law. Romney spent the rest of the day campaigning in central Pennsylvania on a tour of small towns in battleground states. In Weatherly, Romney visited a durable goods factory. He planned to stop at a Wawa gas station and convenience store in Quakertown but scratched the event when protesters and former Pennsylvania Gov. Ed Rendell showed up to denounce his economic plans. Romney also campaigned at a historic foundry in Cornwall, where he told a crowd that a sandwich he bought at another Wawa gas station demonstrated the vibrancy of the private sector. “You press a little touch-tone keypad,” he said. “You touch that ... touch this, touch this, touch this, go pay the cashier. There’s your sandwich. It’s amazing. People in the private sector learn how to compete.” Meanwhile, the candidate’s wife, Ann Romney, learned that her dressage horse Rafalca and rider Jan Ebeling had earned a place on the U.S. Olympic Equestrian Team. “It’s great to be part of the Olympics again,” Ann Romney tweeted Saturday. “We are so proud of Jan and Team USA. Now let’s bring home the gold!” 

Iranian prolif causes nuclear war through regional arms race and miscalculation 

Michael Einstadt, director of Military and Security Studies Program, July 2007 [Washingotn Institute for Near East Studies Policy Focus #72, “Deterring the Ayatollahs: Complications in Applying Cold War Strategy to Iran”]

Might Iran be tempted to provide dual-use nuclear technology to other states and thereby be a source of additional proliferation concern? Nearly every nuclear program has spawned spin-offs: the United States assisted the United Kingdom and France, and inadvertently (by means of espionage) contributed to the Soviet program; the Soviet Union assisted China; China assisted Pakistan; Pakistan’s Abdul Qadir Khan assisted North Korea, Iran, and Libya; and France assisted Israel. In some cases, the proliferator was motivated by a desire to assist an ally, in other cases, by a desire to harm a rival or enemy. As for Iran, it has already stated that it stands ready to help other Muslim states to acquire “peaceful nuclear technology.”7 Its nuclear technological base is sufficiently mature that it could become a supplier of dual-use civilian nuclear technology now—not tomorrow. To deter such a possibility, the UN Security Council should pass a resolution under article 42 of Chapter VII (which would authorize the use of force) prohibiting the transfer by Iran of any kind of nuclear technology or know-how to another country or a non-state actor.8 The maturation of Tehran’s nuclear program, the regime’s growing assertiveness, and the belief that a nuclear Iran will be even more difficult to live with have caused many of its neighbors to reevaluate their nuclear options. The goal of this renewed interest in nuclear technology seems to be to deter Tehran from pursuing its nuclear option, to energize diplomacy to halt the Iranian program, and to pave the way for a decision to pursue a nuclear weapons program at some future date. Egypt, Turkey, Jordan, and the countries of the Gulf Cooperation Council have all indicated within the past year or two that they are either considering the possibility of pursuing civilian nuclear technology or actually doing so.9 Iran’s nuclear program may already be contributing to a radical transformation of the proliferation landscape in the Middle East that could greatly complicate efforts to prevent a nuclear war someday. To prevent such an eventuality, the United States may need to put together a package of security assurances and conventional arms transfers for its regional friends and allies, as part of an effort to dissuade them from developing a nuclear option. Conclusion Experience shows that some proliferators (e.g., the Soviet Union, Iraq, and Pakistan) have been emboldened by their new capabilities to take what appear in retrospect to be imprudent risks. Efforts to create a stable nuclear deterrent relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union, and India and Pakistan, were much more risky and difficult than is generally recognized. This experience raises all kinds of questions with regard to Iran, particularly since the political environment in the Middle East is evolving in ways that could greatly complicate efforts to establish a stable nuclear deterrent relationship with the Islamic Republic. In particular, a nuclear Iran is prone to be more assertive and aggressive, and to miscalculate; U.S. and Israeli deterrent threats are likely to be of uncertain efficacy; and other regional states are increasingly likely to explore their nuclear options, creating a more complex, and perhaps unstable, regional threat environment. For these reasons, the emergence of a nuclear Iran is likely to be one of the most serious foreign policy challenges facing the United States in the coming years. This underscores the importance of doing everything possible to ensure that the ongoing nuclear diplomacy with Iran succeeds, and that preventive military action remains an option. 

***Uniqueness
***Obama win

Obama winning – recent polls suggest Romney losing momentum

Hirschfeld 6/20/12(By Julie Hirschfeld Obama Leads Poll; Romney Seen Out of Touch  June 20, 2012  http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-06-20/obama-leads-in-poll-as-voters-view-romney-as-out-of-touch#p2 – BRW)

Barack Obama has opened a significant lead over Mitt Romney in a Bloomberg National Poll that reflects the presumed Republican nominee’s weaknesses more than the president’s strengths. Obama leads Romney 53 percent to 40 percent among likely voters, even as the public gives him low marks on handling the economy and the deficit, and six in 10 say the nation is headed down the wrong track, according to the poll conducted June 15- 18. The survey shows Romney, a former Massachusetts governor, has yet to repair the damage done to his image during the Republican primary. Thirty-nine percent of Americans view him favorably, about the same as when he announced his presidential candidacy last June, while 48 percent see him unfavorably -- a 17-percentage point jump during a nomination fight dominated by attacks ads. A majority of likely voters, 55 percent, view him as more out of touch with average Americans compared with 36 percent who say the president is more out of touch. Taken together, the results suggest an unsettled political environment for both Obama and Romney five months from the November election, with voters choosing for now to stick with a president they say is flawed rather than backing a challenger they regard as undefined and disconnected. 

Obama will win swing states—strong economies and empirics prove

[Joe Scarborough, 6/16/12, represented Florida’s 1st congressional district in the House of Representatives from 1994 to 2001, “Swing-State Math Breaks for Obama” http://www.politico.com/blogs/joe-scarborough/2012/06/swingstate-math-breaks-for-obama-126366.html]

Ronald Reagan's run to the White House was quickened by sluggish economies throughout America's most important political swing states in 1980. Those states' downturns doomed the then-sitting Democratic president. Three decades later, a different swing state dynamic may end up helping the current Democratic president living at 1600 Pennsylvania Ave. A quick look at the latest labor statistics actually shows surprising strength in America's most vital political swing states. Ohio's unemployment rate has been dropping steadily for a year now, and currently sits at 7.3%. Florida's unemployment rate is now 8.6%, a full two percentage points below where it was just one year ago. And Virginia's unemployment rate remains stubbornly low, as that state's Republican governor lines himself up as a possible VP choice. Add the lift that Barack Obama will surely get from Michigan and other Industrial Midwest states aided by the auto bailout and suddenly this year's swing state math seems to break President Obama's way.

Obama winning now – minority vote 

Dwoskin 5/9(How Obama Can Win Even If He Loses White Support  By Elizabeth Dwoskin – political correspondent on May 09, 2012 http://www.businessweek.com/articles/2012-05-09/how-obama-can-win-even-if-he-loses-white-support - BRW)

The question of whether the minority vote will turn the tide in November looms large in the minds of both campaigns, and particularly the Obama camp. Not only was Obama dependent on high minority turnout in 2008, he benefited from lackluster support for McCain in states like Ohio and Pennsylvania. There, the electorate is largely white but did not come out in large numbers for McCain, while new minority voters also tipped the balance for Obama. The president needs to work the same magic this time around to win the election. William Frey, a senior fellow at the nonpartisan Brookings Institution, has put together three neat maps showing different scenarios of how minorities could make or break Obama’s campaign come November. (The maps are toward the bottom of that linked page.) There are slightly more eligible minority voters this time around, and the scenarios show they very well could deliver Obama the victory he desires.  The takeaway? Given these scenarios, if Romney is to win, he will likely need to get a higher proportion of whites to vote for him than did not only for McCain, but also for Bush. He will need whites to be really passionate in their support for him, or minorities to be particularly dispassionate in their support for Obama. Obama has it a bit easier. He “just” needs to make sure the same proportion of minorities votes for him that did four years ago. If the same proportion does, Obama will win five states he could not have won four years ago without the white vote: California, New York, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin. According to Frey’s charts, the demographics have changed enough in those states that Obama can carry them even without the support of whites. 

Obama will win but it will be a close fight--polls prove 

Silver 6/7/12 (NATE SILVER June 7, 2012, 12:23 pm Election Forecast: Obama Begins With Tenuous Advantage By http:// nytimes.com/2012/06/07/election-forecast-obama-begins-with-tenuous-advantage/ - BRW)

Mr. Obama remains slightly ahead of Mr. Romney in most national polls, and he has had a somewhat clearer advantage in polling conducted at the state level. Mr. Obama would be about 80 percent likely to win an election held today, according to the model. However, the outlook for the Nov. 6 election is much less certain, with Mr. Obama having winning odds of just over 60 percent. The forecast currently calls for Mr. Obama to win roughly 290 electoral votes, but outcomes ranging everywhere from about 160 to 390 electoral votes are plausible, given the long lead time until the election and the amount of news that could occur between now and then. Both polls and economic indicators are a pretty rough guide five months before an election. The forecast works by running simulations of the Electoral College, which are designed to consider the uncertainty in the outcome at the national level and in individual states. It recognizes that voters in each state could be affected by universal factors — like a rising or falling economic tide — as well as by circumstances particular to each state. Furthermore, it considers the relationships between the states and the ways they might move in tandem with one another. 

Obama winning election – high ratings in bad times prove favorability 

Cohen 5/26 (US election: yes, Romney could win, but Obama's grip on his nation is still strong Polls suggest the Republican moving ahead, but few have noted how Obama has captured America's heartland, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/may/27/michael-cohen-obamas-election-chances?newsfeed=true   Michael Cohen Inside America, The Observer, Saturday 26 May 2012 - BRW)

 Obama is neck and neck with Romney is what should perhaps be most shocking. The track record of presidential incumbents battling high unemployment, sluggish economic growth and an electorate overwhelmingly convinced the country is on the wrong track is generally not good. In fact, there's a name for them: one-termers. If anything, Obama's ability to keep his head above water against Romney is an indication of his unusually high favourability ratings and Romney's improving but still lacklustre personal marks. 

Obama will win election – electoral college, static republican support, and florida

Cohen 5/26 (US election: yes, Romney could win, but Obama's grip on his nation is still strong Polls suggest the Republican moving ahead, but few have noted how Obama has captured America's heartland, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/may/27/michael-cohen-obamas-election-chances?newsfeed=true   Michael Cohen Inside America, The Observer, Saturday 26 May 2012 - BRW)

For Republicans, their electoral map remains disturbingly static. Since 2000, the number of solid Republican or Republican-leaning states is largely unchanged – and no state that even Kerry won in 2004, except perhaps New Hampshire, Wisconsin or Pennsylvania, is considered a Republican target this year. With the caveat that one can only read so much into polls taken five months before election day, Obama enjoys a small but noteworthy advantage in the Electoral College. According to a recent tally by the RealClearPolitics website, Obama has 227 solid or "leaning" electoral votes, while Romney has 170. Combined, that represents 39 of the 50 states (plus the District of Columbia). These are places where residents will for the most part hear more about the election than experience it first hand since candidates will likely not make more than a token appearance in them. Of the 11 other states, Obama is either leading or tied in nine of them. For Romney to become president, he needs to win the majority of these swing states, not just perennial targets such as Florida and Ohio, but also North Carolina and Virginia (places where Obama is leading or tied). Amazingly, if he were to win all four of these states he could still lose the election. In fact, for Romney, it's extremely difficult to construct a scenario where he wins the election while losing Florida. Barring an electoral free-fall for Obama, places that were highly competitive such as Wisconsin, Minnesota, New Mexico, Michigan and Nevada will likely not be seriously contested 

Obama will win – crucial unions have vowed more support to him than they did in 08

Hanal 6/19/12(,  SAM HANANEL Service employees union ramps up effort for Obama | June 19, 2012 12:44 PM EST – political correspondent http://www.huffingtonpost.com/huff-wires/20120619/us-unions-politics/ - BRW)

One of the nation's most politically active labor unions plans to focus its resources on fewer states this year while working to help re-elect President Barack Obama. The Service Employees International Union said Tuesday it will target its massive field campaign on turning out voters in just eight battleground states – about half the number it focused on in 2008. At the same time, the 2.1 million-member union hopes to get 100,000 of its members to volunteer in its political program, twice as many as in the last presidential race. Overall, the union is expected to spend at least $85 million to help Obama win, similar to what it spent in 2008.  "It's a matter of figuring out where we can have the greatest impact," said Brandon Davis, the union's national political director. "You'll see an expansion of what we're able to do on the ground by being more efficient with our resources." The eight states are considered crucial for an Obama victory: Colorado, Florida, New Hampshire, Nevada, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin and Virginia. Davis said the union expects to make 13 million phone calls, knock on 3 million doors and have 1 million one-on-one conversations with voters in those states.  Despite a major setback for organized labor in the Wisconsin recall election on June 5, union households still make up about 25 percent of the national electorate and could be a decisive factor in states with large numbers of union members. The SEIU played a vital role in helping Obama win in 2008, endorsing him over rival Hillary Rodham Clinton in the Democratic primary. The union's former president, Andy Stern, was one of the most frequent visitors to the White House during Obama's first two years in office. This year, the union plans to increase outreach to Latino voters in Florida, Nevada and Colorado, black voters in Pennsylvania and Wisconsin, and young voters in all eight states. Davis said the union hopes to register about 600,000 voters around the country, particularly among groups of so-called "low propensity" voters who don't usually participate widely in elections. "We think that's what creates the margin for the president," Davis said. The union will also expand canvassing to include the general public in addition to union households, a product of the Supreme Court's landmark campaign finance decision in the case of Citizens United. 

Florida 

Obama will win, but it will be close—Florida Independents are critical

McMurry 6/21 (Evan, political editor at ology.com, “Obama Regains Lead Over Romney In Florida Thanks To Independent Voters: 6/21/12 www.ology.com/post/111651/obama-regains-lead-over-romney-in-florida-thanks-to-independent-voters) 
And yet still Florida voters have swung over to Obama. A new Quinnipiac poll finds Obama with a four point lead over Romney, 46-42, outside the 2.4% margin of error. That's not much of a lead, until you consider the fact that Romney was up by six points one month ago, 47-41. A ten point swing in one month is quite a movement given that recent economic news was supposed to have been bad for Obama. The biggest shift was among independent voters, who swung from Romney to Obama by 17 points. On May 23, Romney led among independents by eight points, 44-36; today, Obama leads them 46-37. Romney had been up enough that PoliticOlogy ceded the state and its 29 electoral votes to the candidate. To win in November, Romney needs Florida, plus at least one other major swing state like Ohio or, if he's really lucky, Pennsylvania, in addition to a smattering of smaller swing states like Virginia and North Carolina. But without Florida, all this is moot
Latinos

Obama popular with Latinos now - new Dream Act bill 

Lightman 6/18/12(By David Lightman Obama immigration policy a hit among Latino voters in key states  McClatchy Newspapers Published: Monday, Jun. 18, 2012 - 9:49 am Last Modified: Monday, Jun. 18, 2012 - 10:39 am Read more here: http://www.sacbee.com/2012/06/18/4570701/obama-immigration-policy-a-hit.html#storylink=cpy-  BRW)

President Barack Obama's Friday directive to stop deportations of certain young undocumented immigrants is a hit in the Latino community, a new poll has found. A survey in five swing states by Latino Decisions and America's Voice found Latino voters very enthusiastic about the policy--a contrast to previous attitudes about the president. “Prior to June 14, 2012, many immigration reform advocates had stated that the record high levels of deportations of immigrants under the Obama administration was causing some Latinos to grow weary about the Obama re-election campaign," according to a poll analysis. A poll earlier this year found 53 percent of Latino voters less enthusiastic about the president in 2012 than three years ago, while 30 percent were more excited. "The announcement on June 14 appears to have clearly erased Obama’s enthusiasm deficit among Latinos," the poll analsysis found. This time, 49 percent of Latino voters said the new policy would make them more enthusiastic about Obama, compared to 14 percent who were less enthusiastic. The survey also tried to gauge enthusiasm for presumptive Republican presidential nominee Mitt Romney, who said Friday the Obama policy should be part of a longer-term plan considered by Congress. Latino voters in the five swing states were not enthusiastic--20 percent said Romney's statements about immigration policy made them more enthusiastic,but 59 percent said the statements made them less enthusiastic. The poll surveyed 775 Latino registered from June 12 to 16. in Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Nevada, and Virginia. Overall margin of error is 3.5 percentage points. 

Obama winning – he has the Latino vote 

MacInnis 6/22 (Laura MacInnis Obama revels in support from Latinos, swipes Romney  June 22, 2012| | Reuters http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2012-06-22/news/sns-rt-us-campaign-obama-immigrationbre85l18x-20120622_1_hispanics-in-election-battleground-key-cultural-points-hispanic-public-officials-meeting - BRW)

LAKE BUENA VISTA, Florida (Reuters) - President Barack Obama reveled in the support of Latino leaders on Friday and took a swipe at his election rival Mitt Romney for giving mixed messages on how to handle illegal immigration. In an emotive speech to Hispanic public officials meeting in Florida, Obama reminded the friendly audience that Romney had promised to veto the DREAM Act, which would help the children of illegal immigrants win citizenship. Obama told the National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials conference that he chose last week to halt the possible deportations of 800,000 young illegal immigrants because Congress was stalling on the issue. "I refused to keep looking young people in the eye, deserving young people in the eye, and tell them tough luck," he said, receiving a standing ovation from the crowd that gave Romney a cool reception the day before. "Your speaker from yesterday has a different view. In a speech he said that when he makes a promise to you, he'll keep it. Well he has promised to veto the DREAM Act, and we should take him at his word," the Democratic president said. "I'm just sayin'," he added, to laughter. A poll released on Friday by Latino Decisions and America's Voice found Obama had a commanding lead over Romney among Hispanics in election battleground states including Florida, Colorado and Virginia. In the five states combined, Obama leads Romney among Hispanics by 63 percent to 27 percent. Obama's recent focus on immigration has helped perk up his campaign, which sagged earlier in June as economic bad news rolled in and the president committed a misstep by claiming that the struggling private sector was in fact doing fine. A rise by former Massachusetts Governor Romney in the polls appeared to slow this week, although a Pew Research Center survey on Friday put Obama's lead at only 4 percentage points, from 7 points last May. Romney's campaign suffered on Friday from new accusations about Bain Capital, where he made much of his $250 million fortune as a private equity executive in the 1980s and '90s. The Washington Post reported that Bain invested in firms that specialized in relocating jobs done by American workers to new facilities in low-wage countries like China and India. "(Romney) often says, â??I know why jobs come and why jobs go.' Well, yeah, one of the reasons they go is because you have firms who are counseling people on how to offshore and outsource their jobs, that's one reason they go, so, yeah, he knows a lot about it," Obama campaign adviser David Axelrod told reporters. STANDING OVATIONS Obama received standing ovations from much of the crowd in Florida when he talked about healthcare reform and his decision not to target young illegal immigrants for deportation. "This was an Obama crowd anyway. Even though Obama's not Latino, he hit on key cultural points - hardworking, education. That's something we wear on our sleeves," said Tony Cardenas, a Democratic city councilman from Los Angeles. Obama also pledged to make overhauling U.S. immigration rules to better serve businesses and make life easier for families and workers core to his economic agenda in a second term. But Hispanics are still upset at his failure to deliver on comprehensive immigration reform and Latinos have been badly hit by the slow economy. "No election-year speech can cover up the president's job-killing policies that have led to 11 percent Hispanic unemployment and millions of Hispanics living in poverty," Romney campaign spokesperson Amanda Henneberg said. There are more than 50 million people with Latin American roots living in the United States. Hispanics are the fastest-growing U.S. minority group and could decisively influence the presidential election result in November. Romney angered many Hispanics during the Republican primary season by saying illegal immigrants could "self deport" out of the country. He changed his tone at the NALEO conference on Thursday, stressing immigration was essential to U.S. economic prosperity, but offered few details on his approach to dealing with those now living illegally in the country. A Hispanic former member of Senator John McCain's 2008 presidential bid acknowledged on Friday that Romney was going to struggle to win votes from the Hispanic community. 

***Obama lose

Romney will win the election – Scott walker momentum, Iowa’s republican shift, and working class vote 

Beaumont and Hunt 6/18 (THOMAS BEAUMONT and KASIE HUNT Associated Press, Romney looks to Midwest's working class for gains, associated press, 6/18/12, http://www.kansascity.com/2012/06/18/3664473/romney-looks-to-midwests-working.html - BRW)

Republican presidential challenger Mitt Romney is pushing to win a band of Midwestern states that voted for President Barack Obama four years ago and that generally have a long history of backing Democrats in White House elections. Romney faces hurdles and advantages in each state but his approach will leave Obama no choice but to spend time and money defending states he carried in 2008. That Romney is even making a making a play for the arc of states from Pennsylvania to Iowa also suggests his path to the 270 electoral votes he will need to win the White House may be widening. "It's sending a pretty clear message that the places the Democrats have taken for granted, they can't take for granted this time," said Rich Beeson, Romney's political director. Before arriving in Iowa on Monday, Romney stopped in Janesville, Wis., an economically struggling, one-time manufacturing hub in the southern part of the state. Unemployment there is 9 percent, well above the state average of 6.8 percent for May. The national average is 8.2 percent. He toured Monterey Mills, a unionized company that makes fabric for paint rollers and the stuffing for toys like Winnie the Pooh. "The people of this country are having a hard time. These are challenging times for Americans, and because of his failed record his campaign is having a hard time deciding what to talk about," Romney said, the excited crowd sitting amid packages of fabric the company uses to make its paint rollers. Wisconsin, which has not backed a Republican for president since Ronald Reagan in 1984, presents a new opportunity for Romney, almost exclusively due to Gov. Scott Walker's triumph two weeks ago in a contentious recall election. Walker's win, after an 18-month fight over public employee union rights, gives Republicans hope. It also gives Romney a corps of well-trained organizers and reams of voter data to put to use. But he still has his work cut out for him. Voters said in exit polls after the June 5 election that they trust Obama more to address the nation's economic struggles - the chief argument for Romney, a former businessman - and the interests of the middle class. Obama also continues to have the advantage in urban areas, especially among minority voters, which each state except Iowa has. "Philadelphia is a gigantic amount of the vote," said Tad Devine, a top aide to Democratic presidential nominees in 2000 and 2004. "Pennsylvania is one of those places that may stay competitive longer, but it's going to be really hard for Romney to put together Pennsylvania if Philly turns out the way it can turn out." Iowa, however, has trended Republican since Obama won it in 2008. Like nearly every state in the arc, Iowans turned down Democratic candidates for governor in favor of pro-business Republicans. Iowa voters dumped three state Supreme Court justices to protest their decision allowing gay marriage. Romney's campaign also spent the year before the state's leadoff nominating caucuses laying the foundation in this true swing state for a general election campaign. Iowa has voted Republican in every other presidential election since 1988. 

Obama will lose – Wisconsin republican shift, white demographic support, and polling

Beaumont and Hunt 6/18 (THOMAS BEAUMONT and KASIE HUNT Associated Press, Romney looks to Midwest's working class for gains, associated press, 6/18/12, http://www.kansascity.com/2012/06/18/3664473/romney-looks-to-midwests-working.html - BRW)

Although Romney aides say there is no Midwestern lynchpin, they argue that a competitive streak in Wisconsin is good for them in the entire region. On Monday, he followed in the footsteps of Republican George W. Bush, who campaigned hard for re-election in Iowa in part by seeking to connect with working-class voters along the Mississippi River who haven't warmed to Obama. Romney headed south along the Mississippi to Davenport, Iowa, aboard the Spirit of Dubuque, and into the heart of the region where Bush worked to trim Democratic margins in his 2004 re-election and narrow win in Iowa. The trip was part of a five-day bus tour that is taking Romney across six states: New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Wisconsin, Iowa and, on Tuesday, Michigan. "There's a reason he's in eastern Iowa," said Ben Lange, a Republican challenging Democratic Iowa Rep. Bruce Braley. Lange appeared with Romney on the boat in Dubuque. Obama lost white, non-college-educated voters to Republican John McCain in 2008, according to exit polls. These voters made up nearly half of all Midwestern voters, more than any other region. Obama had support from 46 percent of these voters in the Midwest, compared to McCain's 52 percent. Nationally, the group split 40 percent for Obama, 48 percent for McCain. Recent polling by Associated Press-GfK suggests Obama is underperforming his 2008 showing in this group. In a May survey, just 31 percent of white non-college-educated adults in the Midwest said they backed Obama, compared with 57 percent who said they supported Romney. The May poll showed Obama faring better nationally, but still trailing Romney 38 percent to 53 percent. 

Obama will lose – recent job reports show lack of job creation has created opposition

Kuhnenn 6/1/12 (By JIM KUHNHENN Jobs report weakens Obama's election argument, Associated Press – Jun 1, 2012http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gsaYFQdx2znAhPsfYTu8i0by1y9Q?docId=e6bff853b74e4e7a82d5e9795cb71284-BRW)

The economy, struggling to recover from the worst recession since the Great Depression, has had to fend off a number of external pressures, from high oil prices to natural disasters and, now, economic troubles in Europe and a weakening economy in China. The unemployment numbers, while imprecise and typically a lagging indicator of economic performance, are nevertheless an undeniable marker of the human cost of a weak economy. May's 69,000 new jobs and downward adjustments for March and April mean the economy has averaged just 73,000 jobs a month over the past two months. That's half of what's needed simply to keep up with population growth and is a dramatic drop from the 226,000 jobs created per month in the January-March quarter. May's 8.2 percent jobless rate, the first increase in 11 months, reflected more people coming back into the job force, but that was a thin silver-lining to an otherwise discouraging report. No president since the Great Depression has sought re-election with unemployment as high as that, and past incumbents have lost when the rate was on the rise. The economy is central to each candidate's argument — Obama wants it to be a choice between his and Romney's economic visions; Romney wants it to be referendum on Obama's economic policies. Obama is counting on an unemployment trajectory that has fallen from a high of 10 percent in October 2009. The president likes to point to the 3.8 million jobs created since he became president, though 12.5 million people remain unemployed. He highlights the resurgence of the auto industry following government bailouts of Chrysler and General Motors. Friday's report seriously dampens Obama's message, though the May numbers may end up doing more damage to Obama's short-term political standing than to the economy long-term. 

Obama will lose –latino vote stunt failed and has not improved polling 

PressTV 6/19/12 (Obama's popularity drops among minorities: Analyst  Tue Jun 19, 2012 6:0PM GMT GMA/JR http://presstv.com/detail/2012/06/19/247012/obama-election-campaign-targets-minority-groups-analyst/- BRW)

Obama’s pro-Wall Street and military policies have hurt his standing with minorities, having “demoralized and demobilized his own base of 2008, which include a lot of Latino and immigrant voters,” says Paul Street, Chicago based author, in an interview with Press TV. Obama’s campaign has upped its targeting of the Latino and Hispanic communities, Street said, adding that they “are now the number one minority in the United States of America, [having] surpassed African-Americans in the last census.” “At the last minute of the election year we get this sort of partial move which could only happen through an executive branch decision, it could never go through Congress, to try and ameliorate and buy off innocent votes from the Latino community,” Street said. This comes as Obama had announced on Friday a halt to the deportation of many undocumented immigrants who came to the country at a young age. “It is an election year and everything that the president says or does is of course politically motivated -- you don’t have to have a PhD in political science to know that,” Street added. Obama faces Romney, the Republican presidential nominee and former Massachusetts governor, in November’s vote as he seeks to be re-elected. Romney insisted that Obama’s administration was responsible for the “most anti-investment, anti-business, anti-jobs series of policies in modern American history.” 

Obama will lose –comments, Wisconsin, and failed campaign funding 

Trippi 6/11/12 (By Joe Trippi New threats to Obama's reelection bid i Published June 11, 2012 FoxNews.com http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2012/06/11/new-threats-to-obama-reelection-bid/ - BRW) 

As someone who wants to see President Obama win re-election, nothing is gained by denying that three things from last week -- his comments on the private sector, the Wisconsin results, and the campaigns’ fundraising reports -- hurt his re-election prospects. They did. While it’s clear that President Obama’s comment that “the private sector is doing fine” was meant relative to the decline in jobs in the public sector, you can bet that the full context of his remarks won’t make it into the attacks ads based on the comment that Romney and his Super PACs have already begun releasing. Handing your opponents a gaffe is never good -- but it’s made worse at a time when anxiety about the economy is surging again. And when it comes to Wisconsin and money, the two are intertwined. There was never any question that if Wisconsin Governor Scott Walker survived the recall election last week, the Romney campaign would say his victory was about President Obama and his stimulus policies. And so they did, with Romney declaring that the results will "echo beyond the borders of Wisconsin" and signal a turning point "against the runaway government costs imposed by labor bosses." But Wisconsin was less a turning point in public sentiment regarding public unions than an end point to the belief that President Obama's fundraising lead was large enough for him to stay safely ahead of Governor Romney for the duration of the campaign. The fact that the GOP outspent Democrats by more than 7-1 showed the degree to which Democrats, despite being well aware of the symbolic importance of the Wisconsin results, allowed themselves to be caught flat-footed in a post-Citizens United electoral world. If there was ever any doubt that Republicans are willing to put enough money on the table to win -- Wisconsin removed that doubt. And that willingness of Republican donors to pony up was made clearer when both campaigns released their fundraising numbers for May this past Thursday. Romney and the GOP raised more than $76 million last month -- compared to Obama and the DNC's $60 million. This marks the first time since the fourth quarter of 2007 that a political opponent has out-raised Obama during a fundraising quarter. 

Obama will lose--econ

Gruenwald, 6-4-12, has been covering tech and telecom issues for more than a decade for National Journal, Interactive Week, BNA and Congressional Quarterly [Juliana, National Journal, “Democrat Says Obama Will Lose if Election Focuses on His Record” http://www.nationaljournal.com/2012-presidential-campaign/democrat-says-obama-will-lose-if-election-focuses-on-his-record-20120603]

Democratic adviser Robert Shrum warned on Sunday that President Obama will lose his re-election bid if the focus of the presidential race remains on the economy and the president’s record. “If you let his just be a referendum, I don’t think the president can win because the truth of the matter is he may have created over 4.3 million jobs, he may have saved General Motors, but the country is still not back to where it needs to be,” Shrum said on the CBS’s Face the Nation. “This needs to be a choice election…And if [voters] have that choice I think the president is going to be just fine.” Shrum made the comments in response to the poor job numbers that were released on Friday and the Obama administration’s attempts to contrast the White House’s efforts to restart the economy to Mitt Romney’s record on jobs as governor of Massachusetts and at a private equity firm Bain Capital. Appearing on the same program, Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R-Texas, however, said it was “laughable” to claim the election is not a referendum on Obama’s record. “Are you kidding, of course that’s how you run elections,” she said. She added, “Really, it is his record that will win the election” for Romney.

Obama will lose—swing state voters and independents
[Alan Abramowitz, 6-7-12, American political scientist and author, “Persuasion Versus Mobilization: Obama & Romney’s Swing State Strategy” http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/articles/persuasion-versus-mobilization-what-strategy-should-the-obama-and-romney-campaigns-emphasize-in-the-battleground-states/]
Swing voters had much more negative opinions of President Obama’s job performance than other voters. In fact, their opinions were almost as negative as those of Romney supporters. Only 11% of swing voters approved of Obama’s job performance compared with 6% of Romney voters. In contrast, 92% of Obama voters approved of the president’s job performance.

Obama will lose—Oil prices

[Rick Ungar, 2-27-12, writer for Forbes specializing in politics, “Is Obama Really To Blame For Rising Gas Prices? Do You Really Care?” http://www.forbes.com/sites/rickungar/2012/02/27/is-obama-really-to-blame-for-rising-gas-prices-do-you-really-care/]

At this point in our election process, there appears little question that one of the most significant challenges to an Obama re-election is the threat of Americans having to drive to the polls this November in automobiles powered by $6 a gallon gasoline. From a political perspective, this is awfully good news for those who would like to see the keys to the White House handed over to a new occupant. And who can blame a GOP candidate who would take advantage of these circumstances? Certainly, any Democrat attempting to wrest the job from a Republican incumbent would not hesitate to make political hay of the rapid rise in gas prices.

Will lose—gay marriage support

Erickson, 5-15-12, political contributor and columnist [Erick, Redstate.com, “The Day Obama Lost” http://www.redstate.com/erick/2012/05/15/may-6-2012-the-day-obama-lost/]

To a majority of Americans, Barack Obama’s devolution back to earlier years makes no difference. But this is a fifty-fifty nation. Every vote counts. And of those whose are concerned about this issue, at least 20 percent and maybe as high as 25 percent of people say it makes them less likely to vote for Barack Obama — that’s more than those who will be more likely to vote for Barack Obama (and who are probably going to vote for him anyway).

Romney will win, the white vote is in 

Kuhn 6/22/12 (Obama's White Support Is Too Low to Win By David Paul Kuhn - June 22, 2012 http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2012/06/22/obamas_white_support_is_too_low_to_win_2012_romney_white_male_gap_white_women_kuhn_114579-2.html - BRW)

President Obama does not currently have enough white support to win re-election even if he retains his minority base from 2008. At the same time, electoral data indicates Mitt Romney has not yet attracted enough of these white voters to capitalize on Obama's weakness. Pundits often note that Romney cannot win with his current level of Hispanic support. That's likely true. But so is the converse: Obama cannot win with his level of white support unless white swing voters withhold their votes from Romney as well. Today, fewer whites back Obama than any Democratic candidate since Walter Mondale. Romney does not need to emulate Ronald Reagan to win. Should he match Reagan’s share of the white vote in 1984 -- presuming all else remains constant since 2008 -- Romney would rout Obama. Of course, America has changed since Reagan. Non-Hispanic whites were 89 percent of the electorate when Reagan first won the White House in 1980. They were 85 percent in 1988. By 2008, whites were 74 percent. That shift has upended the electoral landscape. But only so much. Take Michael Dukakis’ fate as an example. In 1988, George H.W. Bush’s margin of victory exceeded Obama’s in 2008. But if Obama’s level of white support in 2012 equals Dukakis’, and all else remains the same from 2008, Obama would likely narrowly win. He would lack a mandate and risk immediate lame-duck status. But he would survive with white support that once sundered Democrats. Unless . . . What if Obama doesn't even match Dukakis with whites? That’s the dynamic of 2012. This electorate has a white floor. And it has broken for this president. Democrats cannot depend on demographics to save them. Should Romney win the whites Obama lost, Romney will only need to perform as well as John McCain with minorities to win. This is true even under Democrats’ most optimistic, and unlikely, demographic scenario: that the white share of the electorate decreases another two percentage points from 2008, blacks turn out at the same historic levels they did then, and the Hispanic share of the vote rises from 9 to 11 percent of the electorate while Obama retains the same level of support from other minority groups. The white margin to watch: 61-39. That’s the rough break-even point. Obama likely needs more than 39 percent of whites to assure re-election. Romney likely needs at least 61 percent of whites to assure Obama’s defeat (or 60.5 in some scenerios). These are estimates based on an electorate that matches the diversity of 2008 or is slightly less white. It presumes the Electoral College outcome does not diverge from the winner of the popular vote (loose talk aside, it’s only happened four times in U.S. history). Thus, Obama can do a little worse than Dukakis, and Romney must perform a little better than Bush circa 1988. Whites favored Reagan in 1984 by a 64-35 margin. They favored Bush in 1988 by a 59-40 margin. Four years ago, whites favored McCain by a 55-43 margin. Only 37 or 38 percent of whites back Obama today, according to the Gallup Poll’s authoritative weekly averages since early April (which have a larger sample size than most polls combined). The rub for Romney? In those same matchups, Romney only wins 54 percent of whites. Other surveys show the same. CNN’s latest pegged the white margin at 53-39. FOX News’ latest, 51-35. Ipsos-Reuters, 53-38. The Pew Research Center's polls have, however, shown Obama stronger this year. Its recent survey placed the margin at 54-41. Writ large, Obama appears below his floor with whites. But so does Romney. Obama has too few whites saying yea to a second term. And Romney has converted too few nays to his side. Notably, the same share of whites say they will vote for Obama as approve of his job performance. These whites constitute, by far, the largest share of the swing vote. The president depends on Hispanics to partly compensate for his weakness with whites. That’s possible in some states like Florida, Colorado and Nevada. But Latinos are less than a 10th of the electorate in every other swing state. Obama’s recent immigration decision will probably help secure his Hispanic flank. But he already had the support of nearly two-thirds of Hispanics by Gallup’s measure -- roughly the share he earned in 2008. Hispanics’ views of Obama have, however, fluctuated more than whites’. That steady white opposition should now concern Democrats. Obama’s broken floor with whites appears to be his new foundation. And it’s more than a white working-class problem. In fact, it always is. The white male gap helps explain why. Economic class and education do not impact white men and women the same way. Currently, among white college graduates, according to Gallup data, 48 percent of women favor Obama and 40 percent of men do as well. Among working-class whites, 37 percent of women favor Obama and 30 percent of men agree. Obama had a breakthrough with white men a political world ago. He performed better with white men than every Democratic nominee since Jimmy Carter (a point to remember, when Obama's race is raised). Obama performed better than John Kerry, though slightly worse than Al Gore and Bill Clinton four years earlier, with white women (see my wrap-up of 2008 for more details). Obama’s current support with white men, 34 percent, reflects about where he stood with them before the September stock market crash. That crash was critical to the making of this president’s mandate. Now the economy threatens to unmake his presidency. Those voters who swung to Obama with the crash have left him, above all else, because they came to believe he did not focus enough on the Great Recession that followed the crash. That’s no small side note, especially on the cusp of the Supreme Court’s health care ruling. Obama chose to invest his political capital in that cause over others, such as a new New Deal. Whites helped give Obama his capital. He began his presidency with at least six-in-10 whites behind him. His white support first fell, as with independents, below 50 percent in the summer of 2009. Washington was then consumed with health care. Americans then felt consumed by hard times. The health care law passed in early 2010. Only about a third of whites approved of it. Why? Begin with the mommy-daddy politics that molds modern American politics. Soon after the law passed, Obama tried to pivot to the economy. But it was too late. Governing is choosing. And by the midterm elections, as I first reported the morning after, Democrats suffered unprecedented white flight. Obama’s party paid for the economy but also his choices. Today, the demographic status quo is not good for either candidate. The long-term future favors Democrats. The GOP must reconcile itself with the browning of America. But even in early 2009, amid renewed talk of an emerging Democratic majority, it was clear that demographics are not electoral destiny. That Democratic majority has not emerged over the past decade because Democrats have not made sustained inroads with the actual demographic majority. How quickly that proved true. In 2010, whites backed GOP House candidates by a 60-38 margin. It gave Republicans a historic landslide. The white margin two years ago roughly matches the break-even point today. That’s because presidential electorates are browner and blacker, though possibly not enough for Democrats. Plainly put, the data shows that Romney will likely win if he matches his party’s minority support in 2008 and its majority support in 2010. Democrats have come to depend on diversity. But even today, diversity may not prove enough to save Obama. 

Obama will lose – Romney will outspend him, swing states are susceptible to this  

Reuters 6/23/12(Obama campaign predicts Romney June fundraising win,  WASHINGTON, June 20 | Thu Jun 21, 2012 1:50am IST http://in.reuters.com/article/2012/06/20/usa-campaign-obama-idINL1E8HKE9220120620- BRW )

 (Reuters) - President Barack Obama's re-election campaign, stung by the fundraising success of rival Mitt Romney and groups supporting him, predicted on Wednesday that the Republican would outdo Obama and Democrats in June with a $100 million haul. The prediction, shared by an Obama campaign official in a briefing with reporters, was made with at least two objectives in mind: raising expectations for Romney's fundraising apparatus and prodding Obama supporters into coughing up more cash. The former Massachusetts governor's presidential campaign topped Obama's for the first time in May, bringing in more than $76.8 million along with Republican groups. Obama and his Democratic allies raised some $60 million in the same period. By suggesting that Romney and the Republican National Committee will be ahead again in June and attaching a whopping figure to that forecast, the Obama campaign may be setting up Romney for a perceived failure if he does not reach that number, while softening the blow in advance if Obama's figures turn out to be lackluster. The official, who spoke on condition of anonymity, declined to predict what the Obama campaign and the Democratic National Committee would raise in June, other than to say it would be less than $100 million. "I think you're going to see another huge month for (Romney)," the official said, noting that Democratic presidential candidate John Kerry outraised Republican President George W. Bush in the first couple months after clinching the Democratic presidential nomination in 2004. "I think Romney is going to continue to have big months. Combine that with the Super PAC stuff, you know, we are going to be the first incumbent outspent. That's clear." Obama's campaign expects outside fundraising groups known as Super PACs, to spend hundreds of millions of dollars in the coming months to help Romney win the White House. Super PACs (or Political Action Committees), which are required to operate independently of the candidates they support, became major fundraising vehicles following a 2010 Supreme Court decision on campaign finance. (Reporting by Jeff Mason; Editing by Eric Walsh)

Romney will win the election – Scott walker win, Key swing states, and momentum 

McCormick 6/5/12 (By John McCormick Obama Election Map Shaken After Walker’s Win on June 06, 2012 http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-06-06/obama-re-election-map-shaken-after-walker-s-wisconsin-win - BRW)

Wisconsin Governor Scott Walker said today his victory in yesterday’s recall election sets the stage for Mitt Romney to be competitive in his state in November’s election, while the presumptive Republican presidential nominee saw broader national implications to the result. “I think he’d acknowledge he’s an underdog, particularly here in Wisconsin,” Walker said of Romney on MSNBC. “But I think anyone looking at the results last night would also acknowledge that it’s now competitive in Wisconsin.” Romney, speaking at a fundraiser today in San Antonio, Texas, said the Wisconsin vote will “echo” throughout U.S. “Yesterday was won by the people of Wisconsin doing the right thing and voting for conservative principles,” he said. “I think people recognize we just can’t keep going down the same path that we’re on. It ends up in calamity.” Walker’s win prompted Democratic and Republican strategists to reassess Wisconsin’s political landscape and the role the state will play in the presidential race. Until earlier this week, target states listed by President Barack Obama’s campaign didn’t include the state, which has voted Democratic in the past six presidential elections, albeit narrowly at times. In a campaign video released June 4 -- the day before the recall -- Obama campaign manager Jim Messina listed Wisconsin as “undecided,” along with Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Ohio, North Carolina, New Hampshire and Virginia.  Three of the biggest names in Republican politics today call Wisconsin home: Walker, Ryan and Republican National Committee Chairman Reince Priebus. Even before the recall results were in, Democrats and Republicans were working to spin the significance of the outcome for the matchup between Obama and Romney, a former Massachusetts governor. The organization and mobilization of Wisconsin Republicans to protect Walker could provide Romney a boost, should he decide to compete aggressively in the state. If Romney were able to make Wisconsin a competitive state, it could make a major difference in this year’s campaign. Winning a Midwest industrial state such as Wisconsin or Michigan, which both backed Obama in 2008, would provide him an easier path to the 270 electoral votes needed to win the White House. 

Ohio

Romney will win Ohio, but it’ll be close 

Usher 6/7 (Doug, PhD, editor in chief at the Purple Poll, http://www.purplestrategies.com/wp-content/uploads/6.2012-Purple-Poll.pdf) KY
The largest movement we have seen since April is in Ohio: in our last poll, Obama led Romney by 5 points (49% to 44%). Today, Romney has taken a 3-point lead in the state, 48% to 45%. His strength in the state is fueled by a nearly complete consolidation of Republicans, with 91% offering him their support. This is higher than his support among GOP voters in the other three Purple Predictor States, which ranges from 83% to 87%.

Romney will win Ohio, he has Boehner’s support 

Hooper 06/17/12 (Molly K. Hooper Boehner campaigns with Romney, says he can deliver Ohio By - 06/17/12 09:25 PM ET http://thehill.com/homenews/campaign/233131-boehner-says-he-can-deliver-ohio-for-romney - BRW)

House Speaker John Boehner (R) says he can deliver the campaign battleground state of Ohio for Mitt Romney's presidential bid. The highest ranking elected Republican appeared at a rally in his Ohio district with the presumptive GOP presidential nominee Sunday evening. Asked, by The Hill, if he was “going to deliver Ohio for Mitt Romney,” Boehner replied “sure” as he emerged from a meet-and-greet with locals at K’s, a popular burger stop in his district. "Sure? I'm going to quote you on that," The Hill responded. “I know you are," Boehner replied, as he shook hands with constituents gathered along the metal crowd partitions, greeting familiar faces who waited to shake hands with the Speaker and Romney as they departed from the restaurant.  The event was Boehner and Romney’s first joint public appearance together this election cycle. The Speaker remained neutral during the heated GOP presidential primary, only endorsing Romney after it was clear that the former Massachusetts governor would become the GOP presidential nominee. Though he has had numerous phone conversations with Romney, and his office has regular conference calls with Romney’s campaign staff, Boehner met in person with the presumptive nominee for the first time last Monday in Atlanta. The two leaders held an hour-long conversation, a source familiar with the conversation told The Hill. Before heading into the Troy, Ohio greasy spoon, Boehner, Romney, Ann Romney and Ohio Sen. Rob Portman (R) pumped up hundreds of locals who had gathered in the blocked off street on a balmy afternoon waiting to hear from the headliners. 

Romney building momentum in Ohio—faltering economy
AP 6/21 (Assosciated Press “Poll: Obama, Romney even amid economic worries” 6/21/12 www.timesreporter.com/newsnow/x2072208837/Poll-Obama-Romney-even-amid-economic-worries)  
WASHINGTON — Fewer Americans believe the economy is getting better and a majority disapproves of how President Barack Obama is handling it, according to a new Associated Press-GfK poll. Republican challenger Mitt Romney has exploited those concerns and moved into a virtually even position with the president. Three months of declining job creation have left the public increasingly glum, with only 3 out of 10 adults saying the country is headed in the right direction. Five months before the election, the economy remains Obama's top liability. Obama has lost the narrow lead he held just a month ago among registered voters. In the new poll, 47 percent say they will vote for the president and 44 percent for Romney, a difference that is not statistically significant. The poll also shows that Romney has recovered well from a bruising Republican primary, with more of his supporters saying they are certain to vote for him now.

Michigan
Obama losing Michigan—but it’ll be close
Taylor, 6-20-12, He was the political correspondent for the National Memo and a staff reporter at his hometown newspaper, The East Hampton Star. He's a contributor to Newsweek/The Daily Beast. [Matt, Slate Magazine, “Could Mitt Romney Win Michigan?” http://www.slate.com/blogs/weigel/2012/06/20/could_mitt_romney_win_michigan_.html]
Democrats cleaned up in Michigan four years ago, Barack Obama winning the normally competitive state by double-digits after John McCain's campaign publicly abandoned it weeks before election day. But a new poll shows Mitt Romney, who grew up in suburban Detroit and whose dad was the state's governor in the mid 1960s, leading the president 45 to 43 percent, within the margin of error. Romney's opposition to the auto bailout, which saved tens of thousands of jobs and prevented the collapse of the major car companies headquartered in the state, doesn't seem to be damaging him. The same goes for his absurd attempts to connect with the electorate during the GOP primary, including his now-famous line that "the trees are the right height." Neither campaign has been advertising in the Wolverine State, but polls like this one might inspire Romney's team to invest some cash -- which, in turn, will force Obama's re-election campaign to divert attention from must-win swing states like Ohio and Florida to defend what was supposed to be safe territory.  It seems unlikely the GOP will be able to carry the state's 16 electoral votes in November, but if President Obama is compelled to spend time there in September or October, it will mean he's in deep trouble nationally.
Independents
Romney’s winning with the independents

Heinze 5/23 (Christian, 5/23/12, “Romney rocks the independent vote”, The Hill, http://thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/christian-heinze/229009-romney-rocks-the-independent-vote) RS 

In the seesaw battle between presumptive Republican nominee Mitt Romney and President Obama, there’s one surprising and rarely discussed constant — Romney is consistently beating the president among voters who consider themselves independent. That suggests that Romney doesn’t need to pivot dramatically to the center, shed partisan identity or turn his back on the GOP base to gain favor with nonpartisans. He’s already got their tentative but increasingly solidified support. According to Talking Points Memo’s poll tracker, there have been 14 major surveys measuring independents’ support over the past two months (excluding the Democratic-leaning Public Policy Polling and conservative-leaning Rasmussen Reports). In 12 of those 14, Romney has led Obama with the pivotal demographic, and he’s done it by an average of 6.5 percent. That’s not an overwhelming gap, but the consistency of his lead is remarkable, considering that Obama led, overall, in eight of those 14 polls. In other words, if it were up to independents alone, Romney would be winning this election fairly handily, but when all voters are thrown into the mix, Obama still has the edge. So far, Romney’s lead with independents can be explained, largely, by Obama’s dismal approval numbers with the unaligned. In the most recent Quinnipiac University poll, only 39 percent of independents approved of the job the president was doing, while 56 percent disapproved. On the economy he fared even more poorly, with 28 percent approving of his job and 67 percent disapproving. Further, only 37 percent of independents thought he deserved to be reelected, while 58 percent said he didn’t deserve reelection. With those kinds of approval numbers, it’s not surprising, then, that Romney beat Obama with independents on nearly every issue polled. He led by 22 points on the economy, 16 points on creating jobs, 5 points on foreign policy, 10 points on healthcare, 26 points on gas prices, 13 points on taxes, 10 points on healthcare and 15 points on immigration. 

***Links

***Plan unpopular

Generic

Empirical backlash proves transportation investment unpopular

Feigenbaum 3/12—Reporter for the Indianapolis Business Journal (Ed, “Costly transportation projects may spawn taxpayer road rage” 3/12/12, Indianapolis Business Journal, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?id=GALE%7CA284552110&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=ITOF&sw=w
We live in a far different world of wheels than we did a few short years ago when Republican Gov. Mitch Daniels sealed a controversial $3.9 billion long-term deal to lease the Indiana Toll Road to a foreign investment consortium. That 2006 lease unleashed a flood of privately funded investment in toll road infrastructure and created a huge cash pool for highway construction and road maintenance statewide. Just as some erroneously assumed the Hoosier Lottery would fund education priorities into perpetuity, Hoosiers (perhaps egged on by lofty rhetoric from some officials) seemed to have largely assumed that highway dollars would no longer be an issue in their lifetimes. Even many lawmakers expected the Major Moves transportation fund would obviate the need to find large amounts of state dollars for critical projects. But Major Moves proved to be a moving target. State transportation priorities appeared to change without local input or notice, as money was reallocated between projects. And there was little understanding of what had been spent by trust fund vs. other transportation dollars, and what was yet to be funded from which cash source. Against this backdrop, Indiana and Kentucky this month reached agreement on funding the two new bridges across the Ohio River from Clark County to Louisville. Construction on the $2.6 billion project, slated to begin before year's end, should be completed within six years. The two states plan to employ a combination of funding methods, including sharing toll revenues collected on project bridges. Kentucky pledges $536 million in traditional funding for the downtown portion; Indiana commits $432 million under a public-private partnership "availability payment" model where a private partner covers costs and the state makes annual fixed payments for the East End package. As proposed, tolls will be collected on the new East End bridge (2017 estimated completion), the new downtown bridge (likely to open in 2018), and the revamped 1-65 Kennedy Bridge (June 2018). Tolls will be collected when the first bridge is completed. The U.S. 31 Clark Memorial Bridge and the 1-64 Sherman Minton Bridge will remain untolled. The tolling is not unexpected by residents of Clark and Floyd counties--those most affected by the project. But it has raised hackles and prompted complaints from some local business owners, who expect reduced discretionary travel due to rising gas prices exacerbated by the tolls. The toll announcement comes too late for lawmakers to effectively intervene this session, although they will catch an earful from disgruntled primary and general election voters. Northwest Indiana legislators may find themselves in a similar political fix if the state soon unveils a toll-based private fix for East Chicago's Cline Avenue extension closed suddenly in late 2009. But even if solons wanted to roll back the toll decision, there are complications. Much of the financing is presumably predicated upon Congress' extending transportation policy past March 31. But that presumption may prove problematic. A five-year reauthorization bill for surface transportation programs was to be wrapped up by mid-February. But now a more modest 18-month extension hasn't even made it to the floor. Without an extension, most of the 18.4-cent-per-gallon federal gas tax will expire, depriving the Highway Trust Fund of $110 million per day. But beyond that, other overarching questions arise. The mix of cars versus trucks on the road affects road fund distributions to counties. As cars become more fuel-efficient and alternative energy vehicles gain popularity, gas tax collections will decline--slipping further when prices reach a tipping point that slashes discretionary travel. Lower gas tax collections force reliance upon alternative financing, such as unpopular tolls and infrastructure sales or leases. Those circumstances, in turn, increase pressure for mass transit options, which brings us full circle to where central Indiana began this legislative session. While nothing of legislative significance transpired on mass transit and highway issues this year, the clamor to build and maintain roads and bridges--and Hoosier reluctance to dig deep to fund such effort-will be prominent on the 2013 agenda.

Transportation Infrastructure unpopular with public

Feigenbaum 3/30-- policy analyst at Reason Foundation (Baruch, “Data Does Not Support Claims that Light Rail Improves Rider Health” 3/30/12, Reason Foundation, http://reason.org/blog/printer/data-does-not-support-claims-that-l 

The Department of the Treasury and the Council of Economic Advisors recently released a new report titled “A New Economic Analysis of Infrastructure” that lists many different reasons to improve infrastructure. Some of the reasons are good, some bad, and others bizarre. But the most noxious claim is that transit usage improves public health. Despite the report’s spin, the cited studies do not reach that conclusion. The report is split into four major sections that detail the Return on Investment, Investing in Infrastructure, Uses (for) Underutilized Resources, Supporting the Middle Class and Americans Want More Transportation Investment. (Note to the authors: Americans might want more transportation investment but they do not want to pay for it. Unless the transportation genie builds a beautiful new highway, finding the funds to build that highway will be challenging.) Report subsections include such fluffy topics as Building a National Community and Creating a More Livable Community. The report also proclaims that “Now Is The Time to Act.” I am waiting for one of these reports that says tomorrow is the time to act. The report also details the role of a merit-based national infrastructure bank. Perhaps the authors can explain a merit-based national infrastructure bank to the President, because he still does not understand the merit part\

People see transportation spending as throwing away tax dollars, the plan is largely unpopular with the public 

Orski 2/5(Why Pleas to Increase Infrastructure Funding Fall on Deaf Ears by Ken Orski 02/05/2012 http://www.newgeography.com/content/002662-why-pleas-increase-infrastructure-funding-fall-deaf-ears- BRW)

Investment in infrastructure did not even make the top ten list of public priorities in the latest Pew Research Center survey of domestic concerns. Calls by two congressionally mandated commissions to vastly increase transportation infrastructure spending have gone ignored. So have repeated pleas by advocacy groups such as Building America’s Future, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the University of Virginia’s Miller Center. Nor has the need to increase federal spending on infrastructure come up in the numerous policy debates held by the Republican presidential candidates. Even President Obama seems to have lost his former fervor for this issue. In his last State-of-the-Union message he made only a perfunctory reference to "rebuilding roads and bridges." High-speed rail and an infrastructure bank, two of the President’s past favorites, were not even mentioned. There are various theories why appeals to increase infrastructure spending do not resonate with the public. One widely held view is that people simply do not trust the federal government to spend their tax dollars wisely. As proof, evidence is cited that a great majority of state and local transportation ballot measures do get passed, because voters know precisely where their tax money is going. No doubt there is much truth to that. Indeed, thanks to local funding initiatives and the use of tolling, state transportation agencies are becoming increasingly more self-reliant and less dependent on federal funding Another explanation, and one that I find highly plausible, has been offered by Charles Lane, editorial writer for the Washington Post. Wrote Lane in an October 31, 2011 Washington Post column, "How come my family and I traveled thousands of miles on both the east and west coast last summer without actually seeing any crumbling roads or airports? On the whole, the highways and byways were clean, safe and did not remind me of the Third World countries. ... Should I believe the pundits or my own eyes?" asked Lane ("The U.S. infrastructure argument that crumbles upon examination"). Along with Lane, I think the American public is skeptical about alarmist claims of "crumbling infrastructure" because they see no evidence of it around them. State DOTs and transit authorities take great pride in maintaining their systems in good condition and, by and large, they succeed in doing a good job of it. Potholes are rare, transit buses and trains seldom break down, and collapsing bridges, happily, are few and far between. The oft-cited "D" that the American Society of Civil Engineers has given America’s infrastructure (along with an estimate of $2.2 trillion needed to fix it) is taken with a grain of salt, says Lane, since the engineers’ lobby has a vested interest in increasing infrastructure spending, which means more work for engineers. Suffering from the same credibility problem are the legions of road and transit builders, rail and road equipment manufacturers, construction firms, planners and consultants that try to make a case for more money. This does not mean that the country does not need to invest more resources in preserving and expanding its highways and transit systems. The "infrastructure deficit" is real. It’s just that in making a case for higher spending, the transportation community must do a much better job of explaining why, how and where they propose to spend those funds. Usupported claims that the nation’s infrastructure is "falling apart" will not be taken seriously. People want to know where their tax dollars are going and what exactly they’re getting for their money. Infrastructure advocates must learn from state and local ballot measures to justify and document the needs for federal dollars with more precision so that the public regains confidence that their money will be spent wisely and well
Infrastructure investment unpopular—Americans unwilling to pay

Alden 6/14— Bernard L. Schwartz Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, (Edward, “The First Renewing America Progress Report and Scorecard: The Road to Nowhere” 6/14/12, CFR, http://blogs.cfr.org/renewing-america/2012/06/14/the-first-renewing-america-progress-report-and-scorecard-the-road-to-nowhere/]

Americans understood this once upon a time, building the most impressive network of roads and airports in the world, as well as a solid freight rail system. But for far too long we have been living on that inheritance. Two data points from the Scorecard stand out: Since 1980, the number of highway miles traveled by American drivers has doubled, but the miles of road on which they’re driving have increased just 5 percent. It’s no mystery, as the report notes, why traffic congestion takes more than $700 out of the pocket of the average commuter each year. Two-thirds of Americans say that fully funding transportation infrastructure is either “extremely important” or “very important” to them. Yet solid majorities are opposed to any of the usual ways of funding new roads, including higher gas taxes or new tolls. It would be easy to point a finger at Congress, and we certainly do in the report. Reauthorization of the surface transportation bill, usually known as the highway bill, has always been contentious, but nevertheless it used to win approval routinely. But the last multi-year bill expired in 2009 and has been replaced by a series of short-term extensions that make rational construction planning all but impossible for state and local governments. The bill expires again June 30th, and congressional leaders again look unlikely to reach agreement and are predicting another short-term extension. It will be the 10th; as a Miami Herald editorial put it recently, this marks “a new low in congressional irresponsibility.” But congressional inaction in many ways reflects public ambivalence. Americans want uncluttered highways, efficient airports, and seamless mass transit systems, but they are either reluctant to pay for these things or doubt the ability of governments to deliver. The overdue backlash against pork barrel politics for favored projects, for instance, seems to have hardened into a deeper public cynicism about the ability of government to deliver any needed public works. Even proposals like using a federal seed money to create a National Infrastructure Bank that would funnel private investor (not taxpayer) money into new projects have been unable to get through Congress.

Public isn’t willing to invest in transportation investment

Feigenbaum 3/30-- policy analyst at Reason Foundation (Baruch, “Data Does Not Support Claims that Light Rail Improves Rider Health” 3/30/12, Reason Foundation, http://reason.org/blog/printer/data-does-not-support-claims-that-l ]//AY

The Department of the Treasury and the Council of Economic Advisors recently released a new report titled “A New Economic Analysis of Infrastructure” that lists many different reasons to improve infrastructure. Some of the reasons are good, some bad, and others bizarre. But the most noxious claim is that transit usage improves public health. Despite the report’s spin, the cited studies do not reach that conclusion. The report is split into four major sections that detail the Return on Investment, Investing in Infrastructure, Uses (for) Underutilized Resources, Supporting the Middle Class and Americans Want More Transportation Investment. (Note to the authors: Americans might want more transportation investment but they do not want to pay for it. Unless the transportation genie builds a beautiful new highway, finding the funds to build that highway will be challenging.) Report subsections include such fluffy topics as Building a National Community and Creating a More Livable Community. The report also proclaims that “Now Is The Time to Act.” I am waiting for one of these reports that says tomorrow is the time to act. The report also details the role of a merit-based national infrastructure bank. Perhaps the authors can explain a merit-based national infrastructure bank to the President, because he still does not understand the merit part.
Airports

The public hates airport upgrades 

STARK 4-20 (John, 4-20-2012, “Bellingham airport neighbors raise noise complaints”, THE BELLINGHAM HERALD, http://www.thenewstribune.com/2012/04/19/2115130/bellingham-airport-neighbors-raise.html) //AS

BELLINGHAM - Some neighbors of Bellingham International Airport are complaining that the rapid growth in commercial air service is coming at their expense. "Four years ago I hardly noticed an airplane," said Pamela Cady, who lives off Northwest Road about three miles north of the end of the main runway. "Now, planes are cranking quite low over our homes. ... I would never have bought (a home) there had I known that all these airplanes were going to be flying overhead." Cady was one of several people who raised noise issues at a Thursday, April 19, public information session on the process of updating the airport's master plan. Future construction projects must be included in the master plan if they are to be eligible for Federal Aviation Administration grants. 

Freight

Multimodal transit unpopular

Poole 9-- Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow and Director of Transportation Policy at the Reason Organization, “Future of National Freight Policy” September 17, 2009, The Reason Organization, http://reason.org/blog/show/future-of-national-freight-pol]//AY

Some are now calling for a new federal multimodal freight program, funded by some combination of new user taxes and fees—but with the funds still sent to Washington, deposited in the Treasury, and then authorized and appropriated by Congress. Even though it would be separate from the Highway Trust Fund, and begun with the best of intentions, I fear it would fairly rapidly come to resemble the existing centralized approaches, taxing high-volume, high-growth sectors of goods-movement to fund projects serving a large variety of politically blessed ends. So what kinds of safeguards could we impose, to resist those tendencies? The first is to avoid creating a single multimodal fund, where the tendency to cross-subsidize one mode with funds derived from another mode will be too great to resist. That’s not to deny that multimodal projects are sometimes appropriate. But if there is a strategic freight highway fund and a strategic freight railway fund—each paid for by user fees on its mode—then funding for specific multimodal projects that meet the needs of both modes can be made available, with the consent of both.

Highways

Ineffectiveness and increased gas taxes would make the highway bill unpopular with the public 

Poole 11—director of transportation at the Reason Foundation, (Robert, “Funding Transportation and the Future of the Highway Trust Fund” 10/5/11, Reason Foundation, http://reason.org/news/show/funding-transportation-and-the-futu/ 

The biggest news on federal surface transportation reauthorization is that Rep. John Mica (R, FL), chairman of the House Transportation & Infrastructure Committee, has been given the go-ahead by House GOP leadership to seek additional revenues for the Highway Trust Fund. Mica's draft bill, which I praised last month for its fiscally responsible approach, called for spending only as much over the next six years as federal highway user taxes bring in, which is estimated to support $230 billion over the six years from 2012 through 2017. While that is only slightly less than spending under the expired SAFETEA-LU, it is about 30% less than the spending levels of the last two years, which were boosted temporarily by several large infusions of general-fund stimulus money. Mica's aim of seeking up to $15 billion a year in additional revenue for the Trust Fund was welcome news to all the groups urging increased highway spending - the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), the American Road & Transportation Builders Association (ARTBA), the U.S. Chamber, and highway contractors. But before advocates of public-private partnerships break out the champagne, I suggest we look before we leap. A very knowledgeable source tells me the leading candidate being considered at this point is increased revenue from existing taxes on domestic oil and gas production, thanks to a series of deregulatory measures (such as approval of new pipelines, less restrictions on shale gas, etc.). Such changes would take years to have much impact on production, and hence it would be years before increased revenues from those production taxes would be available for the Highway Trust Fund. More important, those existing taxes are not highway user taxes. They would apply to all uses of oil and gas: petrochemicals, asphalt, jet fuel, bunker fuel, gas for home heating and cooking, gas for electricity production, etc.-in addition to costing highway users more at the pump. This same limitation applies to just about anything Congress can come up with-except higher motor fuel taxes (already ruled out) or a new federal toll or mileage-based user fee, such as the proposed toll on all Interstate highway travel recently proposed by Jack Schenendorf in a policy paper for the Association of Equipment Manufacturers. While there is some merit in Schenendorf's proposal, it would amount to a large increase in federal highway user taxes, so it is probably no more likely to pass political muster than a straightforward increase in federal gasoline and diesel taxes. I can hear my friends at AASHTO and ARTBA saying, "So what? With the highway system needing greatly increased investment, isn't it the amount of spending that counts, not where it comes from?" And my reply to them is, "Be careful what you wish for." If Congress institutionalizes a large ongoing revenue stream that comes from non-highway users, it will essentially mean the end of the Highway Trust Fund. And that will have serious negative consequences for the future of infrastructure investment in this country. Under the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, which generally eliminated "backdoor" spending programs such as contract authority, user-tax-funded trust funds like the Highway Trust Fund are exempt-as long as at least 90% of their spending is based on taxes "related to the purpose for which such outlays are or will be made." A reauthorization bill that added $15 billion a year to the Highway Trust Fund from general oil and gas taxes would be only about 72% based on highway user taxes, failing the 90% test by a large margin.

Ineffectiveness and increased gas taxes would make the highway bill unpopular with the public

Poole 11—director of transportation at the Reason Foundation, (Robert, “Funding Transportation and the Future of the Highway Trust Fund” 10/5/11, Reason Foundation, http://reason.org/news/show/funding-transportation-and-the-futu/
The biggest news on federal surface transportation reauthorization is that Rep. John Mica (R, FL), chairman of the House Transportation & Infrastructure Committee, has been given the go-ahead by House GOP leadership to seek additional revenues for the Highway Trust Fund. Mica's draft bill, which I praised last month for its fiscally responsible approach, called for spending only as much over the next six years as federal highway user taxes bring in, which is estimated to support $230 billion over the six years from 2012 through 2017. While that is only slightly less than spending under the expired SAFETEA-LU, it is about 30% less than the spending levels of the last two years, which were boosted temporarily by several large infusions of general-fund stimulus money. Mica's aim of seeking up to $15 billion a year in additional revenue for the Trust Fund was welcome news to all the groups urging increased highway spending - the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), the American Road & Transportation Builders Association (ARTBA), the U.S. Chamber, and highway contractors. But before advocates of public-private partnerships break out the champagne, I suggest we look before we leap. A very knowledgeable source tells me the leading candidate being considered at this point is increased revenue from existing taxes on domestic oil and gas production, thanks to a series of deregulatory measures (such as approval of new pipelines, less restrictions on shale gas, etc.). Such changes would take years to have much impact on production, and hence it would be years before increased revenues from those production taxes would be available for the Highway Trust Fund. More important, those existing taxes are not highway user taxes. They would apply to all uses of oil and gas: petrochemicals, asphalt, jet fuel, bunker fuel, gas for home heating and cooking, gas for electricity production, etc.-in addition to costing highway users more at the pump. This same limitation applies to just about anything Congress can come up with-except higher motor fuel taxes (already ruled out) or a new federal toll or mileage-based user fee, such as the proposed toll on all Interstate highway travel recently proposed by Jack Schenendorf in a policy paper for the Association of Equipment Manufacturers. While there is some merit in Schenendorf's proposal, it would amount to a large increase in federal highway user taxes, so it is probably no more likely to pass political muster than a straightforward increase in federal gasoline and diesel taxes. I can hear my friends at AASHTO and ARTBA saying, "So what? With the highway system needing greatly increased investment, isn't it the amount of spending that counts, not where it comes from?" And my reply to them is, "Be careful what you wish for." If Congress institutionalizes a large ongoing revenue stream that comes from non-highway users, it will essentially mean the end of the Highway Trust Fund. And that will have serious negative consequences for the future of infrastructure investment in this country. Under the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, which generally eliminated "backdoor" spending programs such as contract authority, user-tax-funded trust funds like the Highway Trust Fund are exempt-as long as at least 90% of their spending is based on taxes "related to the purpose for which such outlays are or will be made." A reauthorization bill that added $15 billion a year to the Highway Trust Fund from general oil and gas taxes would be only about 72% based on highway user taxes, failing the 90% test by a large margin.

Highway project investments unpopular—past failures

Roth 10-- civil engineer and transportation economist. He is currently a research fellow at the Independent Institute (Gabriel, “Federal Highway Funding,” June 2010, CATO, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding]

1. Funds Used Inefficiently and Diverted to Lower-Priority Projects Federal aid typically covers between 75 and 90 percent of the costs of federally supported highway projects. Because states spend only a small fraction of their own resources on these projects, state officials have less incentive to use funds efficiently and to fund only high-priority investments. Boston's Central Artery and Tunnel project (the "Big Dig"), for example, suffered from poor management and huge cost overruns.21 Federal taxpayers paid for more than half of the project's total costs, which soared from about $3 billion to about $15 billion.22 Federal politicians often direct funds to projects in their states that are low priorities for the nation as a whole. The Speaker of the House of Representatives in the 1980s, "Tip" O'Neill, represented a Boston district and led the push for federal funding of the Big Dig. More recently, Representative Don Young of Alaska led the drive to finance that state's infamous "Bridge to Nowhere," discussed below. The inefficient political allocation of federal dollars can be seen in the rise of "earmarking" in transportation bills. This practice involves members of Congress slipping in funding for particular projects requested by special interest groups in their districts. In 1982, the prohibition on earmarks in highway bills in effect since 1914 was broken by the funding of 10 earmarks costing $362 million. In 1987, President Ronald Reagan vetoed a highway bill partly because it contained 121 earmarks, and Congress overrode his veto.23 Since then, transportation earmarking has grown by leaps and bounds. The 1991 transportation authorization bill (ISTEA) had 538 highway earmarks, the 1998 bill (TEA-21) had 1,850 highway earmarks, and the 2005 bill (SAFETEA-LU) had 5,634 highway earmarks.24 The earmarked projects in the 2005 bill cost $22 billion, thus indicating that earmarks are consuming a substantial portion of federal highway funding. The problem with earmarks was driven home by an Alaska bridge project in 2005. Rep. Don Young of Alaska slipped a $223 million earmark into a spending bill for a bridge from Ketchikan—with a population of 8,900—to the Island of Gravina—with a population of 50. The project was dubbed the "Bridge to Nowhere" and created an uproar because it was clearly a low priority project that made no economic sense.

Exorbitant costs and inefficiency in past projects means the public would hate the plan

Slivinski 5-- director of budget studies at the Cato Institute (Stephen, “Don Young's World,” 8/16/05, CATO, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/don-youngs-world

When pondering the monstrosity that is the recently enacted federal highway bill, most observers will note how expensive it is but never really discern why it's an indicator of a larger problem. Yes, on paper it will cost $286.4 billion. That's 31 percent larger than the last highway bill in 1998, $30 billion more than the maximum amount the president threatened would trigger a veto last year, and $2 billion more than the White House was willing to accept earlier this year. Unfortunately, the bill will really cost $295 billion, but it was made to look smaller by way of an accounting gimmick. The bill assumes that Congress will simply vote not to spend $8.5 billion on September 30, 2009, one day before the bill expires. It's very unlikely that will ever happen. As a result, the bill will be $11 billion more expensive than President Bush said he would accept seven months ago. None of this, of course, stopped the president from signing the bill and thereby demolishing any credibility he might have to threaten vetoes of future spending bills -- assuming he'd even want to. The bill is filled to the brim with pork projects -- it's stuffed "like a turkey," bragged Rep. Don Young of Alaska, House transportation committee chairman and the main beneficiary of some of the most expensive projects within, including a $231 million bridge in Anchorage to be named "Don Young's Way." Indeed, while projects earmarked for specific congressional districts are nothing new, the amounts in this bill are staggering. There are over 6,000 specific earmarks at a total cost of $24 billion. Contrast that with the 1,850 projects in the last highway bill. Or the 152 projects in the 1987 bill. President Ronald Reagan vetoed that bill. Those were the good old days. All of this, however, is merely a symptom of two much larger problems. The first is structural. The Interstate Highway System has been complete since 1986. The federal fuel tax was supposed to sunset upon completion. Yet it's still around and so is Congress's power to dole out the cash it collects with it. Today the so-called highway trust fund looks more like a politician's slush fund. Most of the money is sent back to states through a formula that guarantees that at least 90.5 percent of the revenue from each state returns to that state. The current bill raises that level to 92 percent by 2009. What happens to the rest? At the expense of all other states, a very few politically powerful congressmen get to divvy it up. This benefits powerful incumbent politicians like Democratic senator Robert Byrd of West Virginia, whose state receives close to $2 for each $1 his state contributes. Or Democratic senator Byron Dorgan of North Dakota, or Republican senator Ted Stevens of Alaska (member of the Senate Appropriations Committee), or GOP congressman Don Young of Alaska, just to name a few. Each state represented by them receives more than $2 for every $1 contributed. In the case of Alaska, the ratio is an astounding 5 to 1. But how about letting each state keep all of the fuel tax money it collects? Supporters of limited government in the House, like Jeff Flake of Arizona and Scott Garrett of New Jersey, have promoted plans to get the federal government out of the highway business altogether by giving complete responsibility over road construction and maintenance to the states. This would allow states to keep all the money they collect in fuel taxes and decide how best to use that money. Which leads us to the second real reason why the highway bill is such a disaster: the complete abandon of fiscal discipline by the Republican majority in Congress. The reform plans to devolve this power back to the states was an idea promoted originally by Reagan, and discussed during the early days of the Republican takeover of Congress in the mid-1990s. Yet this month it was the senior GOP members and the leadership who were fighting changes to the political patronage system fueled by the highway slush fund. Just as it has been senior Republicans during the past five years fighting all other attempts to cut spending or put a cap on the federal budget. The Republicans are no longer the party of Reagan when it comes to the fight for limited government. It's Don Young's world, now. We're just living in it.

Gas Tax

Most Americans oppose the gas tax

Jacobe 08, Chief Economist for Gallup Polls (Dennis, “Majority of Americans Favor Suspending Federal Gas Tax“, Gallup, May 13, 2008, http://www.gallup.com/poll/107257/Majority-Americans-Favor-Suspending-Federal-Gas-Tax.aspx?version=print]//AS

Majority of Americans Favor Suspending Federal Gas Tax PRINCETON, NJ -- While Americans favor suspending the federal gas tax for the summer by a 54% to 42% margin, they differ in their support by income: 65% of lower-income households and 55% middle-income households are in favor, while 51% of upper-income households are opposed. Unusual Coalition Supports Suspending Federal Gas Tax The federal gas tax as a form of sales tax is generally recognized as being a regressive tax -- one that places a disproportionately higher burden on lower-income than on upper-income households. Because surging gas prices at the pump are also causing a disproportionately high degree of financial hardship among lower- and middle-income Americans, it is not surprising that majorities of both of these income groups support a suspension of the federal gas tax for the summer. In this same vein, it is not unreasonable that a majority of upper-income Americans oppose suspending the federal gas tax for the summer -- possibly seeing it as something of a political gimmick in an election year. The relatively small size of the federal gas tax and the temporary nature of this tax relief would provide comparatively little benefit given today's soaring gas prices. In addition, it would do nothing to address the real source of the gas price explosion. In fact, economists widely oppose the idea. Republicans support a suspension of the federal gas tax by a 58% to 38% margin -- again, no surprise given their usual opposition to any form of tax and given presumptive Republican presidential nominee John McCain's support for such a temporary tax holiday. Independents also support suspending the gas tax by 56% to 39%. However, Democrats are more evenly split, with 50% in favor and 47% opposed to the gas-tax suspension. Traditionally, Democrats tend to be less favorably inclined to support actions that reduce the tax base, but this tendency is often offset by their desire to reduce the tax burden on lower- and middle-income Americans. In this instance, the split among Democrats seems to reflect the split between the presidential candidates, with Hillary Clinton supporting a federal gas-tax holiday and her supporters doing likewise by a 66% to 28% margin, and Barack Obama opposing it and his supporters agreeing, by 60% to 39%.

Increasing the gas tax is unpopular

Ekins 12 (Emily, 3/30/12, “Poll Shows 77 Percent Against Raising Gas Tax and 58 Percent Prefer Tolls Over Taxes”, Infowars.com, http://www.infowars.com/poll-shows-77-percent-against-raising-gas-tax-and-58-percent-prefer-tolls-over-taxes/) RS 

The Hill reports: The Senate approved the extension of federal highway funding that was passed by the House on Thursday, accepting a short-term solution leaders in the chamber vehemently opposed. The measure, H.R 4281, now goes to President Obama. It extends the current funding for road and transit projects until June 30, the ninth such continuance of the last multiyear highway authorization that was approved by Congress, which expired in 2009. The approval of the highway funding stopgap averts an interruption in the federal government’s authorization to collect the 18.4 cent-per-gallon gas tax, which had been set to expire Saturday. The money is traditionally used to fund transportation projects. While Congress seems unwilling to pass a long-term transportation bill or agree how to pay for it, the December 2011 Reason-Rupe poll found 77 percent of Americans oppose increasing the federal gas tax, while 19 percent favor raising the tax.

77% against the gas tax

Reason Foundation 11 (12/20/11, “77 Percent of Americans Oppose Raising the Gas Tax, Reason-Rupe Transportation Poll Finds”, http://reason.org/news/show/reason-rupe-transportation-infrastr) RS 

The Reason-Rupe poll finds 77 percent of Americans oppose increasing the federal gas tax, while just 19 percent favor raising the tax, which is currently 18.4 cents a gallon. The public thinks the government wastes the gas tax money it already receives. Sixty-five percent say the government spends transportation funding ineffectively, and just 23 say the money is spent effectively.

Loan Gaurentees

The public hates loan guarantees

Malkin 11—Michelle (“New loans to nowhere” The Spectrum, 9/28/11, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/894725883?accountid=14667]//AY

Little noticed in the White House jobs-for-cronies proposal is a provision creating yet another corruption-friendly "government corporation" that would dole out public infrastructure loans and loan guarantees. [...] you know, the government-chartered Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac "public-private partnerships" - which have incurred an estimated $400 billion in losses while enriching bipartisan Beltway operatives - worked out so well for American taxpayers. President Obama still hasn't learned the classic First Rule of Holes: When you're in one, stop digging. Up to his earlobes in failed stimulus grants and tainted federal loan guarantees, the shoveler in chief tunneled forward last week on his latest Government Loans to Nowhere bill. President Obama would have the power to appoint AIFA's chief executive officer and a seven-member board of directors. No doubt the nominees would include the likes of AFL-CIO Chief Richard Trumka on the left and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce on the right - strange Obama bedfellows who have formed a Big Labor-Big Business-Big Government alliance supporting Obama's infrastructure slush fund. In addition, a new bureaucracy to support AIFA would be created, including a "Chief Lending Officer" in charge of "all functions of AIFA relating to the development of project pipeline, financial structuring of projects, selection of infrastructure projects"; the "creation and management of a Center for Excellence to provide technical assistance to public sector borrowers in the development and financing of infrastructure projects"; and creation and funding of "an Office of Rural Assistance to provide technical assistance in the development and financing of rural infrastructure projects." The point was made not by evil GOP obstructionists, but by the local Cincinnati Enquirer newspaper, which pointed out that the Brent Spence Bridge is not named in Obama's jobs bill, has no guarantee of funding in the jobs bill and "is still in the preliminary engineering and environmental clearance phase. In a best case scenario, the earliest that workers would be hired would be in 2013, but more likely 2015." It gets worse. Obama's infrastructure loan corps wouldn't just oversee bridge loans to nowhere. The AIFA board would get to dispense billions and score political points for their favorite photo-op-ready roads, mass transit, inland waterways, commercial ports, airports, air traffic control systems, passenger rail, high-speed rail, freight rail, wastewater treatment facilities, storm water management systems, dams, solid-waste disposal facilities, drinking water treatment facilities, levees, power transmission and distribution, storage and energy-efficiency enhancements for buildings.

Mass Transit

Mass Transit Unpopular

Reason 11(“Poll Finds Support for Toll Roads,Public-Private Partnerships”, Reason Foundation, December 20, 2011, http://reason.org/news/printer/poll-finds-support-for-toll-roads-p)//AS

In terms of transportation spending priorities, 62 percent want to prioritize funding for road and highway projects, while 30 percent want to prioritize funding for mass transit projects. As the debate over high-speed rail continues in California and elsewhere, a solid majority of Americans, 55 percent, say the private sector should build high-speed train systems where it thinks riders will pay to use rail. Just 35 percent of Americans believe federal and state governments should build high-speed rail systems where they think the trains are needed. 

People like cars not trains
WSJ 4/15—(“Why Your Highway Has Potholes” Wall Street. Journal, 4/15/12, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303815404577333631864470566.html?mod=WSJ_Opinion_LEADTop]//AY
Americans don't want to live in Ray LaHood's car-free utopia.

Nothing shows off the worst of Congress like a highway bill. And this year's scramble for cash is worse than ever because the 18.4 cent a gallon gasoline tax will raise $70 billion less than the $263 billion Congress wants to spend over the next five years. Let the mayhem ensue. The Senate has passed a two-year $109 billion bill sponsored by Barbara Boxer of California that bails out the highway trust fund with general revenues, including some $12 billion for such nonessentials as the National Endowment for the Oceans and the Land and Water Conservation Fund. The bill requires little or no reform. The prevailing Senate view is the more concrete that gets poured, the more jobs back home. So more "shovel-ready" nonstimulus. House Republicans oppose the Senate version amid a $1.3 trillion deficit and have their own bill to give states more flexibility—though still not enough—on how to spend transportation dollars. Congress had to pass a temporary 90-day extension of highway funding through June 30 because the two sides can't agree. What's missing is any new thinking. Clear evidence of inefficient transportation spending comes from a new Treasury study estimating that traffic gridlock costs motorists more than $100 billion a year in delays and wasted gas. In cities like Los Angeles, commuters waste the equivalent of two extra weeks every year in traffic jams. This congestion could be alleviated by building more highway lanes where they are most needed and using market-based pricing—such as tolls—for using roads during peak travel times. That makes too much sense for Washington. In a typical year only about 65 cents of every gas tax dollar is spent on roads and highways. The rest is intercepted by the public transit lobby and Congressional earmarkers. Then there are the union wages that pad the cost of all federal projects. The New York Times reported in 2010 that 8,074 Metropolitan Transportation Authority employees made $100,000 or more in 2009 even as the system loses money. Transit is the biggest drain. Only in New York, San Francisco and Washington, D.C. does public transit account for more than 5% of commuter trips. Even with a recent 2.3% gain in bus and rail use due to high gas prices, public transit still accounts for a mere 2% of all inner-city trips and closer to 1% outside of New York. Since 1982 government mass-transit subsidies have totaled $750 billion (in today's dollars), yet the share of travelers using transit has fallen by nearly one-third, according to Heritage Foundation transportation expert Wendell Cox. Federal data indicate that in 2010 in most major cities more people walked to work or telecommuted than used public transit. Brookings Institution economist Cliff Winston finds that "the cost of building rail systems is notorious for exceeding expectations, while ridership levels tend to be much lower than anticipated." He calculates that the only major U.S. rail system in which the benefits outweigh the government subsidies is San Francisco's BART, and no others are close to break-even. One reason roads are shortchanged is that liberals believe too many Americans drive cars. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood has been pushing a strange "livability" agenda, which he defines as "being able to take your kids to school, go to work, see a doctor, drop by the grocery or post office, go out to dinner and a movie, and play with your kids in a park, all without having to get in your car." This is the mind of the central planner at work, imagining that Americans all want to live in his little utopia.

High Speed Rail

People don't like HSR

Reason 11(“Poll Finds Support for Toll Roads, Public-Private Partnerships”, Reason Foundation, December 20, 2011, http://reason.org/news/printer/poll-finds-support-for-toll-roads-p)//AS

In terms of transportation spending priorities, 62 percent want to prioritize funding for road and highway projects, while 30 percent want to prioritize funding for mass transit projects. As the debate over high-speed rail continues in California and elsewhere, a solid majority of Americans, 55 percent, say the private sector should build high-speed train systems where it thinks riders will pay to use rail. Just 35 percent of Americans believe federal and state governments should build high-speed rail systems where they think the trains are needed. 

High speed rail is unpopular- polls prove

Huffington Post 6/3 (6/3/12, “California High Speed Rail Doesn’t Have the Support of Majority of Californians: Poll”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/04/california-high-speed-rail_n_1566807.html) RS

LOS ANGELES -- A new poll finds California voters are experiencing buyers' remorse over a proposed $68 billion bullet train project, as the number of lawsuits against the rail system grows. Fifty-five percent of voters want to see the high-speed rail bond issue that was approved in 2008 back on the ballot, and 59 percent say they would now vote against it, according to the USC Dornsife/Los Angeles Times survey (lat.ms/N9tTcm) published Saturday. Since the $9 billion borrowing plan was passed, the projected cost of the bullet train between Los Angeles and San Francisco has roughly doubled, and it will now share track with slower commuter and freight trains in some areas, the Times said. A majority of voters have turned against the ambitious undertaking just as Gov. Jerry Brown is pushing lawmakers to approve the start of construction in the Central Valley later this year. Powerful agriculture groups and freight railroads maintain that proposed routes would damage their interests and compromise safety. Schools, churches, businesses and homeowners are also opposed to the project. On Friday, Central Valley farm groups filed a major environmental lawsuit in Sacramento County Superior Court, asking for a preliminary injunction to block rail construction. Plaintiffs include the Madera and Merced county farm bureaus and Madera County. The suit is one of several already on the books, and still more agricultural interests in the Central Valley are threatening to sue. "We think a preliminary injunction against construction will occur because there were so many violations in the authority's environmental impact report," Anja Raudabaugh, executive director of the Madera County Farm Bureau, told the Times. The plaintiffs say the rail project would affect 1,500 acres of prime farm land and 150 agribusinesses in their region. The poll found that concerns about the project extend across regions, ethnic groups, income brackets and even political affiliations, according to the Times. Among Democrats, initially the strongest supporters of the plan, only 43 percent would support the bond in a new vote, while 47 percent would oppose it. Seventy-six percent of Republicans would vote against it. Voters have reconsidered their support for high-speed rail as lawmakers slash public programs to cope with a widening budget gap, said Dan Schnur, director of the poll and head of the Unruh Institute of Politics at USC. "The growing budget deficit is making Californians hesitant about spending so much money on a project like this one when they're seeing cuts to public education and law enforcement," Unruh said. "But they also seem to be wary as to whether state government can run a big speed rail system effectively." In Southern California, 67 percent of voters said they would reject issuing high-speed rail bonds if they could vote again. If the bullet train system is built, 69 percent said they would never or hardly ever ride it. No respondents – zero percent – said they would use it more than once a week. Just 33 percent of respondents said they would prefer a bullet train over an airplane or car on trips between LA and San Francisco The USC Dornsife/Times survey heard from 1,002 registered voters in mid-May. It was conducted by Democratic polling firm Greenberg Quinlan Rosner and Republican polling firm American Viewpoint. The sample has a margin of error of plus or minus 3.5 percentage points. 

HSR is unpopular because of budgetary reasons

Koenig 6/7 (Brian, 6/7/12, “California Voters Turn on High-Speed Rail Project”, The New American, http://www.thenewamerican.com/usnews/politics/item/11646-california-voters-turn-on-high-speed-rail-project) RS

After enduring a series of financial and logistical hiccups, California’s landmark high-speed rail project has become increasingly unpopular among voters, as the project’s enormous price tag continues to inflate and as the state’s budgetary woes grow more severe. Without a concrete plan for funding, supporters of the state’s high-speed rail project pitched a revised proposal in April to lawmakers and the general public. Due to severe budget constraints, the updated plan narrowed the scope of the project while speeding up construction to save money. Furthermore, about $1 billion in voter-approved bonds will be available to revamp existing tracks, which will purportedly make rail service more efficient and potentially bring in more customers. In a previous article, The New American reported on the revised proposal: The newly minted plan expedites completion of the first true U.S. high-speed rail system, moving it to 2028, trimming the project timeline by five years and shaving $30 billion off the original budget drafted last year by the California High-Speed Rail Authority. In 2008, when residents first voted to authorize the bonds, they were told the overall cost of the project would be $45 billion — and four years later, the total became $98 billion. The new proposal has reduced that number to $68.4 billion, still $23.4 billion more than the original total. However, despite the purported cost savings, the rail system still relies heavily on shaky federal funding and speculative private-sector investments. "We've seen numbers in the $30 billion, $40 billion, the $90 billion range, and now we're back in the $60 billion range," Sen. Joe Simitian (D-Palo Alto) said at the time. "I think there is understandably both some confusion and skepticism about what is the system going to cost, and then there's the question of where is the money going to come from?" Due to such uncertainty, voters in the state are turning on the project, as a new poll conducted by USC-Dornsife and the Los Angeles Times found that 55 percent of California voters want the $9-billion bond issue — which was approved in 2008 to fund early stages of the rail system — back on the ballot. And a startling 59 percent affirmed that they now would vote against it. While labor unions have been staunch supporters of the project, a sizable 56 percent of union households now oppose the funding plan, the poll added. Even Democrats, the project’s most prominent supporters, have become skeptical, as 47 percent now reject the bond issue. The Times explained that revenue projections and overall use of the high-speed rail are also in question: The poll found that most voters don't expect to use it. Sixty-nine percent said they would never or hardly ever ride it. Zero percent said they would use it more than once a week. Public opinion surveys cannot predict the revenues and ridership a rail service might generate. The poll results raise questions about whether the system would serve as a robust commuter network, allowing people to live in small towns and work in big cities or vice versa. On the other hand, 33% of respondents said they would prefer a bullet train over an airplane or car on trips between L.A. and the Bay Area. Since voters approved the $9-billion borrowing scheme, the state’s economic condition has become bleaker, and many initial promises about the rail line have been altogether abandoned. The estimated cost has nearly doubled, and it is now scheduled to share track with freight trains and slower commuter trains in certain areas, which will severely hamper the very intent — that is, speedy and efficient transportation — of the project. Moreover, agriculture groups and freight rail lines have warned that the routes would compromise their interests; schools, businesses, and homeowners have also voiced their concerns over the project. Last Friday, farm groups filed an environmental lawsuit in Sacramento County Superior Court, requesting a preliminary injunction to halt rail construction. This suit has been added to a growing list of other filings, and more agricultural interests are threatening suits as well. "We think a preliminary injunction against construction will occur because there were so many violations in the authority's environmental impact report," stated Anja Raudabaugh, executive director of the Madera County Farm Bureau. “California voters have clearly reconsidered their support for high-speed rail,” said Dan Schnur, who directed the USC Dornsife/Times Poll. “They want the chance to vote again — and they want to vote no. The growing budget deficit is making Californians hesitant about spending so much money on a project like this one when they’re seeing cuts to public education and law enforcement.” The public has become even more skeptical of the high-speed rail line as Gov. Jerry Brown has threatened severe cuts in education spending — among other public programs — due to the state’s expanding budget gap. "The growing budget deficit is making Californians hesitant about spending so much money on a project like this one when they're seeing cuts to public education and law enforcement," Schnur noted. "But they also seem to be wary as to whether state government can run a big speed rail system effectively." 

Public hates HSR

Oremus 11—Author for Slate and Contributor to CFR (Will, “Requiem for a Train” Slate, December 7 2011,http://www.slate.com/articles/technology/technocracy/2011/12/high_speed_rail_is_dead_in_america_should_we_mourn_it_.html]

It was, it seemed, the perfect showcase for the Obama stimulus. This was more than just
digging holes in the ground—it was putting people to work building something that the country needed anyway. Not only is California’s Interstate 5 congested and getting worse, but air traffic between San Francisco and Los Angeles is beginning to be a problem as well. Without high-speed trains, the state will need to build more highways, more airports, or both. But for a state that recently passed a law limiting greenhouse gas emissions, electric trains make far more environmental sense. And they’re popular—the state’s voters had approved a $10 billion bond issue for the rail line even before Obama announced his own high-speed plans. So what went wrong? The project was oversold from the beginning, with projections of 100 million riders per year and healthy operating profits—yes, profits, on a railroad—leading to skepticism even among those inclined to support it. Along with the usual conservative opponents, the wealthy liberals living along the railroad’s proposed path in Palo Alto and neighboring cities—sufficiently motivated by the prospect of trains roaring literally through their backyards—began to uncover holes in the financing scheme as well. Rather than take them seriously, the rail line’s bullheaded backers attempted to steamroll the opposition, branding them NIMBYs and “rotten apples.” Sure, they were NIMBYs, but it didn’t make them wrong. And when they leveraged their connections and media savvy to get state lawmakers, academics, and journalists like me to investigate, the findings that came back damaged the project’s credibility. Under pressure to come up with more realistic projections, state rail authorities admitted last month that the project would take twice as long to build as they’d originally claimed, attract fewer riders, and cost twice as much. The honesty was welcome, but it came too late: A poll released this week showed the public has turned against high-speed rail altogether, with nearly two-thirds saying they’d like a chance to reconsider. Some will point out that California’s high-speed rail plan still isn’t dead, exactly. (It’s “more of a zombie,” one blogger quipped.) State officials, backed by Democratic Gov. Jerry Brown, have concentrated their efforts on building just one leg, from agricultural Fresno to dusty Bakersfield, as a sort of desperate foot-in-the-door tactic. They still have the Obama adminstration’s support. “We are not going to be dissuaded by critics,” transportation secretary Ray LaHood said this week. "We are only at the beginning of this multi-generational process—the simple fact is that the transportation challenges that are driving increased demand for rail are not going away." That’s true, but the chances that California—or the country—will meet those challenges now look dim.
Florida hates the plan

DeHaven 11-- budget analyst on federal and state budget issues for the Cato Institute. Previously he was a deputy director of the Indiana Office of Management and Budget (Tad, “High-Speed Rail and Federalism,” CATO, 5/11/11, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/high-speed-rail-and-federalism/

Florida Governor Rick Scott deserves a big round of applause for dealing a major setback to the Obama administration’s costly plan for a national system of high-speed rail. As Randal O’Toole explains, the administration needed Florida to keep the $2.4 billion it was awarded to build a high-speed Orlando-to-Tampa line in order to build “momentum” for its plan. Instead, Scott put the interests of his taxpayers first and told the administration “no thanks.” That’s the good news. The bad news is that the administration is going to dole the money back out to 22 passenger-rail projects in other states. Florida taxpayers were spared their state’s share of maintaining the line, but they’re still going to be forced to help foot the bill for passenger-rail projects in other states. Here’s Randal’s summary: Instead, the Department of Transportation gave nearly $1 billion of the $2.4 billion to Amtrak and states in the Northeast Corridor to replace worn out infrastructure and slightly speed up trains in that corridor, as well as connecting routes such as New Haven to Hartford and New York to Albany. Most of the rest of the money went to Midwestern states—Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Michigan, and Missouri—to buy new trains, improve stations, and do engineering studies of a few corridors such as the vital Minneapolis-to-Duluth corridor. Trains going an average of 57 mph instead of 52 mph are not going to inspire the public to spend $53 billion more on high-speed rail. The administration did give California $300 million for its high-speed rail program. But, with that grant, the state still has only about 10 percent of the $65 billion estimated cost of a San Francisco-to-Los Angeles line, and there is no more money in the till. If the $300 million is ever spent, it will be for a 220-mph train to nowhere in California’s Central Valley. Why should Floridians be taxed by the federal government to pay for passenger-rail in the northeast? If the states in the Northeast Corridor want to pick up the subsidy tab from the federal government, go for it. (I argue in a Cato essay on Amtrak that if the Northeast Corridor possesses the population density to support passenger-rail then it should just be privatized.) I don’t know if taxpayers in Northeast Corridor would want to pick up the federal government’s share of the subsidies, but I’m pretty sure California taxpayers wouldn’t be interested in footing the entire $65 billion for their state’s high-speed boondoggle-in-the-works. As I’ve discussed before, the agitators for a national system of high-speed rail know this:

Plan would be unpopular with public—news indicators prove

O’Toole 4/6-- Cato Institute Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues (Randal, “The Post: Not Even Loans for High-Speed Rail” CATO, 4/6/12, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/the-post-not-even-loans-for-high-speed-rail/]

The Washington Post is somewhat of a bellwether of public opinion on high-speed rail. Back in 2009, when President Obama first proposed to build a high-speed rail network, Post editorial writers were all for it as a way of reducing congestion. Then in 2010, the paper published an op-ed by a National Geographic travel writer who argued that the “benefits of high-speed rail have long been apparent to anyone who has ridden Japan’s Shinkansen trains or France’s TGV.” By 2011, though, the Post was having second thoughts. In January of that year, the paper argued that the nation should “hit the brakes” on the California high-speed trains, the only true high-speed rail project in Obama’s plan (since Florida dropped out). (This editorial led to a letter expressing the opposite view from Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood.) In February 2011, the Post argued that joining China, France, and Japan in a high-speed rail race would be joining “a race everyone loses.” Then in May, the Post again hammered the California project in light of new reviews questioning both the claimed costs and benefits of the project. “Somebody, please, stop this train” the paper added that November. Yesterday, the Post even opposed just loaning federal money to a private high-speed rail company. A private company wants a $4.9 billion loan to help build a rail line from southern California to Las Vegas. But the memories of Solyndra and other solar companies getting federal loans, giving huge amounts of money to executives, and then going bankrupt may be too recent. The Post even understands opportunity costs, noting that, “As for jobs, any that the Vegas train creates will come at the expense of alternative uses of the money,” a reality not always recognized by journalists. The Nevada group, which is backed by Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, may get its money, although that money would come from a fund that has never been used for this kind or size of project before. But any expectation by Californians that D.C. pundits will support more federal funding for even a modified high-speed rail plan must be considered wildly optimistic.

Wisconsin, Ohio, and Florida all hate the plan

Schmitt 4/13—Angie, contributor to Rustwire.com—(“Christie, Walker, Kasich, and Scott All Deceived the Public to Kill Rail” 4/13/12, http://dc.streetsblog.org/2012/04/13/christie-walker-kasich-and-scott-all-deceived-the-public-to-kill-rail/]//AY

Wisconsin, Ohio, New Jersey, Florida — the Republican governors in each of these states recently aborted a major rail project claiming it was too expensive. Their methods were remarkably similar; their justifications aligned. In many ways, it was like they were all working from the same playbook. Now that the Government Accountability Office has exposed New Jersey Governor Chris Christie’s distortions (a.k.a. lies) to justify killing the ARC rail tunnel project to Manhattan, it makes you wonder if similar investigations in Wisconsin, Ohio and Florida would reveal the same. Today James Rowen, who writes The Political Environment blog out of Milwaukee, reminded readers that he was pointing out the distortions put forward by Wisconsin Governor Scott “No Train” Walker more than a year ago. In August 2010, Scott Walker, then a candidate for governor, told the Milwaukee Journal-Sentinel that the train would cost Wisconsin $8 million annually to operate. Meanwhile the newspaper reported the actual cost to the state would be less than one-tenth of his claim: Operating costs are projected at $7.5 million a year, not counting the part covered by fares. But [WisDot official Carl Anne] Renlund said the state is already using federal funds to cover 90% of the Hiawatha’s $5.2 million annual operating cost – leaving $520,000 a year for state taxpayers to pick up – and hopes to do the same with the new line. That would mean state taxpayers would be paying $750,000 a year for the service to Madison. In Ohio, Governor John Kasich also relied on half-truths or worst-case scenarios in his campaign to kill Ohio’s 3C Rail project. Kasich repeated over and over that the train would be too slow to attract passengers, traveling at an average speed of 39 miles per hour. “The 39 mph high-speed train is dead when I become governor,” he told Ohio reporters. Kasich did not change his tune when the plan was altered to raise the average speed to 50 miles per hour, as reported by Martin Gottlieb of the Dayton Daily News in October 2010: Average speeds will be higher in the middle of the route: 61 mph between Columbus and the suburbs of Cleveland. All told, the Cincinnati-Cleveland run will be 90-minutes shorter than originally projected. The average approaches car speeds, figuring traffic delays and stops. That prompted Gottlieb to assert that “Kasich’s pitch on trains [was] not really about speed” but about “philosophy.” Meanwhile, it was more of the same over in Florida, where Governor Rick Scott said that HSR would have cost state taxpayers $1 billion to build. Scott told a Tampa television station: “They offered, the federal government, here’s the deal… I’m going to give you $2.4 billion — that sounds nice right? You’ve got to put up a billion dollars to finish the project. And you are going to lose money every year. And if you decide, gosh I’m tired of losing that money, you’ve got to give the $2.4 billion back. It’s a bad deal.” Politifact rated Scott’s claim an unequivocal “false,” reporting that the feds actually expected Florida to pick up $280 million in construction costs

National Infrastructure Bank

The National Infrastructure bank is highly unpopular among voters—experts say

Kredell 4/17— Reporter for USC News(Matthew, “Transit Policy Is Pivotal on Road to the White House” 4/17/2012, USC News, “http://news.usc.edu/#!/article/33401/transit-policy-is-pivotal-on-road-to-the-white-house/]//AY

It appears this year will see another basic extension of subsidizing the highway trust fund from the general fund, which is not sustainable. “The problem with that is that next year the highway trust fund is going to be officially bankrupt,” Schweitzer said. “We can’t keep passing these extensions.” More permanent solutions include raising the federal gas tax; focusing on user fees, fares, tolls and ticket sales rather than taxes; creating a national infrastructure bank that would leverage private investment to fund public-work endeavors; and reducing the federal transit role or eliminating it all together and make it a local issue. The first two options do not go over well with voters. “In my opinion, the conversation is much better now than it was a decade ago,” Rhoads said of spreading user fees. “It’s there but it’s just highly unpopular among voters, so there’s not many leaders [who will put it] on their agenda.” There are a lot of people, particularly the ones who live in rural areas, who don’t understand why they should be paying for rail in Dallas and would like to see the federal gas tax eliminated. As a donor state that contributes more gas tax to the feds than it gets back, California would be better off by turning that 18.4 cents per gallon into a state tax.

Pennsylvania would hate the plan

James 8-- trade policy analyst at the Cato Institute (Sallie, “Hurting the Rich Important to Obama,” 4/22/08, CATO, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/hurting-rich-important-obama]//AY

The debate between the Democratic candidates last week proved beyond a shadow of a doubt that voters face a choice between two starkly different visions. Barack Obama made one particularly startling statement that puts him well to the left of the already leftist Hillary Clinton. In a discussion over whether and how far to increase the capital-gains tax, ABC anchor Charles Gibson pointed out to Sen. Obama that a 1980s hike in the tax actually saw revenue fall, presumably a worry for a candidate who wants to increase government spending on social programs and "infrastructure" projects. Astonishingly, Obama replied: "I would look at raising the capital-gains tax for purposes of fairness." In other words, to Barack Obama, soaking the rich and discouraging investment is worth it for its own sake, even if it can't raise more money. The objective isn't to raise revenue, it's to inflict pain on those perceived as relatively well-off. How could this sentiment possibly satisfy the residents of Pennsylvania, Michigan or anywhere else? If raising tax rates will slow down the economy without increasing government revenue, they probably wondered, what's in it for them? In some ways, the debate was more notable for what the candidates didn't talk about. In spite of a slowing economy and local demographics, trade policy — which has a substantial impact on them — hardly got a mention. Sen. Obama gave a clear indication of his thoughts in this area earlier last week. In an address to the Alliance for American Manufacturing in Pittsburgh, Obama reiterated his line that trade policies are written to enhance the "corporate bottom line." As he said, trade policies haven't worked for America because labor unions haven't been given a seat at the negotiating table. "Special interests have bought every seat," he says. (As if unions were not special interests). Obama lamented the loss of manufacturing jobs and factory closures, and claimed "the few jobs that are being created" bring inferior pay and conditions. What is there, in all this rhetoric, for Americans? Where's the hope? The U.S. economy, over the past decade, has created an average net 1.4 million jobs per year. Sometimes other states offer more opportunities, and when the going gets tough, as they say, the tough get going. Like many who fret over global free trade, Obama seems to see manufacturing jobs as the pinnacle of human endeavor. Sen. Obama did admit that "not every job lost is due to trade." (According to the U.S. Council of Economic Advisers, it's about 3 percent.) And he noted that he does not oppose all trade deals. To his credit, Obama voted in favor of the U.S. trade agreement with Oman, and he rightly supports lifting the trade embargo on Cuba. But more broadly, instead of allowing people to buy goods and services from people who want to sell them, Sen. Obama advocates a government-directed program of redistributing wealth through a National Infrastructure Reinvestment Bank that, he claims, would "generate millions of new jobs." It might, indeed, create some new jobs, but only at the expense of jobs the private sector could have created responding to actual consumer demand with the money Obama took. Furthermore, Obama pledged to "modernize our steel industry." Meanwhile, the American Iron and Steel Institute boasts of its "world-class efficiency and advanced technology." Like many who fret over global free trade, Obama seems to see manufacturing jobs as the pinnacle of human endeavor. That's not surprising, in view of the audience, nor is it surprising that he promised to "strengthen our manufacturing base and open as many markets as we can to American manufactured goods." But as Obama might learn, it's difficult to open markets abroad when you don't open markets here. After today's Pennsylvania's primary will we know how closer Obama is to clinching the Democratic nomination. As Obama's remarks on the capital-gains tax make clear, his idea of fairness leaves something to be desired. Harming the wealthy without helping the poor does no good for anyone. It offers only, as John McCain may soon quip, no hope, and bad change.

The National Infrastructure bank is highly unpopular among voters—experts say

Kredell 4/17— Reporter for USC News(Matthew, “Transit Policy Is Pivotal on Road to the White House” 4/17/2012, USC News, “http://news.usc.edu/#!/article/33401/transit-policy-is-pivotal-on-road-to-the-white-house/

It appears this year will see another basic extension of subsidizing the highway trust fund from the general fund, which is not sustainable. “The problem with that is that next year the highway trust fund is going to be officially bankrupt,” Schweitzer said. “We can’t keep passing these extensions.” More permanent solutions include raising the federal gas tax; focusing on user fees, fares, tolls and ticket sales rather than taxes; creating a national infrastructure bank that would leverage private investment to fund public-work endeavors; and reducing the federal transit role or eliminating it all together and make it a local issue. The first two options do not go over well with voters. “In my opinion, the conversation is much better now than it was a decade ago,” Rhoads said of spreading user fees. “It’s there but it’s just highly unpopular among voters, so there’s not many leaders [who will put it] on their agenda.” There are a lot of people, particularly the ones who live in rural areas, who don’t understand why they should be paying for rail in Dallas and would like to see the federal gas tax eliminated. As a donor state that contributes more gas tax to the feds than it gets back, California would be better off by turning that 18.4 cents per gallon into a state tax.

Voters fear of high cost and failure with national infrastructure Bank
Plumber 9/19/11, associate editor at the new republic [The Washington Post, “How Obama’s plan for infrastructure bank would work” http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/how-obamas-plan-for-infrastructure-bank-would-work/2011/09/19/gIQAfDgUgK_story.html]
Critics have deemed the idea risky for taxpayers, and those voices will no doubt get louder after the collapse of Solyndra, a California-based solar manufacturer that received a $535 million loan guarantee from the Energy Department only to go bankrupt in August. Administration officials have, in turn, tried to allay fears about taxpayer losses by noting that the loans would only go toward projects that have “a dedicated revenue stream,” such as toll roads, to repay the loans. The bank would be managed by an independent seven-member board, with no more than four members from either party. The logic behind the bank isn’t hard to grasp. In recent years, reams of white papers have come out describing how much of the nation’s transportation, water and energy infrastructure is in shambles. A 2010 Government Accountability Office report, for one, found that a quarter of the country’s 600,000 bridges are either “structurally deficient” or inadequate to today’s traffic needs. Most U.S. infrastructure is funded through either federal outlays or state and local municipal bonds. The country lacks a central source of low-cost financing for big construction projects, akin to the European Investment Bank. The private sector chips in just 6 percent of infrastructure funding, although supporters of the bank say that number could be higher. Last year, Robert Wolf, chairman and chief executive of UBS Americas, told the Senate Banking Committee that there was more than $180 billion of private-equity and pension-fund capital available for infrastructure investments. The White House estimates that its infrastructure bank could ultimately backstop about $100 billion to $200 billion in construction. That would, in theory, boost the overall size and impact of its jobs bill, which nominally costs $447 billion. But that depends on how quickly the money flows. Sen. John F. Kerry (D-Mass.), who has backed a bank bill in the Senate, has said “We have projects all across America that are ready to go tomorrow.” Yet other supporters, including the Chamber of Commerce, sound more cautious, saying it could take a few years for the pipeline of projects to get going.

Surface Infrastructure

People support transportation infrastructure investment and innovation 

Agrawal 11 ( Mineta Transportation Institute Survey: Will Americans Support Federal Transportation Tax Options?  Dr. Asha Weinstein Agrawal is Director of the MTI National Transportation Finance Center and an Associate Professor of Urban and Regional Planning at San Jose State University.  Jun 23, 2011 – BRW)
 Linking a transportation tax to environmental benefits can strongly increase support, the survey revealed. For example, support for the mileage tax rose significantly when the flat-rate tax was converted to a tax with a rate that varied according to the vehicle's pollution level. New Revenue Sources Are Critically Needed. The survey was conducted because policy makers are investigating possible methods for raising new revenues for transportation. Revenues currently available from state and federal gas taxes have fallen significantly over the past decades, especially in terms of inflation-adjusted dollars per mile traveled. "Taxes are levied on a per-gallon basis rather than per dollar spent," said Dr. Nixon. "With more fuel-efficient vehicles, less revenue is generated per gallon. At the same time, the U.S. transportation system requires critical and expensive system upgrades. We wanted to explore what funding options Americans might support in a time when new taxes are generally unpopular." The poll also asked respondents about their priorities for government spending on transportation in their states. Close to two-thirds of respondents felt that governments should make it a high priority to maintain streets, roads, and highways, and more than half said the same about reducing accidents and improving safety. Also, almost half of respondents placed a high priority on reducing traffic congestion and expanding public transit service. The survey compared public support for alternative versions of the mileage and gas taxes. The "base" cases tested against alternatives were a flat-rate mileage tax of one cent per mile and a 10-cents per gallon gas tax increase with no additional information given. All variants of these base cases increased the level of support significantly. For example, varying the mileage tax by the vehicle's pollution level increased support by 14 percentage points. For the gas tax, dedicating the tax proceeds to maintaining streets, roads, and highways increased support by 38 percentage points over support for the base case version. 

Ports

Ports perceived to be expensive

Haveman and Shatz 6-- founding principal of Beacon Economics. He is widely considered to be one of California’s leading experts on the economics of seaports, goods movement, and international trade policy. He is an expert in regional economies and local economic development. Shatz-- Senior Economist at the RAND Corporation., (Jon D and Howard J, “Protecting the Nation’s Seaports: Balancing Security and Cost” Public Policy Institute of California, 2006, http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/report/r_606jhr.pdf]//AY

Reconciling these two views is extremely complex. Although it is tempting to embrace wholly one or the other of the estimates, there is merit in giving credence to each. In particular, their use as upper and lower bounds of the possible effects is beneficial. Surely the truth lies somewhere between a complete loss of economic activity and an economy that will work around it or make up for it later. There will surely be some delay and diversion of activity as opposed to its outright elimination, but just how much depends on the length of the closure and the availability of excess capacity at other ports. Unfortunately, evidence on either of these parameters is difficult to come by.10 At the same time that these studies provide bookends, having a reasonable upper bound on the damages is helpful for policy planning and for carrying out the benefit-cost analysis necessary to efficiently implement port security policies. Other published estimates suggest that the cost of port-related terrorism could be as high as $1 trillion. 13 However, given the speculative nature of these other figures, they are much less useful for the development of appropriate policy responses to the terrorist threat. Despite the differences in approach to the issue, both sets of authors agree on two points that hold valuable policy lessons. First, during the closure of all the ports on the West Coast in 2002, popular belief held that the closure was costing the U.S. economy $2 billion each day. A simple extrapolation leads to an annual cost of $730 billion, or about 6 percent of U.S. gross domestic product. Both analyses in this section find that such numbers exaggerate the scope of the problem.

P3s

Downfalls of P3s means plan would be unpopular

Scribner 11—Marc, expert at the Competitive Enterprise Institute (“The Limitations of Public-Private Partnerships: Recent Lessons from the Surface Transportation and Real Estate Sectors” 1/11/11, CEI, http://cei.org/issue-analysis/limitations-public-private-partnerships]//AY

Government at all levels in the United States has been slowly moving away from grand central planning schemes and toward markets. One result has been the rise of public-private partnerships (PPPs). Proponents of these arrangements argue that many of the information and transaction cost problems inherent in government institutions can be mitigated by sharing construction, maintenance, and operational responsibilities with profit-motivated private firms. When the status quo is a government monopoly, PPPs should be viewed as preferable in nearly every case. Unfortunately, PPPs can also drive rent-seeking behavior, and create significant risk of improper collusion between political actors and politically preferred firms and industries. This harms not only taxpayers, but the economy at large, as critical investment decisions are distorted by political considerations. Such shady dealings also serve to delegitimize and discourage privatization efforts and commercial infrastructure investment in general. Worse still, the errors of the public sector component are often blamed on private parties.

TIGER Grants

Public doesn’t like—program is flawed

Feigenbaum 12—Baruch, policy analyst at Reason Foundation, (“Evaluating and Improving TIGER Grants” REASON, 4/2012, http://reason.org/files/improving_transportation_tiger_grants.pdf]//AY

The TIGER grants program may have funded some helpful infrastructure projects. But since shortterm government spending can be ineffective in helping the economy and can make the economy worse over the long-term, it is questionable if these projects have any lasting economic benefit. Even if stimulus funding is effective, it is challenging to determine whether these projects are the best available transportation projects. That fewer than 25% of Highly Recommended projects are funded while almost 50% of the Recommended projects that the Calibration Team examined are funded is troubling. Also troubling are the vague metrics, the complicated review process, the quality of supporting documentation, the geographic dispersions, the public information, the political equality, the poor quality of economic analysis and the rural/urban bias. DOT made no significant changes between TIGER II and TIGER III, and continues to make excuses for its vague metrics and limited available public information. The TIGER program of continuous stimulus funding has too many flaws. The program in its current form should be abolished. Since the DOT plans to award another round of TIGER grants in 2012 using the same flawed process as the previous grants, Congress should force DOT to award these projects on a merit basis or eliminate this funding from its budget. Although grant projects seldom work, if the DOT and Congress insist on creating a grant program, the preceding suggestions provide a method for DOT to create a more appropriate program. This new program should fund only nationally important transportation projects with proven economic benefits. Whether DOT could implement a program in a political environment is questionable. While infrastructure investments are critical for economic growth, the source of the funding and the choice of the project matter. Spending money indiscriminately on politically popular projects increases the deficit, requires localities to maintain questionable projects, and provides very little economic benefit.
Little transparency means public wouldn’t like

Feigenbaum 12—Baruch, policy analyst at Reason Foundation, (“Evaluating and Improving TIGER Grants” REASON, 4/2012, http://reason.org/files/improving_transportation_tiger_grants.pdf]//AY

E. Limited Information on Selected Process Available and Released to Public While DOT explains the grants process and criteria satisfactorily, the reasons for funding certain projects are explained poorly. DOT does not publish the reasons for the Review Team’s decisions, including any explanation as to why some applicants with similar scores are selected and others denied. 28 While technical analysis explaining other federal agencies’ decisions to award grants is also lacking, the DOT, unlike many of these agencies, has a model program from which to work. In the New Starts program the DOT publishes all scores for each application and uses these scores exclusively as the determination for distributing awards. DOT could use this process for the TIGER grants. The Department of Education’s Race to the Top program that releases its scores to the public is considered a model for effective public information. Texas State Highway 161 in suburban Dallas10 | Reason Foundation In TIGER II and TIGER III DOT has not significantly increased its information disclosure to the public. Although DOT officials admit this would increase transparency, show accountability, and offer an opportunity to improve applications, the DOT is worried that releasing this information could hamper deliberation in future discretionary grant processes. All decisions have advantages and disadvantages. Since the advantages of a more transparent process outweigh the disadvantages of DOT making minor changes to its evaluation process, more public information should be released

***Plan popular

Generic

Voters support infrastructure investment

Madland and Bunker 12 Director of the American Worker Project and Research Assistant with the Economic Policy team at American Progress (David, Nick, “Ties that Bind: How a Strong Middle Class Supports Strong Public Infrastructure”, Center for American Progress Action Fund, March 22, 2012, http://www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/2012/03/middle_class_infrastructure.html)//AS

And make no mistake, the broader American public supports increased investments in infrastructure. Ninety-three percent feel making improvements to infrastructure is important; 72 percent support “increasing federal spending to build and repair roads, bridges, and schools”; and 81 percent are prepared to pay more in taxes to do so.

Americans support infrastructure investment
roadsbridges.com 10 (“Americans willing to pay for green highways, bridges” April 26, 2010, http://www.roadsbridges.com/americans-willing-pay-green-highways-bridges”] //AS

According to a new America THINKS survey from HNTB Corp., 64% of Americans are willing to pay more today for national infrastructure that is energy-efficient and less wasteful in order to save money and resources in the future, up from 58% last November. And 96% of Americans agree all new construction should take sustainability into consideration. “Whether it’s on transportation facilities, such as roads and bridges, or in buildings, we’re finding that sustainability has become a requirement for many of our clients because their stakeholders are expecting sustainable features,” said David Wenzel, AICP, LEED AP, HNTB sustainability services chair. “Particularly with large, complex projects, clients are grappling with understanding this issue and potential responses as they foresee new local, state and federal mandates on the horizon.” Wenzel has met with more than 35 state and regional transportation agency officials—including aviation, transit and rail experts—across the country to better understand their sustainability efforts and plans moving forward. Many in the industry believe a sea of change is coming in the way America moves people and goods. And the public seems to agree with them. Many Americans are optimistic about changes in the way they get around, both in the near future and the long term. Almost half (47%) predict that in five years people in their area will be using public transit much more often—and even more (56%) think this could be a reality 20 years from now. Regardless of the approach, most of the country sees value in sustainability as a movement: more than three in four (76%) feel that large-scale infrastructure developments with sustainability in mind are an important investment for future generations. Fifty-one percent said they would be willing to add some amount to their yearly taxes to ensure new construction within their region was sustainable in some way, averaging approximately $256.

Transportation investment guarantee votes

Puentes 10— senior fellow with the Brookings Institution’s Metropolitan Policy Program where he also directs the Program's Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative, (Robert, 10/12/10, “Unfinished Business on Infrastructure” Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/up-front/posts/2010/10/12-infrastructure-puentes//AY

Following his Labor Day announcement of plans for $50 billion in infrastructure investments, President Obama chose another holiday—Columbus Day—to once again call for new investments in America’s roads, rails, and runways. The difference is that this time it came accompanied by a report from his Council on Economic Advisors about the economic frame for the plan. Other than some minor quibbles, the report does a good job making the case. In addition to summarizing the supportive literature, it argues that not only is there enormous demand across the nation for investing in transportation but that for several important reasons this is precisely the right time to do so. For one, our infrastructure is falling apart and failing to maintain what we have now only costs us more down the line. More immediately, because unemployment in the construction industry is still high today—nearly double the overall U.S. rate—the opportunity costs for infrastructure (mostly in terms of labor and materials) are “well below” normal levels. The report also makes an excellent case for a well-designed national infrastructure bank to choose meritorious projects and leverage other funding sources like the private sector. In many ways, this should be a day infrastructure advocates would love. Unfortunately, still left unsaid is how the nation will pay for the $50 billion in up front investments, or the $500 billion multi-year bill it’s connected to. That’s not terribly surprising. In fact, it would have been downright shocking if the president endorsed a specific revenue source. Conventional wisdom dictates that Americans want no part of any kind of tax increase and to suggest otherwise less than a month before the election would be political suicide. But not so, says the report—in fact it provides strong evidence in the form of ‘yes’ votes at the ballot box to raising all kinds of funds to pay for transportation projects. If Americans are so willing to pay, why the timidity about identifying some source? After all, the president and his team keep asserting that the bill will be paid for. Meaning the money won’t come from the general fund, like the recovery package. But the precise source is still unknown although ideas like eliminating tax loopholes for oil and gas production have been discussed. Since the report focuses almost exclusively on surface transportation infrastructure (roads, rails, and transit) the most obvious source for funds is the federal tax on motor fuels. That tax as not been raised in nearly 20 years, even to keep pace with inflation. It has, therefore, effectively declined. (The CEA report has two bar charts comparing Americans’ satisfaction with the condition of our infrastructure to other nations around the world. It would have been helpful to also include one like this showing that gas prices and taxes in the U.S. are far less than other nations.) When asked about all this during the post-announcement press conference, Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood said, “Stay tuned. We’ll let you know.” While patience may be in short supply in Washington these days, there are several key opportunities before the end of the year to keep the conversation going about raising revenue for infrastructure investment: One is looming conversation about the federal debt. The President’s National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform (the deficit commission) and the Bipartisan Policy Center's Debt Reduction Task Force will both release their reports in the coming weeks. A gasoline tax increase that would partly fund deficit reduction (as it has in the past) and partly fund the transportation program may be part of those recommendations. Another is the debate over the Bush tax cuts, which are slated to expire on December 31. That would be the opportunity to repeal the domestic manufacturing deduction for oil and gas production. Such a repeal may be enough to only fund parts of the president’s plan – say, $5 billion per year – but that could be used, for example, to capitalize the national infrastructure bank. And then there’s the transportation legislation itself. The current law, known as SAFETEA-LU, was slated to expire on September 30, 2009. To avoid a shutdown of the program Congress has extended the law five times, most recently through to the end of this year. Few doubt that there will be a “clean” extension that merely continues the current program as is. But with stimulus dollars running out and 37 “governors elect” in cut cut cut mode, Congress can step up and use the extension as a way to address the anticipated shortfall. Many Americans are still out of work, the repair needs are great, and gasoline prices are relatively low. It is politically difficult to do, but there is a real opportunity for Washington to get transportation right. The President himself remarked that, “There is no reason why we can’t do this.” All we need, he said, “is the political will.” Is Washington up to the task?

Transportation infrastructure is bipartisan

Weinburg 11 (Ali, 2/17/11, “Poll: Support for infrastructure spending, but not paying for it”, First Read on MSNBC.com, http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/02/17/6075671-poll-support-for-infrastructure-spending-but-not-paying-for-it?lite) RS 

Democrats, Republicans, and independents would all support new government spending on U.S. transportation infrastructure, but are not interested in footing the bill themselves, according to a new poll. The survey, conducted by Democratic polling firm Hart Research and Republican firm Public Opinion Strategies, was released days after President Obama submitted his 2012 budget request, which includes $53 billion over six years towards high-speed rail projects and $30 billion a year to fund a national infrastructure bank. The survey found wide bipartisan support for legislators to seek common ground on infrastructure improvements: 71% of all respondents -- including 74% of Democrats, 71% of Republicans and 69% of independents -- said they wanted elected officials to work together on the issue. Support was also strong among respondents who identified themselves as part of the Tea Party, an affiliation that connotes a strong anti-government spending attitude, with 66% supporting infrastructure investment. “The bipartisan, or even tripartisan, nature of the issue comes through loud and clear," said Jay Campbell of Hart Research, who, along with Public Opinion Strategies, conducted the poll for state-centric think tank the Rockefeller Institute. 

72% of voters support infrastructure investment

Madland and Bunker 12 Director of the American Worker Project and Research Assistant with the Economic Policy team at American Progress (David, Nick, “Ties that Bind: How a Strong Middle Class Supports Strong Public Infrastructure”, Center for American Progress Action Fund, March 22, 2012, http://www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/2012/03/middle_class_infrastructure.html)//AS

And make no mistake, the broader American public supports increased investments in infrastructure. Ninety-three percent feel making improvements to infrastructure is important; 72 percent support “increasing federal spending to build and repair roads, bridges, and schools”; and 81 percent are prepared to pay more in taxes to do so.

People like transportation taxes and fees

Gilmore 11 reporter for The Seattle Times (Susan ,“State: Support strong for higher transportation taxes, fees”, The Seattle Times, November 29, 2011)

Nearly two-thirds of the state’s residents say they would be willing to support an increase in state transportation taxes and fees to support a transportation system. The results were released Tuesday by the state Transportation Commission, which surveyed 5,500 state residents in an online poll. The survey was conducted in preparation for a transportation-related ballot measure in 2012 that will likely include higher taxes and fees, according to the Washington Policy Center. The residents were asked how they feel about the transportation system, what their priorities are, and how the state should pay for it. It found 62 percent would support an increase in taxes if they would benefit more transportation projects.  Respondents said the money should go first to maintaining and repairing the existing system.

Transportation investment guarantee votes

Puentes 10— senior fellow with the Brookings Institution’s Metropolitan Policy Program where he also directs the Program's Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative, (Robert, 10/12/10, “Unfinished Business on Infrastructure” Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/up-front/posts/2010/10/12-infrastructure-puentes//AY

Following his Labor Day announcement of plans for $50 billion in infrastructure investments, President Obama chose another holiday—Columbus Day—to once again call for new investments in America’s roads, rails, and runways. The difference is that this time it came accompanied by a report from his Council on Economic Advisors about the economic frame for the plan. Other than some minor quibbles, the report does a good job making the case. In addition to summarizing the supportive literature, it argues that not only is there enormous demand across the nation for investing in transportation but that for several important reasons this is precisely the right time to do so. For one, our infrastructure is falling apart and failing to maintain what we have now only costs us more down the line. More immediately, because unemployment in the construction industry is still high today—nearly double the overall U.S. rate—the opportunity costs for infrastructure (mostly in terms of labor and materials) are “well below” normal levels. The report also makes an excellent case for a well-designed national infrastructure bank to choose meritorious projects and leverage other funding sources like the private sector. In many ways, this should be a day infrastructure advocates would love. Unfortunately, still left unsaid is how the nation will pay for the $50 billion in up front investments, or the $500 billion multi-year bill it’s connected to. That’s not terribly surprising. In fact, it would have been downright shocking if the president endorsed a specific revenue source. Conventional wisdom dictates that Americans want no part of any kind of tax increase and to suggest otherwise less than a month before the election would be political suicide. But not so, says the report—in fact it provides strong evidence in the form of ‘yes’ votes at the ballot box to raising all kinds of funds to pay for transportation projects. If Americans are so willing to pay, why the timidity about identifying some source? After all, the president and his team keep asserting that the bill will be paid for. Meaning the money won’t come from the general fund, like the recovery package. But the precise source is still unknown although ideas like eliminating tax loopholes for oil and gas production have been discussed. Since the report focuses almost exclusively on surface transportation infrastructure (roads, rails, and transit) the most obvious source for funds is the federal tax on motor fuels. That tax as not been raised in nearly 20 years, even to keep pace with inflation. It has, therefore, effectively declined. (The CEA report has two bar charts comparing Americans’ satisfaction with the condition of our infrastructure to other nations around the world. It would have been helpful to also include one like this showing that gas prices and taxes in the U.S. are far less than other nations.) When asked about all this during the post-announcement press conference, Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood said, “Stay tuned. We’ll let you know.” While patience may be in short supply in Washington these days, there are several key opportunities before the end of the year to keep the conversation going about raising revenue for infrastructure investment: One is looming conversation about the federal debt. The President’s National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform (the deficit commission) and the Bipartisan Policy Center's Debt Reduction Task Force will both release their reports in the coming weeks. A gasoline tax increase that would partly fund deficit reduction (as it has in the past) and partly fund the transportation program may be part of those recommendations. Another is the debate over the Bush tax cuts, which are slated to expire on December 31. That would be the opportunity to repeal the domestic manufacturing deduction for oil and gas production. Such a repeal may be enough to only fund parts of the president’s plan – say, $5 billion per year – but that could be used, for example, to capitalize the national infrastructure bank. And then there’s the transportation legislation itself. The current law, known as SAFETEA-LU, was slated to expire on September 30, 2009. To avoid a shutdown of the program Congress has extended the law five times, most recently through to the end of this year. Few doubt that there will be a “clean” extension that merely continues the current program as is. But with stimulus dollars running out and 37 “governors elect” in cut cut cut mode, Congress can step up and use the extension as a way to address the anticipated shortfall. Many Americans are still out of work, the repair needs are great, and gasoline prices are relatively low. It is politically difficult to do, but there is a real opportunity for Washington to get transportation right. The President himself remarked that, “There is no reason why we can’t do this.” All we need, he said, “is the political will.” Is Washington up to the task?

Polls show infrastructure investment popular with public

Teixeira 8-- Senior Fellow at both The Century Foundation and American Progress. He is also a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution (Ruy, “Public Opinion Snapshot: The Public Supports Stimulus and Infrastructure Spending” 12/12/08, Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/12/opinion_snapshot1212.html]

Obama’s first priority when he assumes the presidency next month will likely be to pass a very large stimulus package that emphasizes infrastructure spending. And he’s already got a very important ally in his efforts to do so: the public. A December 6-8 Los Angeles Times/Bloomberg poll shows that the public, by 54 percent to 33 percent, believes “an economic agenda focused on spending for improvements to the country’s infrastructure such as roads, bridges, and schools” would be more effective than tax cuts in stimulating the nation’s economy and creating jobs. The public also said, by a 58-21 margin, that the threat of the country falling into deep recession worries them more than the threat of a trillion dollars of debt spent on boosting the economy. No wonder the poll found almost a 2:1 margin (56-29) in favor of a half trillion dollar economic stimulus package, despite being reminded in the question that this would add to the budget deficit. The public is clearly ready for large-scale action on this front, whatever the consequences for the deficit, and will likely be especially sympathetic to plans that include a healthy dose of infrastructure spending.

Overwhelming public support for infrastructure investment

Green 9—Reporter for the Democratic Strategist (JP, “Obama, Dems Challenged to Improve Government's Image” 5/26/09, The Democratic Strategist, http://www.thedemocraticstrategist.org/strategist/2009/05/obama_dems_challenged_to_enhan.php

J. P. Green on May 26, 2009]

Bob Herbert's latest New York Times column, "Our Crumbling Foundation," updates the argument for major infrastructure upgrade projects as a near-perfect match for the nation's employment needs. It's a familiar argument that's been made for decades, though seldom with such supportive economic realities, and Herbert makes his case about as good as can be done in the columnist's limited format: It’s not just about roads and bridges, although they are important. It’s also about schools, and the electrical grid, and environmental and technological innovation. It’s about establishing a world-class industrial and economic platform for a nation that is speeding toward second-class status on a range of important fronts. It’s about whether we’re serious about remaining a great nation. We don’t act like it. Here’s a staggering statistic: According to the Education Trust, the U.S. is the only industrialized country in which young people are less likely than their parents to graduate from high school...We can’t put our people to work. We can’t educate the young. We can’t keep the infrastructure in good repair. It’s hard to believe that this nation could be so dysfunctional at the end of the first decade of the 21st century. It’s tragic....The link between the need to rebuild the nation’s crumbing infrastructure and the crucial need to find rich new sources of employment in this economic downturn should be obvious, a no-brainer. Over the years, numerous Democratic candidates for congress and the white house have urged making infrastructure upgrades as a major federal priority. Yet the idea never gets much traction, despite the clear logic of the need for action. The political will ought to be there, but it hasn't emerged thus far. Democrats just didn't have the votes in congress to significantly increase expenditures for fixing America's decaying roads, bridges, sewerage systems, port security and other critical public facilities. Herbert didn't analyze opinion polls for clues to how voters feel about infrastructure projects as a major federal investment. If he had, he would have seen that there is strong public support for the concept of a major government investment in shoring up our infrastructure. A poll conducted 12/22/08 by Luntz Maslansky Strategic Research (yes, that Frank Luntz) for Building America's Future, an organization which promotes infrastructure projects, found 81 percent would pay an extra 1 percent on their taxes to pay for infrastructure repairs, while 84 percent believe their state governments should increase spending on public works.

Overwhelming public support for infrastructure investment

Green 9—Reporter for the Democratic Strategist (JP, “Obama, Dems Challenged to Improve Government's Image” 5/26/09, The Democratic Strategist, http://www.thedemocraticstrategist.org/strategist/2009/05/obama_dems_challenged_to_enhan.php J. P. Green on May 26, 2009]//AY

Bob Herbert's latest New York Times column, "Our Crumbling Foundation," updates the argument for major infrastructure upgrade projects as a near-perfect match for the nation's employment needs. It's a familiar argument that's been made for decades, though seldom with such supportive economic realities, and Herbert makes his case about as good as can be done in the columnist's limited format: It’s not just about roads and bridges, although they are important. It’s also about schools, and the electrical grid, and environmental and technological innovation. It’s about establishing a world-class industrial and economic platform for a nation that is speeding toward second-class status on a range of important fronts. It’s about whether we’re serious about remaining a great nation. We don’t act like it. Here’s a staggering statistic: According to the Education Trust, the U.S. is the only industrialized country in which young people are less likely than their parents to graduate from high school...We can’t put our people to work. We can’t educate the young. We can’t keep the infrastructure in good repair. It’s hard to believe that this nation could be so dysfunctional at the end of the first decade of the 21st century. It’s tragic....The link between the need to rebuild the nation’s crumbing infrastructure and the crucial need to find rich new sources of employment in this economic downturn should be obvious, a no-brainer. Over the years, numerous Democratic candidates for congress and the white house have urged making infrastructure upgrades as a major federal priority. Yet the idea never gets much traction, despite the clear logic of the need for action. The political will ought to be there, but it hasn't emerged thus far. Democrats just didn't have the votes in congress to significantly increase expenditures for fixing America's decaying roads, bridges, sewerage systems, port security and other critical public facilities. Herbert didn't analyze opinion polls for clues to how voters feel about infrastructure projects as a major federal investment. If he had, he would have seen that there is strong public support for the concept of a major government investment in shoring up our infrastructure. A poll conducted 12/22/08 by Luntz Maslansky Strategic Research (yes, that Frank Luntz) for Building America's Future, an organization which promotes infrastructure projects, found 81 percent would pay an extra 1 percent on their taxes to pay for infrastructure repairs, while 84 percent believe their state governments should increase spending on public works.

Americans want infrastructure investment

Peters 08—Mary, US Transportation Secretary (“OPPORTUNITY 08: TRANSPORTATION AND THE ECONOMY” The Brookings Institution, 4/28/08, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/events/2008/4/28%20transportation/20080428_transportation.pdf]//AY

As we talk about the confluence of factors, the first are the obvious political implications. If transportation isn’t high on the agenda of various candidates for public office this year, it absolutely should be and, in fact, in many, many cases it is. A look at public opinion polls confirms that transportation issues are our top concern for people in virtually every part of our country. A Harris poll taken last year found that one in three Americans surveyed found that traffic congestion was a serious problem in their community and that rises from one to two in the West, much more even so in the West. Now, locally, in Washington, D.C., a Post poll taken last fall, 33 percent of Virginian voters statewide and 52 percent of those in Northern Virginia ranked transportation issues including traffic, roads and transit as the number one or number two issue that is facing the state. A more recent this month of Bay Area residents found transportation was a close second only to the economy, 22 percent to 18 percent, as the biggest problem in the region. The fact is that our transportation systems in America today are simply not performing as well as they should. The American people recognize that, and they know that it’s a problem. Exploding traffic congestion, unsustainable gas taxes, and spending decisions that are based on political influence as opposed to merit are eroding the confidence in government and threatening our mobility, our economy and our quality of life.

Transportation infrastructure is enormously popular with the public and extremely bipartisan

United States Senate Democrats 11 (10/21/11, “Fact Sheet: Rebuild America Jobs Act”, http://democrats.senate.gov/2011/10/21/fact-sheet-rebuild-america-jobs-act/) RS

AMERICANS OVERWHELMINGLY SUPPORT MODERNIZING OUR NATION’S INFRASTRUCTURE CNN/ORC Poll: 72% of Americans, 54% of Republicans Support Rebuilding Our Infrastructure. According to a recent CNN/ORC Poll, 72% of Americans support “increasing federal spending to build and repair roads, bridges and schools,” while only 28% oppose. This is up from 64% from September of this year. 70% of Independents and 54% of Republicans support funding our infrastructure. [CNN/ORC Poll, 10/17/11] Rockefeller Foundation: 72% of Americans Support Infrastructure Bank. The Rockefeller Foundation infrastructure survey, conducted in February 2011, found that 72% of Americans support “Creating a National Infrastructure Bank that helps finance transportation projects that are important to the whole nation or large regions and that funds projects based on merit, not politics.” [Rockefeller Foundation, 2/14/11] THERE IS BROAD BIPARTISAN SUPPORT FOR INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT U.S. Chamber of Commerce: President “Was Right to Call For” Transportation Infrastructure Investments. Thomas J. Donohue, President of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, said after President Obama’s September jobs speech that the President “was right to call for… smart investments in our transportation infrastructure. The administration and Congress must now act on these priorities without further delay in order to save and create hundreds of thousands of American jobs.” [U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 9/8/11] American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials: $50 Billion For Infrastructure Projects Could Create or Protect Hundreds of Thousands of Jobs. “John Horsely, executive director of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, said at its peak a year ago, the Recovery Act helped employ 64,000 workers on highway projects. He says a concentrated infusion of $50 billion now could lead to the employment of hundreds of thousands more. ‘The president wants to jump-start the economy and create jobs, and so if he could manage to get the authority to spend $50 billion all in one year, you would probably have a much higher number of jobs created, if it all happened in one year,’ Horsely said.” [ABC News, 9/8/11] President of GOP Mayors and Local Officials Coalition: Infrastructure Spending “Puts People to Work,” Needs to Be “Higher Priority” for Congressional Republicans. “Mick Cornett, the GOP mayor of Oklahoma City, welcomes the infrastructure spending that Obama has proposed in his jobs bill, explaining that mayors witness the impact of such investments on the ground level. ‘Mayors see up close the deferred maintenance that’s going on in nation’s cities…it’s just a ticking time bomb. We also know that it puts people to work,’ says Cornett, president of the Republican Mayors and Local Officials coalition within the U.S. Conference. Obama’s jobs plan proposes new infrastructure spending on everything from rebuilding schools to an infrastructure finance bank–all of which Cornett supports… Cornett says that, by contrast, Congressional Republicans have not put forward any substantial plans to revitalize the country’s infrastructure.” [Washington Post, 9/20/11] Associated General Contractors: “Should Congress Fail To Enact” President’s Infrastructure Plan, “Too Many Construction Workers Will Remain Unemployed, The Private Sector Will Suffer, And Taxpayers Will End Up Paying More.” Stephen E. Sandherr, CEO of the Associated General Contractors of America, said, “Should Congress fail to enact the desperately needed infrastructure investments the President proposes, too many construction workers will remain unemployed, the private sector will suffer, and taxpayers will end up paying more, later, for infrastructure. Infrastructure projects don’t just create construction jobs… Investing in infrastructure is the most effective way to create good jobs, deliver great roads, build a strong economy and protect taxpayers. That is why the Associated General Contractors of America stands with the president and everyone else who is willing to make the investments needed to revive our industry and rebuild our economy.” [Associated General Contractors, 9/9/11] American Society of Civil Engineers: Current, Insufficient Funding for Infrastructure Will Cost America More Than 870,000 Jobs and $900 Billion By 2020. Patrick J. Natale of the American Society of Civil Engineers wrote, “Obama’s call for infrastructure investment was not only about jobs but about our competitiveness in global markets. Both the Information Technology & Innovation Foundation and the Building America’s Future Educational Fund have released reports showing how we are rapidly falling behind our global competitors such as China, Japan, and South Korea when it comes to investing and modernizing our transportation systems… A recent economic study from ASCE found that even current investment levels in transportation infrastructure will cost the American economy more than 870,000 jobs and suppress the growth of the country’s Gross Domestic Product by almost $900 billion by the year 2020.” [National Journal, 9/12/11] President Reagan Said Infrastructure Investment Was Common Sense. “Common sense tells us that it will cost a lot less to keep the system we have in good repair than to let it disintegrate and have to start over from scratch. Clearly this program is an investment in tomorrow that we must make today. It will allow us to complete the interstate system, make most — the interstate repairs and strengthen and improve our bridges, make all of us safer, and help our cities meet their public transit needs.” [Remarks, 1/6/83] SENATE REPUBLICANS HAVE HISTORICALLY SUPPORTED INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS Sen. Inhofe Said Conservatives Need To Recognize Transportation is a Place We Need to Be Spending More Money. “I think a lot of the people who are my good friends, and primarily over in the House, who came under the banner of the tea parties and all that, they recognize, yes, they can be a conservative. But when they got home, they said: Wait a minute. We want to not be spending on these big things, but we weren’t talking about transportation. So we have to single out transportation for my friends to recognize there is a place we need be spending more money, not less money.” [Floor Remarks, 10/20/11] Sen. Johanns Said He “Can’t Imagine” Why Anyone Would “Stand in The Way” of States Working to Rebuild Infrastructure. “I can’t imagine why this body would stand in the way of states trying to rebuild their roads and bridges.” [Senate Floor Speech, 10/19/11] Sen. Graham: Infrastructure Investments Translates to Job Creation. “So if you’re a Republican and you want to create jobs, then you need to invest in infrastructure that will allow us to create jobs.” [GOP Press Conference, 4/13/11] Sen. Sessions on the Importance to Invest in Infrastructure: “Jobs Are Created As It’s Being Constructed and You Have a Permanent Improvement to Society That May Be There for a Hundred Years.” Sessions said,“Jobs are created as it’s being constructed and, second, you have a permanent improvement to society that may be there for a hundred years.” [Washington Post, 10/13/11] Sen. Thune Called Transportation Infrastructure “Critical to Our Nation’s Commerce” “This is a critically important subject for the entire country. Maintaining a transportation infrastructure is just critical to our nation’s commerce. We’ve got a $2.2 trillion backlog out there of infrastructure projects, a $12 billion projected shortfall in gas tax revenues versus current spending levels over the next two years.” [Senate Commerce Committee Hearing, 7/20/11] Sen. Collins Called Transportation Infrastructure “Essential to Economic Recovery” “One of my highest priorities is to help ensure that our nation’s transportation infrastructure does not fall into disrepair. Safe and efficient transportation is essential to economic recovery and cannot be left solely to state governments, which are struggling with budget shortfalls.” [Press Release, 5/11/11] Sen. Lugar Said Addressing The Aging Infrastructure Is “Critical To Our Nation’s Economic Viability” “Addressing the aging infrastructure of our roads, bridges and railways is critical to our nation’s economic viability. Indiana has developed a sophisticated rail network that is central to our state’s agricultural and manufacturing economy. It is important to enhance the existing railways in Perry County to provide a vital link and spur economic growth.” [Press Release, 9/10/08] Sen. Rubio Called Infrastructure Investment “The Proper Role of Government” “And it is the proper role of government to invest in infrastructure. Yes, government should build roads and bridges, but it should do so as part of economic development as part of infrastructure.” [Speech, 8/24/11] Sen. Shelby Called Infrastructure Spending “Essential” For Our Economy “Infrastructure spending is essential to our long term economic stability and growth.” [Remarks, 5/19/11] 

More than 9 in 10 Americans support the plan

Ruggeri 09 (Amanda, 1/8/09, “Poll: Americans Strongly Back Increase in Infrastructure Spending”, US News, http://www.usnews.com/news/stimulus/articles/2009/01/08/poll-americans-strongly-back-increase-in-infrastructure-spending) RS 

Investing in infrastructure isn't just a tagline used by the incoming Obama administration and congressional Democrats to try to get a stimulus bill passed, but a priority for the vast majority of Americans—even if they have to pay for it. A national poll released today shows that 94 percent of Americans support a national effort to build up the country's infrastructure. Meanwhile, 81 percent of Americans say they are prepared to pay 1 percent more in federal taxes to support infrastructure projects. 

Transportation investment is unpopular

The Economist 11 (4/28/11, "Life in the slow lane," http://www.economist.com/node/18620944) RS

Mr Obama is thinking big. His 2012 budget proposal contains $556 billion for transport, to be spent over six years. But his administration has declined to explain where the money will come from. Without new funding, some Democratic leaders have warned, a new, six-year transport bill will have to trim annual highway spending by about a third to keep up with falling petrol-tax revenues. But Republicans are increasingly skeptical of any new infrastructure spending. Party leaders have taken to using inverted commas around the word “investment” when Democrats apply it to infrastructure. Roads, bridges and railways used to be neutral ground on which the parties could come together to support the country’s growth. But as politics has become more bitter, public works have been neglected. If the gridlock choking Washington finds its way to America’s statehouses too, then the American economy risks grinding to a standstill. 
Airports
People love NEXTGEN. 

Regional Plan Association 9 (“NEW POLL: BIG CONCERNS ABOUT NYC METRO AIRPORT DELAYS” September 22, 2009, http://www.betterairportsnow.org/2009/09/new-poll-big-concerns-about-nyc-metro-airport-delays.html)//AS

(New York, NY) - Regional Plan Association today released the results of a public opinion poll on airports in the New York - New Jersey - Connecticut metropolitan area. The poll shows that, except for the cost of air travel, , the public believes flight delays are the biggest problem plaguing travel and that many solutions are heavily supported including better rail alternatives, use of Stewart Airport in Orange County for more flights, investment in modern air traffic control systems known as NEXTGEN and redesign of air traffic flight patterns. "Air traffic congestion and the delays it causes damages the metro area's economy; this poll and the analysis we have undertaken will point to the feasible solutions to solve air congestion that otherwise is only going to get worse," said Jeffrey Zupan, study director and Senior Fellow at the Association. The poll was conducted by Greenberg Quinlan Rosner Research between August 20-27, 2009 among 812 adults in the 31-county, three-state New York Metropolitan Region. "This poll gives us a window into the thinking of New York metropolitan area residents and in particular those who fly to and from the three major airports," said Al Quinlan, President of Greenberg Quinlan Rosner. Key findings include: Flight delays are a top problem for airports to focus on - more important than baggage check-in and retrieval, security lines, or the difficulty of moving on, around or to the airport. Delays are judged much more important than number of choices as to where to fly, when to fly, or whether the flights are non-stop. Ninety-two of every 100 respondents believe that flight delays are an "important issue for airports to focus on." (See Table One: Concerns with Air Travel.) There is wide-ranging support for potential solutions. Four ideas received at least 20 % more favoring than opposed. (See Appendix A: Congestion Proposals.) These include speeded up intercity rail service - 69 % favor and only 27 % oppose; use of Stewart Airport in Orange County for more flights to relieve the three airports - 64 % favor to 32 % oppose; investment in modern air traffic control systems known as NEXTGEN - 61 % favor to 34 % oppose, and redesign of air traffic flight patterns - 58 % favor to 35 % oppose. Support for these ideas varied significantly. Intercity rail service and NEXTGEN were both more heavily supported among frequent flyers and business travelers. Not surprisingly, those who live closer to Stewart favored its use more than those who live in New York City, much farther away. Other ideas that received more support than opposition, but by lesser margins including banning smaller planes and planes traveling shorter distances during peak times, more flights from other more far away airports and the expansion of the three existing airports. Building an entirely new airport anywhere in the Region was rejected by a majority, as was pricing flights by time of day to encourage shifts of travel time away from the peak periods. Almost everyone, 91 percent, said changes were necessary and more than half of those felt major changes were needed. Among those who experienced the worst delays and delays more often a very large majority - 66% and 76% respectively, believed that major changes were called for. Waiting to take off from the three major airports - LaGuardia, JFK and Newark-Liberty - is the worst component of delay - more important than delays in the air, or at the airport terminal waiting to board, or delays after landing or waiting to pull into a gate. Sixty-six percent of the frequent flyers find waiting to take-off the biggest problem, with never more then 13 % of this group rating other components of delay the biggest problem. (See Table Two: Tarmac Delays Seen As Biggest Problem.) Air traffic congestion is getting worse. Six times as many of those responding to the poll think that air traffic congestion is getting worse rather than better - 37 % to 6 %. Among frequent flyers and business travelers almost half - 47% and 43 % respectively - thought delays are getting worse, this despite the recent drop in number of flyers and flights during the current recession. Only 9 % think the problem is easing. 

Freight

Plan would be popular with public

Dovell 3/7—contributor to CFR (Elizabeth, “U.S. Rail Infrastructure” 3/7/12, CFR http://www.cfr.org/united-states/us-rail-infrastructure/p27585#p3]
The U.S. freight rail industry continues to thrive today. "America's freight railways are one of the unsung transport successes of the past thirty years," says the Economist. "They are universally recognized in the industry as the best in the world." Freight railroad is maintained with little taxpayer money, unlike alternative forms of freight transport such as trucks and barges, for which the government maintains the infrastructure. Over the last several decades, U.S. freight companies have made billion-dollar investments in the national rail network. Warren Buffett highlighted this trend in 2009, increasing Berkshire Hathaway's holdings of BNSF (USA Today)--the nation's second largest railroad--by $26 billion. Remarking on the historic investment, which was the largest in the history of Berkshire, Buffett said, "Our country's prosperity depends on its having an efficient and well-maintained rail system." Compared to other modes of freight transport, rail also has a smaller environmental impact, better fuel efficiency, and lower costs over large distances. Steel wheel technology makes rail far more efficient than truck freight due to limited rolling resistance: railcars become more efficient as more weight is added. Trains can now move one ton of cargo approximately 484 miles on just one gallon of fuel, according to the American Association of Railroads. Lower freight rail costs save consumers money and help keep U.S. manufacturers globally competitive. According to Dr. Pasi Lautala, director of the Rail Transport Program at Michigan Technological University, "If you talk to industry experts, everyone has a positive outlook on the future of the freight rail industry, because it makes sense if you look at the world right now. You look at the economic advances, especially in fuel consumption compared to truck traffic and the limitations of marine transportation." But challenges remain. Freight rail will need substantial investment in the future, despite its current success. Congestion is on the rise, and capacity must increase by approximately 90 percent to meet estimated demands by 2035, according to the U.S. Transportation Department. Re-regulation and the potential for track sharing with high-speed and express intercity rail could also put the freight industry under strain. President Obama has proposed a 110 mile-per-hour intercity passenger speed limit, which could create congestion problems for slower-running freight trains.

The public likes the plan

Blakey 10—prinipal of Blakey & Agnew, LLC (Leslie, “The FREIGHT Act Makes the Grade!” 8/17/10, National Journal, http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2010/08/will-freight-act-help-solve-pr.php#1617369]//AY
Senators Lautenberg, Murray and Cantwell, along with the staff of the Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation deserve applause and congratulations for bringing forth a well-constructed approach to address both near-term and long-range needs of our nation’s goods movement network. Now, thanks to Representatives Sires, Reichert, Smith, and Richardson, companion legislation has been introduced in the House. For many good reasons that have been well articulated in this Forum to date, the FREIGHT Act deserves support. But we should all recognize that this is the start of the conversation and before we reach a conclusion, many other voices will be heard and elements added to fully round out the bill. The concerns expressed in this Forum seem to fall into 4 main categories: 1. The bill fails to address extensive highway improvements. 2. It is inadequate, because it isn’t the full authorization. 3. The funding source is not addressed. 4. It creates more, and unnecessary, bureaucracy within USDOT. The response to the first three of these is that we are only at the start of the process. As we all know, when dealing with legislation, strategy is all about the art of the possible. The jurisdictional constraints of the Commerce Committee call for targeting the specific freight infrastructure identified in the bill and the bill sponsors made a strategic decision to stay within their purview and leave certain issues (including funding) unaddressed so that the legislation would have the opportunity to advance so far as the Committee’s options permit. Putting this bill on the table opens the opportunity to engage with the other committees of jurisdiction to fill in the blanks. We should keep in mind that Chairman Oberstar’s authorization bill calls for a freight formula program that is limited to highways and, while the details remain to be defined, taken together with the FREIGHT Act, the structure of a complementary and holistic approach begins to take shape. We do need to move a comprehensive surface authorization forward, but, for now, mastering one dish may be more fulfilling than trying to serve up the entire buffet. Jeff Shane and Emil Frankel both suggest that the logical funding source is a freight-based user fee and now, with the new program’s scope presented in legislation, the door is open to address the question with Senate Finance and House Ways and Means. Furthermore, this discussion will be much better informed by the NCFRP report due out this fall, “New Dedicated Revenue Mechanisms for Freight Transportation Investment.” This study is specifically tasked with examining non-fuel tax options for addressing all elements of the nation’s freight transportation infrastructure. Finally, while I am not in a position to dispute our former Under Secretary for Policy on the subject of USDOT bureaucracy, I must question conclusion that the planning and development components of the bill are unnecessary and that establishing a freight office within OST would slow down the implementation of the freight infrastructure grant program. The language establishing the grant program is a separate title and independent of the establishment of the planning and development office in DOT – in fact, the mandate for the grant program has a much shorter timeframe than that requiring the development of a National Freight Strategic Plan, one year as opposed to two. The experience of the overwhelming number and high quality of proposals submitted under the TIGER Grant program demonstrated that there is a sufficient backlog of worthy freight projects to fully subscribe a dedicated grant program while work on a strategic plan moves ahead. The Coalition for America’s Gateways and Trade Corridors, along with the Freight Stakeholder Coalition, has long called both for the development of a national multimodal freight strategic plan and the establishment of a multimodal freight office within the Office of the Secretary. The FREIGHT Act of 2010 would not only put these institutions in place, but would also hold them accountable for making measurable improvements to the system’s reliability, safety, environmental sustainability, and connectivity to markets and freight generators. Rather than creating more bureaucracy, to me, this sounds like a business plan for ensuring our nation’s economic future.

Americans like freight legislation

MHL 10—Material Handling and Logistics (“Democratic Senators Push for New Freight Program,” Material Handling and Logistics, 7/6/10, http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/845179037?accountid=14667]//AY

Several Democratic Senators, including Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ), Patty Murray (D-WA) and Maria Cantwell (D-WA), have introduced the Focusing Resources, Economic Investment, and Guidance to Help Transportation Act of 2010 (FREIGHT Act), a bill that calls for the creation of a new National Freight Infrastructure Grants initiative-a competitive, merit-based program with broad eligibility for multimodal freight investment designed to focus funds where they will provide the most public benefit. "If we want to help U.S. businesses succeed and create new jobs, we need a freight transportation system that works better and can grow with the changing needs of the global economy," says Senator Lautenberg. The FREIGHT Act of 2010 directs the Department of Transportation (USDOT) to develop and implement two institutional advances designed to improve and coordinate policy within the federal government and the states. The first is a National Freight Transportation Strategic Plan to guide and inform goods movement infrastructure investments in future years. In addition, it calls for the creation of an Office of Freight Planning and Development, led by an Assistant Secretary for Freight Planning and Development. The bill instructs USDOT to develop baselines, tools and methods within two years to measure progress. In developing the National Freight Transportation Policy, the FREIGHT Act also encourages concurrent improvements in air quality impacts, carbon emissions, energy use and public health and safety by establishing environmental goals to complement goals for reducing delays and improving travel time reliability on freight corridors, at gateways and heavy freight population centers. Similarly, the grant program sets criteria to prioritize projects that improve freight mobility and enhance economic growth, while incentivizing environmental improvements. System performance is emphasized throughout the FREIGHT Act and projects will be judged on benefit-cost analysis. The significant overlap among public and private interests in the freight system is recognized through encouraged planning and cooperation with private sector interests, while the grant program leverages Federal investment by promoting non-Federal contributions to projects. The Coalition for America's Gateways and Trade Corridors, Environmental Defense Fund and Transportation for America have agreed to work together in support of the FREIGHT Act and call upon all in the transportation community to join in support.

NFTS popular—seen as the last hope

Szakonyi 5/21—Mark, reporter for the Journal of Commerce (“Hopes Mount for National Freight Transportation Plan” Journal of Commerce, 5/21/12, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/1015029275?accountid=14667]//AY
Congress is drawing closer to a transportation bill with a national freight strategy, but it's still just a drop in a bucket It's a sad state of affairs when the most anyone can hope for in the next surface transportation bill is that Congress calls for what most developing countries have had for years: a national freight transportation plan. How the nation got here speaks volumes about the wide gap between rhetoric and action that is lowering expectations across the freight transportation world as a House-Senate conference committee tries to hammer out the first transportation spending bill since the five-year, $286.4 billion SAFETEA-LU in 2005. As much as Congress trumpets the need for increased transportation spending, most members, along with President Obama, balk at raising the fuel tax, the major source of highway revenue. And, although the final version of the bill likely will speed highway project construction and boost spending for port dredging, these are only small steps compared to the leaps needed. The U.S. needs to spend at least $101 billion annually, taking inflation into account, over the next 20 years to maintain the U.S. highway system, according to a Department of Transportation report. Federal, state and local governments would have to spend another $69 billion annually if they want to improve, not just maintain, the highway network. That makes the Senate's two-year, $109 billion bill only a partial Band-Aid to infrastructure woes, while the House has failed to pass its five-year, $265 billion plan. The hope now is the bandage at least will be applied more effectively. The Senate language calling for a national freight plan falls short of what is needed to make shippers more competitive overseas, but inclusion would be a major first step in spending smarter. If Congress gives the DOT the go-ahead to begin creating such a plan, the agency likely would spend more time planning than building because the transportation bill could expire as soon as October 2013. The DOT would have about three years to designate a network of the most crucial 30,000 miles of roadway, said Leslie Blakey, executive director of the Coalition of America's Gateways and Trade Corridors. Rail and waterway lanes would be considered, but the focus would be on highways, much to the chagrin of those calling for a multimodal approach. "So much of the need for a national freight policy isn't just about prioritization and funding, but also helping shippers, retailers and transportation providers understand" where the trade routes are being shaped, Blakey said. That visibility provided through a freight network plan also would allow shippers and transportation providers to determine where private dollars are needed to make up for government spending shortfalls. Such a plan also could help discourage local and state governments from spending on projects that don't sync with freight flows, said Joshua Schank, president of the Eno Transportation Foundation. The Senate language calls for the creation of performance measures for federal highway programs but falls short in prioritizing projects. Ultimately, winners and losers must be designated, and the U.S. "needs a strong leader who will say, 'Let's do this the right way,' " Schank said.

Freight strategy popular

Kilcarr 9—Sean, writer for Fleet Owner (“Coalition calls for national freight strategy” 9/15/09, Fleet Owner, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?id=GALE%7CA207852241&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=ITOF&sw=w]//AY

A diverse coalition of 17 groups representing shippers, transportation providers and government agencies is calling for the creation of a cohesive national freight strategy as part of the six-year Surface Transportation Authorization Act of 2009, also known as the "Highway bill," now up for debate in Congress . At a news conference in Washington D.C., representatives of the Freight Stakeholders Coalition -- comprised of organizations representing trucking companies, railroads, ports, shippers, and state department of transportation agencies -- stressed that substantial investment in the freight transportation system must be given a high priority. (See video of the news conference) Without such investment, the speakers said the performance of all modes of shipping freight will continue to deteriorate and the U.S. will pay a high price in terms of domestic prosperity and international competitiveness.*a "There is an awful lot at stake here and we've got to continue our efforts to elevate freight [needs] to a higher level in the debate over the reauthorization bill," said Joni Casey, president &d CEO of the Intermodal Association of North America (IANA). "That's why it's so important for Congress to act now on the [reauthorization] bill and not revert to stop-gap funding." "Freight is an issue that should be at the top of the nation's priority list -- but it is not," stressed Janet Kavinoky, director of transportation infrastructure for U.S. Chamber of Commerce. "No matter the differences among industries as to what needs the most funding, we all recognize 18 months is too long to wait to pass a reauthorization bill. What do we need more time for? There's enough information out there about what we need to do to fill this room 10 times over."  

Freight popular

Edmonson 8—RG, associate editor of the Journal of Commerce (“Industry Urges National Freight Policy” Journal of Commerce, 7/11/08, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?id=GALE%7CA220639229&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=ITOF&sw=w]//AY
WASHINGTON -- Representatives of the freight transportation industry told a Senate subcommittee that participation and leadership by the federal government is needed in crafting freight transportation and infrastructure policy. The Tuesday hearing before the Commerce Committee's subcommittee on transportation and merchant marine infrastructure was billed as a review of national strategies for efficient freight transportation. "To keep getting the goods we need in the future, we must invest in our transportation infrastructure now. Building roads will not solve all of our problems, and in some places it is no longer even possible," said Chairman Frank Lautenberg, D-N.J. He said better use of rail and water transportation can relieve wear and tear on highways. "The federal government has to step up and play a leadership role in planning our future transportation network." Richard Larrabee, port commerce director for the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, said that infrastructure improvement was the port's third investment priority after security and maintenance of its existing plant. By law, the port authority was prohibited from investing in projects beyond the boundaries of its port zone. "Enhancing our nation's freight system should and must be at the forefront of any discussion of transportation," Larrabee said. "It is imperative that port authorities and logistics companies have a partner in the federal government for this effort, as a local or regional approach will not suffice. Larrabee said suggested that the government should propose national freight corridors based on projections of future freight movement. Edward Hamberger, president of the Association of American Railroads, encouraged public investment in freight rail through tax incentives and credits, and public-private partnerships. However, he spoke against re-regulation of the railroads.  

Florida likes the plan

Barnett 10—Cynthia (“Freight state: Florida's largest landowners are planning to capitalize by changing the way freight moves around the state” March 2010, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?id=GALE%7CA220639229&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=ITOF&sw=w]//AY
When state lawmakers met in Tallahassee in December for a special session on rail, the headlines were all about passenger trains: The law that emerged from the session cinched the SunRail commuter system for central Florida, upped funding for south Florida's Tri-Rail system, and set the stage for a long-coveted high-speed passenger train between Tampa and Orlando. A month later, when President Barack Obama came to Florida to award the initial $1.25 billion for the Tampa-Orlando link, the news again was about moving people. But passenger trains are just part of the transportation story in Florida. Changes in the way freight moves around the peninsula could be even more significant for Florida's future. Changing global trade patterns, driven in part by the supersized cargo ships that soon will begin traveling through the widened Panama Canal, may create a boom in freight-related and light manufacturing industries in the state. And five of the top 10 private landowners in the state are angling to cash in by developing integrated logistics centers (ILCs), facilities where containers of freight are moved from railcars to trucks and vice versa. Along with freight-handling facilities, the logistics centers--sometimes called "inland" logistics centers or "inland ports"-typically include warehouses, distribution centers and often manufacturing operations near a major rail line. 

Highways

Highway Infrastructure is popular with voters- polls prove

Truckinginfo.com 5/22 (5/22/12, “Survey: Americans Value Infrastructure in Upcoming Election”, Truckinginfo is the website for Heavy Duty Trucking magazine.) RS

Nearly nine in ten (89%) Americans feel it's important for the federal government to fund the maintenance and improvements of interstate highways. Congress recently approved the ninth extension of transportation legislation that originally expired in 2009, The Highway Trui Fund - due to inflation, rising construction costs and increasingly fuel efficient vehicles - no longer collects enough money to support the U.S. surface transportation systems, More than half of Americans (57%) believe the nation’s infrastructure is underfunded, according to the survey, The uncertainty over a long-term highway bill also is a challenge for state departments of transportation, notes HNTB, State DOTs rely heavily on federal funding to support major highway and bridge programs, and creates ambiguity for planners and contractors who need the certainty of a long-term bill to commit to large, complex multiyear projects, "The absence of a long-term bill is hurting our economic competitiveness," says Rahn, "Recent efforts by the House and Senate to move discussions into a conference committee and hammer out potential details of a bill are a step in the right direction, but what’s really needed is a gable, long-term authorization that can adequately pay for our transportation system," Overall, 80% of those surveyed would rather increase funding and improve roads and bridges than continue current funding levels and risk allowing our roads and bridges deteriorate, The challenge is finding sustainable and sufficient revenue sources, More than three in five (61%) Americans would prefer to allocate funds for these projects through tolls, Currently, there are few opportunities to toll the nation’s interstates, There are two federally approved pilot programs, One would allow up to three existing interstate facilities to be tolled, Slots have been secured for interstate 70 by Missouri and portions of interstate 95 by North Carolina and Virginia, Another program would allow three new interstate highways to be tolled One slot has been secured by South Carolina for what is slated to become interstate 73, None of the states have finalized plans to move forward, and any additional opportunities would need to be legislated by Congress, Rahn says the expansion of tolling makes sense for busy highways and interstates, it’s a proven source of funding that charges users on the road rather than at the pump, Plus, modem electronic tolling is quick and easy for motorists, allowing them to complete a transaction at highway speeds, no longer having to stop at toll booths, HNTB’s America Thinks national highway survey polled a random nationwide sample of 1,024 Americans April 2-10, 2012, It was conducted by Kelton Research, which used an e-mail invitation and online survey, Quotas were set to ensure reliable and accurate representation of the total U,S, population ages 18 and over, The margin of error is +I- 3,1%,

Highways funding popular with voters—polls prove

HNTB 5/18 (HNTB Corporation is an employee-owned infrastructure firm serving public and private owners and contractors “Americans value highways and bridges as a national treasure” www.hntb.com/news-room/news-release/americans-value-highways-and-bridges-as-a-national-treasure)
A new survey from HNTB Corporation finds two-thirds (66 percent) of Americans who intend to vote during this year's presidential election feel that a candidate's standing on American transportation infrastructure will influence their decision; more than one in five (22 percent) say this will be extremely influential on who they vote for. "Our highways, bridges and other transportation infrastructure are essential assets that support growth and investment in the U.S. economy," said Pete Rahn, HNTB leader national transportation practice. "People expect them to be resilient, reliable and safe." Clearly, Americans hold the nation's infrastructure in high regard. Nearly nine in ten (89 percent) Americans feel it’s important for the federal government to fund the maintenance and improvements of interstate highways. Yet, this infrastructure isn’t receiving the fiscal attention it deserves. Congress recently approved the ninth extension of transportation legislation that originally expired in 2009. The Highway Trust Fund – due to inflation, rising construction costs and increasingly fuel efficient vehicles – no longer collects enough money to support the U.S. surface transportation system, remaining solvent only through a series of infusions from federal general revenue funds. More than half of Americans (57 percent) believe the nation’s infrastructure is underfunded. The uncertainty over a long-term bill also is a challenge for state departments of transportation, which rely heavily on federal funding to support major highway and bridge programs, and creates ambiguity for planners and contractors who need the certainty of a long-term bill to commit to large, complex multiyear projects. "The absence of a long-term bill is hurting our economic competitiveness," said Rahn. "Recent efforts by the House and Senate to move discussions into a conference committee and hammer out potential details of a bill are a step in the right direction, but what’s really needed is a stable, long-term authorization that can adequately pay for our transportation system." Overall, 4 in 5 (80 percent) Americans would rather increase funding and improve roads and bridges than continue current funding levels and risk allowing our roads and bridges deteriorate.

Public likes highway improvement legislation

Mendez 11—Administrator of FHWA, testimony for US House (Victor, “House Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Highways and Transit Hearing; "Accelerating the Project Delivery Process: Eliminating Bureaucratic Red Tape and Making Every Dollar Count." Congressional Documents and Publications, 2/15/11, ProQuest
Chairman Duncan, Ranking Member DeFazio, and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the invitation to appear before you today to discuss accelerating project delivery. One lesson we have learned from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act is the importance of bringing a greater sense of urgency to our work, and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is committed to helping the highway community deliver projects more quickly. We understand that the longer it takes to deliver a project, the more the project ultimately will cost, and the longer the public will have to wait to enjoy the project's benefits. And, as President Obama has indicated, maintaining and improving our infrastructure is vital to our economic competitiveness and the ability to create good jobs. If we are going to "win the future," as the President says, we are going to have to out-innovate, out-educate and out-build the rest of the world. There are opportunities to reduce project delivery time while continuing to maintain and enhance the environment and project quality. Today, I will share with you some of the strategies FHWA is employing under my Every Day Counts (EDC) initiative and the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) to maintain and improve project quality and improve project delivery times. EVERY DAY COUNTS Since the passage of SAFETEA-LU, we have seen some progress in shortening project delivery time. However, much work remains if we are to meet the major transportation challenges of the 21st century--economic challenges, safety challenges, congestion challenges, and environmental challenges. It is a commonly held perception that it takes an average of 13 years to deliver a major highway project from planning through completion. I know firsthand that major projects can be completed faster. When I served as Director of the Arizona Department of Transportation, we built the Regional Freeway System in the Phoenix area 6 years ahead of schedule and consistently delivered statewide construction programs on time. We need to work more efficiently. The public wants greater accountability in how we spend their money, enhanced safety on our roadways, and a transportation system that helps support our economy and sustain our environment. To that end, I launched an initiative called Every Day Counts to shorten project delivery time and to speed the deployment of new and proven technologies into the marketplace. Every Day Counts is an innovation initiative that presents new technologies, new ideas and new ways of thinking. Ultimately, it provides the transportation community with a better, faster, and smarter way of doing business. EDC is about taking a select number of effective, proven processes and market-ready technologies and getting them into widespread use. Both can have a direct impact on shortening project delivery and cost avoidance. All processes and techniques associated with EDC are permitted under current statute and regulations.

Highway bills popular—diverse agreement

Puentes 10— senior fellow with the Brookings Institution’s Metropolitan Policy Program where he also directs the Program's Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative (Robert, “Moving Past Gridlock: A Proposal for a Two‐Year Transportation Law,” Brookings Institute, 12/14/10, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2010/12/14%20transportation%20puentes/1214_transportation_puentes.pdf

One is that most states rely heavily on guaranteed funding from the federal government for new capital projects and planning. The lack of certainty jeopardizes this process and the funding distribution is spread over smaller periods of time. Funding also can be subject to disruption by a shutdown of the program if the law expires without an extension as it did in most recently in February 2010. Extensions that stop short of the summer construction season also result in delays as states—especially those in the Northeast—struggle with their contractors to make hiring and equipment purchasing decisions. The end result is a net reduction in construction activity. States are also reluctant to engage in multiyear projects because of the uncertainty of federal funding that hinders the use of certain innovative finance tools. Grant anticipation revenue vehicles (GARVEEs) are debts intended to be repaid by future federal funds but, if for any reason, federal dollars are not forthcoming the states are solely responsible for repayment. 5 The problems are particularly burdensome now because of the larger concerns about the American economy. Transportation is an important part of the nation’s recovery efforts in both the short term (to
ROOKINGS | December 2010 4 create and retain jobs) and the long term (to enable the nation to transition to a new economy driven by exports, powered by low carbon, fueled by innovation, and rich with opportunity.) Yet the reauthorization of SAFETEA‐LU continues to be delayed despite strong and clear recommendations from a number of national commissions, as well as a diverse group of constituency groups, advocates, academics, think tanks, labor groups, and practitioners. 6 Almost all of these call for a five or six year reauthorization of SAFETEA‐LU, and each emphasizes significant reform. While the specifics of these proposals vary, there are several common themes. Most want strong federal leadership through additional funding and the formulation of a national vision or framework for the program. Several also strongly call for increased performance and accountability, since neither is characteristic of the program today. All urge reinvestment and protection of the existing system, and most recommend new capacity investments though the emphasis (e.g., freight, transit, highways) varies. Other topics such as environmental protection, carbon reduction, and greater local/state/metropolitan control are also consistent. The National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission led the call for a drastic reduction in the total number of existing surface transportation programs overall.

Public likes highway improvement legislation

Mendez 11—Administrator of FHWA, testimony for US House (Victor, “House Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Highways and Transit Hearing; "Accelerating the Project Delivery Process: Eliminating Bureaucratic Red Tape and Making Every Dollar Count." Congressional Documents and Publications, 2/15/11, ProQuest
Chairman Duncan, Ranking Member DeFazio, and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the invitation to appear before you today to discuss accelerating project delivery. One lesson we have learned from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act is the importance of bringing a greater sense of urgency to our work, and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is committed to helping the highway community deliver projects more quickly. We understand that the longer it takes to deliver a project, the more the project ultimately will cost, and the longer the public will have to wait to enjoy the project's benefits. And, as President Obama has indicated, maintaining and improving our infrastructure is vital to our economic competitiveness and the ability to create good jobs. If we are going to "win the future," as the President says, we are going to have to out-innovate, out-educate and out-build the rest of the world. There are opportunities to reduce project delivery time while continuing to maintain and enhance the environment and project quality. Today, I will share with you some of the strategies FHWA is employing under my Every Day Counts (EDC) initiative and the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) to maintain and improve project quality and improve project delivery times. EVERY DAY COUNTS Since the passage of SAFETEA-LU, we have seen some progress in shortening project delivery time. However, much work remains if we are to meet the major transportation challenges of the 21st century--economic challenges, safety challenges, congestion challenges, and environmental challenges. It is a commonly held perception that it takes an average of 13 years to deliver a major highway project from planning through completion. I know firsthand that major projects can be completed faster. When I served as Director of the Arizona Department of Transportation, we built the Regional Freeway System in the Phoenix area 6 years ahead of schedule and consistently delivered statewide construction programs on time. We need to work more efficiently. The public wants greater accountability in how we spend their money, enhanced safety on our roadways, and a transportation system that helps support our economy and sustain our environment. To that end, I launched an initiative called Every Day Counts to shorten project delivery time and to speed the deployment of new and proven technologies into the marketplace. Every Day Counts is an innovation initiative that presents new technologies, new ideas and new ways of thinking. Ultimately, it provides the transportation community with a better, faster, and smarter way of doing business. EDC is about taking a select number of effective, proven processes and market-ready technologies and getting them into widespread use. Both can have a direct impact on shortening project delivery and cost avoidance. All processes and techniques associated with EDC are permitted under current statute and regulations

High Speed Rail

Much public support for high speed rails

Rowey 10—(Kent, “US High-Speed Rail Update” Mondaq Business Briefing, 1/19/10, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?id=GALE%7CA216918157&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=ITOF&sw=w]

Since late 2008, the United States has taken the first step towards a national program for high-speed rail by adopting legislation that mandates and partially funds a national rail program. This briefing summarizes this legislation, its current implementation and likely next steps that will shape the growth of high-speed rail in the US over the next several years. Historic increase of interest in high-speed rail For decades, the United States has neither legislated for nor funded high-speed passenger rail on a national basis. This legacy of inattention has hobbled efforts to develop a true national "high-speed", or even just "higher-speed", rail network.1 High-speed rail is now attracting significant public and private sector attention. At the recent USA Rail conference in Chicago (sponsored in part by our firm), senior industry participants ranging from the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) to high-speed rail executives from across the world focused on the potential for high-speed rail in the United States given the recent enactment of funding legislation, further anticipated government action and private sector interest. At the same time, participants identified threshold matters that must be addressed for high-speed rail's potential in the United States to be realized.

Experts say the plan would be popular with the pulic

Szabo 11—Administrator of the Federal Railroad Administration (Joseph, “Administrator of the Federal Railroad Administration” US Infrastructure, 11/1/11, http://www.americainfra.com/article/Return-to-rail/]

There is no doubt that the US railroad has suffered over the past few decades. Indeed, after 60 years starved of investment, is it any wonder that America’s dilapidated railroads have slowly been sinking out of sight? However, in an interesting turnaround the current administration has a strong commitment to developing a variable high-speed rail network across the country, which will have huge implications for the current railroad system. In less than a year the Federal Rail Administration (FRA) has moved from a concept to the development of a high-speed rail vision document, the development of a strategy for implementation and developed the initial brand guidance. Why is it moving so quickly? Well, in a study recently presented by the Millennium Institute, the likely benefits of an expenditure of $250 to $500 billion on improved rail infrastructure found that 83 percent of all long-haul trucks would be eliminated from the nation's highways by 2030, while also delivering ample capacity for high-speed passenger rail. And if high-traffic rail lines were also electrified and powered in part by renewable energy sources, that investment would reduce the nation's carbon emission by 39 percent and oil consumption by 15 percent. There is also potential for the nation's economy to be 10 percent larger by 2030 than it would otherwise be by moderating the growing cost of logistics. Joseph Szabo, Administrator of the Federal Railroad Administration, believes there's been nothing but a high-level of enthusiasm for the new program. "First of all, we saw it with the tremendous outpouring of application from various states around the country. We've also seen it on a bipartisan basis from the members of Congress. And equally important is that the public opinion polls show tremendously strong support from the traveling public." So, why now is there such interest in developing a high-speed railroad for the US, after it has lagged behind equivalents in Europe, China and Japan for so long? Szabo explains that he can't speak for previous administration making the decisions that they did, but that there is no question that the development of the interstate highway and aviation systems were national priorities, which had a devastating impact on the fate of the railroad over the past half a decade. "We have done outstanding work in the automobile and aviation transport sectors," he says. "But now there's a realization that we need to better balance our transportation network. We need to offer genuine transportation alternatives to the traveling public because of congestion, because of environmental impact and because of the need to reduce our consumption of oil. We need to balance our transportation network so that people are able to travel using the mode that is most efficient for a particular journey. In many, many cases rail is that mode." Indeed, the inherent efficiencies of passenger rail are finally being recognized once again. The lifeblood of America's early development, the railroad saw unprecedented use and popularity in the 19th and 20th centuries, reaching an all-time peak in 1920 with 1.2 million passengers boarding 9000 inter-city trains and racking up 47 million passenger miles every day. Will it be possible to force that decline back to an incline and see railroads back in favor with the public? Without question answers Szabo. "For far too long now too many generations have forgotten the transport opportunities that rail offers - and there is no question of the role that rail can and must play in the movements of people and goods. In hauling people within 100 to 500 mile radiuses rail is usually considerably more efficient than automotive or air, whereas air is superior for distances greater than 500 miles. It's simply a matter of understanding where each mode is most efficient and cultivating each mode in that aspect."

Tons of evidence of American support for HSR

DoT 2/6—Department of Transportation (“BUDGET ESTIMATES FISCAL YEAR 2013” DoT, 2/6/12, http://www.dot.gov/budget/2013/fra_fy_2013_budget_estimate.pdf]//AY

Public opinion polls consistently reveal strong support for high-speed intercity rail. A USA Today poll found that 84 percent of Americans favor building high-speed rail. An American Public Transportation Association survey found 62 percent of respondents would definitely use high-speed rail for leisure or business travel, while a recent Harris Poll survey revealed that almost two-thirds of Americans (62 percent) support using Federal funds to develop high-speed rail. The National Association of Realtors’ 2009 Growth and Transportation study showed only 20 percent of Americans favored building new roads to deal with congestion, while 47 percent believe that improvements in public transportation would better mitigate congestion and accommodate future U.S. population growth.

Mass Transit

Mass transit legislation popular with the public—Occupy proves

Sledge 4/3—Brown graduate, reporter for the Huffington Post (Matt, “Occupy, Unions Plan 4/4 Day Of Action For Public Transportation, Blame Banks For Cuts” Huffington Post, 4/3/12, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/04/03/occupy-unions-transit-44-banks_n_1400181.html

Last week's "fare strike" on the New York City subway won't be the last time Occupy turns its attention to mass transit. On Wednesday, activists in at least 18 cities are teaming up with the nation's largest transit union for a national day of action. The day is part of a concerted effort to place the blame for rising fares and diminishing service on the same banks that got the country into the recession -- and it comes just as Congress is haltingly trying to pass a major transportation bill. In Massachusetts, where the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) has proposed a range of draconian service cuts, Occupy Boston will hold a rally in front of the State House and then a candlelight vigil in memory of Martin Luther King, Jr., who died on April 4, 1968. Rallies, vigils, leafleting and voter registration are also planned for other cities where public transportation has been hit hard by the recession: New York, Detroit, Milwaukee and Indianapolis, to name a few. "Public transit is a right, and it needs to be funded," said Ariel Oshinsky, an organizer with Occupy Boston. She noted that public transportation is disproportionately used by people of color and with low incomes. The MBTA there has proposed a number of deep service cuts which Oshinsky said would "pit communities against each other." But "as riders and workers together, there's real strength." Oshinsky said she had not heard of any actions planned like the "fare strike" in New York, when masked activists chained subway gates opened and offered free rides. Or, at the very least, "I am not involved in the planning of an action like that," she stated carefully. Transportation authorities alone are not responsible for fare hikes and bus cuts -- legislators in places like Albany and Boston also share part of the blame, she said. But the Occupy protesters also hope that by teaming up with unions they can shed light on one often-overlooked facet of the complicated world of transportation funding: the role of banks. To keep capital construction programs humming, cities must often issue massive bonds, in turn creating the need to pay off huge amounts of debt service to banks every year before they can address funding shortfalls. In the 2000s, some transit agencies also entered into complicated interest rate swaps with banks that were supposed to provide cover in case of wild interest rate swings. But interest rates are now so low that New York's Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) is essentially losing $118 million a year, and the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey $28 million a year, according to the union-backed United NY coalition. "It's another form of taking the MTA budget to the casino," said Larry Hanley, president of the Amalgamated Transit Union. The MTA, the NYPD and the FBI are all on the hunt for the masked bandits who chained open a few subway entrances last week and declared a fare strike -- but Hanley said they should be looking to Wall Street instead. Adam Lisberg, a spokesman for the MTA, said the fare strike was "an offense against the system, and frankly it's an offense against everybody else who pays their fare." But Hanley suggested looking for the people behind it is a waste of time. "Notice how the detectives are combing the city," Hanley said. "To allow poor people to get a free ride on the subway -- that's a crime in America. But creating all these financial derivatives? … That's okay." Hanley's union supports passing the U.S. Senate's transportation bill. But he said he hopes the country will go further in supporting public transportation. "Everybody's blaming someone else for the high gas prices," he lamented, "but no one's looking at transit as an alternative."

Popularity for mass transit is growing

APTA 6/15—American Public Transportation Association (“Ridership: 5% Jump in 2012 First Quarter” APTA, 6/15/12, http://newsmanager.commpartners.com/aptapt/issues/2012-06-15/index.html]//AY
	The growth in ridership for U.S. public transportation agencies for the first quarter of 2012 was big news at the APTA Rail Conference in Dallas.  APTA President & CEO Michael Melaniphy announced the 5 percent ridership increase—or nearly 2.7 billion trips—during the June 4 Opening General Session. This quarter was the fifth in a row to report ridership growth, accounting for 125.7 million more trips than during the same quarter of 2011. All public transit modes saw increases, led by 6.7 percent for light rail and 5.5 percent for heavy rail. Melaniphy credited high gasoline prices as one reason for the sizable ridership increase. “As we look for positive signs that the economy is recovering, it’s great to see that we are having record ridership at public transit systems throughout the country. In some regions of our nation, the local economy is rebounding and people are commuting to their new jobs by using public transportation,” he said, noting that nearly 60 percent of trips taken on public transit are for work commutes. This big picture is drawn from numerous individual success stories in many U.S. metropolitan areas. Several public transit agencies reporting the highest first-quarter ridership in their history include Boston’s Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, up 7.8 percent and the 15th consecutive month of growth; Charlotte (NC) Area Transit System, with ridership up 10.2 percent for the quarter; Lee County Transit in Fort Myers, FL, a 17 percent jump; San Diego Metropolitan Transit System, 21.8 million passenger trips in the quarter—1.7 percent above the previous record for the quarter, in 2009; and Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority in Tampa, FL, up 6 percent and reporting crowding for the first time on its buses. Intercity Transit in Olympia, WA, reported the highest ridership in its 31-year history. In Indianapolis, IndyGo saw first-quarter ridership on its 30 bus routes jump 19.9 percent—or almost 2.5 million rides compared with 2.1 million in the first quarter of 2011—on the way to achieving its highest numbers in decades. The agency suggested several reasons behind its ridership growth: a combination of unseasonably warm weather early in the year, rising gas prices, efficiency-focused service delivery, and the city hosting Super Bowl XVLI. USA Today picked up on the good news from IndyGo, featuring the agency in a June 4 story that Melaniphy referenced during the APTA conference. National Public Radio also interviewed Melaniphy and IndyGo representatives for a story that was about to air as Passenger Transport went to press. First Quarter Breakdown Twenty-five of 27 U.S. light rail systems—including modern streetcars, trolleys, and heritage trolleys—reported ridership increases in the first quarter of 2012. The largest increases were in Memphis, TN (45.7 percent); Salt Lake City (34.1 percent); Seattle’s King County DOT (19.4 percent); Boston (12.6 percent); Cleveland (10.7 percent); Houston (10.3 percent); Seattle’s Sound Transit (10.3 percent); Los Angeles (9.9 percent); Sacramento (8.5 percent); and St. Louis (8.2 percent). Among heavy rail systems, 14 out of 15 listed growth. Cleveland led the sector with 12.2 percent, followed by San Francisco (9.7 percent); Chicago (8.9 percent); Baltimore (7.8 percent); Boston (6.4 percent); Jersey City, NJ (6.1 percent); MTA New York City Transit (5.6 percent); Lindenwold, NJ (4.7 percent); MTA Staten Island Railway (4.5 percent); and Miami (4.2 percent). Nationally, commuter rail ridership increased by 3.9 percent in the first three months of 2012, with 22 of 27 commuter rail systems reporting ridership increases. Five commuter rail systems in the following cities noted double-digit increases: Anchorage, AK (43.8 percent); Oceanside, CA (19.2 percent); San Carlos, CA (15.0 percent); Portland, OR (11.1 percent); and Seattle (10.8 percent). Large bus systems reported an increase of 4.6 percent nationally. Leading the sector are St. Louis (15.6 percent); Dallas (11.9 percent); Arlington Heights, IL (11.1 percent); Boston (10.6 percent); Oakland, CA (10.5 percent); Fort Lauderdale, FL (8.7 percent); Newark (8.0 percent); San Antonio (8.0 percent); Washington, DC (7.9 percent). and Cleveland (7.8 percent). Bus systems in urbanized areas with populations of two million or more showed ridership growth of 4.5 percent for the quarter. Growing at an even higher rate of 5.1 percent were bus systems in urbanized areas with populations of 500,000 to just under two million. Demand response (paratransit) ridership increased by 7.0 percent and trolleybus ridership grew by 3.8 percent. 

General support for mass transit programs—State of the Union proves

Texeira 11-- Senior Fellow at both The Century Foundation and American Progress. He is also a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution (Ruy, “Public Opinion Snapshot: The State of the Union and America’s Priorities,” Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/01/snapshot013111.html]//AY

President Barack Obama’s State of the Union or SOTU address was very well received this year, garnering sky-high ratings among those who watched the speech. But SOTU watchers tend to be dominated by partisans of the president’s party, so this year’s result is not a surprise. More interesting was an exercise Democracy Corps conducted. They gathered 50 swing voters together in Denver, Colorado to watch and react to the speech. These swing voters were decidedly not partisans of the president’s party or Obama backers in general—48 percent were Republican and just 18 percent were Democratic, while they split their 2008 ballots evenly between McCain and Obama. Among this skeptical audience, Obama’s speech played very well indeed. Comparing pre-speech to post-speech assessments, his job approval went up 26 points. The proportion believing he has realistic solutions to the country’s problems increased by 34 points, and the proportion believing he has a good plan for the economy went up 36 points. The total confident he could create new jobs went up by 28 points, the percent confident in his energy plans went up 22 points, and the proportion confident in his handing of the budget increased by 36 points. In addition, the proportion seeing him as a tax-and-spend liberal went down by 36 points. One reason for this positive reaction is that Obama connected the need for increased public investment (infrastructure, education, science) and safeguarding key social programs to budget challenges in a way that resonated with the public as a whole. A recent CNN poll asked the public about a series of federal programs in the context of reducing the budget deficit. The specific query was whether they thought it was more important to cut spending in that program to reduce the deficit or more important to prevent that program from being significantly cut. By 85-14, the public did not want to see veterans’ benefits cut and voiced similar sentiments about Medicare (81-18), Social Security (78-21), education (75-25), Medicaid (70-29), assistance to the unemployed (61-38), and programs to build and maintain bridges, roads, and mass transit (61-39).

Polls prove the public loves mass transit

Davis 12 (Stephen Lee, 3/30/12, “New poll shows Americans strongly support public transportation; more walking & biking”, Transportation for America, http://t4america.org/blog/2010/03/30/new-t4-poll-shows-americans-strongly-support-public-transportation-more-walking-and-biking/.) RS 

American voters overwhelmingly support broader access to public transportation and safe walking and biking, according to this new national poll conducted for Transportation for America and released to the media today this afternoon. With the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee ramping up efforts to draft a new long-term transportation bill before the end of the year, the results should be instructive to Senators. You can read the full details about the poll, including a full presentation on the findings at http://t4america.org/resources/2010survey More than four-in-five voters (82 percent) say that “the United States would benefit from an expanded and improved transportation system,” including modes of transportation like rail and buses. An overwhelming majority of voters agree with this statement — no matter where they live. Even in rural America, 79 percent of voters agreed with the statement, despite much lower use of public transportation compared to urban Americans. Some in Washington believe that building or expanding more roads is the best way to tackle congestion — but the majority of Americans don’t agree with them. Three-in-five voters choose improving public transportation and making it easier to walk and bike over building more roads and expanding existing roads as the best strategies for tackling congestion. (59% to 38%).




National Infrastructure Bank

Infrastructure bank popular—previous programs prove

Norboge 12-- an Assistant Transportation Researcher at the Texas Transportation Institute, where he conducts transportation financial and policy analysis research.(Nicolas, “Better Use of Public Dollars: Economic Impact Analysis in Transportation Decision Making” June 2012, Eno Center for Transportation, http://www.enotrans.org/wp-content/uploads/wpsc/downloadables/Public-Dollars.pdf

Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) In 1998, Congress added TIFIA to TEA-21. It authorized the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) to provide secured (direct) loans, lines of credit, and loan guarantees to public and private applicants for eligible surface transportation projects of regional or national significance. 23 Highway, passenger rail, transit, and intermodal projects (including intelligent transportation systems) are eligible to receive credit assistance under TIFIA up to a maximum of 33 percent of eligible project costs. Applicants for TIFIA credit assistance must identify a dedicated revenue source to repay the TIFIA loan and secure public approval for their proposed project. Lawmakers intended the process of allocating TIFIA funds to be informed by economic and non-economic considerations. The most important criterion for receiving a grant under this program is the ability to demonstrate that a project “is nationally or regionally significant, in terms of generating economic benefits, supporting international commerce, or otherwise enhancing the national transportation system.” 24 This includes “contributing to the economic competitiveness of the U.S. by improving the long-term efficiency and reliability in the movement of people and goods.” 25 One-fifth (20 percent) of a project’s score is based on economic competitiveness. TIFIA has become a popular program, with more worthwhile projects in its pipeline than 19 Federal Transit Administration. New Starts Fact Sheet. April 2012. www.fta.dot.gov/12304_2607.html 20 Bipartisan Policy Ceter. New Study Analyzes Federal Transit Administration New Starts Program. Press Release. February 5, 2010. 21 Ibid. 22 Ibid. 23 The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program provides Federal credit assistance to nationally or regionally significant surface transportation projects, including highway, transit, and rail. 24 23 United States Code Section 602, Determination of Eligibility and Project Selection, www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/pdfs/tifia/03_tifia_chapter_5.pdf 25 Federal Register, Vol. 74 No. 231. Department of Transportation Office of the Secretary of Transportation Docket No. FHWA-2009-0123. http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2009/pdf/E9-28860.pdf. 7 available funding, and it can provide lessons for expanding economic impact analysis to other federal programs. While TIFIA has enjoyed increasing bipartisan support of late, its project selection process has critics. Some observers claim that TIFIA loans are increasingly going to publicprivate toll roads, putting public dollars at risk of private default; others have criticized the program for lacking transparency. 26 Nonetheless, the most recent versions of both the House and Senate transportation authorization bills included a substantial increase in TIFIA funding. Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grant Program As noted in an earlier section of this paper, the TIGER program was introduced as part of economic stimulus legislation passed in 2009. Its purpose was to preserve and create jobs, promote economic recovery, and fund transportation infrastructure investments that would provide economic benefits. The program allowed USDOT to award competitive grants to transportation agencies for projects that could be shown to have significant national or regional impacts while also creating jobs. Congress appropriated $1.5 billion for TIGER grants in FY2009, $600 million in FY2010, and $527 million in FY2011. The program was highly competitive: the first round of grants drew more than 1,400 applications, for a combined total of nearly $60 billion in requested funding. After initial evaluations, 166 highly rated projects, or 11 percent of the total, were advanced for further review. Based on the broad legislative goals noted above, USDOT applied two types of primary selection criteria for the 1) long-term outcomes and 2) jobs creation and economic stimulus. An economic analysis team, chaired by USDOT’s Chief Economist, prepared a cost-benefit analysis for each project that advanced past the initial evaluation stage. Grant requests were not approved if the team concluded that project costs exceeded public benefits. 27 While the TIGER program goes further than almost any other federal transportation program in using economic impact analysis to evaluate projects, the selection process has a few notable limitations. Critics cite a focus on short-term, rather than long-term economic benefits given the emphasis on selecting projects that “quickly create and preserve jobs and promote rapid increases in economic activity.” 28 The grant selection process has also been criticized for giving priority to projects in areas where the unemployment rate is at least one percent greater than the national average or areas that are economically distressed as a result of special circumstances, such as the closing or restructuring of a major employer. 29 Projects that were “shovel ready”—i.e., further along in the project development phase—were also favored over projects that might have resulted in a greater long-term economic benefit to the nation. Additionally the TIGER program did not specify a standardized methodology or approach for conducting the economic impact analysis grant applicants are required to provide. Applicants were left to develop their own processes and metrics for measuring economic impacts and USDOT then had to compare the varying metrics. Finally, the TIGER grant selection process lacked transparency. According to a GAO report, USDOT provided “little insight into project selections,” prompting GAO to recommend that the agency properly record and document its rationale for selecting certain projects over others in the future. Despite these shortcomings and limitations, however, the TIGER program represented a substantial step forward in giving economic impact analysis a central role in the transportation funding process. Reflection and Looking Forward While the allocation of most federal transportation funding has only a limited relationship to economic impacts, programs such as New Starts, TIFIA and TIGER suggest that real strides are being made toward giving economic considerations greater weight in transportation investment decisions. Public support for these programs remains high and while their project selection processes are still imperfect, they have undoubtedly introduced a greater degree of rigor and analysis than has been typical of past programs.

National infrastructure bank popular—empirics

Edmonson 11—Associate Editor of Journal of Commerce (RG, “The Trouble With TIFIA” Journal of Commerce, 3/21/11, Proquest

The federal government has a loan program with "innovation" in its name that can provide welcome relief to financially strapped state and local governments looking to fund transportation capital infrastructure projects. Loans under the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act have provided nearly $8 billion to leverage $29.4 billion in infrastructure spending since the program began in 1999. TIFIA is growing in popularity. Lawmakers like it, and the program likely will be the model for the $4 billon national infrastructure bank the Obama administration proposed in its fiscal 2012 budget. But in a budget-slashing environment, being popular, successful and needed won't necessarily get a program through Congress. The trouble over TIFIA is one sign of the high hurdles transportation advocates face when infrastructure investment looks too much like basic discretionary spending to escape a budget ax. TIFIA certainly has generated enthusiasm among influential lawmakers, from the liberal Sen. Barbara Boxer, D-Calif., to the conservative Sen. James Inhofe, R-Okla., chairman and ranking member of the Senate Environment and Public Works, and Rep. John Mica, R-Fla., chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. TIFIA likely will be prominent in the multiyear surface transportation bill Congress hopes to pass this year. "The TIFIA program can be of enormous consequence. It is almost 100 percent risk-free for our government. The priorities for projects are being set by local people, not us, not up here." Boxer said at a hearing on the Department of Transportation's 2012 budget. "We are funding it at a very low level, and the funding requests far surpass what we have been funding." There's one hitch, Inhofe said: Will Congress approve enough for TIFIA to put a dent in demand? The DOT wants $450 million for TIFIA for 2012, said Chris Bertram, the agency's chief financial officer and director of budget and programs. "It took a while for state and local governments to get a handle on what TIFIA was and why it's useful. It's taken off in the last four to five years. We've had a lot more interest." The budget request approximates the amount states have requested over the past two years. The DOT last year received 39 applications for projects totaling $40 billion, Bertram said. TIFIA will underwrite a third of a prospective project, with the balance funded by state revenues or private equity. The 2012 request can cover $1.3 billion in project funding. Now is the best time to invest more in TIFIA loans, an executive with a private equity firm added. The recession has pushed construction bids to record lows. States can get bargain prices for new infrastructure, but there's a limited amount of time to do so. Bertram said the demand for TIFIA loans may be driven by cash-strapped state DOTs. "If they have an existing revenue source or they have tolls or can pledge future gas tax, in this environment, this program is greatly needed," Bertram said. The last highway program expired in September 2009. Congress has kept it going since then through short-term extensions, and that has deterred states from applying for TIFIA loans, Bertram said. "The Department of Transportation has been working under these short-term extensions for the highway program. States are not going to be able to put together a program in 30 days, and show up and apply," Bertram said. It may take a state two years and more than $1 million to prepare a TIFIA application. "You're not going to do that if you don't know whether or not the TIFIA program is going to exist." The department now invites prospective applicants to discuss projects in advance of a formal application. "We'll sit down with them and try to understand their project. Then we can figure out four or five projects that we're able to do this year," Bertram said. "With a six-year plan in place, we could say, 'We really like your project. Keep working on it, and we'll have money to do the loan two or three years from now.' That would be a great way to get a lot more projects in the pipeline. TIFIA is not the solution to all problems, Bertram said, but it's likely to be the model for future DOT project lending. TIFIA will continue at least through 2012, before the infrastructure bank takes over. "Doing TIFIA-type loans or loan guarantees are exactly what we have in mind for the infrastructure bank," Bertram said.

Infrastructure bank popular with public

Texeira 11-- Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress (Ruy, “Public Opinion Snapshot: Public Backs Infrastructure Investment” 2/22/11, Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/02/snapshot022211.html]//AY

It’s no secret that our country’s infrastructure is in urgent need of repair and serious modernization. Conservatives, in their mania for cutting government spending, have lost whatever little interest they once had in addressing this problem. But the public hasn’t. Eighty percent declared themselves in agreement with President Barack Obama’s State of the Union call for a major effort to rebuild and modernize America’s infrastructure in a new Hart Research/Public Opinion Strategies survey for the Rockefeller Foundation. What’s more, the public backs a number of government actions to provide additional funding for infrastructure projects. These include a National Infrastructure Bank (60 percent support), issuing national transportation bonds (59 percent), and eliminating oil company subsidies (58 percent). No doubt conservatives are too busy running around with their budget axes to pay much attention to findings like these. But serious policymakers should. Infrastructure investment is important—and the public’s got your back.

A national infrastructure bank is extremely popular- polls and statements prove that it’s bipartisan 

United States Senate Democrats 11 (10/21/11, “Fact Sheet: Rebuild America Jobs Act”, http://democrats.senate.gov/2011/10/21/fact-sheet-rebuild-america-jobs-act/) RS

AMERICANS OVERWHELMINGLY SUPPORT MODERNIZING OUR NATION’S INFRASTRUCTURE CNN/ORC Poll: 72% of Americans, 54% of Republicans Support Rebuilding Our Infrastructure. According to a recent CNN/ORC Poll, 72% of Americans support “increasing federal spending to build and repair roads, bridges and schools,” while only 28% oppose. This is up from 64% from September of this year. 70% of Independents and 54% of Republicans support funding our infrastructure. [CNN/ORC Poll, 10/17/11] Rockefeller Foundation: 72% of Americans Support Infrastructure Bank. The Rockefeller Foundation infrastructure survey, conducted in February 2011, found that 72% of Americans support “Creating a National Infrastructure Bank that helps finance transportation projects that are important to the whole nation or large regions and that funds projects based on merit, not politics.” [Rockefeller Foundation, 2/14/11] … THERE IS BROAD BIPARTISAN SUPPORT FOR THE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK Earlier This Year, Two Republican Senators Co-Sponsored an Infrastructure Bank. According to the Washington Post, “Earlier this year, in fact, two Senate Republicans — Kay Bailey Hutchison (Tex.) and Lindsey Graham (S.C.) — had co-sponsored Massachusetts Democrat John Kerry’s infrastructure bank bill, which bears close resemblance to the proposal in Obama’s failed jobs bill.” [Washington Post, 10/13/11] Sen. Hutchison: “A National Infrastructure Bank is an Innovative Way” to Address the Nation’s Water, Transportation, and Energy Infrastructure Needs. “The idea of a national infrastructure bank is an innovative way to leverage private-public partnerships and maximize private funding to address our water, transportation, and energy infrastructure needs. In our current fiscal situation, we must be creative in meeting the needs of our country and spurring economic development and job growth, while protecting taxpayers from new federal spending as much as possible.” [Hutchison Blog, 9/7/11] Bipartisan BUILD Act Is Endorsed By Chamber of Commerce & AFL-CIO. “Amid growing concerns that the nation’s infrastructure is deteriorating, a group of Democrats, Republicans, and labor and business leaders called Tuesday for the creation of a national infrastructure bank to help finance the construction of things like roads, bridges, water systems and power grids. The proposal — sponsored by Senator John Kerry, Democrat of Massachusetts, and Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison, Republican of Texas — would establish an independent bank to provide loans and loan guarantees for projects of regional or national significance. The idea is to attract more infrastructure investment from the private sector: by creating an infrastructure bank with $10 billion now, they say, they could spur up to $640 billion worth of infrastructure spending over the next decade… To underscore the need for better infrastructure, two frequent rivals were on hand at the news conference: Richard Trumka, the president of the A.F.L.-C.I.O., and Thomas J. Donohue, the president of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the main business lobby. With a nod to the strange-bedfellows experience of having a labor leader as an ally, Mr. Donohue said, ”He and I are going to take our show on the road as the new ‘Odd Couple.’” [New York Times, 3/16/11] Alliance for American Manufacturing Said Infrastructure Bank Would Create Jobs. Scott Paul, Executive Director of the Alliance for American Manufacturing, provided a list of recommendations that would create more manufacturing jobs, including, “we need to invest in infrastructure and establish a national infrastructure bank” [Testimony before the Joint Economic Committee, 6/22/11; The Hill, 8/15/11] Mark Zandi: Infrastructure Bank Would Boost Manufacturing. Mark Zandi of Moody’s Analytics testified, “To lower the cost of transportation, telecommunications and energy, policymakers could provide consistent support to public investment in transportation networks, the internet backbone, and the electric grid. As a potential example of this support, Build America bonds issued as part of the recent fiscal stimulus efforts have been very successful. A national infrastructure bank, which could marry private capital with financial support from the government, would provide a substantial boost to this effort.” [Testimony before the Joint Economic Committee, 6/22/11] Private Infrastructure Investment Could Create 1.9 Million Jobs. Sphere Consulting LLC reported, “Over $250 billion of private equity capital is currently available, and some additional legislative and administrative changes could accelerate infrastructure projects and enhance funding.” The firm found that private investment in infrastructure could generate 1.9 million U.S. jobs. They suggested that the U.S. “Create a National Infrastructure Bank (NIB) that is authorized to lend at favorable terms to both the public and private sectors for qualified infrastructure projects.” [Sphere Consulting, July 2011] 

Pennsylvania doesn’t like the plan

Dutton 9—Writer for the Bond Buyer, (Audrey, “Infrastructure Bank Plan Scrutinized” The Bond Buyer, 7/1/09, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?id=GALE%7CA202668084&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=AONE&sw=w]//AY
WASHINGTON - A legislative proposal to establish a system of metropolitan infrastructure banks included in the $450 billion multi-year transportation bill making its way through the House is drawing questions about the banks' utility, whether they would be redundant, and if there would be a market for bonds issued to capitalize them. The proposal is included in the 775-page bill drafted by House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee chairman James L. Oberstar, D-Minn., and approved last week by the highways and transit subcommittee. The banks would complement already-existing state infrastructure banks and a national infrastructure bank that House members expect to be added to the bill. But the potential creation of a national bank, in addition to their state counterparts - which have become less popular over the years, partly due to federal strings attached to the funds - led some to question the necessity of creating banks specifically for cities. Pennsylvania Gov. Ed Rendell stopped short of giving his unequivocal support for the plan during an interview last week. Rendell, who leads the Building America's Future initiative with California Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger and New York City Mayor Michael Bloomberg, spoke last week at an event here promoting the creation of a national infrastructure bank. Rendell does agree with Oberstar that "some money should go directly to cities. Whether they need infrastructure banks, I don't know," he said, adding that "sometimes you can have too much of a good thing."

Florida would hate the plan

Anand 11—msnbc contributor (Anika, “Bank plan would help build bridges, boost jobs” 7/6/11, MSNBC,

http://today.msnbc.msn.com/id/43606379/ns/today-today_news/t/bank-plan-would-help-build-bridges-boost-jobs/#.T-TXdStYsYQ]//AY

Kunz said a national infrastructure bank would simplify the process of building a rail network because it would simplify the steps and the number of people needed to approve it. "The bank would focus on the project as the number one issue, rather than constituents and politics as the number one focus," he said. Opponents of the BUILD Act question this supposed political neutrality. One skeptic is Rep. John Mica, R-Fla., chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, whose support of the bill is considered critical. “The Senate proposal empowers Washington decision-making and administrative earmarks,” he wrote in an e-mail. “We plan to give states more authority and take approval out of federal hands by empowering state infrastructure banks.” There are currently a handful of state infrastructure banks, although it’s more difficult for them to cross state borders and bring municipalities together to fund national-scale projects. Opponents also point to public-private infrastructure projects that have drawn public criticism, such as the $3.8 billion Indiana Toll Road, which was leased to foreign private investors. Advertise | AdChoices “The issues with public-private partnerships and infrastructure banks is that these are just simply another way to collect revenue,” said Todd Spencer, executive vice president of the Owner-Operator Independent Drivers Association, who is critical of the Indiana Toll Road. “The American public, or me for example, have no real faith in the integrity of how those monies would be used.”
NFTs

Ports

Empirics prove public likes port security

Rosner 7—PhD from University of Maryland, (Jeremy David, “READING THE PUBLIC: HOW MEMBERS OF CONGRESS DEVELOP THEIR IMPRESSIONS OF PUBLIC OPINION ON NATIONAL SECURITY” University of Maryland, 2007, http://gqrr.com/repository/documents/1058.pdf]

On February 11, however, opposition to the sale began to stir. Prompted in part by a lobbyist hired by a firm with joint ventures with P&O, an Associated Press story that day expressed concerns about the transaction. In its leading paragraph, the story said 28 James K. Jackson, “The Exon-Florio National Security Test for Foreign Investment,” Congressional Research Service Report for Congress (Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, April 3, 2006), 4. 29 The finding of “no objection” was premised in part on a Letter of Assurance provided by Dubai Ports World that made seven commitments to the U.S. government. Most of these related to security issues, such as an agreement “to designate a responsible corporate officer to serve as point of contact with the Department of Homeland Security on security matters,” as well as a requirement “to operate all U.S. facilities to the extent possible with current U.S. management.” 59 
he sale would leave “a country with ties to the Sept. 11 hijackers with influence over a maritime industry considered vulnerable to terrorism.” 30 Two days later, Senator Charles Schumer (D-NY) began voicing pointed criticisms of the deal. On February 13, he issued his first press release attacking the sale. Within a few days, other members were joining his criticism, and on February 19, he expanded the attack by convening a press conference to air criticisms from families of 9/11 victims. 31 Soon, many Democrats were alleging that the deal would “outsource” America’s port security, and even many leading Republicans, including Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist (R-TN), began to question the transaction. The intense criticism seemed to take the White House by surprise. No polling had been published on the issue up to this point; when the first polls did emerge – starting with a Rasmussen survey on February 24 – they bolstered Congress’s message of strong public opposition. 32 Even before that, the administration tried to mount a counter-offensive, including a threat by President Bush to veto any legislation that would block the sale, along with numerous statements by the White House press secretary, fact sheets defending the deal, and press appearances on the top news shows a CBS News Poll conducted February 22–26 found a 21 to 70 percent margin opposing the sale; a March 8–12 survey by the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press found that 58 percent of the public said Congress had acted appropriately in opposing the Dubai Ports World sale. 60 
y senior administration officials, such as Homeland Security Secretary Michael Chertoff and White House Homeland Security Adviser Frances Townsend. Moreover, as the congressional opposition mounted, Dubai Ports World initiated a series of steps to try to stem the damage. Most important, in late February, Dubai Ports World and P&O announced they would suspend transfer of P&O’s North American operations until at least May 1, and they jointly requested that CFIUS undertake a more indepth 45 day review of the sale. None of this proved sufficient, however, to stem the tide of public and congressional discontent. On March 8, the Republican-controlled House Appropriations Committee voted by an overwhelming and bi-partisan 62-2 margin to block the sale. With such ominous writing on the wall, Senator John Warner took to the Senate floor the following day to read a letter from Dubai Ports World, announcing that the company would resell the newly-acquired U.S. port operations to an American-owned entity. The sale of the six U.S. port operations to the UAE-controlled company was dead. The Dubai Ports World saga raises a series of questions for the purposes of this study, mostly about how members of Congress take readings on the public’s attitudes toward a national security issue when it has just emerged, and when the public is rapidly learning and forming its opinions. For example, how could members of Congress determine what public opinion on the Dubai Ports World sale was, given that – at least until early February – the public had never heard about the issue? In their floor statements and press releases throughout February, many members stressed the 61 
ublic’s opposition to the proposed sale; but how did they know this, given that the issue had just broken into the public arena days earlier? Was this all about calls and emails to their offices, or were there other sources of insight about the public’s views? For the members who initiated criticism of the proposed sale, did they have some reading of public opinion on the issue, even before the calls and emails began to arrive? If so, what informed that reading? 

Past deal increased public support for port security

Mayberry and Franken 6—(Peter and Jessica, “Recent Controversy Brings Renewed Government Interest in PORT Security” June 15, 2006,  Nonwovens Industry, http://www.nonwovens-industry.com/issues/2006-06/view_capitol-comments/capitol-comments-60099/]

Abraham Lincoln once noted that, "Public sentiment is everything. With public sentiment nothing can fail; without it nothing can succeed." And if anyone doubts the wisdom of this statement, a good demonstration can be found in the Dubai ports controversy. Indeed, when it was revealed earlier this year that the Bush Administration had approved a deal allowing Dubai Ports World (DP World)—a management firm owned by the government of the United Arab Emirates (UAE) to take over operational management of six maritime ports in the U.S., public opinion polls revealed that more than 80% of Americans disapproved of the deal. Shortly thereafter, lawmakers on both sides of the political aisle lined up to take shots at the administration's decision, and the deal was eventually scuttled. But all the hoopla surrounding this doomed venture also had the secondary effect of refocusing attention on the general issue of port security reform which had waned somewhat even though government studies show that only 5% of the 11 million-plus containers that came into U.S. ports during 2005 were inspected by U.S. Customs agents, and security measures adopted in the wake of September 11 by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security had come under fire from Congressional investigators. As Rep. Dan Lungren (R-CA), who chairs a Congressional Subcommittee with jurisdiction over the protection of U.S. infrastructure, explained, "The hullabaloo surrounding the Dubai Ports World deal injected a sense of urgency into the need for important port-security reform." The specific response being that port-security reform legislation has emereged in both chambers of Congress during the past three months. In addition, efforts undertaken during the past five years by various agencies within the Federal government has also been directed at tightening the security of our maritime ports

Public loves port security

Calvan 6/13—reporter for the Boston Globe(Bobby Caina, “US to miss target for tighter port security” 6/13/12, Boston Globe, http://www.homeland1.com/port-security/articles/1300173-US-to-miss-target-for-tighter-port-security]//AY

WASHINGTON - The Department of Homeland Security will miss an initial deadline of July 12 to comply with a sweeping federal law meant to thwart terrorist attacks arriving by sea, frustrating border security advocates who worry that the agency has not done enough to prevent dangerous cargo from coming through the country’s ocean gateways, including the Port of Boston. Only a small fraction of all metal cargo containers have been scanned before arriving at US ports, and advocates for tighter port security say all maritime cargo needs to be scanned or manually inspected to prevent terrorists from using ships bound for the United States to deliver a nuclear bomb. The scenario might be straight out of a Hollywood script, but the threat of terrorism is not limited to airplanes, according to Homeland Security critics, including Representative Edward Markey of Massachusetts. Markey accuses the agency of not making a good-faith effort to comply with a 2007 law he coauthored requiring all US-bound maritime shipments to be scanned before departing overseas docks.

Pipeline

Most Votes support building more oil pipelines

Rasmussen 11, an electronic media company specializing in the collection, publication and distribution of public opinion polling information (“60% Favor Building Keystone XL Pipeline”, Rasmussen Reports, November 23, 2011, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/general_politics/november_2011/60_favor_building_keystone_xl_pipeline)//AS

Most voters support the building of the controversial Keystone XL oil pipeline from Canada to Texas and believe it can be built without harming the environment. Sixty percent (60%) of Likely U.S. Voters at least somewhat favor building the pipeline which President Obama has delayed until at least 2013 because of environmental concerns. Just 24% are opposed. Sixteen percent (16%) are not sure.

Most Americans support pipelines. Including most independents

Mendes 12 (Elizabeth, “Americans Favor Keystone XL Pipeline”, Gallup, Inc, March 22, 2012, http://www.gallup.com/poll/153383/Americans-Favor-Keystone-Pipeline.aspx?utm_source=alert&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=syndication&utm_content=morelink&utm_term=Politics)//AS

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- A solid majority of Americans think the U.S. government should approve of building the Keystone XL pipeline, while 29% think it should not. Republicans are almost twice as likely as Democrats to want the government to approve the oil pipeline. About half of independents also approve. These data were collected as part of Gallup's annual Environment survey, conducted March 8-11, 2012. The Keystone XL oil pipeline is a politically divisive project, which President Obama and the Republicans in Congress have been battling over. The proposal from TransCanada Corporation for building a pipeline to carry crude oil from Canada down to the Gulf of Mexico, first made in 2005, needs approval from the U.S. president because it crosses an international border. The Republicans in Congress inserted a provision on the pipeline in the payroll tax extension bill late last year, but in January, President Obama rejected TransCanada's permit entirely. However, the administration is allowing TransCanada to reapply for the permit it needs. The pipeline would travel through the Midwest and the South, and Americans in those two regions are the most likely to approve of the project. Nearly 7 in 10 Midwesterners want the government to approve the building of the pipeline and 61% of those in the South do as well. There has been discussion in Washington and in the media about the potential new jobs the pipeline project would create, which may partly explain the higher support seen in those regions. Americans in the West and East are less likely to approve.

Most voters support pipelines even the youth and environmentalists

Shepard 12 (Steven , “Poll Finds Americans Pumped for Oil Pipeline”,  NationalJournal Daily, February 1, 2012, http://www.nationaljournal.com/daily/poll-finds-americans-pumped-for-oil-pipeline-20120131)//AS

The overall benefits of the proposed Keystone XL oil pipeline outweigh the risks to the environment for most Americans, including groups that are historically more environmentally conscious, according to a recent United Technologies/National Journal Congressional Connection Poll. The overwhelming majority of Americans surveyed—64 percent—agreed that building a pipeline from Canada to the United States would ease America’s dependence on Mideast oil and create jobs, the poll showed. Just 22 percent of respondents agreed with opponents of the controversial pipeline, who fear its environmental impact, and 13 percent were undecided. Even constituencies that are usually more likely to choose protecting the environment over promoting economic growth are, at this point, supportive of the project. A majority of Democrats, 51 percent, said they support building the pipeline, while just one-third opposed it. Sixty percent of those who live in urban areas said they back building the pipeline. Even 60 percent of respondents ages 18 to 29 support it. The lack of opposition among subgroups that are typically more environmentally conscious is likely reflective of the weak U.S. economy, combined with an overall lack of awareness about the issue. The Congressional Connection Poll was conducted by Princeton Survey Research Associates International, which surveyed 1,006 adults by landline and cellular phone on Jan. 26-29. It has a margin of error of +/- 3.7 percentage points. Poll results also show that 69 percent of Americans said they agree with President Obama’s proposal to “significantly expand production of oil and natural gas from onshore and offshore public lands,” compared with just 21 percent who disagree. There was also widespread support for expanded production from public lands, with 63 percent of Democrats, 83 percent of Republicans, and 65 percent of independents agreeing with Obama’s proposal.

Pipelines are popular- Keystone XL proves

Lee 12 (MJ, 3/22/12, “Poll: Most back Keystone pipeline”, Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0312/74342.html) RS

By a nearly 2-to-1 margin, a majority of Americans think the government should approve the building of the Keystone XL pipeline, according to a new Gallup poll Thursday. More than half of the adults polled, 57 percent, believe the government should give the green light on the politically divisive project, while 29 percent think it shouldn’t. Fourteen percent said they had no opinion. Support for the Canada-to-Texas pipeline is significantly higher among Republicans than Democrats — 81 percent of GOP-ers said the government should approve building it, compared with just 51 percent of independents and 44 percent of Democrats who said the same. Americans in the Midwest and Southern regions of the country, where the proposed pipeline would travel through, were the most likely to think positively of building the pipeline — 68 percent of Midwesterners and 61 percent of Southerners — while 52 percent of Americans on the West Coast and 48 percent on the East Coast gave the thumbs-up. Even though the issue has been front and center in Washington, the poll found that half of Americans are not paying much attention to news about the pipeline. One in four said they are “not at all” following news about Keystone, while another one in four said they are “not too closely” tuning into the topic. Just one out of five said they are following the news “very closely.” The findings of the survey come as President Barack Obama is set to visit Cushing, Okla., on Thursday as part of an energy tour this week to announce that he is issuing a memorandum to expedite a portion of the pipeline. The Gallup poll was conducted March 8-11 among 1,024 adults, and has a margin of error of 4 percentage points.

P3s

Most Americans support P3s

Reason 11(“Poll Finds Support for Toll Roads, Public-Private Partnerships”, Reason Foundation, December 20, 2011, http://reason.org/news/printer/poll-finds-support-for-toll-roads-p)//AS\

As governments at all levels look for ways to pay for transportation projects, public officials should note that 55 percent of Americans support using public-private partnerships to build critical infrastructure projects. Just 35 percent oppose using public-private partnerships to fund highways, airports and other infrastructure. 

Public supports P3s

Mitchell 11—Director of Communications at the Reason Foundation (Chris, “Poll finds a majority of voters support tolls over taxes to pay for roads and favor using public-private partnerships to build critical infrastructure” Reason, 12/20/11, http://reason.org/news/show/reason-rupe-transportation-infrastr]//AY

In terms of transportation spending priorities, 62 percent want to prioritize funding for road and highway projects, while 30 percent want to prioritize funding for mass transit projects. As the debate over high-speed rail continues in California and elsewhere, a solid majority of Americans, 55 percent, say the private sector should build high-speed train systems where it thinks riders will pay to use rail. Just 35 percent of Americans believe federal and state governments should build high-speed rail systems where they think the trains are needed. As governments at all levels look for ways to pay for transportation projects, public officials should note that 55 percent of Americans support using public-private partnerships to build critical infrastructure projects. Just 35 percent oppose using public-private partnerships to fund highways, airports and other infrastructure. The National Transportation Safety Board has called for a ban on cell phones while driving and 69 percent of Americans tell Reason-Rupe that talking on a cell phone while driving should be illegal. Even more, 89 percent, say texting while driving should be illegal. The poll did not ask about using hands-free devices.

P3s are popular

Bulloch 6/22—Gib, is Executive Director of Accenture Development Partnerships. He is a Visiting Fellow on Social Intrapreneurship at the Doughty Centre for Corporate Responsibility, (“The Case for Private Partnerships for Sustainable Development” Business Week, http://www.businessweek.com/articles/2012-06-22/the-case-for-private-partnerships-for-sustainable-development]//AY

At every sustainable-development conference, debate, or keynote presentation, public-private partnerships (PPP) are touted as a panacea for the enormous challenges the world is facing. Rio+20 is no exception. There was even a day focusing on how businesses can navigate the alphabet soup of United Nations agencies to help address issues surrounding malnutrition, energy access, and maternal health. I strongly believe that as the worlds of the private, public, and nonprofit increasingly converge, PPPs will be crucial for sustainable development. But let’s be honest. These relationships are very challenging to make work. Deep distrust lingers between the different sectors. Moreover, aligning objectives between a cash-strapped UN agency or NGO incented on income and a private sector obsessed on short-term outcome is often difficult to reconcile Public-private partnering is in vogue, but far less attention has been paid to “private-private,” or B2B, relationships in a development context. These partnerships are commonplace in many commercial efforts. They cut across several industries and disciplines. No oil major, for example, would dream of investing its billions in a country without a complex network of alliance partners to bring complementary capabilities or to offset risk. So why does business still view sustainable-development challenges through the lens of vertical industry silos such as consumer products, technology, financial services, or pharmaceuticals? Issues such as access to energy, water, education, or health care do not respect geographic, industry, or corporate boundaries. We need to move from a silo mindset to a system mindset. Couldn’t the small farms that supply SABMiller or PepsiCo benefit from a tailored micro-finance product from a major bank? Or couldn’t the technology from a mobile-phone operator be used to improve the distribution of medicines for Big Pharma in Africa? It’s business working collaboratively with business to make money while solving societal problems. There are no quick fixes. Who should convene these cross-industry “private-private” partnerships? What individuals, institutions, or business networks have the lateral mindset and skills to operate horizontally as opposed to just in their vertical comfort zone? And how might government-aid dollars or NGO know-how be used to spur such new forms of collaboration between business where, heaven forbid, profit to shareholders may be a necessary byproduct? None of these challenges are insurmountable. In the end, shareholders will benefit and so will society.

TIGER grants
TIGER grants popular

Logistics Management 12—(“TIGER grants remain in demand” Logistics Management, May 2012, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?id=GALE%7CA290293911&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=AONE&sw=w]//AY

* TIGER grants remain in demand. The United States Department of Transportation's (DOT) Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) grant program has again received overwhelming demand and has exceeded the level of available funding. DOT said applications for TIGER 2012 grants at $10.2 billion dwarf the available $500 million the program has available in its coffers. DOT added that it received 703 applications for TIGER grants from across the country. The objective of the TIGER program is to ensure that economic funding is rapidly made available for transportation infrastructure projects and that project spending is monitored and transparent. The federal government has had four rounds of TIGER funding, with the most recent one coming last November through President Obama's FY 2012 Appropriations Act, which has $500 million available for transportation infrastructure projects.

Popular with public

Wollack 10—reporter for Nation’s cities weekly, (Leslie, “DOT announces new round of TIGER grants” 5/3/10, Nation’s Cities Weekly, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?id=GALE%7CA226162369&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=AONE&sw=w]//AY

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has announced a new round of grants for the second round of the "TIGER" grants, originally established as part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) last year. Due to the high level of interest in the program, Congress provided an additional $600 million as part of the fiscal year 2010 transportation department funding. Pre-applications are due to DOT on July 16 and final applications are due on August 23. In addition, DOT has requested a quick turnaround, by May 7, on the agency's intention to work with the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in evaluating the proposals in order to "better align transportation, housing, economic development and land use planning," according to the April 26 Federal Register notice announcing the funding availability. Although DOT was unable to meet the tremendous response to the $1.5 billion TIGER grants from the original ARRA funds, transportation officials were pleased with the quality of projects proposed by local governments across the country. DOT received more than 1,400 applications totaling almost $60 billion for the $1.5 billion available under ARRA and announced 51 awards in February of this year. DOT Assistant Secretary for Policy Polly Trottenberg called the TIGER grant program a "model for how we do grants in the future." She said the programs gives "cities and communities more say in how transportation money is spent" and has encouraged "broader and flexible partnerships" and a modest amount of funding encouraged new partnerships and alliances at the local level, a primary goal of the program. Eligible projects include highway .or bridge work, public transit, passenger and rail freight and port infrastructure. Applications must be for at least $10 million, except for certain projects in rural areas, and not more than $200 million each. For the full notice, see http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2010/2010-9591.htm.

Surface

Most Americans support surface transportation systems

Hill 2/19 ( Joshua, staff writer, “ Americans Recognize Need for Transportation Infrastructure Repair” greenbuildingelements.com/2012/02/19/americans-recognize-need-for-transportation-infrastructure-repair/)
The American Crisis in Transportation Coalition has pointed to a poll published in The Hill which showed that 53 percent of the respondents said it is “very important” to repair the nation’s roads, and 35 percent said it is “somewhat important.” The poll surveyed 1,000 likely voters, and gives more credence to the Coalition’s call for maximum funding of the nation’s surface transportation system, especially in the wake of the recommendations made by the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission which identified a $225 billion annual shortfall in transportation spending in the US.

Roads and bridges are popular- polls prove

Johnson 11 (Dave, 9/6/11, “Jobs Speech In A Democracy -- What Do Polls Show The Public Wants?”, Institute for America’s Future, http://institute.ourfuture.org/node/69142) RS  

 The public wants jobs created to fix our crumbling infrastructure, paid for by tax increases on Wall Street and the super-rich. They do not want cuts in Medicare or Social Security. And business owners want customers, not deregulation or tax cuts. Public Wants Infrastructure Jobs There is no way around it: the public overwhelmingly thinks the country should put people to work repairing our infrastructure. Poll after poll shows this. Maybe the idea that there are millions of jobs that need doing while millions are out of work has occurred to people. Just yesterday, there was one more confirmation of this. Politico reports on a Battleground poll that shows 51 percent support a national program to put Americans to work by building roads, bridges and schools: (Click for the complete PDF of poll results.) ... a majority (51%) supports a large-scale, federally-subsidized construction program to put Americans back to work building roads, bridges, schools, and hospitals, including 40% of voters who support it strongly. Fifty-two percent of independent voters and a majority of blue-collar voters support this proposal. Opposition stands at just 21%, 16% among independents. 
AT: No One Cares

Transportation infrastructure important and popular among electorate—swings the vote

ADS 5/29/12(Transportation Infrastructure Weighs Heavy on the Minds of Voters Posted on Tue, May 29, 2012 @ 12:28 PM ADSlogistics  http://www.adslogistics.com/blog/bid/78595/Transportation-Infrastructure-Weighs-Heavy-on-the-Minds-of-Voters - BRW) 

With all the political issues you will be hearing about as the election nears, one important topic that will be on many Americans’ minds may surprise you. The transportation infrastructure concerns many in this country, and it will be heavily considered before voters decide who they want for the next president. In fact, according to Truckinginfo, about two thirds of American voters claim that each candidate’s stance on transportation infrastructure will help them vote. This is not exactly a hot button issue that you may see discussed on the news frequently, but it is clearly important to the average voter. The survey, which was conducted by HNTB Corp., also discovered the following results: 89% of citizens surveyed feel that federal funding is crucial to improve interstate highways. More than 80% wish to increase current funding for highways. 57% claimed that this country’s infrastructure is underfunded. Why Do Voters Care? Though people may not discuss this issue as much as they talk about hot topics, it is easy to see why it is important to most. When highways and bridges are left to deteriorate, they become unsafe for travel. In addition, when new roads and bridges are not being built as the population grows, travel becomes more difficult. A crumbling infrastructure is not just unsafe, it is also unappealing, as some older roads and bridges have simply become eyesores that passers-by and local residents alike do not want to look at. Putting additional money into improving the infrastructure, therefore, can increase safety, travel, and appeal. So it should be obvious now why so many voters will consider this issue when voting in the upcoming election. How Can We Increase Funding? The problem is that the government, like so many people, does not have any disposable income at this point. There are a few other options, including implementing tolls on many highways to help pay for the improved infrastructure. About 61% of those polled seem to like this idea, especially when compared to the other options of increasing the gas tax, or implementing a tax based on the number of miles driven by each car owner. There are pilot programs in place to test out the use of tolls, but nothing is official yet. Meanwhile, you can expect to hear about the transportation infrastructure issue as November creeps closer, since apparently so many voters are keeping this in mind as they choose a new president. 

Voters care about the transportation sector and view it as critical in the 2012 election

Halsey 4/23/12 (Infrastructure projects need public support, transportation experts say  By Ashley Halsey III, Published: April 23 http://www.washingtonpost.com/local/trafficandcommuting/experts-want-to-build-public-support-for-infrastructure-projects/2012/04/23/gIQAvmMXcT_story.html - BRW)

A coalition of leading transportation experts hope to marshal public pressure on Congress and the presidential contenders to address the nation’s infrastructure needs. With long-term transportation funding measures languishing on Capitol Hill and infrastructure getting little notice in the presidential campaign, “the tradition of broad bipartisan support for investments in surface transportation has largely broken down,” the group said. The plan to energize public support was outlined Monday in a report by transportation experts brought together by the Miller Center at the University of Virginia. After a conference this past November, the group concluded that most Americans are aware of the infrastructure crisis and support spending to address it. “Recent public-opinion surveys have found overwhelming support for the idea of infrastructure investment,” the report said. “After the ‘bridge to nowhere’ controversies of recent years, the public has become sensitized to issues of pork-barrel spending and understandably demands to see a clear connection between federal expenditures, actual transportation needs, and economic benefits.” Despite apprehension about wasteful spending, the report said, more than two-thirds of voters surveyed by the Rockefeller Foundation said infrastructure improvement was important and 80 percent said spending on it would create millions of jobs. The transportation group, co-chaired by former transportation secretaries Norman Y. Mineta and Samuel K. Skinner, compiled a comprehensive study on infrastructure in 2010. That report estimated that an additional $134 billion to $262 billion must be spent per year through 2035 to rebuild and improve roads, rail systems and air transportation. Since then, the American Society of Civil Engineers has estimated that $1.7 trillion must be invested between now and 2020 to rebuild roads, bridges, water lines, sewage systems and dams that are reaching the ends of their planned life cycles. The Urban Institute puts the price tag at $2 trillion. The spending needs cited by those three groups is in sharp contrast to what Congress is considering as it struggles to come up with new sources to pay for transportation needs: about $54 billion in annual spending. Monday’s Miller Center report said “the right mix of compelling voices on the local and national stage could spur political leaders to set aside their differences, rise above the current quagmire of inaction, and take steps to adopt and pursue a vision of transportation policy for the 21st century.” Despite “extreme political polarization and intense resistance to public spending of all kinds,” the group hopes to use social and mainstream media to deliver a message that infrastructure investment will create jobs and save the United States from a competitive decline in global markets. Their goal is to link the larger issue to local projects, the benefit of which are more readily apparent to voters. “It is our belief that once citizens become aware of the significant costs and risks associated with a compromised transportation system operating at less than optimal capacity, they will feel more compelled to demand calls for action that will, in turn, prompt policymakers to act,” the report said. 

AT: Terrorism o/w Link

1% of voters care about terrorism.

Newport 10 (Frank, “Nine Years After 9/11, Few See Terrorism as Top U.S. Problem”, Gallup, September 10, 2010, http://www.gallup.com/poll/142961/Nine-Years-Few-Terrorism-Top-Problem.aspx)//AS

PRINCETON, NJ -- Nine years after the terrorist attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, 1% of Americans mention terrorism as the most important problem facing the country, down from 46% just after the attacks. Just before the attacks, in a Gallup poll conducted Sept. 7-10, 2001, less than one-half of 1% of Americans mentioned terrorism as the nation's most important problem. One month later, in October 2001, 46% named terrorism, the highest in Gallup's history. From that point on, terrorism slowly faded as a response to this question. At the one-year anniversary of the attacks, in September 2002, 19% of Americans mentioned terrorism as the country's top problem, already eclipsed by the economy at the top of the list. By the five-year anniversary of the attacks in September 2006, 11% of Americans mentioned terrorism. Terrorism continued to drop from that point, albeit with an uptick to 8% mentions in January of this year, reflecting the widespread news coverage of the "Christmas Day bomber" who allegedly attempted to detonate explosives on a Northwest Airlines plane headed for Detroit. As terrorism has faded, other concerns have risen in importance. Over the past nine years, Americans have most commonly mentioned the war in Iraq (from 2003 to early 2008) and the economy or jobs (from 2008 to the present) as the top problem facing the country.

***Internal Links

Econ key

 Economic policies are key to the election
Zapor 6/22 (Patricia, staff writer of the Catholic News Service “ Presidency not a horse race; election hinges on economic interests” 6/22/12 www.thecompassnews.org/news/nation-and-world/3401-presidency-not-a-horse-race-election-hinges-on-economic-interests.html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A%20TheCompassNewspaper%20(The%20Compass%20-%20Official%20Newspaper%20of%20the%20Catholic%20Diocese%20of%20Green%20Bay%2C%20Wisconsin)
In this election, most people will focus on how the economy is affecting them personally, said Peter A. Brown, assistant director of Quinnipiac University's Polling Institute, at a May 31 program sponsored by National Journal Live. Brown said that "economy" to most people includes factors such as unemployment, debt and the cost of health care. Whatever happens with the Affordable Care Act in light of the Supreme Court's expected ruling this month, "it's going to be important that both candidates talk about their preferred ways of controlling health care costs," Brown said. The all-important swing voters whose election priorities don't fit neatly with one candidate, "will be moved not by ideology, but by who they think will solve their problems," he said.

Economy and job performance are the deciding issues 

Jones 6/14 (Jeffrey, “Obama's Performance, Economy Foremost in Voters' Minds”, Gallup, June 14, 2012, http://www.gallup.com/poll/155186/Obama-Performance-Economy-Foremost-Voters-Minds.aspx?utm_source=tagrss&utm_medium=rss&utm_campaign=syndication)// KR

Job Performance, Economy More Salient to Voters This Year Gallup has asked similar open-ended questions in the 2000, 2004, and 2008 elections. An analysis of the responses using the same broad categories to group responses for previous years finds voters more often mentioning incumbent job performance and economic issues this year than in recent elections. Specifically, the 34% who mention job performance is higher than in the last incumbent election, 2004. It is also higher than in 2008, when an incumbent was not running but voters, particularly Obama supporters, commonly said they wanted a new approach to governing from that of George W. Bush. Americans are twice as likely to mention the economy now as in 2008, even though the 2008 reading was taken just a few weeks after the height of the financial crisis. Character and personal qualities seem to matter less to voters this year than in recent elections; the 12% mentioning these is roughly half the percentage that did so in 2000 and 2008. In 2004, 40% mentioned character, making it the most common category of responses that year. Partisan and ideological similarity was the most common reason voters gave in the 2000 and 2008 elections -- years in which an incumbent was not running. International issues figured much more prominently in voters' minds in 2004 and 2008, due to U.S. involvement in the Iraq war. Implications In a year in which an incumbent is seeking election to a second term during a down economy, it is not surprising that President Obama's job performance and economic issues are the top reasons voters give for supporting their preferred candidate. These factors seem to matter more to Americans now than in previous years. Together, the findings suggest President Obama's overall job approval rating, his approval rating for handling the economy, how responsible people feel Obama is for the state of the economy, and Americans' overall level of economic confidence are all key indicators to monitor during the remainder of the presidential campaign.

Specifically, economic policies are key in swing states
Maybay 4/22 (Mike, “Economy Could Improve Obama's Chances in Minnesota”, abc, April 22, 2012, http://kstp.com/news/stories/S2591885.shtml?cat=1)//KR

The improving economy is swinging the pendulum in President Barack Obama's favor in the 14 states, including Minnesota, where the presidential election will likely be decided. Recent polls have shown Obama gaining an edge over his likely Republican challenger, Mitt Romney, in several so-called swing states - those that are considered up for grabs. What's made the difference is that unemployment has dropped more sharply in several swing states than in the nation as a whole. A resurgence in manufacturing is helping the economy - and Obama's chances - in the industrial Midwestern states of Ohio and Michigan. And Arizona, Nevada and Florida, where unemployment remains high, are getting some relief from an uptick in tourism. "The biggest reason for the president's improving prospects probably is the economy," says Peter Brown, assistant director of the Quinnipiac University Polling Institute. The Great Recession of 2007-2009 hit several swing states particularly hard. Unemployment peaked at 14.2 percent in Michigan, where the auto industry faced ruin. It also hit double digits in Arizona, Nevada and Florida, which were at the center of the housing bust, and in North Carolina, which lost jobs in textile and furniture plants. In 2010, the economic misery helped Republicans retake control of the House and gain seats in the Senate. But the GOP can't count on a repeat when voters return to the polls - with much more at stake - on Nov. 6. After an agonizingly slow recovery, several swing-state economies are finally accelerating: - The job market is improving in Michigan and Ohio. In Michigan, unemployment fell to 8.5 percent in March from 10.5 percent in March 2011. And in Ohio, it dropped to 7.5 percent from 8.8 percent over the same period, putting it well below the national average of 8.2 percent. A Fox News poll released Friday showed Obama leading Romney 45 percent to 39 percent among registered voters in Ohio. Many blue-collar workers in Ohio and Michigan credit the federal bailout of General Motors and Chrysler for saving tens of thousands of auto industry jobs, says Paul Allen Beck, a political science professor at Ohio State University. The bailout began under President George W. Bush, but Obama expanded it. "There's a feeling the administration went out of its way to protect jobs that are very important," Beck said. - In Florida, unemployment tumbled to 9 percent in March from 10.7 percent a year earlier. That was more than twice the nationwide drop of 0.7 percentage point (from 8.9 percent to 8.2 percent) over the same period. A rise in tourism is helping. "People who put off vacations or a trip to Disney World for two or three years got to the point where they feel safe in terms of financial security to finally take those trips," says Sean Snaith, director of the University of Central Florida's Institute for Economic Competitiveness. - Even Nevada, a focal point of the real estate collapse, has seen some improvement: Unemployment dropped to 12 percent in March from 13.6 percent a year earlier. - Unemployment is down over the past year in the 10 other states the Associated Press identifies as swing states: Arizona, Colorado, Iowa, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Wisconsin. Still, political analysts caution that voter sentiment - not to mention economic momentum - can turn fast. A month before the most recent polling, for instance, Obama was running behind or neck-and-neck with Romney in battleground states. "The election is not today; it is seven months away," Quinnipiac's Brown says. A jobs recovery fizzled in mid-2011, so there's no guarantee the unemployment rate will continue to fall this year. 

The GOP will make the election a referendum on the economy

Agiesta and Kuhnhenn 6/21(Jennifer and Jim, onpolitix, “Poll: Obama, Romney even”, June 21, 2012 http://michigan.onpolitix.com/news/124569/poll-obama-romney-even?referrer=woodtv.com)//KR

Fewer Americans believe the economy is getting better and a majority disapproves of how President Barack Obama is handling it, according to a new Associated Press-GfK poll. Republican challenger Mitt Romney has exploited those concerns and moved into a virtually even position with the president. Three months of declining job creation have left the public increasingly glum, with only 3 out of 10 adults saying the country is headed in the right direction. Five months before the election, the economy remains Obama's top liability. Obama has lost the narrow lead he held just a month ago among registered voters. In the new poll, 47 percent say they will vote for the president and 44 percent for Romney, a difference that is not statistically significant. The poll also shows that Romney has recovered well from a bruising Republican primary, with more of his supporters saying they are certain to vote for him now. Still, in a measure of Romney's own vulnerabilities, even some voters who say they support Romney believe the president will still be re-elected. Of all adults polled, 56 percent believe Obama will win a second term. With his Republican nomination now ensured, Romney has succeeded in unifying the party behind him and in maintaining a singular focus on making the election a referendum on Obama's handling of the economy. The poll is not good news for the president, and it reflects fluctuations in the economy, which has shown both strength and weakness since it began to recover from the recent recession. The new survey illustrates how an ideologically divided country and a stumbling recovery have driven the two men into a tight match.

Romney’s pushing through on the economy, perceived Obama success guarantees an Obama win 

Cohn 6/22/12 (Romney closing the election gap with focus on the economy By Alicia M. Cohn - 06/22/12 08:13 AM ET http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/234243-obamas-lead-on-romney-narrows-in-new-polls)

New polls released this week reveal President Obama holds a very tight lead over Mitt Romney, but that the GOP nominee is closing the gap by focusing on economic issues. According to a Pew Research poll released Thursday, 50 percent of registered voters support or lean toward supporting Obama, while 46 percent support or lean toward Romney. That's a very narrow lead for Obama, given a margin of error that is plus or minus 3 percentage points. Obama's lead is not statistically significant in a new Associated Press-GfK poll, also released Thursday. Obama earns 47 percent in that poll, compared to 44 percent for Romney, a result that falls within the poll's margin of error. Three polls released this week, including the Pew and AP-GfK surveys and a Bloomberg National Poll released earlier, indicate Obama is vulnerable on the economy. In the Pew poll, the only question where Romney beat Obama was on who would do a better job "improving economic conditions." Romney has made the economy the centerpiece of his campaign. It's the focus of his stump speech and campaign events. Even when making his case to specific voting blocs — such as Hispanics or women — Romney frames his argument in economic terms. The Pew survey also found that Republican voters are paying more attention to the election, but that Democrats are more satisfied with their candidate. That holds true in the recent Bloomberg poll as well. In that poll, Obama appeared to hold a 13-point lead over Romney, 53-40, but also blew him out of the water when it came to enthusiasm, with 51 percent of Obama supporters describing their support as "very strong" compared to 35 percent of Romney's supporters who would describe their own support that way. Still, the Pew poll found that Republican voter enthusiasm is high when it comes to disliking their other option, since 91 percent of Romney supporters have an unfavorable opinion of President Obama and a strong 53 percent have a "very" unfavorable opinion. But despite signs that this will be a very close race, most voters think Obama will win. According to Pew, half of registered voters (52 percent) still think Obama will win, while 34 percent think Romney will take the White House in November. In the AP-GfK poll, 56 percent thought Obama will win. According to a Pew Research poll released Thursday, 50 percent of registered voters support or lean toward supporting Obama, while 46 percent support or lean toward Romney. That's a very narrow lead for Obama, given a margin of error that is plus or minus 3 percentage points. 

The economy is seen as the top issue in 2012 election
Felicia Sonmez:  06/18/2012 Will the economy trump immigration among Hispanic voters this fall? Posted by at 01:53 PM ET, 06/18/2012 

For the third time in two months, the White House late last week sought to put Republicans on the defensive on an issue that could energize a significant portion of the Democratic base. In April, it was the push to energize young people through keeping federal student loan rates at their current levels. Last month, it was Obama’s embrace of same-sex marriage. And this month, it’s the president’s order to halt deportations of some immigrants who were brought to the country as children, a move that could energize Hispanic voters. In all three cases, the response from Republicans has largely been to keep calm and carry on, banking on surveys that show the economy remains the No. 1 issue on the minds of all voters – whether they’re Hispanic voters, gay voters, young voters or otherwise. But will the economy really trump all other issues this fall? Recent polling suggests that Obama’s latest move could have a significant impact on enthusiasm among Hispanic voters. A Pew Hispanic Center survey released last December showed that 59 percent of Hispanics disapproved of Obama’s handling of deportations, while 27 percent approved. The same survey showed that 91 percent of Hispanics approved of allowing those brought to the U.S. illegally as children to become legal residents if they go to college or serve in the military. That would suggest there’s plenty of room for growth when it comes to Hispanic enthusiasm for Obama following his move last week. In the days since Obama’s surprise announcement, Democrats have sought to seize offense on the immigration issue, while Republicans have struggled to respond; presumptive GOP nominee Mitt Romney on Sunday repeatedly declined to answer when asked by CBS’s Bob Schieffer about the merits of Obama’s proposal. But as with the student loan and same-sex marriage moves, it remains an open question whether Obama’s immigration decision will provide him only a temporary boost or shift the electoral calculus in key battleground states. Justin H. Gross, an assistant professor of political science at the University of North Carolina Chapel Hill who also serves as the chief statistician for Latino Decisions, argued that in the words of Vice President Biden, Obama’s deportation move is “potentially a game-changer” in swing states with high Hispanic populations. 

Economy key in 2012 election Obama, perception of performance is key

Jones 6/14/12 (June 14, 2012  Obama's Performance, Economy Foremost in Voters' Minds Romney voters especially likely to mention economy by Jeffrey M. Jones)

PRINCETON, NJ -- President Obama's job performance and the economy are uppermost in Americans' minds when they are asked to say why they are voting for their preferred candidate in the coming presidential election. About a third of Obama voters say he is doing a good job and deserves another term, while nearly as many Romney voters say Obama is doing poorly and should be voted out of office. Romney voters are more than twice as likely as Obama voters to mention the economy. The results are based on a June 7-10 Gallup poll. In addition to Obama's performance and the economy, Americans also commonly mention party loyalty, issue or policy agreement, and dislike for the other candidates in the race. Seven percent mention healthcare reform, including 10% of Obama supporters and 4% of Romney supporters, suggesting the issue may be more of a positive than a negative for Obama. When the individual responses are combined into broader categories, performance-related reasons outnumber economic issues, including the economy, taxes, and the deficit, by 34% to 28%. Party or ideological similarity is next-most common, mentioned by one in five voters. Twelve percent cite some aspect of the candidate's character or background, while fewer mention domestic or international issues 

The economy is key to the election

Elliot 5/6-economics author (Larry, 5/6/12, “US economy is key to re-election of Barack Obama”, The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2012/may/06/us-economy-key-obama-re-election) RS

The worst of the recession is over. Unemployment is high but heading in the right direction. The president can boast that he has taken decisive action on a foreign field to defeat the US's enemy. Yet still he lost, for this is not Barack Obama in six months' time but George HW Bush in 1992. Obama's team knows their history and they can read the opinion polls. These suggest that the race for the White House will be a close-run thing and that a stuttering economy between now and November could see Obama leave Washington as the first one-term president since Bush Snr. The case for Obama, who kicked off his re-election campaign in Ohio last weekend, is the one succinctly put by the vice-president: Osama bin Laden is dead; General Motors is alive. The administration can boast success on two fronts: eliminating public enemy number one while at the same time intervening to ensure that the Great Recession of the past five years has been less severe in the US than in Europe. That's not saying all that much, however. As the International Monetary Fund has noted, housing busts that result from an excessive build-up in personal debt tend to be long and painful. Governments can help to ease the pain but there are no quick fixes. Falling house prices mean household wealth shrinks, and rising unemployment makes it harder to keep up mortgage payments. Consumer confidence falls and spending dries up. The US over the past decade fits this pattern perfectly. In the bubble phase, low interest rates resulted in both a house-buying spree and a residential construction boom. In the past five years, house prices fell by a third, the number of foreclosures rose fivefold and unemployment peaked at 10% of the workforce. More detailed work at a local level showed that those counties that saw the biggest increase in household debt between 2002 and 2006 saw the biggest drop in consumption once the crisis began. US policymakers have pulled every available lever in an attempt to get the economy moving. As in the UK, the central bank has slashed interest rates and cranked up the electronic printing presses. The White House did its bit with a fiscal stimulus package, and – in a move that draws admiring glances from the Labour party in Britain – has delayed taking decisive action to tackle a rising budget deficit. A study conducted by the Fitch ratings agency and Oxford Economics has estimated that the stimulus package boosted US GDP by 4% of national output over the past two years. This, the report says, has prevented the recession in the US from being deeper and longer but raises doubts about the sustainability of the recovery
Gov’t spending popular

Government spending popular
Lind 10-- the policy director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation (Michael, “The American people want more government spending” Salon, 7/6/10, http://www.salon.com/2010/07/06/spending_public_opinion/]//AY

The new conventional wisdom in Washington is that more spending to promote job creation is out of the question, because the public has changed its priorities and is obsessed with the danger of federal deficits. Really? What public? The Paraguayan public? The Moroccan public? The actual views of the American people are at odds with the corporate media’s portrayal of a nation of deficit hawks. According to a June 11-13 USA Today/Gallup Poll, 60 percent of Americans favor “additional government spending to create jobs and stimulate the economy.” Only 38 percent of the respondents opposed the proposal, while 2 percent had no opinion. Federal deficits are an obsession with American elites, including many establishment Democrats. But deficit reduction is not the leading priority of the American people. In another USA Today/Gallup Poll, taken March 26-28, the list of issues considered “extremely important” by voters was headed by the economy (57 percent), followed by healthcare (49 percent) and unemployment (46 percent). The federal budget deficit came in fourth, at 45 percent. Note to the Obama administration and Congress: Fewer than half of Americans think that the federal budget deficit is an “extremely important” issue. Back in March, the only group in which a majority listed the federal budget deficit as extremely important comprised independents (52 percent). The deficit was less important for Democrats (37 percent) and Republicans (47 percent). Inasmuch as supply-side economics is a variant of Keynesianism, it is not surprising that conservative Republicans and liberal Democrats alike should be less concerned about deficits than independents, who seem to share the views on this subject of Ross Perot’s followers of the 1990s.

Popular with both Democrats and Republicans—takes into account their deficit unpopular args
Lind 10-- the policy director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation (Michael, “The American people want more government spending” Salon, 7/6/10, http://www.salon.com/2010/07/06/spending_public_opinion/]//AY
On the basis of that poll and similar ones, many have concluded that in order to reduce the defection of independents to the Republicans in the fall, the Democrats must at least make a show of being deficit hawks. But other polls suggest a different strategy. In the June USA Today/Gallup Poll, majorities of Democrats (83 percent) and independents (52 percent) supported more stimulus spending. Only the Republicans opposed it, by 61 to 38 percent. How can it be argued that Democrats need to appeal to independent swing voters in the fall by denouncing deficits, when a majority of those independents side with Democrats against Republicans on the need for more spending to spur job creation? Is it possible to be in favor of more federal spending now to save the economy and promote jobs, while being in favor of deficit reduction in the long term? It is not only possible, but necessary. The more rapidly the economy grows, and the greater the number of Americans who are employed, the higher tax revenues will be and the sooner federal deficits can be reduced without measures that would cripple the economy, like raising taxes and cutting spending in the middle of a near depression.

Public likes spending to stop the recession
Lind 10-- the policy director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation (Michael, “The American people want more government spending” Salon, 7/6/10, http://www.salon.com/2010/07/06/spending_public_opinion/]//AY
The apparent lack of interest on the part of our elected officials in the actual views of the American people about Social Security, stimulus spending and other subjects makes sense, once it is understood that most ambitious Washington policymakers of both parties seek to engage in triangulation between the party of the people (non-elite Democrats, Republicans and independents) and the party of the oligarchy (elite Democrats, Republicans and independents). The politically attractive position is the one that will be least alienating to the non-elite majority and the elite minority, two groups that are given equal weight in spite of the great disproportion in numbers between the two. If the populares were the ignorant yahoos that the press controlled by the optimates would have us believe they are, then we might welcome the check on mob passions provided by our oligarchic institutions like the U.S. Senate. But when it comes to support for more federal spending to combat the Great Recession and raising taxes on the affluent rather than cutting benefits for the needy as the solution to Social Security revenue problems, sound economic analysis and the preferences of the majority are aligned. The problem with American politics is not that it is too easily influenced by public opinion. The problem is that it is not influenced enough.

Gov’t Spending Unpopular

Government expenditure unpopular with public and congress

Kohut 12 (Andrew Kohut, president of Pew Research Center, “Debt and Deficit: A Public Opinion Dilemma,” Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, 6/14/12, http://www.people-press.org/2012/06/14/debt-and-deficit-a-public-opinion-dilemma/) NA 
The issue of the debt and the deficit – and what to do about it – has paralyzed Washington lawmakers. But when it comes to measures for reducing the deficit on which they might reach common ground, they will get little help in building support for an agreement by turning to public opinion. In my years of polling, there has never been an issue such as the deficit on which there has been such a consensus among the public about its importance – and such a lack of agreement about acceptable solutions. When the public was asked in March to volunteer the most important problem facing the nation, only unemployment and the economy were cited more often. The deficit has also risen in importance in the public mind when Americans are asked at the beginning of each year what they believe to be the top national priorities for the president and the Congress. The Pew Research Center began measuring national priorities in 1997. Jobs, education, Social Security, Medicare and the budget deficit were at the top of the list then just as they are now, in 2012. The deficit had earlier slipped as a priority during the last years of the Clinton administration when the budget was in surplus and following the 9/11 attacks when terrorism rose as a priority. Today, however, the budget deficit stands out as one of the fastest growing priorities for Americans, rising 16 percentage points since 2007 and ranking third with 69% calling it a top priority. Only the economy and jobs, ranking first and second at 86% and 82% respectively, have registered bigger increases over this period – hardly surprising, given the financial meltdown that began in 2008 and whose impact is still being felt today.

Government expenditure unpopular – public wants deficit reduction 

Drake 11 (Bruce Drake, staff to Poll Watch Daily, “Nearly Two-Thirds of Americans Want Deficit Reduction Plan be a Combination of Budget Cuts & Tax Increases, Press, 11/18/11, http://www.pollwatchdaily.com/2011/11/18/big-majority-of-americans-want-deficit-reduction-plan-to-be-combination-of-budget-cuts-tax-increases/) NA 

As Democrats and Republicans on the congressional supercommittee wrangle over to what extent if any tax increases should be part of a deficit reduction plan, a new Pew Research Center poll finds more than six-in-ten Americans believe that tax increases as well as cutting major programs should be part of any proposal. Sixty-two percent said a “combination of both” should be used to tackle the nation’s debt, while 17 percent preferred a budget-cutting approach and 8 percent favored eliminating red ink with the help of tax increases.

Government Spending unpopular with public 

Edwards 5/21 (Chris Edwards, Cato Institute, “We Can Cut Government: Canada Did,” 5/21/12, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v34n3/cprv34n3-1.pdf) NA 

In 2010, American voters demanded cuts to government spending and debt. Some members of Congress are heeding the call and introducing plans to restructure entitlements and terminate programs. However, most policymakers are still resisting the major spending cuts, privatization, and other Canadian-style reforms that we need to avert a fiscal crisis and restore strong economic growth to the United States.

Increased deficit spending leads to Romney victory
Edsall, 2-5-12, an American journalist and academic, best known for his 25 years covering national politics for the Washington Post [Thomas, The New York Times, “Debt Splits the Left” http://campaignstops.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/02/05/debt-splits-the-left/]
Instead of more stimulus spending, Taylor contends, “the best economic stimulus would be for the government to set a clear path now to reduce the deficit and to bring down the debt in the future.” A 2012 election agenda dominated by the specter of debt is ideal for conservatives seeking to shrink the welfare state. It creates an optimal environment for Grover Norquist and his anti-tax group, Americans for Tax Reform, to operate in. Norquist has famously committed himself to whittling government “down to the size where we can drown it in the bathtub.”

Debt hurts democrats in congress and the white house
Edsall, 2-5-12, an American journalist and academic, best known for his 25 years covering national politics for the Washington Post [Thomas, The New York Times, “Debt Splits the Left” http://campaignstops.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/02/05/debt-splits-the-left/]
In 2010, the debt-and-deficit issue, driven by the Tea Party, devastated the Democratic Party, turning majority power back to Republicans in the House, who picked up 63 seats. Going into the 2012 election, it is still a central issue. The Pew Research Center has found public concern over the deficit continues to grow. No matter what the merits are of the opposing positions within the Democratic coalition on the debt and deficits, a divided Democratic party is in a weakened position to counter Republican assaults on the issue of red ink. This is a vulnerability that the party and its candidates will take into the 2012 election. It poses a problem that cannot be easily resolved.

Americans hate additional spending

PR Newswire 3/1—citing a Harris Poll (“Cutting Government Spending May Be Popular But Majorities Of The Public Oppose Cuts In Many Big Ticket Items In The Budget” PR Newswire, 3/1/2012, http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/cutting-government-spending-may-be-popular-but-majorities-of-the-public-oppose-cuts-in-many-big-ticket-items-in-the-budget-141009573.html]//AY

NEW YORK , N.Y. - March 1, 2012 - While many polls have shown that large numbers of people want to reduce "government spending" and reduce the budget deficit, a new Harris Poll finds that only rather small minorities of the public want to cut most of the biggest federal government programs. Only 12% of the public want to see a cut in Social Security payments, 21% want to cut federal aid to education and 22% want to cut federal health care programs. The only programs of the 20 listed in the poll that majorities of Americans want to cut are foreign economic aid (79%), foreign military aid (74%), subsidies to business (57%), spending by regulatory agencies (56%), the space program (52%) and federal welfare spending (52%). The poll also finds that Republicans are much more likely than Democrats to want to cut many government programs and that Tea Party supporters are particularly supportive of cutting specific programs These are some of the results of The Harris Poll of 2,056 adults surveyed online between February 6 and 13, 2012 by Harris Interactive. In addition to the services which majorities of the pubic do not want to cut, pluralities (but not majorities) oppose cutting federal housing programs (by 50% to 40%), scientific research (by 50% to 40%), defense (by 49% to 42%), farm subsidies (by 46% to 42%), and food stamps (by 49% to 43%).

Americans hate spending

Federal Safety Net 11—(“ Public Opinion” Federal Safety Net, 2011, http://federalsafetynet.com/public-opinion.html] //AY

In a survey conducted on August 23, 2011, only 20% of Americans say government antipoverty programs decrease the level of poverty in the nation. 49% say the programs actually increase the level of poverty and another 19% say the programs have no impact on the level of poverty. In a survey conducted August 21, 2011, 71% of Americans say too many people get welfare who shouldn’t and only 18% believe more people should receive benefits. In a survey conducted January 30-31, 2012, 11% of Americans favor new government efforts to encourage more people to receive food stamps. 69% oppose such efforts, while another 21% are undecided. In a survey conducted April 8, 2011, 55% of Americans say those who receive food stamps should be required to work; 27% are not sure. In a survey conducted August 9, 2011, 67% of Americans favor looking for spending cuts in all government programs. These polls indicate an American public with little confidence in our Federal Safety Net. Fully two thirds of the public believe that the programs are not effective at lowering poverty and that too many benefits are paid to those who shouldn’t get them.  These opinions coupled with the concern for federal spending and the deficit would seem to indicate an American public poised to support meaningful change.

Government Expenditure unpopular with public – Reuters/Ipsos poll proves 

Huffington Post 4/18 (Huffington Post, “Americans Prefer Budget Cuts to Tax Increases to Reduce Deficit: Survey,” 4/18/12, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/04/17/spending-cuts-favored-majority-americans_n_1431063.html) NA 

Cutting government programs is favored as the way to reduce the U.S. budget deficit by more than twice as many Americans as those who favor raising taxes, said a Reuters/Ipsos poll. In a result that has held fairly steady over the past five months, the poll, released on Monday, found that 22 percent of those surveyed said that spending cuts alone were the solution, while 36 percent favored a mix of more cuts than tax increases. In contrast, only 7 percent favored raising taxes alone, with 17 percent saying a mix with more tax increases than cuts would work best to lower the government's $1.2 trillion deficit. Thirteen percent said they were unsure and 5 percent said they did not know or were unsure about what should be done. These results were nearly unchanged from February, although since January, support for budget cuts as the main way to attack the deficit problem had declined slightly. With the U.S. Congress deeply divided on fiscal issues, the Nov. 6 presidential and congressional election campaigns are increasingly dominated by debate over taxes and spending. Senate Republicans on Monday voted to block a Democratic bill, backed strongly by President Barack Obama, that would impose a 30 percent minimum tax rate on households earning more than $1 million a year, known as the "Buffett Rule." Named after multibillionaire businessman Warren Buffett, who supports it, the rule was included in legislation that did not garner enough votes to overcome procedural hurdles in the Senate. The Reuters/Ipsos poll was conducted April 12-15 by telephone and involved 1,044 adults. The results are considered accurate within three percentage points. (Reporting By Kevin Drawbaugh; Editing by Eric Beech)

. 

Obama gets blame—econ
Federal Administration is always blamed – polls prove

The Hill 11 (The Hill, Washington News, “Poll: Americans Blame Wall Street for Economic Woes, but Fault Washington More,” 10/18/11, http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/188105-poll-americans-blame-wall-street-for-economic-woes-but-fault-washington-more) NA 

While Americans blame Wall Street for the country's economic woes, they blame Washington, D.C., more, according to a new poll. The Gallup/USA Today poll found that 64 percent of Americans blame the weak economy more on the federal government, while 30 percent blame major financial institutions over the federal government. More specifically, 78 percent of Americans say that Wall Street deserves "a great deal" or "a fair amount" of blame for the poor economy, and 87 percent say Washington either deserves "a great deal" or "a fair amount" of the blame

The president gets the credit or blame for the economy

Greenblatt 11 (Alan, “Can A President Really Fix A Bad Economy?”, NPR, Nov 16, 2011, http://www.npr.org/2011/11/16/141762700/can-a-president-really-fix-a-bad-economy)//KR

President Obama's problem is not unusual. Every president gets the blame when times are bad. "If there's one issue over which a president can lose an election, it's the economy," says Stephen Weatherford, a political scientist at the University of California, Santa Barbara. Presidents can influence fiscal policy, if they have the support of Congress — which Obama lacks at this point. But even when presidents can persuade Congress to go along, there are limits to how much they can influence the economy as a whole, Weatherford says. They can't force firms to hire workers or banks to lend money, for instance. Nevertheless, presidents always receive either more credit or blame than they deserve for the way things are going. "Expectations are high for the president — too high and unrealistically high," says George C. Edwards III, a presidential scholar at Texas A&M University. That's a political reality every modern president has understood. "There's such an exaggerated view of what they can do," says presidential historian Robert Dallek. President Taft said that "people think the presidents can make the grass grow and the skies turn to blue. It's simply out of their reach." Here's a quick survey of how presidents have responded to economic challenges in recent decades. Scroll down to see how three key economic indicators changed during each administration
Obama will get blamed for current politics 

Polman 6/13 (Dick Polman, staff to Columbia Dispatch, “GOP Strategy: Block Obama then Blame Him,” 6/13/12, http://www.dispatch.com/content/stories/editorials/2012/06/13/gop-strategy-block-obama-then-blame-him.html) NA 

The Republicans’ 2012 election strategy is perversely brilliant: Sabotage President Barack Obama’s job-creation efforts, then blame him for the wreckage. This strategy was in action the other day, when Mitt Romney assailed Obama on the stump. Romney said that “with America in crisis, with 23 million people out of work or stopped looking for work, he hasn’t put forth a plan to get us working again.” Romney conveniently omitted the fact that Obama put forth such a plan last autumn. The American Jobs Act would have put as many as 2 million construction workers, cops, teachers, and firefighters back to work — so said economic forecasters — if only congressional Republicans hadn’t dynamited it. Yes, sabotage indeed was required. Republicans knew their prospects for beating Obama would be damaged if they signed on to a plan that got more Americans working again. They’re far too invested in economic misery to let that happen. Working with Obama on job creation is not their top priority; as Senate GOP leader Mitch McConnell candidly remarked in 2010, “The single most important thing we want to achieve is for President Obama to be a one-term president.” Fortunately for the GOP, voters typically pay scant attention to the parliamentary play-by-play in Washington. What happened last autumn, when Senate Republicans successfully blocked debate on the jobs plan, is ancient history. That episode, yet another example of obstruction by filibuster, has vanished down the Orwellian memory hole — which allows Romney to pretend the bill never existed. The 2012 election may be a cliff-hanger, much like 2000 and 2004, and the sabotage strategy just may be clever enough to work. The GOP saboteurs deserve a share of the blame for our stalled economy, but politics is a shorthand business — and the shorthand is that presidents take the hit when times are tough. When the latest jobs report tallied only 69,000 new jobs during May and put the jobless rate at 8.2 percent, Obama got the brunt of the blame. People tend to believe the maxim that sat on Harry S. Truman’s desk — “The buck stops here” — even though power is widely dispersed in a system that cannot function without at least a modicum of bipartisan comity. Instead, we have black comedy. A new book by the well-sourced writer Robert Draper reveals that Republican congressional insiders met for a private dinner on the night of Obama’s inauguration and mapped a strategy to “show united and unyielding opposition to the president’s economic policies” from Day One. On the way out the door, Newt Gingrich, an invited guest, reportedly told his former brethren, “You will remember this day. You’ll remember this as the day the seeds of 2012 were sown.” Newt has a flair for the dramatic, but in this case he was right. What’s fascinating about Obama’s sabotaged jobs bill is that he tried to attract Republican support by packing it with Republican provisions. For instance, some GOP senators had come up with the idea of creating jobs repairing America’s decaying infrastructure through an independent, privately bankrolled fund. A good idea, but once Obama embraced it, the Republicans naturally deemed it a bad one. Last November, ABC News-Washington Post pollsters asked Americans whether (1) “President Obama is making a good-faith effort to deal with the country’s economic problems, but the Republicans in Congress are playing politics blocking his proposals and programs,” or (2) “President Obama has not provided leadership on the economy, and he is just blaming the Republicans in Congress as an excuse for not doing his job.” Independents chose the first by a margin of 14 percentage points. However disappointed they may be with Obama, they’re even more turned off by congressional Republicans. Still, there was a hitch for Obama: Even though 54 percent of independents pinned considerable blame on the GOP for the economy, 53 percent said Obama was not a strong leader. Apparently, they fault him for failing to bend the Republicans to his will. Again, it’s the shorthand: Presidents are expected to get things done. But presidents also get the credit when things improve, which is why Obama might prevail in November: He may be positioned to win swing states such as Ohio, where the economy is on the mend. So even though GOP sabotage is real, Obama will be judged as if the economy is his responsibility alone. And, hey, he asked for it. Back in 2009, he told a crowd, “I love these folks who suddenly say, ‘Well, this is Obama’s economy.’ That’s fine. Give it to me.” Fairly or not, he has it. 

Obama will be held responsible for economic calamity in elections 

Cohen 6/9 (Michael Cohen, staff to Economist View, “Did Republicans Deliberately Crash the US Economy,” 6/9/12, http://economistsview.typepad.com/economistsview/2012/06/did-republicans-deliberately-crash-the-us-economy.html) NA 

Why has job creation in America slowed to a crawl? Why, after several months of economic hope, are things suddenly turning sour? The culprits might seem obvious – uncertainty in Europe, an uneven economic recovery, fiscal and monetary policymakers immobilized and incapable of acting. But increasingly, Democrats are making the argument that the real culprit for the country's economic woes lies in a more discrete location: with the Republican Party. In recent days, Democrats have started coming out and saying publicly what many have been mumbling privately for years – Republicans are so intent on defeating President Obama for re-election that they are purposely sabotaging the country's economic recovery ... in order to hurt Obama politically. Considering that presidents – and rarely opposition parties – are held electorally responsible for economic calamity, it's not a bad political strategy. Then again, it's a hard accusation to prove: after all, one person's economic sabotage is another person's principled anti-government conservatism. Beyond McConnell's words, though, there is circumstantial evidence to make the case. Republicans have opposed a lion's share of stimulus measures that once they supported, such as a payroll tax break, which they grudgingly embraced earlier this year. Even unemployment insurance, a relatively uncontroversial tool for helping those in an economic downturn, has been consistently held up by Republicans or used as a bargaining chip for more tax cuts. Ten years ago, prominent conservatives were loudly making the case for fiscal stimulus to get the economy going; today, they treat such ideas like they're the plague. Traditionally, during economic recessions, Republicans have been supportive of loose monetary policy. Not this time. Rather, Republicans have upbraided Ben Bernanke, head of the Federal Reserve, for even considering policies that focus on growing the economy and creating jobs.

.

AT: Obama Won’t Push

Obama empirically pushes transportation infrastructure investment-even when it’s contentious

Calmes 10 (Jackie, “Obama Pushes Transportation Spending”, New York Times, October 12, 2012, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/10/12/us/politics/12obama.html)//KR

The Obama administration said Monday that it would ask the lame-duck Congress next month to approve a $50 billion down payment on his long-range initiative to improve the nation’s roads, railways and air systems and to find savings to offset that cost, suggesting a new urgency to create jobs after last week’s disappointing unemployment report. President Obama talked about infrastructure investment on Monday in the Rose Garden. Behind him was Ray LaHood, the transportation secretary.  . President Obama met at the White House with mayors, governors and current and former transportation secretaries of both parties to promote the infrastructure initiative, which he first proposed in September. Afterward, Ray LaHood, his transportation secretary and a former Republican congressman, told reporters that the lame-duck session would present an “upfront opportunity” to pass the $50 billion measure. Before then, however, the midterm elections on Nov. 2 are all but certain to expand the size of Mr. Obama’s Republican opposition for the new Congress that convenes in January. So Republicans returning later in November for unfinished business are likely to be in no mood to compromise with the White House when they will have the strength of greater numbers in the new year. Approving $50 billion more for construction projects would be difficult enough, given that many Democrats have shied away from supporting more economic stimulus spending and that Republicans have convinced many voters that Mr. Obama’s initial two-year stimulus program, which included roughly $40 billion for transportation projects, failed to create jobs. But trying to agree on offsetting savings also would be contentious. “This plan will be fully paid for,” Mr. Obama told reporters in the Rose Garden. “It will not add to our deficit over time.” In September, Mr. Obama proposed allocating $50 billion as a short-term step before creating a national infrastructure bank, which would seek public-private partnerships to invest in projects selected on merit and take some decision-making out of the hands of Congress. To raise the $50 billion, he called for ending some tax breaks for the oil industry. White House officials said he would press for action in Congress next year. 

Obama pushes infrastructure bills

Laing 3/30 (Keith, “White House: Obama 'pleased' with highway extension, still hopes for multiyear bill”, The Hill, March 30, 2012, http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/highways-bridges-and-roads/219275-white-house-obama-pleased-with-highway-extension-still-hopes-for-multiyear-bill)//KR

The White House said Friday that President Obama was "pleased" with the extension of federal transportation funding he signed, even as it continued pushing Congress to approve a long-term highway bill. Obama on Friday signed a 90-day extension of the current legislation that funds road and transit projects before he departed Washington for a campaign event in Vermont. The president had encouraged Congress to send him a two-year, $109 billion version of the transportation bill that had been approved instead, but White House deputy press secretary Josh Earnest said Obama was happy with the measure. "The President was pleased that Congress acted to prevent construction workers from having to go off the job because of a lapse in funding," Earnest said during a gaggle with reporters. "So he was pleased to sign the 90-day extension today. However, we encourage Congress to act in a bipartisan fashion on a longer-term extension." From the beginning of congressional negotiations over a new transportation bill, Obama had pushed strongly to pressure the House into accepting the Senate's multiyear version of the measure.

Base mobilization

Mobilizing the base key to the election

Reeve 6/12 (Elspeth, “Base Diving: Obama and Romney Both Have Enthusiasm Gaps”, Atlantic Wire, Jun 12, 2012, http://www.theatlanticwire.com/politics/2012/06/base-diving-obama-and-romney-both-have-enthusiasm-gaps/53437/#)//KR

Independents don't like Mitt Romney personally, and they don't think Obama has great ideas to fix the economy. Both candidates are counting on turning out their bases to win the election, both are facing problems doing that. There are many similarities between 2012 and 2004 -- a divided electorate, an incumbent president with an approval rating below 50 percent, a challenger being caricatured as a wealthy weirdo. Karl Rove has denied the similarity between 2004 and 2012, saying George W. Bush did more than turn out his base -- he also poached some of the Democratic coalition, getting 44 percent of the Latino vote and 11 percent of the black vote. But a May poll found that only a quarter of Latino voters see Romney and the Republican Party positively. Obama's approval rating among black voters is quite high. But if the election comes down to turning out the base, both candidates are struggling right now, for several reasons.

Mobilization is key to victory-Bush proves

Seib 5/22 (Gerald, As in 2004, “Energizing the Base a Key to Victory”, WSJ, May 22, 2012 http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304791704577418213896798568.html)//KR

President Barack Obama doesn't often dwell on similarities to his predecessor, George W. Bush, but here's one thing they have in common: Mr. Obama's re-election challenge this year is starting to look an awful lot like the one Mr. Bush faced in 2004. President Obama doesn't normally dwell on similarities to his predecessor in the Oval Office, but Jerry Seib explains on The News Hub one area where Mr. Obama and George W. Bush have an awful lot in common. Photo: Getty Images. In fact, the president faces a political situation remarkably like the one his predecessor confronted as he sought re-election. That suggests a similarly close election—and a campaign where the key to victory is likely to turn on ramping up enthusiasm among core supporters. Like Mr. Bush then, Mr. Obama now has proved to be more polarizing than expected. That means lots of voters already are fixed in their views, pro or con, and fewer are available to be persuaded. Both President Bush then and President Obama now have middling job-approval ratings—not terrible, but not great. In late May of 2004, the Bush job approval in Gallup daily tracking polls was 47%. Today, the Obama job approval in Gallup tracking stands at 48%. Both men do better on the personal likability scale. In a March Wall Street Journal/NBC News poll, 49% of Americans said they had positive feelings about Mr. Obama, compared with 37% negative. At the same point in 2004, 50% of Americans had positive feelings about Mr. Bush, compared with 41% negative. The similarities even run to their general-election foes. In each case, candidates with Massachusetts roots—Sen. John Kerry in 2004, former Gov. Mitt Romney now—who are respected for their intelligence and experience, but also seen as somewhat stiff, and suspect to some average voters because of family wealth. In 2004, that strategic backdrop produced an agonizingly close election. Mr. Bush won with 51% of the vote. If he hadn't carried the swing state of Ohio by two percentage points, he would have lost in the Electoral College. His victory grew more from success mobilizing core supporters rather than winning over swing voters. In a new election analysis, William Galston of the Brookings Institution notes that re-election campaigns tend to be either "persuasion" elections, where the focus is on winning over swing voters as Bill Clinton did against President George H.W. Bush in 1992, or "mobilization" elections, in which the focus is on getting people already inclined to back a candidate to actually vote. Some campaigns "begin with relatively high levels of undecided 'swing' voters, while others fight over much smaller pools of voters who might change their minds," he writes. "1992 is an example of the former, 2004 of the latter…It appears that 2012 will be more like 2004—a classic mobilization election." That is how Mr. Bush's 2004 campaign prevailed. It used its financial advantages over the Kerry effort to shrewdly generate turnout among core supporters. One campaign consultant developed a "Target Voter Index" that helped aim campaign ads specifically to hit select groups of Republican voters. The Bush campaign itself, meanwhile, developed a "microtargeting" program that combed through voter files to loc ate specific groups of potential supporters, identify which issues were likely to motivate them, and then reach them with tailored campaign messages delivered via mail, phone calls and visits. It all culminated in the so-called "72-Hour Project," a final-days effort to maximize turnout, particularly in suburbs. Meanwhile, an outside group launched a last-minute independent effort to drag down Mr. Kerry with now-famous ads slamming his Vietnam War record as commander of a swift boat. Fast forward to today, and you can see that the Obama campaign faces similar challenges and needs. Given the early signs of a close election, Mr. Obama will need to ramp up turnout among the core groups of backers where he enjoys the strongest support: young voters, Hispanics, African-Americans and suburban white women. But overall, enthusiasm is down from four years ago among Democrats generally, and among young voters in particular.

Base mobilization key-outweighs independents

Khan 1/9 (Huma, staff writer at abcnews.com “Independent Voters on the Rise but Do They Matter?” 1/9/12 abcnews.go.com/blogs/politics/2012/01/independent-voters-on-the-rise-but-do-they-matter/) KY
Still, the key for candidates on both sides of the political aisle this year will be to energize the base and get them to vote, as is evident in the trends on both sides thus far. “The key thing Obama campaign needs to do – not to say they should neglect swing voters – but it’s more important for them to make sure they get their own base unified,” Abramowitz said. “He’s probably not going to do as well with swing voters this time because he’s not going to have George Bush in the White House.” Many in this voting bloc also feel that Obama has failed to live up to his promises of change and hope.
Base Mobilization key—empirically proven for incumbents
WSJ 5/22 (The Wall Street Journal “As in 2004, energizing the base a key to victory” 5/22/12 http://www.myfoxdfw.com/story/18583004/as-in-2004-energizing-the-base-a-key-to-victory#ixzz1MekSBwU) KY
President Barack Obama does not often dwell on similarities to his predecessor, George W. Bush, but here is one thing they have in common: Obama's re-election challenge this year is starting to look an awful lot like the one Bush faced in 2004. In fact, the president faces a political situation remarkably like the one his predecessor confronted as he sought re-election. That suggests a similarly close election -- and a campaign where the key to victory is likely to turn on ramping up enthusiasm among core supporters. Like Bush then, Obama now has proved to be more polarizing than expected. Both Bush then and Obama now have middling job-approval ratings. In late May of 2004, the Bush job approval in Gallup daily tracking polls was 47 percent. Today, the Obama job approval in Gallup tracking stands at 48 percent. Both men do better on the personal likability scale. In a March Wall Street Journal/NBC News poll, 49 percent of Americans said they had positive feelings about Obama, compared with 37 percent negative. At the same point in 2004, 50 percent had positive feelings about Bush, compared with 41 percent negative. In 2004, that strategic backdrop produced an agonizingly close election. Bush won with just 51 percent of the vote. His victory grew more from success mobilizing core supporters rather than wining over swing voters. In a new election analysis, William Galston of the Brookings Institution notes that re-election campaigns tend to be either "persuasion" elections, where the focus is on winning over swing voters, or "mobilization" elections, in which the focus is on getting people already inclined to back a candidate to actually vote. "It appears that 2012 will be more like 2004 -- a classic mobilization election," he writes. Given the early signs of a close election, Obama will need to ramp up turnout among the core groups of backers where he enjoys the strongest support: young voters, Hispanics, African-Americans and suburban white women. Some recent Obama initiatives seem designed to reignite enthusiasm among these key groups of supporters. His recent declaration of support for gay marriage and his offensive to keep down rates for student loans have special appeal to young voters, for example. Galston notes that core voters alone are not enough to win, and other Democrats push for a focus on winning over swing voters. But 2004 suggests that both sides' strategies may start with mobilizing the core.

Base mobilization is key to 2012 elections—statistical models prove

Galston 5/10 (Walliam A., Ezra Zilkha Chair in the Brookings Institution’s Governance Studies Program, where he serves as a senior fellow. A former policy advisor to President Clinton “Six Months To Go: Where the Presidential Contest Stands as the General Election Begins” 5/10/12 http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2012/05/~/media/Research/Files/Papers/2012/5/10%20obama%20campaign%20galston/Where%20the%20Presidential%20Contest%20Stands.pdf)KY

Despite the structural similarities of general elections involving incumbents, they are not the same. Some begin with relatively high levels of undecided “swing” voters, while others fight over much smaller pools of voters who might change their minds. 1992 is an example of the former, 2004 of the latter. When swing voters are a large share of the electorate, campaigns must focus their strategy on persuading them to support their respective candidates. When most voters have made up their minds, the emphasis shifts to mobilizing supporters. In a recent survey, Pew usefully places the 2012 election in the context of recent contests with incumbents running for reelection: It appears that 2012 will be more like 2004—a classic mobilization election—than either 1992 or 1996. Like George W. Bush, Barack Obama has turned out to be a polarizing president who has induced many voters to choose sides very early in the process. So the enthusiasm of core supporters—their motivation to translate their preferences into actual votes—will make a big difference.
Turnout is key-both candidates need to shore up the base

Davis 6/20 (Julie, “Obama Leads Poll; Romney Seen Out of Touch”, Bloomberg, June 20, 2012, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-06-20/obama-leads-in-poll-as-voters-view-romney-as-out-of-touch)//KR

“You can see in these data how important turnout will be,” says J. Ann Selzer of Des Moines, Iowa-based Selzer & Co. who directed the poll. “Those most enthusiastic about the election are more supportive of Romney, but Obama’s voters are more locked into their candidate than Romney’s. Building resolve to vote and making the vote stick is job one, and both candidates face obstacles toward getting that done.” The presidential race is roughly tied among the most enthusiastic voters, 49 percent of whom back Romney compared with 48 percent for Obama. Still, Romney inspires far less enthusiasm even among his supporters than does Obama, with 35 percent of Romney backers saying their support for him is “very strong,” compared with 51 percent of Obama backers who say so. 

Mobilization key to GOP victory

Stanley 6/8 (Paul, “Santorum to Mobilize 1M Conservative Voters for November Elections”, Christian Post, June 8, 2012, http://www.christianpost.com/news/santorum-to-mobilize-1m-conservative-voters-for-november-elections-76317/)//KR

"Patriot Voices is committed to promoting faith, family, freedom and opportunity," Santorum said in a news release. "We believe that we're one nation under God and all we do must be consistent with the Declaration of Independence, Constitution and Bill of Rights. The defeat of Barack Obama and those who support his policies will be our first priority." Most social conservative leaders believe that in order to win in November they must motivate faith-based voters to turn out and vote in record numbers, similar to past election cycles in 1994 and 2000. And just as President Obama's announcement in support of same-sex marriage has engaged the homosexual community and those who support its goal to redefine marriage, Santorum and others such as Penny Nance of Concerned Women for America believe it's critical to rally social conservatives in order to defend life and marriage.

Turnout is key-voting bases are already set

Wilson 5/16 (Reid, “Get Out the Vote”, National Journal, May 16, 2012, http://www.nationaljournal.com/columns/on-the-trail/get-out-the-vote-20120516

In the 2004 election, both sides knew Ohio would be the state in which the presidency was won or lost. Sen. John Kerry’s campaign spent months and millions trying to persuade voters in suburban counties. But as they canvassed, they were surprised by what they found—or rather what they didn’t find: volunteers for President George W. Bush’s campaign. While Kerry’s campaign had tried to persuade key voters, Bush’s camp focused on turning out more of the Republican base in exurban and rural counties. That strategy paid off: Bush won an average of 61.5 percent of the vote in the 72 Ohio counties he won that year. Kerry won an average of 56.4 percent in the 16 counties he won. As Thomas Edsall and former Bush adviser (and National Journal contributor) Matthew Dowd have recounted, the focus on the base came from Dowd’s conclusion after the 2000 election that the middle—the vaunted undecided swing voters who are supposed to determine winners and losers—had disappeared. The undecided middle is as small today as it was in 2004. And based on the way President Obama’s campaign is spending on polling, it appears Chicago has come to the same conclusion about 2012 that Bush’s team did eight years ago: This year’s electorate appears to be more of a mobilization election than a persuasion election, one in which determining the makeup of the electorate is a more valuable use of scarce resources than persuading undecided voters. The Obama team’s mobilization strategy could pay dividends for Democrats down the ballot. In places like Columbus, Ohio; Orlando, Fla.; and St. Louis, Democratic strongholds in states that feature Senate contests, increased turnout will only help Democratic incumbents. “The trend lines from 1992 to today [are] clear. When Bush ran and won in 2004, we spent a lot of time on persuasion in the suburbs. Bush didn’t. Bush simply went for his base and really got the most out of it,” said Tom Lindenfeld, a turnout specialist who worked Ohio for Kerry in 2004. “That’s the model for this year for both sides. This is not an election in which Obama needs to pull voters in who weren’t for him. This is where he’s trying to drive up the already-converted [turnout].” Indeed, the numbers suggest there are far fewer undecided voters now. While more Americans are registering as independents, fewer are actually open to voting for either party. Analysis of recent Pew Research Center data by Brookings Institution scholar William Galston shows just 23 percent of Americans fall into the swing-voter category; by contrast, 31 percent of voters met that criteria in May 1992. State polls tell the same story. Quinnipiac University, which polls in several key swing states, hasn’t found either Obama or presumptive GOP nominee Mitt Romney ahead by more than the mid-single digits in Florida, Ohio, or Pennsylvania over the last year. In most battleground states, there are few examples of either leading by more than the margin of error in any public polling. “Like George W. Bush, Barack Obama has turned out to be a polarizing president who has induced many voters to choose sides very early in the process,” Galston wrote recently. “So the enthusiasm of core supporters—their motivation to translate their preference into actual votes—will make a big difference.”

Campaign financing 

Specifically campaign financing is key to winning the election

Parker and Cooper 6/12/12(By ASHLEY PARKER and HELENE COOPER Published: June 12, 2012 2 Campaigns Chasing Funds at Frantic Pace http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/13/us/politics/for-obama-and-romney-nonstop-fund-raising.html?pagewanted=all)

With the primary season over, the presidential campaign has entered a new phase, one dictated by the competitive realities of the deregulated campaign finance system. Having decided not to take public financing for the general election, both Mr. Obama and Mr. Romney need to devote much of their time to banking the money necessary to fuel their campaigns through Election Day. This election cycle marks the completion of a gradual shift away from the days when candidates would be able to wrap up fund-raising on their own behalf ahead of their conventions in the middle of the summer and rely on public financing — which limits candidates to a preset expenditure level — for the general election. Mr. Obama rejected public financing in his 2008 race to free himself to spend as much as he could raise, and this year he will be the first sitting president to do so. Mr. Romney and his allies appear to be on track. 

Fundraising is key to an Obama victory

CSM 6/13 (Julie Pace and Jim Kuhnhenn, “Democrats fear Obama may lose”, Christian Science Monitor, June 13, 2012, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Latest-News-Wires/2012/0613/Democrats-fear-Obama-may-lose)//KR
The mighty Obama and DNC fundraising operation fell behind Romney and Republicans in May, with the GOP team raising $76 million compared to the $60 million haul for the president and Democrats. And the pro-Obama super PAC Priorities USA Action has lagged far behind Republican-leaning outside groups, in part because of what senior strategist Bill Burton said was a sense of complacency among Democratic donors. "Democrats have to know that the president is up against a well-financed opponent in a tough political environment," said Burton, a former White House aide. "If everyone doesn't join the fight, he could be defeated." The Obama campaign itself has also been sounding the alarm. "If there's anyone still out there acting like we have this thing in the bag, do me a favor and tell them they're dead wrong," Anne Marie Habershaw, the campaign's chief operating officer, wrote in a blog post last week. And campaign manager Jim Messina warned that GOP success in the Wisconsin recall, aided by independent group spending, confirmed that "all the outside money that's poured into elections this cycle can and will change their outcome." "And it's exactly what could happen on the national stage unless we can close the gap between special interests and ordinary people," he said. In 2004, it was the Democrats who had the big money operation on their side. Groups like America Coming Together and the Media Fund raised about $200 million to help John Kerry's presidential campaign with grass-roots organizing and advertising. But the donors who helped that effort — financier George Soros, film producer and donor to liberal causes Steve Bing and billionaire Peter Lewis -- have vastly reduced their political participation or stayed away all together this time. Democratic operatives say the long and combative Republican primary left some in their own party overconfident. Obama supporters expected Romney to emerge from the GOP contest bruised by attacks from his party and pigeonholed by his attempts to placate conservatives by shifting to the right on everything from immigration to foreign policy. But five months from Election Day, several national polls show Obama and Romney locked in a tight race, as voters vent their frustrations over the nation's economic woes. May figures showed that employers created a meager 69,000 jobs and the jobless rate ticked up to 8.2 percent. And this week, the Federal Reserve released data showing that median family net worth shrank in 2010 to levels not seen since 1992 after adjusting for inflation. Obama campaign spokesman Ben LaBolt said the president's team "always anticipated this would be a close and competitive election." But some strategists worry that time is running short. While many Democrats believe party loyalists will get more engaged as the election draws closer, other operatives say the terms of the election will be set over the next two months. "This can't wait until September," said Steve Rosenthal, president of the Organizing Group, a Democratic-leaning consulting firm Rosenthal issued his own warning on Obama's re-election prospects in an online column headlined "President Obama Can Lose: Now is the Time for Democratic Donors to Step Up in a Big Way." In an interview Wednesday, Rosenthal said Obama's populist State of the Union address and Romney's initial troubles securing the Republican nomination created a false sense of euphoria among Democrats. But he said that sentiment ignored the fact that the country is still evenly divided, that the president does not hold a lead in all battleground states and that Obama this time does not have the 2-1 edge in money that he had over John McCain in 2008. "They have such a huge financial advantage and with the economy teetering, it's frightening," Rosenthal said of Republicans. "I hate to say it comes down to money, but it does."

Jobs 

Job creation is uniquely key to the Obama election 

Sweet 6/2/12(By Lynn Sweet Obama's job: Creating jobs before November election on June 2, 2012 7:29 AM http://blogs.suntimes.com/sweet/2012/06/obamas_job_creating_jobs_befor.html - BRW)

WASHINGTON -- President Barack Obama wakes up Saturday morning in his Kenwood home with what had been a political headache blown into a migraine: the disappointing number of jobs created in May. Job growth has always been Obama's main vulnerability. Lagging growth -- as demonstrated in Friday's jobs report -- threatens Obama's re-elect]ion if voters become convinced Republican Mitt Romney can do more to create jobs. The central question of the campaign: Who can grow more jobs, faster? The jobless rate for May was 8.2 percent, an increase of only 0.1 percent from April's 8.1 rate. But up is up. Much, much, more troubling than the percentage is the whole number: Only 69,000 jobs created last month for the entire nation. That downbeat jobs report helped drive the Dow to its worst day of the year. The bleak jobs news triggered a new assault Friday on Obama's handling of the economy by Romney and Republican congressional leaders. Before touching down in Chicago for three fund-raisers -- scooping up about $3 million -- Obama was in Minnesota laying out -- with some new language -- his record of stopping the massive job losses he was faced with when he came to office. "We're still fighting our way back from the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression," Obama said Friday at a Honeywell plant in Minnesota. 

Jobs are key to the Obama election

Sweet 6/2/12(By Lynn Sweet Obama's job: Creating jobs before November election on June 2, 2012 7:29 AM http://blogs.suntimes.com/sweet/2012/06/obamas_job_creating_jobs_befor.html - BRW)

Jobs, as they say in politics, are a "foundational" issue. The slow recovery is why Romney has been pounding Obama on jobs for months. That's why the job message is emphasized in the handful of battleground states -- many with high unemployment -- where the November election will be decided. A stock line in Romney's stump speech is that Obama is just not up to the task of reviving the economy because "he's over his head." Romney said it again Friday in an interview on CNBC. While Obama in his Minneapolis speech warned about the ripple effect of the global economy on U.S. job creation, Romney argued that if Obama grew jobs faster, a meltdown in other economies would not have as big an impact. "Of course the developments around the world always influence our jobs. But we should be well into a very robust recovery by now, if the president's policies had worked," Romney told CNBC, sitting in front of a sign with his campaign slogan: "Putting Jobs First." The Obama campaign this week shifted from hitting Romney's tenure as chief of Bain Capital LLC to a second punch, arguing he didn't do enough, while governor, to help the Massachusetts economy. The Obama team is pressing the case that Romney would be worse than Obama when it comes to creating jobs. Obama's political migraine will be hard to treat, even if he takes comfort with a night back home -- even cooking in his own kitchen, as he joked Friday night. For five months until the November election, he will face a stark number that will be increasingly hard to explain -- or blame away. 

Econ and Jobs are most important issues—polls prove

Galston 5/10 (Walliam A., Ezra Zilkha Chair in the Brookings Institution’s Governance Studies Program, where he serves as a senior fellow. A former policy advisor to President Clinton “Six Months To Go: Where the Presidential Contest Stands as the General Election Begins” 5/10/12 http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2012/05/~/media/Research/Files/Papers/2012/5/10%20obama%20campaign%20galston/Where%20the%20Presidential%20Contest%20Stands.pdf)KY

Every survey finds that economic issues dominate public concerns. The most recent survey of the Pew Research Center asked respondents to rank eighteen issues on a four-point scale from “very” to “not at all” important. Eighty-six percent said that the economy was very important, with jobs a close second at 84 percent. By contrast, four hot-button social issues—immigration (42 percent), abortion (39 percent), birth control (34 percent), and gay marriage (28 percent)— came in at the bottom. While defense and foreign policy issues ranked somewhat higher than social issues, none were regarded as very important by even 60 percent of the people. And the Obama administration’s vigorous prosecution of the fight against Al Qaeda, capped by the bold decision that resulted in bin Laden’s death, seems to have neutralized the longstanding Republican advantage in this area. There is nothing at present to suggest that Republicans will be able to turn defense and foreign policy concerns into politically effective attacks on President Obama. (A major confrontation with Iran, North Korea, or China could change this, of course.) The most recent CBS/New York Times survey proceeded differently, asking respondents to select the single issue they regard as the most important. Twenty-six percent named “jobs,” and 22 percent “the economy.” No other issue broke into double digits; defense, foreign policy, and social issues barely registered

New Economic Policies Swing the election

Galston 5/10 (Walliam A., Ezra Zilkha Chair in the Brookings Institution’s Governance Studies Program, where he serves as a senior fellow. A former policy advisor to President Clinton “Six Months To Go: Where the Presidential Contest Stands as the General Election Begins” 5/10/12 http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2012/05/~/media/Research/Files/Papers/2012/5/10%20obama%20campaign%20galston/Where%20the%20Presidential%20Contest%20Stands.pdf)KY

Obama receives low grades for his stewardship of the economy, with public approval ranging from 38 to 45 percent. When asked Ronald Reagan’s famous question—Are you better off than you were four years ago?—only 35 percent say yes, while 41 percent say no. 23 In the most recent ABC/Washington Post survey, only 32 percent of respondents said that the president’s handling of the economy was a major reason to support him, compared to 46 percent who said that it was a major reason to oppose him. Most surveys put Obama either in a statistical tie with Romney on the economy and jobs, or slightly behind him. Given the salience of the economy in 2012, this is an uncomfortable situation for the president, and it suggests that the performance of the economy between now and the election will have a powerful—perhaps decisive—impact on the outcome

***States Key
Generic Swing State

Swing states key to the election

Cooper 5/5 (Michael, 5/5/12, “9 Swing States, Critical to Presidential Race, Are Mixed Lot”, The New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/06/us/politics/9-swing-states-key-to-election-are-mixed-lot.html?pagewanted=all) RS

 Since the housing bubble burst, Nevada has been plagued with record foreclosures, the nation’s steepest drop in home values and its highest unemployment rate. Iowa, on the other hand, may have missed out on some of the boom but was spared the worst of the bust: its housing prices have stayed relatively stable, and it now has the fifth-lowest unemployment rate in the country. Ohio suffered a steeper than average loss of jobs during the recession, but it has since seen its unemployment rate fall below the national average. All three are among the handful of swing states likely to decide who wins the presidential election — states in different stages of a slow economic recovery. With just over six months until Election Day, an analysis of the emerging electoral map by The New York Times found that the outcome would most likely be determined by how well President Obama and Mitt Romney perform in nine tossup states. All nine voted for Mr. Obama in 2008, only to see Republicans make big gains since then. Now, with many of those states transformed economically and politically by the recession, they are perhaps even less predictable than they were in past close elections. The disparity in their circumstances highlights the challenges that both the Obama and the Romney campaigns face in framing arguments that will resonate across the country. The nine — Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Nevada, New Hampshire, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Wisconsin — offer both parties reasons for hope, and concern. It is no coincidence that Mr. Obama chose two of them, Ohio and Virginia, to hold his first official re-election rallies on Saturday. “This is a make-or-break moment for the middle class,” Mr. Obama said at Ohio State University in Columbus. While the performance of the national economy will help shape the mood of the country and set the tone of each campaign, the situation on the ground in each of the nine states could be pivotal as well. It would be hard to argue that these states are better off now than they were four years ago, given that they have yet to recover the jobs they lost. Often, that makes a compelling argument for a challenger trying to unseat an incumbent. But political scientists have found that past elections have been more influenced by the changes in the economy in the year or two before the election. And a range of economic data provided by Moody’s Analytics shows that all nine states are rebounding and that most now have unemployment rates below the national average. If voters in those states begin to feel the improvement by the fall and the economy does not take a turn for the worse, it could aid the president’s efforts to hold on to enough of them to win. But the length and depth of the recession make it more difficult to model behavior, and the slow recovery could complicate things. Xu Cheng, a senior economist at Moody’s Analytics, which uses state economic and political data to predict election results, said his team had altered its model this year to account for “the grumpy voter effect.” “The so-called grumpy voter effect is that despite economic improvement in a state, if the economic situation in a state is really too bad, the voters will discount the improvement,” Mr. Cheng said. The effect could help tilt foreclosure-racked Florida to the Republicans, he added. As the general election begins in earnest, it is clear that the tossup states are a top priority of both campaigns and that 2012 will include plenty of stops for Philadelphia cheese steaks, Cincinnati chili and Cuban sandwiches in Florida. After Mr. Romney easily won five primaries on April 24, he gave his victory speech in New Hampshire, which held its primary months ago. The political outlook in the tossup states is far from clear. While they all voted for Mr. Obama in 2008, seven have elected Republican governors since then and all have added significant numbers of Republicans to their legislatures or Congressional delegations. Two states, however, Ohio and Wisconsin, saw Democrats push back strongly after their newly elected Republican governors worked to curb the collective bargaining rights of public worker unions, which could have ramifications in November. Polls conducted in the past two months have shown Mr. Obama running even or with a slight advantage in several of the tossup states, but they suggest that Mr. Romney has an opening with voters, especially on economic issues. In several of the states, polls found that majorities of those surveyed believed that the nation was still in a recession. Republicans are also making inroads in voter registration. While Democrats retain enrollment advantages in most of the tossup states that register voters by party, their advantage has shrunk in all of them, state elections data shows. Nevada, which had 100,000 more registered Democrats than Republicans in 2008, now has only 35,000 more.

Colorado

Colorado is the key swing state

Burnett 6/11 (Staff writer at the Denver Post “Colorado shapes up as a key swing state in presidential election 6/11/12 http://www.denverpost.com/politics/ci_20828446/colorado-shapes-up-key-swing-state-presidential-election#ixzz1yGkIDaIy)KY

Colorado basked in its newfound status as a swing state in 2008, playing host to the Democratic National Convention and candidate appearances from Denver to Durango. But for all that attention, several dynamics this year make the Centennial State even more competitive — and critical to winning the White House. Unlike 2008, when then-Sen. Barack Obama rode a wave of anti-Republican sentiment with promises of hope and change, there are fewer states this time around that are truly up for grabs. And while Florida and Ohio with their double-digit electoral votes are the big prizes, Obama and Mitt Romney are eyeing Colorado's nine electoral votes — in combination with other Western states such as Nevada, New Mexico and Arizona — to give them the win. "If you look at the map, Colorado and Nevada are two of the true battleground states," said Ethan Axelrod, communications director for Project New America, a progressive Denver-based research and strategy organization. "Both states are still very, very close, and I think they're going to stay that way until November." Paths to victory The campaigns use a combination of history, demographics and polling to determine which states are solidly or leaning red or blue and which states are considered tossups. From there, it's a matter of doing the math — finding ways to combine victories in winnable states to get the candidate to 270 electoral votes, the total needed to win the presidency. A series of polls released last week showed the race tightening in Colorado. A poll of 600 Coloradans by Purple Strategies found 48 percent favored Obama and 46 percent favored Romney. The poll's margin of error was plus or minus 4 percentage points. A Rasmussen Reports poll of 500 likely voters showed both candidates with 45 percent, while 6 percent preferred another candidate and 5 percent were undecided. The margin of error was plus or minus 4.5 percentage points. 

The economy is key the key issue
Hicken 5/31 (Jackie, “President Obama, Mitt Romney running neck-in-neck in 3 battleground states”, Deseret News, May 31, 2012, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/765579795/President-Obama-Mitt-Romney-running-neck-in-neck-in-3-battleground-states.html?pg=all)//KR

For voters in all three states, the economy is the leading issue for the coming election. In Colorado, almost three out of four voters consider the economy to be most important, while 71 percent of Iowa voters say the economy is more important than social issues. Nearly eight in 10 voters in Nevada agree.
Florida

Obama tied in Florida – key swing state

Douglas 11/10 [William, Miami Herald, http://www.miamiherald.com/2011/11/10/2496369/romney-obama-running-neck-and.html]KY

WASHINGTON - President Barack Obama and former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney are running nearly in a dead heat in Florida, Ohio and Pennsylvania - three big battleground states vital to winning the White House next year - according to a new poll released Thursday. The Quinnipiac University survey shows Obama leading Romney 45 percent to 42 percent in Ohio and 44 percent to 43 percent in Pennsylvania. In Florida, Romney polled ahead of the president 45 percent to 42 percent. However, the results in all three states were either within or on the cusp of the polls' error margins, each just under plus or minus 3 percentage points. In 2008, Obama narrowly won all three states. Since 1960, no one has won the presidency without capturing at least two of these three states.

Florida k to election

CSM 11—(Feldmann, Lisa, “Why the 2012 election could all come down to Florida” Christian Science Monitor, 12/19/11, http://news.yahoo.com/why-2012-election-could-come-down-florida-170426017.html

And while Sandy is part of a cohort that leans Democratic – he's young (age 26) and college-educated – he's also unemployed and owes $30,000 in student loans. So he's just the kind of young voter the Republicans believe they can win next year on their way to retaking Florida, where unemployment remains high – 10.3 percent in October – and the home foreclosure rate is among the highest in the country. In 2008, Obama won Florida by fewer than three percentage points. Welcome to the biggest, most diverse battleground state in presidential politics, where every demographic group and, lest we forget, every vote matters. It's been 11 years since the days of "hanging chads" and Bush versus Gore, when the Republican governor of Texas and the Democratic vice president came closer to an exact tie in the final deciding state than anyone dreamed possible. In 2012, Florida will be a more valuable prize than ever. This time, 29 electoral votes are at stake, up from 25 in 2000, of the 270 needed for victory. For the Republican nominee, Florida is a must-win – thus the choice of Tampa for the GOP convention next August. For Obama, winning without Florida will be difficult but doable. He has electoral votes to burn from the 365 he won in '08. For political junkies, Florida is a double paradise – a swing state in the general election and potential kingmaker with its early Republican primary. In 2008, Sunshine State Republicans dealt former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney a mortal blow when they voted for Arizona Sen. John McCain, the eventual nominee, in their primary.

Economic policies key to Florida voters

Man 5/13 (Anthony, “Economy is No. 1 election issue for Florida voters”, Sun Sentinel, May 13, 2012, http://articles.sun-sentinel.com/2012-05-13/news/fl-economy-jobs-election-20120512_1_florida-voters-job-outlook-swing-voters)//KR
MIRAMAR — — Forget gay marriage. Put aside the war in Afghanistan. Ignore illegal immigration. All are dwarfed by the big gorilla of 2012 — the economy. Election 2012 is all about the economy — especially jobs — the one issue with the power to determine if President Barack Obama or Republican Mitt Romney wins Florida's critical electoral votes and, perhaps, the presidency. "That's the No. 1 priority," said Jansew Sang, of Hollywood. Laid off in 2009 from her job as Latin America sales manager for a manufacturer of networking devices, she's still relatively fortunate, being able to work as a translator and banking consultant. "I have the advantage of being able to keep myself afloat in this economy," she said. Sang is an independent — the kind of voter coveted by every candidate because independents decide close elections. She voted for Obama in 2008, but hasn't decided if she'll vote for him or Romney this year. She was among 646 people seeking work last week at a career fair in Miramar along with city residents Jenni Ressler and Jim Richardson. Like Sang, they're swing voters and haven't decided which candidate will get their votes this year. Richardson, out of work since August 2011, said jobs are the issue in 2012. And Ressler, who's been looking for two months, said the economy "would play a big role, obviously." Jobs are a salient issue for many more people than the 9 percent of Floridians who were unemployed in March — when the jobless rate was again higher than the national average and the percentage of people with jobs was 43rd in the country. New state unemployment numbers, for April, are due out Friday. Dave Welch, who lives west of Boca Raton, said he feels the employment squeeze — even though he still has his job as a copier mechanic. "I know several people who have lost their jobs: good, hard-working people who have lost their jobs because the economy is in the tank," he said. "We're not selling the products that we have in the past, therefore we don't need the people that we've had. It's been a cascading effect." He blames Obama and the Democrats, and decided long ago to vote for Romney, even though the Republican candidate isn't as conservative as he'd like. Welch's concerns about jobs are far from unique. A Suffolk University/WSVN-Ch. 7 poll conducted last week found 81 percent of Florida voters said the state's job outlook is poor or fair. Just 13 percent termed it good or excellent. More than 80 percent believe the state is still mired in a recession. And 52 percent of the 600 Florida voters surveyed rated the economy as the most important issue facing the country. None of the other nine issues came anywhere close, a finding Suffolk polling director David Paleologos termed "amazing." Troy Samuels, a Miramar city commissioner, Republican Party committeeman and co-chairman of Romney's campaign in Broward County, said there isn't a single event he's attended in the past three years when at least one person hasn't asked him for job leads. He said even plenty of people with a job are concerned about what the near future might bring. "If there's a bump in the economy … will my company all of a sudden lay off 100 people, and I'm one of those 100?" he said. "Those are still serious concerns in the minds of people no matter what party they're from, and they think about it every single day."

Specifically, Floridians hate government spending

Viewpoint Florida 2/16- Viewpoint Florida is a joint public opinion research effort with Data Targeting Inc. and Public Concepts, LLC.  (“Florida voters divided on the urgency - and means - of dealing with deficit”, Viewpoint Florida, Feb 16, 2012, http://viewpointflorida.org/index.php/site/article/florida_voters_divided_on_the_urgency_-_and_means_-_of_dealing_with_deficit/)//KR

We have a fascinating set of responses to share from our latest statewide survey of likely general election voters in Florida. Our survey focused on America’s fiscal woes and the importance of addressing the national budget deficit. As expected, almost every respondent we interviewed said that balancing the federal budget was at least somewhat important for America’s economic future. Only 2% of the voters we interviewed stated that dealing with the national deficit was not at all important for our future. However, in the very next question, when asked whether or not deficit spending was necessary to grow the American economy, 30% of respondents stated that such spending was in fact necessary, while 61% said the economy could be boosted without deficit spending. Predictably, Republicans were far more likely to agree that deficit spending was not necessary to boost the economy. But 60% of Independent voters disagreed with the necessity for deficit spending, while just a 49% plurality of Democratic voters believed deficit spending was necessary. We see similar numbers when voters are asked if raising revenue or cutting spending should be the primary focus of Congress or the Florida Legislature in dealing with budget deficits. Just 26% of respondents said the federal government should focus on raising revenue to balance the budget, to 67% who prefer it focus more on cutting spending. The preference for spending cuts rises to 72% when voters are asked the same question about Florida’s state government, with just 20% of respondents saying Tallahassee should focus more on raising revenue.

Iowa

Iowa is key—every calculation shows, the economy and debt will swing the state

Dickerson 6/16 (John, Slate's chief political correspondent and author of On Her Trail, “The Psychological State of Iowa” 6/16/12 www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/politics/2012/06/for_obama_and_romney_iowa_is_a_2012_battleground_state_like_no_other_.html)KY

Iowa was the emotional center of the 2008 Obama campaign. The state launched him when he beat Hillary Clinton in the caucuses. Obama went on to win the general election in Iowa by 10 percentage points, but that margin of victory was out of character for the state. President Bush narrowly won Iowa by 10,000 votes in 2004 after having lost it by less than 5,000 votes in 2000. Now, like the rest of the country, Iowa is reverting back to its normal condition—a 50/50 state with narrow electoral margins. The latest polls show Obama and Romney in a dead heat. In every calculation of how the candidates get to 270 electoral votes, Iowa is listed as a battleground state. But it's also a swing state. States like Pennsylvania and North Carolina will be contested by both sides, but the competition there will be more about turning out each party’s base and topping those operations with success among the small number of swing voters. Winning in Iowa will be about courting the large number of moderate voters who are up for grabs. There are more registered independents in the state than registered Republicans or Democrats. Ten percent said they were up in the air, according to a recent NBC/Marist poll that had Romney and Obama tied at 44 percent. At this stage in the campaign, the Des Moines and Cedar Rapids media markets have been some of the most saturated in the nation with political advertisements. The state is so close that both sides even use the same language to talk about it. "It started here and it ends here," says Sue Dvorsky, the chairwoman of the Democratic Party explaining why Obama will win. In an interview I did this week for CBS's Face to Face, Republican Gov. Terry Branstad said, "We're the state that launched Obama but I think in this election we're the state that's going to sink him."* If Iowa has emotional resonance for the president, it has a similar loaded history for Mitt Romney, who will end his six-state bus tour in Davenport, Iowa, on Monday. Iowa was central to Romney’s 2008 campaign. He spent $10 million and blanketed the state. Mike Huckabee swooped in and stole his lunch, beating him in the caucus and marking the beginning of the end for the 2008 Romney campaign. In both the 2008 and 2012 campaigns, Romney had trouble with Iowa's evangelical voters. Polls show solid support among Republicans. "When President Obama endorsed same sex marriage that changed it like that for anyone who was nervous about Mitt Romney," says Gov. Branstad, snapping his fingers. There are other reasons evangelicals will be motivated. In 2010, social conservatives worked together to unseat three judges who had overturned the state's same-sex marriage ban. Another judge, David Wiggins, is up for re-election in this cycle and the same organization of social conservatives are gunning for him. Wiggins is pugnacious and spoiling for a fight, so the race is likely to stir up some news coverage. It's unlikely the gambit will be successful, but committed evangelicals will turn out. While they're at the voting booth, they're likely to vote for Romney, too. Romney also benefits from Steve King. The firebrand GOP congressman is running in that portion of the state where Republicans do well. He is facing off in a redistricted 4th District against Christie Vilsack, the wife of the former governor and current agriculture secretary.* King is scrappy and a fierce critic of President Obama. Voters motivated to come out for him will add to Romney’s numbers. What about middle-of-the-road voter? Like every battleground state, the undecided voters care most about the economy. In several battleground states, like Virginia and Ohio, the unemployment rate is below the national average. That means the fight to spin the economic message is a three way face-off between Obama, Romney, and the Republican governor. The unemployment rate in Iowa is 5.2 percent and dropping (the national average is 8.2 percent). The question then, in Iowa, is where the disconnect begins and ends between the way people think about their personal economic well-being and what they think about the national picture. They may see signs of an economic recovery but not credit the president, as appears to be the case in Ohio. Or they could feel things are getting better in their own lives and still have big concerns about the larger economy. Iowa Republicans think they know how to appeal to voters' concerns about the larger economy. "Iowans are really scared about debt," says Branstad. Iowans have the lowest credit card debt of any state in the nation. The state is 38th in bankruptcies. Polling suggests Romney has an advantage on this topic. In the NBC/Marist poll, Romney beats Obama by 18 points when people are asked which candidate can better handle the debt (52 percent to 34 percent).* That's a much bigger margin than in any other battleground state. That's why Romney's advisers framed his recent speech in the state around the "prairie fire of debt."

The economy is key the key issue
Hicken 5/31 (Jackie, “President Obama, Mitt Romney running neck-in-neck in 3 battleground states”, Deseret News, May 31, 2012, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/765579795/President-Obama-Mitt-Romney-running-neck-in-neck-in-3-battleground-states.html?pg=all)//KR

For voters in all three states, the economy is the leading issue for the coming election. In Colorado, almost three out of four voters consider the economy to be most important, while 71 percent of Iowa voters say the economy is more important than social issues. Nearly eight in 10 voters in Nevada agree.
Michigan

Michigan is the key swing state—Rust Belt

AP 6/19 (Kasie Hunt, staff writer at the AP “Romney says Michigan win would hand him presidency” 6/19/12 http://www.foxnews.com/us/2012/06/19/romney-says-michigan-win-would-hand-him-presidency/#ixzz1yGmIQ0mu) KY

Now the likely Republican presidential nominee, Mitt Romney was back home in Michigan on Tuesday — where, he says, the "trees are the right height." "I'm going to win Michigan, with your help!" Romney told the crowd gathered outside the sprawling Bavarian Inn Lodge in this resort town. "If I am lucky enough to be elected president, I'll be the first president in American history to have been born in Michigan." Flying home on his campaign plane Monday night, Romney joked about a past comment that drew some ridicule — and repeated it for his traveling press corps. "When we land, look around, and you'll see the trees are the right height," he said, to laughter. Asked if carrying the state in November would have special meaning, Romney said: "If I win in Michigan, then I become the president, and that would mean a lot to me personally." Romney is the former governor of Massachusetts, but he was born in Michigan and raised in the suburbs outside Detroit. His father, George Romney, ran a car company — American Motors Corp. — and went on to run the state as governor. In 1968, George Romney failed to win the Republican presidential nomination, a prize his son is set to be officially awarded at the Republican National Convention in August. It's been a long journey that began nearly six years ago, when Mitt Romney launched his unsuccessful bid for the 2008 GOP nod. Michigan is one of several states that could make the difference in November. It's not on his campaign's list of top targets — that's reserved for what the campaign sees as traditionally Republican states like Virginia and North Carolina and swing states like Ohio and Florida. But it's one of a number of Rust Belt states President Barack Obama won in 2008 and where Romney's campaign team sees an opportunity. "There's another level of states that are all states that Obama won last time," said deputy campaign manager Katie Packer Gage, a Michigan native. "And he won't win if he doesn't win them again." 

Rust Belt key to victory—empirically proven

 Stirewalt 6/18 (Chris, staff writer at Fox News, “Romney’s Path to Presidency Runs Through Rust Belt” http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2012/06/18/romneys-path-to-presidency-runs-through-rust-belt/#ixzz1yMDQsKbd) KY 

It’s no accident that Mitt Romney’s first barnstorming bus tour as de facto Republican nominee takes him through the Rust Belt. Economically distressed, packed with working-class white voters and politically volatile, these states represent Romney’s best chance for a victory in the fall. While Romney must certainly win Florida and reclaim the two southern states snatched by President Obama in 2008, Virginia and North Carolina, Romney has the most room to grow in the Rust Belt. During his five-day swing Mr. Romney’s bus will be driving through eight states worth 105 electoral votes, all won by Obama. While Indiana is all but certain to switch back to red, and Ohio and Iowa stand out as true swing states, most of the rest promise to be tough tests for Romney, particularly Pennsylvania, Michigan and Wisconsin. But there is more potential in this region for Romney than any other GOP nominee in a generation. The key to winning these states for Republicans in the modern era is to forge a coalition between moderate suburbanites and more conservative rural and small-town voters. With antipathy toward Obama very strong in rural counties and Romney a candidate seemingly tailor-made for suburban voters, that coalition may be in reach for the GOP in a way not seen since the Reagan era. The Rust Belt was where the Republicans got wiped out in 2006 and 2008 House elections, but also where the GOP staged its strongest comeback in 2010. More than half of the 35 seats reclaimed by Republicans in the 2010 election from Democratic victories in the previous two cycles came in the states on Romney’s circuit and 22 of the 63 overall Republican pickups nationwide came from these states along Interstate 70 and to its north. Obama says his target region is the Mountain West, partly a function of the fact that his campaign manager hails from the region and has staked so much on holding and gaining in that part of the country. Obama’s move to grant temporary amnesty to illegal immigrants who came to America as minors is evidence of how far the president is willing to go to keep Colorado, Nevada and New Mexico in his column and try to make Republicans waste resources in Arizona. President Obama also needs to play some defense out West, too. Since Obama is almost guaranteed to give back 26 electoral votes from North Carolina and Indiana, Romney could really box in the president if he were to pluck another 15 electoral votes from Nevada and Colorado away from the blue team. But there are only 20 electoral votes up for grabs in states beyond the Mississippi River Valley. With Obama staggering a bit after the opening round of the general election fight, the political universe is already shrinking down to a trapezoidal swatch of the nation from Richmond, Va. to Des Moines, Iowa to Milwaukee, Wis., to Manchester, N.H. and back to Richmond. The residents of this quadrangle will see more of the candidates (and political ads) than anyone else. Florida, with as many electoral votes now as shrinking New York, will remain a strong temptation for Obama, but the real battleground for this election will be the same as it has been for three consecutive cycles. And at the heart of it is the Rust Belt. The demographics and economic conditions of these states bode well for Romney. After 40 years of economic decline, the Panic of 2008 and resulting recession has proven particularly painful in these states. Areas with shrinking populations and low-growth economies are generally shielded from the worst of a downturn, but also often have the hardest time regaining even nominal growth. There are success stories – a natural gas boom in some regions to the east and strong, stable job growth in Iowa – but the overall picture is of a region pushed to the brink by a perpetually lousy economy.

Michigan election hinges on the economy

Hoffman 4/19 (Kathy,  “Stronger Mich. economy could hurt Romney's chances”, AP, April 19, 2012, http://www.newsvine.com/_news/2012/04/19/11278364-stronger-mich-economy-could-hurt-romneys-chances)//KR

The unemployment rate in Michigan is high, its population is shrinking and scores of manufacturing plants have closed. Still, President Obama's hopes for another electoral victory could depend on voters remembering a time when things were worse. Mitt Romney speaks to supporters in Novi, Mich., on Feb. 28 after winning that state's primary. The industrial state has endured a decade of economic hardship. With native son Mitt Romney as the likely Republican nominee, the president's re-election prospects in Michigan once appeared grim. While the state economy has a long way to go to regain the 857,000 jobs it has lost since mid-2000, voters are telling pollsters they're starting to notice a subtle upswing — and that could be good news for Obama. "Things seem to be turning the corner," said Mark Kunnert, who runs his family's music store in downtown Mount Clemens, about 20 miles northeast of Detroit. "I'm giving him a shot." Kunnert has seen more students signing up for music lessons and buying instruments in recent months. He credits the president for initiatives such as the 2009 Cash for Clunkers program, which helped boost Michigan automakers' sales and spur the local economy. Tony Peterson, a 33-year-old, unemployed Flint resident, said of Obama, "He's definitely trying." Read all On Politics posts The state unemployment rate was 8.5% in March, close to the 8.2% national rate and far below the July 2009 peak of 14.8%. Personal income in Michigan grew 5.2% last year, its strongest rise in more than a decade. And hiring is so brisk that University of Michigan economists recently revised their November forecast for 2012 upward by 22,500 jobs. Voters' growing optimism is seen in a poll released last week by Lansing-based EPIC-MRA. Fifty-eight %o f 600 likely Michigan voters said the state economy has bottomed out and is starting to improve, a significant change over August 2010, when only about a quarter felt that way. A majority of those who felt the economy is improving support Obama over Romney, the poll showed, while Romney got more support from the 16 % who expect it to get worse. About a quarter said the economy wasn't getting better or worse. The national economy is experiencing a similar upswing, though it's not as strong as voters and Obama would prefer. The Midwest too is seeing an improvement, which further fuels the Obama campaign's optimism — unless employment and other indicators start sliding back. 

Specifically, increased investment in infrastructure is popular in Michigan

Environmental Council 12 (Press Releases “Michigan poll: Voters support increased taxes for investment in roads, public transportation systems” http://www.environmentalcouncil.org/newsroom/pressRelease.php?x=88)
Michigan voters believe transportation systems create jobs and boost the state’s economy, and are willing to pay more to invest in them according to a survey released today by the Michigan Environmental Council. The survey recorded widespread dissatisfaction with Michigan’s roads and public transportation. Respondents believe costs for those systems will spiral out of control if the shortcomings are not addressed quickly and aggressively. More than 70 percent of voters said that they would not vote against elected officials who vote to raise taxes $20 per month for transportation infrastructure upgrades. “Taxes are not a dirty word for voters when it comes to rebuilding roads and creating better public transportation systems,” said Chris Kolb, president of the Michigan Environmental Council and a former state representative. “Support for transportation investment was across the board—majorities of Democrats, Republicans and Independents all say they were willing to pay more.” The statewide poll of 600 voters was conducted by Maryland-based Victoria Research & Consulting in February and March. Among key findings: • 67 percent rate Michigan’s public transportation systems as fair or poor; 87 percent rate our roads fair or poor. • More than 90 percent believe we should do better at fixing roads and bridges. 76 percent think we should ensure that bike lanes, sidewalks and pedestrian crossings should be included in road projects. • 70 percent believe we should improve or fix bus systems. More than 60 percent believe we should improve passenger rail lines. • 64 percent want increased state investment in infrastructure. • 78 percent believe new transportation investment creates jobs and boosts the economy. • 62 percent are willing to pay increased taxes of $10 a month or more to fix transportation systems. • 71 percent reject raising taxes for transportation infrastructure as a reason to vote against elected officials. • 72 percent agree with the statement “Time is running out on gas, we need to invest in a cleaner, better transportation future.” “Voters want their tax dollars spent wisely, and believe transportation systems are a smart investment in jobs and the economy,” said Donna Victoria of Victoria Research.
Michigan voters support road improvements

MITA 8 (Michigan Infrastructure and Transportation Association, Transportation Funding Vital to Michigan's Economic Revival: Poll shows taxpayers want policymakers to Fix Our Roads Now, March 26, 2008, http://www.drivemi.org/Articles/tabid/68/ID/11786/Transportation-Funding-Vital-to-Michigans-Economic-Revival-Poll-shows-taxpayers-want-policymakers-to-Fix-Our-Roads-Now.aspx)//KR

Nearly three-fourths of Michigan taxpayers agreed that fixing and maintaining our roads is vital to reviving Michigan’s economy, according to the results of a recent poll. The latest MRG Michigan Poll found 74 percent of respondents feel that fixing roads and maintaining a safe and robust transportation system are vital components to attracting jobs and reviving the economy in Michigan. In fact, more than half – 52 percent – of Michigan taxpayers would gladly pay an additional $5 to $10 per month to fix Michigan’s roads and bridges to keep their families safe. The current transportation funding proposal that is pending in the legislature, which includes an increase in the gas tax and registration fees, would cost taxpayers an estimated $5 to $10 per month. The MRG Poll included 600 registered Michigan male and female voters. Given the sample size and method of random selection, the statistical margin of error can be reliably set at plus or minus 4.1 percent with a 95 percent degree of confidence, according to MRG.

Nevada

Nevada key state-Obama leads but Romney building momentum

Easley 6/13 (Jonathan, Staff writer at thehill.com “ Poll: Obama leads in swing-state Nevada” - 06/13/12 thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/polls/232649-poll-obama-leads-in-swing-state-nevada)KY

President Obama leads Mitt Romney in the critical battleground state of Nevada, but the race is tightening, according to a survey from left-leaning Public Policy Polling released on Wednesday. Obama leads Romney 48 percent to 42 in Nevada. That’s down from the same poll in March that showed Obama leading 51 to 43. Obama is helped by a positive approval rating in Nevada, while Romney remains underwater. The president is also buoyed by his support from female voters, although Romney has clawed back into the race on the strength of male voters and independents. Nevada is one of 12 battleground states — the others are Michigan, Florida, North Carolina, Virginia, Colorado, Wisconsin, New Mexico, Iowa, Ohio, Pennsylvania and New Hampshire — that will be critical in determining the outcome of the 2012 election. While Obama held an early lead in a handful of those states, polls show the contests in swing states have tightened significantly in recent weeks, which is more in line with the national race, where the candidates are neck-and-neck.

The economy is key the key issue
Hicken 5/31 (Jackie, “President Obama, Mitt Romney running neck-in-neck in 3 battleground states”, Deseret News, May 31, 2012, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/765579795/President-Obama-Mitt-Romney-running-neck-in-neck-in-3-battleground-states.html?pg=all)//KR

For voters in all three states, the economy is the leading issue for the coming election. In Colorado, almost three out of four voters consider the economy to be most important, while 71 percent of Iowa voters say the economy is more important than social issues. Nearly eight in 10 voters in Nevada agree.
Ohio

Ohio is the vital swing state—economy is key 

VOA 6/14 (Voice of America” Obama Romney Spar on Battleground State of Ohio”, 6/14/12 http://blogs.voanews.com/breaking-news/2012/06/14/obama-romney-spar-on-economy-in-battleground-state-of-ohio/)KY
U.S. President Barack Obama said Thursday that the 2012 presidential election is about creating middle class jobs, while Mitt Romney, the likely Republican nominee, criticized the president for failing to revive the sluggish U.S. economy. The two men delivered major speeches on the economy in the battleground state of Ohio. Mr. Obama, speaking at a college in the city of Cleveland, said a “stalemate in Washington between two fundamentally different views” on the direction America should take is hurting efforts to revitalize the economy. He said the 2012 election is a chance for Americans to break that stalemate. During a campaign stop in the city of Cincinnati, Romney accused Mr. Obama of making it harder to create jobs. He also said “almost everything” the president has done has made it more difficult for entrepreneurs to start businesses. Romney said small businesses have been stifled by government regulations. Thursday's speeches in the manufacturing heavy state underscore Ohio's importance to both Mr. Obama and Romney in the November general election. In recent years, no presidential candidate has won the White House without winning Ohio. Mr. Obama is trying to rebound from a recent wave of bad news, including an unexpectedly weak jobs report for May, and from his comments last week that the private sector is “doing fine.” Republicans have said that comment shows how much the president is out of touch with the nation's economic woes. Recent opinion polls suggest Mr. Obama and Mr. Romney are locked in a virtual tie.

Ohio is key to the election, but hinges on the economy

Peoples 6/14 (Steve, staff reporter for the associated press, “Dueling economic speeches, one swing state: Obama, Romney try to seize economic debate in Ohio”  6/14/12 http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/dueling-economic-speeches-1-swing-state-obama-romney-try-to-seize-economic-debate-in-ohio/2012/06/14/gJQAcp5cbV_story.html) KY

President Barack Obama cast his re-election race against Republican Mitt Romney as the economic choice of a lifetime on Thursday, seeking to stir undecided voters and asking the nation to buy into his vision for four more years or face a return to the recession-era “mistakes of the past.” Said Romney: “Talk is cheap.” Campaigning in Cleveland, President Barack Obama said the U.S. economy isn’t where it needs to be, but added that his administration has been digging out of hole created by millions of lost jobs before ne took office. Video Campaigning in Cincinnati, GOP presidential candidate Mitt Romney hammered President Barack Obama’s handling of the economy and said that Obama’s administration isn’t helping employers. From opposite ends of Ohio, a state vital to both of their political futures, Romney and Obama dueled in economic speeches that set the tone for a fierce, final five months of debate. At the core, the pitches were the political foes’ familiar, fundamentally different takes on how get to an economically aching nation soaring again. “That’s really what this election is about,” Obama said in his most detailed case for a second term. “That’s what is at stake right now. Everything else is just noise.” Romney went first from Cincinnati, a Republican stronghold in the state, and he described Obama’s administration as the very “enemy” of people who create jobs. “Look what’s happened across this country,” Romney said. “If you think things are going swimmingly, if you think the president’s right when he said the private sector is doing fine, then he’s the guy to vote for.” But he questioned why anyone would do that, saying if the job isn’t getting done, pick “someone who can do a better job.” The backdrop was Ohio, seen by political strategists as a state that could swing the election. It went to Obama last time, and George W. Bush before that, and it remains crucial for both competitors this year — particularly Romney. No Republican has ever won the presidency without winning Ohio

Obama is winning Ohio, but a shift in industrial policy will tilt the scales towards romney

Macquarrie 6/20/12 (Brian MacQuarrie Battle for Ohio could decide 2012 election By / The Boston Globe Published: June 20. 2012 4:00AM PST http://www.bendbulletin.com/article/20120620/NEWS0107/206200374/ -BRW)

When President Obama and Mitt Romney visited Ohio last Thursday, the first time they had campaigned in the same state on the same day, they underscored how critical its 18 electoral votes will be to victory in November. Obama pointed to the bailout as a signal difference between himself and Romney in restoring U.S. manufacturing. Romney criticized the president for not aiding industry by striking trade deals. “There’s no state that’s more important than Ohio,” said Russ Schriefer, senior strategist for the Romney campaign, which hopes to upend the state’s 2008 result, when Obama beat Sen. John McCain by 5 percentage points. Romney is expected to do well in rural and southern Ohio, and conventional wisdom holds that the president will dominate in the industrial north. But any erosion of support in lunch-bucket Toledo could prove disastrous for Obama, who will need the 2-to-1 ratio he garnered here in 2008 to offset Romney’s strengths elsewhere.  The latest compilation of polls by RealClearPolitics had Obama ahead here, 46.4 percent to 44.6. Elsewhere in the state, observers said, the excitement that helped propel Obama four years ago appears to have waned despite a 7.3 percent unemployment rate, which is better than the U.S. mark of 8.2 percent and has declined 10 consecutive months. Despite General Motors’ comeback, more than 400,000 Ohioans remain out of work, and Romney’s criticism of Obama’s economic policy resonates for some. 

Despite reduced electoral vote, Ohio is still the key swing state

Stirewalt 4/18 (Chris, staff writer at foxnews.com “ Obama Looks To Galvanize Base in Ohio With Attacks on Romney http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2012/04/18/obama-looks-to-galvanize-base-in-ohio-with-attacks-on-romney/#ixzz1yS2XEh9P) KY
President Obama will today make his 20th visit to Ohio since taking office with a campaign stop in Lorain County, a Democratic stronghold just west of Cleveland. Obama is expected to continue his assault on GOP budget proposals backed by his Republican opponent, former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney with a town-hall meeting and speech at the county’s community college. The White House and Obama campaign have extrapolated broad proposed spending cuts in the House Republican budget to suggest that Romney backs very specific and very deep cuts to popular programs like subsidies for college students and entitlement programs for the aged. Obama will head up to Dearborn, Michigan later to rally supporters and raise money (ironically at the museum dedicated to union-busting Henry Ford, the founder of the only major American automaker that did not participate in Obama’s 2009 bailout and restructuring). But the primary purpose of the campaign trip is to rally the Democratic base in Ohio. Lorain County hasn’t voted Republican since 1984 and has long been a bastion for blue-collar, union Democrats. The president’s intense focus on Ohio belies claims from Democratic strategists that Ohio will not be a make-or-break state for the president. Ohio will have fewer electoral votes – 18 – in 2012 than in any election since 1828 when the state helped deliver the election to Andrew Jackson over incumbent John Quincy Adams. And Democrats tout the president’s viability in previously bright red states like Virginia and North Carolina thanks to strong support from black voters and large immigrant populations. The Buckeye State, they say, has been supplanted as the key battleground. But that’s probably wishful thinking. This election promises to be tight and that means we’ll all be watching Cuyahoga County on the night of Nov. 6. The reason Democrats are eager to downplay Ohio is because the terrain looks rocky for the president there. In 2011 Obama carried an average Gallup job approval rating of just over 40 percent in the Buckeye State and Romney scores well with the large number of suburban voters in counties surrounding Columbus, Cleveland and Cincinnati. Compounding the problem is that the same population loss that has led to Ohio’s reduced electoral stature has fallen hardest on the most Democratic parts of the state, particularly in the northeast quadrant, as the state continues a decades-long manufacturing slide. Democrats have had success rallying union members against the effort by Republican Gov. John Kasich to limit the power of government unions. Union sentiment still runs very strong in the state, even among households more inclined to vote Republican on the national level. While Republicans had a banner year in 2010, picking off five of 10 incumbent House Democrats and electing Sen. Rob Portman, the Democratic hope is that they can provoke a counter backlash in 2012 by branding the GOP as too extreme. The ultimate battle between Romney and Obama will be for the suburbs to the east of Cleveland, all around Columbus and in between Dayton and Cincinnati, but right now the president’s effort is aimed at consolidating his base by attacking the policies backed by Romney, which Team Obama says are aimed at victimizing poor and middle-class voters. Obama hopes that by this summer he can be paying attention to the folks on the other side of the $50,000 median income line. But today he will be preaching to the choir in Elyria (median 2009 household income: $38,672.) His message to the Democratic base today will be largely the same one that Romney’s team is using right now with conservative Republicans: you may be disappointed in me, but get a load of the other guy. In this task, Obama has a decided disadvantage. Republicans need no convincing that they oppose Obama. Democrats still need to be instructed in what Obama and his team say are the wicked ways of Mitt Romney. The blue team will get there, but in the process the president is slinging a lot of red meat that won’t help him make his case to the more moderate suburbanites on the other side of town. 
The economy determines the election in Ohio

Cohen 6/14 (Tom, “Obama, Romney give dueling speeches on economy”, CNN, June 14, 2012, http://www.cnn.com/2012/06/14/politics/campaign-wrap/index.html)//KR

In dueling speeches that sought to frame the economic debate for their election showdown in November, President Barack Obama and Mitt Romney on Thursday offered differing visions for how to restore strong growth while telling separate Ohio crowds that the other's policies have failed. The president and the former Massachusetts governor both emphasized particular themes of community in their campaign speeches in a battleground state hit hard by the 2008 recession and its aftermath. Romney, speaking at a factory in the Cincinnati area minutes before Obama's speech in Cleveland, focused on what he called the president's failure to deliver promised economic growth so far in his first term. "Talk is cheap," Romney, the certain Republican nominee, said of the incumbent Democratic president. "Action speaks very loud, and if you want to see the results of his economic policies, look around Ohio and the country." He encouraged voters to ask their friends and neighbors if they are better off since Obama became president, predicting that small business owners, bankers, unemployed college graduates and others will answer no. Obama, meanwhile, emphasized the election is about a choice for the direction of the country, saying Romney "and his allies in Congress" advocate the same economic policies of tax cuts and deregulation that brought the recent recession. He cited in particular the refusal by congressional Republicans to accept any kind of tax increase on the wealthy, saying that stance prevented a comprehensive deficit reduction agreement last year. "The only thing that can break the stalemate is you," Obama said to cheers. "This November is your chance to render a verdict on the debate over how to grow the economy, how to create good jobs, how to pay down our deficit." The nearly simultaneous addresses reflected what polls have consistently shown -- the economy is the top issue in the November presidential election -- and both campaigns continued their high-stakes efforts to seize the advantage on it. 

Transportation infrastructure popular in Ohio – key to perception of effective economic policy

S.G.A. ’11 (Smart Growth America, Ohio Report, Feb http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/smart-transportation-ohio.pdf)
Like the rest of the country, Ohio’s state budget and economy face significant challenges. These challenges also create the opportunity – indeed the imperative – to revisit existing programs and ask if Ohio is really getting everything it can from them. Right now, voters do not think the current approach is working. Polling nationwide shows people are dissatisfied with the economy and believe the nation is on the wrong track. People do not trust their state with their money. Only 10% of voters nationwide (and 10% of those polled in the Midwest) think the government spends money wisely, while 86% of voters (85% in the Midwest) think their state does a fair or poor job. Moving forward, Americans do think there is a better way. In a recent survey by Hart Research Associates, 68% of those polled believe “now is the time for the state to invest in transportation because if done right these investments will create new jobs and attract new businesses.” Voters are clear about their hopes for their state, and Smart Growth America has practical solutions to help make that vision a reality. In the following pages we outline an innovative, yet common sense approach to transportation spending that cuts costs, creates jobs, attracts businesses, and clearly shows that the state is responding to the fiscal and economic crisis with strong leadership that is not satisfied with a system that makes fair or poor use of taxpayer dollars.

Ohio voters support rail

Harding 9(Dave, Ohio Passenger Rail Support Growing, GOP Skeptical, March 17, 2009, http://www.progressohio.org/blog/2009/03/C2vJ.html)

A growing coalition is lobbying for Ohio to build passenger rail along its major cities in the face of skepticism among Republican lawmakers. A Quinnipiac University poll released Tuesday finds that 64 percent of Ohio voters support passenger rail service between Cleveland, Columbus and Cincinnati. Gov. Ted Strickland, environmentalists, some Ohio mayors and Democratic lawmakers support it. The Democratic-controlled House has passed a transportation budget enabling Ohio to compete for $250 million in stimulus funds to build the rail.

Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania swings the election—result pivots on the economy

Babington 6/5 (Charles, staff writer at the Associated press “ Romney eyes Pennsylvania despite big Obama '08 win” 6/5/12 http://www.tulsaworld.com/site/printerfriendlystory.aspx?articleid=20120605_688_0_hrimgs284066&PrintComments=1Romney%20eyes%20Pennsylvania%20despite%20big%20Obama%20'08%20winBY%20CHARLES%20BABINGTON%20Associated%20PressTuesday,%20June%2005,%202012)KY

Strategists in both parties say the prime target in Pennsylvania is swing voters in the heavily populated four-county Philadelphia suburbs. Republicans there tend to be moderate, more focused on economic matters than religious issues. Andrew Reilly, chairman of the Delaware County GOP, acknowledged the Democrats' statewide voter registration advantage. But he said Romney is the first Republican presidential candidate in 20 years who fits well with the area's GOP electorate. "Pennsylvania is a challenge," Reilly said. "I think Romney's got a shot." Messina, Obama's national campaign manager, said issues that will make Romney less appealing in Pennsylvania, as in several other manufacturing states, include his opposition to Obama's auto industry rescue and his support of tax cuts for millionaires. "We're going to win Pennsylvania with a great campaign," Messina said. It may take a good campaign to win back Candi Ludwig, who said she hasn't committed to Romney despite her disappointment in Obama. James, the Romney adviser, says a smart, energetic campaign can lure such voters to the GOP column. "2012 is not 2008," James said. "We believe we can win Pennsylvania. And if we win Pennsylvania, Mitt Romney will be president."

And infrastructure is popular in Pennsylvania-outweighs general spending concerns

Hurdle 10 (Jon, “Pennsylvania voters back infrastructure tax hike: Governor”, Reuters, Aug 19, 2010, http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/08/19/us-pennsylvania-infrastructure-idUSTRE67I4UU20100819)//KR

Most Pennsylvania voters support a plan for higher taxes on oil companies and motor vehicle licenses to pay for repairs to roads, bridges and public transit, state Governor Ed Rendell said on Thursday. Rendell released the poll ahead of an August 23 meeting of lawmakers to discuss ways of filling a $472 million gap in transportation funding created by the federal government's rejection of a state plan to put tolls on Interstate 80. The poll found 74 percent of voters in favor of closing a tax loophole on oil company profits to raise about $500 million for infrastructure spending, the Democratic governor said. The poll of 504 people that was taken by Republican and Democratic pollsters, also found 48 percent of respondents would back an increase in motor vehicle license fees to bring them in line with inflation. Slightly more than the 45 percent of those polled rejected the idea. But a majority of those surveyed from August 16 to 17 rejected the idea of raising the gasoline tax which would cost the average driver 46 cents a week if it were raised in line with inflation, as favored by Rendell. Increased spending on infrastructure was backed by 74 percent of Democrats and 62 percent of Republicans, according to the poll, which had a 4.4 percent margin of error. Among Republicans, voters favored more spending on roads and bridges by 51 percent to 18 percent. "By a three-to-one margin, Republican voters who are hostile to the word 'spending' gave a positive response," said Republican pollster Frank Luntz during a conference call for reporters.

Virginia

Virginia is key—

Chebium 6/11 (Raju, Staff writer at USA Today “Virginia seen as a top prize by presidential campaigns” 6/11/12 www.usatoday.com/news/politics/story/2012-06-11/virginia-campaign-swing-state/55525938/1) KY
WASHINGTON – Virginia, until recently a reliable supporter of Republican presidential candidates, has become a vitally important swing state that may hold the key to this year's presidential elections. That's why President Obama, GOP challenger Mitt Romney and independent groups allied with both candidates have spent more on ads in Virginia than in any other state except Ohio, campaign figures show. "The fact that both camps are advertising for the general election in early June shows that both camps are taking this (state) seriously," said Roanoke College political scientist Harry Wilson. That's far different from a few election cycles ago, when Republicans could afford to take Virginia's support for granted and Democrats wrote off the state as unwinnable. Neither candidate will neglect Virginia this year, when its 13 electoral votes are up for grabs. Estimated ad expenditures by both sides in Virginia totaled $4.3 million between April 10 — when former senator Rick Santorum of Pennsylvania exited the race and Romney became the presumptive GOP nominee — and May 29, according to ad data analyzed by Elizabeth Wilner of Kantar Mitt Romney is joined by Virginia Gov. Bob McDonnell during a campaign stop in Portsmouth, Va., on May 3. By Election Day, Virginians will have seen and heard so many campaign ads, "everybody is going to be glad that it's over," Wilson said. "Everybody is going to be sick of the ads." Ohio, with 18 electoral votes, was the only other swing state that saw higher ad expenditures — $8.4 million, according to data compiled by Kantar Media and published by National Journal magazine. In Virginia, independent groups aligned with Romney are outspending those supporting Obama, Wilner said in an email. Obama is raising more money than Romney from Virginia donors, though that may change as the election nears. Federal records show Obama had raised nearly $4.2 million in Virginia as of April 30. Romney had raised nearly $3.4 million. In 2008, Obama became the first Democratic presidential candidate since 1964 to win Virginia. Last month, he kicked off his re-election campaign with appearances at Virginia Commonwealth University in Richmond and Ohio. Obama can expect to fare better in Virginia than in swing states such as Ohio and Pennsylvania, according to James Madison University political scientist Bob Roberts. That's because the state has fewer blue-collar white voters, a higher proportion of voters between 18 and 30, and many more upper-income suburban voters, he said.

Virgnia is the key state for Romney—without it he can’t win

Leighton 6/7 (Kyle, Editor of TPM Media's PollTracker “Obama Leads In Swing State Poll, But Romney Takes Florida And Ohio” 6/7/12  2012.talkingpointsmemo.com/2012/06/swing-state-poll-dead-heat-as-romney-improves-but-bain-attacks-stick.php) KY
President Obama leads a new poll of swing states from Purple Strategies by 2 points over Mitt Romney overall, but Romney has taken a lead in crucial Florida and Ohio. The poll confirms what has long been expected — a tight contest in which the redrawn political map will be a major factor. “This marks the first time since January that the candidates were within 2 points of each other in these critical purple states,” the pollsters wrote. “Despite still trailing, Mitt Romney has reached his highest vote total since our tracking began in September of 2011.” The Purple Poll surveyed 2,000 voters in Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Minnesota, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Wisconsin. Obama led 48 percent to 44 percent in Purple Strategies’ April numbers. But despite Romney’s gains, the electoral college map still presents challenges. Obama maintains leads in Virginia and Colorado, two states that could hand him re-election if he took them along with the historical contingent of blue states. Romney has improved elsewhere — he leads in the Purple Poll samples of Ohio and Florida — but even if he wins those two states and loses Virginia, he’d lose the election in almost all scenarios.

Obama winning Virginia now, but result hinges on the perception of the economy

West 6/11 (Paul, staff writer for the LA Times “For Obama and Romney, Virginia could hold the key” 6/11/12 www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/la-na-virginia-presidential-20120611,0,5745375.story) KY
MANASSAS, Va. — Less than an hour's drive out of Washington, when commuter traffic isn't jamming Interstate 66, a new Battle of Bull Run is underway. Obama campaign volunteers, armed with clipboards, have spent weeks registering voters at a modern campus on the hill where a famous general gained the nickname "Stonewall." Despite painstakingly slow progress — three students signed onto Virginia's rolls during a recent five-hour period — the Democrats are working to fortify a demographic barricade against Mitt Romney that could be decisive in this battleground state. President Obama's reelection depends heavily on young and minority voters, and Northern Virginia Community College, with students from more than 180 countries, makes an obvious recruiting target. The school's diversity reflects changes that have swept the fast-growing suburbs outside the nation's capital over the last decade, fed by explosive population increases among Latinos and Asians. Candidate Obama capitalized on these demographic shifts four years ago, mobilizing an army of newly registered voters and becoming the first Democratic presidential nominee to carry the Old Dominion since 1964. "There's nothing quite like it in any of the other Southern states. There's no region that big that has as many people who don't identify with the old Southern culture," said Paul Goldman, a strategist who in 1989 helped Virginia's Douglas Wilder become the nation's first elected African American governor. "Northern Virginia is much wealthier than the rest of the state. It has much more of a connection to Washington, and so it's unlike any other part of the country." If Obama took Virginia again, he could afford to lose Ohio and Florida, larger swing states he also won last time. Romney, on the other hand, will find it very hard to get to 270 electoral votes if he can't claim Virginia. "Virginia holds the keys to the kingdom," said Rick Wiley, the Republican National Committee political director, who is working closely with the Romney campaign. Obama has a small lead in recent statewide polling, but Democrats and Republicans expect a close finish. Both sides say Virginia will ultimately be won or lost in the far suburbs of the state's population centers, where women are a prized demographic — and the biggest worry for Republican strategists. Romney made a campaign stop in northern Virginia last month for an event with female business owners. The Obama campaign responded when First Lady Michelle Obama gave a pep talk last week to campaign workers in Prince William County, an outer suburb that is a bellwether this year. The event revolved heavily around women's issues and touched on a controversial Republican proposal in the Virginia Legislature that would have required women to obtain a transvaginal ultrasound before getting an abortion. Obama enjoys a 16-percentage-point advantage over Romney among Virginia's female voters, a wider gender gap than in recent national polls, according to a recent Quinnipiac University survey. Another demographic edge for Obama: the state's large African American population. Black voters, the strongest and most loyal part of the president's base, make up nearly one-fifth of the Virginia electorate, a greater share than in any other battleground state this year. Political theorists who argue that "demography is destiny" predict that Obama will benefit from continuing population growth among nonwhites. Ruy Teixeira and John Halpin, in a study for the left-leaning Center for American Progress, forecast that minorities will be 32% of the Virginia electorate this fall, up from 30% four years ago. The effect is difficult to divine, as is the other unknown in 2012: the course of the economy. Virginia's unemployment rate, at 5.6%, is the lowest of the 20 most-populous states. Yet parts of Virginia that had been booming and trending Democratic — including the Washington exurbs — are still hurting from the recession, which could reduce enthusiasm for Obama.

Economy key to Virginia

 Polantz 5/28 (Katelyn, “Listen to Me, Virginia Edition: It's All About the Economy”, PBS, May 28, 2012, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2012/05/listen-to-me-virginia-edition-all-about-the-economy.html)//KR

Economy, economy, economy. That's what the NewsHour heard most from Virginia voters who described the biggest issue for them this election season. The recession is on the minds of many voters across the country -- but President Obama's re-election team and Republican contender Mitt Romney's campaign are especially studying the voters who live in swing states. 

Economic recovery key to an Obama win in Virginia

Riley 3/5(Charles, “Virginia's economic recovery key to 2012 race”, March 5, 2012, http://money.cnn.com/2012/03/05/news/economy/virginia-election/index.htm)//KR

They might not be the hottest commodity on Super Tuesday, but Virginia voters are set to become one of the most sought-after prizes of the upcoming general election. In 2008, Obama carried the state in one of the cycle's biggest surprises. Before that, Virginia had gone to the Republicans in every presidential contest since 1964. This year, the Obama campaign's efforts to hold Virginia will be complicated by the divergent strength of the economic recovery in the state. While some rural counties are still struggling to recover from the recession, the suburbs that surround the Washington, D.C. area are flourishing from their proximity to the federal government. "I think we weren't hit quite as hard because we have a pretty diverse economy," said Ann Macheras, head of regional research at the Richmond Fed. "We're not as dependent on manufacturing as some of the states in the Midwest." Even with pockets of very high unemployment, Virginia's economy is doing quite well compared to most states. Overall unemployment is 6.2%, far better than the national average.

Wisconsin

Wisconsin key state—Romney needs to win a traditionally blue state

Joseph 5/20 (Cameron, staff writer at the Hill.com “ Governor's race overshadows crucial fall elections in swing-state Wisconsin” 05/20/12 thehill.com/homenews/campaign/228497-governors-race-overshadows-wisconsins-crucial-fall-elections) KY

Wisconsin could determine control of Congress and may be Mitt Romney’s best chance to win a historically Democratic state this election — but any talk of fall races is on the back-burner as the two parties fight a highly charged battle for control of the governor’s mansion. Both Wisconsin Democrats and Republicans have been in full-on campaign mode ever since Wisconsin Gov. Scott Walker (R) pushed through a law ending government workers’ right to collectively bargain. In the year and a half since his controversial push the state has hosted six elections including state Senate recall races and a state Supreme Court race that both saw spending in the tens of millions. Walker will face the voters on June 8, and polls show him with a slight lead over Milwaukee Mayor Tom Barrett (D). Whatever the result, the trench warfare between Walker and the unions will likely color November’s elections. Romney has fully embraced Walker, calling him a “hero,” and he and Obama have increasingly fought over labor policies. Romney accused Obama this week of wanting “to do the bidding of these old union CEO bosses,” while Obama has taken an increasingly populist and pro-union tone since Walker pushed the issue into the national spotlight. There have been many signs of the long shadow the recall election has cast over all other races in the state. Every Wisconsin GOP Senate candidate has made a point to campaign hard for Walker and routinely invokes his name on the stump, while the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee (DCCC) sent out a Friday fundraiser for get-out-the-vote efforts in Wisconsin, seeking to capitalize over the attention the race has drawn. Obama won Wisconsin by a 14-point margin in 2008 and Republicans haven’t won the state at the presidential level since 1984, but the GOP has long been competitive there. President George W. Bush came within one percentage point of winning the state in both 2000 and 2004, and Walker led a Republican revolt in the state in 2010 — the GOP won the governor’s mansion, both chambers of the state legislature, a Senate seat and two House seats. This time around, control of both the White House and Congress could be determined in the state — and both sides predict a tight general election. Besides the presidential race, there is a dogfight for the seat being vacated by retiring Sen. Herb Kohl (D-Wis.), and two GOP-controlled House seats are high on Democrats’ target lists. “I expect both the Senate and presidential races to be competitive regardless of what happens in the recall,” Wisconsin Democratic Party Chairman Mike Tate told The Hill. “That’s in keeping with Wisconsin’s history — we almost always have close races.” Wisconsin Republican Party spokesman Ben Sparks agreed. “Wisconsin will definitely be in play during the presidential race,” he said. “We have implemented the largest grassroots organization the party has ever had in Wisconsin, and it will remain in full swing after Walker's victory and on into November.” Besides Walker, two other Wisconsin Republicans are leaving their mark on the GOP — and influencing the direction of the election. Republican National Committee Chairman Reince Priebus ran the Wisconsin Republican Party through 2010, has a close relationship with Walker — and a vested interest in the race. Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan’s (R-Wis.) GOP budget has become a rallying cry for conservatives and liberals alike, and he has been mentioned as a possible vice presidential pick for Romney. Romney hasn’t shown any signs yet of contesting Wisconsin — his initial ad buy is running in four states but not there, and he hasn’t returned to the state since he won the primary there in early April. But two recent polls showed the two in a statistical dead heat, and if Romney hopes to expand the electoral map it seems likely this would be a good place to start. A big question for the campaigns is how Obama does in the more culturally conservative, fiscally populist areas in the north and west of the state. The areas are traditionally battlegrounds, while he did exceptionally well there in 2008, in 2010 Democrats got crushed in those areas. The labor fight has helped galvanize culturally conservative, pro-gun rights union workers in areas like Green Bay and Wausau, but it is unclear how the recall election’s results will impact their enthusiasm. A concern for both parties is voter exhaustion. Wisconsin had the second-highest turnout of any state in 2008 and Wisconsinites traditionally vote at high levels, but the highly emotional, hard-fought recall battles may leave some exhausted — and whichever side loses may face some letdown. While both sides tout the robust campaign organizations they’ve built in the last two years and promise the get-out-the-vote efforts in the fall will be unprecedented, each admitted concern that if they lose the recall election their side may see some drop-off in enthusiasm for the fall elections. Democrats have more to worry about — while the unions and liberal activists were more gung-ho about recalling Walker, some party strategists were concerned a loss could be demoralizing for their side and hurt them in the fall. Some privately urged against the recall. “A Walker loss is probably more likely to fire up Republicans rather than dispirit them — there’s such a strong attachment to Scott Walker in the Republican Party here,” said University of Wisconsin Professor Charles Franklin, who conducted one of the polls showing Walker with a lead and Obama tied with Romney. “With a victory for him, I think there would be some dispirited Democrats... A victory would be incredible in terms of firing up Democrats, all this effort will fire them up. I just don’t know what would happen with a loss.”

***Demographics Key

Asians

Asian-American vote key to Obama winning the election

MSNBC, 6-19, (MSNBC video transcript, Asian Americans could swing outcome in battleground states, 6-19-12, http://video.msnbc.msn.com/jansing-and-co/47875217/#47875217 - BRW)

big headline. latinos are no longer the largest group immigrating to the united states . a surprising study out today showing asian- americans are now coming to the u.s. at a faster rate than any other group. msnbc's richard lui is here looking into this. what's behind it? surprising new numbers. you wouldn't think it necessarily here, chris. we found asian- americans are now the face of new immigrants. not latinos . according to a new pew research study, the number of hispanics fell to three in ten as you look at the top here. in 2011 . in terms of new immigrants. asians make up four in ten in the current number. almost doubled in that same a lot of time from a decade ago. so who are asian- americans that make up this group? depends on the study you look at. the united states lists 53 countries in its asian group, from turkey in the west to the pacific islands down here in the east. yes, india is considered part of the asian and asian-american. now, regardless of country of origin , the study shows a clear majority come here for better family life , jobs and futures. and when they get here, they say the u.s. is indeed better than their home country , when asked that question, except when it comes to moral values . despite their concern over moral values , they don't lean on conservative traditional stances. on homosexuality, for instance, should be accepted at the general public , with abortion, skewed with the general public . more supportive of it than not. do they vote? take these views to the voting booths? u.s.-born asian dos. three in four are foreign born and they are far less likely to go to the polls. when they do vote, they do go left. 50% identify themselves at democrats. 63% voted for obama in 2008 . their appears to be also some dissatisfaction according to this study, as a lesser number approve of the president's job today. now, here's where the asian-american vote will count. of the nbc news to sss-up states, the four to watch, where asian- american pop langss are high enough to swing the outcome. look at the numbers in nevada and virginia . 8%, 6%. wow. big numbers . thanks, richard. i want to bring in chair of the asian- pacific islander american vote and non-partisan voter vocalization group and i guess the most obvious question is, you know, we've gopt this tight presidential race, numbers of 6% and 8% in virginia and nevada . how critical potentially could the asian-american vote be? it can make a huge difference. right? you saw it on the board there. in neff nevvada neff and virginia . unprecedented happening and on the rise. seeing they're enjoying a political sophistication they've never had before. enjoying expanded coalition. they're about three times the number of candidates from the community running for congress. which can make a big impact on the balance of power here on capitol hill . do you think that's what is behind the number of only 48% in 2008 voted? because that -- what's it going to take to get more of them to the polls? and obviously, the democrats would like to see that, given that they tend to skew that way. yeah. they do tend to skew that way. i mean, i think all the polling would show that still both parties haven't really reached out to this community very much. so there's still a level of engagement that can happen. i think, though, even though folks are not registered or haven't been voting at much, there's still this conversation within the community . people especially over the course of the last ten years during their weekend gatherings with their families are talking about how their wages are going down and how unemployment is going up. and this conversation is one that they're going to probably try to make a voice around at the voting booth . is it startling? barack obama has asian-american outreach program. correct? he does. he does. and actually has spoken to the community on several different occasi occasions, but i think throughout history what we've seen is, this raucous with the community . having more leaders appointed to senior positions within the administration. therapy in the halls of congress. there's a whole new kind of awareness starting to sprout up within the community , and i think that you're going to see that translate into more thrill activism. and i'm curious about if more people start going to the polls if there's is indeed an opening for mitt romney , we've seen that at least historically they tend to vote democratic. but it was fascinating to me looking at what richard says. given their feeling about america's moral values and focus on the family and frankly that they're among the most educated and highest earners, and many of those high earners tend to skew republican, is thas vote, those non-voters, up to this point, who are up for grabs? 

The Asian American vote is going to be key to win swing states 

Condon 6/20/12 (By Stephanie Condon Asian-Americans a fast-growing group in key states According to the far-reaching study from the Pew Research Center,  June 20, 2012 5:00 AM http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-57456481-503544/asian-americans-a-fast-growing-group-in-key-states/ - BRW)

Asian-Americans for the first time have surpassed Hispanics as the fastest-growing immigrant group in the United States. As of 2010, 36 percent of immigrants arriving in the U.S. are Asian, according to Census data, while just 31 percent are Hispanic. Asian-Americans still make up a relatively small portion of the country -- they accounted for 5.8 percent of the population in 2011 while Hispanics, by comparison, made up 16.7 percent of the population. Still, Asian-Americans are not only the fastest-growing racial group, but also the highest-income and best-educated, the survey shows. On top of that, Asian-American communities are growing in some key political regions like Northern Virginia. "What we're really talking about is essentially a new immigrant community," Tritia Toyota, an anthropology professor at the University of California, Los Angeles, said at a panel discussion of the survey on Tuesday. "If you hadn't been paying attention in the past five years... this may come as a big surprise." The political impact the Asian-American community may have is limited, given that three in 10 Asian-American adults are not citizens. About half of Asian-Americans say they voted in the 2008 presidential election, according to the Pew study, in comparison to 67 percent of all U.S. adults say they voted that year (according to Census data). Those who do vote are likely to vote Democrat -- the study shows that half of all Asian-Americans identify as Democrat or lean Democrat while just 28 percent identify with or lean towards the Republican party. That's not too far off from the figures for Americans overall -- 49 percent lean Democrat -- but Asian-Americans are more likely to support President Obama than Americans overall. The survey found that 54 percent of Asian-Americans approve of Mr. Obama's job performance. Mr. Obama carried the Asian vote in 2008, winning 62 percent support to John McCain's 35 percent. The Obama campaign this year is making specific efforts to reach out to Asian-American voters, particularly in a few states where their influence could be key: Nevada, Virginia, Pennsylvania, Florida, Michigan and California. Northern Virginia edge could be pivotal for Obama Northern Virginia could be a critical region for Mr. Obama in part because of its growing Asian-American community. In Fairfax County, for instance, Asian-Americans in 2010 made up more than 17 percent of the population. Nevada, another key state for 2012, saw its Asian-American population grow by 116 percent between 2000 and 2010, according to the Census -- more than any other state. Its Asian-American population now stands at 7.2 percent of the state's total population. The Obama campaign held events targeting Asian-Americans in those key states, including voter registration drives and small business roundtables, around the time it launched Asian-Americans & Pacific Islanders (AAPIs) for Obama, a campaign initiative to mobilize those voters across the country. The Obama campaign has appealed to "AAPI" voters in part by pointing to Mr. Obama's own heritage (the president spent his childhood in Hawaii and Indonesia), as well as his accomplishments related to the community, such as the fact that he has doubled the number of Asian-Americans sitting on the federal bench. Republican Mitt Romney's campaign, meanwhile, is in the process of hiring Asian-American coalition directors. They will focus on recruiting, identifying and educating Asian-American voters about Romney's economic message, according to the campaign, and tap into Asian American media. "Our campaign recognizes the importance of Asian-Americans and we will make strong push to reach out to this growing community," said Romney campaign spokesman Ryan Williams. "Like all voters, Asian-Americans are concerned about our struggling economy and we will appeal to them by focusing on Governor Romney's pro-growth message and his plans to create jobs and return fiscal responsibility to Washington." 

Hispanics

Swing States Hispanics key—increasing voter turn out

Jaffe 6/11 (Matthew, writer for abcnews.com “Obama, Romney Battle for Hispanic Votes in Swing States” 6/11/12  abcnews.go.com/Politics/OTUS/obama-romney-battle-hispanic-vote-intensifies-swing-states/story?id=16542875) KY

President Obama, Republican nominee Mitt Romney and their respective allies are kicking off summer with a push to court Hispanic voters in states where Hispanics could play a decisive role in November's election. Priorities USA Action, the pro-Obama super PAC, and Service Employees International Union, one of the nation's largest labor groups, joined the fray Monday with a $4 million Spanish-language TV ad campaign attacking Romney's economic experience. The 30-second spot -- "Mitt Romney: En Sus Propias Palabras" -- is reported to be one of the largest-ever independent Spanish-language presidential ad campaigns. It will run in Colorado, Nevada and Florida, the group said. "This ad is part of a broader effort to ensure Latino voters know the stakes in this election, and who has been on the side of Latino families and who will continue to stand with them in the coming years," said SEIU political director Brandon Davis. Obama for America, the president's re-election committee, has been on the air in the same states since late April. It has run three flights of Spanish-language TV ads that feature Hispanic supporters testifying to the positive impact of Obama's first-term policies. Meanwhile, Romney and Republicans have stepped up their appeals to what is the nation's fastest-growing voting bloc, launching a national Hispanic outreach effort led by Carlos Gutierrez, who served as Secretary of Commerce under President George W. Bush. The push includes a series of web and TV ads with an economic pitch. "The Hispanic community has been especially hard-hit by President Obama's policies," Gutierrez said in a statement. "We need a leader who will bring back jobs, help small businesses, and ensure that the American Dream remains for future generations." The intensifying focus on Hispanics by both campaigns underscores their looming influence in key general election battleground this fall. An estimated 12 million are expected to go to the polls in November, up 26 percent from 2008, according to projections by the National Association of Latino Elected Officials. While Hispanics have long been a strong Democratic constituency, Republicans believe that if they can woo enough voters from Obama's side, they can tilt the balance in Romney's favor in states like Colorado, Nevada and Florida, where the race is close in early polls. In Colorado, where Obama and Romney are tied in the most recent NBC/Marist poll, Hispanics played a significant factor in Obama's victory four years ago. While the president carried just 50 percent of white voters there in 2008 against Sen. John McCain, Hispanics broke for Obama by a 61 to 38 percent margin, according to the Pew Hispanic Center. The same dynamic was evident in Nevada, where 58 percent of Hispanics' votes went to Obama in 2008, lifting him over McCain, 55 to 42 percent overall. The race there between Obama and Romney is now virtually tied in the latest NBC/Marist poll. Obama's narrow victory in Florida four years ago also came with help from Hispanics, who broke for him by a 57 to 42 percent margin, according to Pew, compared with whites who preferred McCain by 56 to 42 percent.

Latinos turnout is key

Jaffe 6/19 (Matthew, “Obama Polls Strong Among Latinos Since Changing Deportation Rules”, ABC, June 19, 2012, http://abcnews.go.com/blogs/politics/2012/06/after-relaxing-deportation-rules-obama-appears-stronger-than-ever-among-latinos/)//KR 
In addition, recent polls have shown a nearly double-digit jump in support for Obama among Latinos since he made the change, and Obama was already doing well among the country’s largest ethnic minority. An ABC News/Washington Post poll earlier this spring revealed 73 percent of Latinos backed Obama, compared with 26 percent for Romney. While Latinos had previously expressed dismay about Obama’s failures to enact comprehensive immigration reform despite enjoying a Democrat-controlled Congress for his first two years in Washington, his decision to loosen the deportation rules has boosted Latino enthusiasm for him. “The announcement on June 14 appears to have clearly erased Obama’s enthusiasm deficit among Latinos,” said Matt Barreto, a researcher at Latino Decisions and associate professor of political science at the University of Washington. The challenge for Obama will be making sure Latinos head to the polls come November. The number of registered Latino voters has dropped significantly in recent years, and projections of how many Latinos will vote in November, once as high as 12.2 million, according to the National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials, or NALEO, now hover around 10.5 million, according to the William C. Velasquez Institute.

The Economy is their top priority

 Jaffe 6/19 (Matthew, “Obama Polls Strong Among Latinos Since Changing Deportation Rules”, ABC, June 19, 2012, http://abcnews.go.com/blogs/politics/2012/06/after-relaxing-deportation-rules-obama-appears-stronger-than-ever-among-latinos/)//KR 
If boosting Hispanic turnout is key for Obama, who won 67 percent of the Latino vote in 2008, capitalizing on the economic struggles of Latinos may be Romney’s best hope. The nominal Republican nominee denounced Obama’s announcement last Friday as a political move and accused him of trying to distract Latinos from the economy. The jobless rate among Latinos is currently 11 percent, higher than the national average of 8.2 percent. “I believe that the reason this came out is the president is trying to shore up his base with Latino voters, and he’s also trying to change the subject from his miserable speech last week – from his gaffe that the private economy is ‘doing fine’ and from the failure of his economic policies to get this economy going again,” Romney said in an interview with Fox News Radio. In Romney’s favor is the fact that Latinos have cited the economy – not immigration reform – as their top priority. Later this week, the battle for the Latino vote will be on full display in Florida, when both Obama and Romney address Latinos at the annual NALEO conference in Orlando. Romney will speak to the group on Thursday, with Obama taking the stage the following day. At this moment, now more than ever, the latter clearly has the upper hand among Latinos, an advantage that could ultimately secure him a second term in the White House.

The Hispanic vote is key to winning the 2012 election

Swong 6/19/12(Sarah Swong, Obama Immigration Reform Will Win Obama the Hispanic Vote, http://www.policymic.com/articles/9760/obama-immigration-reform-will-win-obama-the-hispanic-vote 6/19/2012- BRW)

The debate on immigration is highly relevant this year because of the importance of the Hispanic vote in the 2012 elections. But there are more than politically savvy reasons to deal properly with immigration. With 12 million undocumented migrants, the U.S. should improve the path towards citizenship for economic reasons, but more importantly because the definition of “American” is changing. In an election year in which Hispanics will likely decide the outcome, both presidential candidates have been ramping up their appeal to Hispanic voters. On Friday, the Obama administration announced that the U.S. will stop deporting and give immunity to working-age young undocumented immigrants who arrived as children and have followed the law. His announcement is timely, given all the negative press saying Obama has deported more illegal immigrants than any other president. Romney, on the other hand, has focused on the economy as his main selling point to a Latino population that seems mostly concerned with job creation. With the Hispanic vote as a key determiner of this year’s election, the candidates are likely to continue grappling with immigration to win voters. 

Latino votes key- key to swing states Florida, Nevada, and Colorado

Naylor, 6/17 (Brian, New Hampshire News, “Campaign Ads Target Latinos As A Key Issue Looms”, Sun June 17, 2012 1:23 pm, http://www.nhpr.org/post/campaign-ads-target-latinos-key-issue-looms, jld)
Barack Obama got overwhelming support from Latino voters in 2008, helping him win the White House. Mitt Romney hopes to hold down that margin this year. So both campaigns are targeting Latino voters in TV ads. President Obama and the presumptive Republican nominee are both scheduled to address Latino leaders later this week in Florida. And after the president's announcement Friday, putting a stop to some deportations, immigration reform will likely be front and center. The Obama re-election team has the more elaborate campaign aimed at reaching Latino voters. The most recent spots feature Obama volunteers speaking with Latino families and talking about their own life experiences and concerns about health care and education. In a Spanish-language ad, Daniella Urbina, a field organizer for Obama in Denver, says: "I'm the first one to go to college in my family. I think President Obama understands us — he understands what it's like not to have what everyone else has." The Obama campaign has reportedly spent nearly $2 million on the ads, which are airing in Florida, Nevada and Colorado. Obama won all three of those states in 2008, and all are expected to be closely contested this year. Obama's Spanish-language spots are all highly positive and warm-feeling. By contrast, the Service Employees International Union and the pro-Obama superPAC Priorities USA announced a $4 million campaign this past week that goes after Mitt Romney, using his own words. "You can also tell my story. I am also unemployed," Romney jokes in the ads. A woman then says: "He's making fun of us. I was unemployed. Our children are suffering and he jokes about it?" The SEIU/Priorities USA ads are running in the same states as the Obama ads. Gabriel Sanchez, who teaches political science at the University of New Mexico, says the pro-Obama ads aim to reignite the spark felt in the Latino community for Obama four years ago. 
Hispanic votes key in Arizona and Nevada 
Desai 6/20 (Harsh, his Master's in Law from Columbia University , BA in Political Science from St Xavier's College & Elphinstone College, Bombay “President Obama and the Latino vote” global.factiva.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/aa/?ref=MONLIF0020120620e86k00001&pp=1&fcpil=en&napc=S&sa_from=) KY
Last year in the US more non-white children were born than white children for the first time in US history. Just one more sign that America is changing. The principal reason for the change was the rapid growth of Hispanics. In the future it is likely that Hispanics will play an even bigger role in the US elections as their numbers increase. Most Hispanics in the US are from Mexico. In some states such as Arizona and Nevada they might hold the key to the elections. And Hispanics as a group are particularly sympathetic to immigrants as not so long ago many of them or their parents came from out of the country.
Hispanics support the NIB-it addresses economic issues

Soto 1/11 (Victoria, “For Latinos in 2012, It's Not Just About Immigration”, the Nation, Jan 11, 2012, http://www.thenation.com/article/165590/latinos-2012-its-not-just-about-immigration)

The problem is, the issues that keep Latinos up at night—like double-digit unemployment rates, living at the poverty end of the wealth gap and having the highest high school dropout rates in the country—go well beyond immigration. Herein lies the challenge for President Obama. He must recast his connection with Latino voters beyond a narrow focus on immigration and engage Latinos as the multi-issue electorate they are. It’s easy to see why Latinos have been typecast within the narrow frame of immigration. The vast majority are immigrants or the children or grandchildren of immigrants. In 2008 then-candidate Barack Obama used the issue to connect with Latinos by highlighting the importance of immigration reform. This strategy was wildly successful and netted him close to 70 percent of the Latino vote. Today that strategy is counterproductive. Latino voters are keenly aware that “La Promesa de Obama”—as his campaign pledge for comprehensive immigration reform became known—was not fulfilled. And now they have other priorities: according to the latest impreMedia-Latino Decisions tracking polls, economics have eclipsed immigration as their top concern. For Latinos, the economy and the related issue of education have come to demand the same level of attention that President Obama once gave immigration.[image: image1.png]


 Since 2009 minority unemployment has been in the double digits. At its height in 2010, Latino unemployment was at 13.9 percent; today it’s 11 percent. Latinos have been the hardest hit in the recession, and they have the steepest climb to recovery. According to the Pew Hispanic Center, Latino median wealth plummeted 66 percent between 2005 and 2009. The decrease in wealth nationally was the most acute among Latinos, leaving one-third of the community either with debt or no assets. Latinos are losing not only their jobs, benefits and homes but their hard-earned position in the middle class. Within one generation families have gone from working class to middle class and back to working class again. The wealth gap between minorities and nonminorities is the largest since the Census Bureau began providing this information in 1984. The white-to-Latino ratio of median wealth in 2009 stood at 18 to 1, more than twice the ratio before the recession. The gap between rich and poor has also become a serious problem within the Latino community, with their wealth disparity the greatest of any group. In addition to having experienced the steepest decrease in wealth, Latinos have the highest birthrates and the lowest levels of education. Latino dropout rates are triple those of whites and double those of African-Americans. Education is particularly important to Latinos because more than one-third are under 18. In 2008–09, in the two largest public school districts, New York City and Los Angeles, Latino children made up 41 percent and 74 percent, respectively, of incoming first graders. At first glance it would seem that because of the magnitude of their economic losses and their grim educational position, Latinos would be the most punishing of the president’s policies. But the data suggest that Latinos want more government involvement, not less, making them unreceptive to the message of the GOP and particularly the Tea Party. During last summer’s debt debate, an impreMedia-Latino Decisions poll showed that 83 percent of Latino voters supported some sort of tax increase in the debt reduction plan. Forty-five percent supported a taxes-only route. Even a majority of Latino Republicans preferred some taxation over a cuts-only approach to the deficit. For Latinos, economic well-being is intimately tied to the economic recovery of the nation; they are progressives who support a robust federal government. The proposal to create a National Infrastructure Bank to bring about job creation is exactly the type of policy that resonates with them.
Hispanic vote key to swing states

Lightman 6/20 (David, 6/20/12, “Hispanics hold key to swing states in presidential election”, McClatchy Newspapers, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2012/06/20/153166/hispanics-hold-key-to-swing-states.html#storylink=cpy) RS 
ORLANDO, Fla — . Hispanic voters are poised this year to be the swing votes for president in many of the nation’s swing states. They’re expected to vote in big numbers again for President Barack Obama, and their numbers are growing. In Colorado, Nevada, Florida, North Carolina and Virginia, they very well could determine whether Obama wins another term or is succeeded by Republican Mitt Romney. If they turn out. “The president has consistently had broad voter support. The question was enthusiasm,” said Matt Barreto, a co-founder of Latino Decisions, which studies Hispanic voting behavior. That may be why Obama has vaulted immigration to the forefront of the 2012 campaign, at least for the moment. His announcement last Friday that the government will stop deporting thousands of young undocumented workers was a jolt of fresh energy for Hispanic voters. The president hopes to continue the momentum this Friday when he addresses the National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials in Orlando. Romney, who’ll speak Thursday at the group’s convention, has a tougher task. Earlier this year, he urged illegal immigrants to engage in “self-deportation” and said he would have opposed Supreme Court Justice Sonia Sotomayor, the nation’s first Latino justice, nominated by Obama. Barreto’s swing state poll last week showed enthusiasm for Obama growing among Latino voters. The president won the Hispanic vote in 2008 by 67 to 31 percent, exit polls found, and he’s in position to put up similar margins this time. Whether he can sustain enough passion to get more people to show up at the polls is the open question, however. “People are concerned about the economy, and Romney talks a lot about job creation,” said Angeline Echeverria, the executive director of El Pueblo, a nonpartisan community organization in Raleigh, N.C. “He talks about things that might resonate.” Latino turnout has been lower than that of whites or blacks in recent presidential elections, partly because of the same factors that dampen turnout in the general population: The Hispanic population tends to be younger and less wealthy. Obama’s camp is confident. Adrian Saenz, a veteran Texas political strategist, has been working as the campaign’s national Latino vote director since November. Spanish-language ads have been running in Colorado, Nevada and Florida since April. The ads emphasize jobs, health care and education, which polls find are major concerns in the community. “Mitt Romney is on the wrong side of every issue important to Hispanics,” said Gabriela Domenzain, the Obama’s campaign’s director of Hispanic press. The Romney camp fired back that its candidate’s economic message will resonate. “Behind the depressing economic data are real people who are suffering because of the Obama economy. That’s why you see a lack of enthusiasm” for the president, said Alberto Martinez, a Tallahassee-based Romney adviser. Republicans have Hispanic outreach directors in at least six swing states and a national Hispanic outreach director, Bettina Inclan, who’s a campaign and Capitol Hill veteran. Two Spanish-language ads have been running in swing states. “The challenges Mitt Romney faces have been exaggerated by the Obama campaign,” Martinez said, “and the president’s support has been exaggerated.”
Hispanics are key to the election

Teixeira 12- a Senior Fellow in the Center for American Progress Action Fund (Ruy, 1/23/12, “Why Obama's Re-Election Hinges On the Hispanic Vote”, The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/99862/hispanic-vote-obama-2012-election) RS  

Hispanics, who were responsible for most of U.S. population growth in the last decade, have been a more important part of the electorate each election. Now the largest minority group in the United States, they are poised to play a potentially decisive role in this year’s contest between President Obama and his GOP opponent. This has been cause for concern by some Democrats, who worry that Obama’s record on immigration may depress his turnout and support within the Hispanic community; the data suggest, however, that they are worrying more than they should. Consider first the national level. The Obama campaign will be relying heavily on the minority vote, which they hope will be larger in 2012 than in 2008. This is a reasonable expectation given historical trends, as the rise in minority vote share has closely tracked with the rise in minority population share. But there is no guarantee this will happen. Hispanics are the chief driver of the increasing minority population, and if their turnout falls off in 2012, the projected increase in the minority vote would likely not appear. Sustaining high Hispanic turnout is necessary, but it is not sufficient. The Obama campaign also needs strong support from the minorities who do vote. My estimates suggest that Obama needs to get at least 75 percent of the minority vote in 2012 to have a secure basis for re-election, given likely drop-off in his white support. African-Americans are the biggest component of the minority vote and seem likely to give Obama the same overwhelming support they did in 2008. But Hispanics, the second largest component of the minority vote, could be more problematic for Obama. They lack the special tie to Obama that black voters have and they have historically been more variable in their support for Democratic candidates. Moreover, there is significant discontent about Obama’s failure to deliver on immigration reform and the high level of deportations that have taken place on his watch. Obama’s approval rating among Hispanics has been hovering around 50 percent for a number of months, an unimpressive rating among a group that was supposed to be one of his strengths. … If Hispanic support for the President winds up as strong as it now appears and their turnout holds up—giving Obama at least 75 percent of what should be around 28 percent of the entire vote—the benefits to the Obama campaign would be huge. Crucially, it would give him considerable leeway to lose white support but still win the popular vote. In fact, my estimates indicate that Obama, with this level of minority support, could do just as badly as John Kerry did with the white working class (a 23 point deficit) and white college graduates (an 11 point deficit) and still defeat his opponent. The current level of Hispanic support for the President even suggests that he might come close to matching his 80-percent overall support from minority voters in 2008. If that occurs, he has even more leeway to lose white votes. Amazingly, he could approach the levels at which Congressional Democrats lost these two groups in 2010 (30 points and 19 points, respectively) and still win the popular vote. Sufficiently strong Hispanic support thus sets Obama up nicely to win the national popular vote (though it does not guarantee it). But as we learned twelve years ago, the winner of the national vote does not always win the election. So, how important are Hispanics to Democrats’ efforts to carry swing states? There is one area in particular where Obama’s advantage with Hispanics will be especially advantageous: the new swing states of the Southwest—Colorado, Nevada and New Mexico. In these three states, Hispanics dominate the minority vote, which averages 36 percent of voters. These three states also happen to be very important to the Obama campaign. If Obama does manage to hold them in addition to the five "easiest" Midwest/Rust Belt states (Pennsylvania, Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Iowa), he would likely be only be two electoral votes short of victory, even without Ohio or any of the New South states (Florida, North Carolina, Virginia). Conversely, if the GOP is able to break Obama’s hold on the three Southwestern swing states, the Republican path to victory becomes a lot easier. For example, if the GOP takes all three, plus Ohio (but no other swing state in the Midwest/Rust Belt), they can emerge victorious with just Florida, plus either North Carolina and Virginia from the New South.

Independents

Independents key—numbers growing 

Madhani 2/6 (Aamer, staff writer at USA TODAY, “Can Obama win independent voters in 2012?” 2/6/12 content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2012/02/obama-focus-independents-third-way/1) KY

One key to President Obama winning re-election will be capturing a majority of independents as he did in 2008 when 52% of independents voted for him. But a report published this afternoon by Michelle Diggles and Lanae Erickson of the centrist Democratic think tank, Third Way, suggests that the Obama campaign will need to be focused in their approach if they're going to win back those voters in November. The fight for independent voters is already shaping up to be tougher in 2012 than it was four years ago. Democratic registration is down in eight battleground states, while independent registration is up 3.4%, according to a Third Way analysis. Diggles and Erickson contend it would be a mistake to lump all independents together. The independent voters who backed Obama in 2008 are more moderate than independents writ large, and a significant proportion of the president's independent backers showed in the midterm elections that they are truly swing voters. "Not all independents are the same, and the real showdown for 2012 is over who will win the Obama independents," Diggles and Erickson write. "If President Obama woos the vast majority of them back, he can be re-elected. But if he performs among them like Democrats did in 2010, when one-quarter of the Obama independents voted for a Republican, it's going to be a long election night."

Independents will swing the elections—growing electorate and last 2 elections prove

Gilespie 3/14 (Nick, editor in chief of Reason.com co-author of The Declaration of Independents: How Libertarian Politics Can Fix What's Wrong With America “Independents Will Decide the 2012 Election” 3/14/12 reason.com/archives/2012/03/14/independents-will-decide-the-2012-electi)KY

A raft of new polls about the presidential race drives home what everyone has always known: This election will turn on independent voters, the ever-growing plurality of Americans who refuse to sign up for Team Red or Team Blue. According to Gallup and based on 20,000 interviews from 20 polls taken throughout 2011, “a record-high 40 percent of Americans identify as Independents.” To put that in perspective, consider that self-identified Democrats roll in at a historic low of 31 percent while just 27 percent of us are willing to admit being Republicans. When the partisan leanings of independents were taken into consideration, Gallup found the nation evenly split between Democrats and Republicans, with each claiming 45 percent of the electorate. How important are independents, especially the 10 percent who don't lean toward Dems or Reps? President Barack Obama’s convincing win over Republican Sen. John McCain (Ariz.) in 2008 was due in large part to his pulling 51 percent of self-identified independents to McCain’s 43 percent. And Republican gains in the 2010 midterms stemmed largely from the GOP getting 55 percent of independent votes versus the Democrats pulling only 39 percent. Take it to the bank: You win any national election if you win the independent vote.

Specifically, they will swing Florida

Khan 1/9 (Huma, staff writer at abcnews.com “Independent Voters on the Rise but Do They Matter?” 1/9/12 abcnews.go.com/blogs/politics/2012/01/independent-voters-on-the-rise-but-do-they-matter/) KY
Romney has been targeting independent voters in New Hampshire, a socially liberal state where there are more undeclared voters than either Democrats or Republicans. Because they can vote in the GOP primary – up to 44 percent of voters in Tuesday’s primary are expected to be undeclared – this bloc is key to ensuring that the former governor of neighboring Massachusetts emerges victorious. The same is true of Florida, where polls show independent voters could make a difference. Unregistered voters account for about a quarter of the electorate in the Sunshine state.

New Economic policies will swing independents—they are key to the election
Sink 6/3 (Justin, staff writer at thehill.com, “ Poll finds independents wary of both Romney, Obama economic plans” thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/232475-poll-voters-wary-of-both-romney-and-obama-economic-plans)KY
The swing-voting independents that are likely the key to November's presidential race are distrustful of both President Obama and presumptive Republican nominee Mitt Romney's economic plans, according to a poll released Wednesday by ABC News and The Washington Post. More than half of independents surveyed, 54 percent, say they see the president's economic plan negatively, while just 38 percent say they consider Obama's proposals in a positive light. For Romney, 47 percent rate his plans unfavorably, versus 35 percent who rank his proposals positively. While more independents are undecided about Romney's plans, giving the Republican challenger more room to attract support, the former Massachusetts governor is also likely benefiting from the fact that more conservatives identify themselves as independents than do liberals. Among self-described moderates, the president's economic plan is actually favored, 48-46 percent, while Romney's plan shows a 37-47 percent deficit. Romney's plans are also less popular with his base than Obama's are among his own supporters: Romney's policies earn the support of only 53 percent of conservatives polled, versus two out of every three liberals that likes the president's plan.

Obama winning swing state independents, but new government spending causes backlash 
Galston 5/10 (Walliam A., Ezra Zilkha Chair in the Brookings Institution’s Governance Studies Program, where he serves as a senior fellow. A former policy advisor to President Clinton “Six Months To Go: Where the Presidential Contest Stands as the General Election Begins” 5/10/12 http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2012/05/~/media/Research/Files/Papers/2012/5/10%20obama%20campaign%20galston/Where%20the%20Presidential%20Contest%20Stands.pdf)KY

According to the 2008 exit polls, Obama carried Independents by eight points—52 to 44 percent. Today, his standing with this important group is significantly weaker. The most recent Quinnipiac poll gave Romney a 46 to 39 percent edge over the president; Pew found Romney enjoying a similar 48 to 42 percent advantage. 48 It is hard to see how Obama can win a majority of the popular vote unless he rebuilds his standing among Independents. But it is not clear his current strategy is the one best calculated to bring about this result. Independents care more about economic growth and equal opportunity than they do about reducing gaps in wealth and income. While half of them believe that the U.S. economic system is unfair, 57 percent think that they themselves have been treated fairly. Perhaps that is why only 47 percent think that income and wealth gaps need to be fixed through public policy. 49 A recent report 50 found Obama statistically tied with Romney among Independents in swing states, with 36 percent of these Independents up for grabs. Among these “Swing Independents,” Obama now enjoys a lead of 44 to 38 percent. But there are some warning signs. These voters are split on Obama’s economic management, and they strongly prefer Republicans both on the budget deficit and government  spending, issues of great concern to them. And according to the report, they are not much moved by the fairness argument. By 57 to 38 percent, they said it was more important to fix the budget deficit than to reduce the income gap. A plurality—42 percent—thought that reducing the budget deficit was the single most effective way of strengthening the economy. For this key group, the themes of growth and opportunity trump both the conservative focus on economic freedom and the liberal emphasis on economic inequality. They are most worried about the national debt (64 percent), congressional gridlock (55 percent), and the ability of the next generation to achieve the American dream (40 percent). And they are much angrier about the failure of Congress to address our problems than they are about Wall Street bailouts or the suggestion that the wealthy don’t pay their fair share of taxes.

The independent vote is key to the 2012 election whoever appeals more wins

Schoen 2/8/12 (By DOUGLAS E. SCHOEN The forgotten swing voter  | 2/8/12 9:52 PM EST http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0212/72621.html -BRW)

Neither President Barack Obama nor the leading GOP candidates are addressing the issues that matter to the constituency likely to decide the election — independents and swing voters. Obama is essentially reprising basic left-wing themes: populism, redistributive policies and class-based politics — with an emphasis on standing up for the middle class against the GOP, perceived as systematically focused on the needs of the wealthy and powerful. He is demonstrating artful use of the politics of demonization — without any effort to build consensus or offer a real plan for the future. The president’s rhetoric in his State of the Union address was lofty with calls for unity, but he struck a defiant tone — complete with a millionaire’s tax. He also attacked banks, oil companies and, of course, Congress and politicians. Meanwhile, Republicans remain equally out of touch with voters in the middle. They continue debating the principles of free-market capitalism and Washington influence-peddling — looking backward rather than forward. Neither party focuses on issues that matter most to people: reviving the economy, promoting job creation, balancing the budget, reducing debt and taking on entitlements. Both Republicans and Democrats are virtually ignoring the concerns of swing voters, now close to 20 percent of the electorate, and independents, now at least 40 percent of the electorate and, according to Gallup, the single largest voting bloc. These two groups share similar interests. And both give Republican and Democratic leaders net negative ratings. Independents disapprove of how Obama is doing his job, 52 percent to 37 percent, according to a recent New York Times/CBS poll. Just 31 percent had a favorable opinion of Obama, with two-thirds saying he has not made progress fixing the economy. Six in 10 independents say Obama does not share their priorities for the country. The president’s improved standing in the recent Washington Post poll has probably been overstated and has more to do with Romney’s weakness than with some dramatic turnaround in Obama’s own numbers. A majority of independents still disapprove of his job performance and a clear majority of the electorate disapproves of his handling of the economy, his performance in creating jobs and his efforts to balance the budget. Independents have similar negative impressions of leading GOP presidential candidates Romney and Gingrich, according to a recent Washington Post poll. Independents look unfavorably on Romney, 51 percent to 23 percent, and have an unfavorable impression of Gingrich, 53 percent to 23 percent. Another ominous sign for Romney, still the presumed nominee, is that voter turnout decreased about 15 percent in Florida’s primary from four years ago, and almost 40 percent of the voters said they were not satisfied with the current field. It’s crucial the GOP candidates address these voter concerns. A recent national survey I conducted sheds light on who the swing voters are and what they want from government — which meshes closely with the independents’ policy preferences. I isolated swing voters by looking at those voters who supported Bill Clinton in an imaginary trial heat against Romney but didn’t support Obama in a trial heat against Romney. This came to 15 percent of the electorate. In a two-way race for president between Clinton and Romney, an overwhelming majority prefers Clinton, 60 percent to 24 percent. Meanwhile, between Obama and Romney, voters split almost evenly — with Obama at 45 percent and Romney at 43 percent. A detailed assessment of swing voters shows that they are not liberal Democrats. Over three-quarters (76 percent) are moderates or conservatives, and close to two-thirds (65 percent) are Republicans or independents. Slightly less than half (49 percent) are Southerners. This data underscore the voters’ desire for politicians who advocate for bipartisanship and coalition-building in a polarized country. The substantial degree of support for Clinton versus Romney shows that the more bipartisan, centrist and fiscally conservative the appeal, the broader the support. A Third Way survey conducted after the midterms supports my findings. Sixty percent of voters who supported Obama in 2008, but voted Republican in 2010, feel that Obama is too liberal. About 66 percent say that Obama and the Democrats in Congress tried to have government do too much. A USA Today/Gallup Poll released late last year also shows that the electorate believes Obama is too far left ideologically. Americans were asked to rate their own ideology as well as that of the major presidential candidates on a 5-point scale. Most rated themselves at 3.3 (slightly right of center), and Obama at 2.3 (left of center) — further away than all other major presidential candidates. A majority of Americans, 57 percent, see Obama as liberal, while only 23 percent see him as moderate. Indeed, recent polling shows that independents want to rein in the size and scope of government. Gallup reports that 64 percent of independents say Big Government is the biggest threat to the country. Which may be one reason for Santorum’s growing support. Three-quarters are dissatisfied with the size and power of the federal government, while just 24 percent are satisfied. Other polling shows that these voters want policies that emphasize economic growth and budget reduction. In the wake of the crippling economic downturn, 82 percent believe it is extremely or very important to expand the economy, according to recent Gallup polling. Seventy percent say the federal budget deficit should be cut by a combination of spending cuts and modest tax increases — with many polls showing these voters feel spending cuts are key. Independents do not support more government spending. My polling last year shows independents believe government should refrain from spending money to stimulate the economy, given the large deficit we face, 62 percent to 24 percent. Independents, according to Gallup, are looking for government to expand the economy (82 percent), and promote equality of opportunity (69 percent). They are not looking for government to promote equality of outcome, since just 43 percent say they want to reduce the income gap between the rich and the poor. By 50 percent to 47 percent, they say the divide between the rich and the poor is an acceptable part of the economic system. So it’s clear what these voters are looking for, and also that neither party is addressing their concerns. To be sure, independent voters want conciliation and compromise. Some are more conservative and market-oriented. Others are ready to accept government stimulus spending for our economic recovery. But all share the desire for economic growth, job creation and a path to fiscal stability. The two parties cannot continue to ignore swing voters. Without them, it will be difficult, if not impossible, to win in November. Moreover, to win without addressing their concerns will almost certainly promise four more years of the same gridlock. Douglas Schoen was a pollster for President Bill Clinton. He is author of “Hopelessly Divided: The New Crisis in American Politics and What It Means for 2012 and Beyond,” due out soon. 

Independents and moderates will tilt the election- easily affected by economic insecurity

Levy 6/10-  former member of the Newsday editorial board, Levy wrote editorials and had a weekly column on local and state politics and suburban issues, Special to CNN, (Lawrence C., “Battle for suburban voters is key for 2012” June 10, 2011, CNN opinion, http://articles.cnn.com/2011-06-10/opinion/levy.suburbs.battle_1_independent-voters-special-election-suburban-voters/2?_s=PM:OPINION) AE

Already the nation's most politically powerful places, the suburbs are growing more so -- and more complicated for both major parties as they prepare for next year's pivotal elections. Analyses of new U.S. Census data show increasing numbers of Democratic-leaning voters, especially blacks and Latinos, surging into the "Crabgrass Frontier." But it would be simplistic to assert that Democrats are a sure thing in suburbia, which now accounts for more than half of the population. Other studies and polls, including Hofstra's National Suburban Survey, reflect a high level of economic pain and insecurity. And that gives Republicans a fair chance to hold their House majority and challenge for the presidency in 2012. Since at least 1984, including the last six presidential elections, swing suburban voters have determined which party controls the White House and Congress. And the suburbs should remain politically fickle through next year. Take a recent special election in a congressional district between Buffalo and Rochester, New York, dominated by two large suburban towns. "Independents and soft Republicans in the suburbs tilted this election," said Thomas Reynolds, who once ran the Republican House election operations when he occupied the seat. "You can't take these voters for granted here or anywhere. If they don't like what they see or hear, they will leave you in a heartbeat." Reynolds would get no argument from the congressman who currently oversees the Democrats' effort to reverse last year's historic losses, when the GOP picked up 63 seats in a rebuke of the Obama's management of the economy. "Consistently, the path to regain the Democratic majority cuts through the 36 suburban areas where 9 million moderate, independent voters live," said Rep. Steve Israel (D-New York), who chairs the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee. "We lost the majority in 2010 because we lost the independent voters in the suburbs who supported us in 2006 and 2008. And they are coming back to us steadily due to Republican extremism." Reynolds disputes the extremism stamp but does concede the obvious: Democrats scored points in the special election by pounding away at a Republican proposal that would fundamentally restructure the federal health care program for the elderly. But what mattered in the district -- and will matter next year in dozens of districts -- is how its suburban voters viewed the Republican Medicare plan. And according to polls, and politicians and voters interviewed in the local press, the district's big suburban towns saw the position as unacceptably out of the mainstream. The great equalizer in the suburbs, however, is the economy. That's the issue that won for Republicans last year and remains their ace for next year. For two years, according to the Hofstra National Suburban Survey, about 40% of suburbanites reported "living paycheck to paycheck." Suburban areas have seen the greatest number of foreclosures. Areas not accustomed to economic pain are experiencing it palpably.

Independents key—make up largest percent of the electorate
AP 6/4 (Report by the Associated Press, “Poll: Political independents outweigh partisans” http://www.nwherald.com/2012/06/04/poll-political-independents-outweigh-partisans/apa5bi9/)
Call it a pox on both the Republican and Democratic houses. More Americans now call themselves politically independent than at any point in the last 75 years, according to a new poll. The survey also shows that those who do align themselves with a party are more ideological and have become more polarized than at any point in the last 25 years, particularly on issues important in this year's presidential and congressional campaigns. Party loyalty, however, only goes so far; neither Republicans nor Democrats say their own party is doing a good job standing up for its traditional positions. Five months before the November elections, the Pew Research Center poll released Monday sheds light on how the electorate feels about the nation's two major political parties. And sour seems to be an understatement. The results indicate a collective thumbs down to both the Democratic and Republican Party, showing that an unprecedented 38 percent of adults rejected both parties and call themselves independents. Only 32 percent now say they are Democrats and 24 percent now call themselves Republicans. This flight away from the two major political parties began in 2008, a time of intense partisanship as President Barack Obama battled Republican Sen. John McCain for the White House.

Middle Class
Middle class pivotal to winning the Rust Belt—econ policies key
Sink 6/3 (Justin, staff writer at thehill.com, “ Poll finds independents wary of both Romney, Obama economic plans” thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/232475-poll-voters-wary-of-both-romney-and-obama-economic-plans)KY
Still, there are plenty of discouraging signs for the president. His plan is least popular with middle-class voters who earn between $50,000 and $100,000 and will be essential to winning Rust Belt swing states. White voters are split on Romney's economic plan, but are against the president's by a 2-to-1 margin. In a Reuters/Ipsos poll also released Wednesday, the number of Americans who said the economy was on the wrong track rose dramatically, eroding the president's job performance numbers and pulling Romney into a virtual tie in the national survey.

Economic Issues key to sway the middle class
Madland and Bunker 3/22 (David and Nick, “How a Strong Middle Class Supports Strong Public Infrastructure”, Center for American Progress, March 22, 2012, http://www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/2012/03/middle_class_infrastructure.html

Indeed, the current debate in Congress over transportation funding illustrates some of the failings of our democracy that are fueled by the decline of the middle class. The gridlock that has produced a number of “temporary” extensions of the transportation funding bill, rather than a long-term bill to provide stable and adequate funding, is a hallmark of economic inequality. According to political scientists Nolan McCarthy, Howard Rosenthal, and Keith T. Poole, who have studied congressional voting patterns from 1879 to the present, income inequality leads to a widening divide between the political parties creating gridlock. And if the gridlock is broken when the latest temporary extension expires on March 31, it is quite likely that the interests of the 1 percent will be well represented while the views of the middle class are discounted—also another hallmark of economic inequality. As Vanderbilt University political scientist Larry Bartels found in his study on the relationship between inequality and congressional votes: “In almost every instance, senators appear to be considerably more responsive to the opinions of affluent constituents than to the opinions of middle-class constituents.” And make no mistake, the broader American public supports increased investments in infrastructure. Ninety-three percent feel making improvements to infrastructure is important; 72 percent support “increasing federal spending to build and repair roads, bridges, and schools”; and 81 percent are prepared to pay more in taxes to do so. Yet infrastructure spending is unlikely to increase. The current Congress is poised to either keep spending at current insufficient levels or make cuts. The Senate majority recently passed a short, two-year extension of the transportation funding bill that continues spending at current levels. Reports on the draft-stage House majority transportation bill indicate that it will significantly reduce transportation funding, particularly for transit. Similarly, the forthcoming budget plan for fiscal year 2013 from the House majority cuts tens of billions of dollars in discretionary spending, which includes infrastructure spending, every year compared to the president’s budget while cutting taxes for the wealthy. The plan would reduce transportation infrastructure investment per capita by 28 percent from 2010 levels. Significant increases are not on the table in large part because of strong opposition to raising taxes to pay for the spending. The wealthy place a much higher priority on keeping taxes low than does the middle class, according to a number of academic studies. In short, there are good reasons to think that the decline of the middle class may at least be partly responsible for our underinvestment in infrastructure. We detail those links in this issue brief. The need for infrastructure Numerous organizations and studies point out the need for increased public investment in infrastructure. The American Society of Civil Engineers gave the American infrastructure system an overall grade of D in 2009, reflecting poor grades for roads, dams, drinking water, and schools. Our colleague Donna Cooper calculated that the federal government needs to boost infrastructure spending by $48 billion a year, which would induce $11 billion in state and local spending. Another study by the Political Economy Research Institute at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, and the Alliance for American Manufacturing came to a similar conclusion, calculating that the entire public sector would need to contribute $54 billion per year to meet the long-term need for infrastructure. Adequate investments in infrastructure are essential for the long-term economic health of our country. Economists have long recognized the importance of investment to economic growth. Infrastructure investments in our interstate highway system or our railroads reduce transactions costs in the economy. Government investments in research and development create technologies, such as the Internet, which also boost growth. And public investments in education help create productive workers. Research by economists David Aschauer and Alicia Munnell find that public investments serve as a complement to private investments and help boost economic growth. Rather than crowding out private investment, public investment “crowds in” private capital and thus spurs growth. How inequality reduces public investments Several academics have looked directly into the relationship between income inequality and public investments and found that societies with stronger middle classes are more willing to invest in growth-oriented public goods. In a 2001 paper New York University economist William Easterly argues that less income inequality, among other factors, creates a “middle class consensus” that promotes investment and growth. The paper finds a positive correlation between the share of income going to the middle fifth of the population and investment in infrastructure and human capital. Economists Alberto Alesina of Harvard University and Roberto Perotti of Bocconi University also find strong and positive correlations between the strength of the middle class and investments, both public and private, arguing that the middle class helps produce political stability, which is important for investment. As the authors write, “A ‘healthy’ middle class is conducive to capital accumulation,” and periods of high inequality are likely to reduce spending on public investment projects. Certainly, the relationship between the middle class and infrastructure does not only run one way; public investments also help build a strong middle class. Still, academics have attempted to tease out which way the correlation flows through such mechanisms as instrumental variables, and find that a strong middle class leads to greater public investments. While this academic research hasn’t directly examined the United States, there is good reason to believe their findings would hold here. But what is clear in our country is that the American public supports increased investments in infrastructure, yet the public’s desires aren’t being heeded. There are many explanations for why broad public support isn’t translating into political action, but at least part of the reason is the decline of the middle class. Because of rising economic inequality, our political system gives too much influence to the rich and far too little say to the broad majority of the population, as a host of academic studies have found, including those mentioned previously in this paper. 

Muslims

Economic policies key to get muslim vote—they are key in swing states because of high turn out rates and organizational strength
Majallah 5/30 (newspaper Provided by Syndigate.info, an Albawaba.com “ Beware the American Muslim Vote” http://global.factiva.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/aa/?ref=MAJAL00020120605e85u00003&pp=1&fcpil=en&napc=S&sa_from=) KY
The Franco-American tit-a-tat-about which country deserves to lecture the other on everything from liberty to multilateralism-has raged for centuries, but France just won the latest round. In France the May elections exposed the self-defeating folly of attacking Muslims to rally xenophobic sentiment-a lesson that has so far failed to resonate with the American political establishment. With Muslims growing in numbers and organizational strength on both sides of the Atlantic, Nicholas Sarkozy's ousting should be a cautionary tale to US presidential candidates, and the hundreds of congressman up for election this November-all must beware the Muslim vote. Sarkozy's late conversion to unashamed Muslim bashing was not the life raft it promised to be, instead helping to rally an estimated 2 million Muslims to vote against him and giving Francois Hollande a majority of 18 million votes, to Sarkozy's 16.8 million. In America, heading for a closely contested election, Muslim Americans could prove even more crucial in the upcoming vote. The outcome of the US presidential election in 2012 hinges on a few key swing states, most crucially, Florida, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Michigan. No president since 1960 has won without taking at least one of the first three, with current polls citing microscopic gaps in support between the two candidates. Unbeknown to most, Muslims have the potential to be the decisive voice in determining the results in all four. While the Muslim population at best accounts for a fraction of a percent nationally, in these key battlegrounds they make up some one percent of voters. Moreover, unlike other minority communities who are beset by low turnouts, Muslims have historically voted in block and in the last decade have started to vote in extremely high numbers. If the race to the White House stays tight, this historically little-understood, sidelined and isolated demographic of Muslim Americans, could finally make an impressive debut onto the national stage. This is not fear mongering nor wishful thinking -depending on one's political preferences-Muslims have swung US elections before. The Muslim vote was instrumental in helping former President George W. Bush secure the controversial contest in 2000. Back then Muslims, who accounted for more than 100,000 registered voters in Florida, were the only minority to back the Texan en masse, giving him some 70 percent of their votes in a state decided by a mere 537 ballots. By winning the Sunshine State, Bush won the presidency while losing the popular vote to former Vice President Al Gore. As strange as it may sound, Muslim Americans and the Republican Party were not always the alien bedfellows they now appear. Excluding the 20 to 25 percent of the Muslim population estimated to be African American (and known to be loyally Democratic), the sparse data that exists on US Muslims voting preferences indicates that most are favourable to Republican messages on free markets, low taxation and religious values. George W. Bush's Deputy Chief of Staff, Karl Rove, for one, was a firm advocate of incorporating Muslim Americans into the Republican fold-to counteract to the Jewish vote that, for all the right's saber rattling over Palestine and Iran, has remained stubbornly Democrat. But Rove's union was not to be. The disastrous Bush-era wars in Iraq, and to a lesser extent Afghanistan, not to mention the explosion in anti-Muslim fervour institutionalised by legislation such as the Patriot Act, aroused a political shift as marked as anything seen in US politics. This post 9/11 fallout pushed Muslim Americans to organize, and become much more politically aware. Slowly shifting their allegiance to the Democratic Party in the mid-2000s, their conversion to the Democratic camp was cemented by President Barack Hussein Obama, who wooed Muslims with his diverse heritage and initially reconciliatory language toward the Muslim world. The alliance looks set to endure for the duration of Obama's presidency, but beyond 2012 or 2016, Muslim voter loyalty will be far less certain. While many identify closely with Obama, they are far less sure of the Democratic Party, explains Farid Senzai a fellow at the Institute for Social Policy and Understanding (ISPU) and the author of a recent a report intended as one of the first comprehensive works on America Muslim voting behaviour. Complicating this political differentiation further is the staggering diversity of the American Muslim demographic, which consists of old and new immigrant groups, coming from places as diverse as Morocco, Iran and Southeast Asia-not to mention the home-grown domestic population. The community also suffers from huge wealth disparities. While Muslims largely appear to be more financially affluent than the average American-meaning that they have as yet largely untapped resources to bestow upon political allies-pockets of extreme poverty also exist. Although most American Mulsims prioritize the economy as an electoral issue, it is hard to isolate a particular economic message. For all the differences, however, one unifying issue prevails: Islamophobia. In Florida, which has been plagued by instances of organized Koran burning, witnessed a bomb attack on a Mosque and where Christian communities have come together to try and ban the building of Islamic houses of worship, the rallying cry has been particularly loud. As such, the Florida Muslim community has grown into one of the most cohesive and vocal in the country. The process has not been purely spontaneous, receiving a necessary boost from Muslim electoral advocacy groups such as Emerge USA that have sprung up in recent years and work to bolster political participation. With their assistance, however, the community's political engagement is slowly becoming self-sustaining. Since 2007 when Emerge first started conducting polls and doing outreach, the organization has managed to boost registration and turnout in targeted districts from almost zero to anywhere from 50 to 100 percent. According to Emerge USA vice chairman Khurrum Wahid, in Florida almost 80 percent of Muslims eligible to vote did so in 2008. This compares to 58 percent of voters overall. In non-presidential elections, the difference has been just as stark and in 2010 some 60 percent of registered Muslims voted in Florida, in contrast to 41 percent nationally. While it will be difficult to replicate the excitement of 2008, Emerge still expects Muslims to turn out in well above average numbers this November. There remains huge room for organizational and institutional growth. The exact number of US Muslims is still small and, owing to the US Census' omission of religious affiliation, notoriously hard to put a figure on. Estimates vary from the 2.75 million projected by the independent Pew Research Center in 2011, to almost 10 million suggested by some pro-Muslim groups. But, for all the uncertainty, one thing is undeniable; the Muslim American demographic is growing and growing fast. At an average population rate of increase of five to six percent, it laps the American average of less than one percent. Ignoring these new voters, or worse, using them as tools to boost support among the right, threatens to prove politically disastrous. Gone are the days when Muslim bashing earned Democrats and Republicans alike a sure-fire ticket to Washington. Politicians in both camps better wake up to the reality soon, or face the consequences.

Muslims will sway the election and they’re focused on the economy

Greene 4/3 (Richard, “Muslim voters could swing election, report finds”, CNN, April 3, 2012, http://religion.blogs.cnn.com/2012/04/03/muslim-voters-could-swing-election-report-finds/?hpt=hp_t1)//KR

The number of Muslims in the United States is tiny – less than one in 100 Americans – but their votes could sway the results of the presidential election in November, a new study says. That’s because they are concentrated in a number of key swing states, says Farid Senzai, the author of the report. Take Florida, for example, the state that famously swung the 2000 presidential election for George W. Bush over Al Gore. Bush won by 537 votes – while a get-out-the-vote phone bank contacted 23,000 Muslims in one day during elections in 2008 and 2010, the report says. Nauman Abbasi – the head of Emerge USA, which ran the phone bank – says efforts like his will increase Muslim voter turnout. There are about 1.2 million registered Muslim voters in the United States, according to the study, “Engaging American Muslims.” More religious Muslims and those more involved in their mosques are more likely to vote, it found. The biggest Muslim populations are in New York and California, which are unlikely to be battleground states in November. But the next largest numbers of Muslim voters are found in Pennsylvania, Michigan and Virginia, all of which could be key battlegrounds between President Barack Obama and his Republican opponent. Florida and Ohio, two states that have been decided by razor-thin margins in recent years, also have enough Muslim voters to make a difference to the final result, the report says. Of course, many other, larger constituencies, from Hispanics to women to the unemployed to political independents, could also claim to be the key ingredient in a winning coalition. And Muslim voters have much the same concerns as the population at large, with domestic issues and the economy dominating, the study says.

Unions

Unions are key to Obama’s Victory but tensions are high, the plan would push them away. 
Kapur, 4-13-12, a congressional reporter for TPM. He previously covered politics and public policy for numerous publications including The Guardian and The Huffington Post [Sahil, Talking Points Memo, “Cantor’s JOBS act drives wedge between Obama, Labor” http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2012/04/cantors-jobs-act-drives-wedge-between-obama-labor.php]
Weeks later, tensions haven’t yet cooled. A top AFL-CIO official this week told In These Times magazine that Trumka, a key Obama ally, is “personally outraged by the JOBS Act and the implication that this administration thinks that it’s going to be good for the country to re-inflate a stock market bubble.” Unsurprisingly, the friction isn’t enough to burn up AFL-CIO’s endorsement of Obama for reelection. Though the administration and its union allies often find themselves on opposite sides of important issues, AFL-CIO has been instrumental in advancing key elements of Obama’s agenda, particularly health care reform. And as the 2012 election nears, union enthusiasm could have a substantial impact on Democratic voter turnout. The Service Employees International Union, the second-largest labor union, also strongly opposed the JOBS Act and tried unsuccessfully to stop it. Politically, both the GOP leader and the White House, despite their well-documented clashes, had incentives to link arms on the JOBS Act: It helped soften Cantor’s image as an ideological hatchet-man and allowed President Obama to tout his willingness to work with Republicans. That yielded an exceedingly rare display of solidarity between the two foes. “The president said today that he’s always believed that it’s the private sector that is the job generator in this country,” Cantor said at White House the signing ceremony. “I agree with him, and I think most Americans agree with him.”
Lack of union support means an Obama loss—loses key swing states
Garafoli, 4-9-11, San Fransico Chronicle Staff Writer [Joe, San Fransico Chronicle, “Courting unions seen as key for Obama win in 2012” http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2011/04/08/MNU51IQGUP.DTL]
He needs to act fast, as unions fighting GOP-led attempts to roll back wages and benefits in 28 states are more politically engaged than they have been in generations. Obama needs union backing to reach working-class white voters in swing states such as Ohio, Wisconsin and Pennsylvania, experts say, as well as their cash if he's going to raise at least $750 million in his bid to stay in office. While many labor leaders say they firmly support Obama and plan to donate generously to his war chest, others aren't sure whether rank-and-file members will be so energized. Obama hasn't engaged in labor's biggest battles of the day - the efforts of Republican governors in Wisconsin and Ohio to curtail sharply the ability of public-sector union workers to bargain collectively. Analysts say Obama may not have wanted to risk alienating moderate voters. "Many unions are really hard-pressed right now, and they need a champion to speak out for them forcefully," said Joseph McCartin, a history professor and director of Georgetown University's Kalmanovitz Initiative for Labor and the Working Poor. But Obama hasn't "given a forthright, vigorous defense" yet of union workers in Wisconsin and Ohio, McCartin said. And Obama's promise to sign the Employee Free Choice Act, which would make it easier for unions to organize, sounds hollow given that the legislation has no chance of being approved by the GOP-controlled House.
Women

Women vote is key-high turnout rates and empirically proven

Rogers 5/17 (Heather, staff writer at IVN and super delegate, “Female Voters May Decide Outcome of 2012 Election” ivn.us/2012/05/17/female-voters-may-decide-outcome-of-2012-election/) KY
Voter turnout rates of women have exceeded that of men in past elections. According to the Reuters Center for American Women and Politics, every presidential election since 1980 has seen the number of female voters surpass that of males by between four to seven million votes. In every election prior to 1980, men were the ones to cast the majority of votes. Despite the higher turnout of women voters, election statistics have failed to prove that women’s votes have actually altered the outcome of any election since the 19th amendment was ratified in 1920. This year, however, that might change, according to a recent article by Politico. The article explains, “For 220 years, picking the president has remained, at least in terms of statistically provable results despite the 19th Amendment, a man’s prerogative.” This year, experts are expecting a closer election than in 2008, with the majority of men favoring Romney and women supporting Obama. If Obama can gain the overwhelming vote of women it might offset any advantage Romney will have among older white males. In the 2008 presidential election, President Obama gained a strong lead with women voters over Sen. McCain, with 56% of the vote compared to McCain’s 43%. In April of this year, polls suggested a similar advantage for Obama, with 49% of the female vote to Romney’s 43%. Nevertheless, a recent CBS/New York Times poll shows that Obama’s lead has subsided. He now trails Romney 46 to 44 percent. According to this poll, Obama lost 5 points among women in just one month. Other recent polls have shown that Obama is still leading Romney with women. By delivering the commencement speech for Barnard College, a liberal arts college for women, President Obama made his efforts clear, further proving that he is making a significant push for the votes of young female voters. During his speech he stated, “I’m convinced that your generation has the will and that the women of this generation will lead the way, how far your leadership takes this country – well, that will be up to you.” Obama’s Barnard speech showed a subtle pull for the female demographic that his reelection campaign is trying hard to mobilize for the upcoming election. On the other side of the isle, female Republicans like Texas Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison have eagerly endorsed Romney while hoping that other women will do the same. Hutchison has encouraged women that they can rely on Romney to fight for issues that matter most to them. She, like many others, rejects the Republican “war on women” as nothing but Democrat propaganda masking larger issues. More women currently identify as Democrats than Republicans, and it is likely that they will ultimately vote in favor of Obama this November. Women may turn out to be the demographic to decide the outcome of the 2012 presidential election.

Young Guns

Young vote key to election—increasingly important

Rosenfeld 6/19/12(By Steven Rosenfeld Fate of 2012 Election Falling Into the Hands of the Tuned-Out Youth Vote June 19, 2012 http://www.alternet.org/news/155944/fate_of_2012_election_falling_into_the_hands_of_the_tuned-out_youth_vote - BRW)

 According to John Zogby, a pollster with decades of experience tracking voting trends, the coalition that helped elected Barack Obama in 2008 is slowly coming together this year with one exception: young voters between the ages of 18 and 29. The rest -- African Americans, Latinos, women, and professionals who abhor the GOP’s regressive reproductive health policies -- are slowly lining up behind Obama.  But not so with the final piece of that coalition: young voters. Not only has young voters' support for Obama fallen from 66 percent in 2008 to 46 percent in polls for most of this year, but Zogby said that 5 million young people—every sixth person in this cohort who voted in 2008—are now saying they may not vote at all in 2012.   “This is the first week that I am imagining that he could actually lose,” Zogby said late last week. “The fly in the ointment for Obama and Democrats are young voters. Young people have gone from being exclusively America’s first global generation to now a subset of them that I call CENGA: college-educated-not-going-anywhere.” 

The youth vote is key to the obama election

Rosenfeld 6/19/12(By Steven Rosenfeld Fate of 2012 Election Falling Into the Hands of the Tuned-Out Youth Vote June 19, 2012 http://www.alternet.org/news/155944/fate_of_2012_election_falling_into_the_hands_of_the_tuned-out_youth_vote - BRW)

The way these trends are converging on the 2012 election is that 5 million disaffected young voters are peppered throughout states where their participation could swing the state from red to blue or vice-versa. The fall election will likely come down to 10,000 votes in New Mexico, Zogby said, or perhaps 50,000 votes in states such as Colorado, Ohio, Virginia, or North Carolina—even in a country of 130 million voters.  Zogby said there was a cohort of far-right voters in some of these swing states—such as Virginia and North Carolina—that will not support Romney, because he is seen as too moderate on hard-core social conservative issues, and this group may also not vote in November. However, it is hard to predict if this disappearing right-wing voting block would offset what now appears to be a disappearing youth vote, two-thirds of whom would likely support Obama if they voted. 
***Impacts

***Obama Good

Econ

Obama is key to economic recovery 

Sullivan 5/29/12(Andrew Sullivan 29 May 2012 12:32 PM How Obama Can Win, political correspondant http://andrewsullivan.thedailybeast.com/2012/05/sizing-up-the-2012-race.html - BRW)

It's clear enough by now that this election will be a nail-bitingly close one; and that any early triumphalism among the Obamaites is preposterous. Of course he can lose. In that context, John Heilemann's deeply-reported piece on Obama re-election efforts is worth reading in full. The question to me becomes: does the electoral strategy shift the positive message and the unifying brand? I can see the governing logic: if Obama gets a solid re-election, he is in a much stronger position to negotiate a grand bargain on debt, taxes and spending with the GOP on Bowles-Simpson lines. A clear victory for him would sober up the GOP. It would recapitalize the president to negotiate our way out of debt and sluggish growth. 

Econ bad: war

Economic collapse leads to multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict 

Friedberg and Schoenfeld, 2008 
[Aaron, Prof. Politics. And IR @ Princeton’s Woodrow Wilson School and Visiting Scholar @ Witherspoon Institute, and Gabriel, Senior Editor of Commentary and Wall Street Journal, “The Dangers of a Diminished America”, 10-28, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html]

Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future? Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern. If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk. In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability. The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures.
Econ bad: disease

Economic downturn increases the likelihood of disease 

Alexander 09 (Brian Alexander, msnbc.com contributor, Recession may worsen spread of exotic diseases, 3/10/2009, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/295997860)
To most Americans, diseases with names like dengue fever, chikungunya, malaria, Chagas and leishmaniasis might sound like something out of a Victorian explorer’s tales of hacking through African jungles. Yet ongoing epidemics of these diseases are killing millions of people around the world. Now, disease experts are increasingly concerned these and other infections may become as familiar in the United States as West Nile or Lyme disease. Few believe Americans face a killer epidemic from tropical diseases. But scientists who specialize in emerging infectious diseases say such illnesses may become more common here as the economic downturn batters an already weakened public health system , creating environmental conditions conducive to infectious diseases spread by insects or other animals. At the same time, such vector-borne diseases are capable of spreading around the world much more rapidly due to massive south-to-north immigration, rapid transportation, and global trade.

Econ Bad: Poverty

Economic decline leads to increased poverty- Greece proves

Synder 6-3 Michael Snyder is the editor of theeconomiccollapseblog.com [“10 Things That We Can Learn About Shortages And Preparation From The Economic Collapse In Greece” 6-3-12 http://world.hawaiinewsdaily.com/2012/06/10-things-that-we-can-learn-about-shortages-and-preparation-from-the-economic-collapse-in-greece/]//gv
When the economy of a nation collapses, almost everything changes. Unfortunately, most people have never been through anything like that, so it can be difficult to know how to prepare. For those that are busy preparing for the coming global financial collapse, there is a lot to be learned from the economic depression that is happening right now in Greece. Essentially, what Greece is experiencing is a low level economic collapse. Unemployment is absolutely rampant and poverty is rapidly spreading, but the good news for Greece is that the global financial system is still operating somewhat normally and they are getting some financial assistance from the outside. Things in Greece could be a whole lot worse, and they will probably get a whole lot worse before it is all said and done. But already things have gotten bad enough in Greece that it gives us an idea of what a full-blown economic collapse in the 21st century may look like. There are reports of food and medicine shortages in Greece, crime and suicides are on the rise and people have been rapidly pulling their money out of the banks. Hopefully this article will give you some ideas that you can use as you prepare for the economic chaos that will soon be unfolding all over the globe.

Poverty Leads To War

Biggs 11 Cate Biggs is the lead writer of Grasping Global Poverty [“The 5 Ps of Poverty Why Countries are Poor: Peace” http://graspglobalpoverty.wordpress.com/the-5ps-of-global-poverty-why-are-poor-countries-poor-in-the-first-place/why-are-poor-countries-poor-peace/]//gv

War takes an enormous toll on a society. For a poor country, there is perhaps nothing as bad for economic growth as a war. Military service (in conventional armies or rebel groups) removes young, able bodied citizens whose labor and talents could otherwise be harnessed for development. Military expenditures crowd out social and economic investment. Death and disability – of soldiers and civilians – hollow out generations of human potential. Fear and trauma haunt and debilitate survivors. Physical devastation of infrastructure and livelihoods destroys communities and sets them back, sometimes hundreds of, years. Research by Paul Collier and others has found that the occurrence of one civil war doubles the risk of another war breaking out. The current US Ambassador to the UN, Susan Rice, wrote about this phenomenon when she was at the Brookings Institution, calling it a “doom spiral,” where poverty leads to war which leads to more poverty, and on, and on. Energies of multiple generations are diverted away from growth, and towards survival and reconstruction. Foreign investors are deterred by risk. Factions in neighboring countries often take advantage of vulnerable resources and populations. Wars that are fought on your own territory are obviously the worst, because of the destruction and displacement that occurs. Displacement is one of those terms that sounds less harsh than it is. In reality, displacement can mean loss of everything, life on the run or in refugee camps – a complete reversal of fortune. Your neighbors’ peace is also important. Civil wars often cross borders: rebels go on resource hunts in other countries, arms proliferate in the region, refugees strain already fragile (and sometimes hostile) neighboring societies. Ethnic, family, and religious ties can spread violence across boundaries. Outsiders get dragged in because of complicated alliances and proxies, or are motivated by opportunism to enter the fray. The ongoing civil war in the Democratic Republic of the Congo is a perfect case in point, involving not only neighboring Rwanda and Uganda, but spreading regionally at intervals.

Iran

Obama winning the election is key to prevent Israel strikes on the Iranian nuclear program 

Hayden 2/19 (By Tom Hayden 2/19/12 The coming war with Iran Is GOP rhetoric setting the stage for an Israeli attack? http://www.newsreview.com/sacramento/coming-war-with-iran/content?oid=5104826 - BRW)

Standing in the way, according to the article, is President Barack Obama, whom the Israelis suspect “has abandoned any aggressive strategy that would ensure the prevention of a nuclear Iran and is merely playing a game of words to appease them.” The same conclusion has been suggested elsewhere. So the stage is set for nuclear brinksmanship in an American presidential-election year. The role of Republican candidates is to ensure that the second condition is met, that of “tacit support” for an Israeli strike, even if forced by political pressure. The balance of forces is lopsided at present, with most Americans worried about Iran and unprepared to resist a sudden outbreak of war, Congress—dominated by supporters of the American Israel Public Affairs Committee—and the media are not prepared to oppose a strike. A short “successful” war—a highly dubious prospect—would be accepted by American public opinion until serious consequences set in afterward. Any public expression of protest against this war is far better than silence, of course. But the greatest opportunity for protest may be in the arena of the presidential-election drama now playing out. It is fair and accurate to say both Mitt Romney and Newt Gingrich are collaborating, for political reasons, to push Obama into war during the presidential election, with Rick Santorum on the bench if needed. The New York Times has also now documented, in a front-page story, the millions spent by casino billionaire Sheldon Adelson and his Israeli wife to save Gingrich’s presidential campaign. Adelson was pleased when Gingrich, seemingly out of nowhere, recently condemned the Palestinians as “an invented people.” Adelson owns a newpaper chain in Israel supportive of the Netanyahu government and is a vocal opponent of a negotiated settlement. No one in the mainstream media so far has written the story of Romney’s past consulting and business partnership with Israel’s Prime Minister Netanyahu at Boston Consulting Group, but his campaign rhetoric echoes Netanyahu’s position, that Obama can’t be trusted to prevent Iran from getting the bomb. The Romney and Gingrich campaigns create an unrelenting pressure on Obama to support an attack on Iran with little countervailing pressure. But neither the Republicans nor the Israeli hawks are comfortable being charged with using political pressure to start a war. Santorum, whose Republican ranking is third, is equal to Romney and Gingrich in his hawkish position toward Iran. Santorum has deep support from right-wing Christian groups who believe that war in the Middle East will hasten the Second Coming. Avoiding war with Iran may be Obama’s best option in policy and politics, if he can navigate the campaign winds. The question is whether any organized force has his back. 

Iran Bad: War
Iran Israel war causes extinction

Hirsch 5 - Professor @ UC San Diego (Jorge, “Can a nuclear strike on Iran be averted,” November 21st, EMM - BRW)

The Bush administration has put together all the elements it needs to justify the impending military action against Iran. Unlike in the case of Iraq, it will happen without warning, and most of the justifications will be issued after the fact. We will wake up one day to learn that facilities in Iran have been bombed in a joint U.S.-Israeli attack. It may even take another couple of days for the revelation that some of the U.S. bombs were nuclear. Why a Nuclear Attack on Iran Is a Bad Idea Now that we have outlined what is very close to happening, let us discuss briefly why everything possible should be done to prevent it.  In a worst-case scenario, the attack will cause a violent reaction from Iran. Millions of "human wave" Iranian militias will storm into Iraq, and just as Saddam stopped them with chemical weapons, the U.S. will stop them with nuclear weapons, resulting potentially in hundreds of thousands of casualties. The Middle East will explode, and popular uprisings in Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and other countries with pro-Western governments could be overtaken by radical regimes. Pakistan already has nuclear weapons, and a nuclear conflict could even lead to Russia's and Israel's involvement using nuclear weapons.  In a best-case scenario, the U.S. will destroy all nuclear, chemical, and missile facilities in Iran with conventional and low-yield nuclear weapons in a lightning surprise attack, and Iran will be paralyzed and decide not to retaliate for fear of a vastly more devastating nuclear attack. In the short term, the U.S. will succeed, leaving no Iranian nuclear program, civilian or otherwise. Iran will no longer threaten Israel, a regime change will ensue, and a pro-Western government will emerge. However, even in the best-case scenario, the long-term consequences are dire. The nuclear threshold will have been crossed by a nuclear superpower against a non-nuclear country. Many more countries will rush to get their own nuclear weapons as a deterrent. With no taboo against the use of nuclear weapons, they will certainly be used again. Nuclear conflicts will occur within the next 10 to 20 years, and will escalate until much of the world is destroyed. Let us remember that the destructive power of existing nuclear arsenals is approximately one million times that of the Hiroshima bomb, enough to erase Earth's population many times over. 
Iran Bad: Econ collapse

War with Iran will Cause many problems including economic collapse

CSM No DATE (no date, international newspaper, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Christian_Science_Monitor)

The negative economic consequences – for the United States and the international community – are huge. Attacks on Iran and Iran’s reprisals would likely cause oil prices to spike and investors’ confidence to collapse. Such repercussions would doom worldwide hopes for ongoing economic recovery from the Great Recession. Unemployment in the US remains high, industrial production is struggling, the housing market continues to suffer. If recovery is fragile in the US, it is in even more peril in Europe. The euro crisis remains unresolved, and not enough has been done to overcome the problems that followed the collapse of confidence in financial markets. Hundreds of billions in bad debts remain unpaid. Although the Greek government has accepted the latest draconian terms for remaining in the European Union, the near universal rejection of the austerity measures by the Greek people hardly assures that the agreements will stick.
CTBT

CTBT passage relies on Obama’s reelection

Schneidmiller 11 (Chris Schneidmiller, editor of Global Security Newswire, Senate Decision Key to Future of Test Ban Treaty, July 18, 2011, http://www.nti.org/gsn/article/senate-decision-key-to-future-of-test-ban-treaty/)
WASHINGTON – The Obama administration is preparing for a lobbying campaign that could determine the future of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (see GSN, July 15). Administration officials have declared in recent months that they intend to follow through on their long-stated pledge to seek the U.S. Senate’s advice and consent on the accord. Still to be determined are when that will occur and whether the White House can overcome entrenched divisions on Capitol Hill to secure necessary Republican support for ratification. The stakes are significant: U.S. approval could draw other holdout nations into the treaty regime, bringing it that much closer to becoming international law, proponents say. Failure would provide those states with continued reason to dismiss the pact -- though critics say they might do that anyway. Before seeking a vote, the administration intends to carry out a program to educate lawmakers and the public on the value of the treaty, Undersecretary of State for Arms Control and International Security Ellen Tauscher has said on multiple occasions this year (see GSN, May 11). The effort would address issues likely to be debated in the Senate -- the viability of the U.S. nuclear arsenal without testing, whether all CTBT member states have accepted an absolute ban on any trial blasts, and the ability to catch any state that attempts to cheat. “We continue a long, methodical process to lay the groundwork for Senate consideration of the CTBT,” the State Department said last month in a statement to Global Security Newswire. “Currently, we are in the process of engaging with members of the Senate and their staff on the importance of the CTBT.” It added: “We are not moving for a Senate vote, don’t expect one anytime soon, and will not push for one until we have done the engagement work needed to secure approval.” Several analysts agreed that the White House would not begin the fight until it felt secure the result would be an improvement on the last time a Democratic president tried to persuade the Senate to approve the treaty. The United States signed the pact in 1996, but three years later the Clinton administration ratification effort ran into a brick wall of skeptical lawmakers. The Senate voted 51-48 against approval. A two-thirds affirmative vote would be required for the United States to become a full participant in the accord. Washington is among 44 capitals that must ratify the test ban before it can enter into force. Thirty-five nations have taken that step, leaving only China, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, North Korea, Pakistan and the United States. President Obama might wait to make his push until after publication of a new National Academy of Sciences report on the treaty, said arms control specialist Jeffrey Lewis. The follow-up to a2002 academy study is expected to assess the effect that ratification would have on the U.S. capability to keep its nuclear weapons in working order without testing and on the capacity to identify atomic detonations in other nations. The new report is undergoing classification review, which could take weeks or years, according to Lewis. A classified National Intelligence Estimate on the matter was sent to Capitol Hill last August, but has not been seen by most lawmakers, said Daryl Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association. The document is said to offer an updated, thorough assessment of the ability to detect secret nuclear tests, according to Kimball. Senator Robert Casey (D-Pa.) suggested at the Arms Control Association’s annual meeting in May that the Senate might not take up the treaty until after the 2012 election. "In my judgment, we should act before the 2012 elections. I don't have a high degree of confidence that we will," the lawmaker said, echoing time line estimates from other observers. “I don’t think [the Obama administration is], at least in the near term, serious about putting this to a vote,” said Lewis, director of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies. “I don’t think there’s a desire to have a vote if they think they’re going to lose, and I don’t think the votes are there yet.” Only 41 lawmakers who considered the treaty in 1999 remain in the Senate, Kimball said in a recent issue brief. Newer senators must be briefed on the matter, while the chamber as a whole must be informed of technical developments since 1999 that would promote entry into force. Politics plays a role in congressional policy debates and nuclear security will be a topic of discussion during the 2012 presidential election campaign, Kimball said. The White House is already taking heat over what Republicans say are inadequate attempts to rein in suspected proliferation activities in nations such as Iran and Syria (see GSN, March 30). Still, the Senate’s ratification last year of the U.S.-Russian New START nuclear arms control pact is cause for optimism about the test ban’s chances on Capitol Hill, Kimball said. Thirteen GOP senators voted in favor of the bilateral agreement. The two years it took Moscow and Washington to negotiate and approve New START “was relatively fast for a treaty,” according to Kimball. He said the administration should take whatever time is needed to see the test ban passed. “I would hope that the issue of the test ban treaty does not become a partisan political football because there is strong Republican support for the test ban treaty out there,” Kimball said. “If the treaty is not seriously considered by the Senate until after 2012, that will be because it took that much time to sort through the issues and to develop enough support to go ahead with the final stages of the ratification effort.” That plan, though, would hinge on Obama’s re-election. Should he be defeated next year, the pact would almost certainly remain frozen in place in Washington. In arguing for ratification, the administration will be able to point to advancements since 1999, including the near-completion of the International Monitoring System for detecting nuclear blasts and supercomputing power used in modeling the workings of the weapons. Obama has also pledged $85 billion over the next decade for modernizing the nuclear complex. “It’s not enough for the Obama administration to point to a really fast computer, there has to be a strategy” for persuading the Senate to endorse the treaty, Lewis said. “They did very well on New START, but I think this is going to be a little bit tougher.” Rumblings so far from the GOP side have not favored ratification.
CTBT Good: Prolif
CTBT is key to prevent proliferation

US. Department of State 11 (The united states department of state, Government agency, The Case for the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Some Key Points, September 1, 2011, http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/171305.htm)
The CTBT helps restrain further nuclear weapons proliferation. It is in our national security interest to prevent other states from advancing their nuclear weapon capabilities, an objective that would be reinforced through the adoption and entry into force of the global, legally binding CTBT. With a global ban on nuclear explosive tests, states interested in pursuing or advancing their nuclear weapons programs would have to either risk deploying weapons uncertain of their effectiveness or face international condemnation and possible sanctions for conducting nuclear tests. With or without nuclear explosive testing, it is possible for states to develop fission weapons, but without testing there would always be uncertainty how well they would perform. A ban on nuclear explosive testing will prevent more established nuclear weapon states from confirming the performance of more advanced nuclear weapon designs that have not been successfully tested in the past. The United States possesses the most extensively tested and certified nuclear arsenal in the world and remains the world’s pre-eminent conventional weapons superpower. Our nation has been able to maintain military superiority while also observing a unilateral testing moratorium for almost twenty years, thus abiding by the core prohibition of the CTBT. Yet, the absence of U.S. ratification of the Treaty continues to limit our ability to promote a global ban.

Proliferation leads to extinction

Roberts 99 (Researcher at the Institute for Defense Analysis, Research Institute for Defense Analysis, The Nonproliferation Review Fall)
This brings us then to the question of what is at stake in the effort to combat proliferation. There are two standard answers to the question of what is at stake: human lives, and stability.   Nuclear Biological Chemical weapons are weapons of mass destruction, all of them, though in different ways. The most deadly of these weapons systems can kill millions, and much more quickly than conventional weaponry (though it too is capable of killing millions). A regional war employing mass destruction as a matter of course could cause suffering and death unknown in human experience. Such a war would cast a harsh light on the argument now in vogue that landmines, small arms, even machetes in the hands of drunk young men are the real weapons of mass destruction. Strictly from the perspective of limiting the effects of war, then, the world community has an interest in preventing the emergence of an international system in which the possession and use of Nuclear Biological Chemical weapons is accepted as normal and customary.   The stability argument relates to the unintended consequences associated with acquiring weapons of mass destruction. It focuses on the weapons-acquiring state and its neighbors and the risk of war that grows among them, including both preemptive and accidental war.

CTBT Good: Infertility

Nuclear testing causes infertility and extinction

Shannon, winter of 1998, health specialist, nutritionist, and preeminent author on the health related effects of low-level radiation [Sara, Ratical.org, “Hazards of Low-level Radiation: An Overview” http://ratical.org/radiation/HoLLR.html#p1]

The global fertility rate has dropped by nearly half since 1955! The cumulative effects of radiation-caused infertility raise the possibility of gradual human extinction. We may be concerned about the Pentagon backed globalization of trade, but there are more important worries. This trade scenario to sell more goods is built on the quicksand assumption that there will continue to be consumers. Projected sales and quarterly growth are predicated on one variable that can no longer be counted on -- living consumers. Escalating infertility in the United States has forced couples to turn to the fast emerging new world of assisted reproduction and pre-made embryos in ever-growing numbers. A front page New York Times article of November 23, 1997, "Clinics Selling Embryos Made for Adoption" explains "Anguished infertile couples are more than willing to pay for whatever infertility clinics can offer." Fear of the "population bomb" of the 1960's has turned into the "birth dearth" of the 1990's. The so-called replacement rate is 2.1 children, which is needed to keep the population from falling. The current fertility rate in the developed nations is 1.6 children per woman. In the less developed countries it is now 3 and falling. United States rates are below replacement for the last 25 years. From 1950 to 1955 the global fertility rate was 5. Today the total fertility rate is 2.8. According to a 1996 United Nations report, "World Population prospects: The 1996 Revision," fifty one nations with 44 percent of the world's people are now at, or below the replacement requirements. Dr. John Gofman, an eminent scientist, medical doctor and eloquent spokesman against the hazards of nuclear power, explained back in the 1970's, in his book Population Control Through Nuclear Pollution, "that the worry about over-population would become a non-worry due to radioactivity." This is confirmed in the decline in fertility among those born at the time of atmospheric bomb testing (1955-1963) see chart on next page. Dr. Rosalie Bertell, mathematician, epidemiologist and President of International Institute of Concern for Public Health has been researching infertility for some years and feels it is the "cutting edge" of radiation health damage, surpassing immune damage in the extent of its implications, as it raises the possibility of human extinction. In response to questions on the status of this research, Dr. Rosalie Bertell writes in a personal correspondence (November 1997): "We found in Kerala, India, that when comparing people matched for socioeconomic status, class, religion, occupation and life style, those living on the high radiation background (300 to 3000 mrad per year) had twice the rate of couples who want children but are unable to have children, than we found for those living on the normal background soil (below 300 mrad per year). This has been released in press statements but it is not published. You will have to take my word for it." The Baby Boomers are the group born in the USA after the war, the years 1945 through 1963, and these are the years of atmospheric bomb testing as well as the start of the nuclear power industry. They show a high rate of immune related diseases and also an increasing rate of infertility. Data from the U.S. Public Health Service illustrate the difference between fertility in the Baby Boomers and those who are called Pre-Baby Boomers: Two surveys, in 1965 and 1976, show that the percent of infertility of the baby boomers increased, and the percent of infertility of the pre-baby boomers born before bomb testing and nuclear power, decreased.

CTBT Good: Nuclear Detection (Natural Disasters)

CTBT increases nuclear detection systems

Tauscher, 11 (Ellen, Under secretary for arms control and international security, Political Transcript Wire, “ELLEN TAUSCHER, UNDER SECRETARY FOR ARMS CONTROL AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, REMARKS ON THE NEW START TREATY AND THE CTBT: TWO ESSENTIAL STEPS TOWARD FULFILLING THE PRAGUE AGENDA”, 26 Sep 2011, Proquest, jld)
Our case for Treaty ratification consists of three primary arguments. One, the United States no longer needs to conduct nuclear explosive tests. Two, a CTBT that has entered into force will obligate other states not to test and provide a disincentive for states to conduct such tests. And three, we now have a greater ability to detect testing, a capability that will be enhanced by the CTBT, including its monitoring system and inspection provisions. Let me take these points one by one. From 1945 to 1992, the United States conducted more than 1,000 nuclear explosive tests - more than all other nations combined. The cumulative data gathered from these tests have provided an impressive foundation of knowledge for us to base the continuing effectiveness of our arsenal. But historical test data alone is insufficient. Well over a decade ago, we launched an extensive and rigorous Stockpile Stewardship program that has enabled our nuclear weapons laboratories to carry out essential surveillance and warhead life extensions. Every year for the past 15 years, the Secretaries of Defense and Energy from both Democratic and Republican Administrations, and the directors of the nuclear weapons laboratories have certified that our arsenal is safe, secure, and effective. And each year they have affirmed that we do not need to conduct explosive nuclear tests. The lab directors tell us that Stockpile Stewardship has provided a deeper understanding of our arsenal than they ever had when testing was commonplace. We know more now about our nuclear weapons than when we used explosive testing. Think about that for a moment. Our current efforts go a step beyond explosive testing by enabling the labs to anticipate problems in advance and reduce their potential impact on our arsenal-something that nuclear testing could not do. I, for one, would not trade our successful approach based on world-class science and technology for a return to explosive testing. Despite the narrative put forward by some, this Administration inherited an underfunded and underappreciated nuclear complex. We have worked tirelessly to fix that situation and ensure our complex has every asset needed to achieve its mission, and to do it without explosive testing. The President has committed to programs that we believe require an investment of $88 billion in funding over the next decade. These investments will help maintain a modern nuclear arsenal, retain a modern nuclear weapons production complex, and nurture a highly trained workforce. At a time when every part of the budget is under the microscope, our pledge to pursue these programs demonstrates our commitment and should not be discounted. To those who doubt our commitment, I ask them to put their doubts aside and invest the hard work to support our budget requests in the Congress. I do not believe that even the most vocal critics of the CTBT want to resume explosive nuclear testing. What they have chosen instead is a status quo where the United States refrains from testing without using that fact to lock in a legally binding global ban that would significantly benefit the United States. Second, a CTBT that has entered into force will hinder other states from advancing their nuclear weapons capabilities. Were the CTBT to enter into force, states interested in pursuing or advancing a nuclear weapons program would risk either deploying weapons that might not work or incur international condemnation and sanctions for testing. While states can build a crude first generation nuclear weapon without conducting nuclear explosive tests, they would have trouble going further with any confidence. Without explosive testing, more established nuclear weapons states seeking to deploy advanced nuclear weapon capabilities that deviated significantly from previously tested designs also would have serious doubts about reliability. Finally, we have become very good at detecting explosive testing. If you test, there is a very high risk of getting caught. Upon the Treaty's entry into force, the United States would use the International Monitoring System (IMS) to complement our own state of the art national technical means to verify the Treaty. In 1999 when the Senate first considered the CTBT, not a single certified IMS station or facility existed. We understand why some senators had doubts about its future, untested capabilities. But today the IMS is nearing completion. 286 of 337 monitoring facilities have been installed. They work and provide valuable data all day, every day. While IMS capabilities continue to grow, our national technical means remain second to none and we continue to improve them. Taken together, these verification tools would make it difficult for any state to conduct nuclear tests that escape detection.

Nuclear detection systems key to detecting natural disasters

Pellerin, 11 (Cheryl, American Forces Press Service, American Forces Press Service, “Defense Nuclear Monitoring System Helps in Disasters”, Jul 14, 2011, Proquest, jld)
WASHINGTON, July 14, 2011 - The Defense Department's U.S. Atomic Energy Detection System has monitored the planet for nuclear blasts since 1947, but its sensors also help to pinpoint and assess large natural disasters around the world. Since 1980, this state-of-the-art system, called USAEDS, has been the responsibility of the Air Force Technical Applications Center at Patrick Air Force Base, Fla. AFTAC's job is to make sure foreign nations adhere to three nuclear test-ban treaties that have been in force since the 1960s and 1970s and that prohibit nuclear testing in the atmosphere and some underground tests. But the increasingly sophisticated tools the network uses in this effort also have more down-to-earth applications. USAEDS has sensors on Global Positioning System and Defense Support System satellites that monitor space and Earth's atmosphere for light flashes, radioactivity and other telltale signs of nuclear explosions. The system's hydroacoustic sensors are microphones that listen for nuclear explosions under the sea. Infrasound sensors measure changes in the atmosphere generated by very-low-frequency acoustic waves that can come from above-ground nuclear explosions. As part of the system, a WC-135 aircraft flies to the sites of explosions and collects air that scientists on the ground analyze for radioactive particles and radioactive gases. And the system's 40 seismic stations around the world -- using the same technology scientists use to measure earthquakes -- monitor the planet for underground nuclear explosions. "When nuclear testing was forced underground [in the 1970s], we had to switch over to more dependence on things like seismic sensors, and our seismic stations started to expand," AFTAC chief scientist David O'Brien told American Forces Press Service. "Our first station was in Turkey, probably in the late 1950s, probably close to where the then-Soviet Union was testing [nuclear devices]," O'Brien said. "As time went on and more and more testing was going on underground," he added, "we started establishing more of our overseas sites." Because of AFTAC's critical mission to detect and report nuclear blasts, system sensors conform to the highest technical standards and operate day and night, 365 days a year. So if anything cataclysmic happens anywhere on Earth -- a large earthquake, for example -- the system knows about it. "If it's a very large earthquake, anything over about magnitude 6.0, we will notify the U.S. Geological Survey, which is responsible for participating in the International Tsunami Early Warning System, O'Brien said. "This is not a nuclear explosion, this is an earthquake [but] it's large and it could be causing a lot of damage so we will immediately let the USGS know," O'Brien said. "The USGS probably has detected it too," he added, "but this augments their information as well." The USGS National Earthquake Information Center in Colorado has a domestic network of seismic stations called the Advanced National Seismic System, and it is part of an international system called the Global Seismographic Network. USGS, the U.S. National Science Foundation and an organization called the Incorporated Research Institutions for Seismology formed the international system, which has more than 150 seismic stations around the world. The Pacific Tsunami Warning Center in Hawaii, part of the U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, uses USGS seismic data and a range of sensors in oceans around the world to issue earthquake and tsunami warnings for Hawaii, American territories in the Pacific, 25 countries in the Pacific Ocean basin, and the Indian Ocean region. But there's a big difference between these dedicated disaster warning systems and AFTAC's nuclear detection network. "We install our systems in areas where there is very low seismic noise," O'Brien said. "The USGS may have their stations close to cities where there's lots of vibration in the ground," he said, or in areas like California or New Zealand that have lots of seismic activity. "The USGS is really looking for big earthquakes," the scientist added. "They don't have the requirements that we do -- to look for very, very small explosions" that may occur underground during a nuclear test." The U.S. Atomic Energy Detection System looks for sometimes-subtle indicators of an atomic explosion, he said. "I can't tell you how low we go," he said, referring to the lowest-level magnitude the system can detect, "but we go very much lower than a disaster network might go." Unlike many disaster and research networks, USAEDS runs 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 365 days a year, he said. "Data is continually coming in, in real time from all these worldwide sensors. We analyze data as soon as it comes into the building," O'Brien said. "Our responsibility is to provide immediate notification if an explosion occurs anywhere in the world," he said. Another network that, like the Defense Department, monitors for nuclear explosions but also detects natural disasters is the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Organization's International Monitoring System. The treaty opened for signature in 1996 and is signed by most countries in the world but not yet ratified by enough countries to put the treaty into force. In the meantime, the treaty organization, headquartered in Vienna, Austria, is building a global network of sensors and other program elements that ultimately will help enforce the treaty. AFTAC experts have advised the organization about building its 337-facility network, and both AFTAC and the United States contribute data to the system. "The United States is part of the International Monitoring System," O'Brien said. "When we signed the treaty, which we have not ratified yet, we agreed to put stations on U.S. soil to participate in the system. That includes seismic and hydroacoustic stations," he said. "Some of the sites we have in our USAEDS network also contribute to the IMS, he added, "but not all." In foreign countries where USAEDS has established seismic sites, the United States has agreements with those countries, O'Brien explained. "Each country can decide whether or not they want to contribute to the International Monitoring System" or any other seismic network, he said. "We want the data, but whether they give it to somebody else or not, we don't care," O'Brien said, "although [sharing the data] certainly benefits the International Monitoring System. That's a positive aspect." In May, after a 9.0 magnitude earthquake and tsunami affected hundreds of thousands of people and damaged the Fukushima Daichi power plant in Japan, USAEDS was pressed into service, the scientist said. The system's seismic stations "most certainly detected the earthquake and many aftershocks," O'Brien said, and the system was recruited to support U.S. efforts in response to the Japanese nuclear reactor accident. "We deployed our WC-135 aircraft to collect air over the ocean east of Japan to determine radioactivity levels there," he said. Also in May, radionuclide sensors that are part of the International Monitoring System picked up traces of radioactive particles and gases from the stricken power plant. So far, more than 35 radionuclide stations have provided information on the spread of radioactivity from the Fukushima accident. In addition to its primary mission, USAEDS also contributes to a U.S. program established through the Department of Homeland Security after the Sept. 11 attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon in 2001. "One thing the [new] Department of Homeland Security had to address was the possibility that a terrorist could detonate a nuclear device in the United States," O'Brien said. The result, he said, was the National Technical Nuclear Forensics Program, an interagency effort that involves the departments of Homeland Security, Security, Energy and Justice -- primarily the FBI -- as well as the Defense Department and the intelligence community. The team, O'Brien said, "would respond to a nuclear explosion in the United States for the purpose of trying to determine who did it. It's called attribution." In that effort, he added, USAEDS would use its aircraft to sample radioactive debris. "The Army would do ground sampling," O'Brien said, "but because we have been doing analysis on radioactive debris for many years and have laboratories in the United States that support us, we would oversee all the analysis of radioactivity." Whether radioactivity is detected by the Department of Energy or AFTAC's aircraft or the FBI, the scientist said, "we would be the single point for the nation to do analysis of that debris for the attribution process."

Natural disasters cause extinction

Sid-Ahmed 05 (Mohamed, January 2005, “The Post-earthquake World", Al-Ahram Weekly, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2005/724/op3.htm. Mohamed Sid-Ahmed is a political analyst.) RS 

The year 2005 began with a calamity, resulting not from conflicts between people but from an unprecedented natural disaster that has so far claimed over 155,000 lives, a figure that is expected to rise still more over the coming period. Is this Nature's reaction to the abuse it is suffering at the hands of the human race, its revenge on us for challenging its laws beyond acceptable limits? The earthquake that struck deep under the Indian Ocean was the strongest in over a century. What is still more critical is that what we have witnessed so far is only the beginning of the catastrophe. According to a spokesman from the World Health organisation, "there is certainly a chance that we could have as many dying from communicable diseases as from the tsunamis". The logistics of providing the survivors with clean water, vaccines and medicines are formidable, and, with many thousands of bodies lying unburied, epidemics spread by waterborne diseases are expected to claim many thousands of victims. There is also the possibility of seismic activity elsewhere in the world because disturbances in the inner structure of the earth's crust have occurred and there are no means to foresee how they will unfold. Will they build up into still broader disarray and eventually move our planet out of its orbit around the sun? Moreover, even if we can avoid the worse possible scenario, how can we contain the earthquake's effects ecologically, meteorologically, economically and socially? The contradiction between Man and Nature has reached unprecedented heights, forcing us to re-examine our understanding of the existing world system. US President George W Bush has announced the creation of an international alliance between the US, Japan, India, Australia and any other nation wishing to join that will work to help the stricken region overcome the huge problems it is facing in the wake of the tsunamis. Actually, the implications of the disaster are not only regional but global, not to say cosmic. Is it possible to mobilise all the inhabitants of our planet to the extent and at the speed necessary to avert similar disasters in future? How to engender the required state of emergency, that is, a different type of inter-human relations which rise to the level of the challenge before contradictions between the various sections of the world community make that collective effort unrealisable? The human species has never been exposed to a natural upheaval of this magnitude within living memory. What happened in South Asia is the ecological equivalent of 9/11. Ecological problems like global warming and climatic disturbances in general threaten to make our natural habitat unfit for human life. The extinction of the species has become a very real possibility, whether by our own hand or as a result of natural disasters of a much greater magnitude than the Indian Ocean earthquake and the killer waves it spawned. Human civilisation has developed in the hope that Man will be able to reach welfare and prosperity on earth for everybody. But now things seem to be moving in the opposite direction, exposing planet Earth to the end of its role as a nurturing place for human life. 

CTBT Bad: Deterrence

Nuclear testing makes our nukes look more powerful, solving deterrence

Bailey 01 (Dr. Kathleen C., “The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: An Update on the Debate”, National Institute for Foreign Policy, March 2001, http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Archives/Publication%20Archive%20PDF/CTBT%20Update.pdf.  Dr. Kathleen Bailey, a consultant on defense and arms control issues, is currently a Senior Associate at the National Institute for Public Policy in Washington DC. Also, she currently serves on the US Secretary of State’s Arms Control and Nonproliferation Advisory Board.) RS

Many things can and have gone wrong with deployed U.S. nuclear weapons. Some defects have been design flaws; some have been introduced during the weapons’ manufacture; others developed as a result of aging. Despite the fact that weapons designs in the stockpile have been extensively tested, problems continue to arise. John C. Browne, Director of Los Alamos National Laboratory, testified in 1999 that We also continue to find problems that were introduced during the original manufacturing of some specific weapons. We have identified several issues that, if they had occurred when testing was active, most likely would have been resolved by nuclear testing. In the future, warhead problems associated with manufacturing may be even more prevalent. This is due to the fact that older weapons will need to be remanufactured. Many materials and components used in original manufacture are no longer available and substitutes must be used; older processes and procedures may have to be changed (e.g. they are outdated or unsafe by today’s standards). These changes could severely impact weapons reliability. Nuclear testing is the only way to validate, with certainty, that the new materials, components, processes, and procedures used in weapons remanufacture do not affect weapons performance. 

CTBT Bad: Descrimination

CTBT Leads to discrimination

The Hindu 01 [“'India will not sign CTBT in present form'” 8-24-01 http://www.hindu.com/2001/08/25/stories/0325000b.htm]//gv

JEDDAH, AUG. 24. India has maintained that it will not sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) in its present discriminatory form though New Delhi is committed to non- proliferation of nuclear technology. ``We will not sign the CTBT in its present form as it leads to discrimination,'' the Minister of State for External Affairs, Mr. Omar Abdullah, who is in Saudi Arabia for Haj agreement, told reporters last night. The Minister allayed fears on further transfer of nuclear technology, saying ``India is committed to the cause of preventing misuse of nuclear technology. India had conducted the nuclear tests only for self defence and there were no other motives. On questions about the Pakistan President, Gen. Pervez Musharraf's reported statement that ``freedom'' for Kashmir was round the corner, Mr. Abdullah said ``he is unaware of the ground realities in Jammu and Kashmir.'' Rejecting the claims of Pakistan that the ``armed struggle'' in Kashmir was completely indigenous, the Minister said ``the present situation in the State is a direct fallout of cross border terrorism sponsored by Pakistan.''

Discrimination causes health problems and violence 

Vic Health 09 [“Racial discrimination harms health” 11-18-09 http://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/en/Media-Centre/Media-Releases-by-Topic/Discrimination/Racial-discrimination-harms-health.aspx?p=1]//gv
A new report launched today reveals the health damaging effects of race-based discrimination. Research indicates that nearly half of people from non-English speaking backgrounds report have experienced discrimination. The Indigenous report rate is even higher with up to three quarters of the population experiencing discrimination. Called Building on our strengths, the report also provides strong evidence that programs are urgently needed to reduce the harmful impacts of racial discrimination. It has been put together by VicHealth in collaboration with experts from the University of Melbourne and the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission. “VicHealth in conjunction with its partners has developed a road map to address the problem. The report proposes actions for addressing race-based discrimination drawing on the best available theory, evidence and practice,” Victorian Health Promotion Foundation (VicHealth) CEO Todd Harper said. “The Report identifies a range of strategies for addressing discrimination, one of which includes raising awareness of the issues at a community level.” “VicHealth will support a number of activities including allocation of $2 million to assist Victorian arts organisations, as well as Indigenous and migrant artists to reduce racial discrimination.” “This new report shows there is a clear link between race-based discrimination and mental health problems, particularly depression.” One of the main authors of the report, Dr Yin Paradies from the University of Melbourne, notes that: “Racial discrimination can cause stress-related heart and immune system problems. There are also strong links between discrimination and cigarette smoking, as well as drug and alcohol misuse.” “Discriminatory attitudes can lead to very serious consequences. As we have seen over the past year, a number of people from diverse cultural backgrounds have ended up in hospital after receiving injuries from direct physical attacks.” According to Mr Harper: “Victoria has a great record of fostering cultural diversity, nine out of ten Victorians (90%) agree it is good for society to be made up of different cultures.” “Yet the report shows that people from Indigenous, migrant and refugee backgrounds continue to experience high levels of discrimination, in turn affecting their health and wellbeing. “There is strong evidence that Indigenous and overseas-born Victorians continue to report high rates of discrimination, in ’everyday’ contexts, like when shopping, on public transport, around sports, in schools and workplaces. “Nearly one in two (45%) Victorians from non-English speaking backgrounds report having experienced racial discrimination at a sporting or other public event. “Evidence shows that racial discrimination leads to violence and trauma which has implications for people over generations,” Mr Harper said. “Indigenous Australians continue to experience high levels of racial discrimination. This has profound impacts on their self esteem and overall mental health and wellbeing,” Dr Paradies said. Dr Helen Szoke, Commissioner of the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission says addressing racial discrimination is an issue of fundamental human rights. “We have seen a groundswell of change in community attitudes around reducing racial discrimination over the past 20 years but we have a long way to go,” Dr Szoke said. “Our aim is to prevent discrimination from occurring in the first place so that every person can enjoy real freedom, equality, respect and dignity as their right.” According to Mr Harper, “preventing discrimination will provide significant social, economic and health benefits for all Victorians.” “Building on our strengths highlights the need to work through the arts as well as targeting workplaces, schools and sporting environments to reduce discrimination,” Mr Harper said. “Victoria has an interest in reducing race-based discrimination not only because of the harms on individuals but also because of the significant social and economic gains that can be made through valuing our diversity,” said Mr Harper. 

Russia Relations

Republican control destroys US- Russia relations

AP 10- (Associated Press, “US Republican Wins Could Be Felt in Europe” November 1, 2010, http://www.cnbc.com/id/39845295/US_Republican_Wins_Could_Be_Felt_in_Europe)

A big Republican win in Tuesday's U.S. congressional elections could jolt U.S. relations with Europe by affecting issues such as arms control, climate change and relations with Turkey. Getty Images Foreign policy has not been a factor in the campaign, which has been dominated by economic and other domestic issues. But if Republicans, as expected, win control of the House of Representatives and make gains in the Senate, the impact will be felt beyond U.S. borders. Though Congress does not run U.S. foreign policy, it can influence it in many ways, and President Barack Obama could find many of his priorities stalled or tripped up by lawmakers. Obama's arms control agenda and U.S.-Russian relations could be the first foreign policy casualties of the election. The administration has been trying for months to win enough Republican support in the Senate to ratify the New Strategic Arms Control Treaty with Russia. The treaty, signed in April by Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, would lower limits on the two countries' nuclear arsenals, but some Republicans are not satisfied that the United States could verify whether Russia was sticking to its terms. Defeat in the Senate would have two obvious consequences. Since arms negotiations have been the centerpiece of Obama's opening to improve relations with Russia, a failure to ratify the treaty would be a setback. Without a victory, Obama's broader agenda on reducing the risk from nuclear weapons could be in doubt. For instance, plans to ratify a nuclear test ban treaty already look beyond reach. The administration is pushing for a vote on New START shortly after the election before most newly elected senators are seated in January, because it will be much more difficult with fewer Democrats in office next year. But in a twist of election law, three newly elected senators will take office immediately after the election because they are running for seats that were vacated by predecessors including Obama and Vice President Joe Biden. It remains unclear whether Democrats can pick up enough Republican votes or have enough time to win passage in the postelections session. In another possible pitfall for U.S.-Russian relations, Obama's support for Russia to join the World Trade Organization could be blocked by Congress. Before the United States can approve Russia's bid, Congress must first repeal the Jackson-Vanik agreement, a Soviet-era regulation that can restrict bilateral trade. Republican gains also could add uncertainties for relations with Turkey. Republicans have traditionally supported the NATO ally. But anger in both major parties has risen over Turkish conflict with Israel and ties with Iran. In previous periods of Republican control of the House of Representatives, party leaders have blocked attempts to pass resolutions recognizing the World-War I-era killings of Armenians by Ottoman Turks as genocide. The third-ranking Republican lawmaker, Rep. Mike Pence, who helps guide party strategy in the House, has said he might reconsider opposition to a resolution because of Turkish positions on Israel. The passage of a resolution on Armenia could upend relations with Turkey, a rising power that vociferously opposes it. The election campaigns already have damaged Obama's chances of passing legislation that would curb climate-warming emissions. In a sign of the legislation's unpopularity, candidates from both parties railed against proposed legislation as antibusiness at a time of high unemployment and slow economic growth. With poor prospects for U.S. legislation on reducing emissions, it is unlikely that Obama can lobby effectively or a global pact that would bind the countries of the world to limits on greenhouse gasses. The issue has become a political loser domestically. If voters appear to rebuke him Tuesday, Obama will be looking for other initiatives that can improve his own re-election chances in 2012. Pure political partisanship after Tuesday's elections also could have foreign policy implications with Republican leaders in Congress talking about opposition, not compromise. Republicans are more likely than Democrats to support free trade. But a Republican win may not do much to advance global free trade talks, which are unpopular politically. Republicans are wary about handing Obama victories ahead of the 2012 elections. If Republicans take over one chamber or two, they will gain power over the budget and could force changes in funding for programs such as U.S. foreign aid, which some would like to cut, and missile defense, which some would like to boost. 

Romney views Russia as an enemy
Shelly, 6-19-12, Columnist for CBS News, [Matt, CBS News, “Romney keeps up strong rhetoric on Russia” http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-57456060-503544/romney-keeps-up-strong-rhetoric-on-russia/]
Showing no sign of backing down on his hawkish stance on Russia, Mitt Romney said in a radio interview broadcast on Tuesday that the country is continuing "to pursue a course which is antithetical" to that of the United States. In the interview with Fox Radio, Romney repeated his earlier characterization of Russia as "geopolitical foe" - a remark that has raised questions among Democrats and even some Republicans about whether he remains stuck in a Cold War mindset. He sought to put the notion to rest, but did not deviate from his earlier controversial assertions. "The nation which consistently opposes our actions at The United Nations has been Russia," Romney said. "We're of course not enemies. We're not fighting each other. There's no Cold War, but Russia is a geopolitical foe in that regard.
Romney views Russia as the enemy- cooperation impossible
Oppel 5/11 (RICHARD A. OPPEL Jr, staff writer at the New York Times“Romney’s Adversarial View of Russia Stirs Debate”, May 11, 2012, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/12/us/politics/romneys-view-of-russia-sparks-debate.html?_r=1&pagewanted=all, jld)

WASHINGTON — Mitt Romney’s recent declaration that Russia is America’s top geopolitical adversary drew raised eyebrows and worse from many Democrats, some Republicans and the Russians themselves, all of whom suggested that Mr. Romney was misguidedly stuck in a cold war mind-set. But his statement was not off the cuff — and it was not the first time Mr. Romney had stirred debate over his hawkish views on Russia. Interviews with Republican foreign policy experts close to his campaign and his writings on the subject show that his stance toward Russia reflects a broader foreign policy view that gives great weight to economic power and control of natural resources. It also exhibits Mr. Romney’s confidence that his private-sector experience would make him a better negotiator on national security issues than President Obama has been. Mr. Romney’s views on Russia have set off disagreements among some of his foreign policy advisers. They put him in sync with the more conservative members of his party in Congress, who have similarly criticized Mr. Obama as being too accommodating to Russia, and generally reflect the posture of some neoconservatives. But they have frequently put him at odds with members of the Republican foreign policy establishment, like Senator Richard G. Lugar of Indiana, who was defeated in a primary this week, and the party’s shrinking band of foreign policy “realists” — those who advocate a less ideological and more pragmatic view of relations with rival powers. The Romney campaign has been critical of Mr. Obama’s record and positions on a variety of national security issues, including containing Iran’s nuclear ambitions and confronting China’s rise. But many of the positions taken by Mr. Romney, the presumptive Republican presidential nominee, have either been vague or not fundamentally different from those of the administration. Russia, however, is an exception, one where Mr. Romney, the former Massachusetts governor, has carved out a clear contrast to Mr. Obama, who came to office promising to “reset” relations with Moscow, only to find that Russia can be a difficult partner. Just this week, President Vladimir V. Putin abruptly canceled his plans to visit the United States next week for the Group of 8 summit meeting and for talks with Mr. Obama at Camp David. Mr. Romney was a leading opponent of the most recent arms-reduction treaty with Russia, ratified by the Senate and signed last year by Mr. Obama. Russia figures prominently in Mr. Romney’s book, where he calls it one of four competitors for world leadership, along with the United States, China and “violent jihadism” embraced by Iran and terrorist groups. Some advisers close to Mr. Romney, who declined to be quoted or identified by name, say Russia is a good illustration of his belief that national security threats are closely tied to economic power — in this case stemming from Russia’s oil and gas reserves, which it has used to muscle European countries dependent on energy imports.

"

Relations Good: Laundry list

US-Russia relations are vital to preventing nuclear war and solving every global issue. 

Allison & Blackwill, ‘11

[Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School, former assistant secretary of defense in the Clinton administration, Robert D., Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy -- Council on Foreign Relations, served as U.S. ambassador to India and as deputy national security adviser for strategic planning in the Bush administration, both co-chairmen of the Task Force on Russia and U.S. National Interests, co-sponsored by the Belfer Center and the Center for the National Interest, 10-30-11 Politico, “10 reasons why Russia still matters,” http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=161EF282-72F9-4D48-8B9C-C5B3396CA0E6]

That central point is that Russia matters a great deal to a U.S. government seeking to defend and advance its national interests. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin’s decision to return next year as president makes it all the more critical for Washington to manage its relationship with Russia through coherent, realistic policies. No one denies that Russia is a dangerous, difficult, often disappointing state to do business with. We should not overlook its many human rights and legal failures. Nonetheless, Russia is a player whose choices affect our vital interests in nuclear security and energy. It is key to supplying 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan and preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Ten realities require U.S. policymakers to advance our nation’s interests by engaging and working with Moscow. First, Russia remains the only nation that can erase the United States from the map in 30 minutes. As every president since John F. Kennedy has recognized, Russia’s cooperation is critical to averting nuclear war. Second, Russia is our most consequential partner in preventing nuclear terrorism. Through a combination of more than $11 billion in U.S. aid, provided through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program, and impressive Russian professionalism, two decades after the collapse of the “evil empire,” not one nuclear weapon has been found loose. Third, Russia plays an essential role in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile-delivery systems. As Washington seeks to stop Iran’s drive toward nuclear weapons, Russian choices to sell or withhold sensitive technologies are the difference between failure and the possibility of success. Fourth, Russian support in sharing intelligence and cooperating in operations remains essential to the U.S. war to destroy Al Qaeda and combat other transnational terrorist groups. Fifth, Russia provides a vital supply line to 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan. As U.S. relations with Pakistan have deteriorated, the Russian lifeline has grown ever more important and now accounts for half all daily deliveries. Sixth, Russia is the world’s largest oil producer and second largest gas producer. Over the past decade, Russia has added more oil and gas exports to world energy markets than any other nation. Most major energy transport routes from Eurasia start in Russia or cross its nine time zones. As citizens of a country that imports two of every three of the 20 million barrels of oil that fuel U.S. cars daily, Americans feel Russia’s impact at our gas pumps. Seventh, Moscow is an important player in today’s international system. It is no accident that Russia is one of the five veto-wielding, permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, as well as a member of the G-8 and G-20. A Moscow more closely aligned with U.S. goals would be significant in the balance of power to shape an environment in which China can emerge as a global power without overturning the existing order. Eighth, Russia is the largest country on Earth by land area, abutting China on the East, Poland in the West and the United States across the Arctic. This territory provides transit corridors for supplies to global markets whose stability is vital to the U.S. economy. Ninth, Russia’s brainpower is reflected in the fact that it has won more Nobel Prizes for science than all of Asia, places first in most math competitions and dominates the world chess masters list. The only way U.S. astronauts can now travel to and from the International Space Station is to hitch a ride on Russian rockets. The co-founder of the most advanced digital company in the world, Google, is Russian-born Sergei Brin. Tenth, Russia’s potential as a spoiler is difficult to exaggerate. Consider what a Russian president intent on frustrating U.S. international objectives could do — from stopping the supply flow to Afghanistan to selling S-300 air defense missiles to Tehran to joining China in preventing U.N. Security Council resolutions. So next time you hear a policymaker dismissing Russia with rhetoric about “who cares?” ask them to identify nations that matter more to U.S. success, or failure, in advancing our national interests.
U.S. Russia relations prevent conflict

Gordon 9 Philip H. Gordon is the Assistant Secretary, Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs [“The U.S. Security Relationship with Russia and Its Impact on Transatlantic Security” 7-30-09 http://www.state.gov/p/eur/rls/rm/2009/126769.htm]//gv
Chairman Skelton, Congressman McKeon, members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today about the Administration's achievements in Moscow as a result of the summit meeting of President Obama and President Medvedev July 6-8. In their Joint Statement in London on April 1, President Obama and President Medvedev committed to “resetting” U.S.-Russia relations and laid out an ambitious, substantive work plan for moving forward in a number of areas where the United States and Russia share national interests: from reducing our nuclear arsenals, preventing further proliferation of nuclear weapons, and countering the threat of nuclear terrorism to overcoming the effects of the global economic crisis and developing clean energy technologies. Recognizing that a fresh start to U.S.-Russia relations needs to be more than just warm words, the two presidents committed to deliver results. After three months of close collaboration, the United States and Russia have worked hard to do exactly that. The achievements of the Moscow Summit will help put an end to a period of dangerous drift in U.S. - Russia relations by increasing our cooperation on a range of issues that are fundamental to the security and the prosperity of both countries. This significant progress in our relations with Russia, moreover, did not in any way come at the expense of our principles or partnerships with friends and allies. There are still many areas where the United States and Russia disagree and will continue to disagree. Nevertheless, we demonstrated in real terms our shared desire to build a relationship based on respect and mutual cooperation. Through the newly created Bilateral Presidential Commission, we will seek to broaden these areas of cooperation in a way that is mutually beneficial and improves security and stability around the world. Today, I will highlight some of the examples of what was achieved in Moscow and outline our policy objectives as we go forward. 
Relations Bad: Oil Dependency

US alliance with Russia will ensure oil use and production in the future

Barnes, 08 (Joe, 12/19/2008, “US- Russia Relations: Recommendations for the Next Administration”, http://bakerinstitute.org/publications/DIPL-pub-ObamaTransitionBarnes-121908.pdf, Joe Barnes is a Bonner Means Baker Fellow.) RS
The current economic downturn and  decline in oil and gas prices make investment in future Russian production unattractive. But in the long term, increased Russian oil – and. we should not forget, natural gas- production will be critical in meeting world energy demand. Whatever the duration of the current global recession, economic growth will eventually return  and, with it , rising demand for olil and gas. This is particularly true for China, where petroleum imports will rise as automobile use expands. Ironically, the current downturn may brighten the prospects for US private involvement in Russia’s hydrocarbon sector. Moscow has long been resistant to production as payment. This opposition may ease in an environment. of lower prices and higher borrowing cost.
Oil dependence leads to every major impact

Oil Today 10 leading resource in oil news (“Oil Dependency Good or Bad?”, January 29th, 2010, http://www.oiltoday.co.uk/2010/01/29/oil-dependency-good-or-bad/)//AS

At times global petroleum production reaches its maximum, this is known as peak oil. This can lead to a drop in availability, a rise in price and could potentially be a disaster with an energy crisis the end result. Petroleum is a non-renewable resource that is already considered to have reached its maximum and a decline could well be on its way. This will affect a variety of industries including the transportation, agriculture and chemical and plastic industries. It could cause a decline in tourism, the automobile and airline industries would also be hit badly and inflation would rise. The cost of food would go up greatly and it could turn out to be a humanitarian disaster. We could use alternative energy sources but they are more expensive than traditional fuels. Alternative fuels however are the way of the future, development of fuels such as ethanol will be crucial. The higher cost of oil has led to companies designing new engines and cars that are more efficient and sometimes use alternative sources of energy. This is a costly process for the consumer, advanced vehicles like plug-in hybrids cost a lot more due to the advanced technology and battery costs. Even as the use of alternative fuel increases, oil will remain as a major strategic resource, just like it has been in the past. Traditional cars use internal combustion engines which release carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, and unburned hydrocarbons, petroleum-based fuel is burned. Health problems such as asthma, cardiovascular diseases and lung cancer have been linked to these pollutants. When carbon dioxide is released it traps heat from the sun and warms the earth’s atmosphere, this is believed to contribute toward an unstable climate, agricultural devastation, and rising sea levels. Now is the time to realize that oil will not last forever and where possible it should only be used where there is no alternative fuel.

Warming

Romney dystroys warming regulation.

Pittsburg Post Gazette 12 (Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Largest daily newspaper serving metropolitan Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,June 17, 2012, “Unhealthy politics: On mercury and soot, the EPA is a strong guardian”, http://www.post-gazette.com/stories/opinion/editorials/unhealthy-politics-on-mercury-and-soot-the-epa-is-a-strong-guardian-640722/)
One of the questions for November's presidential election is how Americans feel about the environment and whether they are comfortable with the role of its guardian, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Judging by their actions, Republicans in Congress have made up their mind. Together with their party's presumptive nominee, Mitt Romney, they are convinced that the EPA is one of the prime villains of a regulatory overload crushing the economy. In Congress, they have launched dozens of bills and amendments seeking to gut the EPA's regulatory powers.
Epa regulations key to stop greenhouse gasses and stop global warming.

Broder 9 (John M., journalist for the New York Times, “E.P.A. Clears Way for Greenhouse Gas Rules,” The New York Times, 4/17/09, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/18/science/earth/18endanger.html) 

WASHINGTON — The Environmental Protection Agency on Friday formally declared carbon dioxide and five other heat-trapping gases to be pollutants that endanger public health and welfare, setting in motion a process that will lead to the regulation of the gases for the first time in the United States.  The E.P.A. said the science supporting the proposed endangerment finding was “compelling and overwhelming.” The ruling initiates a 60-day comment period before any proposals for regulations governing emissions of heat-trapping gases are published.  Although the finding had been expected, supporters and critics said its issuance was a significant moment in the debate on global warming. Many Republicans in Congress and industry spokesmen warned that regulation of carbon dioxide emissions would raise energy costs and kill jobs; Democrats and environmental advocates said the decision was long overdue and would bring long-term social and economic benefits.  The E.P.A. administrator, Lisa P. Jackson, said: “This finding confirms that greenhouse gas pollution is a serious problem now and for future generations. Fortunately, it follows President Obama’s call for a low-carbon economy and strong leadership in Congress on clean energy and climate legislation.”  The United States has come under fierce international criticism for trailing other industrialized nations in regulating emissions of carbon dioxide and other pollutants tied to global warming. With this move and steps by Congress toward a cap-and-trade system to curb heat-trapping gases, the American government can now point to progress as nations begin to write a new international treaty on climate change. According to the E.P.A. announcement, the finding was based on rigorous scientific analysis of six gases — carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride — that have been widely studied by scientists. The agency said its studies showed that concentrations of the gases were at unprecedented levels as a result of human activity and that it was highly likely that those elevated levels were responsible for an increase in average temperatures and other climate changes.  Among the ill effects of rising atmospheric concentrations of the gases, the agency found, were increased drought, more heavy downpours and flooding, more frequent and intense heat waves and wildfires, a steeper rise in sea levels and harm to water resources, agriculture, wildlife and ecosystems.  Environmental advocates applauded the decision, which they had sought for years.  Auto companies, utilities and others tied to polluting emissions had long dreaded this day but generally reacted with caution because the regulatory process had just begun and they hoped to address their concerns in the legislation before Congress.  The Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers said its members were developing cars and trucks to meet the expected tougher emissions standards. 

Global Warming causes Extinction

Sify 2010 – Sydney newspaper citing Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, professor at University of Queensland and Director of the Global Change Institute, and John Bruno, associate professor of Marine Science at UNC (Sify News, “Could unbridled climate changes lead to human extinction?”, http://www.sify.com/news/could-unbridled-climate-changes-lead-to-human-extinction-news-international-kgtrOhdaahc.html, WEA)
The findings of the comprehensive report: 'The impact of climate change on the world's marine ecosystems' emerged from a synthesis of recent research on the world's oceans, carried out by two of the world's leading marine scientists. One of the authors of the report is Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, professor at The University of Queensland and the director of its Global Change Institute (GCI). 'We may see sudden, unexpected changes that have serious ramifications for the overall well-being of humans, including the capacity of the planet to support people. This is further evidence that we are well on the way to the next great extinction event,' says Hoegh-Guldberg. 'The findings have enormous implications for mankind, particularly if the trend continues. The earth's ocean, which produces half of the oxygen we breathe and absorbs 30 per cent of human-generated carbon dioxide, is equivalent to its heart and lungs. This study shows worrying signs of ill-health. It's as if the earth has been smoking two packs of cigarettes a day!,' he added. 'We are entering a period in which the ocean services upon which humanity depends are undergoing massive change and in some cases beginning to fail', he added. The 'fundamental and comprehensive' changes to marine life identified in the report include rapidly warming and acidifying oceans, changes in water circulation and expansion of dead zones within the ocean depths. These are driving major changes in marine ecosystems: less abundant coral reefs, sea grasses and mangroves (important fish nurseries); fewer, smaller fish; a breakdown in food chains; changes in the distribution of marine life; and more frequent diseases and pests among marine organisms. Study co-author John F Bruno, associate professor in marine science at The University of North Carolina, says greenhouse gas emissions are modifying many physical and geochemical aspects of the planet's oceans, in ways 'unprecedented in nearly a million years'. 'This is causing fundamental and comprehensive changes to the way marine ecosystems function,' Bruno warned, according to a GCI release. These findings were published in Science
Ext. Warming
Only Obama solves all global warming in US and internationally

Cover, 3-26-12, Journalist for CNSNews [Matt, CNSNews, “Obama Requests $770 Million to Fight Global Warming Overseas” http://cnsnews.com/news/article/obama-requests-770-million-fight-global-warming-overseas]
The Obama administration has requested $770 million in federal funds to combat the effects of global warming in developing countries, a new congressional report details, continuing its policy of using foreign aid to combat the effects of global warming in the developing world. The figure, from a recent report from the Congressional Research Service (CRS), shows that despite another year of $1 trillion deficits, the Obama administration continues to pursue its policy of using foreign aid funds for anti-global warming measures – known as the Global Climate Change Initiative (GCCI). According to CRS, the government has spent a total of $2.5 billion on GCCI since 2010 on overseas anti-global warming efforts in Latin America, Asia, and Africa. For 2013, the Obama administration has requested an additional $770 million for its policy, a figure that if approved by Congress would bring total foreign climate change spending to $3.3 billion. The administration uses the money to fund three types of anti-global warming foreign aid: adaptation, clean energy, and sustainable landscapes. Adaptation, according to CRS, seeks to help developing countries insulate themselves from the effects of climate change by giving farmers and government planners access to better climate data. It also aims to aid countries by teaching them new agricultural and land use methods, as well as methods to protect against the rising sea levels, floods, and increased droughts said to be the result of global warming. Clean energy funding seeks to aid poor countries in developing their own clean energy infrastructures in order to offset the fact that developing countries are the single fastest growing source of greenhouse gas emissions. The federal spending supports the creation of so-called green jobs in the developing world as well as the creation of clean energy projects. Sustainable landscape projects seek to stop developing countries from cutting down forests, particularly in tropical areas, for farming or logging – or at least teach them to develop more modern logging and farming techniques, laws, and regulations.
Obama is fighting climate change; Romney would exacerbate the issue and reverse all progress. 

Geman, 4-25-12, Writer of the E² Wire, the Environment and Energy blog, at The Hill; former senior reporter with Greenwire News Service and Environment and Energy Daily [Ben, The Hill, “Obama vows to fight for climate action, make global warming a key 2012 issue” http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/e2-wire/223599-obama-vows-to-fight-for-climate-action-in-campaign]
“Part of the challenge over these past three years has been that people's No. 1 priority is finding a job and paying the mortgage and dealing with high gas prices. In that environment, it's been easy for the other side to pour millions of dollars into a campaign to debunk climate-change science,” Obama said. Mitt Romney, the presumptive GOP presidential nominee, has called for stripping the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) power to regulate greenhouse gases and also opposes cap-and-trade proposals. On Capitol Hill, where Republicans are trying to thwart EPA’s rules, skepticism about climate science has become commonplace in the GOP, and cap-and-trade legislation is a nonstarter. The vast majority of scientists say global warming is occurring and human activities are a key factor. A small minority call data on warming trends and the human contribution inconclusive or inaccurate. Obama, in the interview, cited climate change in noting the GOP’s broader rightward shift. “Think about John McCain, who obviously I have profound differences with. Here's a guy who not only believed in climate change, but co-sponsored a cap-and-trade bill that got 43 votes in the Senate just a few years ago, somebody who thought banning torture was the right thing to do, somebody who co-sponsored immigration reform with Ted Kennedy. That's the most recent Republican candidate, and that gives you some sense of how profoundly that party has shifted,” he said. Internationally, plans for a binding global emissions treaty are proceeding far more slowly than advocates have hoped, although diplomats have made some progress in areas such as slowing deforestation and providing aid to help poor countries tackle climate change.  “Frankly, I'm deeply concerned that internationally, we have not made as much progress as we need to make. Within the constraints of this Congress, we've tried to do a whole range of things, administratively, that are making a difference — doubling fuel-efficiency standards on cars is going to take a whole lot of carbon out of our atmosphere. We're going to continue to push on energy efficiency, and renewable energy standards, and the promotion of green energy. But there is no doubt that we have a lot more work to do,” Obama said.  But while environmentalists will likely welcome Obama’s comments on climate, in the same interview he downplayed the climate-change impact if the Keystone XL oil sands pipeline is built.  The administration has delayed, until well after the 2012 elections, a decision about whether to issue a cross-border permit for the project, which would bring Canadian oil sands to Gulf Coast refineries.   High-profile NASA climate scientist James Hansen has said that exploiting the massive oil sands, which are already being developed significantly, would mean “game over” for the climate.  “James Hansen is a scientist who has done an enormous amount not only to understand climate change, but also to help publicize the issue. I have the utmost respect for scientists,” Obama said in the interview. “But it's important to understand that Canada is going to be moving forward with tar sands, regardless of what we do. That's their national policy, they're pursuing it.”  He later added: “The reason that Keystone got so much attention is not because that particular pipeline is a make-or-break issue for climate change, but because those who have looked at the science of climate change are scared and concerned about a general lack of sufficient movement to deal with the problem.”  Congressional Republicans are pushing legislation that would require approval of TransCanada Corp.’s project, efforts that Obama bashed in the interview. “My goal has been to have an honest process, and I have adamantly objected to Congress trying to circumvent a process that was well-established not just under Democratic administrations, but also under Republican administrations,” he said. Capitol Hill Republicans have also alleged that regulation of greenhouse gases will hurt the economy and attacked federal spending on green energy programs. But Obama told Rolling Stone that the nation can take serious steps to battle climate change in a way that’s “entirely compatible with strong economic growth and job creation,” such as retrofitting buildings to slash energy use.
Warming Bad: Africa War

Warming leads to Africa Civil War

Stanford Report 09 [“Global warming increases risk of civil war in Africa, Stanford researchers say” 11-23-09 http://news.stanford.edu/news/2009/november23/climate-civil-wars-112309.html]//gv
Climate change is likely to increase the number of civil wars raging in Africa, according to Stanford researchers. Historical records show that in warmer-than-average years, the number of conflicts rises. The researchers predict that by 2030, Africa could see a greater than 50 percent increase in civil wars, which could mean an additional 390,000 deaths just from fighting alone. Climate change could increase the likelihood of civil war in sub-Saharan Africa by over 50 percent within the next two decades, according to a new study led by a team of researchers at Stanford University, the University of California-Berkeley, New York University and Harvard University. The study is to be published online this week by the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences (PNAS). The study provides the first quantitative evidence linking climate change and the risk of civil conflict. It concludes by urging accelerated support by African governments and foreign aid donors for new and/or expanded policies to assist with African adaptation to climate change. "Despite recent high-level statements suggesting that climate change could worsen the risk of civil conflict, until now we had little quantitative evidence linking the two," said Marshall Burke, the study's lead author and a researcher at Stanford’s Program on Food Security and the Environment when the study was done. "Unfortunately, our study finds that climate change could increase the risk of African civil war by over 50 percent in 2030 relative to 1990, with huge potential costs to human livelihoods." In the study, the researchers first combined historical data on civil wars in sub-Saharan Africa with rainfall and temperature records across the continent. They found that between 1980 and 2002, civil wars were significantly more likely in warmer-than-average years, with a 1-degree Celsius increase in temperature in a given year raising the incidence of conflict across the continent by nearly 50 percent.

Civil War Escalates 

Sage 10 Andre Le Sage is the Senior Research Fellow for Africa at the Institute for National Strategic Studies [“Africa’s Irregular Security Threats: Challenges for U.S. Engagement” May 2010 https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:8Zm3pY9Wb2AJ:kms1.isn.ethz.ch/serviceengine/Files/ISN/116242/ipublicationdocument_singledocument/ac6c684b-143b-496f-be0e-9d8985684cbc/en/SF255.pdf+&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEESjrElq_ieoHHAfJ_GltjeXl-bJru2Sue7gMMwV0hbFM0Ae68c8eVx1pEqLqpX5VpIkg-_WHEmB9VLwXSyQnQioRkJpKjthwz96zbNpLnHoudNsgPzia8GzRW9HGO6ooUDMbvkX1&sig=AHIEtbRIKrC4-Nrh85yARgEb1MXiMoQNhg]//gv

Any survey of irregular, nonscomplex nature of armed conflict on the continent. Militias and nonstatutory forces are fielded by both insurgents and governments. Civil wars across the continent are waged most commonly by tribally based militias. Many governments have responded by fielding their own tribal militias as proxies (as with the Janjaweed in Darfur), deploying their own militaries (which are no less tribally based or predatory), or conducting brutal counterinsurgency operations to suppress rebels and their civilian support base. In this context, the 1998 Ethiopia-Eritrea border war is one of only a few recent instances of conventional interstate conflict on the continent. Africa’s civil wars have become known for their brutality, as well as their complex organization around overlapping ethnic, regional, and religious lines and ever-splintering factions.1 Given the ethnic basis of militia mobilization, the targeting of civilians has sadly come to “make sense” in African conflicts.2 Civilians are viewed as the support base of both governments and antigovernment rebellions. Moreover, they are also a source of enrichment by “primitive accumulation” through the stripping of assets.3 Rebels target pro-government civilians as a means of claiming wealth (in the form of property, land, cattle, and so forth) that the rebels deem to be the ill-gotten gains of a corrupt regime acting in an adversary ethnic group’s favor. Conversely, pro-government forces target civilians in a strategy of “collective punishment,” holding entire ethnic groups accountable for atrocities committed by rebel leaders who purport to represent that group. Ethnic cleansing is used to seize land presently occupied by other groups, to ensure access to valuable resources contained within that land, or to prevent civilians in that group from casting ballots in elections.tate threats in Africa must confront the diverse and

Warming Bad: Coral reef loss

Warming damages Coral Reefs

The Daily Telegraph 11 [“Global warming good for fish, bad for coral reef” http://www.dailytelegraph.com.au/news/sydney-news/global-warming-good-for-fish-bad-for-coral-reef/story-e6freuzi-1226214588820]//gv

But after new research found tropical fish could not only adapt but thrive in water temperatures at the highest end of global warming predictions, climate change supporters have hit back, arguing that perhaps their homes may not. In research that challenged scientific thinking, scientists from the CSIRO and James Cook University found it took just two generations of tropical damsel fish, common on the Great Barrier Reef, to adapt when reared from birth in water up to 3C hotter than normal. In the past it was claimed even marginal rises in sea temperature could devastate fish life on the world's great reefs. But Climate Change Research Centre scientist Dr Alex Sen Gupta said while the latest report was "great news for damsel fish" it did not bode well for the coral in which it and other tropical species relied on as home. "With reefs you really have a double-whammy," he said. "If temperatures get warmer you tend to get coral bleaching and the thinking with climate warming is the frequency of bleaching is much, much higher. "It's a good news story ... for damsel fish but what's going to happen with their habitat?"

Coral Reefs key-economy, ecosystem, biodiversity
NOAA 08 NOAA is key to providing education on oceanic and atmospheric importance [“Importance of Coral Reefs”http://oceanservice.noaa.gov/education/kits/corals/coral07_importance.html]//gv 

Coral reefs are some of the most diverse and valuable ecosystems on Earth. Coral reefs support more species per unit area than any other marine environment, including about 4,000 species of fish, 800 species of hard corals and hundreds of other species. Scientists estimate that there may be another 1 to 8 million undiscovered species of organisms living in and around reefs (Reaka-Kudla, 1997). This biodiversity is considered key to finding new medicines for the 21st century. Many drugs are now being developed from coral reef animals and plants as possible cures for cancer, arthritis, human bacterial infections, viruses, and other diseases. Storehouses of immense biological wealth, reefs also provide economic and environmental services to millions of people. Coral reefs may provide goods and services worth $375 billion each year. This is an amazing figure for an environment that covers less than 1 percent of the Earth’s surface (Costanza et al., 1997). Healthy reefs contribute to local economies through tourism. Diving tours, fishing trips, hotels, restaurants, and other businesses based near reef systems provide millions of jobs and contribute billions of dollars all over the world. Recent studies show that millions of people visit coral reefs in the Florida Keys every year. These reefs alone are estimated to have an asset value of $7.6 billion (Johns et al., 2001). The commercial value of U.S. fisheries from coral reefs is over $100 million (NMFS/NOAA, 2001). In addition, the annual value of reef-dependent recreational fisheries probably exceeds $100 million per year. In developing countries, coral reefs contribute about one-quarter of the total fish catch, providing critical food resources for tens of millions of people (Jameson et al., 1995). Coral reefs buffer adjacent shorelines from wave action and prevent erosion, property damage and loss of life. Reefs also protect the highly productive wetlands along the coast, as well as ports and harbors and the economies they support. Globally, half a billion people are estimated to live within 100 kilometers of a coral reef and benefit from its production and protection. 

Ecosystem Collapse leads to extinction

Sodhi Navjot S. Sodhi is a renowned tropical conservation biologist [“Causes and Consequences of Species Extinctions”http://press.princeton.edu/chapters/s5_8879.pdf]//gv

Although extinctions are a normal part of evolution, human modiﬁcations to the planet in the last few centuries, and perhaps even millennia, have greatly accelerated the rate at which extinctions occur. Habitat loss remains the main driver of extinctions, but it may act synergistically with other drivers such as over­ harvesting and pollution, and, in the future, climate change. Large-bodied species, rare species, and habitat specialists are particularly prone to extinction as a result of rapid human modiﬁcations of the planet. Extinctions can disrupt vital ecological processes such as pollination and seed dispersal, leading to cascading losses, ecosystem collapse, and a higher extinction rate overall. 

Biodiversity key to prevent extinction 

Murray 11 Louise Murray has been commissioned by leading magazines around the world [“Is the sixth mass extinction of life on earth already happening?” 3-4-11 http://www.earthtimes.org/conservation/sixth-mass-extinction-life-earth-already-happening/373/]//gv

This compares to an average rate of two extinctions per million years in the fossil record. But there is cause for hope as well as despair. 'We still have a lot of the Earth's biodiversity to save,' said Barnosky, 'Our findings highlight how essential it is to save endangered species. It's very important to devote resources and legislation towards species conservation if we don't want to be the species who causes the next mass extinction.
Warming Bad: Resource Wars

Warming leads to resource wars

Thompson 07 Andrea Thompson was Senior Writer for our sister sites LiveScience and SPACE.com [“Global Warming Could Fuel War” 7-9-07 http://www.livescience.com/1660-global-warming-fuel-war.html]//gv

Food and water shortages fueled in the future by global warming could spur conflicts and even wars over these essential resources, the authors of a new study warn. History suggests the controversial idea might be on track. Changes in climate, such as temperature and rainfall, can significantly alter the availability of crops, livestock and drinking water. Resource shortages could, in turn, prompt people to turn to war to get what they need to survive, several experts have warned. A new study, detailed in the August 2007 issue of the journal Human Ecology, suggests this was the case in the past. The authors reviewed 899 wars fought in China between 1000 and 1911 and found a correlation between the frequency of warfare and records of temperature changes. “It was the oscillations of agricultural production brought by long-term climate change that drove China’s historical war-peace cycles,” wrote lead author David Zhang of the University of Hong Kong. Similarly, several top retired American military leaders released a report in April warning of the national security threat posed by global warming, predicting wars over water, refugees displaced by rising sea levels and higher rates of famine and disease. Climate change could possibly improve growing conditions in some areas (particularly higher latitudes), while hurting them in others (especially the tropics), explained William Easterling of Pennsylvania State University. “What that sets up is a sort of winners and losers situation,” said Easterling, who was not affiliated with the new study. Easterling, a co-author of the most recent Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report on the potential impacts of climate change, told LiveScience that all-out war is unlikely unless international institutions and global markets completely fail, but the change in distribution of resources could cause “international tensions [to] intensify.” As an example of these tensions, Easterling cited Israel’s control over regional water resources and its use of that monopoly in the conflict with the Palestinians. “It became a huge political tool,” Easterling said. Easterling also said that the correlation cited by the authors of the new study did not necessarily prove that temperature changes caused increased warfare, but that there could certainly be a relationship between the two. Separately, other scientists have argued that a looming peak in oil production could potentially generate conflict on a global scale as industrialized nations fight over dwindling petroleum supplies in an era of soaring demand.

Resource Wars causes extinction

News Gateway 04 [“Book Excerpt: Powerdown: Options and Actions for a Port-Carbon World

by Richard Heinberg” 9-26-04 http://www.energybulletin.net/node/2291]//gv
We live in a time in which several “storms” are colliding, as in the book and movie The Perfect Storm: Resource depletion: From the standpoint of the global economy, probably the most immediate threat comes from he depletion of fossil fuels (both oil and, in North America and Britain, natural gas). But fresh water resources, wild oceanic fish stocks, phosphates (necessary for agriculture), and topsoil are also dwindling. Continued population growth: While the rate of global population growth shows signs of slowing, the total reached six billion in 1998, and in the six years since that time we have added an additional 400 million humans – nearly the population of North America. Declining per-capita food production: For nearly the entire 20th century, food production outpaced population growth. However, world grain harvest for the past five years reveal a frightening trend: it appears that the trajectory of per-capita grain production has leveled off and may be beginning to fall, probably for a variety of reasons (including loss of arable land to urbanization, fresh water shortages, and bad weather). Global climate change and other signs of environmental degradation: The relatively stable, benign global climatic regime appears to be coming to an end, almost certainly as the result of a human-induced enhancement of the atmospheric greenhouse effect. If the world’s sea levels rise significantly, as they are predicted to do as a result of the partial melting of polar ice, many coastal cities would be inundated. Concerns are now being raised that cold, fresh water from melting Greenland glaciers may halt the Gulf Stream and plunge Europe and much of North America into a new ice age. Unsustainable levels of US debt and a potential dollar collapse: Since World War II, the world has relied on the US dollar as the basis for monetary stability. Increasingly, the US has taken advantage of this situation by running up every-larger trade deficits and more foreign-financed government debt. The current level of American debt is unprecedented and unsustainable. International political instability: The recent declaration by the US that it has a right to preemptive war, and its use of that “right” as a rationale for its invasion of Iraq, could potentially plunge international affairs into an era of lawlessness. These problems are related to one another in complex, often mutually reinforcing ways. Taken together, they constitute the most severe challenge our species has ever faced. They represent not merely a likely culmination of human history, in their ongoing and potential environmental impacts, they also may collectively signal one of the most momentous events of geological time. We have already overshot Earth’s long-term carrying capacity for humans – and have drawn down essential resources – to such an extent that some form of societal collapse (a substantial reduction in social complexity) is now inevitable. Historians will likely view the period from roughly 1800 to 2000 as the growth phase of industrial civilization, and the period from 2000 to 2100 or 2200 as its contraction or collapse phase. “We are in deep trouble, and it is essential that we understand the nature of the trouble we are in.” The four principal options available to industrial societies during the next few decades are: Last One Standing – The path of competition for remaining resources. If the leadership of the US continues with current policies, the next decades will be filled with war, economic crises, and environmental catastrophe. Resource depletion and population pressure are about to catch up with us, and no one is prepared. The political elites, especially in the US, are incapable of dealing with the situation. Their preferred “solution” is simply to commandeer other nations’ resources, using military force. The worst-case scenario would be the general destruction of human civilization and most of the ecological life-support system of the planet. That is, of course, a breathtakingly alarming prospect. As such, we might prefer not to contemplate it – except for the fact that considerable evidence attests to its likelihood. The notion that resource scarcity often leads to increased competition is certainly well founded. This is general true among non-human animals, among which competition for diminishing resources typically leads to aggressive behaviour. Iraq is actually the nexus of several different kinds of conflict – between consuming nations (e.g., France and the US); between western industrial nations and “terrorist” groups; and – most obviously – between a powerful consuming nation and a weaker, troublesome, producing nation. Politicians may find it easier to persuade their constituents to fight a common enemy than to conserve and share. War is always grim, but as resources become more scarce and valuable, as societies become more centralized and therefore more vulnerable, and as weaponry becomes more sophisticated and widely dispersed, warfare could become even more destructive that the case during the past century. By far the greatest concern for the future of warfare. 

Warming Bad: Wars (generic)

Warming is destabilizing—causes wars

Johnston 07 Kate Johnston is moving from an internship at the global security think tank Oxford Research Group to the British Civil Service [“Climate Change: A Cause of Conflict?” 5-6-07 http://www.global-politics.co.uk/issue5/Johnston/]//gv

The environmental consequences of climate change are now firmly on the political and public agenda. The security consequences are not. Little attention has been given to the possibility of increased conflict due to resources scarcity and migration. Is conflict the real threat from climate change? In April 2007, 55 delegations to the UN met at the Security Council to discuss the security implications of climate change. Led by the then UK Foreign Secretary, Margaret Beckett, states shared their concerns about the security implications of climate change. UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon talked of scarce resources, fragile ecosystems and severe strains placed on the coping mechanisms of groups and individuals, potentially leading to “a breakdown of established codes of conduct, and even outright conflict”. 1 A decline in water supplies for drinking and irrigation, a decline in agricultural productivity as a result of changes in rainfall, temperature and pest patterns, and large economic and human losses attributable to extreme weather events will all take their toll on the global system as a whole. Some western governments are concerned that these conditions will create an unstable world and may lead to a subsequent rise in terrorist activity. What is more likely, I argue, is a potential rise in conflict in the most environmentally and politically vulnerable states. International Alert, a peace-building organisation, has identified 61 countries they perceive as being at risk from the ‘double-headed’ risk of climate change and conflict. 2 This article will specifically examine the potential rise in three types of conflict as a result of climate change: Political violence Inter-communal violence Interstate warfare This article does not argue that climate change will directly cause conflict in the future. It argues that the environment (as a result of climate change) will become a more prominent factor in the outbreak of conflict. Changes in the environment alone will not result in conflict. They need to be combined with existing divisions within society, be they ethnic, nationalist or religious. As Idean Salehyan 3 argues, there is much more to armed conflict than resource scarcity and natural disasters. However, that doesn’t mean that resources and changes in the environment should be excluded as potential factors in the outbreak of conflict. 

Prolif
 

Obama key to nuclear nonproliferation

 

Hachigian 10—Nina, Senior Fellow at American Progress (“Assessing the U.S.-China Relationship Today and What Lies Ahead” Center for American Progress, 5/21/10,http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/05/progressive_china_policy.html]//AY
 

President Obama quickly and dramatically shifted U.S. policy on nuclear proliferation by signing the New START disarmament treaty with Russia, revealing the number of nuclear warheads in the U.S. arsenal, declining to pursue new types of nuclear weapons, and announcing the aspirational goal of a nuclear-free world. In taking these steps, he undercut Chinese ambivalence and other opposition to a stronger Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty regime that have been based on the argument that the two largest nuclear powers, the United States and Russia, were not committed to disarmament. To be fair, China has come a very long way since the 1960s, when it vociferously upheld the right of every country to develop nuclear weapons, as a matter of sovereignty. Today, China is a member of nearly every major nonproliferation initiative and even an advocate for the cause. Nevertheless, China has been uneven in its willingness to strengthen the system, either by punishing offenders or making the regime more effective. On the positive side of the ledger, in June 2009, two months after President Obama’s Prague speech on nuclear weapons proliferation and weeks after another wave of provocative actions by North Korea, China announced its support for the U.N. Security Council Resolution 1874, which punished North Korea for its May nuclear test. In an unprecedented move, China then went a step further in enforcing the sanctions for the first time. China confiscated a shipment of vanadium, a metal used in defense and nuclear weapons, and shut down two bronze mines that Chinese corporations were helping to develop in North Korea. Just this week in another encouraging step, China also apparently rejected North Korean requests for aid, arguing that China “can’t support North Korea beyond the framework of sanctions set by the United Nations Security Council.” In the wake of the news that North Korea did indeed torpedo a South Korean warship, China will have another opportunity to show its resolve in the face of North Korean aggression. Similarly, China surprised the international community in November 2009 when it signed onto an International Atomic Energy Agency resolution condemning a secret Iranian uranium enrichment site at Qom. Though the resolution was nonbinding and included no meaningful enforcement measures, China’s signature on the resolution struck a remarkable contrast to the country’s continuing reluctance to squeeze Iran, the supplier of 15 percent of China’s oil supply. And then this week, Secretary Clinton announced that it had reached a deal on further U.N. sanctions with Russia and China.

 

 

 

Extinction

Matheny 7—Jason G. research associate with the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University (“Reducing the Risk of Human Extinction” 12/7/07, Risk Analysis]//AY

It is possible for humanity (or its descendents) to survive a million years or more, but we could succumb to extinction as soon as this century.During the Cuban Missile Crisis, U.S. President Kennedy estimated the probability of a nuclear holocaust as “somewhere between one out of three and even” (Kennedy, 1969, p. 110). John von Neumann, as Chairman of the U.S. Air Force Strategic Missiles Evaluation Committee, predicted that it was “absolutely certain (1) that there would be a nuclear war; and (2) that everyone would die in it” (Leslie, 1996, p. 26). More recent predictions of human extinction are little more optimistic. In their catalogs of extinction risks, Britain's Astronomer Royal, Sir Martin Rees (2003), gives humanity 50-50 odds on surviving the 21st century; philosopher Nick Bostrom argues that it would be “misguided” to assume that the probability of extinction is less than 25%; and philosopher John Leslie (1996) assigns a 30% probability to extinction during the next five centuries. The “Stern Review” for the U.K. Treasury (2006) assumes that the probability of human extinction during the next century is 10%. And some explanations of the “Fermi Paradox” imply a high probability (close to 100%) of extinction among technological civilizations (Pisani, 2006).4 Estimating the probabilities of unprecedented events is subjective, so we should treat these numbers skeptically. Still, even if the probability of extinction is several orders lower, because the stakes are high, it could be wise to invest in extinction countermeasures.
Asian Prolif
CTBT solves Asian prolif and there are no turns to it

Friends Committee on National Legislation 12 (May/June 2012, “The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Still a Good Idea”, http://fcnl.org/resources/newsletter/mayjun12/ctbt/. The Friends Committee on National Legislation is a Quaker lobby.) RS 

Since 1999, new evidence shows the need for the CTBT and its potential effectiveness. Without the treaty, politicians in India are threatening to resume nuclear testing. This would almost certainly start a new nuclear arms race in Asia and could make the U.S. government feel pressure to resume testing as well. Without U.S. ratification of the test ban treaty, it is difficult to argue that other countries should not test nuclear weapons. The two main concerns raised by senators against the CTBT have also been addressed. The international monitoring system has proved to be technologically sound, successfully detecting both nuclear tests conducted by North Korea. And a report issued by the National Academy of Sciences in March 2012 shows that nuclear test explosions are not required to maintain the reliability of existing U.S. nuclear weapons. Ratification of the CTBT has been gaining support from leaders across the political spectrum. In addition to being a priority of the Obama administration, former Secretaries of State Henry Kissinger and George Schulz, former Defense Secretary William Perry and former Senator Sam Nunn are among those who strongly support the CTBT. 

***Obama Bad

Economy

Romney Key To Jobs

Whalen 6-18 Jill Whalen is a search engine optimization (SEO) consultant, speaker and writer. Whalen is CEO of High Rankings  [“Mitt Romney Talks Jobs During Visit To Weatherly” 6-18-12 http://www.hispanicbusiness.com/2012/6/18/mitt_romney_talks_jobs_during_visit.htm]//gv
Mitt Romney told the hundreds of people packed inside Weatherly Casting and Machine Co. -- and the hundreds more assembled outside its grinding shop Saturday morning -- that growing the economy is the key to a better America. "Job one in this country is to create jobs for the American people -- and I will," said Romney, who visited Weatherly on the second day of his "Believe In America: Every Town Counts Bus Tour." The presumed Republican candidate for president devoted most of his 25-minute address to the economy and jobs -- and to comparing his visions for the country with those of President Barack Obama. "I know the president wants to talk about the economy -- a little. Last time around on his campaign, his slogan was hope and change. Now I'm thinking he will want to change it to 'hoping to change the subject,'" the former Massachusetts governor said. "He doesn't want to talk about the economy like I want to talk about the economy. I want to get America working again. I want to create more jobs for Americans because I know if we have more good jobs and more employers starting and opening their doors and competing to hire good workers, then eventually more homes will have paychecks coming in to them and also there will be more competition for workers and their wages will go up, and salaries will go up, and people will have more money to take home." Obama, he believes, doesn't know what it takes to make enterprises grow and thrive. "I think it helps to have been in business before you actually start to run something in government," said Romney, who suggested that Obama may have been better equipped as president had he started on a "lower level" of government, such as a state governor. According to Romney, Obama recently described the public sector as doing "fine." Millions are out of work or looking for jobs, and millions more are "vastly underemployed," Romney claimed. "And then people look at their paychecks and realize for the last three and a half years the median income for America has dropped by 10 percent," he said. "We've had foreclosures across the country in record numbers. No, Mr. President, the private sector is not doing just fine." Romney added that the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, informally known as ObamaCare, is hindering businesses from growing. He promised to "get rid of" the health care act on his first day as president. He also criticized Obama for supporting only "green" energy sources, and not sources like coal and natural gas. "I want to use our oil, our natural gas, coal as well as our renewable resources as well," he said. "I believe in what's above the ground and what's below the ground." Romney, who was joined by his wife and other members of his family, said he was enthusiastic about the future and would "make sure that every American has the opportunity to achieve their dreams." "I not only believe the best days are ahead of us, I happen to believe that the patriotic spirit of Americans -- our love of liberty, personal liberty, economic liberty, political liberty -- that love of liberty makes us a unique nation," he said. When Romney mentioned that Obama would seek another term as president, the crowd jeered. "We don't want four more years, that's for sure," he said. He asked for the crowd's help, encouraging them to vote. "This is about saving America, keeping it strong, making sure the world can look at us as a beacon of hope and a shining city on the hill and we're going to do it together," he said. Prior to his speech, Romney toured Weatherly Casting and met with local business owners. He was joined by U.S. Rep. Lou Barletta, R-11; former Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty and Mike Leib, president of Weatherly Casting. Pawlenty, Barletta and Leib addressed the crowd, their words carried by speakers to the hundreds who didn't have seats inside the grinding shop. Pawlenty asked a series of questions, each of which was followed by the crowd's resounding chorus of "yeah." "I have a few questions for you. Have you had enough of runaway federal government spending? Have you had enough of a president who thinks the private sector economy is doing fine? Have you had enough of a president presiding over the lowest rate of business formation in the last 30 years? Weatherly, have you had enough of Barack Obama?" Pawlenty asked. In February, Leib hosted U.S. Sen. Pat Toomey, R-Pa., at Hazleton Casting, a Hazleton business owned by Weatherly Casting. He said Romney understands the issues facing the United States and the world. Barletta, who was on hand for the Toomey visit, thanked Leib for holding the event. "It's not that often that we have the opportunity to be here and listen to the next president of the United States," Barletta said. Following Romney's speech, Dave Pasquale of Tresckow said Romney has his vote. "I liked what he had to say," he said. "I don't want to see Obama again. Four years is way too many." Anthony and Luvina Welding of Weatherly were also impressed by Romney's address. Anthony purchased a hat from a vendor selling Romney merchandise. "Everything he said was great," Luvina said. Romney's six-state bus tour began Friday in New Hampshire and will end Tuesday in Michigan. Following the Weatherly visit, the tour made stops in Quakertown, Bucks County, and Cornwall, Lebanon County. 

Jobs Key to Sustain Economy

Dedrick 6-18  Fred Dedrick is the executive director of the National Fund for Workforce Solutions [“Worker training key to local economy” 6-18-12 http://news.cincinnati.com/article/20120618/EDIT/306180020/Worker-training-key-local-economy]//gv
Last month’s anemic job numbers – 69,000 jobs added the weakest growth in a year – make it clear that the economic recovery is in trouble. It will remain so until we address both the lack of jobs and the skills gap. Creating jobs is a national challenge, but Cincinnati is showing how communities can address a local mismatch between what skills employers need and the available workforce. It is estimated that there are between three and four million jobs that are going unfilled in this country because employers cannot find workers with the right skills. Yet there are approximately 12.7 million Americans unemployed, more than 5.4 million out of work for at least six months. Many of the available jobs are so-called middle-skill jobs. They don’t require a college degree but do demand more than a high school education. They include jobs in advanced manufacturing, health care, construction, “green” building and emergency services. The jobs that are available and the skill sets needed by employers vary from community to community. When it comes to getting Americans back to work, we don’t have a national economy, we have countless local economies. Crafting an approach to training that is nimble and flexible enough to respond has been a challenge. Cincinnati, along with 31 other communities nationwide supported by the National Fund for Workforce Solutions, is testing innovative approaches to creating career paths for job seekers and workers. Each is creating its own model that transforms how workers get good careers. There is one element common to each community’s approach: They join with local employers in workforce partnerships to fully analyze the local labor market and industry sectors, identify current and future employer needs and develop training programs that are specifically designed to meet these needs. 

Econ Bad: War

Economic downturn causes war

Mead 9 (Henry , Sr fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, The New Republic, 2/4/09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2) 

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

Healthcare

Romney lays out efficient healthcare plan

Peoples 6-12 Steve Peoples is a National political reporter at The Associated Press and used to work at the State House Bureau at The Providence Journal [“Romneycare 2.0: Mitt Romney outlines health care vision, but it's short on detail” 6-12-12 http://www.masslive.com/politics/index.ssf/2012/06/romneycare_20_mitt_romney_outl.html]//gv
ORLANDO, Fla. — Anticipating the death of President Barack Obama's health care overhaul, Mitt Romney outlined his plans Tuesday to expand coverage to the nation's uninsured, while protecting at least one popular safeguard that would be eliminated should the Supreme Court strike down the law. The presumptive Republican presidential nominee promised to help maintain coverage for those with pre-existing health conditions and expand tax breaks to individuals wishing to purchase health insurance directly, instead of through their employer. In some cases, his health care proposal entails turning over the problem to individual states. "It's important for us to make sure that every American has access to good health care," Romney declared at a campaign stop in Orlando. With the Supreme Court ruling expected this month, the Republican presidential contender is eager to look forward and offer his own prescriptions for the health care system that voters consistently rank among their priorities. Romney's plans, however, were short on detail and raised questions about how the nation's 50 million uninsured might fare under his leadership. Romney ignored the primary strategies he pursued as governor of Massachusetts. There, he signed into law a measure that insures virtually all of its citizens by requiring insurance policies and offering subsidies to those who can't afford it. The so-called "individual mandate" is at the heart of the case before the Supreme Court on the law's constitutionality. As president, Romney's plan to cover the nation's uninsured involves sending federal Medicaid dollars directly to states, allowing each state government to address the situation in its own way. "Let states care for their own people in the way they think best. That in my view is the best way to care for the uninsured," Romney said. The Romney campaign said states would receive Medicaid funding increases "every single year," but would not detail the extent of the increases, which are unlikely to cover the additional cost of providing insurance subsidies to millions of Americans as Obama's plan would. 

Healthcare Good: BioTerror

An effective health care system is key preventing the spread of disease – stops bioterror 

Green 4 ("Bioterrorism and Health Care Reform : No Preparedness Without Access" Shane K PhD. is Program Leader in Ethics Interim Program and Leader in Commercialization McLaughlin-Rotman Centre for Global Health  http://virtualmentor.ama-assn.org/2004/05/pfor2-0405.html)

The temporal correlation between the occurrence of wars or epidemics and attempts at health care reform exists in large part because the health of the public gains importance when its absence threatens a nation's integrity and security. The US learned this valuable lesson during the Revolutionary War, when American colonial forces were weakened early on as nonimmunized soldiers fell victim to smallpox, while British soldiers, who had encountered the disease in England and had thus acquired immunity, were relatively unaffected. Recognizing that protecting national interests in times of war necessitates a healthy fighting force, the US government instituted health care coverage for members of the US Armed Forces and Merchant Marine [1]. But with the US presently engaged in a "war on terror," in which not only soldiers but also civilians are targets, a healthy fighting force is no longer enough to ensure national security; the time has come for this country to take up reforms that promote the health of all Americans. Reassuringly, this is not a novel proposal. Reflecting upon statements made in 1944 by American medical historian Henry E. Sigerist, MD, concerning the power of external security threats to stimulate reform, a recent editorial in the American Journal of Public Health suggested that, "[t]his incendiary moment may be just the time for rekindling reform" [2]. Similarly, emergency physician and medical ethicist C. Griffin Trotter, MD, PhD, recently declared: "National security, I submit, is the new banner for health care reform" [3]. Consider the threat of bioterrorism: the potential use of biological weapons against this country raises the specter of a unique kind of war in which battles will be fought not against soldiers and artillery but against epidemics. Without significant reform to ensure access to health care for all Americans, the US will be unable to fight such battles effectively. Why Access? Using infectious diseases as weapons, bioterrorism threatens to weaken the civilian workforce and, hence, a nation's ability to go about its daily business. Moreover, in the case of diseases that are transmissible person to person, each infected individual becomes a human weapon, infecting others, who then infect others, and so on, tying up medical responders and overwhelming medical resources. A nation's greatest defense against bioterrorism, both in preparation for and in response to an attack, is a population in which an introduced biological agent cannot get a foothold, ie, healthy people with easy access to health care. Yet, in spite of spending significantly more per capita on health care than any other developed nation, the US is peppered with communities in which many people have little or no access to health care. This may be due to a lack of adequate health insurance—a fact of life for over 43 million demographically diverse Americans—or to cultural barriers that inhibit proper utilization of available services, or to inadequate distribution of health professionals and services. These communities are more vulnerable to infectious diseases [4] and therefore might be considered the nation's Achilles' heal in a bioterrorism attack. Take, for example, vaccination. A lack of access to health care among US citizens, particularly immigrant populations and those living in poverty, is associated with a failure to be vaccinated. This can have a serious impact on the spread of contagion, as evidenced by a rubella outbreak in 1997 in Westchester County, New York, in which a readily containable virus managed to infect a community composed largely of immigrants who had not been immunized [5]. Granted, US federal law permits all persons, including immigrants living here illegally, to receive emergency health care, immunizations and treatment of communicable diseases; those who are unable to pay can receive these services through Medicaid. Studies have shown, however, that immigrants are often disinclined to apply for Medicaid for fear that doing so will compromise their residency status or citizenship applications [6]. Still others avoid the health care system altogether due to mistrust or language barriers [7].

Extinction

Ochs 2 (Richard, Member – Chemical Weapons Working Group, “Biological Weapons Must be Abolished Immediately, 6-9, http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html)

Of all the weapons of mass destruction, the genetically engineered biological weapons, many without a known cure or vaccine, are an extreme danger to the continued survival of life on earth. Any perceived military value or deterrence pales in comparison to the great risk these weapons pose just sitting in vials in laboratories. While a "nuclear winter," resulting from a massive exchange of nuclear weapons, could also kill off most of life on earth and severely compromise the health of future generations, they are easier to control. Biological weapons, on the other hand, can get out of control very easily, as the recent anthrax attacks has demonstrated. There is no way to guarantee the security of these doomsday weapons because very tiny amounts can be stolen or accidentally released and then grow or be grown to horrendous proportions. The Black Death of the Middle Ages would be small in comparison to the potential damage bioweapons could cause. Abolition of chemical weapons is less of a priority because, while they can also kill millions of people outright, their persistence in the environment would be less than nuclear or biological agents or more localized. Hence, chemical weapons would have a lesser effect on future generations of innocent people and the natural environment. Like the Holocaust, once a localized chemical extermination is over, it is over. With nuclear and biological weapons, the killing will probably never end. Radioactive elements last tens of thousands of years and will keep causing cancers virtually forever. Potentially worse than that, bio-engineered agents by the hundreds with no known cure could wreck even greater calamity on the human race than could persistent radiation. AIDS and ebola viruses are just a small example of recently emerging plagues with no known cure or vaccine. Can we imagine hundreds of such plagues? HUMAN EXTINCTION IS NOW POSSIBLE.  

Heg

Obama Re-election will dystroy heg—America slipping now, Romney reverses that

Zengotita, 10-14-11, contributing editor at Harper's Magazine. He teaches at The Dalton School and the Draper Graduate Program at New York University. His book Mediated was awarded the 2006 Marshall Mcluhan Award for outstanding work in the field from the Media Ecology Association [Thomas, Huffington Post, “Why Romney Will Beat Obama” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/thomas-de-zengotita/why-romney-will-beat-obam_b_1011393.html]
But Obama is in deeper trouble. His significance, the very meaning of his being, has settled itself in the national psyche and a couple of remarks in Romney's recent speeches on foreign policy play skillfully upon it. Here's first one: "I will not surrender America's role in the world," Romney said in a carefully-crafted speech at The Citadel in Charleston, South Carolina, an early primary state. "This is very simple: If you do not want America to be the strongest nation on Earth, I am not your president. You have that president today." "Carefully crafted" is right. A whiff of Bush-Cheney jingoism, yes, but just a whiff for the remaining yahoos -- the lethal dose is in the negative "do not want" and the loaded "You have that President today." Obama is weak. Obama can be rolled. That's the message. It resonates with a deep anxiety abroad in the land, the feeling that America itself is getting weak--dependent on the fate of the Euro, yielding to an ascendant China, paralyzed politically. Images of a weak Obama and a weak America are fusing. This fused image fits with Obama's conduct of domestic politics, with all the situations in which he seemed to cave before the battle was even joined. The sad fact of the matter is that people who were once his ardent supporters cannot help but share this sense of him. Their half-hearted applause for the much touted toughness of his tone in recent weeks betrays the fact: it looks like an act. Obama has secured his coveted bipartisan consensus at last -- in this ruinous assessment of his character.

Heg Good: Kagan 7

Heg de-escalates great power conflict – uniquely better than multipolarity

Robert Kagan (Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Senior Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund) 2007 “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Institution, No. 144, August/September, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136

 The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world ’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China ’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn ’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn ’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. 

Heg Good: Econ

U.S. Hegemony prevents instability 

Kagan 98 Robert Kagan is an American historian, author and foreign policy commentator at the Brookings Institution [“The Benevolent Empire” Summer 1998 http://people.cas.sc.edu/rosati/a.kaplan.benevolentempire.fp.sum98.pdf]//gv

A n d n e i t h e r o f them, o n e sus- pects, is very seriously int ended. For t h e t n l t h about America's d omi n a n t role in t h e world is k n own to mos t clear-eyed int e rna t iona l observers. And the truth is  that the benevolent hegemony exercised by t h e U n i t e d States is good for a vast portion of the world's population. It is certainly a better int e rna t iona l arrangement t h a n all realistic alternatives. To undermine it would cost many others around the world far more than it would cost Americans - - a n d far sooner. As Samuel Hu n t i n g t o n wrote five years ago, before h e joined t h e pl e thor a o f scholars disturbed by t h e "arrogance" o f Ame r i c a n hegemony: "A world without U.S. primacy will be a world with more violence and disorder and less democracy and economic growth than a world where the United States continues to have more influence than any other country shaping global affairs." T h e unique qualities o f Ame r i c a n global d omi n a n c e h a v e neve r b e e n a mystery, b u t these days t h e y are mo r e a n d mor e forgot t en or, for con- v e n i e n c e ' sake, ignored. T h e r e was a t ime w h e n t h e world clearly saw h o w different t h e Ame r i c a n superpower was from all t h e previous aspir- ing hegemons . T h e difference lay in t h e exercise o f power. T h e s t r ength acquired by t h e U n i t e d States in t h e a f t e rma th o f World War II was far greater t h a n any single n a t i o n h a d ever possessed, at least since t h e R o m a n Empire. America's share o f t h e world economy, t h e overwhelm- ing superiority o f its military c a p a c i t y - - a u gme n t e d for a t ime by a mo n o p o l y o f nuc l e a r weapons a n d t h e capacity to deliver t h e m - - g a v e it t h e choi c e o f pursuing any n umb e r o f global ambitions. T h a t t h e Ame r - i c an peopl e "might have set t h e c rown o f world empire o n the i r brows," as o n e British s t a t e sman p u t it in 1951, b u t chose n o t to, was a decision o f singular impor t anc e in world history a n d recognized as such. Ame r i - 26 F O R E I G N P O L I C Y 

Instability leads economic decline

Abeyasinghe 04 Ranmali Abeyasinghe is involved in the  Department of Economics Illinois Wesleyan University [“Democracy, Political Stability, and Developing Country Growth: Theory and Evidence” http://digitalcommons.iwu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1000&context=econ_honproj]//gv

In this paper, the probability of losing power is associated directly with the degree ofpolitical instability in the country. Such instability can have serious consequences on economic growth as there is a direct connection between capital flight and political instability. When a political regime is upstable, saving rates decrease as instability compels consumers to increase spending as their savings could become worthless. Savings also become redundant when political instability leads to the displacement of people, depriving them of a source of l iving. Investors' demand for fixed capital stocks will also decrease with increasing political instability. Even when investors do invest, they tend to favor industries and investment opportunities that are liquid and speculative. Thus, investment in such countries tends towards low productivity industries that are not capital intensive which would provide the foundation for development. As a result, two ofthe most essential factors that sustain economic growth, investment and savings, are affected adversely by political upheavals (Y.Feng, 2001).

Iran

Romney Prevents Iran Nuclear Strike

Romney 3-5 Mitt Romney is a former governor of Massachusetts, is a Republican candidate for president. [“How I would check Iran’s nuclear ambition” 3-5-12 http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/mitt-romney-how-i-would-check-irans-nuclear ambition/2012/03/05/gIQAneYItR_story.html]//gv

Beginning Nov. 4, 1979 , dozens of U.S. diplomats were held hostage by Iranian Islamic revolutionaries for 444 days while America’s feckless president, Jimmy Carter, fretted in the White House. Running for the presidency against Carter the next year, Ronald Reagan made it crystal clear that the Iranians would pay a very stiff price for continuing their criminal behavior. On Jan. 20, 1981, in the hour that Reagan was sworn into office, Iran released the hostages. The Iranians well understood that Reagan was serious about turning words into action in a way that Jimmy Carter never was. America and the world face a strikingly similar situation today; only even more is at stake. The same Islamic fanatics who took our diplomats hostage are racing to build a nuclear bomb. Barack Obama, America’s most feckless president since Carter, has declared such an outcome unacceptable, but his rhetoric has not been matched by an effective policy. While Obama frets in the White House, the Iranians are making rapid progress toward obtaining the most destructive weapons in the history of the world. The gravity of this development cannot be overstated. For three decades now, the ayatollahs running Iran have sponsored terrorism around the world. If we’ve learned anything from Sept. 11, 2001, it is that terrorism in the nuclear age holds nightmarish possibilities for horror on a mass scale. What’s more, Iran’s leaders openly call for the annihilation of the state of Israel. Should they acquire the means to carry out this inhuman objective, the Middle East will become a nuclear tinderbox overnight. The perils for Israel, for our other allies and for our own forces in the region will become unthinkable. The United States cannot afford to let Iran acquire nuclear weapons. Yet under Barack Obama, that is the course we are on. As president, I would move America in a different direction. The overall rubric of my foreign policy will be the same as Ronald Reagan’s: namely, “peace through strength.” Like Reagan, I have put forward a comprehensive plan to rebuild American might and equip our soldiers with the weapons they need to prevail in any conflict. By increasing our annual naval shipbuilding rate from nine to 15, I intend to restore our position so that our Navy is an unchallengeable power on the high seas. Just as Reagan sought to defend the United States from Soviet weapons with his Strategic Defense Initiative, I will press forward with ballistic missile defense systems to ensure that Iranian and North Korean missiles cannot threaten us or our allies. As for Iran in particular, I will take every measure necessary to check the evil regime of the ayatollahs. Until Iran ceases its nuclear-bomb program, I will press for ever-tightening sanctions, acting with other countries if we can but alone if we must. I will speak out on behalf of the cause of democracy in Iran and support Iranian dissidents who are fighting for their freedom. I will make clear that America’s commitment to Israel’s security and survival is absolute. I will demonstrate our commitment to the world by making Jerusalem the destination of my first foreign trip. Most important, I will buttress my diplomacy with a military option that will persuade the ayatollahs to abandon their nuclear ambitions. Only when they understand that at the end of that road lies not nuclear weapons but ruin will there be a real chance for a peaceful resolution. My plan includes restoring the regular presence of aircraft carrier groups in the Eastern Mediterranean and the Persian Gulf region simultaneously. It also includes increasing military assistance to Israel and improved coordination with all of our allies in the area. We can’t afford to wait much longer, and we certainly can’t afford to wait through four more years of an Obama administration. By then it will be far too late. If the Iranians are permitted to get the bomb, the consequences will be as uncontrollable as they are horrendous. My foreign policy plan to avert this catastrophe is plain: Either the ayatollahs will get the message, or they will learn some very painful lessons about the meaning of American resolve. 

More Ev—Iran on the brink and Obama doesn’t solve

West and Finnegan 6-17 [Paul West and Michael Finnegan are both senior writers for the Boston Herald “Mitt Romney attacks president’s positions on Israel, Iran” 6-17-12 http://bostonherald.com/news/us_politics/view/20120617mitt_romney_attacks_presidents_positions_on_israel_iran]//gv
CORNWALL, Pa. — In hawkish remarks that drew cheers from an audience of religious conservatives, Mitt Romney accused President Barack Obama on Saturday of being more afraid of Israel attacking Iran than of Iran developing a nuclear weapon. The Republican presidential candidate, who frequently attacks the administration for failing to back Israel’s government more aggressively, escalated his criticism a notch. He responded with ridicule when asked what he would do, if elected, to strengthen U.S. relations with the Jewish state. “I think, by and large, you can just look at the things the president has done and do the opposite,” Romney said, to laughter and applause from members of the Faith and Freedom Coalition, an evangelical Christian political organization. “You look at his policies with regards to Iran,” Romney continued. “He’s almost sounded like he’s more frightened that Israel might take military action than he’s concerned that Iran might become nuclear.” Those words prompted prolonged applause from an audience of 250 in the ballroom of a Washington hotel. Romney addressed the group via video hookup from Pennsylvania during the second day of a six-state swing. Ralph Reed, director of the Faith and Freedom Coalition, took the stage shortly before Romney spoke. His group is attempting to turn out millions of evangelical Christians this fall by making what they describe as the administration’s “war on religion” a central organizing theme. In his remarks, which avoided social issues like gay marriage and abortion that are dear to many Christian conservatives, Romney echoed the rallying call. “The decision by the Obama administration to attack our first freedom, religious freedom, is one which I think a lot of people were shocked to see,” said the former Massachusetts governor, referring to a since-modified requirement that employers, including those connected to religious organizations like the Catholic Church, provide contraceptive coverage under the new health care law. Romney spent the rest of the day campaigning in central Pennsylvania on a tour of small towns in battleground states. In Weatherly, Romney visited a durable goods factory. He planned to stop at a Wawa gas station and convenience store in Quakertown but scratched the event when protesters and former Pennsylvania Gov. Ed Rendell showed up to denounce his economic plans. Romney also campaigned at a historic foundry in Cornwall, where he told a crowd that a sandwich he bought at another Wawa gas station demonstrated the vibrancy of the private sector. “You press a little touch-tone keypad,” he said. “You touch that ... touch this, touch this, touch this, go pay the cashier. There’s your sandwich. It’s amazing. People in the private sector learn how to compete.” Meanwhile, the candidate’s wife, Ann Romney, learned that her dressage horse Rafalca and rider Jan Ebeling had earned a place on the U.S. Olympic Equestrian Team. “It’s great to be part of the Olympics again,” Ann Romney tweeted Saturday. “We are so proud of Jan and Team USA. Now let’s bring home the gold!” 

Obama re-election means nuclear war with Iran, so far the administration is stalling

Leverett and leveret 6/19/12 (Hillary Mann Leverett and Flynt Leverett The Obama Administration Is Stalling its Way to War With Iran June 19, 2012 http://www.thenation.com/article/168476/obama-administration-stalling-its-way-war-iran#

Some suggest that President Obama is trying to use diplomacy to manage the nuclear issue and forestall an Israeli strike against Iranian nuclear targets through the U.S. presidential election. In reality, his administration is “buying time” for a more pernicious agenda: time for covert action to sabotage Tehran’s nuclear program; time for sanctions to set the stage for regime change in Iran; and time for the United States, its European and Sunni Arab partners, and Turkey to weaken the Islamic Republic by overthrowing the Assad government in Syria. Vice President Biden’s national security adviser, Antony J. Blinken, hinted at this in February, explaining that the administration’s Iran policy is aimed at “buying time and continuing to move this problem into the future, and if you can do that -- strange things can happen in the interim.” Former Pentagon official Michèle Flournoy -- now out of government and advising Obama’s reelection campaign -- told an Israeli audience this month that, in the administration’s view, it is also important to go through the diplomatic motions before attacking Iran so as not to “undermine the legitimacy of the action.” New York Times’ journalist David Sanger recently reported that, “from his first months in office, President Obama secretly ordered increasingly sophisticated attacks on the computer systems that run Iran’s main nuclear enrichment facilities, significantly expanding America’s first sustained use of cyberweapons” -- even though he knew this “could enable other countries, terrorists, or hackers to justify” cyberattacks against the United States. Israel -- which U.S. intelligence officials say is sponsoring assassinations of Iranian scientists and other terrorist attacks in Iran -- has been intimately involved in the program. Classified State Department cables published by WikiLeaks show that, from the beginning of the Obama presidency, he and his team saw diplomacy primarily as a tool to build international support for tougher sanctions, including severe restrictions on Iranian oil exports. And what is the aim of such sanctions? Earlier this year, administration officials told the Washington Post that their purpose was to turn the Iranian people against their government. If this persuades Tehran to accept U.S. demands to curtail its nuclear activities, fine; if the anger were to result in the Islamic Republic’s overthrow, many in the administration would welcome that. Since shortly after unrest broke out in Syria, the Obama team has been calling for President Bashar al-Assad’s ouster, expressing outrage over what they routinely describe as the deaths of thousands of innocent people at the hands of Syrian security forces. But, for more than a year, they have been focused on another aspect of the Syrian situation, calculating that Assad’s fall or removal would be a sharp blow to Tehran’s regional position -- and might even spark the Islamic Republic’s demise. That’s the real impetus behind Washington’s decision to provide “non-lethal” support to Syrian rebels attacking government forces, while refusing to back proposals for mediating the country’s internal conflicts which might save lives, but do not stipulate Assad’s departure upfront. Meeting with Iranian oppositionists last month, State Department officials aptly summarized Obama’s Iran policy priorities this way: the “nuclear program, its impact on the security of Israel, and avenues for regime change.” With such goals, how could his team do anything but play for time in the nuclear talks? Two former State Department officials who worked on Iran in the early months of Obama’s presidency are on record confirming that the administration “never believed that diplomacy could succeed” -- and was “never serious” about it either.  Simply demanding that Iran halt its nuclear activities and ratcheting up pressure when it does not comply will not, however, achieve anything for America’s position in the Middle East. Western powers have been trying to talk Iran out of its civil nuclear program for nearly 10 years. At no point has Tehran been willing to surrender its sovereign right to indigenous fuel cycle capabilities, including uranium enrichment. Sanctions and military threats have only reinforced its determination. Despite all the pressure exerted by Washington and Tel Aviv, the number of centrifuges operating in Iran has risen over the past five years from less than 1,000 to more than 9,000. Yet Tehran has repeatedly offered, in return for recognition of its right to enrich, to accept more intrusive monitoring of -- and, perhaps, negotiated limits on -- its nuclear activities. Greater transparency for recognition of rights: this is the only possible basis for a deal between Washington and Tehran. It is precisely the approach that Iran has advanced in the current series of talks. Rejecting it only guarantees diplomatic failure -- and the further erosion of America’s standing, regionally and globally. George W. Bush’s administration refused to accept safeguarded enrichment in Iran. Indeed, it refused to talk at all until Tehran stopped its enrichment program altogether. This only encouraged Iran’s nuclear development, while polls show that, by defying American diktats, Tehran has actually won support among regional publics for its nuclear stance. Some highly partisan analysts claim that, in contrast to Bush, Obama was indeed ready from early in his presidency to accept the principle and reality of safeguarded enrichment in Iran. And when his administration failed at every turn to act in a manner consistent with a willingness to accept safeguarded enrichment, the same analysts attributed this to congressional and Israeli pressure. In truth, Obama and his team have never seriously considered enrichment acceptable. Instead, the president himself decided, early in his tenure, to launch unprecedented cyberattacks against Iran’s main, internationally monitored enrichment facility. His team has resisted a more realistic approach not because a deal incorporating safeguarded enrichment would be bad for American security (it wouldn’t), but because accepting it would compel a more thoroughgoing reappraisal of the U.S. posture toward the Islamic Republic and, more broadly, of America’s faltering strategy of dominating the Middle East. 

Terrorism

Romney solve terrorism

Mehta 1-16 Seema Mehta is a Los Angeles Times political writer [“At debate, Romney takes hard-line stances on immigration, terrorism” 1-16-12 http://articles.latimes.com/2012/jan/16/news/la-pn-debate-romney-takes-hardline-stances-on-immigration-terrorism-20120116]//gv
Reporting from Myrtle Beach, S.C. — Playing to the conservative South Carolina GOP electorate, Mitt Romney at the Fox News debate in Myrtle Beach on Monday took hard-line positions on immigration and foreign policy, earning sustained applause in the debate hall. In a state that boasts several military bases, Romney offered a hawkish foreign policy stance, saying the United States should not negotiate with the Taliban to end the American military action in Afghanistan and ought to take out terrorist enemies when given the opportunity. “These people have declared war on us. They've killed Americans. We go anywhere they are and we kill them,” he said. “The right thing for Osama bin Laden was the bullet in the -- in the head that he received.” PHOTOS: Republican presidential debate Romney has taken the most conservative stance on illegal immigration among the Republican field, leading moderator Juan Williams to question whether he was harming the party’s chances among Latino voters in the general election. Romney responded with a vigorous defense of his belief that those in the country illegally must go home if they would like to seek citizenship. “I absolutely believe that those who come here illegally should not be given favoritism or a special route to becoming permanent residents or citizens that's not given to those people that have stayed in line legally,” he said. “I just think we have to follow the law. I think that's the right course.” He said Latino voters are concerned with the issues that are priorities of all Americans -– opportunity and the American dream -- and he reiterated his support for legal immigration, a staple of his stump speech. “But to protect our legal immigration system, we have got to protect our borders and stop the flood of illegal immigration,” Romney said. “And I will not do anything that opens up another wave of illegal immigration.” 

Terrorism Bad: Sid Ahmed

Terrorism causes Extinction 

Sid-Ahmed, 04 – Al-Ahram political analyst (Mohamed, “Extinction!,” Al Ahram Weekly, No. 705, August/September 1, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
Terrorism Good: Public Health

Terrorism is key to public health

FORSYTH 05 assistant editor at Foreign Policy. (JAMES G., “Is Terrorism Good for Fighting Crime?”, Foreign Policy, AUGUST 1, 2005, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2005/07/31/is_terrorism_good_for_fighting_crime)//AS

There is a tendency to view all homeland security expenditures as reactionary and one-dimensional. But like any other government spending, the security funds have unintended effects. Although the money spent on antiterror policing may reduce petty crime, the resources being pumped into contingency planning to deal with biological and chemical attacks will lead to countries being better prepared for a flu epidemic. Research funding increases the possibility of making medical breakthroughs. The U.S. National Intelligence Council recently predicted that continued investment in defending against biological attacks could lead to such advances as a therapy that would prevent pathogens from entering the body. This development would do more for global public health than anything since Sir John Harrington invented the flush toilet in 1596. The real test for public support for the new policing measures will come when the tax bills arrive or if there is another deadly case of mistaken identity by Londons armed police. For the moment, though, the public seems more than content to pay the price in terms of both cash and civil liberties for this stepped up policing. This support will likely continue, as these are the kind of trade-offs that most Londoners would have accepted before July 7. Londoners crave security from crime, as well as from terrorism. Its tragic they had to experience the latter to enjoy the former.
Terrorism Good: Econ

Terrorism is key to Western economies

Napoleoni 04 economist and terrorism expert. Autor of “Modern Jihad: Tracing the Dollars Behind the Terror Networks” (Loretta, “10 Things You Don't Know About Terrorism”, The Progress Report, 2004, http://www.progress.org/2004/napo03.htm)//AS

4. The Terror Economy is Bigger than the GDP of the United Kingdom Globalization also facilitated the merging of terror enterprises with criminal and illegal activities. This meant big business. Today their joint yearly turnover is a staggering $1.5 trillion dollars, higher than the GDP of the United Kingdom. 5. The terror economy props up western capitalism The bulk of the $1.5 trillion flows into Western economies and gets money laundered in the US and Europe. This is a vital infusion of cash into these economies. If we were to cut it overnight, the West would be plunged into a recession.

Immigration

Romney will repel Obama’s new immigration law

Camia 6-21 Catalina Camia is a Political blogger at USA TODAY and a longtime journalist covering Congress [“Romney vows to 'replace' Obama's immigration order” 6-21-12 http://content.usatoday.com/communities/onpolitics/post/2012/06/mitt-romney-immigration-naleo-/1?csp=34news#.T-OCBLXOxoU]//gv

Mitt Romney said today he'll "replace and supersede" a recently imposed Obama administration order that halts the deportation of some illegal immigrants brought to the USA as children. In his first extended remarks since Obama's order last week, Romney outlined his ideas on immigration and tied them to his proposals on the economy. The presumptive GOP nominee made his remarks in a speech to NALEO, a group of Hispanic elected and appointed officials, in Orlando. "Some people have asked if I will let stand the president's executive action. The answer is that I will build my own long-term solution that will replace and supersede the president's temporary measure," Romney said. Last week, President Obama issued an executive order that would halt the deportations of up to 800,000 illegal immigrants who were brought to the country as children. Romney at that time criticized Obama's action as a political move, designed to gin up support in an election year with Latino voters -- a key bloc in swing states such as Colorado. He and other Republicans also criticized the order because it bypassed Congress, which tried but failed to pass legislation known as the DREAM Act. The DREAM Act would grant legal status to some illegal immigrants who were brought to the USA as children, as long as they have completed high school and either attended college or served in the military. Romney has said he would veto the latest version of the DREAM Act, but supports a version that grants legal status to students who did military service. The Obama order does not grant legal status as the DREAM Act proposed to do. Instead, the Obama order halts deportation proceedings for two years and allows these illegal immigrants to apply for a work permit. The Obama campaign took issue with Romney's speech to NALEO, suggesting he won't keep his word if elected president. Here's what Gabriela Domenzain, director of Hispanic press for Obama's campaign team, had to say: Today, Mitt Romney told the largest national gathering of Hispanic elected officials: 'When I make a promise to you - I will keep it.' But in front of an audience of Republican primary voters, he called the DREAM Act a 'handout' and promised to veto it. Now, after seven days of refusing to say whether or not he'd repeal the Obama administration's immigration action that prevents young people who were brought here through no fault of their own as children from being deported, we should take him at his word that he will veto the DREAM Act as president. Romney also said he'll work with Republicans and Democrats in Congress to find a "long-term solution" to the nation's immigration and border security issues. He vowed to overhaul the system that grants green cards on a first-come, first served basis and stressed ways to keep families together. Romney also promised to end the caps now in place for spouses and minor children of legal permanent residents. "I will prioritize measures that strengthen legal immigration and make it easier. And I will address the problem of illegal immigration in a civil but resolute manner. We may not always agree, but when I make a promise to you, I will keep it," he said. Romney was applauded when he talked of granting legal status to illegal immigrants who serve in the armed forces. As he closed, he took what could be perceived as an unveiled swipe at Obama, noting that Hispanic unemployment is currently at 11%. Obama will speak to NALEO tomorrow. USA TODAY's Jackie Kucinich will have more on Romney's speech in Friday's editions.

Immigration Bad: Econ
Obama’s Immigration law dystroys for U.S.-Jobs

The Huntsville Times 6-19 [“U.S. Rep. Mo Brooks tells U.S. House Obama immigration policy 'bad for America' (video)” 6-19-12 http://blog.al.com/breaking/2012/06/us_rep_mo_brooks_tells_us_hous.html]//gv

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- U.S. Rep. Mo Brooks, R-Huntsville, this morning addressed the U.S. House in protest of President Obama's recent decree providing immunity for some illegal immigrants. Obama's policy provides immunity to illegal immigrants who were brought to the U.S. before they turned 16 and who are currently younger than 30. The applicants must have lived in the U.S. for five years prior to Friday, have no criminal history, are currently attending school, have graduated from high school or served in the military. Brooks said in his speech that Obama's policy is "bad for America. "I understand heartfelt compassion for illegal aliens, but where is the compassion for millions of Americans who are unemployed and suffering from jobs lost to illegal aliens? "Where is the compassion for American taxpayers who must pay higher taxes to support millions of extra unemployed?" Full text of address, as delivered: "Mr. Speaker, last week the White House decreed partial amnesty for an estimated 3 million illegal aliens and mandated acceptance of illegal alien work permit applications. The White House decree is bad for America. "First, Mr. Speaker, it is unconscionable for the White House to pit unemployed Americans against illegal aliens in a competition for scarce jobs. "In 2009, the Pew Hispanic Center found that 7.8 million struggling American families have already lost job opportunities to illegal aliens. "America suffers an 8.2% unemployment rate. "Even worse, Hispanic Americans suffer an 11% unemployment rate. "Even worse, African Americans suffer a 14% unemployment rate. "Even worse, American teenagers suffer a 25% unemployment rate. "All are hammered by a White House decree that grants as many as 3 million illegal aliens work permits. "I understand heartfelt compassion for illegal aliens, but where is the compassion for millions of Americans who are unemployed and suffering from jobs lost to illegal aliens? "Where is the compassion for American taxpayers who must pay higher taxes to support millions of extra unemployed? "Second, the White House decree grants amnesty to illegal aliens. Webster's defines 'amnesty' as 'the act of an authority (as a government) by which pardon is granted to a large group of individuals.' Further 'pardon' is defined as 'a release from the legal penalties of an offense.' A penalty for breaking America's immigration laws is not lawfully getting a job. The White House releases illegal aliens from this penalty. Hence, the White House grants amnesty. While the amnesty is admittedly partial, it is amnesty nonetheless. "Third, Mr. Speaker, the 1980s amnesty taught foreigners that America won't enforce its immigration laws. The result is over ten million illegal aliens in America and an immigration mess that is destructive to America. "A 2011 Federation of Americans for Immigration Reform study found that illegal aliens cost American taxpayers a net loss of $99 billion dollars a year. "Illegal aliens overcrowd our schools and need costly English interpreters. In 2011, illegal aliens drove up America's K-12 education costs by $49 billion dollars per year. " Illegal aliens overcrowd our emergency rooms, delay treatment for Americans, and drive up health care costs. "Illegal aliens commit crimes, sometimes heinous, against American citizens and burden taxpayers with higher jail costs. In my home county, more Madison Countians have been killed by illegal aliens than have lost their lives in Iraq and Afghanistan combined! "Mr. Speaker, amnesty did not solve America's illegal alien problem in the 1980s nor will it today! Those who do not learn from history are doomed to repeat it. Mr. Speaker, America must never again give blanket amnesty to illegal aliens. "Fourth, Mr. Speaker, the White House decree is of questionable Constitutionality. "The Constitution states, and I quote, 'All legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress of the United States,' and, 'The Congress shall have the power.... to establish a uniform rule of naturalization.'

Jobs key to maintain our economy

Montgomery 09 Lori Montgomery covers U.S. economic policy and the federal budget, focusing on efforts to tame the national debt [“House moves to create jobs, prevent economy from slipping” 10-21-09 http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/10/21/AR2009102103281.html]//gv

It won't be called stimulus. And it won't cost anything close to $787 billion. But, despite record budget deficits, House leaders plan to pour more cash into piecemeal measures aimed at creating jobs and maintaining a safety net for the unemployed in hopes of preventing a still-fragile economy from lapsing back into recession, House Speaker Nancy Pelosi said Wednesday. "It is not the plan to put it all in a bill and move forward. Because we do not have plans for an additional stimulus package," Pelosi (D-Calif.) told reporters. "We do have plans to stimulate the economy in the work that we are doing." Pelosi's remarks, which came after a four-hour meeting where House leaders sought advice from a team of economists, underscore the queasy politics of righting the economy. With budget deficits rising along with the jobless rate, Democrats face the uncomfortable choice of doing nothing heading into next year's midterm elections or digging an already deep budget hole even deeper. Republicans, seeing a political opening, say the talks prove that President Obama's first attempt at stimulus, a $787 billion package of tax cuts and public spending enacted in February, was a failure. But the five ideologically diverse economists Pelosi summoned to Washington on Wednesday, said that's not true. Combined with the Bush administration's $700 billion bank bailout and actions by the Federal Reserve, Obama's stimulus package successfully halted the economy's slide toward the abyss, the economists said. But with the unemployment rate at 9.8 percent and rising, Mark Zandi, chief economist for Moody's Economy.com, said "the possibilities of the economy slipping back into recession next year remains uncomfortably high." That makes it "very important for policymakers to remain aggresive and continute to do more," said Zandi, who advised the presidential campaign of Republican Sen. John McCain (Ariz.). "We've avoided a great depression. But we are still at risk of a great stagnation," said meeting participant Robert Kuttner, co-founder of the liberal American Prospect. "Just about everyone in that room feels that there needs to be more stimulus, and not after the State of the Union [address], but very soon." Pelosi said the ideas under discussion include extending a number of expiring provisions from the earlier stimulus. The House has already voted to extend unemployment benefits, a measure that has been hung up in the Senate. Democrats are also looking at extending health benefits for the unemployed, higher loan limits for federally backed mortgages and a tax credit for first-time homebuyers that could be offered to "anytime homeowners," Pelosi said. Pelosi said House Appropriations Committee Chairman David Obey (D-Wisc.) presented her with "an array" of other spending ideas Tuesday night, and that House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman James Oberstar (D-Minn.) is pushing for more spending on infrastructure. Democrats are also considering new tax breaks for businesses that save or create jobs. The economists offered several other ideas, including additional aid for cash-strapped states that could be forced to cut jobs or raise taxes in the face of state budget deficits expected to total $350 billion over the next three years. They also called on lawmakers to divert unused and repaid money from the bank bailout to recapitalize community banks, reinvigorate lending to small businesses and provide additional help to homeowners facing foreclosure. However, the economists cautioned that lawmakers also must quickly begin to chart a course to bring annual budget deficits back into a sustainable range over the next decade. The deficit was $1.4 trillion in the year just ended, and congressional budget analysts predict it will break into the same territory in the year to come.

Economic downturn causes war

Mead 9 (Henry , Sr fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, The New Republic, 2/4/09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2) 

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

Immigration reform stimulates the economy-it increases wage floor, tax income and jobs-there’s a consensus 

Center for American Progress 10 (“The Economic Benefits of Comprehensive Immigration Reform”, Center for American Progress, January 14, 2010, http://www.immigrationpolicy.org/sites/default/files/docs/Economic_Benefits_of_Immigration_Reform_011410.pdf)//KR
A new report, “Raising the Floor for American Workers: The Economic Benefits of Comprehensive Immigration Reform,” by Dr. Raul Hinojosa-Ojeda, finds that comprehensive immigration reform that includes a legalization program for unauthorized immigrants and enables a future flow of legal workers would result in a large economic benefit—a cumulative $1.5 trillion in added U.S. gross domestic product over 10 years. In stark contrast, a deportation-only policy would result in a loss of $2.6 trillion in GDP over 10 years. Hinojosa uses a computable general equilibrium model based on the historical experience of the 1986 legalization program, and finds that: Comprehensive immigration reform that includes a legalization program for unauthorized immigrants would stimulate the U.S. economy. Immigration reform would increase U.S. GDP by at least 0.84 percent. This would translate into at least a $1.5 trillion cumulative increase in GDP over 10 years, which includes approximately $1.2 trillion in consumption and $256 billion in investment. The benefits of additional GDP growth would be spread broadly throughout the U.S. economy, but immigrant-heavy sectors such as textiles, electronic equipment, and construction would see particularly large increases. The higher earning power of newly legalized workers would mean increased tax revenues of $4.5-$5.4 billion in the first three years. Higher personal income would also generate increased consumer spending—enough to support 750,000–900,000 jobs in the United States. Experience shows that legalized workers open bank accounts, buy homes, and start businesses, further stimulating the U.S. economy. Comprehensive immigration reform increases all workers’ wages. The real wages of less-skilled newly legalized workers would increase by roughly $4,405 per year, while higher-skilled workers would see their income increase $6,185 per year. The wages of native-born high skill and low skill U.S. workers also increase modestly under comprehensive immigration reform because the “wage floor” rises for all workers.. Legalized workers invest more in their human capital, including education, job training, and English-language skills, making them even more productive workers and higher earners. Mass deportation is costly, lowers wages, and harms the U.S. economy. Mass deportation would reduce U.S. GDP by 1.46 percent, amounting to a cumulative $2.6 trillion loss in GDP over 10 years, not including the actual costs of deportation. The Center for American Progress has estimated that mass deportation would cost $206 billion to $230 billion over five years. Wages would rise for less-skilled native-born workers under a mass deportation scenario, but higher-skilled natives’ wages would decrease, and there would be widespread job loss. Studies from various researchers with divergent political perspectives confirm these findings. A report by the libertarian CATO Institute using a similar CGE model came to startlingly similar conclusions. CATO found that legalization would yield significant income gains for American workers and households. Legalization would boost the incomes of U.S. households by $180 billion in 2019. CATO also concluded that tighter restrictions and a reduction in less-skilled immigration would impose large costs on native-born Americans by shrinking the overall economy and lowering worker productivity. A study by the national dairy industry confirmed the essential role of immigrant labor in that sector. A loss of just 50 percent of immigrant dairy workers would lower dairy farm sales by $6.7 billion and reduce total economic output by $11.2 billion. Removing all immigrant dairy workers would cost nearly 133,000 U.S. jobs, affecting both immigrant and native-born workers. An analysis by the farm credit system in the Northeast found that an enforcement-only regime would result in jobs lost, farms closed, and farmland converted to other uses. Approximately 800 farms would be at high risk in New York alone; this would cost $700 million in lost production, 7,000 on-farm jobs, and nearly 16,000 off-farm but farm dependent jobs. A new study from the University of Southern California concludes that legalizing California’s unauthorized Latino immigrants would boost California’s economy. California’s unauthorized Latino population would have earned $29.6 billion last year if they had been legal—this is $2.2 billion more than they actually earned. This growth would spur direct consumption spending by approximately $1.75 billion, which would ripple throughout the state economy generating an additional $1.5 billion in indirect local spending. This increase would generate over 25,000 additional jobs in the state, $310 million in additional state income taxes, and $1.4 billion in additional federal income taxes. 

Mid East War
Obama election win means middle east war, pollution, and Peak Oil 

Klare 6/22( Michael T. Klare is a professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire College  How Barack Obama Follows Dick Cheney’s Energy Policy 2012-06-22 http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/?id=52987)

This four-part geopolitical blueprint, relentlessly pursued by Cheney while vice president, is now being implemented in every respect by President Obama. When it comes to the pursuit of enhanced energy independence, Obama has embraced the ultra-nationalistic orientation of the 2001 Cheney report, with its call for increased reliance on domestic and Western Hemisphere oil and natural gas -- no matter the dangers of drilling in environmentally fragile offshore areas or the use of hazardous techniques like hydro-fracking. In recent speeches, he has boasted of his administration’s efforts to facilitate increased oil and gas drilling at home and promised to speed drilling in new locations, including offshore Alaska and the Gulf of Mexico. “Over the last three years,” he boasted in his January State of the Union address, “we’ve opened millions of new acres for oil and gas exploration, and tonight, I’m directing my administration to open more than 75% of our potential offshore oil and gas resources. Right now -- right now -- American oil production is the highest that it’s been in eight years… Not only that -- last year, we relied less on foreign oil than in any of the past 16 years.” He spoke with particular enthusiasm about the extraction of natural gas via fracking from shale deposits: “We have a supply of natural gas that can last America nearly 100 years. And my administration will take every possible action to safely develop this energy.” Obama has also voiced his desire to increase U.S. reliance on Western Hemisphere energy, thereby diminishing its dependence on unreliable and unfriendly suppliers in the Middle East and Africa. In March 2011, with the Arab Spring gaining momentum, he traveled to Brazil for five days of trade talks, a geopolitical energy pivot noted at the time. In the eyes of many observers, Obama’s focus on Brazil was inextricably linked to that country’s emergence as a major oil producer, thanks to new discoveries in the “pre-salt” fields off its coast in the depths of the Atlantic Ocean, discoveries that could help the United States wean itself off Middle Eastern oil but could also turn out to be pollution nightmares. Although environmentalists have warned of the risks of drilling in the pre-salt fields, where a Deepwater Horizon-like blowout is an ever-present danger, Obama has made no secret of his geopolitical priorities. “By some estimates, the oil you recently discovered off the shores of Brazil could amount to twice the reserves we have in the United States,” he told Brazilian business leaders in that country’s capital. “When you’re ready to start selling, we want to be one of your best customers. At a time when we’ve been reminded how easily instability in other parts of the world can affect the price of oil, the United States could not be happier with the potential for a new, stable source of energy.” At the same time, Obama has made it clear that the United States will retain its role as the ultimate guardian of the Persian Gulf sea lanes. Even while trumpeting the withdrawal of U.S. combat forces from Iraq, he has insisted that the United States will bolster its air, naval, and special operations forces in the Gulf region, so as to remain the preeminent military power there. “Back to the future,” is how Major General Karl R. Horst, chief of staff of the U.S. Central Command, described the new posture, referring to a time before the Iraq War when the United States exercised dominance in the region mainly through its air and naval superiority. While less conspicuous than “boots on the ground,” the expanded air and naval presence will be kept strong enough to overpower any conceivable adversary. “We will have a robust continuing presence throughout the region,” Secretary of State Hillary Clinton declared last October. Such a build-up has in fact been accentuated, in preparation either for a strike on Iranian nuclear facilities, should Obama conclude that negotiations to curb Iranian enrichment activities have reached a dead end, or to clear the Strait of Hormuz, if the Iranians carry out threats to block oil shipping there in retaliation for the even harsher economic sanctions due to be imposed after July 1st. Like Cheney, Obama also seeks to ensure U.S. control over the vital sea lanes extending from the Strait of Hormuz to the South China Sea. This is, in fact, the heart of Obama’s much publicized policy “pivot” to Asia and his new military doctrine, first revealed in a speech to the Australian Parliament on November 17th. “As we plan and budget for the future,” he declared, “we will allocate the resources necessary to maintain our strong military presence in this region.” A major priority of this effort, he indicated, would be enhanced “maritime security,” especially in the South China Sea. Central to the Obama plan -- like that advanced by Dick Cheney in 2007 -- is the construction of a network of bases and alliances encircling China, the globe’s rising power, in an arc stretching from Japan and South Korea in the north to Australia, Vietnam, and the Philippines in the southeast and thence to India in the southwest. When describing this effort in Canberra, Obama revealed that he had just concluded an agreement with the Australian government to establish a new U.S. military basing facility at Darwin on the country’s northern coast, near the South China Sea. He also spoke of the ultimate goal of U.S. geopolitics: a region-embracing coalition of anti-Chinese states that would include India. “We see America’s enhanced presence across Southeast Asia,” both in growing ties with local powers like Australia and “in our welcome of India as it ‘looks east’ and plays a larger role as an Asian power.” As anyone who follows Asian affairs is aware, a strategy aimed at encircling China -- especially one intended to incorporate India into America’s existing Asian alliance system -- is certain to produce alarm and pushback from Beijing. “I don’t think they’re going to be very happy,” said Mark Valencia, a senior researcher at the National Bureau of Asian Research, speaking of China’s reaction. “I’m not optimistic in the long run as to how this is going to wind up.” Finally, Obama has followed in Cheney’s footsteps in his efforts to reduce Russia’s influence in Europe and Central Asia by promoting the construction of new oil and gas pipelines from the Caspian via Georgia and Turkey to Europe. On June 5th, at the Caspian Oil and Gas Conference in Baku, President Ilham Aliyev of Azerbaijan read a message from Obama promising Washington’s support for a proposed Trans-Anatolia gas pipeline, a conduit designed to carry natural gas from Azerbaijan across Georgia and Turkey to Europe -- bypassing Russia, naturally. At the same time, Secretary of State Clinton traveled to Georgia, just as Cheney had, to reaffirm U.S. support and offer increased U.S. military aid. As during the Bush-Cheney era, these moves are bound to be seen in Moscow as part of a calculated drive to lessen Russia’s influence in the region -- and so are certain to elicit a hostile response. In virtually every respect, then, when it comes to energy geopolitics the Obama administration continues to carry out the strategic blueprint pioneered by Dick Cheney during the two Bush administrations. What explains this surprising behavior? Assuming that it doesn’t represent a literal effort to replicate Cheney’s thinking -- and there’s no evidence of that -- it clearly represents the triumph of imperial geopolitics (and hidebound thinking) over ideology, principle, or even simple openness to new ideas. When you get two figures as different as Obama and Cheney pursuing the same pathways in the world -- and the first time around was anything but a success -- it’s a sign of just how closed and airless the world of Washington really has become. At a time when most Americans are weary of grand ideological crusades, the pursuit of what looks like simple national self-interest -- in the form of assured energy supplies -- may appear far more attractive as a rationale for military and political involvement abroad. In addition, Obama and his advisers are no doubt influenced by talk of a new “golden age” of North American oil and gas, made possible by the exploitation of shale deposits and other unconventional -- and often dirty -- energy resources. According to projections given by the Department of Energy, U.S. reliance on imported energy is likely to decline in the years ahead (though there is a domestic price to be paid for such “independence”), while China’s will only rise -- a seeming geopolitical advantage for the United States that Obama appears to relish. It is easy enough to grasp the appeal of such energy geopolitics for White House strategists, especially given the woeful state of the U.S. economy and the declining utility of other instruments of state power. And if you are prepared to overlook the growing environmental risks of reliance on offshore oil, shale gas, and other unconventional forms of energy, rising U.S. energy output conveys certain geopolitical advantages. But as history suggests, engaging in aggressive global geopolitical confrontations with other determined, well-armed players usually leads to friction, crisis, war, and disaster. In this regard, Cheney’s geopolitical maneuvering led us into two costly Middle Eastern wars while heightening tensions with both China and Russia
***Aff Answers

Too Early to Tell

It’s impossible to predict the outcome of elections- Black Swans can always alter the outcome- empirics prove

Greensfield 5/1 (Jeff, 5/1/12, “Why 2012 election predictions are rubbish: Fear the Black Swan!”, Yahoo News, http://news.yahoo.com/why-2012-predictions-are-rubbish--fear-the-black-swan-.html. Mr. Greensfield is a political correspondent for Yahoo News.) RS

You want to know who’s going to be the next president of the United States? Happy to oblige. Just tell me who’s going to win Ohio. No Republican has ever won the White House without winning Ohio. And only one Democrat has done it—JFK by a whisker—in the past 50 years. Or tell me what will happen to real personal income growth in the third quarter of 2012. Or tell me what the jobless rate will be in the fall, since (all together now), no incumbent since FDR has been re-elected when the unemployment rate has been higher than 7.2 percent. What’s that? You can’t do that because it’s only April? That doesn’t stop an army of soothsayers — including ones at Yahoo! — from offering up formulas to calculate, with scientific precision, the shape of the November vote. As common-sense guides, they make sense: incumbents and incumbent parties suffer when the economy is bad; a deeply divided party has a hard time winning a general election. As “laws” with the predictive capacity of knowing when ice melts ... not so much. (Back in 2000, the most trusted academic models of the election forecast a comfortable-to-overwhelming Democratic popular vote victory based on the glowing economy; what we got was an effective tie). I received an early lesson in caution after boldly predicting that John Lindsay would win the White House in 1972. Even stronger lessons were provided over the years by the appearance of a hugely influential factor in Presidential elections: the Black Swan. The term comes, not from that Natalie Portman ballet movie, but from a best-selling book in 2007 by Nassim Nicholas Taleb that examines our persistent “ability” to ignore the potentially huge effects of unlikely, random events. Given what happened a year later--when we woke up on a mid-September day to find the financial universe on the brink of collapse--the book seemed prescient. In political terms, “Black Swans” have shown up often enough to make even the boldest soothsayer hold his tongue. Think back to 1960, when Republicans could still compete for the black vote, and when an influential figure like Martin Luther King Sr. endorsed Richard Nixon out of concern about a Catholic in the White House. Then, on October 25, King’s son was arrested on a bogus parole-violation charge and transferred to a rural state prison where, his family feared, his life might be endangered. After John Kennedy called King’s wife, and Robert Kennedy called the governor of Georgia (and after Richard Nixon’s efforts to have the Justice Department intercede were ignored), King was released, and his father announced he was transferring his "suitcase full of votes” to Kennedy. On Election Day, black voters were crucial to Kennedy’s razor-thin margins not just in Illinois (8,000 controversially counted votes), but also in Michigan, New Jersey and Missouri. Or consider 1968, when Hubert Humphrey had closed the once-cavernous gap between himself and Richard Nixon. With days to go before Election Day, the United States and North Vietnam were very close to an agreement on peace negotiations. Thanks to the intervention by Anna Chennault, an unofficial but well-connected Nixon campaign emissary, the South Vietnamese government balked. Had that deal been concluded by the Lyndon B. Johnson administration, there’s good reason to think that Vice President Humphrey would have won the election. Go back to the last days of the 2000 campaign, and the disclosure of a drunk-driving arrest of a young George W. Bush. Karl Rove maintained that the story cost Bush the popular vote by keeping a few million evangelicals away from the polls. And for Democrats, that butterfly ballot in Palm Beach County will always be a Black Swan of pterodactyl-sized proportions. Or look again at the financial collapse of mid-September 2008. I’m skeptical of claims that John McCain could have won that contest under any circumstances, given the financial resources of Barack Obama’s campaign and the country’s unhappiness with President Bush. Without question, though, the fear of economic meltdown meant a shift in the tenor of the campaign, one that that redounded in Obama’s favor. Not every late-breaking event changes the outcome of an election. John Kerry believed that the release of an Osama Bin Laden video just before the 2004 election cost him the White House; I lean more toward a superior get-out-the-vote operation in Ohio by the Bush campaign. And it’s not that fundamental things don’t apply. If you think in terms of probabilities rather than predictive certainty, the fall economic data is a sound guide for placing bets. But until someone can take a quick trip into the future and tell me how Ohio’s going to vote, I’ll say no sooth.   
It’s too early to tell who’s going to win

Shapiro 5/29 (Avi, 5/29/12, “Can May Polls Predict A November Winner?”, KPBS, http://www.kpbs.org/news/2012/may/29/can-may-polls-predict-november-winner/.  Ari Shapiro reports on the White House for NPR with a focus on national security and legal affairs.) RS

A Quinnipiac University poll out last week found Mitt Romney with a 6-point lead over President Obama in Florida. That would seem to be very good news for the presumptive Republican nominee in what may be the biggest swing state this fall. Except another poll, done at the same time by Marist College and NBC News, found Romney trailing Obama in Florida by 4 percentage points. So, which is correct? And should voters and the campaigns even pay attention to state or national polls so far before the election? Predicting Tomorrow, Today Pollsters often ask: "If the election were held today, who would you vote for?" And right there you have a fundamental problem, says Eric Mogilnicki, a Democrat, who was chief of staff to the late Massachusetts Sen. Ted Kennedy. The election is not being held today. "There are so many things that are going to happen in the next six months," says Mogilnicki. "There's going to be literally a billion dollars in ads on TV, and those are going to make a difference. Economic conditions are going to make a difference. There could be events overseas that can't be anticipated now. There's going to be debates." "Both sides are going to be working on a field organization to turn out the vote," says Mogilnicki. "It's way too early to make any assumptions about what the elections are going to be like."

Too early to predict the outcome of the election

Roberts and Roberts 6/17 (Cokie & Steven, 6/17/12, “Slips and blips don't decide elections”, Stardem, http://www.stardem.com/opinion/article_f1b20ba0-00eb-5ce6-af4a-84f2f77e3426.html. Mrs. Roberts is a famous American journalist, writer, and reporter. Mr. Roberts has written for many prestigious organizations such as The New York Times, CNN, and National Public Radio.) RS

The political world is overheated and overtweeted. Every little blip and slip is treated as a decisive turning point in an election still almost five months away. The same pundits who wrote off Mitt Romney for mentioning his wife's two Cadillacs are now dismissing Barack Obama for saying the private sector is "doing fine." They were wrong then and are wrong now. The election will be very close, and while it's too early to predict the outcome, it is possible to identify some of the critical factors that could make a difference.

Too early to predict the 2012 elections

Holbrook 11 (Thomas M., 8/7/11,  “Too Early for 2012 Predictions”, Huffington Pollster, Mr. Holbrook is the department chair and Wilder Crane, and the professor of political science at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee.) RS 

I suppose it is understandable to focus on Obama's approval rating, though I think it is silly to put too much stock in it this far before the election. Also, given its prevalence in the media, I suppose it is not surprising that some have focused on the unemployment rate, both nationwide and in key states. To say this is not surprising, however, is not the same thing as saying it is a good idea. In fact, academic election forecasters pay relatively little attention to the unemployment rate when predicting election outcomes, generally focusing on broader indicators, such as change in GDP or change in per capita income. But, more importantly, it is just not a good idea to read too much into any current conditions (whether unemployment, presidential approval, or anything else) this far ahead of the election. As Seth Masket points out, Obama is much more likely to be held accountable for economic conditions a few months prior to the election than for those we are currently experiencing. Just how well can you predict election outcomes this far (fifteen months) ahead of time? Let's look at some data. First, consider the relationship between presidential election outcomes from 1948 to 2008 and the unemployment rate in July of the year before the election. I think the bottom line from this figure should be loud and clear: DON'T EVEN TRY TO PREDICT THE 2012 ELECTION WITH CURRENT (July, 2011) UNEMPLOYMENT DATA! (Sorry for shouting). There is hardly any relationship (r-squared=.07), and slight pattern that does exist is nonsensical, indicating that Obama's best strategy would be to increase unemployment as much as possible. In fact, looking at the individual observations, it is hard not to notice that the only president with a higher unemployment rate fifteen months prior to the election was Ronald Reagan, who went on to win the 1984 election in a landslide. By the way, the X on the prediction line represents the current (July) unemployment rate, 9.1%. Okay, so predicting with unemployment this far out is a risky enterprise. But what about presidential approval? Surely, Obama's lackluster approval numbers must presage something about his prospects next year. Right? Well, actually, not so much. The data below show that while summer (averaged June, July, and August) approval (Gallup) in the year before the election is a better predictor of election outcomes than the unemployment rate is, I wouldn't bet the farm on any such predictions. Here we at least have a relationship that makes sense: presidents with high approval numbers in the summer of the year before the election generally do better (or their party does better) than than those with relative low levels of approval. Having said that, the relationship is not very strong (r-squared=.20), and there are certainly a number of exceptions to the general pattern. Once again, X marks the spot (Obama's summer average, 45.2%). Just to reinforce the silliness of trying to predict from these data, it is noteworthy that Obama's average approval rating thus far in the summer of 2011 (45.2%) is close to those of Johnson (1967), Ford (1975), Clinton (1995), Reagan, (1983), and Nixon (1971); and this group of elections turned out to be either narrow losses or substantial victories for the incumbent party. Look, it's perfectly natural to gnash your teeth or get all giddy about your party's prospects based on how things are going now. I certainly do that. The point is that you should spare yourself the emotional energy and wait until we get closer to the election. Then, you can start to worry (or celebrate), depending on how things are going. 
Polls Fail

Polls fail—too complicated and too far out
Zapor 6/22 (Patricia, staff writer of the Catholic News Service “ Presidency not a horse race; election hinges on economic interests” 6/22/12 www.thecompassnews.org/news/nation-and-world/3401-presidency-not-a-horse-race-election-hinges-on-economic-interests.html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A%20TheCompassNewspaper%20(The%20Compass%20-%20Official%20Newspaper%20of%20the%20Catholic%20Diocese%20of%20Green%20Bay%2C%20Wisconsin)
WASHINGTON — With more than four months until the presidential election, pundits and pollsters are producing a steady stream of predictions about the outcome, with each day's major news parsed for how it might affect the race. Administrative decision to allow some undocumented immigrants to stay? Improves President Barak Obama's standing with Latinos. Unemployment numbers for the month show little change? Improves the prospects of the presumptive Republican nominee, former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney. Or so the pollsters and pundits would have us believe. Never mind that predictions are meaningless until voters go to the polls Nov. 6, or start posting their mail-in ballots in October. Especially in a world where news is summed up into tweet-size bites, campaign coverage is dominated by the horse race: who's in front right this minute, based on the influences of the day. Republican presidential candidate Mitt Romney addresses the annual conference of the National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials during a campaign stop in Orlando, Fla., June 21. (CNS photo/David Manning, Reuters) But, as explained by panels of speakers at two recent forums, the answer to who will be president next year is far more complex than what can fit into a nugget of information.

Polls are contradictory and don’t mean anything 

Camia 4/16 (Catalina, 4/16/12, “National polls differ on Obama vs. Romney race”, USA Today on Politics, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/onpolitics/post/2012/04/barack-obama-mitt-romney-gallup-daily-tracking-poll-/1#.T-DPXLUQuSo. Catalina Camia is a political blogger at USA TODAY and a longtime journalist covering Congress.) RS 
Two national polls out today have different views on a general election match-up between President Obama and Mitt Romney. In the Gallup daily tracking poll, Obama and his likely GOP challenger are locked in a statistical tie with Romney leading among key independent voters. In a CNN poll, Obama leads Romney overall by 9 percentage points and by 5 points among independents. He also has a huge advantage among women voters.

Polls fail—polling group, access to cell numbers, unknown voter turnout, 

William 5/21 (Juan, author and political analyst for Fox News Channel. “Opinion: Minority voter turnout will decide November’s presidential election 05/21/12 thehill.com/opinion/columnists/juan-williams/228503-opinion-demographics-and-destiny) KY
Look at recent polls on the Presidential race. They are all over the place. Some have President Obama ahead of Mitt Romney beyond the margin of error– Fox News, AP and Reuters. Other pollsters – Rasmussen and CBS/New York Times – have Romney slightly ahead but within the margin of error. What’s going on? Well, some polls, like Gallup, survey only registered voters. Some, like Rasmussen, poll only likely voters. Some polling is done by “robo-calls,” automated telephone calls to random numbers. Other polls are conducted with trained interviewers calling the people being polled. And then there is the issue of whether pollsters have access to cell phone numbers. Gallup polls cell phones as well as landlines. Rasmussen polls only landlines. That creates another point of difference. Thirty percent of Hispanics use only cell phones, according to one recent study, compared to 25 percent of blacks and 21 percent of whites. All these problems are minor in comparison to one larger uncertainty for pollsters working on the 2012 election. Is their poll based on the voter turnout seen in 2010, when Tea Party activism drove seniors to the polls? Or is the poll based on the type of turnout seen in 2008, when the excitement of the Obama campaign stirred record voter turnout among minorities and young people? Those are big questions and the pollsters have no definite answers.

Polls and predictions at this point are inaccurate at best- too far out

The Observer, 5/26 (Michael Cohen, “US election: yes, Romney could win, but Obama's grip on his nation is still strong”, Saturday 26 May 2012, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/may/27/michael-cohen-obamas-election-chances, jld) 
It should first be noted that with more than five months to go until election day most Americans are barely paying attention to the race. Polls this far out can give one a general sense of where the race is heading, but they are hardly predictive. It's worth remembering that in June 1992, the leader in national polls (and even in the electoral college) was independent candidate Ross Perot. So a lot can change between now and November. Considering how evenly divided the nation's politics have been over the past 12 years, the 2012 election was always going to be close and the polling rejuvenation for Romney is a natural regression to the mean. As Romney's tumultuous primary battle has ended, Republicans and Republican-leaning independents have rallied around his candidacy. Meanwhile, continued economic bad news is preventing Obama from having any sort of political breakout. His approval ratings remain relatively steady, but still below 50%. That Obama is neck and neck with Romney is what should perhaps be most shocking. The track record of presidential incumbents battling high unemployment, sluggish economic growth and an electorate overwhelmingly convinced the country is on the wrong track is generally not good. In fact, there's a name for them: one-termers. If anything, Obama's ability to keep his head above water against Romney is an indication of his unusually high favourability ratings and Romney's improving but still lacklustre personal marks. But anyone who thought Obama was going to have an easy time of it was deluded. And with minefields on the way to November, such as a potential Supreme Court decision that could gut his main domestic accomplishment (in healthcare) and a financial crisis in Europe that could eventually infect the United States, the road ahead may not be so easy for the president.

Spending Now

No link uniqueness-federal spending on infrastructure now

Fox News 6/18 (6/18/12, “Government spending millions on contract to assign numbers to contractors”, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2012/06/18/government-spending-millions-to-assign-numbers-to-contractors/) RS

The federal government is looking to break the stranglehold one company has on the use of -- numbers. Uncle Sam is currently spending millions of dollars on a contract with Dun & Bradstreet, which runs a database that assigns numbers to other contractors. The growing cost of that program was documented last week in a letter from the Government Accountability Office to Sen. Ben Nelson, D-Neb. The office found the government is now spending roughly $19 million a year on the system that cost just $1 million annually one decade ago. What's the point of this system? The government handles more than $1 trillion a year in contracts and grants. Washington needs to assign a unique number to each one of them, to track all the businesses and other entities it deals with. For more than three decades, it has turned to one company -- Dun & Bradstreet -- for its numbering needs. But over the years, various government dictates have expanded the use of that system, and it's grown to include other information like business names, addresses and ownership details. As a result, costs have skyrocketed. So the government, after years of watching those costs rise, is finally starting to consider an alternative -- amid concern that Dun & Bradstreet's domination of the numbering market has driven up costs. "GSA believes that Dun & Bradstreet effectively has a monopoly for government unique identifiers that has contributed to higher costs," GAO wrote in its letter to Nelson. GSA, or the General Services Administration, manages the contract. The rising price-tag of the mundane system is emblematic of the struggle Washington has faced to control costs across its bureaucracy at a time of gaping deficits. 

The government already spends a lot of money- the plan is just a drop in the bucket

Biggs 11 (Andrew G., 9/29/11, “How Much Does the Federal Government Really Spend?”, The American, http://www.american.com/archive/2011/september/how-much-does-the-federal-government-really-spend.) RS

But how much does the federal government really spend? On paper, the Congressional Budget Office reports that in 2010, the federal government spent $3.456 trillion, an amount that is equal to 23.8 percent of gross domestic product. That’s one-quarter higher than the historical norm of around 19 percent of GDP. But direct spending isn’t the only spending Washington does. As Lori Montgomery reports in the Washington Post, last year the federal government spent an additional $1.08 trillion on tax expenditures, which are tax breaks that for all intents and purposes are spending.

Transportation spending now- bill to be passed to renew budgets

Reuters, 6/7 (David Lawder, “Boehner floats six-month transport funding extension”, Thu Jun 7, 2012 5:55pm EDT, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/07/us-usa-infrastructure-boehner-idUSBRE85617L20120607, jld)
Boehner told reporters that if House and Senate negotiators fail to agree on new long-term funding by June 30, when the latest stop-gap authority for road, bridge and rail transit projects expires, he would not want another short-term extension. "Frankly, I think if we get to June 30, there would be a six-month extension and move this thing out of the political realm that it appears to be in at this moment," Boehner said. The fight in Congress over the transportation bill is one of several being waged between Democrats and Republicans on high-profile issues, with each side trying to gain the upper hand in their bids to win re-election on November 6. The highway bill is particularly important as it would authorize major job-creating construction projects across the United States at a time when the economic recovery is losing steam and jobs are the top issue for voters. Democrats stepped up their accusations that Republicans were "stalling" the transport measure and other jobs-focused legislation in an effort to keep the economy weak and undermine Obama's re-election hopes. "For months the congressional Republicans have worked against any piece of legislation that might create jobs or spur economic growth," Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid said on the Senate floor. "Congressional Republicans' No. 1 goal isn't to improve the economy or create jobs, it's to defeat President Obama," added Reid, a Democrat. In a sign of his pessimism about the highway bill, Reid sent Boehner and Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell a letter on Thursday offering to use part of the measure's funding mechanism to pay for a separate, $6 billion bill to keep student loan interest rates from doubling. Boehner said he still wanted agreement on a long-term transport bill - a measure he once touted as his signature jobs initiative. But House members are preparing to depart from Washington for another recess next week, leaving just two weeks to reach a deal, pass it through both chambers and get a signature from President Barack Obama. Four weeks of haggling so far has produced little progress on core differences. "I'm very hopeful that they will get into serious discussions quickly," Boehner said.

Infrastructure spending now

Austin, 1/9 (Janet, CQ Weekly, "2011 Legislative Summary: Transportation-HUD Appropriations.", January 9, 2012, http://library.cqpress.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cqweekly/weeklyreport112-000004006550., jld)

Overall, the measure provided $109.4 billion, including $1.8 billion in disaster funds. Of the total, $55.6 billion was discretionary appropriations; the rest was mainly in the form of obligations permitted from the Federal Highway Trust Fund. The discretionary total was essentially equal to fiscal 2011 funding, but it was $19.4 billion less than Obama requested for fiscal 2012, mainly because Congress zeroed out the rail and infrastructure bank funds along with requests for multi-year investment amounts for aviation, highways, railroads and public transit. Obama sought $53 billion over six years for high-speed rail. The Senate Appropriations Committee bill (S 1596) would have set aside $100 million in fiscal 2012; the House subcommittee draft did not include any funding. House and Senate aides said the conference committee’s decision to provide no funds was not expected to affect the phases of individual projects that were already paid for. The president sought $5 billion for a National Infrastructure Bank that would support private investment in new roads, bridges, mass transit and other public works. Although the bill provided no funds for the initiative, it included $500 million for national infrastructure investments commonly referred to as the TIGER program, as well as language prioritizing rail, highway and transit projects that improved or expanded existing systems. It also included a modified Senate provision appropriating $600 million for capital investments in surface transportation infrastructure. The bill appropriated $71.6 billion for the Transportation Department, a $3.6 billion increase from fiscal 2011 but $57.1 billion less than Obama requested. The total included $41.5 billion for federal-aid highways, as authorized in the most recent surface transportation extension (PL 112-30), about $2.8 billion below current spending, and $15.9 billion for the Federal Aviation Administration, virtually the same as in fiscal 2011. HUD got $37.4 billion, $4.6 billion less than the White House requested and a $3.7 billion decline from existing spending. 

Infrastructure Not a Key Issue
Infrastructure isn’t a key issue in terms of the election

Roberts and Roberts 6/17 (Cokie & Steven, 6/17/12, “Slips and blips don't decide elections”, Stardem, http://www.stardem.com/opinion/article_f1b20ba0-00eb-5ce6-af4a-84f2f77e3426.html. Mrs. Roberts is a famous American journalist, writer, and reporter. Mr. Roberts has written for many prestigious organizations such as The New York Times, CNN, and National Public Radio.) RS
The political world is overheated and overtweeted. Every little blip and slip is treated as a decisive turning point in an election still almost five months away. The same pundits who wrote off Mitt Romney for mentioning his wife's two Cadillacs are now dismissing Barack Obama for saying the private sector is "doing fine." They were wrong then and are wrong now. The election will be very close, and while it's too early to predict the outcome, it is possible to identify some of the critical factors that could make a difference. For Obama: Incumbency. The president has the biggest microphone in the country and the ability to control the agenda and make news, particularly in swing states like Ohio, where he's practically moved in. Moreover, he acts as commander in chief, meeting with military brass and foreign leaders. Romney, like any challenger, can only ask voters to imagine him in that role. • Demographics. The electorate was 74 percent white in 2008, and that figure will drop by 2 points this year. Obama won 95 percent of the black vote and 67 percent of the Hispanic vote four years ago, and those margins should hold. Democrats are already running Spanish-language ads in Nevada, Florida and Colorado. Romney could possibly reduce his vulnerability by picking Sen. Marco Rubio, a Cuban-American, as his running mate, but as former Florida Gov. Jeb Bush said recently, Romney is in a "box" with Latino voters because of his harsh stance on immigration. • Electoral map. Obama has more routes to victory than Romney. The website Real Clear Politics has him leading in states with 221 electoral votes, only 49 short of what he needs. Romney is at 170 with 11 toss-up states. • Organization. Team Obama had time to build its organization while the Romney camp was distracted by primary fights. Moreover, Obama's people understand the new media environment better than anyone. They know how to engage volunteers to donate and raise money, send videos, text friends, canvass neighbors. The real Obama revolution of 2008 occurred inside people's heads, as passive supporters became active organizers, acquiring an ownership stake in his success. That strategy still works. • Story. Obama has a poignant story to tell, and while he's no longer the Great Black Hope, he still connects with voters on a personal level. They like him even if they don't like his policies, and likability, along with optimism, are the two most valuable commodities in American politics. For Romney: • Economy. Obama, like all presidents, owns the economy. No matter how much he blames his predecessor in office, or "headwinds" in Europe, or Republicans in Congress, voters will hold him accountable for 8.2 percent unemployment and a 40 percent drop in average family wealth since 2007. In this context, Romney's argument that he understands business and job creation is potentially quite persuasive. • GOP base. Romney struggled in many early primaries, losing badly among the most conservative voters, but that now seems like ancient history. True Believers have not fallen in love with Romney many still worry about his moderate past and Mormon faith but they truly despise Obama, and their determination to defeat him fuels their commitment to the Romney cause. • Intensity. A sense of disappointment diminishes the enthusiasm of many Obama supporters. Some liberals think he has not fought hard enough for their issues a public option in the health-care bill, legalization of undocumented immigrants while some moderates feel he's been too partisan and ideological. Intensity matters in politics, and Republicans seem to have more of it right now. • Money. Obama enjoyed a huge financial advantage over John McCain, but Romney outraised Obama by $16 million last month, and super PACs are poised to pour hundreds of millions into the anti-Obama effort. The Supreme Court's decision to allow such PACs could turn out to have a major impact. • Ann Romney. Romney can never match Obama's personal story of struggle and hardship; he's too rich, privileged and unmarked by disappointment. But his wife's serious health problems send a signal that he does understand the strains and stresses the rest of us deal with every day. The election could ultimately turn on an unpredictable event a devastating storm, a European meltdown, a spike in gas prices that darkens the nation's mood or showcases Obama's leadership. But the basic facts will be far more important than the latest twists and tweets flashing across your TV or co

***Alt Causes

EU crisis

EU instability overwhelms the link

Galt, 6-10-12, political columnist for America’s Chronicle [John, America’s Chronicle, “US Election 2012 Moves To Europe” http://robbingamerica.blogspot.com/2011/12/us-election-2012-moves-to-europe.html]
The fact is that in both cases, the analysis of the press is wrong. America has a direct interest in solving the Euro crisis because in both cases, financially and politically, has a lot riding in it, and the Obama Administration knows it. However, being intimately linked, Geithner's visit to Europe is mostly concerned with the political implications of a blow out of the crisis. They know that in that event, the re-election of Obama in 2012 would be directly affected. In our previous piece, "

 HYPERLINK "http://robbingamerica.blogspot.com/2011/09/who-will-defeat-obama-in-2012-greece.html" Who Will Defeat Obama In 2012?. . . Greece", we said, "even if a miracle occurs and the unemployment rate in the US drops below 8%, the Greeks are still  coming to spoil the President's wishes. Just like all Republican' candidates in 2008 were inevitably tied to Lehmann Brothers and the following financial crisis, . . . , any Democratic candidate’s chances in 2012 - including the President's - is tied to Greece - the Lehman trigger of 2012". Today we can amplify the situation by substituting "Greece" for the "Eurozone" as the Lehman event of 2012. The Obama Administration has suddenly realized that the presidential campaign of 2012 starts, and perhaps ends, in Europe. Mr. Geithner goes to Europe!

Alt Cause—European crisis 

Ferguson 6/11 (Niall, professor of history at Harvard University, senior research fellow at Jesus College, Oxford University, and a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University. “Niall Ferguson on How Europe Could Cost Obama the Election” 6/11/12 www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2012/06/10/niall-ferguson-on-how-europe-could-cost-obama-the-election.html) KY)
Even in a best-case scenario, this crisis has already delivered a massive economic shock to Latin Europe. The consequences are already detectable in the rest of the world in sagging stock markets, purchasing managers’ indices, and job-creation numbers. Europe’s agony threatens to inflict a double-dip recession on the United States as well as slow down growth significantly in big emerging markets like China. Remember, exports to the EU account for 22 percent of total U.S. exports. For some big American companies like McDonald’s, Europe accounts for as much as 40 percent of total sales. The most recent U.S. jobs numbers were lousy: employers added only 69,000 jobs in May, and the unemployment rate actually rose. Manufacturing activity has also slowed. Consumer confidence is down. And, despite last week’s rally, the U.S. stock market has given back nearly all the gains it made in the first three months of the year. This is partly due to mounting worry about the fiscal cliff facing this country at the end of the year. But it is mainly a consequence of Europe’s “viral spiral.” As for the political consequences of a U.S. slowdown, it doesn’t take a Ph.D. in political science to see why the White House is worried. Even when people were still talking about recovery, President Obama was neck and neck with Mitt Romney on his handling of the economy, the No. 1 issue in voters’ minds. Back in 1980 Ronald Reagan asked Americans the question that ensured Jimmy Carter was a one-term president: “Are you better off than you were four years ago?” Asked the same question in last month’s Washington Post–ABC News poll, just 16 percent of Americans said they are. The law of unintended consequences is the only real law of history. If the disintegration of Europe kills the reelection hopes of a president Europeans fell in love with four years ago, it will be one of the supreme ironies of our time.

The European debt Crisis is the main focus during the elections 

AP 6/20/12( Obama: Europe debt crisis could affect US election The Associated Press http://www.realclearpolitics.com/news/ap/politics/2012/Jun/20/obama__europe_debt_crisis_could_affect_us_election.html  June 20, 2012 – BRW)

President Barack Obama acknowledged that Europe's debt crisis could affect his chances at re-election in November, but he warned that his administration can't control how quickly the Europeans fix their problems. Obama, speaking at the close of the Group of 20 economic summit in Mexico, also expressed confidence Tuesday in Europe's ability to "break the fever" of its raging debt crisis as he sought to calm global financial markets and worries of voters at home. The U.S. economy is in a tentative recovery, but a slump in hiring and other mixed signals have muddled Obama's re-election prospects as Republican rival Mitt Romney hammers at the issue in his campaign. Whatever happens in Europe is quickly felt overseas. "All of these issues, economic issues, will potentially have some impact on the election," Obama said in a news conference that brought to a close his last foreign trip before the November election. Asked about criticism of his economic proposals from an adviser to his Romney, Obama gave a prickly response. "We have one president at a time and one administration at a time," he said. "And I think traditionally the notion has been that America's political differences end at the water's edge." Mindful of his audience of voters in the U.S., Obama said: "The best thing the United States can do is to create jobs and growth in the short term, even as we continue to put our fiscal house in order over the long term." Obama held a lengthy private meeting with German Chancellor Angela Merkel, whose country plays a pivotal role in addressing the European crisis. Obama also held a joint meeting Tuesday with leaders from Britain, Germany, Italy, France, Spain and the European Union. Despite the words of unity during the Mexico meetings, European leaders showed signs that they have heard enough about their troubles, particularly from Americans. Memories linger of the 2008 financial crash that was born in the United States and destroyed jobs and wealth. "The eurozone has a serious problem, but it is certainly not the only imbalance in the world economy," Italian Prime Minster Mario Monti said Tuesday. He said the United States' own financial problems were mentioned in G-20 talks "by almost everybody, including President Obama." 

Health Care

Health care is the most important issue to voters- polls prove

California Healthline 5/22 (5/22/12, “Poll Finds Most Voters See Health Care Costs as Important Concern”, http://www.californiahealthline.org/articles/2012/5/22/poll-finds-most-voters-see-health-care-costs-as-important-concern.aspx) RS

Eighty-four percent of U.S. voters say that the cost of health care is an extremely important or very important concern for the U.S., according to a USA Today/Gallup poll released on Monday, Politico reports (Mak, Politico, 5/21). Among Democrats, 91% said health care costs were an extremely important or very important issue, compared with 78% of Republican respondents (Little, Los Angeles Times, 5/21). The poll also found that 51% of respondents believe President Obama is better able to control health care costs, while 44% think Mitt Romney would better control such costs. The survey -- which aimed to assess how voters view the two presidential candidates on top economic issues -- was conducted between May 10 and May 13 among a random sample of 1,012 U.S. voters (Politico, 5/21).

The Supreme court ruling on HealthCare is key to elections- can change either way

Madonna and Young, 6/19 (G. Terry Madonna is professor of public affairs at Franklin & Marshall College; Michael Young is managing partner of Michael Young Strategic Research, The Morning Call, “Court's health care ruling could reshape presidential election”, http://articles.mcall.com/2012-06-19/opinion/mc-presidential-election-pennsylvania-madonna-youn-20120619_1_health-care-affordable-care-act-competitive-states, jld)
Shortly, the U.S. Supreme Court is expected to announce whether the Affordable Care Act (also known as Obamacare) passes constitutional scrutiny. Most observers expect some or the entire act to be struck down. If this happens the electoral implications will be profound. In fact, striking down all or major portions of the health care law could reshape the ongoing presidential race in ways only now dimly perceived. Exactly why this is so requires explanation, and history provides it. Indeed, American history offers a compelling lesson: In analogous situations to the health care debate, the losing side in major court cases often becomes energized while the winning side often becomes complacent. The nation's long-running legal debate over abortion exemplifies this pattern, although it has existed as far back as antebellum Civil War times. Many of the transformative issues of American national life, including Prohibition, women's suffrage and even slavery, illustrate the principle. Applying this lesson to health care means a Democratic loss in the Supreme Court could inject a powerful shot of adrenaline into a largely apathetic Democratic Party base. At the same time, it would probably undercut the GOP enthusiasm that has been so massively mobilized by opposition to Obama's health care plan. The converse, while unlikely, is true also. If the Supreme Court does uphold Obamacare, it will be Republicans who are energized, with consequences equally as significant for the 2012 election. States now comfortably in Obama's column could become tossups overnight. How can a single Supreme Court decision hold so much importance to an election? One way to answer this question is to examine the most recent Franklin & Marshall College Poll that asked Pennsylvania voters how they felt about Obama's health care law. Statewide, Pennsylvanians are actually divided somewhat evenly on Obama's health care legislation, with about 46 percent in favor and 48 percent opposed. But this apparent divided opinion dissolves dramatically when one examines the data along party lines. Rarely, if ever, is there greater polarization along party lines than exists on this issue. In Pennsylvania eight in 10 Republicans oppose the Affordable Care Act but only about two in 10 Democrats do. The sharp party polarization in Pennsylvania is roughly mirrored in national statistics. The Pew Research Center estimates that nationally 88 percent of Republicans disapprove of the law, while only 37 percent of Democrats disapprove. Opposition to Obamacare has been the GOP's hot button issue in 2012. Consequently, if the Supreme Court scuttles it, the issue that has animated Republican voters more than any other will be rendered moot. Taking it off the table inevitably affects Republican turnout and support for Romney. How much is impossible to say. But by winning in the Supreme Court, some of the air goes out of the GOP electoral balloon. Similarly it is impossible to know how much losing in the Supreme Court will motivate Democratic voters. The now relatively quiescent Democratic base, however, might respond vigorously. Certainly Democratic strategists will have newfound opportunity to castigate Republicans over issues that have been moribund since Obamacare was passed, including uninsured voters and lifetime spending limits. What this means for Pennsylvania is that a race now seen as more and more winnable for Republicans may instead shift decisively toward Obama and the Democrats. What it means nationally is that a tight race gets tighter still. Winning on health care reform could cost Republicans the presidency, while losing could give Democrats another term in the White House. If it turns out this way, it won't be the first time in American history that winning a legal battle lost a political war.

Education

Education is the main important issue for a majority of voters

Gunn 5/3 (Steve, 5/3/12, “Obama, Romney should address the 67 percent of voters who care about public education”, EAG News, http://eagnews.org/obama-romney-should-address-the-67-percent-of-voters-who-care-about-public-education/) RS 

A recent poll indicated that 67 percent of registered voters in crucial swing states consider public education an “extremely important” issue in this year’s election. As well they should, considering the alarming number of failing schools in urban communities, the huge number of teacher layoffs, increasing dropout rates, and test scores that pale in comparison to those of students from other nations. But as columnist Andrew Rotherham points out in a recent edition of Time, neither President Barack Obama nor former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney are responding to that public concern. Based on the amount of time they spend addressing education on the campaign trail, you would never know it was a national issue. The problem is that both have natural constituencies within their parties that don’t want them to address education, for various reasons. And both seem prepared to go out of their way to please those constituencies. We shouldn’t let them get away with it. Education reform is too important for the potential leaders of our nation to ignore. Republicans and Democrats across the nation are beginning to understand that Big Labor is a huge problem for K-12 education, and they should demand that the candidates check in on this issue. No press conference should pass without a question about education and the role of teachers unions, particularly in the many states where reform is a very hot issue. No public question-and-answer session should pass without similar queries from citizens. Perhaps then the candidates will acknowledge one of the great issues of our time. And both will come to realize there’s a lot to be gained politically by embracing an issue that is close to the hearts of 67 percent of voters. … In short, a general embrace of the education reform movement, even while insisting that change must originate locally, would help Romney a great deal with the 67 percent. The union leaders would cringe, but they wouldn’t abandon their president. And Obama might come out looking like Superman to the 67 percent who care about education.
Foreign Policy 
Foreign policy is key to 2012 election

Cillizza and Blake 12 (Chris and Aaron, 3/19/12, “Could 2012 be a foreign policy election?”, The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-fix/post/could-2012-be-a-foreign-policy-election/2012/03/18/gIQATZTiLS_blog.html) RS

The slaying of 16 Afghan civilians by a member of the U.S. military and the recent call by that country’s president for American troops to pull back faster than originally planned have thrust foreign policy back to the center of the presidential race. Former Pennsylvania senator Rick Santorum followed suit, hitting Obama for setting a 2014 timetable for American troops to leave the country; “If the game plan is, we’re leaving, irrespective of whether we’re going to succeed or not, then why are we still there?” Santorum said in an appearance on ABC’s “This Week”. “Let’s either commit to winning, or let’s get out.” Those comments come amid polling numbers that suggest the American public has grown sick of the war in Afghanistan; a majority of those polled in a recent Washington Post-ABC News survey said that American troops should be pulled out regardless of whether the Afghan military can defend itself. The erosion in Afghanistan, coupled with the prospect of a nuclear Iran, create the possibility that the November election could swing on something no one expected: foreign policy. … Santorum, for one, believes the same thing could happen in November particularly if the early signs of an economic recovery continue. “That may be the issue of the day come this fall — a nuclear Iran,” Santorum said recently. “Or on the precipice of it [with] Israel potentially having to go to war to stop that development.” … A recovering economy would force Republicans to open up other lines of attack on the president. And, his handling of Afghanistan — along with rising gas prices — is an obvious target. It may not be an easy target, however. In the most recent Post-ABC poll, 46 percent approved of how Obama was handling the situation in Afghanistan, while 47 percent disapproved. Those numbers amounted to his best showing on any major issue, foreign or domestic, in the poll.

Wall Street Reform
Wall Street reform is the important issue in the election

Daily Kos 5/15 (5/15/12, “Wall Street: The New Election Issue for 2012”, http://www.dailykos.com/story/2012/05/15/1091876/-Wall-Street-The-New-Election-Issue-for-2012. The Daily Kos is an American political blog.) RS 

Wow. Looks like Wall Street reform just became a hot 2012 election issue, thanks to bold progressive candidates who have called for Wall Street reforms this week in the wake of JP Morgan losing $2 billion. Today, PCCC-backed Congressional candidate Eric Griego (NM-01) released a new TV ad calling for jail time for Wall Street bankers who broke the law. ABC, The Nation, Politico, Washington Post, and many other national media outlets covered all of momentum! Watch the "Jail the Bankers" ad here (and please chip in $3 here to help Eric air this ad): The Washington Post's Greg Sargent pointed out that Wall Street reform is emerging as an important issue in the 2012 election cycle. Here's what the Washington Post had to say about two candidates backed by the Progressive Change Campaign Committee who have both made Wall Street reform a top electoral issue: Eric Griego and Elizabeth Warren: In purely political terms, the J.P. Morgan debacle was a gift for Dems. It has given them a new rallying point in the push to draw a sharp ideological contrast with Republicans over government oversight of the private sector and to align the GOP with the sort of Wall Street recklessness that led to the economic meltdown and widespread economic misery. Elizabeth Warren, who is perhaps more identified for a confrontational posture towards Wall Street than any Dem in the country, is up with a new radio spot that seizes on the J.P. Morgan loss to amplify that case — and charging that Wall Street is out to steal people’s pensions. “Even now, Wall Street banks that got bailed out are still at it — gambling recklessly,” Warren says. “Wall Street isn’t going to change its ways until Washington gets serious about strong oversight and real accountability. No special deals. We need a tough cop on the beat to make sure that nobody steals your purse on Main Street, or your pension on Wall Street.” 

AT: Obama Gets Blame (Econ)
Voters blame Bush for the economy

Cizilla and Blake 1/18 (Chris and Aaron, “The economy? It’s still Bush’s fault “, Washington Post, Jan 18, 2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-fix/post/the-economy-its-still-bushs-fault/2012/01/17/gIQAE7Dy6P_blog.html)//KR 

Fifty-four percent of respondents said that Bush was more to blame while 29 percent put the blame on Obama; 9 percent said both men deserved blame while 6 percent said neither did. Among registered voters, the numbers are almost identical; 54 percent blame Bush, while 30 percent blame Obama. Independents, widely considered the most critical voting bloc this fall, continue to blame Bush far more than Obama for the economic troubles. Fifty-seven percent of unaffiliated voters put the blame on the former Republican president, while 25 percent believe the blame rests more with Obama. Heck, even one in five Republicans say Bush is more responsible than Obama for the state of the economy! The economic blame game numbers are somewhat remarkable given that Obama is in the third year of his presidency, a tenure defined by the continued economic distress in the country. We’ve written for quite some time that the longer Obama is in office (and the longer Bush is out of it), the more likely it is that blame for the economy would shift toward him. But, these numbers suggest — gasp! — we were wrong. Early in his presidency, Obama spent considerable rhetorical time and energy making sure people knew the economic difficulties he had inherited from Bush.
AT: Campaign Fundraising key

Non unique--Obama losing Fundraisers now

Heilemann 6/4 (John, journalist for New York magazine, “ Hope: The Sequel nymag.com/news/features/barack-obama-2012-6/index6.html) KY

That Obama should find himself on the losing end of a dash for cash is, to anyone familiar with his 2008 campaign, mind-boggling. Four years ago, the upstart candidate had the temerity to take on not only Hillary Clinton but the Clinton fund-raising juggernaut—and kick its ass. The mythology today is that the prodigiousness of Obama’s buckraking was all due to small donors and the juju of the web. Not so. Obama went toe-to-toe with Clinton in competing for Wall Street donors and whipped McCain among the Masters of the Universe. And the expectation was that his fund-raising prowess would be all the greater as a sitting president. Obama would raise $1 billion. His White House–sanctioned super-PAC would haul in at least another $100 million. Obama might fail to secure reelection, but his team would never find itself in the position of hoarding its pennies. And yet here we are. Although Obama is surely raising a boatload of dough, it appears his campaign (combined with the DNC) could fall short of its goal of $750 million. (Its April fund-raising total declined to $43.6 million from $53 million in March.) Meanwhile, the pro-Obama ­super-PAC, Priorities USA Action, has raised less than $10 million since setting up shop more than a year ago—$2 million of it from Jeffrey Katzenberg—leading a highly placed Democrat involved in the reelection effort to describe it to me as a “fucking abysmal failure.

AT: Swing States

Prefer national polls—frequency eliminates outliers
Bernstein 6/9 (Jonathan, political scientist who contributes to the Washington Post  “The mythology of the swing states”, June 9, 2012, http://www.startribune.com/opinion/commentaries/158323795.html?page=2&c=y,)KY
1. Swing-state polls are the key to predicting the winner. In fact, the opposite is true, especially this far from November. Generally, elections are determined by a "uniform swing." That is, if the Republican candidate does a little better overall, then he's going to do a little better in close states such as Ohio and Nevada, too. So even though the candidates will spend most of their time and money in the states they expect to matter most, it won't make much difference. Any candidate who wins the popular vote by at least three percentage points is certain to win the electoral college, and any candidate who wins the popular vote by as much as a full percentage point is overwhelmingly likely to win the electoral college. So the best way to follow the election is to read the national polling averages. National polls have a key advantage: There are a lot more of them, so we're less likely to be fooled by the occasional outlier. And the frequency of national polls, conducted by the same handful of firms, means informed readers can catch any obvious partisan tilts in the results and interpret them accordingly. Granted, political junkies like me won't be able to stop themselves from peeking at what the Des Moines Register thinks is happening in the Hawkeye State. But if we're smart, we'll look at the national polls to find out what's really going on. 
AT: Pennsylvania Key

Not a swing state—Obama will win inevitably

Mahtesian 6/1 (Charles, national politics editor at Politico, “ Pennsylvania gets swing state downgrade 6/1/12 http://www.politico.com/blogs/charlie-mahtesian/2012/06/pennsylvania-gets-swing-state-downgrade-125022.html)KY
It’s only June, but already Pennsylvania seems to be getting downgraded as a swing state. National Journal’s Alex Roarty observed Thursday that “evidence is mounting that one traditional battleground state isn't a top target for the Romney campaign: Pennsylvania.” Today, the NBC News Battleground map has moved Pennsylvania from Toss-up status to Lean Dem, which seems to confirm the zeitgeist surrounding the state. Why the Pennsylvania move when the current polling suggests that Obama has just a modest lead over Romney? The Romney camp simply isn’t spending the money or building the organization; the state appears to be lower on their target list than others, at least for now. The way Republicans are treating Pennsylvania is akin to how Democrats appear to be treating Missouri. The NBC and National Journal assessments come after a New York Times report Wednesday that the Romney campaign “is placing a priority on winning Florida, North Carolina, Ohio and Virginia and then picking up one ‘wild card’ state from a group that includes Colorado, Iowa, Michigan, Nevada, New Hampshire and Wisconsin.” The inclusion of Michigan and the absence of Pennsylvania from that list is notable because of the structural similarities between the two shrinking Rust Belt states – labor plays a muscular political role in both places; the once-Republican big city suburbs have gone wobbly; the GOP must contend with a Democratic behemoth in the southeastern corner of the state, etc. The two states have also moved in tandem over the past two decades or so, with GOP strength waning until 2010, when Republicans posted huge gains in both states and recaptured the governorship after an 8-year drought. There’s one big difference this year, though, that’s coloring the Romney campaign thinking – the candidate’s ties to Michigan, which suggest it’s more attainable this November than Pennsylvania. That remains to be seen, but it’s worth noting that in the last four presidential elections Pennsylvania has been the more competitive of the pair. While both states voted exactly the same way in 2004 and 2000 -- 51 percent to 48 percent and 51-46 -- in 2008, Barack Obama won Michigan in a 16-percentage point blowout (57-41). In Pennsylvania, the margin was 11 points (55-44). And back in 1996, when Bill Clinton won by 13 points in Michigan (52-39), Pennsylvania was again closer, with Clinton winning by 9 points (49-40).
Pennsylvania isn’t a swing state-Romney’s not trying
Cernetich 6/1 (Kelly, “PA Swing State Status Takes Another Hit” Politics PA, June 1, 2012, http://www.politicspa.com/pa-swing-state-status-takes-another-hit/36246/)//KR

Romney has seemingly placed low importance on the Keystone State, as an NBC/Marist poll recently moved it from “toss-up” to “lean Dem” – a move they say was prompted by Romney’s actions (or, rather, inaction). The Romney camp just doesn’t have the same presence here compared with Obama, who the PAGOP criticized last month for opening his 24th office. At the time, Romney had only a Harrisburg office, staffed by no more than four people. Romney also has discussed what his high priorities are: reversing Obama’s 2008 wins in Florida, North Carolina, Ohio and Virginia. He also plans to pick up one win from a so-called wild-card state list that includes New Hampshire, Iowa, Colorado, Michigan, Nevada and Wisconsin. Pennsylvania does not make the cut here, either. 

AT: Independents Key

Independents not key—many are partisan and low turn out rate
Khan 1/9 (Huma, staff writer at abcnews.com “Independent Voters on the Rise but Do They Matter?” 1/9/12 abcnews.go.com/blogs/politics/2012/01/independent-voters-on-the-rise-but-do-they-matter/) KY
“Increased independent identification is not uncommon in the year before a presidential election year, but the sluggish economy, record levels of distrust in government and unfavorable views of both parties helped to create an environment that fostered political independence more than in any other pre-election year,” Gallup stated. Some experts, however, advise caution about the potential impact of independent voters in this election cycle, citing data showing that most in this voting bloc are still partisan and tend to lean more on one party or the other. Additionally, many Americans who identify themselves as independent have little interest in the political process and might not actually show up in the polls to vote. Swing voters, experts say, are really the ones who are influential and can be swayed either way in the general election. But they are a lot smaller commodity than independents generally. Swing voters played an important role in 2008. Along with minority groups and the youth, they helped propel Barack Obama to the presidency. “There is a tendency to exaggerate the proportion of independents in the electorate and their impact on the election,” said Alan Abramowitz, professor of political science at Emory University in Atlanta. “When you narrow it down, look at actual voters, the turnout rate among independents is lower. When you look at actual voters and look at those who are truly uncommitted, you find that you’re down to less than 10 percent of the actual voters.”
AT: Hispanics Key

Not in swing states

Silver 6/19 (Nate, staff writer at the New York Times, “ Hispanic Voters Less Plentiful in Swing States” 6/19/12 fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/06/19/hispanic-voters-less-plentiful-in-swing-states/)KY
As I wrote on Tuesday morning, President Obama’s decision to suspend deportations of some young illegal immigrants should entail mostly upside for him from a political standpoint. Based on polls about his decision and the way that Republicans are reacting to it, the evidence that public opinion is on Mr. Obama’s side is reasonably clear. So I don’t agree with other analysts who have termed the decision risky or puzzling. Mr. Obama has learned this year that being the incumbent at a time when most voters think the country is on the wrong track is not necessarily an advantageous position. But an incumbent president can still help himself at the margin with his policy and agenda-setting powers. I do agree with Sean Trende of Real Clear Politics about one key point, however. It is one reason why the caveat “at the margin” very much applies to Mr. Obama’s decision, and may somewhat diminish its electoral importance. As Mr. Trende writes, “Latinos are underrepresented in swing states”. Below is a table showing an estimate of Hispanic turnout in 2008. These figures were determined by multiplying a state’s overall turnout by the share of voters who described themselves as Hispanic or Latino in exit polls. In total, about 11 million Hispanics turned out to vote in 2008, according to these estimates. However, almost 40 percent of the Hispanic vote was in one of just two states – California and Texas – that don’t look to be at all competitive this year. The fact that Democrats are winning clear majorities among Hispanics is one reason that California is no longer competitive, of course. And perhaps Texas will become more competitive in another 8 or 12 or 16 years. (Although note that many Hispanics in Texas have been there for generations and might not be thought of as immigrant communities.) But voters in these states just aren’t likely to sway the Electoral College outcome in 2012. New York and Illinois, which also aren’t at all competitive, and New Jersey, which is only very marginally so, also have a decent number of Hispanic voters. You do see Florida up near the top of the list, however, and Arizona and Colorado not far down, so I will need to be a bit more precise about my analysis to defend my claim. The way that the FiveThirtyEight presidential forecasting model measures the competitiveness of a state is through what it calls the tipping point index. This is a measure of the likelihood that a state will make the marginal difference in the election, giving a candidate the decisive 270th electoral vote. The list of tipping point states is narrower than you might expect. The relative order of the states just doesn’t change very much from election to election, especially when an incumbent is running again and we know what voters thought about him four years earlier. Many states might be competitive, meaning that they might plausibly be won by either candidate, but most of their electoral votes would be superfluous in an election that truly came down to the last vote. The tipping point index accounts both for how close a state is relative to the national trend, and how many electoral votes it has. Right now, the model thinks that the odds are about 50/50 that one of just two states, Virginia and Ohio, will play the tipping point role. Each of these has a below-average number of Hispanic voters. Colorado is third on the tipping point list, and it has an above-average number of Hispanic voters. But Pennsylvania is fourth, and it has a below-average number again. Nevada, with an above-average number of Hispanics, is fifth on the list, but it is followed by three very white-dominated states (Iowa, New Hampshire and Wisconsin). Then comes Florida, which is lower on the list than you might expect, especially since it has 29 electoral votes. The model “thinks” about the different electoral combinations very carefully when it runs its simulations, and considers how the states might move in relationship to one another based on their demographics, as well as in comparison to the national trend. Mr. Obama could certainly win Florida – we give him about a 35 percent chance of doing so — but these simulations find that he usually has easier paths to the victorious 270 electoral votes. The president’s polling and the “fundamentals” factors that the model considers are more favorable to Mr. Obama’s in each of the eight states that appear above Florida on the tipping point list. Most of the time that he wins states like Virginia, Ohio and Colorado, for instance, Mr. Obama will already have a winning map unless he takes some unexpected losses elsewhere. Moreover, many of the Hispanics in Florida are Cuban-Americans, and they do not always behave like the predominantly Mexican-American population of the Southwest, or the Hispanic populations of the Northeast, which include many Puerto Ricans and Dominicans. The model also doesn’t think much of New Mexico as a tipping point state. It really wasn’t close at all in 2008, and polls there have shown Mr. Obama with a double-digit lead at a time when he is barely ahead of Mitt Romney nationally. Mr. Obama could lose New Mexico in a landslide, but it just doesn’t meet the definition of a tipping point state. Even the broader term “swing state” probably mischaracterizes it somewhat. Nor does the model think that Arizona is a tipping point state. If has a fairly large Hispanic population, but the white population there is old and quite conservative. Arizona is something of the opposite of New Mexico – a state Mr. Obama could win this year, but probably only in a landslide where it does not provide the decisive electoral votes. On the whole, if you take a weighted average of the Hispanic turnout in each state based on its tipping point index, it comes out to about 6 percent, less than the 9 percent Hispanic turnout throughout the country as a whole. That means a Hispanic voter is somewhat less likely to swing the Electoral College outcome than if they were evenly distributed (as a share of the population) throughout all 50 states.
