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**1AC Port Infrastructure**
1AC -  Inherency/Solvency 

Despite a massive surplus in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund – Port Maintenance is underfunded now

Boustany 11 (Charles Boustany,  July 8, 2011, representative in congress from the state of Louisiana  , “Legislative Hearing On H.R. 104, The Realize America’s Maritime Promise (Ramp) Act” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf 6-26-2) MB
The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund was created in 1986 to provide a stable source, a long-term source of funding to pay for maintenance costs for federally maintained harbors. Users of the ports and waterways would pay a small tariff on the goods passing through these waters to maintain this critical infrastructure. The revenues would then be placed in the trust fund, where they would be used promptly and exclusively for harbor maintenance costs. However, over the past decade, problems have developed with the mechanism of this. Because the revenues and expenditures of the trust fund are part of the overall budget, if all revenues are not spent the surplus now is used to help offset deficits in the rest of the general budget. As a result, we have a chronic underfunding of critical harbor maintenance needs. In fiscal year 2010, the Harbor Maintenance Tax collected more than $1.2 billion from shippers for the purpose of funding dredging projects. However, only about half of dredging and related maintenance costs were allocated to the Corps operations and maintenance, and ports and harbors are unable to dredge to their authorized project dimensions. The uncommitted balance in the trust fund continues to grow. According to the House Appropriations Committee’s Fiscal Year 2012 Energy and Water Development report, it will reach $6.1 billion by the beginning of 2012, even though there are significant harbor maintenance needs that are out there. According to the Corps own fiscal 2010 budget justification, full channel dimensions at America’s top 59 harbors are maintained less than one-third of the time. There are many examples of dredging problems in ports and harbors across the Nation. In many cases, vessels must light load because of dredging shortfalls, and the economic implications are enormous. For every foot of draft, a ship is restricted, up to $1 million of cargo will sit on the dock as a result of this light loading. As a member of this subcommittee, I participated several years ago in a hearing in which U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Major General Carl Strock testified. I asked him the reason for the Corps constantly reprogramming funds from the waterways in my district to the Mississippi River. This was alarming, because the Calcasieu River, which is in my district, is a 70-mile channel serving the Port of Lake Charles—the 11th largest port in the United States. Based on studies done in 2006, the Port of Lake Charles generated over 31,000 jobs, contributed $765 million directly to the Federal Treasury, equal to the money allocated annually to the Corps for operations and maintenance projects. Despite these significant contributions to the national economy, the dredging budget of the Calcasieu project has historically been grossly underfunded. In fact, in my first year in office, the initial budget had zero allocated for dredging. We were able to bump that up to $9 million, but  it wasn’t near what we  needed to  get  the  job done.
PLAN: The United States Federal Government should pass the Revitalize Americas Maritime Ports Act. 

Only allocating all of the Harbor Maintenance Tax to the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund solves  

Christianson 4-9-2012 (Jimmy, “Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund - Ensure that Funds Collected by the Harbor Maintenance Tax are Fully Utilized”, The Associated General Contractors of America, http://www.agc.org/galleries/advy/Infrastructure%20Investment%20-%20Harbor%20Maintenance%20Trust%20Fund%202012.pdf)

Lack of Dredging Blocks Harbor Navigation Channels. Due to inadequate funding, harbor navigation channels are not being fully dredged, so sediment build-up is decreasing the availability of authorized channel depth and width each year. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers recently reported that almost 30 percent of commercial vessel calls at U.S. ports are constrained due to inadequate channel depths. This drives up the cost of our nation’s exports and imports and increases the risk of vessel grounding and associated oil spills. Inadequately maintained harbors are becoming like blocked arteries, threatening to choke off the lifeblood of our economy. Funds Are Already Collected, They Are Just Not Being Put to Use. Enough HMT is collected each year to meet all of the nation's authorized harbor maintenance needs, but only a little more than half of it is appropriated for harbor maintenance. Charging maritime commerce this tax while failing to provide the service for which it was established is grossly unfair. Return "Trust" to the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. Congress should enact legislation setting the obligation limitation equal to projected revenues each year in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. Such a budget mechanism would guarantee that the Nation's ports and harbor users see the taxes they pay annually invested in their intended purpose - operation and maintenance of navigation projects. Precedent Exists. Congress created such a budget mechanism for the Highway Trust Fund in TEA-21 and the Airports and Airways Trust Fund in AIR-21.

1AC – Economy Advantage

Port Maintenance is key to prevent economic collapse

Isakson and Chambliss 12 (Johnny and Saxby, staff writers, April 3 2012, AJC, “Port Project will Rev Economy: create jobs”, http://www.ajc.com/opinion/port-project-will-rev-1406165.html, June 25, 2012) ALK
The twin engines that drive the economy of Georgia and most of the Southeast are Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport and the Port of Savannah. We take seriously the provision in the U.S. Constitution that grants Congress the power to regulate commerce, including our navigational waterways and ports. The Port of Savannah is the second-largest container port on the East Coast. It is the fourth-largest in the country. More than 20,975 companies throughout all 50 states utilize the Port of Savannah. The Georgia Ports Authority and Georgia are leading the way in the nation by undertaking a project to deepen the Savannah port’s channel up to 48 feet. It’s a direct response to the Panama Canal’s expansion and widening. As a result, shipping vessels are modernizing their fleets and purchasing larger vessels. To accommodate these vessels, improvements must be made to our nation’s existing infrastructure, including Savannah.  Sen. Johnny Isakson, R-Ga. and Sen. Saxby Chambliss, R-Ga. Deepening the port will protect existing jobs and create ones as these larger vessels call in the Port of Savannah. Economic growth throughout the East Coast and Midwest could be dramatically weakened if the port cannot be expanded to accommodate the larger vessels that will soon dominate ocean commerce. At a time when the administration seeks to invest in projects that will create jobs in America, this project in Savannah is a perfect fit. Studies show that expanding the port would only help the goals of creating jobs as well as stimulating economic growth. Opponents of the harbor expansion who cite “too many unknowns” about the project fail to consider certain irrefutable facts. For example, the project has been studied and reviewed by engineers, environmentalists and economists since 1999. It’s one of the most studied projects in our state’s history. Independent studies conducted by the U.S. Army Engineer Institute for Water Resources and the Center of Expertise for Deep Draft Navigation show this investment in Savannah will have a benefit-to-cost ratio of nearly five to one. For every dollar spent, the economic benefit is five times as many dollars. Additionally, as a result of the recommendations of federal, state and local natural-resource agencies, as well as independent environmental groups who participated in these studies over the past decade, the project contains long-term funding for unprecedented amounts of environmental mitigation. There are no “unknowns” regarding the Savannah Harbor project.  It’s critically important that we expand the harbor to ensure that it serves as a gateway for business to Georgia and the nation. We will work relentlessly alongside state and members of the Georgia delegation to create jobs and stimulate economic growth in Georgia and the Southeast
Ports are key to short-term stimulus and long-term growth

Nagle 11 (Kurt, president and chief executive officer of the American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA), November 19th, 2011, Industry Today, Port-Related Infrastructure Investments Can Reap Dividends, http://www.industrytoday.com/article_view.asp?ArticleID=F370, June 26, 2012)ALK
The burning question on the mind of many US lawmakers, administration officials and others is how best to stimulate the economy and spur job creation. The answer lies in focusing scarce federal resources in areas that will have the greatest impact on economic growth, immediate and long-term job creation, national security, and our current and future competitiveness in the global economy. Enhancements in seaport-related infrastructure should be a high priority among the limited investment options. For centuries, US seaports – and the connecting waterways – have served as a vital economic lifeline, bringing goods and services to people around the world and delivering prosperity to our nation. They facilitate trade and commerce, create jobs, secure our borders, support our military and serve as stewards of valuable coastal environmental resources.
We will isolate two specific internal links -

1st – Job Creation

Ellis 7 (Aaron, staff writer, August 28th, 2012, American Association of Port Authorities, “New Study Details Economic Benefits of U.S. Seaports”, http://www.aapa-ports.org/press/prdetail.cfm?itemnumber=3485, June 25, 2012) ALK
Last year, United States deep-draft seaports and seaport-related businesses generated approximately 8.4 million American jobs and added nearly $2 trillion to the economy, according to a just-completed study by a Lancaster, Pa.-based business consulting service that specializes in port-sector economic impact studies. Based upon 2006 U.S. port cargo statistics and thousands of recent port-sector interviews, Martin Associates late this month completed an in-depth study into the economic impacts of coastal and Great Lakes ports, examining aspects ranging from jobs and wages to business and tax revenues. Of the 8,397,301 Americans working for ports and port-related industries in 2006, nearly 7 million were employed by firms involved in handling imports and exports, such as retailers, wholesalers, manufacturers, distributors and logistics companies. "The tremendous growth in overseas trade volumes moving through our ports in the past decade has been a huge boon to the American economy," said Kurt Nagle, president and chief executive officer for the American Association of Port Authorities. "The jobs these imports and exports create are spread throughout the country, not just in port cities, making them a vital part of our nation's economic fabric." In addition to citing employment numbers, Martin Associates' new study also shows that businesses providing goods and services to U.S. seaports directly and indirectly paid $314.5 billion in total wages and salaries. Of this total, $207.4 billion came directly from businesses involved in handling international waterborne commerce. Moreover, the 2006 report shows that port-sector businesses generated a high rate of economic output, with business revenues and the value of the goods and services they provided totaled $1,976.4 billion, or nearly $2 trillion.  In addition, port-sector businesses paid more than $102 billion in federal, state and local taxes in 2006. "Compared to the last study we developed in 2000 (based upon 1999 data), these figures indicate a significant increase in the financial benefits that the port industry provides the American economy," said Dr. John C. Martin, president of Martin Associates, "This new report shows that port-related activities are contributing to the economy in record numbers."
That’s key to economic recovery

Greenwood 5/16 (Chris, Phoenix Independent Examiner, "Debt ceiling talks outline new GOP strategy for election," http://www.examiner.com/article/debt-ceiling-talks-outline-new-gop-strategy-for-election)

At this point, the "job creators" would have no more excuses as to why they have to move their factories to Malaysia or any other country for that matter. They would also have no more loopholes to profit from American business without the responsibility of the American society. I have stated over and over again that the fastest way back to black ink for this nation is job creation. Conservatives have cried over and over again that government doesn't really create jobs, but they know full well that government investment in projects that require private companies to hire creates jobs. Simple investment in infrastructure and alternative energy would begin the ball rolling the other direction
2nd – Export Growth

American Association of Port Authorities 07 (August 28, 2007, American Association of Port Authorities, “New Study Details Economic Benefits of U.S. Seaports”,  http://www.aapa-ports.org/press/prdetail.cfm?itemnumber=3485, accessed 6/24) CGC

Last year, United States deep-draft seaports and seaport-related businesses generated approximately 8.4 million American jobs and added nearly $2 trillion to the economy, according to a just-completed study by a Lancaster, Pa.-based business consulting service that specializes in port-sector economic impact studies. Based upon 2006 U.S. port cargo statistics and thousands of recent port-sector interviews, Martin Associates late this month completed an in-depth study into the economic impacts of coastal and Great Lakes ports, examining aspects ranging from jobs and wages to business and tax revenues. Of the 8,397,301 Americans working for ports and port-related industries in 2006, nearly 7 million were employed by firms involved in handling imports and exports, such as retailers, wholesalers, manufacturers, distributors and logistics companies. "The tremendous growth in overseas trade volumes moving through our ports in the past decade has been a huge boon to the American economy," said Kurt Nagle, president and chief executive officer for the American Association of Port Authorities.  "The jobs these imports and exports create are spread throughout the country, not just in port cities, making them a vital part of our nation's economic fabric." In addition to citing employment numbers, Martin Associates' new study also shows that businesses providing goods and services to U.S. seaports directly and indirectly paid $314.5 billion in total wages and salaries. Of this total, $207.4 billion came directly from businesses involved in handling international waterborne commerce. Moreover, the 2006 report shows that port-sector businesses generated a high rate of economic output, with business revenues and the value of the goods and services they provided totaled $1,976.4 billion, or nearly $2 trillion. In addition, port-sector businesses paid more than $102 billion in federal, state and local taxes in 2006. "Compared to the last study we developed in 2000 (based upon 1999 data), these figures indicate a significant increase in the financial benefits that the port industry provides the American economy," said Dr. John C. Martin, president of Martin Associates, "This new report shows that port-related activities are contributing to the economy in record numbers." With a doctorate in economics from George Washington University and having performed more than 300 individual economic impact analyses and port strategic and master plans for ports throughout the country in his 30 years in business, Dr. Martin is widely regarded as a leader in port market and economic studies. Looking specifically at employment in the nation's seaports, the study shows that 507,448 Americans held jobs such as terminal operators, longshoremen, freight forwarders, steamship agents, ship pilots, tug and towboat operators, chandlers, warehousemen, as well as jobs in the dredging, marine construction, ship repair, trucking and railroad industries. These direct port-sector jobs supported another 630,913 induced jobs due to purchases of food, housing, transportation, apparel, medical and entertainment services. Also included as induced jobs were those with local, state and federal agencies providing support functions such as education and municipal services. The port-sector firms providing direct services to the cargo and vessel activity at the nation's seaports made $26.3 billion in purchases to support their direct activity, supporting another 306,289 indirect jobs. These include, for example: jobs with suppliers of parts and equipment; firms providing maintenance and repair services to the businesses dependent on port operations; utilities providing services to marine terminals; and office supply firms

That’s key to economic growth

Sánchez 12 (Francisco J., February 9, Under Secretary of Commerce for International Trade.” U.S. Exports: Helping Create an American Economy Built to Last” http://blog.trade.gov/2012/02/07/u-s-exports-helping-create-an-american-economy-built-to-last/)CGC

Increasing U.S. exports is an essential part of shaping a healthier and stronger American economy. This is a point that President Barack Obama made clear during his recent State of the Union Address, when he unveiled his “blueprint for an economy built to last.”  In the speech, the President outlined the four pillars that “an economy built to last” should be founded on: Under Secretary Sánchez joins representatives from U.S. companies who have partnered with Commerce on its New Market Exporter Initiative A new era for American energy, spurred by a commitment to homegrown and alternative energy sources;  Equipping young people and workers with the skills needed to thrive in the 21st century economy;  A renewal of the American values that demands fairness for all, and responsibility from all; and  Supporting the manufacturing sector to create jobs and make more American products. This manufacturing pillar is especially important to us at ITA.  We know that this sector is critical for the middle class.  And, the middle class is the backbone of our economy.  That’s why we are committed to helping U.S. manufacturers succeed. How?  By helping them sell more of their stuff in markets across the world.  Increasing U.S exports has long been one of the President’s main goals.  Two years ago, he launched the National Export Initiative, striving to double U.S. exports by the end of 2014.  Many doubted that this could be done.  But, I’m proud to report that we are on pace to achieving this goal.  This is good for jobs.  This is good for businesses.  And, this is good for the American economy.    Reaching the goals of the NEI to date has been a team effort.  We’ve been committed and creative in the ways we are helping to boost U.S. exports. As you’ll read in this issue of International Trade Update, we are promoting advanced manufacturing in the textile industry and expanding the New Market Exporter Initiative with the National Association of Manufacturers.  We are supporting the travel and tourism industry.  And, just this week, we signed a Memorandum of Intent with the City of Tampa, and its partners, to maximize the potential of its local port when it comes to exporting. We’ve done a lot.  But, we are not satisfied.  Despite our successes, we remain just as focused on the future. For example, later this month, I’ll be leading the first-ever ports and maritime technology industry trade mission to India.  This will give U.S. companies a unique chance to be a part of the huge infrastructure projects taking place in the country.  And, we have a number of exciting initiatives that will be unveiled throughout the year.  Stay tuned.    In the meantime, please reach out to ITA through export.gov or your local U.S. Export Assistance Center if you have, or know of, American businesses that would benefit from exporting. Selling their products overseas will be good for jobs and local communities.  It will also go a long way in creating an American economy — built to last.  

Collapse of the economy cause nuclear war and extinction

Friedberg and Schoenfeld 08 (Aaron, professor of politics and international relations at Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School and Gabriel, senior editor of Commentary, is a visiting scholar at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton, N.J., October 21, 2008, Wall Street Journal, “The Dangers of a Diminished America”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html, June 27, 2012) ALK

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. As for our democratic friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a world economic and geopolitical power. What does this all mean? There is no substitute for America on the world stage. The choice we have before us is between the potentially disastrous effects of disengagement and the stiff price tag of continued American leadership.

Economic decline causes war-history proves

Royal 10 (Jedediah, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, 2010, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215, June 27, 2012) ALK

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defense behaviour of interdependent slates. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level. Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (19%) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (sec also Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Fearon, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner, 1999). Separately. Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level. Copeland's (1996. 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write, The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession lends lo amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & I less. 2002. p. 89) Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg. Hess. & Wccrapana. 2004). which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a silting government. "Diversionary theory' suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DcRoucn (1995), and Blomberg. Mess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DcRoucn (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. This observation is not contradictory to other perspectives that link economic interdependence with a decrease in the likelihood of external conflict, such as those mentioned in the first paragraph of this chapter. Those studies tend to focus on dyadic interdependence instead of global interdependence and do not specifically consider the occurrence of and conditions created by economic crises. As such, the view presented here should be considered ancillary to those views.

1AC – Trade Advantage

Federal investment in navigation infrastructure key to trade

Maritime Trades Department 12 (February 9, 2012, Maritime Trades Department, “Port Modernization”, http://maritimetrades.org/issues/allied-trades/port-modernization/, accessed 6/25/12) CGC

U.S. ports are important strategic and economic assets, generating as they do millions of jobs and serving as loading platforms for the nation’s military forces.  During Operation Iraqi Freedom, ILA members and other unionized stevedores worked around the clock to ensure that the men and women of the U.S. armed forces had the ammunition and equipment that was needed to perform the mission. According to recent estimates, approximately 95 percent of our nation’s trade enters or leaves through 36 of the nation’s largest seaports.  With international trade set to double over the next 15 years, America’s ports will play an even greater role in the economic life of the nation. Unfortunately, while the international maritime industry is changing, U.S. ports are finding it hard to keep up.  While cargo vessels are getting larger and larger, inadequate federal funding levels and other obstacles are making it harder and harder for U.S. ports to accommodate them.  Besides the economic issues involved, there’s the public safety.  There have been a number of recent high-profile accidents that have been caused by inadequate channel conditions in several U.S. ports.

It’s the key internal link to global trade

Long 11 (David Long, Summer of 2011, Director of the Office of Service Industries Manufacturing and Services International Trade Administration U.S. Department of Commerce, “Our Marine Transportation System: The Competitiveness Context”http://uscg.mil/proceedings/Summer2011/articles/36_Long%20MTS.pdf) MB

America’s marine transportation system is the primary link in the international trade chain that connects our producers (and American jobs) to the global economy. Improving the flow of U.S. goods into global markets is crucial to improving American competitiveness in world trade, and to the success of President Obama’s National Export Initiative (also known as the NEI), which seeks to double America’s exports by the end of 2014 to support millions of jobs here at home. Any maritime element failure or chokepoint can delay the movement of these goods, resulting in higher costs, lost sales, and missed export targets. However, our maritime sector’s problems are just one aspect of the much larger competitiveness issues that face America’s entire freight system and its infrastructure. To address these issues, and to further President Obama’s goals, the Departments of Commerce and Transportation are working together in the Competitive Supply Chain Initiative. This is a comprehensive, user-focused effort to improve the efficiency and connectivity of the entire U.S. freight and supply chain infrastructure. The goal: to support domestic economic growth and boost U.S. exporters’ ability to sell their goods in the global marketplace.

Free Trade solves global conflicts

Lak 11 (M., 12/8, PhD. Candidate in economics, “Because We Need Them...: German-Dutch relations after the occupation: economic inevitability and political acceptance”, http://repub.eur.nl/res/pub/30641/Chapter%201%20Introduction.pdf, accessed 6/27) CGC
According to modern social scientists, it is not so much trade, but free trade that promotes peaceful relations between two countries. Interdependence can only lead to peace if a country‟s economic policy is directed towards ensuring that it can get what it needs from a 10 neighbouring country without resorting to violence. If two countries are mutually dependent, and there is free trade between them, waging war would not achieve anything. Trade alone is not enough, there has to be free trade. Free trade promotes peace „by removing an important foundation of domestic privilege – protective barriers to trade – that enhances the domestic power of societal groups likely to support war, reduces the capacity of free-trading interests to limit aggression in foreign policy, and creates a mechanism by which the state can build supportive coalitions for war [...] Free trade reduces military conflict in the international system by undermining the domestic political power of interests that benefit from conflict and by limiting the state‟s ability to enact commercial policies to build domestic coalitional support for its war machine‟.7 Free trade was exactly what was missing in Nazi Germany, just as any form of political influence by the citizens. Protectionism limited essential trade.
Specifically solves escalation

McDonald 4 (Patrick, August, Department of Government University of Texas at Austin , “Peace through Trade or Free Trade?”, JSTOR, accessed 6/27) CGC

This study argues that a subtle shift in the primary independent variable of the commercial peace literature-from trade to free trade-provides an opportunity to respond to the some of the strongest criticisms of this research program. Free trade, and not just trade, promotes peace by removing an important foundation of domestic privilege-protective barriers to international commerce-that enhances the domes-tic power of societal groups likely to support war, reduces the capacity of free-trading interests to limit aggression in foreign policy, and simultaneously generates political support for the state often used to build its war machine. A series of statistical tests demonstrates that higher levels of free trade, rather than trade alone, reduce military conflict between states. Moreover, contrary to conventional wisdom, these arguments suggest how the puzzling case of World War I may confirm, rather than contradict, the central claims of commercial liberalism.

1AC – Agriculture Advantage

Port infrastructure is critical to agriculture exports

Department of Agriculture 12 (January, “A Reliable Waterway System

Is Important to Agriculture” http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5063401, ML)

Big Picture Overview U.S. agriculture is expected to contribute $26.5 billion to the U.S. balance of trade in fiscal 2012 (USDA ERS/FAS Outlook for U.S. Agricultural Trade, November 30, 2011). Exports are forecast to reach $132 billion, while imports are forecast to reach $105.5 billion. Forestry and fishery products, and critical farm inputs such as fertilizer, feed, and fuel move on the waterway system as well. Secretary Vilsack noted that every $1 billion in farm exports supports roughly 8,400 jobs in the United States. In calendar year 2010, 81 percent of U.S. agricultural exports (158 million metric tons), and 77 percent of imports (37 million metric tons) were waterborne (Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce, and PIERS). Exporters, importers, and domestic shippers depend on authorized port and waterway depths and widths, and locks and dam infrastructure. U.S. importers and certain domestic shippers pay the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT), a 0.125 percent ad valorem tax on the value of the cargo. Estimated fiscal 2012 HMT revenues and investment interest are $1.7 billion. Requested transfers from the fund are $869 million, yielding a year-end balance of $7.2 billion. In 2011 $84 million in revenues and investment interest from a 20 cents per gallon tax on diesel fuel for commercial vessels engaged in inland waterways transportation goes into the Inland Waterways Trust Fund to finance one half the Federal costs of authorized locks and dams projects. Fiscal 2011 transfers included $97.2 million from the fund and $74 million is requested for fiscal 2012. In fiscal 2010, U.S.-flag vessels earned $382 million from 2.5 million metric tons of U.S. humanitarian food aid under cargo preference law. Cargo preference helps provide U.S. seafarer and vessel availability in wartime and other national emergencies. 

The Plan lowers prices and increases volume of agriculture exports to Asia

Pietrowsky 6-20-2012 (Robert, Director of Institute for Water Resources, “US Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for the Post-Panamax vessels”, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_REPORT_SUMMARY_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Modernization.pdf)

The Panama Canal expansion is scheduled to be completed in 2014 and will double its existing capacity. The new locks will be able to pass vessels large enough to carry three times the volume of cargo carried by vessels today. The availability of larger, more efficient vessels passing though the new locks on the canal is expected to potentially have at least three major market effects. (1) Currently, there is significant freight shipped to the eastern half of the United States over the intermodal land bridge formed by the rail connections to West Coast ports. The potential for reduced cost of the water route through the canal may cause freight traffic to shift from West Coast to East Coast ports. (2) To take full advantage of the very largest vessels that will be able to fit through the expanded canal but may be too large to call at most U.S. ports, a transshipment service in the Caribbean or a large U.S. port may develop. The largest vessels would unload containers at the transshipment hub for reloading on smaller feeder vessels for delivery to ports with less channel capacity. (3) On the export side the ability to employ large bulk vessels is expected to significantly lower the delivery cost of U.S. agricultural exports to Asia and other foreign markets. This could have a significant impact on both the total quantity of U.S. agricultural exports and commodities moving down the Mississippi River for export at New Orleans.

Specifically China – it depends on US agriculture to maintain food security 

Clayton, DTN Ag Policy Editor, 11
(Chris, 12/7/11, http://agfax.com/2011/12/07/facing-global-risks-ags-dependence-on-the-chinese-economy/, accessed on 6/27/12, EW)

The relationship between U.S. farm exports and the state of China’s economy means American agriculture’s risks accumulate along with risks that could slow China’s growth. Global economics highlighted the opening general sessions Wednesday at the DTN/The Progressive Farmer Ag Summit in downtown Chicago. The theme of this year’s Ag Summit is “Rebalancing Risk and Reward.” A year of strong commodity prices and farm incomes suggests a balance that tipped toward the reward side of the scale, a fact reflected in summit attendance of nearly 650 registrants. With China advancing to become the top customer for U.S. farm exports, there are growing concerns about what could cause the Chinese economy to stumble. David Nelson, a global strategist for Rabobank International, sees China not only as a major importer of pork and soybeans, but also as a significant buyer of corn in coming years, purchasing anywhere from 20 million metric tons to 25 mmt. China has a problem as its corn supply isn’t enough to sustain its livestock industry, but there’s a lack of acknowledgement of that problem on the part of the Chinese government. “To me, China’s corn situation doesn’t add up,” Nelson said. Chinese soybean and meal imports are indicators of corn usage. With a ratio of two bushels of corn used for every ton of soy meal, China should be feeding about 90 mmt of corn, but the country consistently shows usage of about 30 mmt. The implication is that China isn’t being forthright about its corn production and needs for its domestic livestock industry. There is no sign of China moving toward more transparency on agricultural production, even though the country will likely be buying more corn. “It’s totally a state secret in China what their grain situation is going to be and I don’t see that changing,” Nelson said. Other countries such as Russia are becoming bigger players in feeding the world, but Russia adds to volatility in the markets. The country had a major drought last year and then instituted export bans this year, making Russia unreliable as a supplier, Nelson said.

Rising prices and declining supply cause Chinese instability

The Economist 7 (The Economist staff, 18 Sep 2007, “Food-price fears in China”, http://www.economist.com/node/9825983 SC)
China's inflation data from August, which showed consumer prices rising at their fastest rate in a decade, have stimulated intense debate about the nature of the inflationary pressures now emerging in China—and about whether the threat from inflation is becoming more serious. On the one hand, the pick-up in headline inflation has been largely due to rising prices for food (particularly pork) that are not indicative of more generalised inflationary pressures. For example, overcapacity and acute price competition in some sectors of manufacturing will continue to mitigate the impact of rising food costs on China's headline inflation. On the other hand, rapidly rising food costs are, in themselves, cause enough for policymakers to be concerned. China has long worried about food security, and the strong impact of rising food costs on the welfare of most of the population, particularly the poor, creates evident potential for social unrest. The prevailing assessment that the current surge in inflation reflects developments in the pig industry risks masking broader trends that have the potential to complicate efforts to restrain price growth.

‘

Global nuclear war

Yee and Storey 2002(Herbert Yee, Professor of Politics and International Relations at the Hong Kong Baptist University, and Ian Storey, Lecturer in Defence Studies at Deakin University, 2002 (The China Threat: Perceptions, Myths and Reality, RoutledgeCurzon, pg 5) LM
The fourth factor contributing to the perception of a China threat is the fear of political and economic collapse in the PRC, resulting in territorial fragmentation, civil war and waves of refugees pouring into neighbouring countries. Naturally, any or all of these scenarios would have a profoundly negative impact on regional stability. Today the Chinese leadership faces a raft of internal problems, including the increasing political demands of its citizens, a growing population, a shortage of natural resources and a deterioration in the natural environment caused by rapid industrialisation and pollution. These problems are putting a strain on the central government's ability to govern effectively. Political disintegration or a Chinese civil war might result in millions of Chinese refugees seeking asylum in neighbouring countries. Such an unprecedented exodus of refugees from a collapsed PRC would no doubt put a severe strain on the limited resources of China's neighbours. A fragmented China could also result in another nightmare scenario - nuclear weapons falling into the hands of irresponsible local provincial leaders or warlords.'2 From this perspective, a disintegrating China would also pose a threat to its neighbours and the world.

1AC – Oil Spills Advantage

Risk of maritime accidents and oil spills is high now 

Lagrange 11 ( Gary P. Lagrange ,  July 8, 2011, President and CEO, Port Of New Orleans interviewed by Bob Gibbs Chairman, Subcommittee on Water Resources & Environment U.S. House Committee on Transportation & Infrastructure, “Legislative Hearing On H.R. 104, The Realize America’s Maritime Promise (Ramp) Act” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf 6-26-2) MB

‪Mr. GIBBS. What is happening with that right now? My understanding is that it is actually one lane of traffic? ‪Mr. LAGRANGE. Yes, sir. Our channel has gone from a 750-foot width to barely 150 feet. Congressman Boustany alluded this morning to the fact that one carbon black oil tanker ran aground. That could have caused another—without sounding overzealous, it could have caused another Exxon Valdez incident. That is the last thing we need on the gulf coast. That is the last thing we need in our coastal marshes and estuaries. ‪And the pilots are basically threading needles every time they take these huge ships in and out of there. It is one-way passage. It is reduced to 43 feet. And so the ships are coming in light-loaded now. They are not reaching the benefit of efficiency that they should be reached.
But the plan solves – harbor maintenance and channel dredging are key

Richmond et al 11 (Charles Boustany, Cedric Richmond, Steve Scalise, Bill Cassidy, Mary L. Landrieu July 8, 2011, United State Representative and Senators, “Legislative Hearing On H.R. 104, The Realize America’s Maritime Promise (Ramp) Act”http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf 6-26-2) MB

While the need for reform of the HMTI' and restoration of our harbors has been well known for decades,  recent events  have  further  demonstrated  the consequences   of  inaction.   The  historic flooding  of the Mississippi  River earlier this year brought  with it an unprecedented  amount  of debris and sediment that has silted along these waterways and accelerated  the problem.  In June, a  major  tanker  carrying  exported  goods  ran  aground  near  the  mouth  of  the  Mississippi.   an accident blamed at least in part on a navigational channel that the Crescent River Port Pilots' Association   described   as   "an  irregular   width  and  depth,   causing   extreme   conditions,   and additional navigational  challenges"  brought on by inadequate dredging and maintenance.Over 100 businesses, trade associations, labor unions, and govcmment  entities from across the country have come together to form the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition,  and we arc honored to join them in support of the RAMP Act.  This is common sense legislation that ensures necessary maintenance of our nation's  most important waterways, and by extension  will allow our nations energy, agriculture,  and manufacturing sectors to continue leading us on the path of economic  recovery.  Thank you again.

Even a small oil spill disrupts the ecosystem 

Congressional Digest 10 (Congressional Digest, periodical, June 2010, “Impact of Oil Spills”, pg 167 SC)

No oil spill is entirely benign. Depending on timing and location, even a relatively minor spill can cause significant harm to individual organisms and entire populations. Oil spills can cause impacts over a range of time scales, from days to years, or even decades for certain spills. Impacts are typically divided into acute (short-term) and chronic (long-term) effects. Both types are part of a complicated and often controversial equation that is addressed after an oil spill: ecosystem recovery. Acute Impacts. Depending on the toxicity and concentration of the spill, acute exposure to oil spills can kill various organisms and cause the following debilitating (but not necessarily lethal) effects: • reduced reproduction • altered development • impaired feeding mechanisms • decreased defense from disease Birds, marine mammals, bottom-dwelling and intertidal species, and organisms in their developmental stages — e.g., fish eggs and larvae — are particularly vulnerable to oil spills. In addition to the impacts to individual organisms, oil spills can lead to a disruption of the structure and function of the ecosystem. Certain habitats — such as coral reefs, mangrove swamps, and salt marshes — are especially vulnerable, because the physical structure of the habitats depends upon living organisms. These potential acute effects to individual organisms and marine ecosystems have been "unambiguously established" by laboratory studies and well-studied spills.

Specifically undermines the resilience of ocean and river environments

Maragos, Crosby, and McManus 96 (J.E., PhD, Coral Reef Biologist, M.P., Ocean Biologist, J.W., PhD, Oceanography, 1996, “Coral reefs and biodiversity: a critical and threatened relationship”, pg 84-85 http://www.tos.org/oceanography/issues/issue_archive/issue_pdfs/9_1/9.1_maragos_et_al.pdf SC)

Coral Reef Biodiversity and Importance- Not only is the coral reef structure itself composed of and built by a diversity of organisms, but the reef structure serves as the basis for one of the highest diversity ecosystems in the world (Talbot, 1994). Coral reef ecosystems generally have high species diversity, although many associated species tend to exhibit low endemism and broad distributions (Norse, 1993). The coral species alone range from >48 in the Caribbean (Goreau and Wells. 1967) to > 700 in the Indo-Pacific (Wells, 1957: Veron, 1986). When speaking of biological diversity, it is indeed appropriate to refer to coral reef ecosystems as the rain forests of the marine realm. Coral reefs have far greater productivity than other marine systems, surpassing 7,000 g C m^2: yr ~ (Odumetal., 1959; Helfrich and Townsley, 1965). Reef fishes, sea urchins, coralline algae, and many additional species of plants and animals contribute to healthy reef ecosystems and play a significant role in helping maintain the resilience, stability, and accelerated coral reef recovery following natural and anthropogenic disturbances. Coralline algae are extremely robust and help cement large chunks of coral and other reef remains together to form very hard and wave-resistant reef structures. Fishes, sea urchins, and other herbivores graze down growths of fleshy algae or seaweeds, allowing both reef-building coras and coralline algae to flourish and maintain reef growth and overall health.

Impact is extinction

Kraig 3 (Robert Kraig, Prof Law @ Indiana Univ., McGeorge Law Review Vol. 34, 2003, “Taking Steps”)

The world's oceans contain many resources and provide many services that humans consider valuable. "Occupy[ing] more than [seventy percent] of the earth's surface and [ninety-five percent] of the biosphere," n17 oceans provide food; marketable goods such as shells, aquarium fish, and pharmaceuticals; life support processes, including carbon sequestration, nutrient cycling, and weather mechanics; and quality of life, both aesthetic and economic, for millions of people worldwide. n18 Indeed, it is difficult to overstate the importance of the ocean to humanity's well-being: "The ocean is the cradle of life on our planet, and it remains the axis of existence, the locus of planetary biodiversity, and the engine of the chemical and hydrological cycles that create and maintain our atmosphere and climate." n19 Ocean and coastal ecosystem services have been calculated to be worth over twenty billion dollars per year, worldwide. n20 In addition, many people assign heritage and existence value to the ocean and its creatures, viewing the world's seas as a common legacy to be passed on relatively intact to future generations. n21

**1AC Port Security**

Contention One – Terrorism

DHS Implementation of Port Security Measures is inevitable but delay risks catastrophic WMD terror attacks

The Boston Globe, 2012 (6-12-12, “US to miss target for tighter port security”, The Boston Globe, AS)
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. “We’re not just missing the boat, we could be missing the bomb,’’ the Malden Democrat said. “The reality is that detonating a nuclear bomb in the United States is at the very top of Al Qaeda’s terrorist targets.’’ Only about 5 percent of all cargo containers headed to the United States are screened, according to the government’s own estimate, with some shipments getting only a cursory paperwork review. Homeland Security officials argue that wider screening would be cost-prohibitive, logistically and technologically difficult, and diplomatically challenging. While acknowledging the threat as real, they are exercising their right under the 2007 law to postpone for two years the full implementation of the congressionally mandated scanning program. That would set the new deadline for July 2014. Critics say the consequences of delay could be catastrophic. Terrorists have long sought to obtain uranium or plutonium to construct a nuclear bomb, global security analysts say. Government officials, including President Obama and his predecessor, George W. Bush, have worried that terrorist cells could be plotting further devastation in the United States, perhaps through radioactive explosives called “dirty bombs.’’
Ports are the top target for terrorist attacks

Abt Associates Inc. 3 (Abt Associates Inc, April 30, “The Economic Impact of Nuclear Terrorist Attacks on Freight Transport Systems in an Age of Seaport Vulnerability”, http://www.abtassociates.com/reports/es-economic_impact_of_nuclear_terrorist_attacks.pdf, June 25, 2012, A.R.)
The catastrophic terrorists’ priority targets are the major U.S. population, commercial, government, and transportation centers. The top three are New York, Washington DC, and Los Angeles, as has been repeatedly demonstrated in the last decade before 9/11/2001. Clearly the centers of American Abt Associates Inc. Economic Impact of Nuclear Attacks on Freight Transport 3 economy, government, and urban society are targeted by the terrorists for strategic bombardment and destruction, and are likely to continue to be their targets for the foreseeable future. The aim points for nuclear weapons detonation, within the priority target cities, are either dockside at container ports (so they don’t risk inspection of container delivery vehicles after unloading), or the center of the most valuable targets accessible by container-bearing truck, such as the 14 th Street Bridge in DC, or midtown Manhattan.

Specifically for Al-Qaeda – maritime terrorism is its top priority – attacks are coming now

Walker 6/5 (Andrew, Maritime Security Analyst and graduate from Dalhousie University’s History and Political Science program, 5 June 2012, “Breaking The Bottleneck: Maritime Terrorism and “Economic Chokepoints (Part I)”, http://atlantic-council.ca/portfolio/breaking-the-bottleneck-maritime-terrorism-and-economic-chokepoints-part-1/ SC)
“Despite the inherent challenges, al-Qaeda can attack, has attacked, and will again attack maritime targets. Indications point to an acceleration of the pace of maritime terrorism, heralding a coming campaign. The propensity of al-Qaeda for patient and intricate preparation augurs a future sustained maritime terrorism campaign, rather than a continued irregular pattern of attacks” - (Ret) Captain Jim Pelkofski (Joint Operations Directorate at US Fleet Forces Command; Current Pentagon Force Protection Agency’s director of anti-terrorism and force protection) The American naval historian and strategist Alfred Thayer Mahan (1840-1914) claimed in his Influence of Sea Power on World History that strong naval and commercial fleets are essential to the nation’s military power. In a post September 11th society, governments have dedicated heavy resources to assessing the vulnerability of their homelands to acts of terrorism. The number of terrorist attacks in the maritime environment is proportionally small in comparison to the overall number. However, (Ret) Admiral Sir Alan West, The UK’s First Sea Lord and Chief of Naval Staff deemed maritime terrorism “a clear and present danger” that may “potentially cripple global trade and have grave knock-on effects on developed economies.” The probability of a terrorist attack on a major North American port may be low for some security analysts, but given the catastrophic effect an attack via improvised explosive devices (IEDs), hijacking and using a ship as a weapon, or biological weapons could have on such “economic chokepoints,” significant focus must be placed on the subject.
Unconventional Terror attack inevitable 

CBS News 9  (CBS News, February 11, “Study: WMD attack in US likely by 2013”, http://www.cbsnews.com/2100-201_162-4641534.html, June 25, 2012, A.R.)
The United States can expect a terror attack using nuclear or more likely biological weapons before 2013, reports a bipartisan commission in a study briefed Tuesday to Vice President-elect Joe Biden. It suggests that the Obama administration bolster efforts to counter and prepare for germ warfare by terrorists. "Our margin of safety is shrinking, not growing," states the report, obtained by The Associated Press. It is scheduled to be publicly released Wednesday.
WMD attack on Ports causes massive casualties

Frittelli 07  (Johnis also in, Science, and Industry Division Maritime Security: Potential Terrorist Attacks and protection priorities, CRS report to Congress, January 9, 2007http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA460683)
If human casualties are the principal objective, passenger vessels such as cruise ships and ferries, which together account for less than 4% of U.S. commercial vessel inventory, may be more attractive terrorist targets than cargo and other vessels. 10  Consistent with this reasoning, federal agencies reportedly concluded in 2004 that the Washington state ferry system had been under surveillance as a possible terrorism target. 11  A weapon of mass destruction (WMD) attack on a heavily populated U.S. port could inflict the greatest number of human casualties. The Defense Department’s Joint Task Force–Civil Support developed such a scenario in a 2005 exercise involving the smuggling and detonation of a 10-kiloton nuclear device in the port of Charleston, SC. 12
That guarantees escalation and global nuclear war

Hellman ‘8 (Martin E. Hellman* * Martin E. Hellman is a member of the National Academy of Engineering and Professor Emeritus at Stanford University. His current project applies risk analysis to nuclear deterrence)
Nuclear proliferation and the specter of nuclear terrorism are creating additional possibilities for triggering a nuclear war. If an American (or Russian) city were devastated by an act of nuclear terrorism, the public outcry for immediate, decisive action would be even stronger than Kennedy had to deal with when the Cuban missiles first became known to the American public. While the action would likely not be directed against Russia, it might be threatening to Russia (e.g., on its borders) or one of its allies and precipitate a crisis that resulted in a full-scale nuclear war. Terrorists with an apocalyptic mindset might even attempt to catalyze a full-scale nuclear war by disguising their act to look like an attack by the U.S. or Russia. 

A successful attack would shut down every US Port, halt all international trade and collapse the global economy
Konkel ‘5 (Todd Konkel, Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, 2005 (Container Security: Preventing a Nuclear Catastrophe. http://www-irps.ucsd.edu/IPS/Container%20Security%20Preventing%20a%20Nuclear%20Catastrophe)
What, then, is the potential impact of an attack on a major U.S. port involving a nuclear weapon or dirty bomb? Without question, the damage would be devastating. Gal Luft and Anne Korin at the Institute for the Analysis of Global Security describe a scenario where terrorists ram a cargo ship loaded with explosives, or possibly a WMD, into a major port or terminal. “Such an attack,” they state, “could bring international trade to a halt, inflicting multi-billion-dollar damage on the world economy.” 4 Robert Bonner, currently the Commissioner of Customs and Border Protection, painted a similarly bleak picture in August 2002: “There is virtually no security for what is the primary system to transport global trade. The consequences of a terrorist incident using a container would be profound . . . If terrorists used a sea container to conceal a weapon of mass destruction and detonated it on arrival at a port, the impact on global trade and the global economy could be immediate and devastating – all nations would be affected. No container ships would be permitted to unload at U.S. ports after such an event.”
Trade solves all conflict 
Lak 11 (M., 12/8, PhD. Candidate in economics, “Because We Need Them...: German-Dutch relations after the occupation: economic inevitability and political acceptance”, http://repub.eur.nl/res/pub/30641/Chapter%201%20Introduction.pdf, accessed 6/27) CGC
According to modern social scientists, it is not so much trade, but free trade that promotes peaceful relations between two countries. Interdependence can only lead to peace if a country‟s economic policy is directed towards ensuring that it can get what it needs from a 10 neighbouring country without resorting to violence. If two countries are mutually dependent, and there is free trade between them, waging war would not achieve anything. Trade alone is not enough, there has to be free trade. Free trade promotes peace „by removing an important foundation of domestic privilege – protective barriers to trade – that enhances the domestic power of societal groups likely to support war, reduces the capacity of free-trading interests to limit aggression in foreign policy, and creates a mechanism by which the state can build supportive coalitions for war [...] Free trade reduces military conflict in the international system by undermining the domestic political power of interests that benefit from conflict and by limiting the state‟s ability to enact commercial policies to build domestic coalitional support for its war machine‟.7 Free trade was exactly what was missing in Nazi Germany, just as any form of political influence by the citizens. Protectionism limited essential trade.
Economic collapse causes war – history proves

Royal 10 (Jedediah, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, 2010, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215, June 27, 2012) ALK

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defense behaviour of interdependent slates. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level. Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (19%) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (sec also Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Fearon, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner, 1999). Separately. Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level. Copeland's (1996. 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write, The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession lends lo amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & I less. 2002. p. 89) Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg. Hess. & Wccrapana. 2004). which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a silting government. "Diversionary theory' suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DcRoucn (1995), and Blomberg. Mess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DcRoucn (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. This observation is not contradictory to other perspectives that link economic interdependence with a decrease in the likelihood of external conflict, such as those mentioned in the first paragraph of this chapter. Those studies tend to focus on dyadic interdependence instead of global interdependence and do not specifically consider the occurrence of and conditions created by economic crises. As such, the view presented here should be considered ancillary to those views.
Contention Two – Oil Spills

Maritime Terrorism destroys oil infrastructure, causes oil shocks and spills
Moreno, Houston Chronicle, 11 (Jenalia, Aug. 24 11, “Testimony: Port terrorist attack could cripple energy sector,” p.1, AS)
A terrorist attack on the Houston Ship Channel would be catastrophic for the nation's energy sector, international trade and economy, witnesses testified during a congressional hearing Wednesday at the Port of Houston Authority. As testimony was under way at the port's executive offices, a Government Accountability Office issued a report finding that the nation must take further measures to secure the maritime energy supply. A similar report in 2007 made five recommendations to the U.S. Coast Guard and Federal Bureau of Investigation for enhancing energy tanker vessel security. The 22-page report Wednesday said security has improved since then but recommended that the Coast Guard, the lead federal agency for maritime security, develop an updated list of offshore oil and natural gas facilities and examine security risks. An attack on deep-water rigs and platforms could have consequences as serious as last year's deadly Deepwater Horizon explosion and oil spill, the report said. Stephen Caldwell, director of maritime and Coast Guard issues for the GAO, was among witnesses before the House Homeland Security Subcommittee on Oversight, Investigations and Management as it took testimony Wednesday at the Port of Houston, the nation's largest petrochemical complex. Also at the hearing were U.S. Rep. Michael McCaul, R-Austin, chairman of the subcommittee; its ranking Democrat, Rep. William Keating of Massachusetts; and Democratic Reps. Gene Green and Sheila Jackson Lee of Houston. "The Port of Houston is the energy capital of the United States, and it's a target- rich environment," McCaul said. Because so much oil is imported to Houston and refined in the region, an attack along the channel "could cripple this nation," he said. 
Even a small spill disrupts the marine ecosystem 

Congressional Digest 10 (Congressional Digest, periodical, June 2010, “Impact of Oil Spills”, pg 167 SC)
No oil spill is entirely benign. Depending on timing and location, even a relatively minor spill can cause significant harm to individual organisms and entire populations. Oil spills can cause impacts over a range of time scales, from days to years, or even decades for certain spills. Impacts are typically divided into acute (short-term) and chronic (long-term) effects. Both types are part of a complicated and often controversial equation that is addressed after an oil spill: ecosystem recovery. Acute Impacts. Depending on the toxicity and concentration of the spill, acute exposure to oil spills can kill various organisms and cause the following debilitating (but not necessarily lethal) effects: • reduced reproduction • altered development • impaired feeding mechanisms • decreased defense from disease Birds, marine mammals, bottom-dwelling and intertidal species, and organisms in their developmental stages — e.g., fish eggs and larvae — are particularly vulnerable to oil spills. In addition to the impacts to individual organisms, oil spills can lead to a disruption of the structure and function of the ecosystem. Certain habitats — such as coral reefs, mangrove swamps, and salt marshes — are especially vulnerable, because the physical structure of the habitats depends upon living organisms. These potential acute effects to individual organisms and marine ecosystems have been "unambiguously established" by laboratory studies and well-studied spills.
this undermines the resilience of ocean and river environments

Maragos, Crosby, and McManus 96 (J.E., PhD, Coral Reef Biologist, M.P., Ocean Biologist, J.W., PhD, Oceanography, 1996, “Coral reefs and biodiversity: a critical and threatened relationship”, pg 84-85 http://www.tos.org/oceanography/issues/issue_archive/issue_pdfs/9_1/9.1_maragos_et_al.pdf SC)

Coral Reef Biodiversity and Importance- Not only is the coral reef structure itself composed of and built by a diversity of organisms, but the reef structure serves as the basis for one of the highest diversity ecosystems in the world (Talbot, 1994). Coral reef ecosystems generally have high species diversity, although many associated species tend to exhibit low endemism and broad distributions (Norse, 1993). The coral species alone range from >48 in the Caribbean (Goreau and Wells. 1967) to > 700 in the Indo-Pacific (Wells, 1957: Veron, 1986). When speaking of biological diversity, it is indeed appropriate to refer to coral reef ecosystems as the rain forests of the marine realm. Coral reefs have far greater productivity than other marine systems, surpassing 7,000 g C m^2: yr ~ (Odumetal., 1959; Helfrich and Townsley, 1965). Reef fishes, sea urchins, coralline algae, and many additional species of plants and animals contribute to healthy reef ecosystems and play a significant role in helping maintain the resilience, stability, and accelerated coral reef recovery following natural and anthropogenic disturbances. Coralline algae are extremely robust and help cement large chunks of coral and other reef remains together to form very hard and wave-resistant reef structures. Fishes, sea urchins, and other herbivores graze down growths of fleshy algae or seaweeds, allowing both reef-building coras and coralline algae to flourish and maintain reef growth and overall health.
Impact is extinction
Kraig 3 (Robert Kraig, Prof Law @ Indiana Univ., McGeorge Law Review Vol. 34, 2003, “Taking Steps”)

The world's oceans contain many resources and provide many services that humans consider valuable. "Occupy[ing] more than [seventy percent] of the earth's surface and [ninety-five percent] of the biosphere," n17 oceans provide food; marketable goods such as shells, aquarium fish, and pharmaceuticals; life support processes, including carbon sequestration, nutrient cycling, and weather mechanics; and quality of life, both aesthetic and economic, for millions of people worldwide. n18 Indeed, it is difficult to overstate the importance of the ocean to humanity's well-being: "The ocean is the cradle of life on our planet, and it remains the axis of existence, the locus of planetary biodiversity, and the engine of the chemical and hydrological cycles that create and maintain our atmosphere and climate." n19 Ocean and coastal ecosystem services have been calculated to be worth over twenty billion dollars per year, worldwide. n20 In addition, many people assign heritage and existence value to the ocean and its creatures, viewing the world's seas as a common legacy to be passed on relatively intact to future generations. n21
Contention Three – Agriculture 

Port infrastructure is critical to agriculture exports
Department of Agriculture 12 (January, “A Reliable Waterway System

Is Important to Agriculture” http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5063401, ML)

Big Picture Overview U.S. agriculture is expected to contribute $26.5 billion to the U.S. balance of trade in fiscal 2012 (USDA ERS/FAS Outlook for U.S. Agricultural Trade, November 30, 2011). Exports are forecast to reach $132 billion, while imports are forecast to reach $105.5 billion. Forestry and fishery products, and critical farm inputs such as fertilizer, feed, and fuel move on the waterway system as well. Secretary Vilsack noted that every $1 billion in farm exports supports roughly 8,400 jobs in the United States. In calendar year 2010, 81 percent of U.S. agricultural exports (158 million metric tons), and 77 percent of imports (37 million metric tons) were waterborne (Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce, and PIERS). Exporters, importers, and domestic shippers depend on authorized port and waterway depths and widths, and locks and dam infrastructure. U.S. importers and certain domestic shippers pay the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT), a 0.125 percent ad valorem tax on the value of the cargo. Estimated fiscal 2012 HMT revenues and investment interest are $1.7 billion. Requested transfers from the fund are $869 million, yielding a year-end balance of $7.2 billion. In 2011 $84 million in revenues and investment interest from a 20 cents per gallon tax on diesel fuel for commercial vessels engaged in inland waterways transportation goes into the Inland Waterways Trust Fund to finance one half the Federal costs of authorized locks and dams projects. Fiscal 2011 transfers included $97.2 million from the fund and $74 million is requested for fiscal 2012. In fiscal 2010, U.S.-flag vessels earned $382 million from 2.5 million metric tons of U.S. humanitarian food aid under cargo preference law. Cargo preference helps provide U.S. seafarer and vessel availability in wartime and other national emergencies. 
Specifically to China – it depends on US agriculture to maintain food security 
Clayton, DTN Ag Policy Editor, 11

(Chris, 12/7/11, http://agfax.com/2011/12/07/facing-global-risks-ags-dependence-on-the-chinese-economy/, accessed on 6/27/12, EW)
The relationship between U.S. farm exports and the state of China’s economy means American agriculture’s risks accumulate along with risks that could slow China’s growth. Global economics highlighted the opening general sessions Wednesday at the DTN/The Progressive Farmer Ag Summit in downtown Chicago. The theme of this year’s Ag Summit is “Rebalancing Risk and Reward.” A year of strong commodity prices and farm incomes suggests a balance that tipped toward the reward side of the scale, a fact reflected in summit attendance of nearly 650 registrants. With China advancing to become the top customer for U.S. farm exports, there are growing concerns about what could cause the Chinese economy to stumble. David Nelson, a global strategist for Rabobank International, sees China not only as a major importer of pork and soybeans, but also as a significant buyer of corn in coming years, purchasing anywhere from 20 million metric tons to 25 mmt. China has a problem as its corn supply isn’t enough to sustain its livestock industry, but there’s a lack of acknowledgement of that problem on the part of the Chinese government. “To me, China’s corn situation doesn’t add up,” Nelson said. Chinese soybean and meal imports are indicators of corn usage. With a ratio of two bushels of corn used for every ton of soy meal, China should be feeding about 90 mmt of corn, but the country consistently shows usage of about 30 mmt. The implication is that China isn’t being forthright about its corn production and needs for its domestic livestock industry. There is no sign of China moving toward more transparency on agricultural production, even though the country will likely be buying more corn. “It’s totally a state secret in China what their grain situation is going to be and I don’t see that changing,” Nelson said. Other countries such as Russia are becoming bigger players in feeding the world, but Russia adds to volatility in the markets. The country had a major drought last year and then instituted export bans this year, making Russia unreliable as a supplier, Nelson said.

Rising prices and declining supply cause Chinese instability
The Economist 7 (The Economist staff, 18 Sep 2007, “Food-price fears in China”, http://www.economist.com/node/9825983 SC)

China's inflation data from August, which showed consumer prices rising at their fastest rate in a decade, have stimulated intense debate about the nature of the inflationary pressures now emerging in China—and about whether the threat from inflation is becoming more serious. On the one hand, the pick-up in headline inflation has been largely due to rising prices for food (particularly pork) that are not indicative of more generalised inflationary pressures. For example, overcapacity and acute price competition in some sectors of manufacturing will continue to mitigate the impact of rising food costs on China's headline inflation. On the other hand, rapidly rising food costs are, in themselves, cause enough for policymakers to be concerned. China has long worried about food security, and the strong impact of rising food costs on the welfare of most of the population, particularly the poor, creates evident potential for social unrest. The prevailing assessment that the current surge in inflation reflects developments in the pig industry risks masking broader trends that have the potential to complicate efforts to restrain price growth.
‘

Global nuclear war

Yee and Storey 2002(Herbert Yee, Professor of Politics and International Relations at the Hong Kong Baptist University, and Ian Storey, Lecturer in Defence Studies at Deakin University, 2002 (The China Threat: Perceptions, Myths and Reality, RoutledgeCurzon, pg 5) LM
The fourth factor contributing to the perception of a China threat is the fear of political and economic collapse in the PRC, resulting in territorial fragmentation, civil war and waves of refugees pouring into neighbouring countries. Naturally, any or all of these scenarios would have a profoundly negative impact on regional stability. Today the Chinese leadership faces a raft of internal problems, including the increasing political demands of its citizens, a growing population, a shortage of natural resources and a deterioration in the natural environment caused by rapid industrialisation and pollution. These problems are putting a strain on the central government's ability to govern effectively. Political disintegration or a Chinese civil war might result in millions of Chinese refugees seeking asylum in neighbouring countries. Such an unprecedented exodus of refugees from a collapsed PRC would no doubt put a severe strain on the limited resources of China's neighbours. A fragmented China could also result in another nightmare scenario - nuclear weapons falling into the hands of irresponsible local provincial leaders or warlords.'2 From this perspective, a disintegrating China would also pose a threat to its neighbours and the world.

Contention Four - Solvency

Reforming and Funding PSGP is critical to protect port infrastructure 
GAO 11’ (United States Government Accountability Office, GAO Report: “PORT SECURITY GRANT PROGRAM Risk Model, Grant Management, and Effectiveness Measures Could Be Strengthened”, November, 2011, NC)
Port areas have unique characteristics—they are centers of commerce, hubs of transportation, and often close to major population centers. These characteristics result in specific vulnerabilities that must be addressed to avoid the human or economic losses that would result from a terrorist attack. The Port Security Grant Program (PSGP)—administered by FEMA and supported with subject matter expertise from the Coast Guard—is one tool DHS uses to protect critical maritime infrastructure from these risks. Risk management has been endorsed by the federal government to help direct finite resources to areas of greatest risk and grant programs have provided substantial resources toward this effort. We found that PSGP allocations were highly correlated to risk for the grant years we examined and DHS has taken steps to strengthen the PSGP risk allocation model by improving the quality and precision of the data inputs. However, additional efforts—such as accounting for how new security measures affect port vulnerability and using the most precise data available in the risk model—could further strengthen the model and build upon the progress made. While the allocation process has been risk- based, FEMA has faced significant challenges administering the grant program. For example, FEMA awarded nearly $1.7 billion in port security grants for fiscal years 2006 through 2010; however, draw down levels for the PSGP are low—with about one-quarter of fiscal year 2006 through 2010 grant monies drawn down as of September 2011. While FEMA may not consider draw down levels to be an accurate measure of progress made in improving port security, this measure has become the de facto yardstick for assessing progress in securing our ports because no other measures exist. Additionally, about a quarter of the awarded funding remains unavailable due to delays in using grant funds, challenges with the cost-match and associated waiver process, and challenges that grantees have had complying with postaward requirements. As a result, about $400 million in awarded grant funding remains unavailable to grantees for port security projects. FEMA has taken steps to improve the availability of funds and has developed internal performance measures to begin evaluating its administration of the grant program. However, FEMA has not evaluated the effectiveness of the program because it does not have measures to track progress towards achieving program goals. To establish a more accurate measurement of grant effectiveness, FEMA should expedite its efforts to implement performance measures for the PSGP. Initial steps have been taken to develop performance measures for the PSGP, but the time frame for implementing them is unclear. Without a plan, there is little assurance that these measures will be implemented in a timely way to assess the program’s effectiveness in ensuring that critical port infrastructure is protected. 

And the USFG is key - states require the federal government for effective port upgrades because of interstate competition and a failure to share solutions

Puentes 11 – Director of Metropolitan Policy at Brookings(Robert Puentes, Senior Fellow and director of Metropolitan Policy at Brookings, former director of infrastructure at the intelligent transportation society of America, masters degree in urban planning, May 23, 2011 “Move It: How the U.S. Can Improve Transportation Policy”; http://www.brookings.edu-/research/opinions/2011/05/23transportation-policy-puentes; Brookings, Accessed June 19 2012)
The country needs to become more export-oriented for the future health of the economy. But right now there's no way to make sure that the nation's ports, border crossings and roadways are set up to accomplish that goal. For one thing, there's far too little attention paid to making sure that traffic at border crossings moves swiftly. Our crossings into Mexico and Canada are routinely clogged, interrupting the flow of trade. Consider the challenges facing Detroit—part of the largest binational trading corridor on the planet, linking the U.S. and Canadian auto industries and other sectors with highly integrated, transport-dependent, "just in time" supply chains and their smaller, more frequent shipments. Canada is our nation's largest trading partner, and Detroit's Ambassador Bridge is the No. 1 border point for commerce between the two countries. It's a crucial corridor—but there are relatively few border crossings because of the Great Lakes. So traffic piles up at bridges and tunnels, with freight competing with passenger cars to get through tightened security checkpoints. Trucks also clog the roads of Detroit as they shuttle freight between ports and large distribution centers and warehouses. The export problem isn't just a matter of insufficient infrastructure. States and cities routinely compete against one another for shipping activity instead of coming up with joint efforts that might benefit all the terminals in the region. Without an overall strategy, there's a duplication of efforts and a duplication of subsidies that hurts the economy, given scarce resources. Collaboration is needed—between the federal government, states, metro areas, freight industry and shippers. We need to come up with a comprehensive plan that identifies the best ways to help the flow of freight. The plan might identify the most important corridors for freight, for instance, and then target investments to improve safety, relieve bottlenecks and provide better access to ports. That might mean new roads leading to ports or, in some instances, truck-only lanes on existing roads. Similarly, the U.S., Canada, and Mexico should also come together to study infrastructure needs at the land borders and along the corridors that link the two borders together. For now, some states are coming up with innovative solutions on their own—solutions that could and should become widespread under a national transportation policy. Back in Detroit, for instance, the national governments of the U.S. and Canada, along with lawmakers in Michigan and Ontario, are trying to build a new bridge across the Detroit River to help keep trade flowing—a plan that's awaiting final legislative approval. Meanwhile, the World Trade Bridge in Laredo, Texas, has introduced tags for electronic toll collection to speed traffic and reduce wait times. Then, of course, there's the issue of competition between ports for shipping business. One way to ease that problem: Tell states their ports won't get any federal aid unless they work with their neighbors to boost business in the whole region. And those agreements need to be carefully structured and policed to make sure they don't collapse—which happens all too easily. Consider the current mess involving Jasper Ocean Terminal on the Savannah River, the border between South Carolina and Georgia. In 2007, the two states agreed to develop the terminal together, and create a special entity to own and operate it. That's good. But what came later wasn't. After the governors who signed the deal left office, the terminal became a point of contention between the states. What happened? Georgia decided it wanted to deepen another one of its own harbors, a move that South Carolina sees as a challenge to its own facilities. So, South Carolina has stopped funding the Jasper facility unless the Georgia dredging plan is scrapped. Now, I ask you: How does any of this help get us closer to our national goals?

Plan is key to deter terror attack on Ports

Medalia 05 (Jonathan, Specialist in National Defense, “Terrorist Nuclear Attacks on Seaports: Threat and Response”, http://www.fas.org/irp/crs/RS21293.pdf)
The 9/11 Commission wrote, “Opportunities to do harm are as great, or greater, in maritime or surface transportation [compared to commercial aviation]. Initiatives to secure shipping containers have just begun.” Terrorists “may be deterred by a significant chance of failure.”20 Improving the ability to detect terrorist nuclear weapons in the maritime transportation system may make a terrorist attack on a port less likely to succeed, and thus less probable. The American Association of Port Authorities, a trade association, welcomed federal grants for port security upgrades to comply with the MTSA, but called for “substantially greater resources.”21 Others agree that more resources are needed to secure U.S. ports, such as to reduce over crowding of cargo-handling facilities and to hire more workers.22 
**Inherency**
I – Surplus Now  
There is a surplus in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund – but poor allocation now 
Holliday 8 (Barry, 10/21, chairman of Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Collation, “Realize America's Maritime Promise Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition”, http://operations.usace.army.mil/nav/08octdredge/33-RAMP HarborMaintenanceTrustFundFairnessC.pdf) 

The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund ("the Trust Fund") and its Harbor Maintenance Tax ("the Tax") were authorized in the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, P.L. 99-662. The purpose of the Tax, a 0.125% ad valorem tax levied on cargo imported or domestically moved through federally maintained channels and harbors, is to pay for Army Corps of Engineers operations and maintenance dredging. The Tax is collected by the Bureau of Customs and Border Protection and directed to the Trust Fund. However, the monies are not immediately eligible for dredging activities. Those monies can only be spent if the funding is actually appropriated by Congress. The problem with the Trust Fund is that far more money is being collected from shippers under the Tax than is actually being spent on dredging projects. In a typical recent year, for example, the Trust Fund collected $1.3 billion but spent between $700 and $800 million. The under-spending problem is so acute that the Trust Fund now has a surplus of more than $4.7 billion. As such, a significant portion of the Tax revenue is not being used for its intended purpose. Those funds that are collected but not spent on dredging are being held "on the books" for the apparent sole purpose of reducing the size of the Federal debt and deficit. Unfortunately, this under-spending comes at a time when there is a desperate need for additional Federal operations and maintenance dredging. The U.S. Department of Transportation estimates that world trade, the vast majority of which is transported by ship, will double in the next 20 years. Ships have become bigger, requiring more sustained dredging. Some regions in the United States have maintenance dredging backlogs totaling hundreds of millions of dollars, backlogs that impact both commercial efficiencies and military readiness. One recent publication summarized the situation with the headline, "Waterway Dredging Runs Aground." 
I – No Support Now 
Despite the vulnerability of ports – there is little government support for security investments now 
Keefe, lead commentator of MaritimeProfessional.com, 10 (Joseph, 12-1-10, New Wave Media, http://maritimeprofessional.com/Blogs/The-Final-Word-with-Joseph-Keefe/December-2010/Port-Security--Good-News,-Bad-News,-No-News-at-All.aspx, accessed 6-27-12, AS)
You can agree or disagree with the preceding paragraph, but I think maritime industry security expert Dr. Jim Giermanski, CEO of Powers Global Holdings says it best when he insists, “The greatest potential threat of death, injury and destruction is not by air, but rather by sea, truck, or rail.  While no single death as a result of terrorism is tolerable, there is a fundamental and significant difference between airline passengers and vessel, truck, and rail which by their core purpose is the servicing of seaports and land ports-of-entry. Taking out one major seaport port can also lead to the destruction of our economy and ultimately injury to all of us.”Giermanski also asks, “Which is a greater threat – airline passengers or containers and trailers? Are they equal? Are they proportional? It appears that DHS is not quite sure because if it were, it would spend as much time and effort on outbound containers as it does on outbound airline passengers especially when air travelers are merely moving from one domestic location to another. Does a successful terrorist event have to occur before it merits DHS attention?” GAO says that we have work to do. And, while it didn’t take a report that likely costs tens of thousands of taxpayer dollars to produce for us to be aware of this metric, it is helpful to get things boiled down once in a while to see where we have gone astray. More than nine years after the tragedy of 9/11, and following hundreds millions of dollars in security enhancements, you now have to ask yourself this: are the ports any safer? Well, are they? – MP.
I – Ports Inadequate

Ports are too shallow and won’t have access to more than half of the goods after the Panamax expansion

Bynum and Smith 6/21 (Russ and Bruce, press for UT San Diego news, 21 June 2012, “Report: Southeast, Gulf need deeper port harbors, http://www.utsandiego.com/news/2012/jun/21/report-southeast-gulf-need-deeper-port-harbors/ SC)

SAVANNAH, Ga. — U.S. seaports in the Southeast likely need up to $5 billion to deepen their shipping channels so they can trade with supersized cargo ships expected to arrive soon through an expanded Panama Canal, a federal agency said Thursday in a report to Congress. Lawmakers asked the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to examine improvement needs among the nation's ports as local governments scramble for federal funds to deepen their harbors to make room for a growing fleet of giant commercial ships. The East Coast only has three ports - New York, Baltimore and Norfolk, Va. - with waterways deep enough to accept the fully loaded ships regardless of tides. The Southeast, forecast for the nation's heaviest growth in population and trade, remains too shallow from Virginia to south Florida and across the Gulf to Texas. The need for expanding port capacity "is likely to be most critical along the U.S. Southeast and Gulf coasts," the report said. That's because the region has no shipping channels that are at least 50 feet deep, the target depth for the giant ships - mostly from China and other Asian countries - that will begin using the Panama Canal after a major expansion is completed by the end of 2014. The Corps said those so-called post-Panamax ships make up only 16 percent of the world's container fleet, but have nearly half that fleet's carrying capacity. "Those numbers are projected to grow significantly over the next 20 years," Maj. Gen. Michael J. Walsh, the Army Corps' deputy commanding general for civil works, said in statement Thursday. Savannah, Ga., Charleston, S.C., and Miami as well as several ports in the Gulf are already undertaking harbor deepening projects, though none have advanced beyond studies to actual dredging. In April, the Corps completed a 14-year study on the Port of Savannah - the nation's fourth busiest container port - which wants $652 million in taxpayer funds to deepen more than 30 miles of river. Florida port officials hope to have a $150 million deepening of Miami's port finished by 2014. The Corps said 17 such projects are being studied overall, and the cost of harbor expansions across the Southeast would likely be $3 billion to $5 billion. "Strategically, we need to find a bucket of money to fund the projects that need to happen to keep our nation competitive," said Curtis Foltz, executive director of the Georgia Ports Authority, which is seeking final permits and funding to start deepening the Savannah harbor next year. Jim Newsome, CEO of the South Carolina State Ports Authority, said he was pleased that the Corps "recognizes that the Southeast region's ports are of special importance in a national planning strategy." The deepening projects singled out by the Army Corps represent just a fraction of the money U.S. ports are spending to upgrade their docks, ship-to-shore cranes and other infrastructure. The American Association of Port Authorities released a survey last week showing U.S. ports plan to spend at least $46 billion on improvements in the next five years.
The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund money is not being allocated to helping ports, and most are not ready for the new Panamax ships

Hurst 6/16 (Nathan, CQ staff, 16 June 2012, “Dredging Up More Money for Maintenance” http://public.cq.com/docs/weeklyreport/weeklyreport-000004107500.html)

For ports along the Eastern Seaboard and Gulf Coast, the $5.3 billion expansion of the Panama Canal to accommodate wider and heavier vessels is an opportunity to grab a bigger share of trans-Pacific cargo shipping. Instead of sending Asian cargo across the country by rail, for instance, it could be shipped directly by sea to major East Coast ports. BIG BUDGETS: Harbor improvements would cost billions for ports such as Newark, N.J. (MEL EVANS / AP ) Seizing that opportunity will be an expensive proposition. The only eastern port completely ready for “New Panamax” ships — those that will fit through the expanded canal, as opposed to “Panamax” ships that can fit through it today — is Norfolk, Va. Navigation channels in most major harbors are too shallow, while the port of New York and New Jersey would have to spend about $1 billion to raise the Bayonne Bridge by about 64 feet so larger ships could pass. Compounding the challenge is an estimated $2.2 billion backlog in current harbor maintenance before new, deeper channels could be dredged. The Army Corps of Engineers reports that the full, authorized channel dimensions at the 59 busiest U.S. ports are available less than 35 percent of the time, increasing the risk of collisions and groundings and raising the cost of shipping because vessels have to carry lighter loads. The good news is that there’s plenty of money available to address the upkeep problem — at least on paper. The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, supported by a tax of $1.25 per $1,000 on imported and domestic cargo, boasts a growing surplus that exceeds $7 billion. But the trust fund is not a separate, off-budget account, so expenditures are set by appropriators and subject to Corps of Engineers budget ceilings. That encourages congressional budget writers to hang on to much of the money to mask overall budget deficits. “We don’t fund dredging enough for maritime commerce,” Sen. David Vitter, a Louisiana Republican, lamented during the opening session of the House-Senate highway bill conference. “We allow that trust to be stolen from, and we really need to stop that.” Rep. Charles Boustany Jr., a Louisiana Republican, included language in the House-passed highway bill extension to require that all trust fund tax receipts and any interest credited to the fund be appropriated annually for dredging and harbor maintenance. Sen. Carl Levin, a Michigan Democrat, has introduced companion legislation in the Senate, and supporters hope the provision will be part of a highway bill conference report. That legislation by itself wouldn’t prepare harbors for the New Panamax shipping, since the law allows Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund money to be spent only on maintenance dredging — not new excavation. The Corps of Engineers is preparing a congressionally mandated report due later this month on strategies for modernizing ports and inland waterways. Raising the fees currently charged shippers and then extending use of the trust fund to pay for dredging deeper channels is among the financing options under review. But a House aide who has worked on the issue says deepening the ports is a waste of time unless the harbor fund is freed up to pay for ongoing maintenance. “The long-term concern is making sure we have the resources to pay for harbor maintenance,” the aide says. “If we’re not doing a good job now, it’s unlikely the corps can keep up without full funding when they need to be deeper.” The Panama Canal expansion has sparked a drive by major Eastern and Gulf Coast ports — often in competition with one another — to deepen their shipping channels. Persuading Congress to authorize and help pay for it in the current fiscal climate is difficult though, and a test of priorities for fiscal conservatives from coastal states. For instance, Sen. Saxby Chambliss, a Georgia Republican who swore off budget earmarks, has said repeatedly that he would make an exception to pay for deepening the harbor at Savannah, which is about 17 miles upriver from the ocean. Georgia officials have said they need about $461 million in federal aid to complete the project. In the competition for limited federal dollars, Savannah has been at odds with Charleston, S.C., which is looking for about $120 million in federal aid to deepen its harbor channels to the 50-foot depth needed to accommodate New Panamax shipping. Like Norfolk, New York and Baltimore have deep enough channels to handle the bigger ships. But the Bayonne Bridge is currently an obstacle to bringing the bigger container ships into the port of New York/New Jersey, and Baltimore does not have the same capacity as some of the larger ports. Florida is paying to dredge a deeper channel for the port of Miami.

Current ports cannot accommodate Panamax expansion ships – 

Maritime Trades Department 12  (February 9, 2012, Maritime Trades Department, “Port Modernization”, http://maritimetrades.org/issues/allied-trades/port-modernization/, accessed 6/25/12) CGC
U.S. ports are important strategic and economic assets, generating as they do millions of jobs and serving as loading platforms for the nation’s military forces.  During Operation Iraqi Freedom, ILA members and other unionized stevedores worked around the clock to ensure that the men and women of the U.S. armed forces had the ammunition and equipment that was needed to perform the mission. According to recent estimates, approximately 95 percent of our nation’s trade enters or leaves through 36 of the nation’s largest seaports.  With international trade set to double over the next 15 years, America’s ports will play an even greater role in the economic life of the nation. Unfortunately, while the international maritime industry is changing, U.S. ports are finding it hard to keep up.  While cargo vessels are getting larger and larger, inadequate federal funding levels and other obstacles are making it harder and harder for U.S. ports to accommodate them.  Besides the economic issues involved, there’s the public safety.  There have been a number of recent high-profile accidents that have been caused by inadequate channel conditions in several U.S. ports.

**Solvency**

Federal Funding Key
Federal gov investment in navigation infrastructure is key

Gulf Coast Business 4-4-12 (Gulf Coast Business, April 4, 2012, weekly newspaper for business leaders on the Gulf Coast of Florida.” Investments in seaports essential (Bridges)” http://aapa.files.cmsplus.com/PDFs/Investments%20in% 20seaports%20essential%20-%20al_com%20-%204-4-2012.pdf 6-26-12) MB

Since the birth of our nation, United States seaports and the waterways that connect them have served as a vital economic lifeline by bringing goods and services to people around the world and by delivering prosperity to our nation. Seaports facilitate trade and commerce, create jobs, help secure our borders, support our military and serve as stewards of valuable coastal environmental resources. They are responsible for moving more than 99 percent of our country's overseas cargo, while international trade accounts for more than a quarter of America's Gross Domestic Product. America's seaports support 13.3 million U.S. jobs, which account for $649 billion in annual personal income. According to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, for every $1 billion in manufactured goods exported through America's seaports, 15,000 U.S. jobs are created. Although our nation's ports are dynamic, vibrant centers of trade and commerce, they rely on partnerships. U.S. seaports and their marine terminal partners anticipate investing about $8 billion annually over the next five years to maintain and improve their infrastructure. Unfortunately, the federal government isn't adequately matching this commitment with investments in connecting land- and waterside infrastructure to effectively handle increased cargo volumes. This lack of federal foresight could create inefficiencies in moving cargo to and from ports, causing time delays, cost increases, reduced international competitiveness for U.S. exports and product shortages for consumers. Despite there being a federal Harbor Maintenance Tax on seaport cargo that raises 100 percent of the cost for periodically dredging America's harbors and channels to their authorized dimensions, only about half of that money is being appropriated for its intended purpose, resulting in serious dredging needs being neglected. With regard to constructing deeper channels, federal funding for new projects has all but disappeared, although project sponsors -- usually ports -- pay between 35 percent and 60 percent of the cost, depending on project depth. Investments in seaports essential connections with ports have also been a low federal priority, with little of the highway funds going to freight transportation projects. The only bright light has been the recent federal transportation infrastructure (TIGER) grants, although not enough has benefited port-related infrastructure. As we recover from the economic downturn, we must make investments today to address the trade realities of the future. Ship sizes continue to get larger, requiring ongoing modernization of ports and federal navigation channels, even for ports that don't require 50 feet of depth. Panama has recognized the need to modernize and has under way a major expansion of the Panama Canal slated for completion in 2014. Canada and Mexico are also making significant investments which could result in losses of U.S. maritime jobs as cargo enters the U.S. through these countries. We've already seen this job loss on the West Coast. Furthermore, the U.S. seeks to double exports. However, countries like Brazil and Chile, which compete against the U.S. in terms of agricultural exports, are making investments that could make their exports more competitive. In addition to these near-term challenges, we know that the U.S. population is forecast to grow by 100 million a 30 percent increase before the middle of the century, and many of the goods used by this population will flow through seaports. While ports are planning for the future, the federal government hasn't kept pace with the industry or our international competitors. The federal government has a unique Constitutional responsibility to maintain and improve the infrastructure that enables the flow of commerce, and much of that infrastructure in and around seaports has been neglected for too long. Many of our land and water connections are insufficient and outdated, affecting the ports' ability to move cargo efficiently. This hurts U.S. business, U.S. workers and our national economy. Federal investments in seaports are an essential and effective utilization of limited resources, paying dividends through increased trade and commerce, long-term job creation, secure borders, military support, environmental stewardship, and more than $200 billion in federal, state and local tax revenue. All of this raises the question: What must the nation do to ready its ports for the future? First, the federal government must make funding for dredging a higher priority; Congress must pass a Surface Transportation bill that results in more funding for port, freight and landside infrastructure, including the TIGER program; and Congress must not cut or eliminate the Port Security Grant Program or environmental programs, such as the Diesel Emissions Reduction Act that provides grants that ports use to lower pollutants from trucks, trains, ships and other "transient" sources. On another front, new trade agreements with Korea, Panama and Colombia were recently approved, and other trade agreements are under negotiation. Trade agreements such as these should be encouraged because they result in more U.S.-made products being sold overseas, more goods moving across port docks to fuel our economy, and more jobs being created to handle all those goods. As our nation recovers from its economic troubles, cargo volumes will continue to grow. As our nation invests in transportation infrastructure, we must ensure that ports and their needs to efficiently move freight are high on the list. Today, we face enormous challenges and ports are making the necessary investments to build and maintain a world-class maritime transportation system, which supports U.S. jobs, our global competitiveness, and our economy. We need our federal partner to make that commitment, too.

AT: No Funding

HMTF will be over 7 billion dollars.

Haesah, author for Maritime Musings, 12 (Haesah, 5/24/12, Maritime Musings, http://maritimemusings.wordpress.com/2012/05/24/a-little-on-the-hmtf-but-not-much/, accessed 6/26/12, AS)
In its original form, all imported, exported and domestic cargo at U.S. seaports were assessed a tax of 0.04% of the cargo value. (Frittelli, 2011).  The tax was later increased to 0.125% of the cargo value.  A 1998 Supreme Court decision found that exported cargo was not subject to the HMT due to the constitutional clause stating that the Federal government shall not tax cargo exported from any state (Frittelli, 2011). It is estimated that by October 2012, the HMTF balance will be in excess of $7 billion (“H R 112-462,” 2012).
Only 5 billion is needed to make US seaports capable of trade, post Panama expansion.
USA Today, 12 (6-21-12, “Price tag to dredge Eastern ports for big ships: $5 billion”, p.1, AS)
U.S. seaports in the Southeast likely need up to $5 billion to deepen their shipping channels so they can trade with super-size cargo ships expected to arrive soon through an expanded Panama Canal, a federal agency said Thursday in a report to Congress. Richard Burkhart, AP file A container ship in the port of Savannah, Ga. Enlarge Richard Burkhart, AP file A container ship in the port of Savannah, Ga. Sponsored Links The report, from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, is in response to Congress' request to examine improvement needs among the nation's ports as local governments scramble for federal funds to deepen their harbors to make room for a growing fleet of giant commercial ships. The East Coast has only three ports —New York, Baltimore and Norfolk, Va. — with waterways deep enough to accept the fully loaded ships regardless of tides. The Southeast, forecast to undergo the nation's biggest growth in population and trade, remains too shallow from Virginia to South Florida and across the Gulf to Texas. The need for expanding port capacity "is likely to be most critical along the U.S. Southeast and Gulf coasts," the report said. That's because no shipping channels are at least 50 feet deep, which will be required for the ships — many from China and other Asian countries — that will begin using the Panama Canal after a major expansion is completed by the end of 2014.

AT: Can’t 100% Screen

100% screening viable; new technology enables
SCDigest, editorial, 5(8-4-5, “The Future of Cargo Security- Port of Hong Kong Implements New Screening Technology”, SCDigest, AS)

According to an article last week in the Wall Street Journal, the port of Hong Kong has implemented new screening technology that radically improves the level of security for container movements. Ports and containers have long been a worry spot for security and anti-terrorism professionals. To date, security has mostly involved human intelligence and inspection of shipping manifests looking for suspicious cargo – both of which have very limited effectiveness. Most estimates say less than 6% of the seven million containers bound for the U.S. are deemed “high risk” by officials and pulled out for detailed inspection. The reality is that the chances of dangerous cargo – from weapons to a “dirty bomb” – getting through are probably quite high. For the past year, the Hong Kong Terminal Operators Association, which includes both public and private entities, has used high tech screening machines made by Science Application International of San Diego to inspect every container. “Trucks haul each container passing though the port through two of the giant scanners,” the WSJ wrote. “One checks for nuclear radiation, while the other uses gamma rays to seek out any dense, suspicious object made of steel or lead inside the container that could shield a bomb from the nuclear detector.” Not only are the images from the scan displayed on large flat panel screens for security personnel to examine, the images are recorded along with the container ID and other information. That data can then be passed along to other ports or security officials for any suspicious cargo, or to help identify the bad guys if a security problem does occur later. In addition to stopping dangerous cargo before it enters the supply chain, the technology has the potential to minimize the impact to the world economy if a problem does occur. Just as companies with poor tracking systems must recall all products if a problem is found in just a small batch, a terrorism issue could cause virtually all international shipping to stop. Using this technology, containers from a specific location or shipper, or with a specific scan profile, could be quarantined, allowing other containers to keep moving. Estimated costs for the new system are $6.50 per container, if ultimately passed on to shippers. Surprisingly, interest from U.S. Homeland Security in this type of technology has been limited. 

**Alt Mechanisms**

PSGP 

PSGP is critical to solve port infrastructure security
GAO 11’ (United States Government Accountability Office, GAO Report: “PORT SECURITY GRANT PROGRAM Risk Model, Grant Management, and Effectiveness Measures Could Be Strengthened”, November, 2011, NC)

Port areas have unique characteristics—they are centers of commerce, hubs of transportation, and often close to major population centers. These characteristics result in specific vulnerabilities that must be addressed to avoid the human or economic losses that would result from a terrorist attack. The Port Security Grant Program (PSGP)—administered by FEMA and supported with subject matter expertise from the Coast Guard—is one tool DHS uses to protect critical maritime infrastructure from these risks. Risk management has been endorsed by the federal government to help direct finite resources to areas of greatest risk and grant programs have provided substantial resources toward this effort. We found that PSGP allocations were highly correlated to risk for the grant years we examined and DHS has taken steps to strengthen the PSGP risk allocation model by improving the quality and precision of the data inputs. However, additional efforts—such as accounting for how new security measures affect port vulnerability and using the most precise data available in the risk model—could further strengthen the model and build upon the progress made. While the allocation process has been risk- based, FEMA has faced significant challenges administering the grant program. For example, FEMA awarded nearly $1.7 billion in port security grants for fiscal years 2006 through 2010; however, draw down levels for the PSGP are low—with about one-quarter of fiscal year 2006 through 2010 grant monies drawn down as of September 2011. While FEMA may not consider draw down levels to be an accurate measure of progress made in improving port security, this measure has become the de facto yardstick for assessing progress in securing our ports because no other measures exist. Additionally, about a quarter of the awarded funding remains unavailable due to delays in using grant funds, challenges with the cost-match and associated waiver process, and challenges that grantees have had complying with postaward requirements. As a result, about $400 million in awarded grant funding remains unavailable to grantees for port security projects. FEMA has taken steps to improve the availability of funds and has developed internal performance measures to begin evaluating its administration of the grant program. However, FEMA has not evaluated the effectiveness of the program because it does not have measures to track progress towards achieving program goals. To establish a more accurate measurement of grant effectiveness, FEMA should expedite its efforts to implement performance measures for the PSGP. Initial steps have been taken to develop performance measures for the PSGP, but the time frame for implementing them is unclear. Without a plan, there is little assurance that these measures will be implemented in a timely way to assess the program’s effectiveness in ensuring that critical port infrastructure is protected. 

PSGP is key to prevent a terrorist attack on ports
GAO 11’ (United States Government Accountability Office, GAO Report: “PORT SECURITY GRANT PROGRAM Risk Model, Grant Management, and Effectiveness Measures Could Be Strengthened”, November, 2011, NC)FEMA is developing performance measures to assess its administration of the PSGP but it has not implemented measures to assess PSGP grant effectiveness. Although FEMA has taken initial steps to develop measures to assess the effectiveness of its grant programs, it does not have a plan and related milestones for implementing measures specifically for the PSGP. Without such a plan, it may be difficult for FEMA to effectively manage the process of implementing measures to assess whether the PSGP is achieving its stated purpose of strengthening critical maritime infrastructure against risks associated with potential terrorist attacks. 

Risk management capabilities make PSGP key to solvency –Backed by Congress, the President and the Secretary of Homeland Security

GAO 11’ (United States Government Accountability Office, GAO Report: “PORT SECURITY GRANT PROGRAM Risk Model, Grant Management, and Effectiveness Measures Could Be Strengthened”, November, 2011, NC)
In recent years, we, the Congress, the President, the Secretary of Homeland Security, and others have endorsed risk management as a way to direct finite resources to areas that are most at risk of terrorist attack. Risk management is a continuous process that includes the assessment of threats, vulnerabilities, and consequences to determine what actions should be taken to reduce one or more of these elements of risk. One way in which DHS has applied risk management principles to the PSGP is through the use of a risk model to assess the relative risk posed to ports throughout the nation and to help determine PSGP eligibility and funding levels. The PSGP risk methodology is similar to the methodology used to determine funding eligibility for other DHS state and local grant programs. The model consists of three variables: threat (the relative likelihood of an attack occurring), vulnerability (the relative exposure to an attack), and consequence (the relative expected impact of an attack). Data for each of these variables are collected from offices and components throughout DHS, as well as from other data sources, and then, using the model, each port is ranked against one another and assigned a relative risk score. At the recommendation of the Coast Guard, DHS considers some ports as a single cluster—known as a port area—due to geographic proximity, shared risk, and a common waterway. Based on risk, each port area is placed into one of three funding groups— Group I, Group II, or Group III.11 Ports not identified in Group I, II, or III are eligible to apply for funding as part of the “All Other Port Areas” Group.12 Figure 2 below shows the location of port areas for groups I and II—the two highest risk groups that receive the bulk of grant funding.

FEMA may be taking steps, but the plan is key to effectiveness and reform

GAO 11’ (United States Government Accountability Office, GAO Report: “PORT SECURITY GRANT PROGRAM Risk Model, Grant Management, and Effectiveness Measures Could Be Strengthened”, November, 2011, ML
FEMA has taken steps to improve the availability of funds and has developed internal performance measures to begin evaluating its administration of the grant program. However, FEMA has not evaluated the effectiveness of the program because it does not have measures to track progress towards achieving program goals. To establish a more accurate measurement of grant effectiveness, FEMA should expedite its efforts to implement performance measures for the PSGP. Initial steps have been taken to develop performance measures for the PSGP, but the time frame for implementing them is unclear. Without a plan, there is little assurance that these measures will be implemented in a timely way to assess the program’s effectiveness in ensuring that critical port infrastructure is protected.
Port Security Grant Program has enough funds to solve for port security problems.

FEMA, 2012 (FEMA, 17-Feb-2012, FEMA, “FY 2012 Port Security Grant Program (PSGP),” http://www.fema.gov/government/grant/psgp/, accessed 6-27-12, AS)
Total Funding Available in FY 2012: $97,500,000 Purpose: PSPG provides funding for transportation infrastructure security activities to implement Area Maritime Transportation Security Plans and facility security plans among port authorities, facility operators, and state and local government agencies required to provide port security services. The purpose of the FY 2012 PSGP is to support increased port-wide risk management; enhanced domain awareness; training and exercises; expansion of port recovery and resiliency capabilities; and further capabilities to prevent, detect, respond to, and recover from attacks involving improvised explosive devices (IEDs) and other non-conventional weapons; and competitively award grant funding to assist ports in obtaining the resources required to support the National Preparedness Goal’s (NPG’s) associated mission areas and core capabilities. 
Freight Act
The FREIGHT act is key to modernizing ports 

Murray 11 (Patty Murray, Feb 16, 2011,chairs the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development. “Murray, Cantwell Introduce Bill to Modernize Freight Transportation System, Support WA?s Robust Trade Economy” http://www.murray.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/2011/2/murray-cantwell-introduce-bill-to-modernize-freight-transportation-system-support-wa-s-robust-trade-economy, 6-24-12) MBV

WASHINGTON, D.C. – Today, U.S. Senators Maria Cantwell (D-WA) and Patty Murray (D-WA) joined Senator Frank R. Lautenberg (D-NJ) in introducing legislation that would establish America’s first comprehensive national freight transportation policy to support a growing trade economy. The FREIGHT (Focusing Resources, Economic Investment, and Guidance to Help Transportation) Act would ensure America’s global economic competitiveness by modernizing the nation’s freight transportation system to support the quick and cost-effective movement of goods. The FREIGHT Act is especially important to Washington state, which has one of the most robust export economies in the country.“Exports play a critical role in Washington’s economy, with one in every three jobs in the state tied to trade,” said Senator Cantwell. “We need a modern freight transportation system that allows our economy to grow by quickly moving goods from farm to factory to port.  The FREIGHT Act establishes America’s first comprehensive national freight transportation policy to improve freight mobility and lay the groundwork for strong economic growth and job creation.” Washington state handles seven percent of U.S. exports and six percent of U.S. imports. In 2010, Washington state exported over $53 billion worth of goods, making Washington state fourth in the nation for exports and third in the nation for exports per capita. Together, the Ports of Tacoma and Seattle comprise the second largest load center in the nation.“The safe and efficient movement of goods across our nation is critical for our businesses, especially for those in my home state of Washington,” said Senator Murray, who chairs the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development. “The FREIGHT Act will help bring us a national freight policy that will dramatically improve freight mobility in this country and increase the competitiveness of our businesses, reduce congestion, and provide a much-needed boost to job creation in our communities.”According to the U.S. Department of Transportation, nine Washington state cities rank in the nation’s top 125 freight gateways handling international merchandise by air, land, and water, including Seattle, Tacoma, Blaine, Kalama, Vancouver, Bellingham, Anacortes, and Sumas. Provisions of the FREIGHT Act would help Washington state grow its robust trade economy by making investments to modernize and improve the efficiency of Washington’s intermodal freight network, which includes ports, freight railways, air cargo infrastructure, highways, and pipelines.Last August, Cantwell met with Washington state port and transportation officials to discuss the importance of investing in a multimodal freight network to ensure the capacity exists to move goods and products more efficiently. More than twelve Washington state port, rail, and other transportation officials signed on in support of the FREIGHT Act. View a dozen supporting quotes here.The FREIGHT Act would direct the federal government to develop and implement a strategic plan to ready the nation’s freight transportation system to support economic growth and job creation. The legislation would create a new Office of Freight Planning and Development within the Department of Transportation (DOT) that would coordinate efforts to improve the efficiency and operation of all modes of the national freight transportation system. The Secretary of the DOT would be directed to develop and implement a long-term national freight transportation strategic plan that meets the goals of the FREIGHT Act, and issue biennial progress reports, which would include any challenges to implementation and any requested policy and legislative changes.  The major goals established by the FREIGHT Act are:Reduce delays of goods and commodities entering into and out of intermodal connectors that serve international points of entry on an annual basis.Increase travel time reliability on major freight corridors that connect major population centers with freight generators and international gateways on an annual basis.Reduce by 10 percent the number of freight transportation-related fatalities by 2015.Reduce national freight transportation-related carbon dioxide levels by 40 percent by 2030.Reduce freight transportation-related air, water, and noise pollution and impacts on ecosystems and communities on an annual basis.The FREIGHT Act would also create a new competitive grant program for freight-specific infrastructure projects, such as port infrastructure improvements, freight rail capacity expansion projects, and highway projects that improve access to freight facilities. 
FREIGHT act will model change for ports and keep US exports competitive.
Smith 1-11 (January 11, 2012. “Senator Cantwell in Vancouver to push FREIGHT Act” Joe Smith an award-winning journalist for KGW. http://www.kgw.com/on-tv/bios/69813087.html)
VANCOUVER - The Ports in Washington state are the model for what could be a major change in the way the U.S. Department of Transportation does business.   U.S. Senator Maria Cantwell (D-WA) is proposing what she calls the Freight Act. It stands for Focusing Resources, Economic Investment and Guidance to Help Transportation.   Cantwell is touring some of Washington's ports this week to encourage passage of the measure.   The effort is designed to modernize and improve the efficiency of the nation's freight network, to eliminate bottlenecks in order to get freight moved faster across the country, using river, rail, roads and air for exports.   The Port of Vancouver is a good example.

Public investment is helping to spur private investment. Far West Steel's new facility is under construction. By summer, the port says it will mean 228 permanent jobs.  United Grain Corporation is spending $80 million on new grain elevators and expects exports to Asia to grow considerably in the near future.   "To move product to Asia and serve growing middle classes around the globe is a great opportunity if you have the infrastructure in place and can be competitive," said Cantwell.   The Department of Transportation expects exports to grow 86 percent by 2040. Cantwell said not making improvements to the nation's transportation system means lost jobs and some $2 billion in lost revenue.  If passed, the Freight Act would create the first national freight policy.   Cantwell is working to get the act passed by the end of March. That's when the current ground transportation policy and funding is up for a two year extension.
FREIGHT Act investment solves through investment in a National grant program. 

Solomon 10 (Mark Solomon, July 22, 2010, 25 years in the transportation, logistics and supply chain management fields as a journalist and public relations professional. Worked in Washington as a reporter for the Journal of Commerce, covering the aviation and trucking industries, the Department of Transportation, Congress and the U.S. Supreme Court, “Bill would give freight voice in infrastructure planning.” http://www.dcvelocity.com/articles/20100722senate_bill_national_freight_plan/   6-24-12) MBV

For decades, freight interests have complained about having little or no voice in the nation's infrastructure planning process. If legislation introduced today by Sen. Frank Lautenberg (D-N.J.) ends up becoming law (or becomes part of another, larger bill), that may change.The bill (S. 3629)—also known as the Focusing Resources, Economic Investment and Guidance to Help Transportation Act of 2010 (the FREIGHT Act)—directs the Department of Transportation (DOT) to develop a "National Freight Strategic Plan" that would serve as a roadmap for future infrastructure investments dedicated to the movement of goods. The bill also calls for the creation within DOT of an Office of Freight Planning and Development, to be led by an assistant secretary for freight planning and development. In addition, the measure includes a "National Freight Infrastructure Grants" initiative, a permanent program that would award funds to freight projects based on merit and after a competitive bidding process.Freight advocates hailed the bill as the most far-reaching attempt Congress had made to give freight a place at the infrastructure table. "It's the most broad-based policy I've yet seen," said Mortimer L. Downey, former deputy secretary of transportation under President Clinton and chairman of the Coalition for America's Gateways and Trade Corridors, a group of 40 organizations that have joined forces to improve national freight efficiency. "The legislation reflects much of what the Chamber has been calling for—a national freight transportation program for identifying and funding federal, state, and metropolitan efforts to ensure adequate capacity, reduce congestion, and increase throughput," said Janet L. Kavinoky, who heads transportation infrastructure programs at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the nation's largest business trade group.Kavinoky added that "the key to the grant portion's success is in finding additional dedicated revenues so that other federal transportation priorities aren't diluted."The Lautenberg bill is silent on funding mechanisms to support the freight-centric programs. The bill's supporters, which include a broad cross-section of transport interests, say they will work closely with the Senate Finance Committee to develop appropriate funding tools.The groups said they will support the legislation either as a stand-alone measure or if it is incorporated into a multi-year transport reauthorization measure. The most recent reauthorization expired on Sept. 30, 2009, and transport reauthorization programs have been surviving ever since on a series of short-term extensions. Virtually no one expects a multi-year bill to pass Congress at least through President Obama's term.Rep. James L. Oberstar (D-Minn.), chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, has proposed a six-year, $500 billion reauthorization program. Of that, $450 billion would be financed through the Highway Trust Fund, which is supported by excise taxes on diesel and motor fuel taxes. Oberstar's efforts have made little headway, however.Advocates of the Lautenberg bill said today the senator's staff has been in contact with key lawmakers in both chambers to discuss the legislation. The bill was co-sponsored by Sens. Maria Cantwell and Patty Murray, both Democrats from the state of Washington.

FREIGHT Act focus on freight and port decongestion
Transportation for America 10 (Transportation for America, July 23, 2010, transportation newspaper,  “Senators Lautenberg, Murray and Cantwell Introduce Legislation for New Freight Program” http://t4america.org/pressers/2010/07/23/senators-lautenberg-murray-and-cantwell-introduce-legislation-for-new-freight-program/ , 6-24-12) MBV 
The FREIGHT Act of 2010 is a major shift in national transportation policy to support economic growth with targeted investment in efficient, clean, multimodal infrastructure for the movement of good. WASHINGTON, DC – Senator Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ), with co-sponsors Senator Patty Murray (D-WA) and Senator Maria Cantwell (D-WA), today introduced the Focusing Resources, Economic Investment, and Guidance to Help Transportation Act of 2010 (FREIGHT Act), a landmark bill, leading the charge to transform America’s transportation policy and investment by focusing on the freight network that enables goods and commodities to move about and reach their markets. The FREIGHT Act provides a visionary, comprehensive, systemic approach to infrastructure investment that addresses the nation’s commerce needs while providing a solid foundation that will also help our nation meet its energy, environmental and safety goals. The bill also 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.“Poor planning and underinvestment in our transportation infrastructure has led to increased congestion at our ports, highways, airports, and railways, and increases the cost of doing business. 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,” said Senator Lautenberg in his statement.“The FREIGHT Act is a paradigm shift our CAGTC members have long advocated and represents a bold step toward ensuring our nation’s economic competitiveness in the 21st century,” said Mortimer Downey, CAGTC Chairman, Senior Advisor, Parsons Brinckerhoff and former U.S. Deputy Secretary of Transportation. “For the first time ever, the bill establishes a comprehensive freight policy with outcome-based goals and creates a broad multimodal, competitive freight–specific program to provide the infrastructure necessary to move this country’s commerce and drive the economy.”The FREIGHT Act of 2010 directs the Department of Transportation (USDOT) to develop and implement two institutional advances that will 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.“A truly multimodal national freight program that is accountable to measurable performance targets and benchmarks is something the U.S. has needed for a long time,” said James Corless, director of Transportation for America. “We applaud Senator Lautenberg for recognizing that our freight system can move our goods from coast to coast and power the economy while also being part of the solution for many of our most pressing problems: air quality, dangerous emissions, oil dependence, and congestion on our highways and interstates, to name just a few.”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.“Congress must modernize our outdated freight infrastructure to reduce its harmful environmental and public health impacts,” said Kathryn Phillips, a transportation expert with the Environmental Defense Fund. “This important bill provides a roadmap to target federal investment to create a cleaner, more reliable freight system for the 21st century.” 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 National Freight Infrastructure Investment Grants program proposed in this bill would be an important addition to the federal toolbox. It would help fund exactly the type of multi-modal, multi-jurisdictional, major transportation infrastructure projects that have historically been overlooked by the federal transportation investment process,” said Chuck Baker, CAGTC Member and President of the National Railroad Construction and Maintenance Association.The Coalition for America’s Gateways and Trade Corridors, Environmental Defense Fund and Transportation for America commend Senator Lautenberg and the other co-sponsors of this visionary and strategically important policy. The three organizations have agreed to work together in support of the FREIGHT Act and call upon all in the transportation community to join in support.

FREIGHT Act provides accountability needed to modernize ports
Davis 10 ( Stephen Lee Davis, July 23, 2010, the Deputy Communications Director for Transportation for America. “What does the FREIGHT act really mean for our freights and ports?” http://t4america.org/blog/2010/07/23/what-does-the-freight-act-really-mean-for-our-freight-and-ports/  6-24-12 Michelle B)

There were a few questions bouncing around via Twitter and elsewhere about the new FREIGHT Act introduced yesterday by Senators Lautenberg, Murray and Cantwell. We issued a joint press release with a few other groups, but it’s worth spelling out in plain language some of the benefits of the bill.For context, it’s worth understanding how freight transportation policy currently works now to understand how much of an improvement this bill would provide.Today, there is no national freight program or specific national policy. There’s no dedicated federal transportation money that states, regions or ports can spend to improve throughput or operations at ports, intermodal facilities and freight corridors. And among the traditional federal transportation programs, freight rail projects in particular (much like passenger rail) aren’t eligible projects.So if a port is congested or wants to expand, there’s little available federal money to spend directly on rail or any other mode. Your choices are highways or highways. When a state or port does spend to improve operations, there is no accountability to make sure they’re actually reducing port/freight congestion, moving freight faster, or reducing air pollution in surrounding communities —  a significant issue of environmental justice.Under this new bill, there would finally be a coordinated national policy for freight and ports across the country, and for the first time public health and air quality surrounding freight hubs and facilities become strong criteria for awarding dollars.No matter what ports decide to spend money on to improve their operations, they’d have to consider air quality, greenhouse gas reductions, and noise and water pollution in the surrounding communities with future federal investments. On top of that, there would be a merit-based grant program for projects that do the best job of improving freight operations while using money most effectively and hitting the benchmarks laid out in the bill.Benchmarks? The goals in the bill set a powerful framework for accountability, spelling out what they money should accomplish, so taxpayers can know that their money is being spent wisely.Reduce delays of goods and commodities entering into and out of intermodal connectors that serve international points of entry on an annual basis.Increase travel time reliability on major freight corridors that connect major population centers with freight generators and international gateways on an annual basis.Reduce by 10 percent the number of freight transportation-related fatalities by 2015.Reduce national freight transportation-related carbon dioxide levels by 40 percent by 2030.Reduce freight transportation-related air, water, and noise pollution and impacts on ecosystems and communities on an annual basis.For example, a port in a coastal city in California would have to consider the impacts on the health of those communities surrounding the port. Would investing in more freight rail capacity ease congestion, lower overall emissions, and reduce local air pollution? These are the kinds of questions that would have to be answered.“A truly multimodal national freight program that is accountable to measurable performance targets and benchmarks is something the U.S. has needed for a long time,” said James Corless, director of Transportation for America in our press release.“We applaud Senator Lautenberg for recognizing that our freight system can move our goods from coast to coast and power the economy while also being part of the solution for many of our most pressing problems: air quality, dangerous emissions, oil dependence, and congestion on our highways and interstates, to name just a few.”

HTF 
Government investment in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund is key to modernizing ports
Nagle 3-7 (Kurt J. Nagle, March 7, 2012, President and CEO of American Association of Port Authorities, “Before The United States House of Representatives Appropriations Committee Energy and Water Development, and Related Agencies Subcommittee” http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/EWTestimony%20Mar2012%20Final.pdf 6-24-12) MBV

Ship sizes continue to get larger, requiring on-going modernization of ports and federal navigation channels, even for ports that will not require 50 feet of depth. Canada and Mexico are making investments which could result in losses of maritime jobs in the U.S. as cargo enters the U.S. through these countries. We have already seen this job loss on the West Coast. Can Likewise, Panama is investing to meet these new realities, with the Panama Canal expansion due to be completed in 2014. Seaports have been making investments in the billions, but federal funding has been slow to match these investments. The U.S. seeks to double exports; however countries like Brazil and Chile, who compete against the U.S. in terms of agricultural exports, are making investments that could make their exports more competitive. New trade agreements with Korea, Panama and Colombia have been approved, with other trade agreements under negotiations which should result in increased exports and imports through ports. In addition to these near-term challenges, we know that the U.S. population is forecast to grow by 100 million – a 30 percent increase – before the middle of the 21st century. And many of the goods used by this population will flow through seaports. So are we ready? The work of this subcommittee will play a large part in responding to that question. While ports are planning for the future, the federal government has not kept pace with the industry or our international competitors. The federal government has a unique Constitutional responsibility to maintain and improve the infrastructure that enables the flow of commerce, and much of that infrastructure in and around seaports have been neglected for too long, particularly the capacity of the federal channels which affects the ports’ ability to move cargo efficiently into and out of the U.S. This hurts U.S. business, hurts U.S. workers and hurts our national economy. We must realize greater transportation savings to move in a positive economic direction. That means dredging to maintain existing federal channels and dredging to deepen to more effective channel dimensions where it makes economic sense.Port deepening projects take decades to plan and build and we cannot wait. Federal investments in seaports are an essential and effective utilization of limited resources, paying dividends through increased trade and commerce, long-term job creation, secure borders, military support, environmental stewardship, and more than $200 billion in federal, state and local tax revenue. The federal government must make funding for dredging a higher priority. The President’s budget request of $4.7 billion falls far short of meeting the nation’s water resources development needs. When the federal channel deepening project currently under construction for New York/New Jersey completes, it appears that the Corps may be out of the navigation channel construction business. Of equal concern, the President’s request regarding the uses and draw from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) of $848 million includes only about half of the required funding for navigation channel maintenance, in spite of adequate annual tax collections from channel users. AAPA strongly believes the HMTF should be fully utilized for its intended purpose of maintaining federal navigation channels.

The Harbor Maintenance Tax fixes dredging problems to insure better ports
Holliday 08  (Barry Holliday, April 30, 2008, The Executive Director for the Dredging Contractors of America and is also the current Chairman of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition. “Harbor Maintenance Tax Reform Can End Nation's Dredging Crisis” http://www.ramphmtf.org/press_043008.html 6-24-12) MBV

WASHINGTON, D.C. - The dredging crisis crippling the nation's ports and waterways is the direct result of the Federal government not spending tax revenues for their intended purpose, a national coalition of maritime users and shipping interests told a House Subcommittee today. In 2007, the Federal government collected $1.4 billion in Harbor Maintenance Taxes, but spent only $751 million to maintain the nation's deep-draft navigation system. "Federal ports and harbors cannot be fully maintained with existing Corps funding levels," resulting in a "dredging crisis ... in many parts of the country," declared Jim Weakley, President of the Lake Carriers' Association, and a representative of the Coalition. He said ensuring adequate dredging would directly lead to increased and more efficient domestic and international trade. Although the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund was intended to collect monies targeted to dredging, it now holds a $4.7 billion surplus, Weakley told the Subcommittee, money that could and should be spent on dredging. "Dredging can literally make or break [the maritime] industry and the maritime industry is the grease that lubricates trade," Weakley said. He noted that 99% of America's overseas trade and the vast majority of domestic transportation are tied to the maritime industry, yet the efficiencies of the system are limited by undredged or under-dredged ports, channels, and other waterways. Weakley testified before the Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. He asked the Subcommittee to consider legislation to ensure that monies taken in through the Harbor Maintenance Tax be spent on dredging. Congress established the Harbor Maintenance Tax and Trust Fund in 1986, taxing cargo moving through Federally-maintained channels. Shippers pay the 0.125% ad valorem tax on imports and domestic cargo.

Funding port modernization through HMTF restores American competitiveness and insures accountability in funds. 
Nagle 3-7 (Kurt J. Nagle, March 7, 2012, President and CEO of American Association of Port Authorities, “Before The United States House of Representatives Appropriations Committee Energy and Water Development, and Related Agencies Subcommittee” http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/EWTestimony%20Mar2012%20Final.pdf 6-24-12) MBV

We believe there is a pressing need for legislation to fully use the HMTF annual revenue and preserve and assure that the funds are made available annually for the intended purpose -- maintenance of our nation’s federal channels. We encourage you to convince the leadership that a permanent HMT solution, with long-term funding must be found. We agree that stripping funding from other parts of the Corps budget is not the solution. Fully utilizing HMT revenues for their legislated purposes would create sizable benefits in terms of America’s international competitiveness, as well as restore trust that taxes or fees created by Congress to fund specific programs are in fact used for those purposes. In addition, fully apportioning HMT collections for the legislated and intended purposes will reaffirm Congress’ original intent when it established the tax a quarter century ago and will send a strong signal that this Congress intends to recognize and reaffirm the commitment that taxes or fees collected for a specific purpose will in fact be directed toward that program and not redirected to other budget areas. Modernization and deepening of federal channels is another critical issue for our nation to be prepared for the 21th century trade realities. There are two trends in this area which are cause for great concern. First, the funding level of the Corps of Engineers’ new construction budget has decreased considerably, with the President’s current request at a level that is less than half of what we have seen historically. This decrease comes despite the challenges noted above, the need to be able to handle the current and future World fleet, the expansion of the Panama Canal, our new trade agreements, and America’s international competitiveness. Our neighbors and competitors are not waiting. We must make this a higher priority to avoid negative consequences resulting in job loss, worsening road congestion, and less competitive exports. Some may suggest that we should concentrate federal investment in just a few ports, but we must take a closer look at the diversity of port cargo and the impact of only deepening a few ports. Often a container port doesn’t handle significant bulk cargo, dangerous cargo or refrigerated cargo. Additionally, often smaller ports are located near key U.S. manufacturers to aid in their imports and exports. Each of our 50 states relies on about 15 seaports to handle its imports and exports. Concentrating port activity to a smaller geographic area will result in increased transportation costs and more congestion on roads and rails. Total throughput should not be the only calculation in determining federal investment. The second troubling trend that impacts our ability to be ready for the challenges of the future is the time it takes to complete new projects. Ports are growing increasingly wary of the time it takes to complete a project. The new norm is decades, with costs rising with each delay. There are a multitude of reasons for these delays, including a long, slow approval process, lack of funding which results in small amounts of funding for each project, and lack of resources to maintain expertise at the Corps. We must make port modernization a higher priority in our future funding. Maritime movement of cargo is the most cost-effective way to move cargo, and we should be encouraging this through effective federal project development processes, investments and funding. As our nation recovers from its economic troubles, we know that cargo growth will expand as well. As our nation invests in infrastructure, we must ensure that ports and their needs are high on the list. We are in a critical time for our nation. We face enormous challenges, and ports are making the necessary investments to build and maintain a world-class maritime transportation system which support U.S. jobs, our global competitiveness, and our economy. We need our federal partner to make that commitment, too. We urge your subcommittee to serve as advocates for waterside port infrastructure so that we can meet the challenges of today and tomorrow.

**PSGP Mechanism**

Inherency

No Funding Now

Lack of port funding leaves ports vulnerable to both terrorism and structural decay

AAPA 07 (American Association of Port Authorities, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/SecurityDredgingUnderfunding_Examples07.pdf, Jan. 2007, NC)

Over the next two years, the Port of New Orleans, in conjunction with its neighboring port authorities, will request Port Security Grant funding for (1) regional maritime command, control, communications and surveillance, (2) maritime domain awareness, (3) maritime counter terrorism operations. The Port of New Orleans’ portion of the request will likely surpass $30 million over the next two years. Given the considerable fiscal constraints now facing the Port of New Orleans over the next several years resulting from Hurricane Katrina, the port will be hard pressed to provide the required 25% match for recently granted Round 6 funding. The same will hold true for Round 7 and beyond. We believe that no port should have to choose between rebuilding and security, but so far, we have not been able to get DHS to consider our requests to waive the match. 

There will be no spending on ports at all until the end of the deficit

Bea 11 (Paul, government relations advisor specialising in transportation and the maritime sector, 3rd quarter 2011, “Maritime Matters in Washington”, page 1-2, http://www.ctmaritime.com/dwpn%20pdfs%202011/cmc_deepwaterportnotes_3rdqtr_july2011.pdf)
CONGRESS AND THE WHITE HOUSE CONTINUE TO STRUGGLE—with each other and themselves—over what is a politically workable solution to the Federal deficit. Some legislators still think that the problem isn’t on the spending side but most recognize that the disparity between Federal revenue and expenditure must be addressed. Cuts are on the way. So while some bills are getting action on the House and Senate floors most major measures are stalled until key decisions are made: how much to cut from discretionary spending, the extent to which structural, mandatory spending in programs like Medicare should also be reduced and, a Hamlet question, “to tax or not to tax.” Aye, there’s the rub! Why bother mentioning all that before getting down to maritime matters? Because no spending decisions will be made and signed into law without the larger budget framework in place. And because, unfortunately, there is nothing mandatory—to use the operative word—about maritime programs and transportation infrastructure investment. Most everything is on the table. To the extent that Congress puts a priority on finding savings in discretionary spending (mostly non-defense programs) it puts pressure on those programs that States, localities and public authorities have relied on to get roads, ramps and other infrastructure built. It keeps a lid on US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) civil works spending for things like navigation channels.
Security in the maritime sector is lacking and is underfunded.

Flynn, Vice President Business Development, Securewest International,8 (Stuart, 12-3-8, Port Technology Intl., “Assessing and Confronting the Challenges of Port Security,” http://www.porttechnology.org/images/uploads/technical_papers/PT40-25.pdf, accessed 6-27-12 , AS).

As time has elapsed, this security spotlight has fallen sharply on the maritime sector (through which the vast majority of the world trade mentioned above is moved). The result has been the exposure of a series of weak points in the industry, some of which are ripe for exploitation by various groups including terrorists. Whatever the chosen method is, two facts stand out. Firstly, there is no doubt that ports present attractive targets for potential attacks. Human costs aside, a terrorist attack that shuts down a major port would do significant harm to national economies. Secondly, security at ports is vital as a first line of defense. Yet port security remains weak in many countries, having had comparatively little financial support in the post 9/11 years. Even in the U.S., port security has been described by Dr Stephen Flynn, Snr Fellow for National Security Studies at the Council for Foreign Relations, as ‘grossly underfunded’, with some major U.S. ports receiving over the past six years roughly what has been spent every 2.5 hours in the Iraq war.

AT – Status Quo Solves

Despite current actions, ports are still virtually unprotected

Walker 6/5 (Andrew, Maritime Security Analyst and graduate from Dalhousie University’s History and Political Science program, 5 June 2012, “Breaking The Bottleneck: Maritime Terrorism and “Economic Chokepoints (Part I)”, http://atlantic-council.ca/portfolio/breaking-the-bottleneck-maritime-terrorism-and-economic-chokepoints-part-1/ SC)
Since 2004, actions have been implemented, predominantly through the International Maritime Organization, to limit the threats to notable security gaps in the maritime shipping system. Still, numerous openings exist, such as America’s priority on securing its Naval vessels rather than its comparatively unprotected shipping industry and the lack of communication between ports regarding cargo inspections. Although the measures in place to ensure a safe and functioning shipping network come at a high price, the meticulous preparation of modern terrorists, the variety of targets, and the catastrophic effects an attack on an “economic chokepoint” could have should provide substantial motivation to ensure that all bases are covered. Choke Points Although geographical bottlenecks or ‘chokepoints’ like the Straits of Malacca leave shipping vessels susceptible to attack, ports are the real ‘chokepoints’ in global trade. Consider these facts, vessels as large as 5,000 TEU (Twenty Foot Equivalent) currently call Halifax to take advantage of the deep draft and easy year round access to port. Halifax is ideally located as the first port inbound to North America from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Suez Canal; it is also the last port outbound from North America. As various shipments reach the Canadian port, Halifax then acts as the strategic rail gateway to key Canadian, U.S., and Mexican markets. The ports of Halifax and Prince Rupert are both essential to the economic well-being of North America. Citing the historical evolution of maritime terrorism, and the internal growth and preparation of organizations such as al-Qaeda, assessing port security vulnerabilities would serve as a prudent insurance policy. A troubling reality is that the direct and indirect violence caused by such an event would be difficult to quantify due to the extremely far reaches of the maritime trade network. One thing is for certain; the cost of inaction would be unquestionably greater than the current funding efforts to secure global ports[1]. This “Primer” serves as the introductory piece on a series concerning Maritime Terrorism in a North American context. As such a strategically important environment, the debate between the importance of economic fluidity and homeland security in the maritime domain must continue…
Port security proposals were put off to 2014 and didn’t pass

Calvan 6/12 (Bobby Caina, Globe Staff, 12 June 2012, Boston Globe, “US to miss target for tighter port security”, http://www.boston.com/news/nation/washington/articles/2012/06/12/homeland_security_department_under_fire_for_missing_port_security_deadline/ SC)

Cargo screening put off to 2014- The Department of Homeland Security will miss a July deadline to comply with a federal law meant to thwart dangerous cargo arriving by sea, frustrating border security advocates who say the country’s ocean gateways, including the Port of Boston, remain vulnerable to terrorist attacks. Representative Edward Markey, for one, accused the agency of not making good-faith efforts to enforce a 2007 law he co-sponsored requiring that all US-bound shipments be scanned for nuclear weapons and other dangerous materials. Only about 5 percent of all maritime cargo are scanned.
Current efforts to combat port terrorism will fail

Pirah 06 (She holds a master's degree in government from Johns Hopkins University and a journalism degree from Ohio University, http://library.cqpress.com/cqresearcher/document.php?id=cqresrre2006042100&PHPSESSID=jedjod8oq2ge21c14mfn71e191, 4/21/06, NC)
Homeland-security experts and the Bush administration agree that oversight of foreign ports is key to ensuring that U.S. ports are safe, but some experts say the administration's post-9/11 efforts to improve overseas port security fall short. Customs launched two programs in 2002 aimed at preventing terrorists from smuggling dangerous materials into the United States from foreign ports: The Container Security Initiative (CSI) and the Customs-Trade Partnership Against Terrorism (C-TPAT). The CSI posts U.S. Customs agents at foreign ports, where they can target and screen U.S.-bound shipments deemed “high risk” by the United States. Participating ports must install radiation-detecting equipment. The 44 foreign ports currently participating in CSI handle about 75 percent of the containers entering the United States. By the end of the year, the administration expects 50 ports to be participating, covering 82 percent of the U.S.-bound cargo, Customs' Ahern said. However, GAO investigators found that only 17.5 percent of containers that U.S. officials tagged as “high-risk” were given follow-up inspections by U.S. officials overseas. Some of the foreign host countries have either been “unwilling or unable to share their intelligence” with U.S. officials, and the radiation-detection equipment varies widely from country to country, the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations reported in March. Moreover, investigators said, Customs agents cannot force suspicious containers to be opened. Ports in France, for example, refused to inspect about 60 percent of the cargo deemed high-risk by U.S. agents.

**Terrorism**

Uniqueness

WMD Terror Attack
Terrorist WMD attack on ports is a possible threat
CRS 5 (Congressional Research Service/Jonathan Medalia, January 24, “Terrorist Nuclear Attacks on Seaports”, http://www.fas.org/irp/crs/RS21293.pdf, June 25, 2012, A.R.)
A terrorist nuclear attack on a U.S. seaport could cause local devastation and affect the global economy. Terrorists might obtain a bomb in several ways, though each poses difficulties. Ability to detect a bomb appears limited. The United States is using technology, intelligence, international cooperation, etc., to try to thwart an attack. Issues for Congress include safeguarding foreign nuclear material, mitigating economic effects of an attack, and allocating funds between ports and other potential targets. This report will be updated as needed. Terrorists have tried to obtain weapons of mass destruction (WMD) — chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear weapons. While it would probably be more difficult for terrorists to obtain or fabricate a nuclear weapon than other WMD, an attack using a nuclear weapon merits consideration because it would have much higher consequence. U.S. seaports could be targets for terrorist attack. A terrorist Hiroshima-sized nuclear bomb (15 kilotons, the equivalent of 15,000 tons of TNT) detonated in a port would destroy buildings out to a mile or two; start fires, especially in a port that handled petroleum and chemicals; spread fallout over many square miles; disrupt commerce; and kill many people. Many ports are in major cities. By one estimate, a 10- to 20-kiloton weapon detonated in a major seaport would kill 50,000 to 1 million people and would result in direct property damage of $50 to $500 billion, losses due to trade disruption of $100 billion to $200 billion, and indirect costs of $300 billion to $1.2 trillion. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) screens data for all containers, and reportedly inspects about 6 percent of them. Containers could easily hold a nuclear weapon. Many believe that ports and containers are vulnerable. An FBI official stated, “The intelligence that we have certainly points to the ports as a key vulnerability of the United States and of a key interest to certain terrorist groups....” Commissioner Robert Bonner believes an attack using a nuclear bomb in a container would halt container shipments, leading to “devastating” consequences for the global economy. ...” People can, however, find ways to minimize economic problems.
Containers = Vulnerable Now

Studies prove – containers pose a huge risk to ports now
Pirah 06 (She holds a master's degree in government from Johns Hopkins University and a journalism degree from Ohio University, http://library.cqpress.com/cqresearcher/document.php?id=cqresrre2006042100&PHPSESSID=jedjod8oq2ge21c14mfn71e191, 4/21/06, NC)
 “The ports are not secure,” warned former Gov. Thomas Kean, R-N.J., co-leader of the bipartisan investigation of the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks known as the 9/11 Commission.  “You and I can walk today into the port of New York . . . and get into areas where people shouldn't get.” The commission last December graded the administration on port security and gave it a “D” for failing to screen more cargo. New government studies show U.S. port security programs are highly vulnerable to terrorists. Only 5 percent of the estimated 11.3 million containers arriving at American ports last year were either physically inspected by Customs agents or screened with X-ray-like imaging machines capable of detecting unusually dense objects, such as a dirty bomb encased in lead that would elude radiation detectors. Ports overseas are even more vulnerable: Only 2.8 percent of containers destined for the United States were screened for radiation in 2005, and only about one-third of 1 percent were X-rayed.

Ports = Vulnerable Now

Ports are extremely vulnerable to terrorism –with little effort to thwart security

Igor et all 07 (Post-Doctoral Training, Biostatistics and Toxicology, Harvard University, 1997. Ph.D., Environmental, Occupational and Radiation Health, University of Pittsburgh, 1995. M.S., Physics and Mathematics, Polytechnic Institute, 1990. B.S. equivalent, Materials Science, Polytechnic Institute, 1988 Completed all course requirements for MS in Engineering and Public Policy at Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania (1996). Under direction of Nato, http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/bios.cfm?Id=Linkov-EP-R, 2007, NC)

Terrorism is a multidimensional risk that will probably never be eliminated with limited resources as long as there are those willing to deliver harm. Therefore, the goal is to achieve maximum possible risk reduction by spending dollars to minimize security weaknesses at certain points of vulnerability. DHS has adopted a risk-based fund allocation principle to address the problem. but more than five years after the 9/ l I attacks, U.S. borders remain vulnerable to terrorism threats Maritime borders are particularly vulnerable due to the sheer size of waterways that need to be protected and plethora of targets that terrorists can attack. DHS employs layered approach to seal maritime borders against terrorist plots and has introduced several initiatives to this end. While these initiatives and other DHS efforts have helped defend the American homeland against this persistent threat. They still leave gaps in maritime security which could be exploited by an adaptive adversary. This paper is an attempt to summarize the status of homeland security in the maritime domain. More dollars will be spent and more resources will be mobilized in the future for better defense. Expected benefits of every dollar spent to mitigate terrorism risk should be measured after a comprehensive analysis of the status of security in the maritime domain. Different elements of maritime security have complex interdependencies that determine the marginal value of new countermeasures and initiatives. For example, new technology to improve container security may yield limited benefits if other avenues to deliver a dirty bomb are left open. Therefore, a systems-based risk analysis should be used to evaluate the benefits of new technologies, policies and initiatives

Impact

AT - Won’t Attack

Terrorists will attack- many groups hate us

Parfomak and Fritelli 7 (Paul W., specialist in energy and infrastructure, and John, specialist in transportation, May 14, 2007, CRS, “Maritime Security: Potential Terrorist Attacks and Protection Priorities”, pg 2, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/homesec/RL33787.pdf SC)

Identifying potential perpetrators is important in evaluating maritime attacks because perpetrator capabilities vary widely and, therefore, bear on the types of attacks they might attempt. Disgruntled shipping workers, for example, may exploit privileged port access to circumvent security safeguards and mount an “insider” attack on maritime infrastructure. An Al Qaeda cell, on the other hand, may mount an entirely different type of attack on the same type of infrastructure, exploiting sophisticated training in terrorist tactics and privileged access to weapons and explosives, especially overseas. Although many terrorist groups may pose a credible threat to the United States, not all may pose a maritime threat. Al Qaeda and its affiliates have been a primary focus of U.S. maritime security policy given the terror network’s hostility to U.S. interests and its record of past attacks. Al Qaeda or its operatives, for example, appear to have been responsible for both the Cole and Limburg bombings. 5 Likewise the Abu Sayyaf Group, Islamist separatists based in the Philippines and tied to Al Qaeda, appears to have been behind the bombing of the Philippine vessel Superferry 14 in 2004. 6 Groups or individuals not necessarily affiliated with Al Qaeda may also attack the United States, however. It is noteworthy that the only sustained international terrorist campaign in U.S. waters over the last 40 years was carried out by anti-Castro Cuban groups between 1968 and 1976. 7 Independent Islamist terrorist cells may also emerge as Al Qaeda is disrupted or disaggregated by the U.S. war on terror. According to a State Department review of Al Qaeda activity in 2005, “what was once a relatively structured network appeared to be a more diffuse worldwide movement of like-minded individuals and small groups, sharing grievances and objectives, but not necessarily organized formally.” 8 Given this evolution among terrorist groups, maritime terrorism scenarios increasingly require consideration of a broad spectrum of potential perpetrators.
Terrorists will attack- many objectives

Parfomak and Fritelli 7 (Paul W., specialist in energy and infrastructure, and John, specialist in transportation, May 14, 2007, CRS, “Maritime Security: Potential Terrorist Attacks and Protection Priorities”, pg 3-4, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/homesec/RL33787.pdf SC)

Acts of maritime terrorism may have many objectives. They may seek to cause human casualties, economic losses, environmental damage, or other negative impacts, alone or in combination, of minor or major consequence. 9 If human casualties are the principal objective, passenger vessels such as cruise ships and ferries, which together account for less than 4% of U.S. commercial vessel inventory, may be more attractive terrorist targets than cargo and other vessels. 10 Consistent with this reasoning, federal agencies reportedly concluded in 2004 that the Washington state ferry system had been under surveillance as a possible terrorism target. 11 A weapon of mass destruction (WMD) attack on a heavily populated U.S. port could inflict the greatest number of human casualties. The Defense Department’s Joint Task Force–Civil Support developed such a scenario in a 2005 exercise involving the smuggling and detonation of a 10-kiloton nuclear device in the port of Charleston, SC. 12 If economic loss is the primary objective, terrorists may seek to carry out different types of attacks, with potentially few human casualties but significant impacts to critical infrastructure or commerce. The Limburg bombing may have been an attack of this type, threatening to disrupt the global oil trade and causing considerable consternation among tanker operators. 13 Although the bombing killed only one member of the Limburg’s crew, it caused insurance rates among Yemeni shippers to rise 300% and reduced Yemeni port shipping volumes by 50% in the month after the attack. 14 The bombing also caused significant environmental damage, spilling 90,000 barrels of oil into the Gulf of Aden. 15 Other types of maritime attacks could disrupt more directly the shipping operations of key commercial ports. For example, in a 2005 Department of Homeland Security (DHS) exercise, terrorists hypothetically destroyed the International Bridge in Sault Ste Marie, MI, blocking the shipping channel below with debris, by exploding a fuel tanker truck on the bridge. 16 The potential consequences of a terror attack are also an important consideration in evaluating terrorist objectives. Terrorists groups such as Al Qaeda appear to choose the scale (and timing) of their attacks in order to maximize media coverage, and hence, public awareness and psychological impact. As one academic study concluded, To make it into the news, terrorists operating in Western countries can commit some minor terror incident with few fatalities, whereas terrorists in developing countries need to “produce” a lot of blood to attract the attention of Western media. 17 Accordingly, attack scenarios must consider consequences, and how such consequences would align with the objectives of potential perpetrators. The study cited above suggests that terrorists attacking the United States may achieve their media objectives even with relatively minor attacks. 
Terrorists will attack- oil infrastructure

Caldwell 11 (Stephen L., Director Homeland Security and Justice Issues, 24 August 2011, “Progress Made, but Further Actions Needed to Secure the Maritime Energy Supply”, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11883t.pdf SC)

Al-Qa’ida and other groups with malevolent intent continue to target energy tankers and offshore energy infrastructure because of their importance to the nation’s economy and national security. In May 2011, the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) issued a press statement that intelligence information showed that throughout 2010 there was continuing interest by members of al-Qa’ida in targeting oil tankers and commercial oil infrastructure at sea. While a terrorist attack on energy tankers or offshore energy infrastructure has not occurred in the United States, other countries have experienced such attacks. Additionally, while it was not the result of an attack, the Deepwater Horizon explosion in April 2010 showed that the consequences of an incident on offshore energy infrastructure could be significant. The explosion resulted in 11 deaths, serious injuries, and the largest oil spill in the history of the United States. The response to the incident encountered numerous challenges, and by the time the well was sealed nearly 3 months later, over 4 million barrels of oil had spilled into the Gulf. The spill created significant environmental damage and had an adverse impact on workers and businesses, with an estimated cost to compensate for these damages totaling billions of dollars. The U.S. Coast Guard—a component of DHS—is the lead federal agency for maritime security, including security of energy tankers and offshore energy infrastructure. The FBI—an agency in the Department of Justice (DOJ)—shares responsibility with the Coast Guard for preventing and responding to terrorist incidents in the maritime environment, including incidents involving energy tankers. In December 2007, we issued a report that examined Coast Guard and FBI efforts to prevent and respond to an incident involving energy tankers and we made several recommendations to the Coast Guard and the FBI to improve efforts in these areas. 1

AT – No Capabilities 

Terrorists can attack ports with ease- Mumbai and Pakistan prove

IQPC 11 (IQPC, group of experts, 24 October 2011, “Strategies and Capabilities in Countering Seaborne Terrorism”, http://www.iqpc.com/uploadedFiles/EventRedesign/UK/2012/September/11397006/Assets/Strategies_and_Capabilities_in_Countering_Seaborne_Terrorism.pdf SC)

It is well-documented that terror organisations utilise shipping lanes and the littoral environment as a means to convey both men and materiel towards their intended targets. Previous attacks upon Mumbai illustrate the ease with which terror events can be delivered into an urban area to perpetrate significant terror events, causing sizable casualties. The 2011 attacks upon Pakistan’s naval facilities at Karachi highlight the capacity of Al Q’aeda-inspired groups to inflict not only loss of life, but with the destruction of P-3C Orion maritime patrol craft, the ability to seriously degrade military operational effectiveness.

Terrorists can attack- Trojan horse

Keefer 3-6 (Wendy J., J.D. at Campbell University, 6 March 2012, Campbell Law Review, “Container Port Security: A Layered Defense Strategy to Protect the Homeland and the International Supply Chain”, pg 141-142, http://scholarship.law.campbell.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1462&context=clr SC)

As will become apparent, not only are foreign entities already heavily invested in United States port operations, but the cooperation of private and governmental interests in other countries is crucial to securing, among other things, container shipments into United States ports. Rather than foreign investment, the real security issue surrounding shipping containers is the anonymity of those involved with the shipment and of the cargo actually contained inside. Regardless of any opposition to marine terminal or other port facility operations, "ports are vulnerable to the entry of terrorists or illicit weapons because of the large number of containers that enter U.S. territory, regardless of who manages them. '5 Shipping containers are large, standardized containers in which goods are packed and then transported. The most common sizes are twenty or forty foot containers. Each container can hold goods from many different manufacturers. Once loaded and transported to ports, they are loaded on vessels, with a single vessel able to accommodate 6,000 to 7,000 standard containers. 6 "Containers can hold just about anything: frozen beef going from Buenos Aires to Rotterdam, LCD monitors heading from Hong Kong to Los Angeles, and even subway cars being exported from Hamburg to Shanghai." 7 The invention of shipping containers is relatively young, dating to the mid-1950s.' Despite their youth, however, these containers have globalized the world economy 9 and their use is continuously growing.l° Indeed, "[tlhe container market is growing nearly three times as fast as the world economy."" But without the shipping container, globalization may not have been as easily achieved. Globalization drives containerized cargo, and containers fuel globalization. Steel boxes have become the building blocks of the new global economy. Without this ingeniously simple, stackable and standardized receptacle, we would still be waiting for China's economic miracle, and the American urge to spend, spend, spend would have been stifled in its infancy. 1 2 The rise of shipping containers, though beneficial to world trade and globalization, also creates security concerns. These concerns stem from the limited scrutiny at ports of arriving cargo, the large volume of containerized cargo arriving at ports around the world, and the very fact that closed containers do not lend themselves to easy or economically efficient inspection. In 2005, Senator Carl Levin of Michigan referred to ports as a modern day "Trojan horse.' 13 Other government officials voiced similar concerns for the perceived holes in overall port security. 4 Maritime experts had been warning of the "Trojan Horse" style threat of shipping containers as well. 15 Indeed, many quickly concentrated on the unique risks posed by container shipments, shipping containers having also been characterized as a potential "poor man's missile."' 6

Terrorists can easily exploit gaps in security- many methods of attack

Walker 6/5 (Andrew, Maritime Security Analyst and graduate from Dalhousie University’s History and Political Science program, 5 June 2012, “Breaking The Bottleneck: Maritime Terrorism and “Economic Chokepoints (Part I)”, http://atlantic-council.ca/portfolio/breaking-the-bottleneck-maritime-terrorism-and-economic-chokepoints-part-1/ SC)

As 95 percent of all global trade is shipped on water, great effort have been made to ensure that the maritime shipping system is as open and fluid as possible to guarantee a healthy and growing global economy. Ironically, the measures put in place to maintain an efficient maritime transport system also allow for glaring security gaps to be exploited by terrorist groups. Historical Precedence The bulk of historical analysis and research performed on maritime shipping has revolved around the risks that encompass containerized shipping, the likelihood of an attack on a shipping vessel, and the potential outcomes of these attacks. What complicates the assessment of potential attacks is the fact that there are seemingly countless avenues upon which to mount an operation; for example, attacks may range from the contamination of physical cargo on a vessel with biological or nuclear materials to the shipping of goods in order to finance terrorist activities. As such, maritime infrastructure and systems are both targets of, and potential shuttles for, maritime terrorism. Paramount to the study of an attack on the maritime trade industry is the understanding that an attack on a major port or shipping route could incapacitate the global economy.
Terrorists can attack- there are many methods, and we are vulnerable

Parfomak and Fritelli 7 (Paul W., specialist in energy and infrastructure, and John, specialist in transportation, May 14, 2007, CRS, “Maritime Security: Potential Terrorist Attacks and Protection Priorities”, pg 5-6, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/homesec/RL33787.pdf SC)

Maritime security analysts have discussed numerous potential tactics for terrorist attacks on U.S. maritime targets. The following passage from the National Strategy for Maritime Security summarizes many of the tactics most commonly mentioned in maritime security discussions: Terrorists can also develop effective attack capabilities relatively quickly using ... explosives-laden suicide boats and light aircraft; merchant and cruise ships as kinetic weapons to ram another vessel, warship, port facility, or offshore platform; commercial vessels as launch platforms for missile attacks; underwater swimmers to infiltrate ports; and unmanned underwater explosive delivery vehicles. Mines are also an effective weapon.... Terrorists can also take advantage of a vessel’s legitimate cargo, such as chemicals, petroleum, or liquefied natural gas, as the explosive component of an attack. Vessels can be used to transport powerful conventional explosives or WMD for detonation in a port or alongside an offshore facility. 25 General tactics of maritime attacks like those above have been further described in security bulletins based on specific terrorism intelligence. For example, in 2004 the Federal Bureau of Investigation warned of possible improvised marine mines in “waterborne flotsam commonly seen around waterways” or attached to buoys. 26 More specific tactics have also been articulated as part of U.S. maritime security exercises discussed later in this report. As the previous citations suggest, analysis of terrorist tactics must take into account the specifics of the attack in question. Some analysts believe that there is a “low probability” that terrorists would try to use a large ship as a weapon because of the complexity of doing so, but that attacks by small boats are more likely because they “satisfy the overwhelming terrorist requirement for simplicity.” 27 Similarly, the Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) has reportedly stated that “there is a significant threat by vessel-borne improvised explosive devices” and that “vulnerability to small-boat attacks stood out” during a 2006 threat assessment. 28

Terrorists can attack- easy to smuggle

CFR, a group of experts, 6 (Council on Foreign Relations, a council with many experts and directors, January 2006, “Targets for Terrorism- Ports”, http://www.cfr.org/port-security/targets-terrorism-ports/p10215, accessed 24 June 2012, SC)
Could terrorists attack U.S. ports? Yes. Experts warn that U.S. seaports could be tempting targets for terrorists bent on killing large numbers of people, grabbing media attention, and disrupting the U.S. economy. Port, ferry, and cruise-ship terminals are often located in highly congested areas where large numbers of people live and work. Liquefied natural gas terminals and refineries that produce highly volatile petrochemicals and convert crude oil into gasoline and heating oil are also often nearby. Given the importance of foreign trade to the U.S. economy, an attack that shut down a major American port for even a few days could devastate the regional economy served by that port. Are U.S. ports vulnerable to terrorist attacks? Yes. CFR Senior Fellow Stephen Flynn says “maritime transportation is one of our nation’s most serious vulnerabilities.” At current staffing and funding levels, U.S. Coast Guard personnel and Customs agents can thoroughly inspect only about 5 percent of the 9 million shipping containers that arrive at U.S. ports every year. Though the Customs Service is using increasingly sophisticated risk-assessment technology to choose which shipments to inspect, many outside experts are unsure about the system’s effectiveness. What’s the volume of traffic at U.S. ports? Some 7,500 ships with foreign flags make 51,000 calls on U.S. ports each year. They carry the bulk of the approximately two billion tons of freight, three billion tons of oil transports, and 134 million passengers by ferry each year. The volume of traffic gives terrorists opportunities to smuggle themselves or their weapons into the United States with little risk of detection; in May 2002 there were reports that twenty-five Islamist extremists entered the United States by hiding in shipping containers. Are ports hard to protect? Yes. They’re often large and busy, offering multiple opportunities for terrorists to get in and attack. The port of Houston, for example, is twenty-six miles long, and thousands of trucks enter and exit its major terminals every day. Moreover, ships often traverse narrow channels; a sunken ship in such a channel could close the port for weeks or months and cause economic chaos. How many large seaports are there in the United States? There are 361 major ports in the United States and many other harbors, piers, and ferry landings. Who guards U.S. ports? The captain of the port—an officer in the U.S. Coast Guard—is responsible for providing security on the water, inspecting and regulating ships coming in and out. The Bureau of Customs and Border Protection—which has absorbed the personnel and the border inspection functions of both the Immigration and Naturalization Service and Customs—is responsible for security on the ground, inspecting foreign vessels’ cargoes and clearing crews and passengers. Ports are owned by state port authorities, which lease pier and terminal space to private companies. These firms often hire their own private security; usually low-paid contract guards who patrol the facilities and staff the entrances and exits. The role of private companies at U.S. ports was thrust into the spotlight in early 2006, when Dubai Ports World, a state-owned shipping company, took over leases at six major ports along the United States ’ East Coast. The company backed out of the deal after significant pressure from Congress. What has been done to protect our ports? While the Coast Guard remains at a heightened state of alert, some of the reforms to secure nationwide ports include: Implementing uniform standards of security throughout the U.S. ports under the Maritime Transportation Security Act. Commissioning new Maritime Safety and Security Teams in San Francisco, Houston, New York and St. Mary's, Ga., bringing the total number of teams nationwide to eight. Identifying and funding business-driven initiatives to enhance security for the movement of cargo throughout the entire supply chain. Many such initiatives are being spearheaded by Operation Safe Commerce, a test bed project between the Transportation Safety Authority, the Department of Transportation, Customs, the U.S. Coast Guard, the Department of Defense, the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the State Department, and the Justice and Commerce departments. Launching a Container Security Initiative, aimed at identifying and inspecting potentially dangerous containers as they are being loaded abroad, before they ever reach U.S. ports.
Terrorists can attack- ports hard to protect

CFR, a group of experts, 6 (Council on Foreign Relations, a council with groups of experts and directors, January 2006, “Targets for Terrorism- Ports”, http://www.cfr.org/port-security/targets-terrorism-ports/p10215, accessed 24 June 2012, SC)
Could terrorists attack U.S. ports? Yes. Experts warn that U.S. seaports could be tempting targets for terrorists bent on killing large numbers of people, grabbing media attention, and disrupting the U.S. economy. Port, ferry, and cruise-ship terminals are often located in highly congested areas where large numbers of people live and work. Liquefied natural gas terminals and refineries that produce highly volatile petrochemicals and convert crude oil into gasoline and heating oil are also often nearby. Given the importance of foreign trade to the U.S. economy, an attack that shut down a major American port for even a few days could devastate the regional economy served by that port. Are U.S. ports vulnerable to terrorist attacks? Yes. CFR Senior Fellow Stephen Flynn says “maritime transportation is one of our nation’s most serious vulnerabilities.” At current staffing and funding levels, U.S. Coast Guard personnel and Customs agents can thoroughly inspect only about 5 percent of the 9 million shipping containers that arrive at U.S. ports every year. Though the Customs Service is using increasingly sophisticated risk-assessment technology to choose which shipments to inspect, many outside experts are unsure about the system’s effectiveness. What’s the volume of traffic at U.S. ports? Some 7,500 ships with foreign flags make 51,000 calls on U.S. ports each year. They carry the bulk of the approximately two billion tons of freight, three billion tons of oil transports, and 134 million passengers by ferry each year. The volume of traffic gives terrorists opportunities to smuggle themselves or their weapons into the United States with little risk of detection; in May 2002 there were reports that twenty-five Islamist extremists entered the United States by hiding in shipping containers. Are ports hard to protect? Yes. They’re often large and busy, offering multiple opportunities for terrorists to get in and attack. The port of Houston, for example, is twenty-six miles long, and thousands of trucks enter and exit its major terminals every day. Moreover, ships often traverse narrow channels; a sunken ship in such a channel could close the port for weeks or months and cause economic chaos. How many large seaports are there in the United States? There are 361 major ports in the United States and many other harbors, piers, and ferry landings. Who guards U.S. ports? The captain of the port—an officer in the U.S. Coast Guard—is responsible for providing security on the water, inspecting and regulating ships coming in and out. The Bureau of Customs and Border Protection—which has absorbed the personnel and the border inspection functions of both the Immigration and Naturalization Service and Customs—is responsible for security on the ground, inspecting foreign vessels’ cargoes and clearing crews and passengers. Ports are owned by state port authorities, which lease pier and terminal space to private companies. These firms often hire their own private security; usually low-paid contract guards who patrol the facilities and staff the entrances and exits. The role of private companies at U.S. ports was thrust into the spotlight in early 2006, when Dubai Ports World, a state-owned shipping company, took over leases at six major ports along the United States ’ East Coast. The company backed out of the deal after significant pressure from Congress. What has been done to protect our ports? While the Coast Guard remains at a heightened state of alert, some of the reforms to secure nationwide ports include: Implementing uniform standards of security throughout the U.S. ports under the Maritime Transportation Security Act. Commissioning new Maritime Safety and Security Teams in San Francisco, Houston, New York and St. Mary's, Ga., bringing the total number of teams nationwide to eight. Identifying and funding business-driven initiatives to enhance security for the movement of cargo throughout the entire supply chain. Many such initiatives are being spearheaded by Operation Safe Commerce, a test bed project between the Transportation Safety Authority, the Department of Transportation, Customs, the U.S. Coast Guard, the Department of Defense, the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the State Department, and the Justice and Commerce departments. Launching a Container Security Initiative, aimed at identifying and inspecting potentially dangerous containers as they are being loaded abroad, before they ever reach U.S. ports.

Terrorists can attack using dirty bombs

Rosoff and Winterfeldt 7 (H. Rosoff and D. von Winterfeldt, Center for Risk and Economic Assessment of Terrorism Events, Nov. 3, 2007, “A Risk and Economic Analysis of Dirty Bomb Attacks on the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach”, http://www-bcf.usc.edu/~winterfe/A%20Risk%20and%20Economic%20Analysis%20of%20Dirty%20Bomb%20Attacks%20on%20the%20ports%20of%20Los%20Angeles%20and%20Long%20Beach.pdf)

Since the events on September 11, 2001, the prospect of a terrorist attack using a radiological dispersal device (dirty bomb) is cited as among one the most serious terrorist threats. (1) Several recently reported incidents conﬁrm the concerns of security ofﬁcials. In June 2002, the United States arrested Jose Padilla for his involvement with Al Qaeda in planning a dirty bomb attack on the United States, (2) and in January 2003, British ofﬁcials found documents in the Afghan city of Herat indicating Al Qaeda successfully built a small dirty bomb as well as possessed training manuals on using the explosive device. (3) There are several reasons why terrorists may consider dirty bombs to be an attractive weapon. Radioactive materials are relatively easy to obtain and building a dirty bomb is a fairly simple process, requiring little more than the skills required for assembling a conventional bomb. (4) Furthermore, dirty bombs can create large radioactive plumes, cause health and psychological effects, and have major economic impacts due to the need for decontaminating large areas. The primary challenge faced by terrorists is procuring the radioactive material. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) states that nearly every country has devices containing radioactive material useful for the creation of dirty bombs and questions whether security in many of these locations is adequate. (5) Signiﬁcant quantities of radioactive material have been lost, stolen, or abandoned—referred to as “orphan sources”—from U.S. and international facilities. According to an August 2003 General Accounting Ofﬁce report, since 1998 more than 1,300 radioactive sources have become orphaned in the United States. (6) A primary concern of U.S. and international security experts is the number of orphan sources scattered throughout the former states of the Soviet Union and the security of nuclear facilities in Pakistan, India, and other developing countries. A dirty bomb consists of radioactive material packaged in conventional explosives. When detonated, the radioactive material scatters into the environment, some forming a radioactive plume, and the remaining quantity falling in clumps or large particulate matter near the location of the explosion. No nuclear-ﬁssion and/or fusion reaction takes places as in a nuclear weapon. However, a dirty bomb can result in both death and injuries from the initial blast of the conventional explosives as well as radiation sickness and cancer from exposure to the radioactive material. Furthermore, the dirty bomb is widely recognized as having psychological and long-term economic impacts that could outweigh its health consequences. More speciﬁcally, depending on the amount of radioactive material released and dispersed, the contaminated area could require complete evacuation, followed by decontamination efforts that could take months or even years. Locally, evacuations and decontamination efforts impact the economy and instill public fear about returning to the contaminated area. Nationally, this could result in dirty bomb scares, both real and hoaxes, and instigate residual repercussions throughout the economy. This article presents a risk and economic analysis of a dirty bomb attack on the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. We attempt to answer the following three questions: 1. What are the threats and vulnerabilities of a dirty bomb attack upon the ports? 2. If a dirty bomb attack was successfully carried out at the ports, what might be the health and economic impacts? 3. Given our risk and economic analysis, what are potential policy recommendations for more effective countermeasures? The next section of this article describes the sources of radioactive material in the United States and abroad that could be used to construct a dirty bomb. Section 3 summarizes an analysis of 36 attack scenarios and describes a methodology and some preliminary ﬁndings for estimating the relative likelihood of a successful attack. Section 4 presents an analysis of the consequences of the most likely attack scenarios in terms of the health effects and economic impact of a port shutdown. Section 5 examines possible countermeasures and their cost effectiveness.
Terrorists have WMD capabilities

CRS 5 (Congressional Research Service/Jonathan Medalia, January 24, “Terrorist Nuclear Attacks on Seaports”, http://www.fas.org/irp/crs/RS21293.pdf, June 25, 2012, A.R.)
Many believe that a terrorist group with access to HEU and key skills could build a crude nuclear weapon. Five former Los Alamos nuclear weapons experts held that such a weapon “could be constructed by a group not previously engaged in designing or building nuclear weapons, providing a number of requirements were adequately met.” A National Research Council study stated: “The basic technical information needed to construct a workable nuclear device is readily available in the open literature. The primary impediment that prevents countries or technically competent terrorist groups from developing nuclear weapons is the availability of SNM, especially HEU.” it would be hard for a terrorist group to obtain enough HEU for a weapon; others fear that terrorists could do so. The National Research Council study rated the threat level from SNM from Russia as “High — large inventories of SNM are stored at many sites that apparently lack inventory controls and indigenous threats have increased.”
Impact – Retaliation

The US will retaliate against terrorism to prove a point. 

Fisher 12 (Uri Fisher, Uri Fisher is a PhD candidate in the Department of Political Science at the University of Colorado-Boulder, Deterrence, Terrorism, and American Values, June 25, 2012 D.A. Gutierrez) . 

Recent comments by French President Jacques Chirac and Colorado Congressman Tom Tancredo intensified the debate over how retaliatory threats are communicated to terrorists. President Chirac, speaking at a submarine base in Brittany in January 2006, stated that France was prepared to carry out a nuclear strike against any country that sponsors a terrorist attack against French interests. Chirac went on to say that France’s nuclear arsenal is now organized to include the ability to retaliate against a terrorist attack with tactical nuclear strikes.5 President Chirac was clearly sending a warning to Iran and various Arab countries that continue to support terrorist organizations. In a more reckless assertion, Congressman Tom Tancredo stated in 2005 on a Florida radio talk show that the U.S. could consider “taking out” Muslim holy sites if terrorists attacked the U.S. with nuclear devices. Both comments created a public storm, as many observers quickly labeled these statements irresponsible. Notwithstanding the merit or lack thereof of such comments, the response that these statements engendered revealed another problem with the possibility of establishing a deterrent mechanism against terrorists. Because effective deterrence requires the U.S. to directly threaten targets of value to terrorist elements, a dilemma arises: whether the U.S. would be willing to carry out the necessary actions to credibly communicate to terrorist elements that what they value is at risk if terrorist acts occur. What targets must the U.S. threaten for a potential terrorist element to estimate that the costs of carrying out a course of action are unacceptably high? Is the U.S. prepared to implement policies that may evoke strong dissent from certain segments of the domestic and international community? Can the U.S. credibly threaten these targets without crossing certain ethical, political, and legal boundaries of behavior?                     

Another terrorist attack could cause the US to consider holding up to their threats. 

Fisher 12 (Uri Fisher, Uri Fisher is a PhD candidate in the Department of Political Science at the University of Colorado-Boulder, Deterrence, Terrorism, and American Values, June 25, 2012 D.A. Gutierrez)

The nature of America’s democratic system and the need for retaliation efforts to “pass moral muster” continually remind our enemies that they will rarely have to face the full consequences of U.S. power. To deter terrorists from attacking the U.S. or its interests, the U.S. will have to be prepared to compromise many of its core values and conceivably set in motion the moral decline of the world’s lone superpower. In truth, many of our enemies must be amazed by some of the debates currently being waged in the United States. Debates regarding the humane treatment of suspected terrorist detainees, responding in a proportional manner to suicide bombings, upholding the civil rights of September 11 suspects, or not directly targeting terrorist perpetrators are most likely construed as superfluous discussions by U.S. enemies. Incidents viewed as symbols of U.S. heavy-handedness by some Americans, such as Guantanamo Bay or Abu Ghraib, may not represent the same thing to U.S. enemies. Robert Kaplan made this point recently: “For Iraqis meeting with Americans in Mosul, ‘Abu Ghraib’ had a different connotation than it did in the United States. Here it meant not brutality but American weakness and lack of resolve.”35 Concern over the cost of compromising our ideals undoubtedly undermines efforts to make our enemies believe we are willing to punish them no matter at what expense. To effectively deter terrorists the U.S. will have to accept the price that comes with violating some human rights, responding with overwhelming force, alienating certain allies, and even eliminating those assets and people that terrorists may hold dear. Any discussion of deterrence that fails to acknowledge the necessity to implement such policies belongs only in ivory towers where the theoretical does not have to be tested by the practical. Deterring terrorists will not happen with strong policy statements alone, it will only happen if the U.S. can clearly illustrate to terrorists and their supporters that they will feel significant pain as the result of their actions. However, as long as arguments about the conflict between what is necessary and what is right continue to resonate throughout American society, the idea of deterring terrorists, who have no qualms about using pipe bombs to blow people up, represents little more than a pipe dream. And even if we, as Americans, did suggest that we were willing to sacrifice some ideals to combat terrorists, would the terrorists believe 
us?
Impact – Economy 

Terrorist attack on ports would lead many countries to the edge of economic collapse.

Medalia, Specialist in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 2

(Jonathon, Aug. 23 2002, “Terrorist Nuclear Attacks on Seaports: Threat and Response”, CRS, p.2, AS)

Terrorists might attempt to smuggle a bomb into a U.S. port in many ways, such as in a tanker or a dry bulk freighter, but sea containers may provide them a particularly attractive route. A container is “[a] truck trailer body that can be detached from the chassis for loading into a vessel, a rail car or stacked in a container depot.” Much of the world’s cargo moves by container. The U.S. Customs Service processed 5.7 million containers entering the United States by ship in 2001. It screens data for all these containers, though it inspects “only about 2 percent of the total volume of trade entering the country each year.” Containers could easily accommodate a nuclear weapon. U.S. Customs Commissioner Robert Bonner believes that with an attack using a bomb in a container, “the shipping of sea containers would stop,” leading to “devastating” consequences for the global economy, bringing some countries to “the edge of economic collapse.” 

Terrorist attack on port would destroy economy

Medalia, Specialist in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 11( Jonathon, Jun 24, 2011, “’Dirty Bombs’: Technical Background, Attack 

Prevention and Response, Issues for Congress”, CRS, p.15, AS) 
A 2007 study casts light on how an RDD attack might inflict economic damage and asset denial. The study analyzed RDD attacks on the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach: Initial findings suggest that the chances of a successful dirty bomb attack are about 10–40% and that high radiological doses are confined to a relatively small area, limiting health effects to tens or at most hundreds of latent cancers, even with a major release. However, the economic consequences from a shutdown of the harbors due to the contamination could result in significant losses in the tens of billions of dollars, including the decontamination costs and the indirect economic impacts due to the port shutdown. Another study of the economic impacts of an attack on these ports using two RDDs assumed that the ports were shut for a month with no mitigation and no use of alternative ports. It placed the total U.S. losses at $8.5 billion for exports and $26.0 billion for imports. An NNSA-sponsored study of the economic impacts of RDDs “modeled the impacts of four specific radioactive sources … Even without weaponization of the radioactive materials or optimization of the device the study found that the economic cost to the Nation could be in the billions of dollars. Costs included evacuation, relocation, clean-up, and lost wages.” 

One temporary port disruption can devastate the economy.

Scott, Economic Consulting, 2008 (Loren C. and Associates, Port Fourchon, http://www.portfourchon.com/site10001/1001757/docs/port_fourchon_economic_impact_study.pdf, accessed June 25, 2012, AS)
These estimates demonstrate just how vital this port is to the nation’s economy. Just a three-week cessation of port activities would cause a loss of nearly $10 billion in sales at U.S. businesses. About two-thirds of this loss would be due to the interruption of oil production ($6.5 billion) and about one-third would be due to the loss of natural gas ($3.5 billion). 14 Of course a loss in business sales translates into a loss of earnings by U.S. citizens. According to the middle row of Table 8, households in the U.S. would find their incomes falling by nearly $2.9 billion, with the split being again about two-thirds due to oil disruption and one third due to natural gas shortages. Finally, Table 8 shows the job impact of the loss of Port Fourchon activities. A total of 77,440 jobs would vanish, about 50,116 due to oil disruption and 27,324 due to the loss of natural gas. Note again that these should be considered conservative estimates of the sales, earnings and job losses. If it takes longer than three weeks to restore the port’s operations or to shift their activities to other ports the numbers in Table 8 would rise proportionately. Industry Impacts of Disruption of Port Activities In Table 8 we presented the total impacts on business sales, household earnings and jobs of the disruption of Port Fourchon activities. In this section we show how the disruption of oil production affects different industries in the country. Business sales impacts. Back in Table 8 it was shown that the disruption of port activities would create a loss of $9,994.7 million in business sales in the country. Table 9 illustrates how those losses would be spread across various industries in the country. The biggest losers would be industries in the manufacturing sector with sales losses of just over $1.6 billion. Over one billion dollars in sales would be lost in real estate ($1.3 billion), health care ($1.1 . billion), and finance/insurance ($1 billion).

**Economy**

Solves – Competitiveness

Re-directing HMTF funds to harbor maintenance is key to the economy and competiveness

Gibbs 11 ( Bob Gibbs, July 8, 2012,  Chairs the The Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee. “Subcommittee Hearing Focuses On Bill To Ensure Maintenance Of U.S. Harbors” http://transportation.house.gov/news/PRArticle.aspx?NewsID=1340) MB
The RAMP Act, introduced by U.S. Rep. Charles Boustany (R-LA), requires that revenue coming into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) each year, including interest on the balance, is all invested in U.S. harbor construction and maintenance. Currently, user fees collected from shippers and deposited into the Trust Fund are not being fully utilized to maintain the nation’s harbors. Instead, some of these funds are being withheld from their intended purpose and used to offset unrelated federal spending. At the same time, harbors and channels are at their authorized depths and widths only about a third of the time. If enacted, H.R. 104 could significantly change maritime shipping in the United States and worldwide. Restoring harbors and channels to their authorized dimensions will make them safer, accommodate larger vessels, and increase growth in the import and export industries.  

“Unless the issue of channel maintenance is addressed, the reliability and responsiveness of the entire intermodal system will slow economic growth and threaten national security,” Chairman Gibbs said. “Only if our ports and waterways are at their authorized depths and widths will products be able to move to their overseas destinations in an efficient and economical manner. Since only two of the nation’s 10 largest ports are at their authorized depths and widths, the President’s budget does nothing to ensure our competitiveness in world markets. It is clear that the Nation can improve its global competitiveness by spending the money that is already being collected.”   
Rep. Boustany testified before the Committee, stating, “Our economy in Louisiana depends on our waterways. Dredging and maintaining coastal harbors and ports is absolutely critical to bolstering trade, creating jobs and strengthening American competitiveness. This bill creates the fully-funded, long-term dredging plan necessary for realizing our economic potential not only in Louisiana, but across the country.”

 Gary P. LaGrange, President and CEO of the Port of New Orleans also testified this morning. He echoed Chairman Gibbs’ support of Rep. Boustany’s bill: “Far more funding is deposited in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund each year than is spent on vital dredging and other operations and maintenance needs. In Fiscal Year 2010, the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund had a year-end balance of over $5.6 billion. Total receipts of the fund, in just that one year, were $1.363 billion. However, only $828 million, or approximately 60 percent of those receipts, were spent for authorized dredging and maintenance purposes, leaving over $535 million from Fiscal Year 2010 alone to be unspent. The multi-billion dollar surplus is left to languish in a trust fund that continues to grow without being fully used to facilitate maritime commerce for the benefit of our Nation’s economy.

 “I assure you, Mr. Chairman, that proper use of the surplus funds in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, together with the annual revenues deposited into that Fund, would solve many of our Nation’s commercial navigation maintenance needs that are vital to our competitiveness in international trade and to this country’s economic recovery. That is why we so desperately require the enactment of the RAMP Act,” LaGrange continued.

 Bonnie Brady, Executive Director of the Long Island Commercial Fishing Association spoke to the benefits that Long Island’s economy and port industry would receive from the RAMP Act. She noted, “Commercial fishing on Long Island is responsible for 99% of New York’s landed seafood catch. In 2009, that translated to over 34 million pounds of fish, shellfish and crustaceans worth just over $59 million dollars at the dock. With a standard economic multiplier of four, that translates to a $200 million industry which helps to power the economic engine of hundreds of Long Island businesses…Our Long Island coastal waterways and ports are our Metros and Beltway, and without properly maintained dredging, hundreds of local businesses and families are negatively impacted yearly on Long Island.”

 Jim Weakley, President of the Lake Carriers Association also testified in favor of Boustany’s bill: “I respectfully urge you to pass H.R. 104 without amendment. We are on the verge of a national navigation heart attack. We need to revive our dying infrastructure with the angioplasty of dredging and sustain it with a healthy maintenance diet.”
De-congesting landside infrastructure is key to competitive exports

Rodrigue 4-12 ( Jean-Paul Rodrigue, April 2012, Researcher in Transportation and Logistics Professor, Hofstra University, The Van Horne Institute, “The Containerization of Commodities: Integrating Inland Ports with Gateways and Corridors in Western Canada”, http://people.hofstra.edu/jeanpaul_rodrigue/downloads/ VH_Containerization_Commodities_Report.pdf6-26-12) MB

Within the North American system of freight distribution, Western Canada plays a unique role as a point of transit between the Pacific gateways and major markets of the The Containerization of Commodities: Integrating Inland Ports with Gateways and Corridors in Western Canada 10heartland of North American and as a commodity exporter of wood, food and energy products that readily finds demand in North American and global markets. A study commissioned by Transport Canada in 20087 underlined that there were opportunities for the containerization of Western Canadian commodities and that inland ports could improve the competitiveness of these exports, particularly at smaller locations such as Prince George, Saskatoon and Regina. For such locations, an inland port enables the setting of a critical mass of freight volumes that lower intermodal transport costs and improve the efficiency of drayage. One of the main advantages of investigating the containerization of commodities in the Western Canadian context is that there are essentially two gateways, Vancouver and Prince Rupert. Figure 2 indicates the relative traffic volumes served by each port. To date Vancouver’s volumes are significantly higher with Prince Rupert growing at a significant rate. In such a context, analyzing the traffic handled by both ports provides an accurate picture of the Western Canadian containerized commercial system in terms of the main commodities handled.Ports acting as gateways to international trade. The Puget Sound cluster (Seattle, Tacoma and Vancouver) is the most significant array of port terminals in the Pacific Northwest. Ports are also terminal clusters, particularly large ports where terminal operators may be competing. Port centric logistics activities are playing an important role in the organization of containerized flows, particularly with the functions transloading and stuffing that are actively used along West Coast ports. Phase 1 development of the Fairview Container Terminal at Prince Rupert, which opened in 2007, had an initial design capacity of 750,000 TEU. New terminal and rail investments will improve this capacity to 1.2 million TEU by 2014. The phase 2 expansion adds an additional 800,000 TEU capacity; this expansion is expected to be completed by 2020.  Trade corridors are the main axis of rail and truck circulation. Due to low population densities and the long distance involved, the share of rail for inbound containers is high; Vancouver (68% of import containers), Seattle / Tacoma (67%), Los Angeles / Long Beach (around 50%). For Western Canada, two lateral corridors with two railways servicing them are the main means to access the hinterland. The northern corridor (Vancouver / Prince Rupert – Edmonton – Saskatoon – Winnipeg) is dominantly serviced by CN while the southern corridor (Vancouver – Calgary – Regina – Winnipeg) is dominantly serviced by CP. One particular advantage of the northern corridor concerns its lower gradient and congestion level. These long distance corridors are supporting economies of scale (e.g. doublestacking) that help reconcile growing port traffic and effective hinterland access.  Inland load centres are the main intermodal rail facilities and commercial hubs. In Figure 2, inland load centres are categorized in two levels of importance related to their demographic size. In the Western Canadian context, each provides access to wide market, but with limited density from a consumption perspective. The setting of inland ports is a strategy to increase the scale and scope of intermodal accessibility inland.  Cross-border traffic is an indication of economic interactions and interdependency between Canada and the United States. Although the Asia- Pacific Gateway and Corridor initiative tends to focus on longitudinal flows, there are expectations that latitudinal flows will provide an additional commercial potential to inland load centres.

Not dredging for Post-Panama expansions kills US port competitiveness- California proves

Merz 12 (Jeremy Merz, January 2012, policy advocate for the California Chamber of Commerce. “Making California Ports More Competitive Can Help Regional, State Economies”
California is home to some of the largest container ports in the world, including the first and second largest ports in the United States in terms of container traffic. The economic impact of these ports— which include the ports of Los Angeles, Long Beach and San Francisco—reaches beyond their home regions. Operations at these ports are managed by public entities and funded privately through fees paid by those who do business there. International trade accounts for 25% of the overall state economy and the Southern California ports are responsible for 40% of the nation’s imports. The Port of Los Angeles alone is responsible for 1.1 million state jobs and 3.3 million jobs nationwide; it generates $5.1 billion in state tax revenues and $21.5 billion in federal tax revenues. According to the Port of Los Angeles, for every dollar spent by port industries, another 97 cents is generated in indirect and induced sales in the region. Hence, maintaining the economic health of these ports is a vital component in improving California’s overall fiscal condition. The economic downturn beginning in 2008 significantly affected cargo volumes and subsequently revenues at the container ports. The national export levels have since started to recover since they plunged in late 2008 and early 2009. By December 2010, exports had reached nearly $140 billion as compared to $125 billion in early 2009, still striving to reach pre-recession levels of nearly $160 billion. In California, the Port of Long Beach saw a decline in its shipments volume. Imports from Asia dropped by 20.8% in October 2011 and exports bound for Asia declined by 21.4% compared to one year earlier. Total cargo processing at the Port of San Francisco demonstrated a declining trend as well with processing of nearly 760,000 metric tons of cargo in 2010 compared to 912,000 in 2009 and more than 2 million in 2005. A struggling trade sector, competition from other ports and the opening of the expanded Panama Canal in 2014 underscore the need for redevelopment projects that would improve operations at California ports. To compete with expanded and renewed ports in the United States and around the world, California ports have invested in redevelopment projects to improve efficiency and reduce emissions. Environmental Stewardship California ports have shown tremendous leadership in taking the initiative to implement projects that reduce emissions and improve regional air quality. The Port of Long Beach has adopted a Green Port and Environmental Design (LEED) standard. The Port of Los Angeles recently completed its World Cruise Center Solar Rooftop Project. This solar powerhouse will generate 1.2 million kilowatt hours of electricity each year and reduce emissions by 22,800 CO2 tons. To renew their commitment to improved air quality, the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach approved an updated version of their Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP). This measure includes strategies to reduce pollution generated by ships, trains, trucks and other machinery used at the ports. The California Chamber of Commerce supports policies that result in improved trade volumes, increased employment, and enhanced economic growth. Improvements in infrastructure will ensure that the state’s ports remain vibrant and competitive. California lawmakers should focus on policies that improve public-private partnerships to invest in port infrastructure and remove unnecessary regulatory barriers to growth. The CalChamber supports the following policies in order to make California ports more competitive: • A fair, balanced, workable regulatory environment; • An enhanced public-private partnership for immediate investment in trade-supporting infrastructure; • Strategic trade policies that stabilize and improve state and national economies.
Solves – Economy 
The RAMP Act is key to the economy
Boustany 11 (Charles Boustany,  July 8, 2011, representative in congress from the state of Louisiana  , “Legislative Hearing On H.R. 104, The Realize America’s Maritime Promise (Ramp) Act” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf 6-26-2) MB

Responsible for moving more than 99 percent of the country’s overseas cargo, U.S. ports and waterways handle more than 2.5 billion tons of domestic and international trade annually, and the volume is projected to double within the next 15 years, especially after the expansion of the Panama Canal. In 2007, there were 13.3 million port-related jobs, 9 percent of all the jobs in the United States, accounting for $649 billion in personal income. A $1 billion increase in exports creates an estimated 15,000 new jobs. And that is just what this bill is intended to do: strengthen our infrastructure, create jobs, double our exports, as the President wants to do, and stimulate our economy. America’s deep-draft navigation system is at acrossroad. Our ability to support continuing growth in trade hinges on critical channel maintenance at our ports. I urge the subcommittee to use this unique opportunity, this bipartisan opportunity, to make changes needed and pass the RAMP Act. Future port dimensions affecting jobs, trade, the economy, and our national defense, cannot be compromised. And that is why I urge passage.

The RAMP act makes exports cheaper

Richmond et al 11 (Charles Boustany, Cedric Richmond, Steve Scalise, Bill Cassidy, Mary L. Landrieu July 8, 2011, United State Representative and Senators, “Legislative Hearing On H.R. 104, The Realize America’s Maritime Promise (Ramp) Act”http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf 6-26-2) MB
The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) was established in 1986 as a funding source for the upkeep and operational costs of federally administered harbors. In concept. revenues from a small fee on users of these facilities, known as the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT), are to be placed in the HMTF and utilized only for harbor maintenance costs. However, the HMTF now carries a surplus of more than $5.5 billion dollars, money that is desperately needed for long deferred maintenance on ports and harbors throughout America. The RAMP Act would ensure that all revenue collected by the HMTF is used promptly and correctly on these critical projects. The importance of this legislation to Louisiana and America cannot be overstated. Approximately 40% of all grain exports from the United States make their way through Louisiana ports, more than any other state. In addition, the numerous refineries and other petrochemical facilities along Louisiana's rivers depend on unimpeded navigational access to receive shipments and supplies. These facilities create thousands of jobs in Louisiana, but they supply millions of Americans with affordable energy. However, insufficient dredging and maintenance of federally administered harbors is starting to take its toll on these industries and the jobs that rely on them. The unchecked accumulation of sediment materials has reduced the width of navigation channels to a safe distance of only 200 feet in some places. This has forced the riverboat pilots and other administrators of these waterways to place severe restrictions on the volume and amount of cargo that can pass through the river at a given time. These delays make it more difficult and more expensive for American companies to export their goods. 

The RAMP act can fund all port projects and still have a surplus 

Boustany 11 (Charles Boustany interviewed by Bob Gibs,  July 8, 2011, representative in congress from the state of Louisiana, Chairman for Subcommittee on Water Resources & Environment, “Legislative Hearing On H.R. 104, The Realize America’s Maritime Promise (Ramp) Act” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf 6-26-2) MB

Dr. BOUSTANY. Based on my study of the issue and conversations with the Army Corps of Engineers and others, what we do know is that the incoming revenue, which ranges from $1.3 to $1.6 billion a year, is more than sufficient to cover all the authorized projects where there is a Federal jurisdiction for operations and maintenance. On top of that, there is going to still be a surplus, based on current law, which would still go into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. I think it is premature to start allocating the direction of funds. We have more than enough. And so I know there has been discussion about small ports versus large ports. I think it is in the best interest to move the bill as it is today, because it will basically make these funds available for all these federally authorized projects and we will still have some surplus. I think if we start trying to put additional language in, it may upset the apple cart and possibly hurt us in moving this legislation forward, especially as we look at the Senate. There is a companion bill in the Senate. I believe it has over 20 cosponsors. It has been introduced by Senator Levin and Senator Hutchison of Texas. We think there is a strong opportunity to move the bill in the Senate and get this into law. So my sense is that in looking at the politics of this, the policy, the bill as written has been carefully crafted to meet the needs now, going forward. And if we get into a future problem where there is a revenue issue, then perhaps it is something we can look at. But I would be reluctant to amend this at this time.

Port problems and inefficiency threatens our economy and competitiveness-RAMP solves
Boustany and Napolitano 11 (Charles Boustany and Janet Napolitano interviewed by Bob Gibs,  July 8, 2011, representative in congress from the state of Louisiana, head of Homeland Security, Chairman for Subcommittee on Water Resources & Environment, “Legislative Hearing On H.R. 104, The Realize America’s Maritime Promise (Ramp) Act” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf ) MB

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Would it be possible to get some figures from you in regard to your conversations with the Army Corps as to percentage of the ports that can be done with the money that is available, and what is the hang-up, why is it not being allocated to the ports to be able to get that dredging done? Because the drafting issue is a very real issue. If they are dragging their feet, then we need to look at how do we propose a change to help that happen so we don’t lose our cargo to Canada or to Mexico. Dr. BOUSTANY. This is a vital issue. We recently several weeks ago, on the Mississippi River—and I think you will hear testimony from the next panel—we had a large tanker that ran aground at great risk to our river pilots and shipping traffic. It threatened to shut down shipping on the Mississippi River, which would have a huge impact on the Nation’s economy if that were to happen, considering 60 percent of our grain is exported down the Mississippi and through the Port of New Orleans. These are very important issues. And as I said in my testimony, this is a unique opportunity for us to come together in a bipartisan way to do something that is sensible; to correct a problem that has been in existence; to do, as my colleague from Louisiana just said, to use the money as it was intended to be used by Congress, going all the way back to 1986. Mrs. NAPOLITANO. I would love to be able to work with you, sir. And knowledge that Mexico is building a deepwater right down below California, it is a big threat to our economy.

Solves – Manufacturing

RAMP act is key to manufacturing

Cravaack 11 ( Chip Cravaack, July 8, 2011, Representative from the state of Minnesota, “Legislative Hearing On H.R. 104, The Realize America’s Maritime Promise (Ramp) Act” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf ) MB

Mr. CRAVAACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you, Mr. Boustany, for this great bill, because the Port of Duluth needs this bill. Whether you are a big port or a small port, I think it is all essential to our overall arching economy. What I think is just a travesty is that there are $6 billion in user fees theoretically sitting in the Harbor Trust Fund, and we have harbors that are not dredged the way they should be. The reason why I say it is theoretically is because these funds have been diverted out of this trust fund. And I echo Mr. Bishop’s concerns in making sure that these moneys go to the ports that need them the most and allowing the Army Corps of Engineers to do their job. So I want to thank you very much for this. This is essential for the Port of Duluth. For each inch of silted in, the American laker fleet collectively per voyage leaves 8,000 tons of Minnesota ore in Duluth. Just that one voyage can manufacture 6,000 cars. That is a heck of an economic impact in my State.

‪‬‬

Ports are key to energy and manufacturing

Harris 11 (Andy Harris, July 8, 2011, Representative from the state of Maryland“Legislative Hearing On H.R. 104, The Realize America’s Maritime Promise (Ramp) Act” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf ) MB
The  Port of Baltimore is actually called the  Helen Delich  Bentley Port of Baltimore,  obviously, an  important  economic driver in  the State. I  served 12  years on  the  committee that  oversaw the  port. It became clear that if we  really want to  create jobs  and  keep  our manufacturing and  our  industrial base  going,  we  have to  keep  our ports open.‬ ‪The  Port of Baltimore is  a  key  port  for  shipping of coal,  for  in- stance, a key  energy component in  the  world  economy  today. As we know,  the  ships are  getting larger and  larger. The  drafts are  deeper  and   deeper. We  have to  do  this. And  we  have to  do  it sooner rather than later.‬‬‬
UQ – Exports Low Now

Current US strategy to increase exports is failing.

Puentes, Senior Fellow Metropolitan Policy Program, 11 (Robert, 5-23-11, The Brookings Institution, “Move It: How the U.S. Can Improve Transportation Policy,” http://www.brookings.edu/research/opinions/2011/05/23-transportation-policy-puentes, accessed 6-27-12, AS).

The country needs to become more export-oriented for the future health of the economy. But right now there's no way to make sure that the nation's ports, border crossings and roadways are set up to accomplish that goal. For one thing, there's far too little attention paid to making sure that traffic at border crossings moves swiftly. Our crossings into Mexico and Canada are routinely clogged, interrupting the flow of trade. Consider the challenges facing Detroit—part of the largest binational trading corridor on the planet, linking the U.S. and Canadian auto industries and other sectors with highly integrated, transport-dependent, "just in time" supply chains and their smaller, more frequent shipments. Canada is our nation's largest trading partner, and Detroit's Ambassador Bridge is the No. 1 border point for commerce between the two countries. It's a crucial corridor—but there are relatively few border crossings because of the Great Lakes. So traffic piles up at bridges and tunnels, with freight competing with passenger cars to get through tightened security checkpoints. Trucks also clog the roads of Detroit as they shuttle freight between ports and large distribution centers and warehouses. The export problem isn't just a matter of insufficient infrastructure. States and cities routinely compete against one another for shipping activity instead of coming up with joint efforts that might benefit all the terminals in the region. Without an overall strategy, there's a duplication of efforts and a duplication of subsidies that hurts the economy, given scarce resources. Collaboration is needed—between the federal government, states, metro areas, freight industry and shippers. We need to come up with a comprehensive plan that identifies the best ways to help the flow of freight.
Exports are low.
Bangalore, Senior Vice President and Economist Northern Trust, 12 (Asha G, 1-13-12, Northern Trust, “Declining Trend o f US Exports Warrants Close Watching,” http://www-ac.northerntrust.com/content/media/attachment/data/commentary/1201/document/economic_commentary_011312.pdf, 6-28-12, AS).

The trade deficit of the U.S. widened to $47.75 billion in November from $43.27 billion in the prior month. Nominal exports of goods and services have dropped for two consecutive months, while exports of goods adjusted for fell 1.5% in November after posting gains in each of the two prior months. Imports of goods and services also advanced in November. The October November data imply that a widening of the trade deficit in the fourth quarter is a negative for GDP growth. The key question is about prospects of U.S. exports in 2012. Exports of the U.S. have made up between 11.5% and 13.0% of GDP in the past three years. The nearly certain recession in Europe and slowing economic conditions in China point to a deceleration in US export growth during most of 2012. 
Exports have declined rapidly.
Mandel, Economist, 12 (May 21, 2012, Liberty Street Economics, “What Falling Export Share Says about U.S. Export Competitiveness,” http://libertystreeteconomics.newyorkfed.org/2012/05/what-falling-export-share-says-about-us-export-competitiveness.html, accessed 6-28-12, AS).

The U.S. market share of world merchandise exports has declined sharply over the past decade. Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, approximately 12 percent of the value of goods shipped globally originated in the United States; by 2010, this share had dropped to only 8.5 percent. How can we account for the United States’ flagging merchandise export performance? Have U.S. manufacturing firms simply become less competitive than their foreign counterparts? In a recent article and discussion paper, I investigate possible factors for the fall in the U.S. export share (illustrated below) and, to the extent possible, try to determine the importance that changing productivity of U.S. firms relative to their competitors has played. Productivity, in turn, is a key driver of an exporter’s sales in global markets compared to foreign firms selling similar products. What is at stake if productivity principally explains the evolution of U.S. export share? For one, it may have a bearing on trade policy. For instance, the effectiveness of a policy that opens foreign markets or otherwise promotes U.S. exports depends on the fundamental health and competitiveness of the export sector. The most direct way to measure competitiveness due to productivity differences would be to compute relative productivity measures for all U.S. export industries. However, in many instances, and particularly for international comparisons, existing data are not detailed enough for that exercise. Thus, we take a “top-down” approach where, allowing for an effect of productivity differences, we examine other factors that might have lowered the U.S. export share and evaluate their importance. In this way, we can indirectly gauge the contribution of changes in the relative productivity of U.S. firms to movements in the U.S. export share. It turns out that two alternative factors can account for over half of the decline in the U.S. export share between 1984 and 2008. The first relates to the composition of world trade. If the rest of the world is increasingly trading goods that the United States does not produce, then the U.S. export share will fall—even if U.S. firms remain just as productive as their competitors in the goods that they do trade. We investigate this possibility by decomposing changes in the U.S. export market share into contributions from individual sectors, and find that only a handful of sectors contributed to the share decline. This trend is illustrated by the green bars in the figure below, where the overall decline in U.S. export share between 1984 and 2008 is dominated by three sectors: crude materials, food and live animal products, and machinery and transportation. Among those industries that did contribute, a significant part of the decline was driven by the shrinking fraction of world trade claimed by those sectors, which we term an extensive margin. As shown by the red bars above, over half of the falling overall share in the crude materials and food and live animals sectors was accounted for by the shrinking relative size of those sectors in the basket of internationally traded goods. The remainder of the overall share decline is due to shrinking market share within those sectors, called the intensive margin, which has more to do with falling competitiveness. According to this measure, the United States did lose ground to its competitors in the export of certain products that were expanding briskly as a share of world trade—in particular, machinery and transportation products. GDP Growth Relative to Foreign Exporters The second factor that helps to explain the declining U.S. export share is the slower growth rate of the U.S. economy relative to that of its competitors. In a large body of research, the size of a nation’s economy has been shown to be an important determinant of the size of its international trade flows, with larger countries both importing and exporting more. Therefore, the brisk rate of, say, China’s GDP growth relative to that of the United States would imply a higher Chinese share and a lower U.S. share in traded goods markets.
Link - Jobs
Seaports create jobs

Hurst 12 (Nathan, staff writer, June 16, CQ Weekly, “Dredging Up More Money for Maintenance”, http://public.cq.com/docs/weeklyreport/weeklyreport-000004107500.html, June 4, 2012) ALK
The stakes are enormous for an economy increasingly dependent on international trade. “Today, international trade accounts for more than a quarter of America’s gross domestic product,” Jerry Bridges, executive director of the Virginia Port Authority and chairman of the American Association of Port Authorities board, testified at a House Transportation and Infrastructure subcommittee hearing last year. “America’s seaports support the employment of 13.3 million U.S. workers, and seaport-related jobs account for $649 billion in annual personal income. For every $1 billion in exports shipped through seaports, 15,000 U.S. jobs are created.”

Ports are key to job creation - 
Ellis, writer for AAPA, 2012 (Aaron, 6-18-12, AAPA, “U.S. Seaports, Private-Sector Partners Plan to Invest $46 Billion By 2017 in Port Infrastructure Lack of parallel state & federal investment in intermodal connections hamper job creation, efficiency benefits,” http://www.aapaports.org/Press/PRdetail.cfm?itemnumber=18583, accessed 6/27/12,AS). 
To help remedy these problems, AAPA continues to advocate for a national freight infrastructure strategy and for the U.S. Congress to quickly pass a reauthorized multi-year transportation bill that targets federal dollars toward economically strategic freight transportation infrastructure of national and regional significance. “Infrastructure investments in America’s ports and their intermodal connections – both on the land and waterside – are in our nation’s best interest because they provide opportunities to bolster our economic and employment recovery, help sustain long term prosperity, and pay annual dividends through the generation of more than $200 billion in federal, state and local tax revenue and more than $22 billion in Customs duties,” said Kurt Nagle, AAPA president and CEO. “From a jobs standpoint, America’s seaports support the employment of more than 13 million U.S. workers and create 15,000 domestic jobs for every $1 billion in manufactured goods that U.S. businesses export.” According to economist John C. Martin, Ph.D., president of Lancaster, Pa.-based Martin Associates, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis formulas show that investing $46 billion in infrastructure at U.S. ports creates more than 500,000 direct, indirect and induced domestic jobs, accounting for more than 1 billion person-hours of work. “Those are really significant job numbers,” emphasized Dr. Martin. “From a dollars-and-cents perspective, it’s hard to over-emphasize the value of investing in ports, particularly when you factor in how much these investments help lower the cost of imports and make our exports more competitive overseas.” Mr. Nagle added that, despite substantial investments by port authorities and their private-sector business partners, inadequate infrastructure connecting ports to landside transportation networks and water-side shipping lanes often creates bottlenecks, resulting in congestion, productivity losses and a global economic disadvantage for America. “These congestion issues and productivity losses have the potential to stymie America’s ability to compete internationally and to create and sustain jobs,” he said. As recently as 2005, the World Economic Forum ranked the U.S. number one in infrastructure economic competitiveness. Today, the U.S. is ranked 16th, while neighboring Canada is ranked 11th and fast-developing China has risen to 44th. This change in ranking is due mostly to the fact that the U.S. spends only 1.7 percent of its gross domestic product on transportation infrastructure while Canada spends 4 percent and China spends 9 percent. Even as the global recession has forced cutbacks in government spending, other countries continue to invest significantly more than the U.S. to expand and update their transportation networks.

Link  – Exports
Updating ports key to GDP growth – doubles the exports 

Leone 12 (Michael, Port Director for the Massachusetts Port

Authority and former Chairman of the American Association of Port

Authorities, February 1, 2012, “Realize America's Maritime Promise Act”, http://www.massport.com/news-room/Documents/Speeches/TestimonyofMikeLeoneatahearingonHR104RealizeAmericasMaritimePromiseActFeb12012.pdf. June 25, 2012) ALK

The larger issue is that spending on maintenance dredging is particularly critical at this time, and not only because of the larger ships that ports will soon be expected to handle, but to ensure that the Administration’s National Export Initiative of doubling U.S. exports can be fulfilled. U. S. ports are the gateways for international trade and having a modern, reliable and cost-effective marine transportation system will expedite the delivery of U.S. exports to the global marketplace. Delays in the movement of exported cargo will only hurt the competiveness of U.S exports. As is true throughout the country, the Port of Boston is a vital economic engine for the New England region -- carrying cargo, opening markets for domestic goods, creating jobs and generating economic prosperity for our citizens. American seaports carry all but about 1% of the country’s overseas cargo. They help generate almost 30% of Gross Domestic Product and support more than 13 million jobs. America’s economic future depends on modern ports with facilities adequate enough, and channels deep enough, to keep pace with the demands of the global economy. It is now critical that Congress honor its pledge to maintain the nation’s ports and harbors with the revenue provided by users. This can be accomplished through a shift in funding priorities in both the Congress and within the Administration, given that annual revenue is available and adequate to meet current needs. I would also urge the passage of H.R. 104 that would require that the annual Harbor Maintenance Tax revenue be made fully available to the Army Corps of Engineers for maintenance dredging in its annual appropriation. I, along with many other Port Directors,
Ports are key to exports – they are the NECESSARY internal link to the global supply chain 
Giermanski and Hains, Maritime Security, 12 (JIM and Laura, 6-5-12, Homeland Security Today.us, “Supply Chain Security And DHS Oversight,” http://www.hstoday.us/blogs/guest-commentaries/blog/supply-chain-security-and-dhs oversight/55079ca7058f8f48ad6ba50411635596.html, accessed 6-27-12, AS).
Securing the global supply chain system is integral to securing both the lives of people around the world and to maintaining the stability of the global economy. We must work to strengthen the security, efficiency and resilience of this critical system. Supply chains must be able to operate effectively in a secure and efficient fashion in a time of crisis, be able to recover quickly from disruptions, and continue to facilitate international trade and travel. In her April 25, 2012 testimony before a Senate Committee on the Judiciary hearing on oversight of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), DHS Secretary Janet Napolitano structured her testimony to cover: Preventing terrorism and enhancing security; Securing and managing our borders; Enforcing and administering our immigration laws; and Safeguarding and securing cyberspace. Assuming that “securing the global supply chain system is integral to securing both the lives of people around the world, an maintaining the stability of the global economy,” Napolitano said little on global supply chain security that reflected accurate or complete information in view of its enormity and importance. In 2010 (the latest year of data available), the statistics of waterborne container trade by customs ports revealed that almost 28 million twenty-foot equivalent units (TEUs) passed through our water ports. By weight measurement in thousands of short tons, one can see that 76 percent of international trade for the United States passes through water ports, alone. Truck and rail constitute 21 percent, while air cargo constitutes only one-half of one percent. Government agencies, research entities and consultants confirm the role and importance of seaports and their value to our economy. Their value may have best been expressed by Bethann Rooney, the manager of ports security for the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, in 2005. Rooney said 95 percent of the international goods that come into the country come in through our nation’s 361 ports. Twelve percent of that volume is handled in the Port of New York and New Jersey alone, the third largest port in the country. The port generates 229,000 jobs and $10 billion in wages throughout the region. Additionally, the port contributes $2.1 billion to state and local tax revenues and $24.4 billion to the US gross domestic product. Cargo handled at the port serves 80 million people -- or 35 percent of the entire US population. In 2004, the port handled over 5,200 ship calls, 4.478 million TEUs (which is approximately 7,300 containers each day), 728,720 autos and 80.6 million tons of general cargo. Today, international trade accounts for 30 percent of the US economy. Consequently, it’s easy to see how a terrorist incident in our nation’s ports or along the cargo supply chain would have a devastating effect on our country and its economy. Indeed, given the size and magnitude of use of containers and trailers to carry weapons of mass destruction (WMD) through our sensitive and vulnerable port system, the supply chain is the single most important and potentially devastating vulnerability to a terrorist attack. Meanwhile, the vulnerability is increased by the lack of appropriate training that’s given to Customs and Border Protection (CBP) in the supply chain arena. In 2012, CBP admitted that there could be a serious vulnerability within the US in-bond cargo program regarding the contents, access and whereabouts of in-bond cargo shipments.

Link – Competitiveness
Ports are key to keeping U.S. goods globally competitive

Long 11 (David Long, Summer of 2011, Director of the Office of Service Industries Manufacturing and Services International Trade Administration U.S. Department of Commerce, “Our Marine Transportation System: The Competitiveness Context”http://uscg.mil/proceedings/Summer2011/articles/36_Long%20MTS.pdf) MB
America’s marine transportation system is the primary link in the international trade chain that connects our producers (and American jobs) to the global economy. Improving the flow of U.S. goods into global markets is crucial to improving American competitiveness in world trade, and to the success of President Obama’s National Export Initiative (also known as the NEI), which seeks to double America’s exports by the end of 2014 to support millions of jobs here at home. Any maritime element failure or chokepoint can delay the movement of these goods, resulting in higher costs, lost sales, and missed export targets. However, our maritime sector’s problems are just one aspect of the much larger competitiveness issues that face America’s entire freight system and its infrastructure. To address these issues, and to further President Obama’s goals, the Departments of Commerce and Transportation are working together in the Competitive Supply Chain Initiative. This is a comprehensive, user-focused effort to improve the efficiency and connectivity of the entire U.S. freight and supply chain infrastructure. The goal: to support domestic economic growth and boost U.S. exporters’ ability to sell their goods in the global marketplace.
Impact – Disease 

Economic collapse leads to disease and early deaths-Japan Proves

BMJ 12 (British Medical Journal, March 6, 2012, “Increase in Death Rate Among Managers Due to ‘Economic collapse’:Study”, http://medicalxpress.com/news/2012-03-death-due-economic-collapse.html, June 27, 2012) ALK

Death rates of Japanese men in managerial or professional positions have risen dramatically in 30 years compared to other professions, claims a study published today in the British Medical Journal. The cause of this increase is thought to be due to Japan's economic stagnation and the authors warn that the health of developed nations may suffer due to risks associated with economic changes. They warn that due to the economic collapse, many economies may experience the same thing as Japan. The authors, from the Kitasato University School of Medicine in Japan, assessed trends in death rates among working-age men aged between the ages of 30 and 59 from 1980 to 2005. The four leading causes of death were: cancer, heart disease, brain disease and accidental death. All occupations were placed into ten different categories including management, professional, production / labour and unemployed. Data on death rates and occupations were collected from the Japanese Ministry of Health. Decreases in death rates have been seen in all roles since 1980, except those in managerial and professional jobs which have seen a 70% increase. Production / labour, clerical and sales workers all had the lowest rates of death. Suicide also rapidly increased amongst all occupations with the largest increase in managerial and professional workers. Public health specialists argue that economic stagnation in Japan is responsible for changes in work environments and there is now a strong link between stressful lives and health outcomes including mental disorders and death rates. Furthermore, health risks associated with high job demands have become more prevalent in Japan including being overweight, drinking high volumes of alcohol and not doing enough exercise, all of which are risk factors for cancer. This changing work environment may also be primarily responsible for increasing suicide rates in recent years. The authors conclude that the major economic crash of the 1990s followed by years of economic stagnation is associated with a rapid increase in death rate patterns in Japan. They suggest the importance of reacting quickly to the health consequences of an economic collapse, especially since the 2008 global economic crisis. The authors remind us that the changes in Japan serve as a reminder that the "health gains in modern societies may not be guaranteed and could be vulnerable to sudden socioeconomic changes".

Impact – Terrorism 

Economic collapse causes terrorism – data proves

Sandler 11 (Todd School of Economic, Political and Policy Sciences, University of Texas at Dallas, 3/28/11, “New frontiers of terrorism research: An introduction” http://jpr.sagepub.com/content/48/3/279.full.pdf+html Journal of Peace Research 2011 48: 279) ALK
The Piazza (2011) article returns to the elusive relationship between poverty and terrorism that was drawn by the Bush administration, the media, and commentators following 11 September 2001. As Piazza notes, the literature found mixed results: many studies demonstrated no relationship between aggregate income indicators and transnational terrorist events, while other studies tied poverty in a terrorist’s home country to terrorism in richer venue countries. Micro-level studies showed that terrorists are neither necessarily poor nor uneducated. Piazza takes a different approach by using measures to ascertain whether domestic terrorists come from social groups that are marginalized by government policies or adverse social conditions. That is, domestic terrorists may be aggrieved individuals from groups that experience economic discrimination with no remedial action by the government. In testing its hypotheses, this article is relying on less aggregate data to identify some root causes of terrorism. Piazza uses the division of GTD incidents into domestic and transnational terrorist events, engineered by Enders, Sandler & Gaibulloev (2011). However, Piazza uses only domestic terrorist event counts as his dependent variable in his reported runs. Three discrimination variables – the presence or absence of minority economic discrimination and government remediation of such discrimination – are drawn from Minorities at Risk (MAR) data, compiled by the Center for International Development and Conflict Management at the University of Maryland. Piazza’s main finding is that countries with minority groups that are subjected to economic discrimination will experience more domestic terrorist incidents. Moreover, remedial actions to reduce this discrimination limit domestic terrorism. These two important findings are robust to a set of standard controls. The zero-inflated results indicate that countries with no domestic terrorism generally do not have minority groups that suffer economic discrimination. The study also shows that aggregate poverty measures of income do not increase domestic terrorism. With panel estimates, the Gaibulloev & Sandler (2011) article investigates the impact of terrorism on income per capita growth for 51 African countries for 1970–2007, while accounting for cross-sectional (spatial) dependence and other forms of conflict (i.e. internal and external wars). The authors use Enders, Sandler & Gaibulloev’s (2011) division of GTD into domestic and transnational terrorist incidents to distinguish the differential impacts of the two types of terrorist events on growth. For their baseline fixed-effects models, the authors find that transnational terrorism had a significant, but modest, marginal influence on income per capita growth. An average sample country sustained an annual reduction of just 0.1% to its income per capita growth. The analysis also finds that domestic terrorism did not have a significant adverse effect on income per capita growth. Alternative terrorist variables (e.g. total number of incidents and lagged terrorism) are used with little change in the findings that transnational terrorism had a significant negative growth effect, while domestic terrorism did not have a significant growth impact. This finding holds despite the fact that domestic terrorist events far outnumbered transnational terrorist events.

Impact – Environment 

Collapse of the economy ruins the environment-cleaner tech is made possible by economic growth

Riley 6 (Geoff, Eaton College, September 2006, “Cost and benefits of economic growth”, http://tutor2u.net/economics/revision-notes/a2-macro-economic-growth-costs-benefits.html, June 27, 2012) ALK  
The advantages and disadvantages of economic growth are fiercely debated by economists, environmentalists and other commentators. In this note we consider some of the economic and social costs and benefits from expanding levels of production and consumption. In particular we focus on the idea of sustainable growth. According to the UK government, ‘a healthy economy leads to higher living standards and greater prosperity for individuals. It also helps businesses to be profitable, which generates employment and income’. This quote highlights some of the benefits of growth – developed further below: Improvements in living standards: Growth is an important avenue through which better living standards and lower rates of poverty can be achieved. This is particularly true for countries who regard growth as a key route for poverty reduction among their population. According to a report published in August 2004 by the Asian Development Bank (ADB), rapid growth in many of the countries in the Asian region has reduced the number of people living on less than $1 a day fell to 22% of the region's population in 2002. That compares with 34% in 1990 and shows "considerable progress in the fight against poverty." Rising Employment: Growth stimulates higher employment. As we can see from the chart below, the sustained growth in the British economy since 1993 has helped to bring about a large rise in total employment, the number of people in work has risen from 2.53 million at the start of 1993 to nearly 29 million thirteen years later. This is a very impressive employment creation record, much better than most other countries in the European Union. Potential environmental benefits – richer countries have more resources available to invest in cleaner technologies. And, as nations move to later stages of development, energy intensity levels start to fall. Much depends on how many resources an economy is willing to devote to environmental improvement and protection. Over the last thirty years, the ratio of energy consumption per unit of GDP has fallen quite significantly. The reduction in energy intensity is a reflection of improvements in production technologies and also a gradual switch towards a low carbon economy. Much more progress needs to be made. Organisations such as the Carbon Trust sponsor research into low carbon technologies and many environmental groups believe that greater investment should be made in alternative sources of energy. 
Impact – Competitiveness – Sci Dip
US competitiveness is key to science diplomacy

RAND 7 (RAND National Defense Research Institute, June, “Perspectives on US Competitiveness in Science and Technology”, 

The importance of S&T to U.S. prosperity and security warrants that policymakers pay careful attention to the various high-level reports issued over the past five years that warn of pressures on the U.S. lead in S&T. The intellectual point of embarkation for the RAND meeting was the foremost recent such report, Rising Above the Gathering Storm: Energizing and Employing America for a Brighter Economic Future, by the National Academy of Sciences, the 1 RAND Corporation. 2 Perspectives on U.S. Competitiveness in Science and Technology National Academy of Engineering, and the Institute of Medicine.2 The executive summary of the report appears as the first paper in this volume (pp. 9–27).3 The National Academies’ report points to the increase in research and development (R&D) in major developing countries; the rapid transmission of new technologies throughout the global economy; the increase in the number of doctoral students in China and India; the seemingly small number of U.S. students entering science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM); and the rising return home of foreign graduate students who have trained in the United States. Among its recommendations, the report calls for increased federal investments in STEM research facilities and funding, graduate stipends, and steps to increase the number of qualified STEM teachers down to the K–12 level. These recommendations were echoed in the President’s State of the Union address in 2006. The basic argument that the United States might be losing its competitive edge can, with some simplification, be summarized as follows (see, for further elaboration, Segal, pp. 29–35 of this volume; Segal 2004; and Rising Above the Gathering Storm): Globalization and the rise of other geographic areas (e.g., India, China, and Europe) will lead to a relative decline in U.S. economic power and a relative decline of the U.S. innovation and R&D enterprise. The United States has, for several decades, invested too little in sustaining its S&T leadership and flow of S&T workers; for example, there are too few teachers in science and mathematics in K–12 and they are not sufficiently well prepared, too few students study science and engineering at the K–12 and higher levels, federal funding in basic research has lagged, the United States is increasingly reliant on foreign S&T talent, and S&T careers have become increasingly unattractive.

Science Diplomacy  checks Arctic conflict

Lempinen, Director of Public Programs at AAAS, 9 [Eduard/Advancing Science, Serving Society (AAAS), “The Arctic: Center of Conflict or ‘Pole of Peace’”, http://www.aaas.org/news/releases/2009/0629london.shtml, date accessed 6/27/12, A.R.]
The Arctic is a region where many of the climate issues—and an array of potential conflicts—have already emerged. Warming in the northern latitudes is causing dramatic environmental and social changes. Summer ice in the past two years has been at record low levels, and forecasts by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) indicate that trend could persist for decades. But as ice disappears, newly exposed land and water absorb more heat. That warming changes ocean currents, the ocean's chemical composition, and the distribution of marine life. As the tundra thaws, it releases methane that adds further to the load of climate-changing greenhouse gasses in the atmosphere. It is a potentially devastating feedback loop. Meanwhile, new research by the U.S. Geological Survey has estimated that the area above the Arctic Circle, which covers 6% of the Earth's surface, holds 13% of its as-yet-undiscovered oil and 30% of its undiscovered natural gas. Arctic experts say the disappearance of ice in the next few decades could open the region to an international race for those and other resources. With that competition could come conflict over land-claims and sea lanes. Paul Berkman These are not merely regional issues. Because the health of North and South Poles has a global impact, these issues illustrate the "challenges and opportunities we face as a civilization," said Paul Berkman, head of the Arctic Ocean Geopolitics Programme at the University of Cambridge. A generation ago, Berkman said, Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev urged an era of international cooperation in the Arctic; Gorbachev envisioned the North Pole as a "pole of peace." However, with the diminishing sea ice there are indications that the Arctic could slide into a new era of jurisdictional conflicts, increasingly severe clashes over the extraction of natural resources, and the emergence of a new "great game" among the global powers. Despite the importance of the region and the looming potential for conflict, there is only a "patchwork" of mechanisms for governing the Arctic, said Diana Wallis, vice president of the European Parliament. "The structures of decision-making are not up to the challenge," Wallis said. "This is where we need to do our homework. This is where we need some science." Berkman looked to history for a model for coherent governance for the Arctic. A half century ago, in the midst of the Cold War, 12 nations sent representatives to Washington, D.C. to sign the Antarctic Treaty, which successfully set aside almost 10% of the Earth as a zone of peace with the interests of science and the progress of all humanity Nearly four dozen nations, representing two-thirds of of our global society, have now signed the treaty. (This year's Antarctic Treaty Summit at the Smithsonian Institution in Washington, D.C., coinciding with 50th anniversary of the 1 December 1959 signing of the Antarctic Treaty, will be an international opportunity to further investigate these science diplomacy lessons, Berkman said.) Today in the Arctic, the coastal sea floor may fall under the jurisdiction of Arctic nations, Berkman said, but the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Seas "applies to the entire Arctic Basin." The law of the seas could be a starting point for a framework that builds on the high seas of the central Arctic Ocean as an undisputed international space, beyond the jurisdictions of the Arctic coastal states and legally separated from the underlying sea floor. In governing the Arctic, Berkman said, science has a dual role: to understand ecosystem dynamics and to provide monitoring and verification needed to support durable international cooperation. "The simple truth," he said, "is that all activities in the Arctic Ocean are jeopardized without coherent strategies for peace and stability." 

Arctic conflict escalates into nuclear war

Staples 9 (Steven, August 10, - Rideau Institute, “Steps toward an arctic nuclear weapon free zone”, http://www.diis.dk/graphics/Events/2009/Presentation%20Staples.pdf, accessed 6-27-12, A.R.)

The fact is, the Arctic is becoming an zone of increased military competition. Russian President Medvedev has announced the creation of a special military force to defend Arctic claims. Russian General Vladimir Shamanov declared that Russian troops would step up training for Arctic combat, and that Russia’s submarine fleet would increase its “operational radius.” This week, two Russian attack submarines were spotted off the U.S. east coast for the first time in 15 years. In January, on the eve of Obama’s inauguration, President Bush issued a National Security Presidential Directive on Arctic Regional Policy. As Michael Hamel-Greene has pointed out, it affirmed as a priority to preserve U.S. military vessel and aircraft mobility and transit throughout the Arctic, including the Northwest Passage, and foresaw greater capabilities to protect U.S. borders in the Arctic. The Bush administration’s disastrous eight years in office, particularly its decision to withdraw from the ABM treaty and deploy missile defence interceptors and a radar in Eastern Europe, has greatly contributed to the instability we are seeing today. The Arctic has figured in this renewed interest in Cold War weapons systems, particularly the upgrading of the Thule Ballistic Missile Early Warning System radar for ballistic missile defence. The Canadian government, as well, has put forward new military capabilities to protect Canadian sovereignty claims in the Arctic, including proposed ice-capable ships, a northern military training base and a deep water port. Denmark last week released an all-party defence position paper that suggests the country should create a dedicated Arctic military contingent that draws on army, navy and air force assets with ship-based helicopters able to drop troops anywhere. Danish fighter planes could be patrolling Greenlandic airspace. Last year, Norway chose to buy 48 Lockheed F-35 fighter jets, partly because of their suitability for Arctic patrols. In March, that country held a major Arctic military practice involving 7,000 soldiers from 13 countries in which a fictional country called Northland seized offshore oil rigs. The manoeuvres prompted a protest from Russia – which objected again in June after Sweden held its largest northern military exercise since the end of the Second World War. About 12,000 troops, 50 aircraft and several warships were involved. Jayantha Dhanapala, President of Pugwash and former UN Under-Secretary for Disarmament Affairs, summarizes the situation bluntly. He warns us that “From those in the international peace and security sector, deep concerns are being expressed over the fact that two nuclear weapon states – the United States and the Russian Federation, which together own 95 per cent of the nuclear weapons in the world – converge on the Arctic and have competing claims. These claims, together with those of other allied NATO countries – Canada, Denmark, Iceland, and Norway – could, if unresolved, lead to conflict escalating into the threat or use of nuclear weapons.”
Third, it prevents disease 

Department of Defense 10-31-11 (DOD/Research America: An Alliance for Discoveries in Health, “Smart Collaborations in Global Health”, http://www.researchamerica.org/uploads/DoDFactsheet.pdf, date accessed 6/27/12, A.R.)
The Infectious Disease Research Institute is part of a product development partnership (PDP) committed to applying innovative science to the research and development of products that treat and prevent infectious diseases of poverty. Currently, IDRI is partnering with the DoD and U.S. Agency for International Development to create a vaccine for malaria scheduled to enter clinical trials in 2012. Malaria causes approximately one million deaths annually, affecting U.S. soldiers, tourists, and those living in 40 affected countries worldwide. Malaria also affects workforce productivity in these countries along with lowered school attendance, decreased tourism, and lower crop production, and limits foreign investment in the affected region. This DoD partnership is crucial to achieving a more comprehensive plan for reducing malaria.

Disease outbreak causes extinction

Yu 12 (Victoria, Dartmouth College: Journal of Science, “Human Extinction: The Uncertainty of Our Fate”, http://dujs.dartmouth.edu/spring-2009/human-extinction-the-uncertainty-of-our-fate, date accessed 6-27-12, A.R.) 
In the past, humans have indeed fallen victim to viruses. Perhaps the best-known case was the bubonic plague that killed up to one third of the European population in the mid-14th century (7). While vaccines have been developed for the plague and some other infectious diseases, new viral strains are constantly emerging — a process that maintains the possibility of a pandemic-facilitated human extinction. So
JJPme surveyed students mentioned AIDS as a potential pandemic-causing virus.  It is true that scientists have been unable thus far to find a sustainable cure for AIDS, mainly due to HIV’s rapid and constant evolution. Specifically, two factors account for the virus’s abnormally high mutation rate: 1. HIV’s use of reverse transcriptase, which does not have a proof-reading mechanism, and 2. the lack of an error-correction mechanism in HIV DNA polymerase (8). Luckily, though, there are certain characteristics of HIV that make it a poor candidate for a large-scale global infection: HIV can lie dormant in the human body for years without manifesting itself, and AIDS itself does not kill directly, but rather through the weakening of the immune system. However, for more easily transmitted viruses such as influenza, the evolution of new strains could prove far more consequential. The simultaneous occurrence of antigenic drift (point mutations that lead to new strains) and antigenic shift (the inter-species transfer of disease) in the influenza virus could produce a new version of influenza for which scientists may not immediately find a cure. Since influenza can spread quickly, this lag time could potentially lead to a “global influenza pandemic,” according to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (9). The most recent scare of this variety came in 1918 when bird flu managed to kill over 50 million people around the world in what is sometimes referred to as the Spanish flu pandemic. Perhaps even more frightening is the fact that only 25 mutations were required to convert the original viral strain — which could only infect birds — into a human-viable strain (10). No other superior species will evolve and usurp man’s place on earth.
**Trade**

UQ – Trade Low 
Trade is at its lowest since 62 years

Lazzaro 9(Joseph, managing editor of financial news on WallStreetEurope.com/WallStreetItalia.com, “WTO predicts worst trade decline in more than 60 years”, date accessed 6/28/12, A.R.)

As far as international trade is concerned, the G-20 meeting cannot occur a moment too soon. The World Trade Organization (WTO) has just issued a report predicting that global trade will plunge about nine percent in 2009 -- the worst performance in the 62 years the WTO has been keeping such records. The takeaway from the findings, based on new data for the first months of the year, couldn't be clearer: The economic crisis is having a devastating effect on world trade, and further adverse developments in the financial markets could prolong the misery. The question now is whether the developed-nation leaders meeting this week in London will take the steps needed to ease the global slump and get the economy back on a sustainable growth track. Break down the WTO's numbers and it's not pretty: In January, China's exports plummeted -26 percent; Japan's, -35 percent; Germany's, -28 percent, Canada's, -34%; and the U.S.'s, -21 percent.. Overall, developed-world trade is expected now to fall -10 percent in 2009; the developing world will fare somewhat better, at about -3 percent. Those drops compare to a global trade increase of 2 percent in 2008 (up to $15.8 trillion). Adding insult to injury, global GDP is predicted to contract by about -2 percent. The WTO said four factors have lead to the trade contraction: 1) the synchronized global recession -- the world's first in the modern era, 2) tapped-out consumers in developed countries, who overspent during the recent economic expansion, 3) the globalized supply chain, where lower demand for goods in the U.S or E.U. leads to factory closures in China, and, most ominously 4) an uptick in protectionism, with countries as Russia and Mexico starting to break their free-trade promises and impose tariffs.
Trade is low now – Obama warns against protectionism

Shear 9 (Michael, Voices: The Washington Post, “In Canada, Obama Warns Against Protectionism”, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/44/2009/02/19/in_canada_obama_warns_against.html, date accessed 6/28/12, A.R.)

Meeting with Canada's prime minister on his first official trip abroad, President Obama warned against a "strong impulse" toward protectionism while the world suffers a global economic recession and said efforts to renegotiate NAFTA will have to wait. In a joint press conference after meeting for almost two hours at Parliament Hill here, Obama said he wants to find a way to keep his campaign pledge to add labor and environmental standards to the continent's trade agreements without disrupting trade. "Now is a time where we've got to be very careful about any signals of protectionism," the president said. "Because, as the economy of the world contracts, I think there's going to be a strong impulse on the part of constituencies in all countries to see if we -- they can engage in beggar-thy-neighbor policies." Obama said during the campaign that he would consider opting out of NAFTA if he proved unable to renegotiate it. On Thursday, the president said that he raised the issue with Harper but indicated that he hoped advisers and staff from both countries could work out the issue. The trade discussion came as Canadians have expressed concern in recent days over the "Buy American" provision that was added by Congress to the $787 billion stimulus package that Obama signed into law this week. Harper told reporters that he has "every expectation" that the U.S. will abide by trade rules which forbid most such preferences. But he used strong language to indicate how seriously the country takes that issue. "If we pursue stimulus packages, the goal of which is only to benefit ourselves, or to benefit ourselves -- worse -- at the expense of others, we will deepen the world recession, not solve it," Harper said. Obama and Harper also pledged to work together in the fight against terrorism, especially in Afghanistan, where Canadian soldiers have been fighting and dying for years. In his first public comments since ordering an additional 17,000 troops to the war-torn country earlier this week, Obama said that "it was necessary to stabilize the situation there in advance of the elections that are coming up." The president declined to say how long the troops will remain there, saying that such a statement would pre-empt the 60-day review of policy in the region that he has ordered. Harper likewise declined to say whether his country's troops will remain beyond the 2011 authorization that exists already, though he described a constrained long-term goal for the effort there. "We are not in the long term, through our own efforts, going to establish peace and security in Afghanistan. That, that job, ultimately, can be done only by the Afghans, themselves," Harper said. The president's comments about trade revived a controversy from his campaign, when he was forced to respond to a Canadian assessment that his criticisms of NAFTA were nothing more than campaign rhetoric. At the time, a top adviser to then-candidate Barack Obama left Canadian officials with the clear impression that his boss would not rush to renegotiate long-standing trade agreements if elected president. "Much of the rhetoric that may be perceived to be protectionist is more reflective of political maneuvering than policy," the Canadians concluded in a memo after meeting with Austan Goolsbee, a senior campaign aide and now a member of Obama's Council of Economic Advisers. Obama was chasing support among Rust Belt union workers and insisted that he would press to reopen the North American Free Trade Agreement to include tougher labor and environmental standards. He even suggested that the U.S. might opt out of NAFTA if the standards couldn't be improved to America's satisfaction. Some long-time observers of the U.S.-Canada relationship said Obama's position appears to validate the impression that Canadian officials got from the meeting with Goolsbee. "It sounds like [Goolsbee] was right," said former Massachusetts governor Paul Cellucci, who served as Ambassador to Canada during George W. Bush's first term. "It looks like [Obama's] softened that quite a bit, to put it mildly." That could anger some of Obama's staunchest supporters in the labor movement, who blame NAFTA for sending American jobs oversees by not requiring a level playing field in the areas of labor and the environment. A top Obama aide said Tuesday that the president's main message to Harper would be to reassure him that the U.S. intends to maintain a robust trading relationship with its neighbor.
Global trade flows are being clogged in the squo


TCP 5-31-12 (The Conservative Papers, 5/31, “Trade Protectionism is Clogging the World’s Economic Arteries”, http://conservativepapers.com/news/2012/05/31/trade-protectionism-is-clogging-the-worlds-economic-arteries/#.T-zJtLXZCf5, date accessed 6/28/12, A.R.)
In its latest joint report with the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development and the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, the World Trade Organization (WTO) issued sharp warnings on global trade restrictions: The past seven months have not witnessed any slowdown in the imposition of new trade restrictions. And there is no indication that efforts have been stepped up to remove existing restrictions, particularly those introduced since the start of the global crisis.… The accumulation of trade restrictions is a matter of concern, which is aggravated by the relatively slow pace of rollback of existing measures. This situation is clearly adding to the downside risks to the global economy. Moreover, government support to selected sectors is distorting competition and restricting trade. Sadly, various pledges by world leaders not to disrupt global free trade with more barriers have been repeatedly broken since 2008. WTO chief Pascal Lamy sums up the danger of rising protectionism: Protectionism is like cholesterol: the slow accumulation of trade restrictive measures since 2008—now covering almost 3 per cent of world merchandise trade, and almost 4 per cent of G20 trade—can lead to the clogging of trade flows. The collateral damage of rising trade protectionism can only get costlier over time. Unless the trend is reversed soon, the economic sclerosis we are currently suffering could turn into a full-blown economic health crisis.

Global trade has slowed down

Blanchard 5-30-12 (“Gazing Into Future Through a Cracked Crystal Ball”, http://blog.mhlnews.com/material_flows/2012/05/30/, date accesed 6/28, A.R.)
Prediction 4: By 2016, slower global trade growth will force shippers to adjust from proliferation to optimization of international flows. Gartner believes that the growth in global trade has slowed down, which is slicing the cheese very thin since all they’re really saying is that global trade as a percentage of global GDP will continue to grow, but just not as rapidly as it has in the past. Certainly the global recession (“recession” being optimistic in some instances; “full-scale meltdown” might be closer to the truth for some countries) has slowed growth everywhere, but international trade itself continues to grow. According to the International Monetary Fund (IMF), for instance, the global economy is expected to grow slightly more in 2013 than 2012. The other half of Gartner’s prediction – that companies will turn more to supply chain technology to improve their logistics performance – could have been written at any time over the past two decades because, after all, when hasn’t it been a good time to improve logistics performance.
I/L – NEI K/ Competitiveness
NEI key to trade leadership and competitiveness.
International  Trade Admin., 12 (Intl. Trade Admin, March 6,12, Intl. Trade Admin, “The National Export Initiative: Making Progress and Striving for More,” http://blog.trade.gov/2012/03/06/the-national-export-initiative-making-progress-and-striving-for-more/,accessed 6/28/12, AS).

With new economic challenges emerging in pockets throughout the world, in Europe for example, we realize that we have to work harder to keep the momentum of the NEI going. That’s why we continue to push for progress in a number of ways. Here are four specific areas of focus: 1. Policy: The United States – Korean Trade Agreement will take effect later this month. It is estimated to create roughly 70,000 jobs and add billions to the U.S. GDP. The agreement will create new opportunities for U.S. companies in the world’s 12th largest economy, which is sure to boost exports and enhance the nation’s competitiveness. We look forward to supporting our colleagues at the Office of the United States Trade Representative to resolve the outstanding issues involved with the free trade agreements with Panama and Colombia. 2. Promotion: We continue to actively link U.S. companies with promising growth markets and industries around the world. For instance, as you’ll read about in this edition of International Trade Update, I just returned from India where I accompanied twelve U.S. companies on the first-ever ports and maritime trade mission. Recently, the Indian Government announced infrastructure investments of nearly $100 billion in the port and shipping sectors. U.S. companies offer cutting-edge products and services that would be a valuable asset to this development. Recognizing this enormous opportunity, I urged all sides to come together and create mutually beneficial partnerships. I’ll continue to do that in different industries and markets all over the world. 3. Enforcement: We’ll continue to fight to level the playing-field for American firms seeking to do business overseas. One exciting new effort to do this is President Obama’s Interagency Trade Enforcement Center. Working with colleagues from across the U.S. government, we will take unprecedented steps to remove the barriers to free and fair trade. American businesses deserve a fair chance to compete. We’ll keep working to give them that chance. 4. Partnerships: With efforts like the New Market Exporter Initiative and our work with the Brookings Institution, we will continue to leverage our partnerships to maximize opportunities. In fact, on March 12, the actual date the NEI was launched, I will be at the Port of Baltimore celebrating their great contributions to U.S. exports. With these and other measures, all of us at ITA remain focused on ensuring that the future of the National Export Initiative is as successful as the past — if not more so. Additional stories, successes and achievements will be detailed in the special NEI anniversary edition of the International Trade Update due out later this month. We look forward to working with all our stakeholders to increase U.S. exports and expand opportunities for Americans across the country.
I/L – NEI K/ DOHA

Obama Export Initiative is key to reviving DOHA.

Trade Promotion Coordinating Committee, 11 (June 2011, “2011 NATIONAL EXPORT STRATEGY Powering the National Export Initiative,” http://trade.gov/publications/pdfs/nes2011FINAL.pdf, accessed 6-28-12, AS).

Although there are many avenues for trade negotiation, the World Trade Organization (WTO) remains the most comprehensive venue and influences the functioning of the rest of the trade system. U.S. negotiators are working toward an ambitious and balanced WTO Doha Round agreement that will open markets and increase exports around the world. A successful Doha Round agreement can provide meaningful liberalization in all three core market access areas (agriculture, goods, and services); boost the world economy; support U.S. jobs in farming, ranching, manufacturing, and services; and reinforce confidence in a rules-based trading system. In short, it would be good for the global trading system and for the United States.

I/L – NEI K/ Economy 

National Export Initiative has substantially improved the economy and is essential to further recovery.
International  Trade Admin., 11 (Intl. Trade Admin, Jan 27 11, Intl. Trade Admin, “U.S. EXPORT POSITION IMPROVES AS NATIONAL EXPORT INITIATIVE MARKS ONE YEAR,” http://trade.gov/publications/ita-newsletter/0111/us-export-position-improves-as-national-export-initiative-marks-one-year.asp,accessed 6/28/12, AS).

Improved coordination among federal agencies, aggressive outreach and assistance to potential exporters, and an ambitious program of trade promotion to expanding overseas markets are bringing concrete results as the National Export Initiative marks its first anniversary. January 27, 2011, marked the one-year anniversary of President Barack Obama's National Export Initiative (NEI), which plans to double U.S. exports by 2015 and to create millions of new jobs. And after only 12 months, there are encouraging signs that those goals are within reach. In 2010, U.S. exports of goods and services showed their strongest percent growth in more than 20 years, expanding by nearly 17 percent over 2009. "Our economy is picking up steam as we head into this new year," noted Francisco Sánchez, under secretary of commerce for international trade, in a speech he gave to business leaders at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce in Washington, D.C., on January 27. "Exports have been an especially bright spot in this story. It is an encouraging sign that as we dust ourselves off from the recession, we are not looking backwards but with clarity toward the future." Thus far, NEI's efforts have focused on five key areas: improving trade advocacy and export promotion efforts; increasing access to credit; removing barriers for U.S. goods and services abroad; enforcing trade rules; and pursuing policies that promote strong, sustainable, and balanced growth. At the Department of Commerce, this focus has created intense activity in the pursuit of export growth, including: Engaging in commercial advocacy worth $18.7 billion in U.S. export content, which supported an estimated 101,000 jobs Coordinating 35 trade missions to 31 countries, with the participation of nearly 400 U.S. companies, which resulted in an anticipated $2 billion in increased exports Helping more than 5,500 U.S. companies complete a successful export Recruiting nearly 13,000 foreign buyers to major U.S. trade shows, thereby facilitating approximately $770 million in successful exports Resolving more than 82 trade barriers in 45 countries that were affecting many U.S. industries In his speech, Sánchez detailed the efforts for NEI's second year. Those areas include improving awareness of the benefits of trade, especially among small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs); expanding the New Market Exporter Initiative; and finalizing pending trade agreements. As part of this continuing effort, Secretary of Commerce Gary Locke announced a national tour that he will lead this year, "New Markets, New Jobs: The National Export Initiative Small Business Tour." The tour will be an interagency, multicity outreach campaign designed to help connect SMEs with the resources they need to sell more products and services overseas. "We stand at an important crossroads," noted Sánchez. "The NEI contributed to the success of the past year, but it is not a one-year program. We are just getting started."
Impact – Economy 

Free Trade is key to economic prosperity

Ikenson  and Lincicome 11 (Daniel J. Ikenson and Scott Lincicome, January 23,2011, Ikenson is Associate director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute. Scott Lincicome is an international trade attorney with the law firm of White & Case, LLP, in Washington, D.C. “Beyond Exports: A Better Case for Free Trade” http://www.cato.org/publications/free-trade-bulletin/beyond-exports-better-case-free-trade) MB

The case for free trade is much broader than the one that trumpets only export potential. And it is more elegant. The most principled case is a moral one: voluntary economic exchange is inherently fair, benefits both parties, and allocates scarce resources more efficiently than a system under which government dictates or limits choices. Moreover, government intervention in voluntary economic exchange on behalf of some citizens necessarily comes at the expense of others and is inherently unfair, inefficient, and subverts the rule of law. At their core, trade barriers are the triumph of coercion and politics over free choice and economics. Trade barriers are the result of productive resources being diverted to achieve political ends and, in the process, taxing unsuspecting consumers to line the pockets of the special interests that succeeded in enlisting the weight of the government on their side. Protectionism is akin to earmarks, but it comes out of the hides of American families and businesses instead of the general treasury. Policymakers on the right should support free trade because it is consistent with their principled opposition to higher taxes on American businesses and consumers and to big government telling people how and where they should spend their money. A vote for free trade is a vote to cut taxes and to get government out of the business of picking winners and losers in the market. Policymakers on the left should support free trade because it is consistent with their opposition to corporate welfare and regressive taxation. Beyond the moral case for free trade, when people are free to buy from, sell to, and invest with one another as they choose, they can achieve far more than when governments attempt to control their decisions. Widening the circle of people with whom we transact brings benefits to consumers in the form of lower prices, greater variety, and better quality, and it allows companies to reap the benefits of innovation, specialization, and economies of scale that larger markets afford. Free markets are essential to prosperity, and expanding free markets as much as possible enhances that prosperity. When goods, services, and capital flow freely across U.S. borders, Americans can take full advantage of the opportunities of the international marketplace. They can buy the best or least expensive goods and services the world has to offer, they can sell to the most promising markets, they can choose among the best investment opportunities, and they can tap into the worldwide pool of labor and capital. Study after study has shown that countries that are more open to the global economy grow faster and achieve higher incomes than those that are relatively closed.19

Economic Interdependence stops war. 

Martin et al 07  (Philippe Martin, Thierry Mayer, Mathias Thoenig, July 4, 2007, Philippe Martin Professor of Economics at Sciences Po (Paris) and CEPR Research Fellow , Thierry Mayer Professor of Economics at Sciences-Po and CEPR Research Fellow, Mathias Thoenig Mathias Thoenig is Professor of Economics at the University of Geneva and associate researcher at Paris School of Economics, “Does globalisation pacify international relations?” http://www.voxeu.org/index.php?q=node/354) MB

European integration was, from its origins, a project of peace, shaped by the destruction and suffering brought by the two World Wars. Economic integration, it was believed, would lead to increased economic interdependence and better understanding, both generated by trade flows. The objective was to make conflict unthinkable, and judged from this point of view it has been a great success. The European experience seems therefore to prove Kant and Montesquieu right. Both philosophers held the view that trade between nations is a pacifying force as illustrated by this quote from Montesquieu (1758): “The natural effect of trade is to bring about peace. Two nations which trade together render themselves reciprocally dependent.” Outside Europe, this vision of trade as an engine of peace has also been very influential: MERCOSUR was created in 1991 in part to curtail the military power in Argentina and Brazil, then two recent and fragile democracies with ongoing disputes over natural resources and borders. These disputes are still present but have not escalated into military conflicts, which can, at least partly, be interpreted as a consequence of MERCOSUR. After the end of the Cold War, some commentators went further and interpreted the forces of globalization as putting an end to centuries of inter-state conflicts, some going to the point of predicting “the end of history”. If indeed, trade between countries promotes peace, as suggested by the European example, then it seems logical that the dramatic increase of trade flows at the global level should lower the number of violent interstate conflicts.

Trade is key to the economy 

Nagle 11 (Kurt, president and chief executive officer of the American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA), November 19th, 2011, Industry Today, Port-Related Infrastructure Investments Can Reap Dividends, http://www.industrytoday.com/article_view.asp?ArticleID=F370, June 26, 2012)ALK

ECONOMIC IMPACT: HUGE Currently, international trade accounts for more than a quarter of America’s GDP (gross domestic product). Oceangoing vessels that load and unload cargo at US seaports move 99.4 percent of the nation’s overseas trade by volume and 65.5 percent by value. Further, customs collections from seaport cargo provide tens of billions of dollars a year to the federal government, including $23.2 billion in fiscal year (FY) 2007, $24.1 billion in FY 2008, $20.3 billion in FY 2009 and $22.5 billion in FY 2010. The latest economic impacts analyses conducted in 2007 indicated that US seaport activities generated $3.15 trillion in annual economic output, with $3.8 billion worth of goods moving in and out of seaports every day. Impact extends far beyond seaport communities. On average, any given state uses the services of 15 different ports around the country to handle its imports and exports. Also, seaports are a proven job creator. In addition to handling international trade, US seaports – and the waterways that serve them – represent important transportation modes for the movement of domestic freight. Greater utilization of America’s coastal and inland water routes for freight transportation complements other surface transportation modes – providing a safe and secure alternative for cargo while offering significant energy savings and traffic congestion relief.
Free trade is key to the economy - competitiveness, jobs, and rule of law

Froning 2000 (Denise, August 25, Heritage Foundation, Trade Policy Analyst in the Center for International Trade and Economics at The Heritage Foundation, “THE BENEFITS OF FREE TRADE: A GUIDE FOR POLICYMAKERS”, http://www.aaec.ttu.edu/faculty/smisra/Misra/AAEC5312/article16.pdf, accessed 6/27) CGC
Benefit #1: Free trade promotes innovation and competition. Free trade offers consumers the most choices and the best opportunities to improve their standard of living. It fosters competition, spurring companies to innovate and develop better products and to bring more of their goods and services to market, keeping prices low and quality high, to the benefit of consumers. Benefit #2: Free trade generates economic growth. By fostering opportunities for American businesses, free trade rewards risk-taking by increasing sales, profit margins, and market share. Companies can choose to build on those profits by expanding their operations, entering new market sectors, and creating better-paying jobs. According to U.S. Trade Representative Charlene Barshefsky, U.S. exports support over 12 million jobs in America, and trade-related jobs pay an average of 13 percent to 16 percent higher wages than do non– trade-related jobs. Benefit #3: Free trade disseminates democratic values. Free trade both fosters, and is reinforced by, the rule of law and removes incentives for corruption. It also transmits ideas and values, advancing a culture of freedom that can become both the cornerstone and capstone of economic prosperity. Taiwan’s success in achieving economic—and thence political—freedom demonstrates that if China opens its market, economic and political freedoms will have a real chance to develop. By approving permanent normal trading relations (PNTR) with China on May 24, 2000, members of the U.S. House of Representatives demonstrated their confidence in policies that promote economic freedom by voting to lend U.S. assistance to this endeavor through freer economic exchange. Members of the U.S. Senate will have an opportunity to endorse economic freedom as well when they vote on PNTR for China in September. Benefit #4: Free trade fosters economic freedom. The annual Index of Economic Freedom demonstrates that free trade policies encourage development, raise the level of economic freedom, increase prosperity, and reinforce political freedoms. Every day in the marketplace of free countries, individuals make choices and exercise direct control over their own lives. Establishing the backbone of the rule of law, with property rights and free-market policies, is an essential step in creating the sort of market stability that foreign investors seek. Societies that enact free trade policies create their own economic dynamism and foster a wellspring of freedom, opportunity, and prosperity that benefits every citizen. The United States demonstrates this principle well. Yet Americans are not alone in benefiting from its policies. By breaking the cycle of poverty, the free trade policies of the United States can enable even the most impoverished countries to begin to create their own dynamic toward prosperity.
Economic ties between countries are key to decrease war
Martin et al 10  (Philippe Martin, Thierry Mayer, Mathias Thoenig, April 9, 2010, Philippe Martin Professor of Economics at Sciences Po (Paris) and CEPR Research Fellow , Thierry Mayer Professor of Economics at Sciences-Po and CEPR Research Fellow, Mathias Thoenig Mathias Thoenig is Professor of Economics at the University of Geneva and associate researcher at Paris School of Economics, “The economics and politics of free trade agreements” http://www.voxeu.org/index.php?q=node/354) MB

Finally, we analyse how globalisation in the form of multilateral trade openness changes these political factors. We have shown in previous research (Martin et al. 2007 and 2008) that multilateral trade openness, because it reduces bilateral economic dependence and the opportunity cost of a bilateral war, actually increases the probability that a dispute escalates into a conflict. If so, countries should respond to the weakening of local economic ties (a side effect of multilateral trade liberalisation) and its potentially peace-harming consequences, by reinforcing local economic ties through a FTA. This is exactly what the data suggests. Country pairs more open to multilateral trade and with a history of old wars are more likely to sign FTAs. From this point of view, we interpret the multiplication of FTAs as a logical political response to globalisation.  Our results suggest that political scientists and historians are right to emphasise the political motivation behind FTAs, in particular the objective of pacifying relations. However, this does not mean that economics does not matter and that FTAs are signed without taking into account their economic benefits, the trade gains. On the contrary, without trade gains, the peace promoting effect of FTAs is greatly weakened. Hence, our story is one where politics and economics push in the same direction. Economic and security gains are complementary to explain the evolving geography of trade agreements. Trade gains may be used for a superior objective of peace but that makes them more, not less, important.
Impact – War/Conflict
Free trade decreases conflict.

Lak 11 (M., 12/8, PhD. Candidate in economics, “Because We Need Them...: German-Dutch relations after the occupation: economic inevitability and political acceptance”, http://repub.eur.nl/res/pub/30641/Chapter%201%20Introduction.pdf, accessed 6/27) CGC

According to modern social scientists, it is not so much trade, but free trade that promotes peaceful relations between two countries. Interdependence can only lead to peace if a country‟s economic policy is directed towards ensuring that it can get what it needs from a 10 neighbouring country without resorting to violence. If two countries are mutually dependent, and there is free trade between them, waging war would not achieve anything. Trade alone is not enough, there has to be free trade. Free trade promotes peace „by removing an important foundation of domestic privilege – protective barriers to trade – that enhances the domestic power of societal groups likely to support war, reduces the capacity of free-trading interests to limit aggression in foreign policy, and creates a mechanism by which the state can build supportive coalitions for war [...] Free trade reduces military conflict in the international system by undermining the domestic political power of interests that benefit from conflict and by limiting the state‟s ability to enact commercial policies to build domestic coalitional support for its war machine‟.7 Free trade was exactly what was missing in Nazi Germany, just as any form of political influence by the citizens. Protectionism limited essential trade.
Free trade promotes peace.
McDonald 4 (Patrick, August, Department of Government University of Texas at Austin , “Peace through Trade or Free Trade?”, JSTOR, accessed 6/27) CGC
This study argues that a subtle shift in the primary independent variable of the commercial peace literature-from trade to free trade-provides an opportunity to respond to the some of the strongest criticisms of this research program. Free trade, and not just trade, promotes peace by removing an important foundation of domestic privilege-protective barriers to international commerce-that enhances the domes-tic power of societal groups likely to support war, reduces the capacity of free-trading interests to limit aggression in foreign policy, and simultaneously generates political support for the state often used to build its war machine. A series of statistical tests demonstrates that higher levels of free trade, rather than trade alone, reduce military conflict between states. Moreover, contrary to conventional wisdom, these arguments suggest how the puzzling case of World War I may confirm, rather than contradict, the central claims of commercial liberalism.
Free trade promotes peace – opportunity cost, cost, sociological means, and negotiating compromise. 
McDonald 4 (Patrick, August, Department of Government University of Texas at Austin , “Peace through Trade or Free Trade?”, JSTOR, accessed 6/27) CGC
An extensive base of empirical tests across a number of research designs-including differences in the operationalization of the independent and dependent variables, the temporal domain under study, and the unit of analysis-support the conclusion that international commerce promotes peace among states (e.g., Polachek 1980; Domke 1988; Mansfield 1994; Oneal and Russett 1997, 1999; Russett and Oneal 2001; Gartzke, Li, and Boehmer 2001; for an exception, see Barbieri 2002). The contemporary debate has traditionally relied on four variants of the broader hypothesis that trade promotes peace. The first has been labeled the opportunity cost or deterrence model. Because conflict or even the threat of it tends to disrupt normal trading patterns, potentially large economic costs will deter dependent states from using military force to solve their political conflicts (Polachek 1980). A second mechanism that I call here the "efficiency argument" compares the relative costs of acquiring productive resources. As commerce grows, the incentives for plunder or conquest decrease simply because it is a more costly means of generating economic growth (Rosecrance 1986). Third, a sociological hypothesis concentrates on how trade helps to increase contact and communication across societies. By building a broader cosmopolitan identity across societies, trade displaces national loyalties and competitive relations between governments that generate military conflict (e.g., Deutsch et al. 1957). Fourth, drawing on bargaining models, some scholars argue that international commerce provides an important signaling mechanism that can help states achieve a negotiated compromise short of war during a crisis (e.g., Morrow 1999; Gartzke, Li, and Boehmer 2001).

Free trade promotes peace – international cooperation
McDonald 4 (Patrick, August, Department of Government University of Texas at Austin , “Peace through Trade or Free Trade?”, JSTOR, accessed 6/27) CGC
This study has critiqued the interdependence literature for neglecting important components o f the classical literature that link trade and war. Scholars such as Cobden (1868, 1870) and Schumpeter (1919/1951) have recognized that although international commerce may offer the potential to establish mutual ties of dependence among states that make war less likely, free trade also simultaneously transformed the domestic distribution of power by eliminating economic regulations that strengthened societal groups most likely to support war. Solidly grounded in the foundations of liberal theory that focus on how individual incentives and domestic institutions alter the foreign policy of states, such arguments distinguish trade from "free" trade and recognize that domestic interests and institutions filter the effects of commerce on peace. Free trade reduces military conflict in the international system by undermining the domestic political power of interests that benefit from conflict and by limiting the state's ability to enact commercial policies to build domestic coalitional support for its war machine. 
Free Trade lowers conflict.

Polochek and Seiglie 6 (Solomon and Carlos, June, Professors of economics at State University of New York and Professor of economics at Rutgers University “Trade, Peace and Democracy: An Analysis of Dyadic Dispute”, http://www.econstor.eu/dspace/bitstream/10419/33820/1/513828613.pdf)

At least since 1750 when Baron de Montesquieu declared "peace is the natural effect of trade," a number of economists and political scientists espoused the notion that trade among nations leads to peace. Employing resources wisely to produce one commodity rather than employing them inefficiently to produce another is the foundation for comparative advantage. Specialization based on comparative advantage leads to gains from trade. If political conflict leads to a diminution of trade, then at least a portion of the costs of conflict can be measured by a nation's lost gains from trade. The greater two nations' gain from trade the more costly is bilateral (dyadic) conflict. This notion forms the basis of Baron de Montesquieu's assertion regarding dyadic dispute. This paper develops an analytical framework showing that higher gains from trade between two trading partners (dyads) lowers the level of conflict between them. It describes data necessary to test this hypothesis, and it outlines current developments and extensions taking place in the resulting trade-conflict literature. Crosssectional evidence using various data on political interactions confirms that trading nations cooperate more and fight less. A doubling of trade leads to a 20% diminution of belligerence. This result is robust under various specifications, and it is upheld when adjusting for causality using cross-section and time-series techniques. Further, the impact of trade is strengthened when bilateral import demand elasticities are incorporated to better measure gains from trade. Because democratic dyads trade more than non-democratic dyads, democracies cooperate with each other relatively more, thereby explaining the "democratic peace" that democracies rarely fight each other. The paper then goes on to examine further extensions of the trade-conflict model regarding specific commodity trade, foreign direct investment, tariffs, foreign aid, country contiguity, and multilateral interactions. JEL
Countries avoid conflict when products are needed. 

Polochek and Seiglie 6 (Solomon and Carlos, June, Professors of economics at State University of New York and Professor of economics at Rutgers University “Trade, Peace and Democracy: An Analysis of Dyadic Dispute”, http://www.econstor.eu/dspace/bitstream/10419/33820/1/513828613.pdf)
These notions about how mutual dependence leads to peace can be formalized. No individual produces everything he or she needs. Instead each individual finds it advantageous to specialize. Division of labor comes about because persons work at what they do best, and trade for what they produce in a relatively more expensive way. International trade occurs for the same reason. One country alone is not able to produce all it needs efficiently. A country is said to have a comparative advantage over another when it is relatively more productive in the production of a particular commodity. Comparative advantage enables both countries to increase their welfare through trade. Thus trade is welfare enhancing. Define conflict to be an unfriendly political action from one country to another that is hostile enough to lead the second country to cease or at least diminish trade. Generally, loss of existing trade implies a welfare loss. It is these potential welfare losses that can deter conflict. More specifically, a country that is trading with another at international prices must be better off than in autarky, otherwise it would have chosen not to trade and instead face autarkic prices. Conflict reduces trade and forces the country towards prices that are closer to where they would be in autarky. Therefore, the more that conflict changes prices towards their pre-trade level the more countries will attempt to avoid conflict. This in a nutshell is the basis for the trade-conflict model.
Conflict increases when trade decreases- Warsaw Pact proves

Polochek and Seiglie 6 (Solomon and Carlos, June, Professors of economics at State University of New York and Professor of economics at Rutgers University “Trade, Peace and Democracy: An Analysis of Dyadic Dispute”, http://www.econstor.eu/dspace/bitstream/10419/33820/1/513828613.pdf)
To illustrate, Gasiorowski and Polachek (1982) chose US/Warsaw pact countries between 1967 and 1979 as a case study.10 These countries and the time period are important because of the volatility in US-Soviet relations during this timeframe. Recall the easing of US-Soviet hostilities in the big détente period of the late sixties and early seventies, and the abrupt shift that began to take place in the mid-1970s. A time series plots of US-Warsaw Pact trade and conflict from 1967 through 1978 are given the Figure 5. The trade measures, consisting of the sum of imports and exports, conflictive events, aggregated quarterly from the COPDAB data. (Relative conflict measures are not needed in time series analysis because the selectivity issues occur in each nation’s reporting, but not in one nation’s reporting over time.) The trends are in accord with prediction. Conflict declines as trade rises in the 1971-1972 period, then levels off until late 1975, as trade remains fairly constant. Both conflict measures show a fairly strong inverse correlation with trade before 1976. This is particularly apparent for Warsaw Pact conflict directed at the United States, which is substantially higher than United States conflict directed at the Pact before mid-1968. These inverse relationships support the contention that greater levels of trade are associated with lower levels of conflict. The inverse trade/conflict relationship becomes more apparent when the trade and conflict data are plotted directly independent of time-period (Figure 6). Warsaw Pact conflict directed at the United States is given on the vertical axis and US-Warsaw pact trade is on the horizontal axis. The solid lines are linear and hyperbolic fits of the 19671975 data. The inverse relationship between conflict and trade becomes clear in this figure. In addition, it is evident that the relationship is nonlinear, probably hyperbolic.
Impact – Environment 
Trade promotes efficiency and benefits the environment

Ubben 2 (John R. Ubben, 8-26-02, “Trade Liberalization and Environmental Quality: Opposing Viewpoints, Additional Issues, and the Necessity of Intervention” http://business.uni.edu/economics/Themes/ubben.pdf) MB
How might trade liberalization help the environment? Trade liberalization can benefit the environment in a number of ways. Free trade can promote the transfer of genetic material and technology that can improve agricultural development and environmental protection in the form of a reduction in chemical use. Trade liberalization can also help improve the efficiency of resource allocation by removing inefficient prices and subsidies. Trade also encourages environmentally sustainable use. Finally, trade can be argued to be a key factor in the increase in environmental standards and increase the speed with which developing countries reach the environmental stage because it serves to increase income [Brack, 1998, 1, 14]. In the area of biotechnology, the transfer of biological pest controls, such as predator organisms and genetically developed crops resistant to disease and insects, can reduce the dependence on chemicals. In agriculture, the transfer of farming practices such as crop rotation and low till or no till farming, can be instrumental in developing sustainable agriculture practices and reducing soil erosion in lesser-developed countries [Zilberman, 1992, 1145]. Trade liberalization may also serve to break down exchange rate policies that subsidize the importation of chemicals. Hence, free trade could reduce chemical usage and lead to environmental improvement [Antel, 1993, 784]. Trade liberalization can help improve resource allocation by removing inefficient prices. Trade liberalization can improve resource allocation by allowing countries to specialize in the production of goods and services in which they are most efficient. Efficiency allows a country to maximize its output for a given level of resources. It can be argued that the efficient allocation of resources is a step toward environmentally sustainable development [Brack, 1998, 1]. If an allocation is Pareto optimal, than there are no other allocation of resources that could make one group better off without hurting any other group. As long as environmental quality is taken into consideration when resources are allocated, then, in theory, trade that promotes efficiency will benefit the environment.

Trade increases environmental standards and creates investment for environmental protection

Ubben 2 (John R. Ubben, 8-26-02, “Trade Liberalization and Environmental Quality: Opposing Viewpoints, Additional Issues, and the Necessity of Intervention” http://business.uni.edu/economics/Themes/ubben.pdf) MB
Trade can also serve to increase environmental standards in the manufacturing sector. Companies who produce goods for export face a number of different standards, some higher than others. It is simply easier and more cost effective to produce products to meet the highest standards, so when the company looks to expand into new markets it will have the advantage of already complying with standards regarding the environment, labeling, safety, and many other factors [Brack, 1998, 14].An increased rate of growth of income caused by trade can help promote environmental quality. Increased income creates potential for investment in environmental protection and may also speed up the transition from purely economic concerns to a balance of environmental and economic growth for developing countries [Antel, 1993, 787]. 

Free Trade allows developing countries to access green technology

IBRD 07 (The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 2007, It is one of the United Nations’ specialized agencies, and is jointly responsible for how the institution is financed and how its money is spent.“International Trade and Climate Change:  Economic, Legal, and Institutional Perspectives” http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPUB/3876078-1192582946896/21513448/ITCC_Booklet_rev2.pdf) MB
Removal of tariff and nontariff barriers can increase the diffusion of clean technologies in developing countries. As stated above, access to climate-friendly clean energy technologies is especially important for the fast-growing developing economies. Within the context of the current global trade regime, the study finds that a removal of tariffs and NTBs for four basic clean energy technologies (wind, solar, clean coal, and efficient lighting) in 18 of the high-GHG-emitting developing countries will result in trade gains of up to 13 percent. If translated into emissions reductions, these gains suggest that—even within a small subset of clean energy technologies and for a select group of countries—the impact of trade liberalization could be reasonably substantial. Streamlining of intellectual property rights, investment rules, and other domestic policies will aid in widespread assimilation of clean technologies in developing countries. Firms sometimes avoid tariffs by undertaking foreign direct investment (FDI) either through a foreign establishment or through projects involving joint ventures with local partners. While FDI is the most important means of transferring technology, weak intellectual property rights (IPR) (or perceived weak IPR) regimes in developing countries often inhibit diffusion of specific technologies beyond the project level. Developed country firms, which are subject domestically to much stronger IPRs, often transfer little knowledge along with the product, thus impeding widespread dissemination of the much-needed technologies. Further, FDI is also subject to a host of local country investment regulations and restrictions. Most non–Annex I countries also have low environmental standards, low pollution charges, and weak environmental regulatory policies. These are other hindrances to acquisition of sophisticated clean energy technologies.

Free trade causes developed countries to manufacture green technology

IBRD 07 (The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 2007, It is one of the United Nations’ specialized agencies, and is jointly responsible for how the institution is financed and how its money is spent.“International Trade and Climate Change:  Economic, Legal, and Institutional Perspectives” http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPUB/3876078-1192582946896/21513448/ITCC_Booklet_rev2.pdf) MB
The huge potential for trade between developing countries (South-South trade) in promoting clean energy technology in those countries needs to be explored more. Traditionally, developing countries have been importers of clean technolo- gies, while developed countries have been exporters of clean technologies. However, as a result of their improving investment climate and huge consumer base, developing countries are increasingly becoming major players in the manufacture of clean technologies. A key development in the global wind power market is the emergence of China as a significant player, both in manufacturing and in investing in additional wind power capacity. Similarly, other developing countries have emerged as manufacturers of renewable energy technologies. India’s photovoltaic (PV) capacity has increased several times in the last four years, while Brazil continues to be a world leader in the production of biofuels. These developments augur well for a buoyant South-South technology transfer in the future. Clean technology trade would greatly benefit from a systematic alignment of harmonization standards. The volume of trade and the level of tariffs can be examined by identifying and tracking the unique HS code associated with each technology or product under the Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding System (commonly called the harmonized system or HS). Typically, each component of the technology has a different HS code. At the WTO-recognized six-digit code level, clean energy technologies and components are often found lumped together with other technologies that may not necessarily be classified as being beneficial to either the global or even local environment. Solar photovoltaic panels are categorized as “Other” under the subclassification for light-emittingdiodes (LEDs). Such categorization suggests that reducing the customs tariff on solar panels might also result in tariff reduction for unrelated LEDs. Similarly, clean coal technologies and components are not classified under a separate category, and all gasification technologies are lumped together. The imprecise definition also raises another issue for countries that are considering removal of trade barriers to clean energy equipment and components. In cases where the codes are not detailed enough, the scope of the tariff reduction may become much broader than anticipated.

Impact – China 
Bad trade relations with China may escalate to war. 

Ikenson 12 (Daniel, March 15, director of the the Herbert A. Stiefel Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, CATO institute, “Trade Policy Priority One: Averting a U.S.-China "Trade War"”, http://www.cato.org/publications/free-trade-bulletin/trade-policy-priority-one-averting-uschina-trade-war, accessed 6/28) CGC
An emerging narrative in 2012 is that a proliferation of protectionist, treaty-violating, or otherwise illiberal Chinese policies is to blame for worsening U.S.-China relations. China trade experts from across the ideological and political spectra have lent credibility to that story. Business groups that once counseled against U.S. government actions that might be perceived by the Chinese as provocative have changed their tunes. The term "trade war" is no longer taboo. The media have portrayed the United States as a victim of underhanded Chinese practices, including currency manipulation, dumping, subsidization, intellectual property theft, forced technology transfer, discriminatory "indigenous innovation" policies, export restrictions, industrial espionage, and other ad hoc impediments to U.S. investment and exports. Indeed, it is beyond doubt that certain Chinese policies have been provocative, discriminatory, protectionist, and, in some cases, violative of the agreed rules of international trade. But there is more to the story than that. U.S. policies, politics, and attitudes have contributed to rising tensions, as have rabble-rousing politicians and a confrontation-thirsty media. If the public's passions are going to be inflamed with talk of a trade war, prudence demands that the war's nature be properly characterized and its causes identified and accurately depicted. Those agitating for tough policy actions should put down their battle bugles and consider that trade wars are never won. Instead, such wars claim victims indiscriminately and leave significant damage in their wake. Even if one concludes that China's list of offenses is collectively more egregious than that of the United States, the most sensible course of action — for the American public (if not campaigning politicians) — is one that avoids mutually destructive actions and finds measures to reduce frictions with China. Nature of the U.S.-China Trade War It should not be surprising that the increasing number of commercial exchanges between entities in the world's largest and second largest economies produce frictions on occasion. But the U.S.-China economic relationship has not descended into an existential call to arms. Rather, both governments have taken protectionist actions that are legally defensible or plausibly justifiable within the rules of global trade. That is not to say that those measures have been advisable or that they would withstand closer legal scrutiny, but to make the distinction that, unlike the free-for-all that erupted in the 1930s, these trade "skirmishes" have been prosecuted in a manner that speaks to a mutual recognition of the primacy of — if not respect for — the rules-based system of trade. And that suggests that the kerfuffle is containable and the recent trend reversible.1 Still that relatively benign characterization does not mean there is no cause for concern. Protectionist actions — whether part of a series of events dubbed a trade war or not; whether within the rules of trade or not — impinge on our freedoms, increase costs of living, drive up production costs for businesses, reduce employment, retard more efficient resource allocations, and produce economic losses in both countries (and beyond). This is a fact dangerously obscured by gung-ho media pundits and politicians who hoist their flags and cast trade disputes in a terribly misleading "us-versus-them" context, implying along the way that domestic costs are borne only of inaction.

US influence is key to stopping war in Asia

Glaser 12 (Bonnie S. Glaser from Council on Foreign Relations, April 11, 2012, Bonnie S. Glaser is a senior fellow with the Freeman Chair in China Studies and a senior associate with the Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies. “Armed Clash in the South China Sea”)
Alliance security and regional stability. U.S. allies and friends around the South China Sea look to the United States to maintain free trade, safe and secure sea lines of communication (SLOCs), and overall peace and stability in the region. Claimants and nonclaimants to land features and maritime waters in the South China Sea view the U.S. military presence as necessary to allow decision-making free of intimidation. If nations in the South China Sea lose confidence in the United States to serve as the principal regional security guarantor, they could embark on costly and potentially destabilizing arms buildups to compensate or, alternatively, become more accommodating to the demands of a powerful China. Neither would be in the U.S. interest. Failure to reassure allies of U.S. commitments in the region could also undermine U.S. security guarantees in the broader Asia-Pacific region, especially with Japan and South Korea. At the same time, however, the United States must avoid getting drawn into the territorial dispute—and possibly into a conflict—by regional nations who seek U.S. backing to legitimize their claims.
Trade with china is a win win. 

Dorn 2 (James, October 2, specialist at the Cato Institute in Washington, D.C., and co-editor of "China's Future: Constructive Partner or Emerging Threat?, CATO institute, “The Need to Engage China”, http://www.cato.org/research/articles/dorn-021009.html, accessed 6/27) CGC
Recent reports by the U.S.-China Security Review Commission and the Pentagon show a deep suspicion in Washington that China will become an increasing threat to American global economic and military power. It would be a major mistake, however, to backslide from a policy of engagement into one of containment and for the U.S. to treat China as an adversary rather than as a normal great power. Managing relations with China, and avoiding the extremes of confrontation or wishful thinking, will be one of the key challenges facing American policy makers in the next decade. China's economy has expanded precisely because Beijing has allowed greater economic freedom. The rapid growth of trade has increased per capita incomes in China and provided the Chinese people with new opportunities. In 1978 the total value of China's imports and exports amounted to only $20.6 billion. By the end of 2001, their value had increased to $509.8 billion. China's desire to compete in world markets is good for consumers and poses no threat to American security. Protectionists in the U.S. who point to large and growing trade deficits with China and to increased American investment in China should not be allowed to block trade liberalization by injudicious use of national security and human-rights arguments. Further liberalization of U.S.-China trade is a winwin strategy and can play an important role in promoting peace and prosperity. Containment would do just the opposite.
AT: DOHA Alt Cause
Despite DOHA’s lack of agreement, free trade progresses perfectly

Ikenson 8 (Daniel, Aug 1, Cato Institute, “Despite Doha Collapse, Free Trade is Marching On”, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/despite-doha-collapse-free-trade-is-marching, date accessed 6/28/12, A.R.)
The Doha Round didn't die this week in Geneva. It died five years ago in Cancun, when certain ministers determined that the negotiations would be more valuable as a stage to dazzle domestic audiences than as a means to an agreement. This week finally provided that clarity. Although a successful Doha conclusion would have been welcome - if for nothing more than reaffirming nations' commitments to the rules-based system and justifying seven years of time and expense - the Round's failure is not a big economic setback. Ironically, it could be the catalyst for further reforms and greater trade flows. Since 2001, as negotiators toiled in Geneva, Brussels, and Washington (or watched football in New Dehli), the world economy seems to have gotten on just fine. Trade flows increased by 70 per cent and the global economy grew by 30 percent in real terms to $55 trillion. Much of that growth can be attributed to the emergence of previously-slumbering economies, many of which were energised by domestic reforms, including tariff reductions and improvements to customs and other border clearance procedures. Economists at the World Bank believe these "trade facilitation" reforms could yield greater gains than further tariff liberalisation would. Tariffs are trade barriers, but so are bureaucratic red tape, logistics bottlenecks, and customs corruption. Reforms in these areas are already paying dividends for countries rich and poor, but there is scope for greater improvement still. If the United States were able to reduce its import and export clearance procedure time by one day each, annual US trade would be expected to increase by about $30 billion. That's 50 per cent more annual trade than is attributed to the pending US-South Korea agreement. Contrary to the mercantilist rhetoric of reciprocity, trade liberalisation is first and foremost a matter of domestic reform. That is why unilateral reforms have accounted for a greater share of trade liberalisation than have reciprocal agreements during the past quarter century. Americans and Europeans don't need incentives from foreigners to abandon agricultural subsidies and barriers, and Indians and Chinese don't need pressure from the West to allow foreign banks and telecommunications companies to operate freely in their countries. The pressure to do the right thing will comes from within. In a globalised economy charactersed by transnational production processes and just in time supply chains, where countries are competing for investment and talent as much as they are for markets, there is little choice but to liberalise. Remove the pretense of reciprocity and the liberalisation will continue.

DOHA doesn’t matter to the global economy and trade

Aiyar 6 (Swaminathan Anklesaria, Swamionomics, July 12, “Does a Doha Round Failure Matter?”, http://swaminomics.org/?p=1258, June 28, 2012, A.R.)A
Does it matter if the Doha Round of the World Trade Organization ends in failure? The mini-Ministerial round of talks at Geneva missed its June 30 deadline, and no new date or agenda has been set. The lack of seriousness of participants was well illustrated by Commerce Minister Kamal Nath. He arrived 90 minutes late for the first big meeting at Geneva because he was watching a World Cup football match. Some will say that he got his priorities right, since the World Cup is guaranteed to produce a result whereas the Doha Round is not. The world economy has for three years been booming, so much so that even sub-Saharan Africa has registered GDP growth of almost 5% per year. So the question can be asked, when existing trading rules are producing such good results, does it matter whether or not we get some more liberalization through the Doha Round? Some economists argue that the future lies less with WTO multilateral arrangements, which are thorny and difficult to negotiate, than with bilateral and regional Free Trade Agreements (FTAs). Not only are FTAs easier to negotiate, they are typically viewed as S ome suggest that, as a response to the current crisis, the conclusion of the Doha Round should be high on the agenda of policy makers. It would, they maintain, send the right signals and prevent the spread of protection (Baldwin and Evenett, 2008). Some EU policy makers including the Trade Commissioner and the UK Government agree and go further, arguing that the EU needs to demonstrate successes, one of which would be the conclusion of the Doha Round. 

It is better to focus on other problems than DOHA – no effect and too much investment

ODI 9 (Overseas Development Institute, February, “Producing a Doha Trade Deal is a Low Priority”, http://www.odi.org.uk/opinion/docs/3820.pdf, 6/28/12, A.R.)

We have considerable doubts that the Doha Round can be concluded this year and, if it were, whether it would have significant value for developing or developed countries. Rather, it would be better to concentrate on trade gains in other areas. The impact of the downturn on the Doha Round negotiations The economic downturn will make it extremely difficult for World Trade Organization (WTO) members to agree on anything substantive in the near future (Meyn, 2009). The EU (which has just increased its subsidies to dairy products) and the US are unlikely to agree on reducing agricultural subsidies. Unemployment in the US will not make it more willing to extend duty free quota free access to Bangladeshi garment manufacturers or any other sectors in the Least Developed Countries (LDCs). As a result of the downturn, India and China are less able to accept any reduction in their manufacturing tariffs or to make significant offers on the lib​eralisation of trade in services. Moreover, there are administrative obstacles to the major actors driving forward the Round: • US: the United States Trade Representative (USTR) has not yet been confirmed, which signals a low priority for trade; • EU: A new European Commission will be chosen this year, while the current Trade Commissioner is a recent appointment. • India – one of the key developing country players in the negotiations – faces elections this year. Limited gains from a potential Doha deal It is not only the probability of concluding Doha successfully that is small, but also the size of the compromise deal that could be reached. In brief, the Doha Round would not be very important, for either developing or developed countries. It is estimated that the effects of a successfully concluded WTO Round would be around $80 billion – around one tenth of the estimated 2008/09 output losses due to the global financial crisis, which are estimated to be around $800 billion for developing coun​tries (Anderson et al., 2005, and te Velde, 2009). There would be some benefits for some large developing countries, such as Argentina, Brazil, India and Thailand. And lowering the bindings on tariffs and subsidies, even if there were no actual reduction from current actual levels, would reduce the risk of increased protection in response to the recession. But the benefits would not be large for most developing coun​tries (Page, Calì and te Velde, 2008) and would be negative for most preference-dependent countries (Meyn, 2008). Low risks from a failure to agree There is still little direct evidence that developed countries are putting in place traditional protec​tion measures, such as tariffs. In some developing countries, a large increase in tariffs would be pos​sible, as bound tariffs are higher than current rates, but is unlikely. These countries have to juggle many interests and their room for manoeuvre is diminishing as a result of the economic crisis. The needs of impoverished consumers (and voters) and domestic producers (depending on imported inputs) need to be given due con​cern, and many countries have committed not to increase current tariffs as part of bilateral and regional arrangements. Pursuing an outcome for the Doha Round is a low priority. Not only are the returns likely to be low, but the potential costs are high, as a failure or minimal compromise is likely to undermine the credibility of the WTO. For now, rather than focusing on the Doha Round, it appears to be more sensible to concentrate on six more important trade issues. 

**Agriculture**

Solves – Agriculture 

The R.A.M.P. act is key to US agriculture and GDP

Strain 11’ (Mike Strain, Commissioner of the DMV,  “U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment “, July 1,2011, NC)

The Mississippi River is the lifeline for transportation of agricultural products in our nation. The Mississippi River and its tributaries form the most critical inland waterway system in the nation, supporting about 45 percent of the nation's soybean exports and 50 to 60 percent of the total U.S. corn exports. Annually, about 400 million bushels of soybeans, 1.1 billion bushels of corn and more than 30 million bushels of wheat are moved by barge to ports along the lower Mississippi River. As one of the largest single contributors to the nation's Gross Domestic Product (GDP), agriculture is critical to our economy and any disruption in commerce will have a devastating impact on the farmers and ranchers that produce our country’s food and fiber. In February, the National Association of State Department's of Agriculture (NASDA) unanimously passed a resolution to support "action to fully utilize all funds in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund for the purposes of dredging our nation's ports, rivers and waterways to fully meet navigation channel maintenance requirements." A lack of action is of concern not only to Mississippi River states, but to all ports that utilize the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund to maintain navigation. I strongly support Congressman Charles Boustany's efforts to secure this much needed funding through the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) act and ask for your assistance in committing financial support to maintain our nation's ports and waterways.

Dredging is critical to expanding agricultural exports 

MarineNews 12(6/27/12, http://www.marinelink.com/news/introduced-dredge-act345822.aspx, accessed on 6/27/12, EW)
Congressman Cedric Richmond has introduced the DREDGE Act of 2012-Dredging for Restoration and Economic Development for Global Exports. The bill would give the Army Corps of Engineers the authorization to dredge the Mississippi River to 50 feet so that larger vessels transiting the expanded Panama Canal can access the River. In addition, the bill creates a pilot project to promote the rebuilding of wetlands using existing sediment dredged from the River. “The Mississippi River is undoubtedly the most important river in the United States,” said Congressman Richmond. “Its proximity to the Panama Canal is vital to our nation’s economy and critical to supporting the President’s goal of doubling America’s exports. With the introduction of the DREDGE Act of 2012, we are preparing for the future while strengthening our wetland restoration efforts. By deepening the Mississippi River, we continue to remain effective and competitive in the global market while preparing the state of Louisiana to capitalize on an extremely valuable asset, our ports.” In addition to deepening the Mississippi River, the DREDGE Act of 2012 calls for greater accountability concerning sediment disposal from dredging. This legislation directs the Corps to install a pump-out site in the Southwest Pass so that the sediment is no longer wasted and is instead used to rebuild our wetlands. The Environmental Defense Fund, The National Wildlife Federation, and The National Audubon Society issued the following statement: “We agree with Congressman Richmond that the present management of the lower Mississippi River fails to meet the nation's needs for either navigation or restoration. Adequately addressing the changes that are happening in the lower Mississippi River is critical to Louisiana and the nation. Representative Richmond’s bill illuminates a critical fact – getting sediment out of the river is essential to both navigation and restoration. Vital studies now underway promise to provide answers that will be necessary to end our dependence on an increasingly more expensive and endless cycle of dredging. In the meantime, beneficial use of the sediment removed from the channel by dredging should be the minimum federal response.” (Emphasis supplied) “My legislation also creates a pilot project to study the potential cost savings of using sediment dredged to rebuild wetlands instead of simply dumping it in the ocean,” said Congressman Richmond. “Currently, dredges working in the lower Southwest Pass dump sediment, the life blood of our wetlands, into the Gulf of Mexico. Estimates show that by redirecting all of the sediment dredged in the Southwest Pass, we can create approximately 775 acres of wetlands per year.” "Rep. Cedric Richmond should be commended for his vision and leadership in sponsoring legislation to authorize the USACE to dredge the Mississippi River navigation channel where needed to a 50 foot depth,” said Allen Gibbs, President of the Crescent River Port Pilots’ Association. “With the advancement of the RAMP Act legislation, the funds currently collected from the channel users can be used for its intended purpose, channel dredging. Rep. Richmond's legislation will compliment the RAMP Act legislation to provide an opportunity to capitalize on the expansion of the Panama Canal in 2014 to accept larger vessels and deeper draft. In addition, the material removed from the channel deepening project can be used for coastal restoration. This effort will create new jobs, and increase commerce in the state and the nation." The Army Corps of Engineers will also be tasked with reporting to Congress on the cost of the pump-out disposal operation compared to current dredging practices. In addition, the report will state the total amount of material dredged during Operations and Maintenance activities in the New Orleans District and how much material was used beneficially. Not one single port in the Gulf of Mexico and only a handful on the East Coast can currently accept the larger vessels that will start traveling through the expanded Panama Canal. More than 1,800 cargo vessels with a draft of 40 feet or more transit the Mississippi River each year. The five ports on the lower Mississippi River constitute the largest port complex in the world, moving more than 400 million tons of cargo annually. Roughly 60 percent of all U.S. grain exports are shipped via the Lower Mississippi and more than 20 percent of all waterborne commerce in the United States pass through the lower Mississippi River. Current cargo activity within the Port of New Orleans alone generates $2.8 billion in federal taxes each year. 

UQ – Grain Prices – High
Grain Prices Rise as Droughts Continue
AP 12 (6/26/12, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/markets/corn-prices-rise-again-midwestern-crops-wilt-in-heat-other-commodities-mostly-higher/2012/06/26/gJQAhLrt4V_story.html, accessed on 6/27/12, EW)

The price of corn is climbing as a blistering heat wave wilts crops in parts of the Midwest. Corn for December delivery rose 30 cents, or 5.1 percent, to finish at $6.24 per bushel. The price has jumped about 22 percent since the first of the month on speculation that the dry spell could lead to a smaller harvest. Farmers got an early start on planting corn this year because of a mild winter. Hopes were high that the crop — forecast to be the most acreage since 1937 — would build up critically low supplies and satisfy strong export demand. But above-normal temperatures, with little to no rainfall, have stressed the pollinating crops in recent days. Mike Zuzolo, president of Global Commodity Analytics & Consulting LLC, predicted that the yield will fall short of forecasts and supplies will remain tight heading into next summer if the heat continues without adequate rain. Traders have responded by driving up the price of corn this month. It’s still more than a dollar less than the all-time high of $7.87 per bushel set in June 2011, when crops were threatened by heavy rains. The difference this year is the concern about prospects for future demand given the European debt crisis and slowing economies in the U.S. and China, Zuzolo said. There also are fewer government programs around the world to stimulate growth than were a year ago. Many traders are waiting for a U.S. Agriculture Department report due Friday that will provide updated amounts of how many acres of crops have been planted. September wheat increased 6 cents to finish at $7.47 per bushel. November soybeans fell 12.25 cents to $14.1325 per bushel. In other trading, metals prices fell and energy prices were mixed as investors remained focused on developments in Europe. Many are awaiting the outcome of a summit later this week where European Union leaders will tackle the debt crisis again

US grain prices up, but China still needs

Reuters, 12 (6/26/12, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/26/markets-grains-fob-idUSL2E8HQKF220120626, accessed on 6/27/12, EW)
Export premiums for U.S. corn at the Gulf Coast held steady or slipped on Tuesday as prices jumped higher, further denting demand, traders said. Export demand is suffering after corn futures soared 5 percent to an eight-month high, capping the biggest two-day rally in more than a year, traders said. Exporters are keeping a close eye on the weather as unrelenting heat and dryness in the U.S. Midwest threaten deepening damage to a once-record corn crop. Searing heat and dry weather across the U.S. Midwest this week will increase stress on corn and soybean plants, already hurt by a lack of rain this month, agricultural meteorologists said. A recent jump in grain prices had already slowed export business, with new-crop December corn futures up 12.5 percent this week, the most for a December contract since 2009, traders said. The Middle East has turned elsewhere for wheat, buying around 200,000 tonnes of new-crop Indian wheat as a rally in global grain prices and the weakening currency of the South Asian nation make exports competitive, grains traders said. Tunisia's state grains agency is in the market, tendering to buy five cargoes of 25,000 tonnes each of soft wheat from optional origins, European traders said. For soybeans, global demand for soybeans is expected to stay strong, with China likely to increase imports in the October 2011/September 2012 season by 5.6 million tonnes on the year to 57.9 million tonnes, according to Hamburg-based Oil World. Global soy supplies have tightened since yields in Brazil and Argentina suffered from dryness. Argentina crushed 3.8 million tonnes of soybeans in May, down 6.4 percent from a year ago, marking the third straight month of declines, according to the Agriculture Ministry.
Grain market will be volatile for year 2012. 
Schober 1/10 (Tim Schober, Marc Schober is the editor of Farmland Forecast and an Associate at Colvin & Co. LLP, 2012 Outlook For U.S. Grain Prices, http://seekingalpha.com/article/318508-2012-outlook-for-u-s-grain-prices, June 28, 2012)                                                                                                                                         Grain prices have been volatile throughout 2011 due to wide changes in production and demand estimates, as well as macro issues including the European debt crisis. Corn prices reached near $8.00 per bushel, pre-harvest, on a poor yield outlook in the U.S. Moving into 2012, we expect commodity prices to continue to be volatile and trade based on both agricultural and nonagricultural market factors. The primary data point that will drive grain prices in 2012 will be U.S. planted acres of corn. Analysts are expecting the largest global corn crop on record, including 94 million acres of corn in the U.S. in 2012. Many commodity prices will be heavily correlated to any deviation from the 94 million acres. Long-term factors that will continue to weigh on grain prices in 2012 will be the growing demand for bio-fuels, emerging market demand, global yield trends, and the political outlook. In the short-term, we will be closely tracking the weather outlook for South America in the upcoming few months. Currently, the La Niña weather pattern is expected to bring severe hot and dry weather to Argentina and Brazil throughout the growing season for corn and soybeans. Corn has been recently trading between $5.50 to $6.50, but was as high as $7.50, due to tight supplies both domestically and globally that were not capable of meeting demand. The price of corn began to decrease as wheat became an alternative for feed usage and macro concerns prompted investors to sell off grain positions. Corn has a more attractive profit margin compared to soybeans at over $1.50 per bushel for the 2012 season, according to Iowa State University. Many farmers have already forward sold portions of their 2012 crop at high prices, forcing the farmers to plant corn to fulfill said contracts. Bear Outlook Our bearish outlook  is primarily driven by a global recession due to continued European concerns and economic slowdown in China. Large U.S. corn plantings, a bumper crop, increasing South American exports, and political pressure may increase ending stocks to over 1 billion bushels in 2012/13. 
Supply and Demand for grain market predicts high prices
Schober 1/10(Tim Schober, Marc Schober is the editor of Farmland Forecast and an Associate at Colvin & Co. LLP, 2012 Outlook For U.S. Grain Prices, http://seekingalpha.com/article/318508-2012-outlook-for-u-s-grain-prices, June 28, 2012•
 Macro Issues – A global slowdown will result in demand destruction, especially in emerging markets. The long-term outlook for corn usage strongly takes into account the urban growth in China where 40% of every incremental dollar of income is spent on food. If the European debt crisis is not resolved, there will be a continued flight to safety and a stronger U.S. dollar. • Planted Acres – The key estimate in 2012 is corn acreage in the U.S. of 94 million. If planted acres exceed this estimate, the corn markets will take on a bearish mood until crop condition reports regain the spotlight throughout the growing season. Approximately 1.6 million acres are coming out of the Conservation Reserve Program that will be eligible to be planted in 2012. The amount of potential corn acres will also increase due to the high amount of prevent planted acres in 2011 that will now be eligible for planting in 2012, which was 2.7 million acres higher than average according to NASS. • Bumper Crop –• Economic Stabilization – Global economic growth could pick up if the European debt crisis is resolved and growth stabilizes in emerging markets. A weaker U.S. dollar will make U.S. exports more competitive and could reach record levels in 2012. Soybeans have been recently trading between $11.00 to $12.00 as strong competition from Brazil has decreased U.S. export demand. Prices will closely track the La Niña weather pattern in South America throughout the next few months as critical growth stages are occurring for the 2012 soybean crop. Bear Outlook A bearish outlook for soybeans would stem from a global recession or a bumper crop from outside of the U.S. Demand for feed usage would decrease in less favorable economic conditions on a global scale due to the slowed increase of food demand by emerging and emerged markets. • Yields – High yields from Brazil and Argentina would increase global supplies to a level where global demand would not be able to keep pace and thus dampen soybean prices. The current La Niña weather pattern does not favor a scenario of record yields in South America. • Price Correlation – Soybean prices will remain correlated to long-term corn prices and thus if a bearish corn outlook occurs, expect soybeans to follow due to the feed usage connection and crop rotation needs of the U.S. farmer. 
Past years predict low grain yield and high prices 
Schober 1/10 (Tim Schober, Marc Schober is the editor of Farmland Forecast and an Associate at Colvin & Co. LLP, 2012 Outlook For U.S. Grain Prices, http://seekingalpha.com/article/318508-2012-outlook-for-u-s-grain-prices, June 28, 2012)                                                                                                                                       
The past two years have resulted in disappointing crops and there will be a reversion to the mean at some point in the future. In each of the past two years, U.S. corn yields have been unable to surpass the 165 plus bushels per acre that the USDA trend line forecasts. If U.S. corn yields are over 165 bushels per acre in 2012 and acreage is above 94 million acres, ending stocks could be well above 1 billion bushels. • Global Production – 2012 is expected to be the largest global corn crop on record, due to increased acreage in Brazil, Argentina, and Ukraine. Favorable weather and a weak La Niña could result in large exports from South America. • Federal Deficit – The U.S. government is searching for budget cuts and agriculture can expect to see a decrease in spending. The direct payments, which are paid per acre farmed, are likely to be lost during 2012. Federal crop insurance premiums are roughly 50% subsidized by the government and these subsidies are also at risk under budget cuts. Farmer income would decrease significantly if crop insurance was to be covered entirely by farmers. • Ethanol – The expiration of the blender’s tax credit will not decrease ethanol production, but will decrease refiner’s margins. Economic issues may constrain energy consumption and consumers may reject the use of 15% ethanol blended gasoline. Bull Outlook Our bullish scenario does not expect prices to reach record levels, but rather that corn supplies remain tight and global economic issues are somewhat resolved or contained. Although there are economic incentives to corn, 94 million planted acres will be hard to achieve. Difficult growing conditions in South America will keep global supplies tight. • Reduced Acres – Corn planted acres could be below 94 million acres, which is probably likely, as there is probably not enough corn seed for 94 million plus acres. Dry soil conditions in the Corn Belt and flooding in Missouri River Valley will likely result in another difficult planting season this spring. • Yields – A return to 160 plus bushel per acre is unlikely and a yield estimate of 154 to 155 bushels per acre is more likely, based on historical trends. Marginal land brought into production will also have below average yields. The weather is the single most important factor for producing corn and we expect there will be some bumps in the road. • La Niña – Hot and dry weather patterns from La Niña are already pressuring South America and are likely to constrain yields and reduce South American exports. Corn prices will closely track the South American crop in the first half of 2012 and will have consequences on global supplies. Any significant yield decrease in other crops used for feed would also be bullish news for the corn markets. • Ethanol Demand – We expect corn used for ethanol to remain above 5 billion bushels as refiners continue to operate with positive margins despite the loss of the blender’s tax credit. Political support of an increase in E15 infrastructure would strengthen the long-term outlook on bio-fuel demand and help support corn prices even in the short-term. • Chinese Imports – China continues to be structurally short of corn and will rely on the import market to make up the deficit. China will have to restock government supplies at some point and will use the current low prices as a buying opportunity.
Low Grain yield in 2012 will lead to high prices.                                                                                                                                         Schober 1/10 (Tim Schober, Marc Schober is the editor of Farmland Forecast and an Associate at Colvin & Co. LLP, 2012 Outlook For U.S. Grain Prices, http://seekingalpha.com/article/318508-2012-outlook-for-u-s-grain-prices, June 28, 2012)                                                                                                                                 Bull Outlook As soon as USDA releases the early estimates of planned planted corn acres on March 1, we expect soybean prices to react. Any acreage larger than 94 million acres for corn will favor soybean prices as additional corn acres will come at the expense of soybean acres. • Yields – Low yield estimates in the U.S. would be very bullish for soybeans, especially if paired with low acres and a poor South American crop. Domestic weather can be very volatile and can leave room for a large amount of risk in soybeans. Farmers will be allotting more acres to corn in 2012, thus taking not just average soybean acres out of production, but soybean acres that yield 1.5 times the national average. A low amount of soybean acres in Iowa and Illinois will be bullish for soybean prices. Stagnant Yields – The USDA soybean trend line yield curve is increasing at a slow rate for soybeans. While working with farmers on a daily basis across the entire Midwest, soybean yields have remained quite stagnant for the past few years. • La Niña - La Niña is currently the largest factor driving soybeans. The weather in South America is already extremely hot and dry which is putting stress on crops. Current subsurface soil moisture levels are already very low in South America due to the severe La Niña of 2010/11, thus any additional shortfall of rain will increasingly damage crop conditions, especially for the typically hearty South America soybeans. Wheat has been recently trading near $6.50 per bushel after reaching $9.50 per bushel due to the Russian drought of 2010. Since the FSU has been cleared for open market wheat exporting, global wheat supplies have loosened, partially offset by the alternative to corn as a feed. The 2011 growing season is expected to be the second largest wheat crop on record. The recent dissolution of the Canadian Wheat Board will now allow farmers to sell at market rates instead of government controlled pricing. Bear Outlook Our bearish outlook is driven by abundant global supplies, driven by improving crop conditions and increased exports. Weak corn prices will also weight on wheat. • Price Correlation – Wheat prices will track corn and soybean fundamentals. Weak corn prices will no longer make wheat an attractive alternative for feed use. • Global Production – Global production is the largest risk for wheat prices in 2012. Currently, the U.S. is at a very high level of stocks-to-use for wheat at 38, which is well off the lows of 20% in 2007. • Yields – Improving growing conditions and the end of the southwest drought could result in a bumper crop of wheat in the U.S. The U.S. is preparing for a bright outlook on the 2012 wheat crop as adequate snow fall is covering winter wheat varieties and residual fertilizer could push 2012 yields higher in the southern plains after the poor yielding 2011 season. Bull Outlook The upside for wheat is minimal in 2012, but the potential for disappointing yields and a weaker dollar could push wheat prices higher. • Yields - Decreased global yields could occur if drastic drought or flooding were to strike again in the FSU, Australia, Canada, Europe, or the U.S which could constrain the global export market for wheat. • U.S. Currency – A weak dollar in the U.S. would be bullish for wheat prices and allow the U.S. to gain market share in the export market. • Corn Fundamentals – Improving fundamentals in the corn market will support the grain market and force demand rationing. 2012 Overall Outlook We expect 2012 to be a volatile year as prices adjust to planting estimates and weather patterns. We will also be keeping a close eye on the world politics. Presidential candidates could play a role in the grain markets during 2012 as well. Any sort of major political change to trade restrictions could also be a major factor for grain prices. In the 1980s, an embargo by Russia on U.S. trade lead to the crash of the U.S. grain markets as well as the entire agriculture sector. Fundamentally, the long-term outlook for agriculture continues to remain positive. Growing food demand in emerging markets and increased bio-fuel production will continue to provide a long-term bull market for grains over the next decade.

Grain Prices are high now – global food demand 
HPJ 6/12 (HPJ, Agriculture Journal, High grain prices could lead to less CRP land, http://www.hpj.com/archives/2012/jun12/jun4/0308LessLandinConservationL.cfm, June 28, 2012) 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture's offer to pay farmers and landowners more money to stop farming their land to create additional wetlands and grasslands may not be enough incentive to get more growers to forgo planting crops that have fetched record prices in recent months, an Ohio State University expert said. In a move to get farmers to enroll up to 1 million new acres of land into the federal Conservation Reserve Program, the USDA last week said it would increase a one-time signing bonus for the program to $150 per acre from $100. The increase will be available only to owners of approved land that features wetlands and benefits duck nesting habitat and certain animal species, including upland birds, the USDA said. The offer comes as 6.5 million acres of land are set to expire from conservation programs this fall. That land could return to tillage at a time when high crop and land prices are enticing more farmers to put the land into production, according to Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack. Currently some 30 million acres are in the program. But with crops fetching higher prices, such as soybeans, which increased 9.5 percent last month to $13.13 a bushel, more farmers are likely to consider returning their farmland to crops rather than participating in CRP, said Brent Sohngen, an agricultural economist with Ohio State's Ohio Agricultural Research and Development Center. Land is typically enrolled into CRP for 10 or 15 years and can then be re-enrolled. While most acres do re-enroll, this year it's going to be harder to convince more farmers to do so, he said. With crop prices at historic highs due to increased global food demands and higher commodity prices that have caused land values to rise, more farmers are finding that they can make more profit by renting their land to other farmers for production, said Sohngen, who also has an appointment with Ohio State University Extension and is a professor in Ohio State's Department of Agricultural, Environmental, and Development Economics. "You'll probably be lucky to get 70 to 80 percent of land back into the program this year as more and more farmers are likely to take the risk and farm the land," he said. "While a lot of farmers will be happy to keep their land in CRP because it didn't make sense to farm the land for a number of reasons, more farmers on a bigger scale than in previous years are thinking they could get higher prices farming the land. "It's become a real tradeoff for some--have the guaranteed, stable payment to keep the land in CRP or take a chance to get a higher payment farming it." 

Dry weather hurts grain market. Prices will rise.                                                                                                                       Cattle Network 6/26 (Drover’s Cattle Network, Agriculture Reporter, Dry weather pushes corn futures higher at midday, http://www.cattlenetwork.com/cattle-news/Dry-weather-pushes-corn-futures-higher-at-midday-160391165.html, June 28, 2012)                                                                                                                                            Corn futures are trading 9 to 17 cents higher midmorning. Corn prices continue to climb on dry weather concerns. Yesterday the market traded limit up on weather worries and expectations of lower condition ratings. USDA’s crop progress report confirmed more damage to new crop corn. The report reported the corn condition rating at 56 percent; a 7 percentage point decline from the previous week. Soybean futures are trading 2 to 6 cents lower midmorning. The market is trading choppy at midday. Prices slipped overnight into early morning trade on noncommercial selling pressures. However, forecasts for more dry hot conditions across the Midwest and lowered crop condition ratings should provide support to market prices. Wheat futures are trading mixed midmorning. Initially prices were lifted from strength in corn futures, but flurries of global wheat reductions and dry conditions in the Black Sea region are currently underpinning the market. Recent reductions in Russian and Australian wheat crop estimates are expected to incite the USDA to lower world production and ending stocks in next month’s supply/demand report. Cattle futures are trading mixed midmorning. Cattle futures are trading both sides of the market. On the one hand, prices are being pressured by weakness in the feeder cattle market and uncertainty in the cash market. However, short covering after sharp declines on yesterday are supporting nearby contracts. Cash traded is expected to pick up later in the week with prices called steady to lower. Lean hog futures are trading lower midmorning. Hog futures turned lower after an initial opening rally on short covering and cash market premiums. Prices are being weighed on expectations of higher production costs due to soaring grain prices. Trade in the cash market is anticipated to be steady to lower.

UQ – Grain Demand – High
Global demand for grain is up as well as the prices

McFerron and Wilson 12 (Whitney and Jeff, staff writers, March 9, 2012, Bloomberg, “Global Wheat, Soy and Corn Reserves  Decline As Demand Grows, Crops Falter”, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-03-09/world-wheat-soybean-corn-reserves-dropping-as-demand-grows-crops-falter.html, June 29, 2012) ALK

U.S. farm exports rose to a record $136.3 billion in 2011 on surging demand for grain and meat in Asia. The government today boosted its forecast of U.S. wheat exports by 2.6 percent from February, which will send domestic stockpiles to a three- year low. Global food prices tracked by the United Nations rose for a second consecutive month in February on higher costs for cereals, cooking oils and sugar. “This was probably one of the best reports we’ve seen in wheat in six or seven months,” Mike Zuzolo, the president of Global Commodity Analytics & Consulting in Lafayette, Indiana, said in a telephone interview. “Corn is getting replaced by wheat in the feed rations and some of the food rations even, because of the price discount.” Feed Demand Global use of wheat in livestock feed will reach a record 131.06 million tons, up from 130.66 million estimated last month, the USDA said. Corn futures for May delivery are trading near parity with wheat on the Chicago Board of Trade, compared with an average discount of about 89 cents in the past year. Global wheat exports may reach 142.93 million tons, up from 140.25 million forecast last month. Today’s report is “neutral-to-bullish wheat on higher U.S. exports, lower global stocks,” Morgan Stanley analysts led by Hussein Allidina said in a report. “Higher imports in Iran and North Africa are needed to satiate higher domestic demand, providing the impetus for higher exports from Australia, Brazil and Kazakhstan, as well as the U.S.” Wheat prices are up 9 percent since reaching this year’s low on Jan. 18, after prices dropped 18 percent last year. Wheat futures for May delivery rose 1.3 percent to settle at $6.43 a bushel at 1:15 p.m. in Chicago.

Global demand for grain is high but US exports are low

WAOB 12 (World Agricultural Outlook Board, March 9, 2012, “World Agricultural Supply and Demand Estimates”, http://usda01.library.cornell.edu/usda/waob/wasde//2010s/2012/wasde-03-09-2012.pdf June 29, 2012) ALK

U.S. wheat ending stocks for 2011/12 are projected 20 million bushels lower this month as lower food use is more than offset by higher exports. Projected food use is lowered 5 million bushels reflecting the latest flour production data reported by the North American Millers’ Association. Exports are projected 25 million bushels higher based on shipments and sales to date. Projected exports of Hard Red Spring and White wheat are each raised 10 million bushels. Projected Durum exports are raised 5 million bushels. Prices received by producers for the 2011/12 marketing year are projected at $7.15 to $7.45 per bushel, unchanged from last month. Global wheat supplies for 2011/12 are nearly unchanged with lower China and Bangladesh beginning stocks offsetting higher production for Australia. Beginning stocks are lowered 1.0 million tons for China with an increase in food, seed, and industrial use for 2010/11. Australia production for 2011/12 is raised 1.2 million tons in line with the latest official estimate by the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics and Sciences (ABARES).

Link – Ag Eports
Ports are critical for exporting agriculture - 

Carrico 10 (journalist for “high plains/Midwest agriculture journal” for over 6 years, March 10, 2010, “Grain terminal, port important step for exports” http://www.hpj.com/archives/2010/mar10/mar22/0322ExportStorywpicsJBsr.cfm, ML)
There is a continual need for exporting agriculture products in the Los Angeles area because the ports are so big, and so many containers need to be filled with items to return to countries around the world.

The Port of Los Angeles is the No. 1 container port in America, according to Jim MacLellan, director of trade services for the Port.

The Port encompasses 7,500 acres, 43 miles of waterfront, and features 27 cargo terminals, including dry and liquid bulk, container, breakbulk, automobile, and omni facilities. Combined, these terminals handle almost 190 million metric revenue tons of cargo annually.

"Each big ship, on average, holds 6,500 containers. It takes three crane gangs three days to unload a big cargo ship," said MacLellan.

Exports out of the Port of LA have increased since Jan. 1. He said right now they meet the demand but have to do so at a steady pace. In December 2009, there was a 40-percent increase in exports over December 2008.

"Imports are only up marginally, but exports continue to push us," he said. "Export increases are seen mostly in scrap paper, scrap metal and animal feed. Just recently, agriculture products in general have entered into the top five exports."

Increases in grain and cotton exports are being seen and are supporting the agriculture product category.
MacLellan said most of the imports continue to be general department store merchandise--products that people wear, use and clean with, as well as electronics and automobiles.

Environmental issues continue to be important to the port officials. A recipient of numerous environmental awards, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 2007 Clean Air Excellence Award, the Port of Los Angeles is committed to innovating cleaner, greener ways of doing business.

US ports are key to agriculture exports 

Department of Agriculture 9 (January, “A Reliable Waterway System

Is Important to Agriculture” http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5063401, ML)

Grain Exports The United States exports approximately one-quarter of the grain it produces, including nearly 45 percent of the wheat, 35 percent of the soybeans, and 20 percent of the corn. Approximately 48 percent of total grain exports departed from the Mississippi Gulf in 2007. The Mississippi Gulf normally handles or inspects over 2 billion bushels of grain annually (USDA GIPSA). The Pacific Northwest (PNW) ports accounted for 24 percent of U.S. grain exports in 2007. The PNW handled over 1 billion bushels of grain in 2007. The December 11, 2008, USDA World Agricultural Supply and Demand Estimates for 2008/09 U.S. exports include: Feed grains—49.5 million metric tons (54.6 million short tons) Corn—1,800 million bushels (50.4 million short tons) Soybeans—1,050 million bushels (31.5 million short tons) Wheat—1,000 million bushels (30 million short tons) Soybean meal—8.4 million short tons Rice—106 million hundredweight (5.3 million short tons) Sorghum—130 million bushels (3.6 million short tons) Soybean oil—2,050 million pounds (1 million short tons)
Port infrastructure is critical to agriculture 

Department of Agriculture 12 (January, “A Reliable Waterway System

Is Important to Agriculture” http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5063401, ML)

Big Picture Overview U.S. agriculture is expected to contribute $26.5 billion to the U.S. balance of trade in fiscal 2012 (USDA ERS/FAS Outlook for U.S. Agricultural Trade, November 30, 2011). Exports are forecast to reach $132 billion, while imports are forecast to reach $105.5 billion. Forestry and fishery products, and critical farm inputs such as fertilizer, feed, and fuel move on the waterway system as well. Secretary Vilsack noted that every $1 billion in farm exports supports roughly 8,400 jobs in the United States. In calendar year 2010, 81 percent of U.S. agricultural exports (158 million metric tons), and 77 percent of imports (37 million metric tons) were waterborne (Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce, and PIERS). Exporters, importers, and domestic shippers depend on authorized port and waterway depths and widths, and locks and dam infrastructure. U.S. importers and certain domestic shippers pay the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT), a 0.125 percent ad valorem tax on the value of the cargo. Estimated fiscal 2012 HMT revenues and investment interest are $1.7 billion. Requested transfers from the fund are $869 million, yielding a year-end balance of $7.2 billion. In 2011 $84 million in revenues and investment interest from a 20 cents per gallon tax on diesel fuel for commercial vessels engaged in inland waterways transportation goes into the Inland Waterways Trust Fund to finance one half the Federal costs of authorized locks and dams projects. Fiscal 2011 transfers included $97.2 million from the fund and $74 million is requested for fiscal 2012. In fiscal 2010, U.S.-flag vessels earned $382 million from 2.5 million metric tons of U.S. humanitarian food aid under cargo preference law. Cargo preference helps provide U.S. seafarer and vessel availability in wartime and other national emergencies. 
Link – Port Modernization

Once US Ports are modernized agricultural exports will increase 
Konrad, Expert on Maritime and Oil Disasters 12

(John, 6/22/12, http://gcaptain.com/post-panamaxs-coming-u-s-explores/, Accessed on 6/27/12, EW)
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on Wednesday submitted to Congress it’s awaited “U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization” report as the U.S. prepares for an increase in post-panamax vessels. “Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, as the report is titled”, set out to identify capacity maintenance and expansion issues associated with the deployment of post-Panamax vessels serving U.S. ports and examines options for modernization of U.S. ports and inland waterways over the next 30 years. Specifically, the report, which was produced by USACE’s Institute for Water Resources (IWR) department, tackled “how Congress should address the critical need for additional port and inland waterways modernization to accommodate post-Panamax vessels.” With World and U.S. trade expected to continue to grow over the next 30 years, the study found that U.S. imports can be expected to quadruple with exports estimated to grow sevenfold. With this growth, USACE estimates that the post-panamax vessel fleet will grow to account for 62% of the capacity of the world’s total container capacity. “Post-Panamax vessels today make up 16 percent of the world’s container fleet, but account for 45 percent of the fleet’s capacity,” said Maj. Gen. Michael J. Walsh, USACE deputy commanding general for Civil Works and Emergency Operations. “Those numbers are projected to grow significantly over the next 20 years.” With an increasing number of these vessels calling on the U.S., ports around the country will be forced to accommodate them. In the study, USACE has identified Southeast and Gulf coast ports as prime candidates for future “economically justified” expansion projects based on evaluation of population growth trends and individual port needs. The report also forecasts that the potential transportation cost savings of using post-Panamax vessels, especially for shipping agricultural products to Asia through the Panama Canal, will lead to an increase in grain traffic on the Mississippi River for export at Gulf ports. Should this happen, the report found that the current capacity of the Mississippi River is adequate provided certain inland waterways serving the agricultural export markets are maintained. In all, USACE estimates that total investment opportunities may be in the $3-$5 billion range. “The United States is a maritime nation,” continued Major General Walsh. “This report provides to Congress and the public an analysis of the challenges and opportunities presented by the post-Panamax vessels, and outlines options on how the nation might address the port and inland waterway infrastructure needs required to accommodate these new vessels.”

I/L – US K/ Grain Exports
The US is key to global grain exports – volume of trade 

USDA 12  (Tom, February 16, United States Department of Agriculture, “U.S., China Sign Plan of Strategic Cooperation in Agriculture”, http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/usda/usdahome?contentidonly=true&contentid=2012/02/0057.xml, accessed 6/28) CGC
Minister of Agriculture Han Changfu today signed an historic Plan of Strategic Cooperation that will guide the two countries' agricultural relationship for the next 5 years. The plan was signed as part of the U.S.-China Agricultural Symposium held today at the World Food Prize Hall of Laureates. The symposium focused on bilateral cooperation in the areas of food safety, food security and sustainable agriculture, as well as enhanced business relationships between the two countries. "This symposium and plan are a product of a vision I share with my dear old friend Minister Han for the United States and China to work more collaboratively in the future to benefit our nations and agriculture around the world," Vilsack said. "This plan builds on the already strong relationship our nations enjoy around agricultural science, trade, and education. It looks to deepen our cooperation through technical exchange and to strengthen coordination in priority areas like animal and plant health and disease, food security, sustainable agriculture, genetic resources, agricultural markets and trade, and biotechnology and other emerging technologies," he added. Xi Jinping, China's vice president, opened the symposium and stressed the importance China places on supporting farmers and rural development, as well as on food security. "China attaches great importance to food security, and ensuring a sufficient food supply for 1.3 billion people," Xi said. In the 2011 fiscal year, China became the top market for U.S. agricultural goods, purchasing $20 billion in U.S. agricultural exports. The value of U.S. farm exports to China supported more than 160,000 American jobs in 2011, on and off the farm across a variety of sectors. 

The US is the global breadbasket – it’s key to global grain supply  

Ringler 12(Claudia, June 22, Deputy Division Director for Environment and Technology Production at the International Food Policy Research Institute, Forgeign Policy Asossiation, “Five Question Interview: Rio+20′s Results”, http://foreignpolicyblogs.com/2012/06/22/question-interview-claudia-ringler-rio20/, accessed 6/28) CGC
Q5. There are certain parts of the world that excel at to agricultural production, the bread baskets of the world. Should these regions focus their efforts towards producing more food to feed the world or are there other issues that need to be addressed, as well, in order to solve world hunger? Claudia Ringler: Continued focus on the breadbaskets of the world is important, but it is also important to remove distortions, subsidies, and various trade barriers in these regions. What will we see in the next 30 to 40 years is that Latin America and North America are increasing net exports of food products substantially, simply because all the economic and population growth will take place in the developing world, but these countries will not be able to produce their own food. There just growing too fast and their agriculture is growing too slowly, so the bread basket areas really have the role to feed the world.

US crops are doing well while the rest of the world falls behind. 

Blink and Rampton 12 (Russ and Roberta, January 12, repoters for Reuters, Reuters, “Grain stocks picture brightens, shocks markets”, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/01/12/us-markets-grain-idUSTRE80B1GI20120112, accessed 6/28)
USDA projected corn ending stocks at 846 million bushels, 2 million bushels lower than its estimate last month but a whopping 13 percent higher than traders expected, on average, in a Reuters survey. Soybean ending stocks rose for a third consecutive year to the highest level in five years. At 275 million bushels, the supply was 18 percent higher than traders had forecast. USDA's January crop data has a tradition of roiling markets with surprises, and it will stir more controversy with grain traders who have been caught wrong-footed by several recent government reports. Analysts were unusually divided on the corn stocks data ahead of Thursday's release. The USDA increased its corn production estimate marginally, where analysts had expected a small dip. At the same time, the agency stood pat on its estimates of corn consumption by livestock operations and the ethanol industry. The USDA projected corn exports jumping by some 50 million bushels, aided by the drought that is shriveling the crop in Argentina. But the agency was conservative on how badly the dry conditions have reduced potential South American production. The USDA cut its estimate of corn production in Argentina by 10 percent, which was not as much as some traders had expected. It held steady on Brazil corn production, which analysts expect will drop. For soybeans, a small bump-up in USDA production estimates was coupled with a 2 percent cut in exports and a drop in domestic use. In the first estimate of wheat acreage for the year ahead, the report showed farmers took advantage of good fall moisture conditions to plant 41.947 million acres, up 3.2 percent from a year earlier and 2.5 percent beyond trade expectations ahead of the report. The winter wheat seedings were up for a second consecutive year and represented the largest acreage since 2009.

There is a growing demand for wheat. 

Chumrau 12 (Casey, January 11, US Wheat Market Analyst “Record Wheat Supply and Demand Met with Increased Global Competition” http://www.feedandgrain.com/news/10612381/record-wheat-supply-and-demand-met-with-increased-global-competition, accessed 6/28/12) CGC
According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), estimated 2011/12 global wheat supplies are at a record 889 million metric tons (MMT) despite four consecutive years of record-setting consumption levels. World wheat production is on pace to be the largest on record at 689 MMT, helping meet that growing demand. Few changes contributed to the increase global production more than the sharp rebound in the Black Sea region. The region harvested an estimated 112 MMT this year, 38 percent more than the 81.0 MMT produced in a drought-stricken 2010/11. Moving west on the continent, European Union (EU) production this year was larger than initially expected, adding to the global supply. An estimated harvest of 137 MMT is up 1 percent from last year and beat pre-harvest predications of 132 MMT. By contrast, U.S. production fell 10 percent to 54.4 MMT due to drought conditions in the southern plains and too much rain in the northern plains. Hard red winter (HRW) production fell 23 percent in 2011/12. Many farmers in North Dakota and Montana were unable to seed some hard red spring (HRS) and durum and production dropped an estimated 30 and 53 percent, respectively. Relatively strong cash prices and good planting weather encouraged eastern farmers to plant a lot of soft red winter (SRW) and production increased 93 percent. With near ideal conditions all season in the Pacific Northwest, white wheat production jumped 14 percent. Estimated world wheat trade will be the second largest on record at 139 MMT if realized. According to USDA, Black Sea suppliers will capture close to 25 percent of the global market in 2011/12 after accounting for only 10 percent of total trade last year. EU and U.S. wheat sales appear to be the most affected by the reemergence of Black Sea wheat. Projected EU exports are down 25 percent to 17.0 MMT and estimated U.S. exports are at 25.2 MMT, 28 percent below last year when global supplies were limited. U.S. commercial wheat sales as of December 22, 2011 are 24 percent lower than last year at this time. Since the beginning of winter wheat harvest in June 2011, average world wheat prices have dropped by about $100 per MT. That drop provided an incentive for U.S. wheat producers with the means to store a significant portion of their crops to withhold wheat from the market, especially spring wheat and durum.
High Prices Bad – China
High food prices in China lead to inflation and loss of competitiveness

The Economist 11 (The Economist staff, 8 Jan 2011, “Inflated Fears”, http://www.economist.com/node/17851541 SC)

IN JANUARY 1992 Deng Xiaoping, then China's paramount leader, arrived in Shenzhen for the start of his month-long "Southern tour". He extolled the success of the coastal special economic zones, lambasted his reactionary opponents in Beijing and ushered in a torrid economic boom that forced inflation above 25%. China has not suffered from double-digit inflation since. But the episode did lasting harm to the credibility of its macroeconomic stewardship. According to Jonathan Anderson of UBS, many outsiders see "the monetary authorities as unreconstructed relics of the socialist planning era without much grasp of market tools." They fear that the economy is "beyond control", prone to speculative excesses followed by clumsy crackdowns. China is once again stirring their fears. In the year to November consumer prices rose by 5.1%, the fastest increase for 28 months and a striking turnaround from the deflation of the year before (see chart). Higher prices are now percolating through the economy: last month Starbucks bumped up the price of a whipped-cream Frappuccino by about 6%. About 75% of China's inflation is the result of higher food prices, as in 2008 when costly food pushed inflation past 8%. But in 2010, unlike 2008, disruptions to food supplies have been modest. China experienced harsh weather early in the year and floods in the summer. But it suffered nothing like the blue-ear disease that took such a toll on the country's pigs in 2007-08. Food inflation may, therefore, reflect stronger demand rather than weaker supply. As China's households grow richer, meat, poultry and milk are claiming a bigger share of their budgets, according to Wenlang Zhang and Daniel Law of the Hong Kong Monetary Authority. If the share of spending on other things were to shrink, this need not be inflationary. But the rejuggling will cause what Kaushik Basu of India's Ministry of Finance has called "skewflation", a rise in one set of prices relative to others. If China is suffering from skewflation, or temporary dips in supply, its inflation problem should soon resolve itself. Food prices will settle at a higher level, or fall back. The central bank's only job is to make sure higher food costs do not translate into higher pay demands, which might start a wage-price spiral. But many economists now worry that the problem runs deeper than food. If the prices of vegetables, fruit and other crops are more flexible than other prices, food inflation may be an early warning of an overheating economy. Perhaps China's monetary policymakers have let the economy slip their grasp again. They have allowed the money supply to grow by half since January 2009, real interest rates to plunge and bank lending to breach government quotas. The central bank's own survey of households shows inflationary expectations at their highest for over a decade. The People's Bank of China (PBOC) did raise interest rates by a quarter of a percentage point over Christmas, following a similar move in October. The hikes mean that banks cannot now lend at less than 5.81%. But in an economy growing by 15% a year (in nominal terms), that floor is unlikely to deter borrowers. Deposit rates were raised to 2.75%, but in real terms savers get back less than they put in. The PBOC also raised reserve requirements on banks six times in 2010, obliging them to set aside 18.5% of their deposits, a record ratio. But such requirements may do little more than offset the expansionary effects of the central bank's purchases of foreign exchange, made necessary by its stubborn refusal to allow the yuan to strengthen faster. To ease that pressure, the government has announced that it no longer requires exporters to surrender their foreign exchange in return for yuan. Besides interest rates and reserve requirements the PBOC still relies on non-market tools such as loan quotas and "window guidance" to banks. Window guidance is not a relic of socialism so much as a throwback to Japan's clubable capitalism of the post-war era. The central bank convenes a meeting of bank heads and offers some friendly advice on how to do their jobs. In 2010, for example, it prodded banks to back China's outsourcing, logistics and culture industries, as well as a drive to encourage university graduates to fill civil-service jobs at "grassroots level". If "window guidance" influences the direction of lending, China's credit quotas regulate the amount. Or they are supposed to. The government set a limit of 7.5 trillion yuan for new lending for 2010 but banks exhausted a quarter of that quota in the first two months and over 99% of it by the end of November (see chart, previous page). The government may not bother to set a quota for 2011, preferring to police the bigger banks month by month and one by one. Policymakers have decided they can live with somewhat higher inflation, raising their target from 3% in 2010 to 4% in 2011. If China cannot tame its headstrong banking system and quell inflationary expectations, its reputation for macroeconomic management will suffer. But Chinese inflation still need not inflict too much damage on the rest of the world's economy. China makes a big contribution to world growth: it is, after all, 9% of global GDP and it is growing at 10% a year. But it does not make such a big contribution to the rest of the world's growth: whatever its growing imports add to the GDP of its trading partners, its burgeoning exports tend to subtract. Inflation in China may even help its rivals. As prices rise in China, its goods become less competitive abroad. China's trade surplus should shrink, contributing to growth elsewhere. If Chinese inflation is one of the big worries for the world economy in 2011, it should be a decent year. 

High food prices cause inflation in China because of consumer confidence and the stock market

The Economist 10 (The Economist staff, 20 Nov 2010, “Hunting down the hoarders”, http://www.economist.com/node/17528136 SC)

LENIN thought inflation a subversive force, as damaging to capitalism as any Bolshevik revolutionary. Certainly, his heirs in the Chinese Communist Party are taking no chances. On November 17th the State Council, China's cabinet, promised "forceful measures" to stabilise prices. It said it would drum up supply and crack down on hoarders and speculators. It even threatened to "interfere" with the prices of daily necessities, which might include grains, cooking oils, sugar and cotton. Inflation is not yet a threat to the republic. But consumer prices rose by 4.4% in the year to October, the fastest rise for over two years. Food prices, which account for more than a third of the consumer-price index, are largely to blame: vegetables are almost a third more expensive than they were a year ago. Even the most exotic commodities have been affected (see box on next page). As China's prices rise, consumer confidence and the stockmarket are falling. Shanghai shares have fallen by a tenth since the inflation figures came out. Rising food prices may explain China's inflation, but what is behind their rise? Floods, including a deluge in Hainan province last month, hurt some crops. Harvests have also disappointed elsewhere in the world: the UN's Food and Agriculture Organisation said this week that the cost of the world's food imports may exceed $1 trillion this year, only $5 billion short of the record bill in 2008. The macroeconomic weather has also played a role. China's banks appear determined to breach their quota of 7.5 trillion yuan ($1.1 trillion) of new loans this year. The People's Bank of China raised their reserve requirements this month for the fourth time this year and lifted interest rates in October for the first time since 2007. But neither step will do much to constrain banks swimming in deposits and lending to an economy growing, in nominal terms, by 15% a year. And so the government is reaching for less conventional weapons. To shield the vulnerable, it urged local governments to raise unemployment benefits, pensions and the minimum wage in line with inflation. It also promises to increase shipments of cotton from the western region of Xinjiang, and to cut the price of electricity, gas and rail transport for fertiliser makers. To keep the population sweet, on November 22nd it will sell 200,000 tonnes of sugar. If extra supplies do not curb prices, the government may set caps. It may repeat the kinds of measures it imposed in 2008, when food inflation topped 23% after an outbreak of disease killed many of China's pigs. Then, the government required sellers of pork, rice, noodles, cooking oil and other staples to ask permission before raising their prices. Such controls serve as an "extreme signal" of the government's determination to fight inflation, note Mark Williams and Qinwei Wang of Capital Economics. That may help quash self-fulfilling expectations of higher prices. But beyond that, price controls have "little to commend them." If sellers cannot fetch a good price, they will limit the supply of what they offer, or adulterate the quality. Whenever the government stops petrol prices from rising in line with oil prices, queues at the pump merely lengthen. Inflation undermines capitalism, according to Keynes, in part because it discredits entrepreneurs. They become "profiteers" in the eyes of those hurt by rising prices. China's leaders promise to hunt down and punish hoarders and speculators. According to Andy Rothman of CLSA, a broker, some traders are taking possession of agricultural commodities in the hopes that prices will rise. But how to stop households buying two bottles of cooking oil rather than one?

High food prices in China lead to inflation because of Chinese exports to the US and Europe

Bradsher 11 (Keith, covering Asian business, economic, political and science news for the New York Times, 8 Aug 2011, “Inflation Climbs in China on Higher Food Prices”, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/08/09/business/global/inflation-climbs-in-china-on-higher-food-prices.html SC)

HONG KONG — Inflation in China accelerated last month to its fastest pace in three years, with consumer prices up 6.5 percent from a year earlier mainly as a result of rising food prices. Further price increases could be on the way. The National Bureau of Statistics announced in Beijing on Tuesday morning that producer prices, which are primarily wholesale prices measured at the factory gate, were 7.5 percent higher in July than a year ago. Jing Ulrich, the chairman of China markets at JPMorgan Chase, said in a research note that inflation could peak soon in China and then decline. The increase in consumer prices last month was slightly higher than expected while the rise in producer prices was a little smaller than expected. Rising prices could make it harder for the Chinese government to cut interest rates or take other measures to stimulate the economy if weakness in the American and European economies causes a slowdown in Chinese exports. China’s last burst of inflation, in the spring of 2008, ended abruptly when the global financial crisis worsened. When the Chinese economy slowed by early 2009, the authorities responded by rapidly increasing the money supply through currency market interventions and the authorization of heavy lending by state-owned banks. Beijing officials continue to struggle with the aftermath of their huge expansion in the money supply in 2009 and 2010 in response to the global crisis. Share prices fell sharply in early trading on the Shanghai and Hong Kong stock markets, echoing Wall Street’s steep drop on Monday. It was unclear the extent to which prices were also reflecting the latest Chinese economic indicators. Tommy Yeh, the sales manager at the Beijiale Playground Equipment Company in Wenzhou, China, said that wages were up 10 percent in the last year while raw material prices were also climbing, squeezing profit margins.

High food prices cause instability and social unrest

Orlik 11 (Tom Orlik, reporter for WSJ, 26 Sept 2011, “Unrest Grows as Economy Booms”, WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111903703604576587070600504108.html SC)

China's massive economic-stimulus program has supported near double-digit growth, but also stoked inflation, piled up debt and fueled another unwelcome development: social unrest. In 2010, China was rocked by 180,000 protests, riots and other mass incidents—more than four times the tally from a decade earlier. That figure, reported by Sun Liping, a professor at Tsinghua University, rather than official sources, doesn't tell the whole story on the turmoil in what is now the world's second-largest economy. But what is clear is that the level of social tension and number of protests against the government is rising. That is a sensitive subject as the ruling Communist Party prepares to mark the 62nd anniversary of the founding of the People's Republic of China on Oct. 1. As worrying to the Communist Party as the increase in protests is the fact that many of them stem from everyday economic injustice. Unrest isn't confined to the ethnic minority areas of Tibet and Xinjiang. Most protests target land grabs by developers and abuses of power by local officials, or unpaid wages by construction firms. Last week in Lufeng, a city in Guangdong province in southeast China, hundreds participated in violent protests over the alleged seizure of villagers' land for development. In June, migrant workers in Zengcheng, also in Guangdong, torched government offices after security personnel pushed to the ground a pregnant migrant worker who had been working as a street vendor there. Rising prices might not figure as a direct trigger of unrest, but inflation remains a key source of discontent. In an annual survey of social attitudes published by the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, inflation shot to the top of the list of problems in 2010, up from fifth place in 2009. There is a reason for that move up the ranks. A sweeping monetary stimulus in 2009 and 2010—with the banks issuing 17.5 trillion yuan ($2.7 trillion) in new loans—translated into higher levels of inflation, reflected largely in food prices. In 2011, the problem has become more severe. The latest data show food prices rose 13.4% year-to-year in August. Prices for pork, China's favorite meat, rose 52.3% to a record level. The urban poor, who spend a large share of their income on food, are hardest hit by food costs. Rapid increases in the cost of living can take a toll on social stability, as illustrated by the 1989 protests that ended bloodily in Beijing's Tiananmen Square. A yearning for political reform triggered those demonstrations, but anger over increasing food prices was a factor. Political posters on walls around the city criticized the sumptuous meals enjoyed by China's ruling elite at a time when ordinary workers were struggling to make ends meet.

Rising food prices in China causes inflation and instability- 2007 food crisis proves

The Economist 7 (The Economist staff, 18 Sep 2007, “Food-price fears in China”, http://www.economist.com/node/9825983 SC)

China's inflation data from August, which showed consumer prices rising at their fastest rate in a decade, have stimulated intense debate about the nature of the inflationary pressures now emerging in China—and about whether the threat from inflation is becoming more serious. On the one hand, the pick-up in headline inflation has been largely due to rising prices for food (particularly pork) that are not indicative of more generalised inflationary pressures. For example, overcapacity and acute price competition in some sectors of manufacturing will continue to mitigate the impact of rising food costs on China's headline inflation. On the other hand, rapidly rising food costs are, in themselves, cause enough for policymakers to be concerned. China has long worried about food security, and the strong impact of rising food costs on the welfare of most of the population, particularly the poor, creates evident potential for social unrest. The prevailing assessment that the current surge in inflation reflects developments in the pig industry risks masking broader trends that have the potential to complicate efforts to restrain price growth.

Steady Food Supplies k2 Social Stability

AFP 12 (4/9/12, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/china-business/9194038/China-inflation-rises-as-bad-weather-pushes-up-food-prices.html, accessed on 6/27/12, EW)
The consumer price index (CPI) rose to 3.6pc in March from 3.2pc in February, slightly higher than analysts’ expectations, as bad weather pushed up food prices and authorities raised the price of fuel. Inflation – one of China’s biggest economic concerns because of the potential for rising prices to trigger social unrest – hit a high of 6.5pc last July, but has gradually slowed since then. In February it hit its lowest rate since 2010, and analysts expect it to remain under four percent this year, allowing the government to further loosen credit conditions to boost businesses hit by the global economic slowdown. “CPI was mainly pushed up by food prices, which resulted from an undersupply of vegetables due to relatively cold weather in March,” Li Huiyong, a Shanghai-based analyst at Shenyin Wanguo Securities said. “We think the downward trend will likely be unchanged, with the CPI bottoming out in July this year.” Stock markets throughout Asia reacted negatively to Monday's figure which was slightly higher than analysts' expectations of 3.3pc. Tokyo fell 1.47pc and Shanghai dropped 0.9pc, while Seoul was down 1.57pc. Premier Wen Jiabao, speaking at the opening of the annual session of parliament in March, warned consumer prices remained high and said the government's aim was to keep inflation within four percent this year. Inflation has triggered social unrest in the past and senior leaders are anxious to keep prices of basic goods such as vegetables, meat and housing under control ahead of a once-a-decade power transition that begins later this year. Nonetheless, Beijing has twice lowered the banks' reserve requirement ratio in the past four months, effectively increasing the amount of money they can lend, and analysts said they expected further such moves in the coming months. "There's still room for the central bank to lower reserve ratio requirements soon," said Tang Jianwei, an economist with the Bank of Communications in Shanghai. The producer price index (PPI), which measures the cost of goods at the farm and factory gate and is a leading indicator of consumer prices, fell 0.3pc year-on-year in March, showing deflationary pressures are still at work on prices. "PPI figures could be of concern and push the government to be more active on easing credit," said Xianfeng Ren, an economist with IHS Global Insight. Food prices, regularly the source of government concern as they hit China's most sensitive populations, rose 7.5 percent in March. Meanwhile the government put up fuel prices by the biggest margin in three years last month, as easing inflation gave it more room to adjust to international price levels. China has cut its economic growth target to 7.5pc this year, from eight percent last year, in an official acknowledgement that the export-driven economy is slowing. Analyst expect first-quarter economic data due out on Friday will confirm the slowdown in growth in the world's second biggest economy as Europe's debt crisis and sluggish US economic recovery hurts demand for its products. The Asian powerhouse expanded 9.2pc last year, slowing from 10.4pc in 2010, as global turbulence and efforts to tame high inflation put the brakes on growth. "Looking forward to next few months the economy will continue to get worse, but should pick up in the second half as external conditions are expected to get better," said Mr Ren.

China Political Stability k2 Global Econ

Lee 12 (Ann, Prof. of Econ and Finance at New York University, Prof. of Macroeconomics and financial derivaties at Peking University, Econ Advisor to major Chinese Econ. Officials, 5/11/12, http://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2012/05/11/have-the-bric-nations-lost-their-momentum/civil-unrest-in-china-would-be-devastating-for-the-world-economy, accessed on 6/27/12, EW)
The complexity and fragility of China’s political system is something that is often underappreciated by Western observers. The scandal and rapid downfall of Bo Xilai, a top Chinese government official of Chongqing who was once widely considered for the Standing Committee, was a rare glimpse of the deep political divisions that exist within the Chinese central government. Although these power struggles have usually been shielded from the public, the political battles within the party are no less fierce than in multiparty systems in democratic societies. And while some China observers believe that the ousting of Bo Xilai is a watershed moment for the reformists to continue their development goals unhindered, the reality is that the Maoists could potentially unite and strike back when everyone least expects such an event to happen. If dissenters harness the disgruntled farmers and unemployed factory workers, China’s miraculous growth would grind to a halt. If they are successful in harnessing the disgruntled farmers and unemployed factory workers in China to rally behind them, it is remote but not impossible for the civil unrest to turn into another civil war. In such a scenario, China’s miraculous growth would grind to a halt. A halt to China’s growth would spell instant and devastating inflation for the rest of the world. All the major economies -- the United States, Japan and Europe -- have been printing money with abandon because China’s productivity exported deflation to the world. However, if China’s cheap labor force disappears because of civil war, all the cheap goods that they produced and exported would suddenly be scarce. The manufacturing in China would not be relocated easily anywhere else in the world for lack of a knowledge base and supply chain network that even comes close to matching China’s base. As a result, hyperinflation of the kind that has given the Germans nightmares would come back with a vengeance. The rest that can follow we already know from history. 

High Prices Bad – Poverty 
High grain prices increase suffering of the poor

Dorward 11 (Andrew, February 2011, PhD, studies agricultural economics, “Getting Real about Food Prices”, http://www.soas.ac.uk/cdpr/publications/dv/file66348.pdf SC)

The Importance of Income- Though this analysis provides valuable insights into differences in real price changes faced by different income groups, it does not address a more fundamental issue: the impacts of increases in food prices on the welfare of poor people are not determined primarily by changes in the prices of food relative to the prices of other goods and services, but by changes in food prices relative to their incomes and expenditures. Hence, in order to investigate movements in real wheat prices based, at least, on differences in income levels between a rich country and a poor country, Figure 2 compares international wheat prices deflated by GDP per capita changes in (a) the United States and (b) Malawi. Between 1960 and 1980, the two sets of real wheat prices tended to move together as economic growth was similar in both countries. Thereafter, however, they diverged sharply as Malawi’s income per capita fell relative to that of the US. While real wheat prices deflated by US GDP per capita dropped sharply after 1980, those deflated by Malawi’s GDP per capita remained much higher and more volatile. Then in 2009 and 2010 the two began to converge as the Malawi economy grew faster than the US economy (even though on average Malawians have remained considerably poorer than US citizens). This kind of analysis is useful in showing how real wheat prices relative to income diverge between countries experiencing different rates of income growth. Like our earlier use of the stylised low-income price index, this approach demonstrates the importance of developing more appropriate measures of real food prices than those based on uniform and misleading applications of US or global price indices. Its weakness is that it does not, of course, account for the effects of skewed income distributions within countries. So, neither of our two measures above adequately describes the differences in the vulnerabilities of low- and highincome groups to high food prices. These differences can be highlighted by examining the effects of price rises on income groups that deploy different shares of their income to buy food. Let us compare the effect of food price increases on high- and low-income groups. For example, if a high-income household spending 10% of its income on basic foods is affected by a 100% rise in food prices, then (without any change in income) it could adjust its food consumption in order to eat less food and/or less expensive food, and/or reduce its non-food expenditure. If the household made no adjustments to its food consumption, its maximum required cut in non-food expenditures would be from 90% to 80% of its income, i.e. a cut of only 11%. However, for a low-income household spending 50% of its income on basic foods, the options for responding to the same 100% rise in food prices would be much more limited. It would already be consuming a low-cost diet, with limited options to reduce food expenditures without seriously affecting already low nutrient intakes. If it could not make significant cuts in the costs of its food consumption, it would have to face very serious cuts in non-food expenditures, such as on clothing, housing, energy and other essential items. 

We have a moral obligation to help the poor- allowing someone to die when it could be prevented is the morally the same as killing them- helping them now solves short term and long term

Andre and Velasquez 92 (Claire, Markkula Center for Applied Ethics Associate Director, and Manuel, Professor of Business Ethics with a PhD, Spring 1992, “World Hunger- A Moral Response”, http://www.scu.edu/ethics/publications/iie/v5n1/hunger.html SC)

We Have an Obligation to Aid Poor Nations- Many maintain that the citizens of rich nations have a moral obligation to aid poor nations. First, some have argued, all persons have a moral obligation to prevent harm when doing so would not cause comparable harm to themselves. It is clear that suffering and death from starvation are harms. It is also clear that minor financial sacrifices on the part of people of rich nations can prevent massive amounts of suffering and death from starvation. Thus, they conclude, people in rich nations have a moral obligation to aid poor nations. Every week more than a quarter of a million children die from malnutrition and illness. Many of these deaths are preventable. For example, the diarrhea disease and respiratory infections that claim the lives of 16,000 children every day could be prevented by 10 cent packets of oral rehydration salts or by antibiotics usually costing under a dollar. The aid needed to prevent the great majority of child illness and death due to malnutrition in the next decade is equal to the amount of money spent in the U.S. to advertise cigarettes. It is well within the capacity of peoples of rich nations as collectives or as individuals to prevent these avoidable deaths and to reduce this misery without sacrificing anything of comparable significance. Personalizing the argument, Peter Singer, a contemporary philosopher, writes: Just how much we will think ourselves obliged to give up will depend on what we consider to be of comparable moral significance to the poverty we could prevent: color television, stylish clothes, expensive dinners, a sophisticated stereo system, overseas holidays, a (second ?) car, a larger house, private schools for our children . . . none of these is likely to be of comparable significance to the reduction of absolute poverty. Giving aid to the poor in other nations may require some inconvenience or some sacrifice of luxury on the part of peoples of rich nations, but to ignore the plight of starving people is as morally reprehensible as failing to save a child drowning in a pool because of the inconvenience of getting one's clothes wet. In fact, according to Singer, allowing a person to die from hunger when it is easily within one's means to prevent it is no different, morally speaking, from killing another human being. If I purchase a VCR or spend money I don't need, knowing that I could instead have given my money to some relief agency that could have prevented some deaths from starvation, I am morally responsible for those deaths. The objection that I didn't intend for anyone to die is irrelevant. If I speed though an intersection and, as a result, kill a pedestrian, I am morally responsible for that death whether I intended it or not. In making a case for aid to poor nations, others appeal to the principle of justice. Justice demands that people be compensated for the harms and injustices suffered at the hands of others. Much of the poverty of developing nations, they argue, is the result of unjust and exploitative policies of governments and corporations in wealthy countries. The protectionist trade policies of rich nations, for example, have driven down the price of exports of poor nations. According to one report, the European Economic Community imposes a tariff four times as high against cloth imported from poor nations as from rich ones. Such trade barriers cost developing countries $50 to $100 billion a year in lost sales and depressed markets. Moreover, the massive debt burdens consuming the resources of poor nations is the result of the tight monetary policies adopted by developed nations which drove up interest rates on the loans that had been made to these countries. In 1989, Third World countries owed $1.2 trillion nearly half of their total CNP to banks and governments in industrial countries. According to one report, since 1988, $50 billion a year has been transferred from poor nations to rich nations to service these debts. Those who claim that wealthy nations have a duty to aid poor nations counter the argument that aiding poor nations will produce more suffering than happiness in the long run. First, they argue, there is no evidence to support the charge that aiding poor nations will lead to rapid population growth in these nations, thus straining the world's resource supply. Research shows that as poverty decreases, fertility rates decline. When people are economically secure, they have less need to have large families to ensure that they will be supported in old age. As infant mortality declines, there is less need to have more children to insure against the likelihood that some will die. With more aid, then, there is a fair chance that population growth will be brought under control. Moreover, contrary to popular belief, it is rich countries, not poor countries, that pose a threat to the world's resource supply. The average American uses up to thirty times more of the world's resources than does the average Asian or African. If our concern is to ensure that there is an adequate resource base for the world's population, policies aimed at decreasing consumption by rich nations should be adopted. Those who support aid to poor nations also counter the argument that aid to poor nations rarely accomplishes what it was intended to accomplish. As a result of aid, they point out, many countries have significantly reduced poverty and moved from dependence to self reliance. Aid has allowed Indonesia, for example, to reduce poverty from 58% to 17% in less than a generation. There are, unfortunately, instances in which the poor haven't benefitted from aid, but such cases only move us to find more effective ways to combat poverty in these countries, be it canceling debts, lowering trade restrictions, or improving distribution mechanisms for direct aid. Furthermore, poor nations would benefit from aid if more aid was sent to them in the first place. In 1988, 41% of all aid was directed to high-income and middle-income countries, rather than to low income countries. According to the World Bank, only 8% of U.S. aid in 1986 could be identified as development assistance devoted to low income countries. Obviously poor countries can't benefit from aid if they're not receiving it. Finally, it is argued, all human beings have dignity deserving of respect and are entitled to what is necessary to live in dignity, including a right to life and a right to the goods necessary to satisfy one's basic needs. This right to satisfy basic needs takes precedence over the rights of others to accumulate wealth and property. When people are without the resources needed to survive, those with surplus resources are obligated to come to their aid. In the coming decade, the gap between rich nations and poor nations will grow and appeals for assistance will multiply. How peoples of rich nations respond to the plight of those in poor nations will depend, in part, on how they come to view their duty to poor nations--taking into account justice and fairness, the benefits and harms of aid, and moral rights, including the right to accumulate surplus and the right to resources to meet basic human needs. "I begin with the assumption that suffering from lack of food, shelter, and medical care are bad.... My next point is this: if it is within our power to prevent something bad from happening, without thereby sacrificing anything of comparable moral importance, we ought, morally, to do it." --Peter Singer

High Prices Bad – Democracy 
Food insecurity leads to civil wars, destroys democracy, and makes human rights abuses likely

Brinkman and Hendrix 10 (Henk-Jan Brinkman, Chief Policy, Planning and Application in the Peacebuilding Support Office of the UN with a PhD in economics, and Cullen S. Hendrix, Assistant Professor, University of North Texas, and PhD in political science, August 2, 2010, “FOOD INSECURITY AND CONFLICT: APPLYING THE WDR FRAMEWORK”, http://wdr2011.worldbank.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/WDR%20Background%20Paper_Brinkman%20and%20Hendrix.pdf)

Most research linking food insecurity to conflict has addressed civil conflicts: violent conflicts between state forces and a centralized, defined opposition group over territorial autonomy or control of the central government that achieve some threshold level of battle deaths (Gleditsch et al., 2002). The absence of civil or interstate war, however, is not the same as the presence of peace and stability. Between 1990 and 2008, Kenya experienced neither interstate nor intrastate war. Yet during this period, political violence, including election-related rioting, communal conflict, and cattle raiding caused over 4,500 deaths (Hendrix and Salehyan, 2010). Civil conflict and interstate war are the most obvious manifestations of political violence, but they are far from the only ones. Food insecurity contributes also to democratic fragility, protest and violent rioting, and communal conflict, particularly in developing countries with low levels of state capacity.

[…]

Democratic breakdowns occur when democratically elected leaders are deposed and replaced by unelected officials, without regard for the legal rules and institutions by which the offices of government are filled. Not all democratic breakdowns are themselves violent affairs: “bloodless” coups account for 67 percent of all coups and coup attempts. However, many have been quite deadly. Moreover, the autocratic regimes and instability these democratic breakdowns usher in are more likely to abuse the human rights of their citizens, in some cases leading to mass state killing (Poe and Tate, 1994, Harff 2003). 12. Democratic breakdowns are more likely to occur at higher levels of food insecurity, though this relationship is contingent on the level of economic development. Because more economically developed countries presumably have larger social surpluses that could be invested in ameliorating food insecurity, societal actors find it less tolerable. This causal mechanism presumes that the populace evaluates democracy according to a particular performance metric: its ability to provide for basic subsistence. Thus, food insecurity makes democratic breakdown more likely, and the effect increases in strength at higher levels of economic development (Reenock, Bernhard and Sobek, 2007). Based on the empirical evidence, it is unclear whether democratic failure is more likely to come about as the result of popular protest, as implied by the theoretical argument, or intra-regime tensions, such as those between the civilian and military branches of government. No microfoundational logic of participation is presented.

Every invasion of freedom must be rejected

Petro 74 (Sylvester Petro, professor of law, Wake Forest University, Spring 1974, “TOLEDO LAW REVIEW”, p. 480.)

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

Mertus 6 -Associate Professor of International Relations at American University, and Helsing, Deputy Director for Education at the United States Institute of Peace, (Julie and Jeffrey W., “Introduction: Exploring the Intersection between Human Rights,” pg. 3-4)

The notion that deprivation of human rights contributes to protracted social conflict draws from the theory of basic human needs. Human needs theory is closely identified with the seminal work of John Burton, who theorized in Deviance, Terrorism and War: The Process of Solving Unsolved Social and Political Problems that unsatisfied human needs are the root cause of many of the most violent conflicts. Human rights abuses, like unmet human needs, threaten the security of individuals and social groups and, in so doing, create cycles of dehumanization based on fear. Politicians and militaries can use that fear to stoke their campaigns and further their agendas. Such was the case in Rwanda in 1994, as Tutsis in exile violated the rights of Hutu leaders even as Hutus in power dehumanized and slaughtered Tutsis at home. Not only do human rights abuses lead to the onset of conflict, but also, as Louis Kreisberg notes, “inhumane treatment deepens the antagonism and the desire to continue the struggle and even to seek revenge. The callous and indiscriminate use of violence, intended to intimidate and suppress the enemy, is frequently counterproductive, prolonging a struggle and making an enduring peace more difficult to attain.” Some ideologies use dehumanizing imagery to exclude “enemy” groups, describing other peoples as “animals,” “vermin,” or “evil incarnate” and thereby setting the stage for future human rights abuses. Leaders who emphasize ends over means are not likely to hesitate before violating human rights in pursuit of their goals. Memoirs can likewise evoke violent responses, since old resentments and distrust can keep tensions higher between groups or countries. For example, Rwanda’s history of social tensions, widespread killings, and long-standing human rights abuses fueled the genocidal massacres of the 1990s.

Dehumanization outweighs all, destroys value to life, and will bring the end of the world!

Montagu 83 (Ashley Montagu, Esteemed Scientist and Writer; and Floyd Matson, Professor of American Studies at University of Hawaii, “The dehumanization of man”, http://64.233.187.104/search?q=cache:hnDfqSFkJJwJ:www.cross-x.com/vb/archive/index.php/t-939595.html+montagu+matson+dehumanization&hl=en)

The contagion is unknown to science and unrecognized by medicine (psychiatry aside); yet its wasting symptoms are plain for all to see and its lethal effects are everywhere on display. It neither kills outright nor inflicts apparent physical harm, yet the extent of its destructive toll is already greater than that of any war, plague, famine, or natural calamity on record -- and its potential damage to the quality of human life and the fabric of civilized society is beyond calculation. For that reason, this sickness of the soul might well be called the Fifth Horseman of the Apocalypse. Its more conventional name, of course, is dehumanization.
High Prices Bad – Indo-Pak 
Food shortages and high food prices lead to war and instability in South Asia

Vatikoitis 8 (Michael Vatikiotis, writer and journalist in Asia, 23 May 2008, “A hungry world tests skills of peacemakers”, http://www.hdcentre.org/files/A%20hungry%20world%20tests%20skills%20of%20peacemakers%20230508.pdf SC)

WAR and hunger are inseparable: Experience has shown the close relationship between economic distress and the outbreak of conflict. But the solutions the international community tends to apply are mostly political and rarely address material needs. So what happens when people are driven to kill one another for food? It's a critical question to ask as the world faces a sudden and unexpected food price crisis that is threatening to plunge millions back into poverty. The spike in food prices this year has already led to violence. Food riots in parts of Africa and the Caribbean have created social and political instability. In rice-growing countries such as India, Vietnam and Thailand, hoarding has begun, with export bans creating inter-state friction. Myanmar's rice-growing capacity has just been devastated by Cyclone Nargis, which will add to price pressures soon. This is a crisis born of inflation and other market factors rather than fundamental shortages. Prices for the benchmark Thai variety of rice, a staple across much of Asia, have risen threefold within a year. Meat prices have risen by 60 per cent in Bangladesh, 45 per cent in Cambodia and 30 per cent in the Philippines. The World Food Programme calls the crisis a 'silent tsunami'. The threat of conflict is real, both within and between states as the trend towards liberalisation is suddenly reversed and replaced by subsidies, price-fixing cartels and export curbs. In Indonesia, a retired general recently warned: 'If students demonstrate it's not a worry. But if hungry people take to the streets - now that's dangerous.’

Indo-pak tensions are on the brink- any new conflict with cause a nuclear war, and miscalc is likely

Nelson 6/5 (Dean, founder and director of a journalism program at Point Loma Nazarene University, June 5, 2012 , “India and Pakistan ‘escalate nuclear arms race’”, The Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/pakistan/9312139/India-and-Pakistan-escalate-nuclear-arms-race.html)

According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, Pakistan has expanded its short-range missile capability while India is developing weapons systems which can fire nuclear warheads from land, sea and air. The escalation in nuclear capabilities has caused alarm because, despite recent improvements in relations between the two countries, the threat of a nuclear conflict remains. There were fears of a military clash in 2008, shortly after Pakistan-based terrorists launched a multi-target attack on Mumbai, while in 2002 there were real concerns that rising tensions could lead to a nuclear attack. Those concerns are based on Pakistan's development of "first-strike" tactical short-range warheads to counter India's superior conventional forces and weak mechanisms to avoid misunderstandings between the two countries in a military build-up. According to the Stockholm-based think tank Pakistan has expanded its arsenal of short-range tactical missiles, which can be used to strike smaller targets like bridges, tank columns and other installations. "India and Pakistan are increasing the size and sophistication of their nuclear arsenals. Both countries are developing and deploying new types of nuclear-capable ballistic and cruise missiles and both are increasing their military fissile material production capabilities," it said in its 2012 yearbook. India unveiled its first nuclear-powered submarine earlier this year and is expected to launch its first nuclear-armed submarine some time next year to complete its land, sea and air capability. Pakistan is believed to have slightly more nuclear warheads than India – 90 to 110 compared with New Delhi's 80-100. But experts say the figures may not include Pakistan's growing number of short-range tactical weapons. Dr Anupam Srivastava, leading nuclear security expert and director of the Centre for International Trade and Security at Georgia University, said the concern over Pakistan's build-up of tactical nuclear weapons is that it has a "first-use policy". "In a conflict between India and Pakistan, Pakistan's policy is that it can and will be the first to use nuclear weapons. Faced with India's conventional military superiority, they've tried to build an additional layer of security for themselves to deter a conventional strike," he said. The danger is that the two countries have yet to develop the channels of dialogue between their military chiefs to ensure there are no catastrophic misunderstandings over troop movements and military exercises. "This doesn't exist for tactical weapons between India and Pakistan," he added.

Even a limited nuclear war between India and Pakistan causes extinction

Fox, ‘8 (Maggie, April 8, “India-Pakistan Nuclear War Would Cause Ozone Hole” http://www.planetark.com/dailynewsstory.cfm/newsid/47829/story.htm)

WASHINGTON - Nuclear war between India and Pakistan would cause more than slaughter and destruction -- it would knock a big hole in the ozone layer, affecting crops, animals and people worldwide, US researchers said on Monday. Fires from burning cities would send 5 million metric tonnes of soot or more into the lowest part of Earth's atmosphere known as the troposphere, and heat from the sun would carry these blackened particles into the stratosphere, the team at the University of Colorado reported.  "The sunlight really heats it up and sends it up to the top of the stratosphere," said Michael Mills of the Laboratory for Atmospheric and Space Physics, who chose India and Pakistan as one of several possible examples.  Up there, the soot would absorb radiation from the sun and heat surrounding gases, causing chemical reactions that break down ozone. "We find column ozone losses in excess of 20 percent globally, 25 percent to 45 percent at midlatitudes, and 50 percent to 70 percent at northern high latitudes persisting for five years, with substantial losses continuing for five additional years," Mills' team wrote in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences.  This would let in enough ultraviolet radiation to cause cancer, damage eyes and skin, damage crops and other plants and injure animals.  Mills and colleagues based their computer model on other research on how much fire would be produced by a regional nuclear conflict.  "Certainly there is a growing number of large nuclear-armed states that have a growing number of weapons. This could be typical of what you might see," Mills said in a telephone interview.   SMOKE IS KEY  Eight nations are known to have nuclear weapons, and Pakistan and India are believed to have at least 50 weapons apiece, each with the power of the weapon the United States used to destroy Hiroshima in 1945.  Mills said the study added a new factor to the worries about what might damage the world's ozone layer, as well as to research about the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange.  "The smoke is the key and it is coming from these firestorms that build up actually several hours after the explosions," he said.  "We are talking about modern megacities that have a lot of material in them that would burn. We saw these kinds of megafires in World War Two in Dresden and Tokyo. The difference is we are talking about a large number of cities that would be bombed within a few days."  Nothing natural could create this much black smoke in the same way, Mill noted. Volcanic ash, dust and smoke is of a different nature, for example, and forest fires are not big or hot enough.  The University of Colorado's Brian Toon, who also worked on the study, said the damage to the ozone layer would be worse than what has been predicted by "nuclear winter" and "ultraviolet spring" scenarios.  "The big surprise is that this study demonstrates that a small-scale, regional nuclear conflict is capable of triggering ozone losses even larger than losses that were predicted following a full-scale nuclear war," Toon said in a statement.

**Oil Spills**

Solves – Oil Spills

Risk of oil tankers running aground remain high
Weil and Dorp 9 (Giel van de Weil and J.R. van Dorp, Department of Electrical Engineering, Mathematics and Computer Science, 3 Sept 2009, “An Oil Outflow Model for Tanker Collisions and Groundings”, pg 1-2, http://business.gwu.edu/decisionsciences/i2sds/pdf/TR-2009-12.pdf SC)
Maritime transportation plays an irreplaceable and ever-growing role in the global economy, taking up 96% of the world's global freight in terms of weight (Rodrigue et al., 2006). In 2006, sea borne trade grew 5.5% to 30,686 billion ton-miles. Of goods loaded, crude oil and petroleum products represented 36% (UNCTAD, 2007). Of course, transportation of goods by sea carries the risk of marine accidents, i.e. an event where a ship adversely interacts with its environment, possibly causing damage to either the ship, the environment, or both. When oil tankers are involved in accidents, a typical consequence of resulting damage is the release of crude oil or petroleum products into the sea. Recall the oil tanker Exxon Valdez running aground on March 24, 1989, shortly after leaving the Valdez oil terminal in Alaska, spilling 36,000 metric tons of crude oil into Prince William Sound and beyond, in total affecting 1,500 miles of coastline. One lesson of the Exxon Valdez accident is that sea borne oil spills from tanker ships have the potential to cause major environmental damage, interfering with marine and coastal biology and influencing human livelihoods for decades after a spill occurs. In response to the Exxon Valdez spill, the United States Congress passed the 1990 Oil Pollution Act to prevent further oil spills from occurring in the United States. To improve prevention of future oil spills after Exxon Valdez, numerous models for analyzing oil spill risk were developed. In particular, during the Prince William Sound (PWS) Risk Assessment a system simulation of the PWS Maritime Transportation System (MTS) integrated shipping fleet data, traffic rules and operating procedures with accident frequency and consequence models (see, e.g., Merrick et al., 2002). Although the trend in both frequency and volume of spills has gone down significantly over the decades, the environmental risk of oil spills remains significant and severe because of both the immensity of worldwide maritime transportation, the large amounts of oil transported by a typical tanker, and the increased likelihood of vessels interacting with each other due to traffic growth in harbors and waterways. From 1995 to 2004, over three quarters of spills greater than 7 tons were caused by collisions and groundings (Huijer, 2005).
Dredging is key to solving for grounding- contextual evidence
Hemel 5/24 (Martin van den Hemel, reporter, 24 May 2012, “Tug boat runs aground, underscoring need for dredging of Fraser River”, Richmond Review, http://www.richmondreview.com/news/153825535.html SC)

The 24-metre tug boat Jose Narvaez ran aground in the waters off Steveston around noon Saturday, an incident that points to the need for regular dredging of the area, according to Steveston Harbour Authority general manager Bob Baziuk. The vessel listed to its port side in the shallow channel that runs between Steveston and Shady Island, after it came to a halt near the narrow island’s western-most edge. There were no injuries and the vessel was undamaged, according to Lafarge Canada, which owns the boat. Baziuk doesn’t know what precisely the tug boat struck, but things figure to only get worse as long as the channel isn’t dredged again. Some larger fishing boats are scheduled to come to the harbour in the next few months, he said, adding: “They’re not going to be able to access the harbour very soon.” The harbour authority has been working with Delta-Richmond East MP Kerry-Lynne Findlay and various levels of government in hopes that funding will be made available for the needed dredging work, Baziuk said. Recently Baziuk came upon another hazard that threatens the harbour, in the form of a tree, branches and all, that had become snagged in the boom at the eastern end of Shady Island. He said debris coming from upriver figures to get only worse as the spring freshet builds, and said the existing protective measures for the harbour aren’t adequate. “They’re not doing the job anymore,” Baziuk said. Logs and other debris can get under the existing boom, and cause damage to the harbour’s dockside infrastructure as well as the boats moored there. He’s suggesting that sand dredged from the channel be deposited alongside the weir that connects Steveston to the eastern tip of Shady Island, which would trap debris originating upriver. This would create an environmental zone that would serve to shelter the harbour. Asked how much the dredging work might cost, Baziuk said: “If we’re going to do it right, to a standard people can live with, it might reach a million (dollars).” Baziuk said it’s a constant battle to acquire funding for harbour maintenance, and understands why most politicians aren’t eager to divert money toward a project that doesn’t result in a media photo opportunity. “You can’t see it (dredging work). It’s not like a bright new shiny dock.”

Impact – Environment 
Even a small oil spill disrupts the ecosystem and kills bottom dwelling fish and coral

Congressional Digest 10 (Congressional Digest, periodical, June 2010, “Impact of Oil Spills”, pg 167 SC)
No oil spill is entirely benign. Depending on timing and location, even a relatively minor spill can cause significant harm to individual organisms and entire populations. Oil spills can cause impacts over a range of time scales, from days to years, or even decades for certain spills. Impacts are typically divided into acute (short-term) and chronic (long-term) effects. Both types are part of a complicated and often controversial equation that is addressed after an oil spill: ecosystem recovery. Acute Impacts. Depending on the toxicity and concentration of the spill, acute exposure to oil spills can kill various organisms and cause the following debilitating (but not necessarily lethal) effects: • reduced reproduction • altered development • impaired feeding mechanisms • decreased defense from disease Birds, marine mammals, bottom-dwelling and intertidal species, and organisms in their developmental stages — e.g., fish eggs and larvae — are particularly vulnerable to oil spills. In addition to the impacts to individual organisms, oil spills can lead to a disruption of the structure and function of the ecosystem. Certain habitats — such as coral reefs, mangrove swamps, and salt marshes — are especially vulnerable, because the physical structure of the habitats depends upon living organisms. These potential acute effects to individual organisms and marine ecosystems have been "unambiguously established" by laboratory studies and well-studied spills.
Types of bottom dwelling fish and coral are key to ocean ecosystems

Maragos, Crosby, and McManus 96 (J.E., PhD, Coral Reef Biologist, M.P., Ocean Biologist, J.W., PhD, Oceanography, 1996, “Coral reefs and biodiversity: a critical and threatened relationship”, pg 84-85 http://www.tos.org/oceanography/issues/issue_archive/issue_pdfs/9_1/9.1_maragos_et_al.pdf SC)

Coral Reef Biodiversity and Importance- Not only is the coral reef structure itself composed of and built by a diversity of organisms, but the reef structure serves as the basis for one of the highest diversity ecosystems in the world (Talbot, 1994). Coral reef ecosystems generally have high species diversity, although many associated species tend to exhibit low endemism and broad distributions (Norse, 1993). The coral species alone range from >48 in the Caribbean (Goreau and Wells. 1967) to > 700 in the Indo-Pacific (Wells, 1957: Veron, 1986). When speaking of biological diversity, it is indeed appropriate to refer to coral reef ecosystems as the rain forests of the marine realm. Coral reefs have far greater productivity than other marine systems, surpassing 7,000 g C m^2: yr ~ (Odumetal., 1959; Helfrich and Townsley, 1965). Reef fishes, sea urchins, coralline algae, and many additional species of plants and animals contribute to healthy reef ecosystems and play a significant role in helping maintain the resilience, stability, and accelerated coral reef recovery following natural and anthropogenic disturbances. Coralline algae are extremely robust and help cement large chunks of coral and other reef remains together to form very hard and wave-resistant reef structures. Fishes, sea urchins, and other herbivores graze down growths of fleshy algae or seaweeds, allowing both reef-building coras and coralline algae to flourish and maintain reef growth and overall health.
Ocean ecosystem collapse causes extinction

Kraig 3 (Robert Kraig, Prof Law @ Indiana Univ., McGeorge Law Review Vol. 34, 2003, “Taking Steps”)

The world's oceans contain many resources and provide many services that humans consider valuable. "Occupy[ing] more than [seventy percent] of the earth's surface and [ninety-five percent] of the biosphere," n17 oceans provide food; marketable goods such as shells, aquarium fish, and pharmaceuticals; life support processes, including carbon sequestration, nutrient cycling, and weather mechanics; and quality of life, both aesthetic and economic, for millions of people worldwide. n18 Indeed, it is difficult to overstate the importance of the ocean to humanity's well-being: "The ocean is the cradle of life on our planet, and it remains the axis of existence, the locus of planetary biodiversity, and the engine of the chemical and hydrological cycles that create and maintain our atmosphere and climate." n19 Ocean and coastal ecosystem services have been calculated to be worth over twenty billion dollars per year, worldwide. n20 In addition, many people assign heritage and existence value to the ocean and its creatures, viewing the world's seas as a common legacy to be passed on relatively intact to future generations. n21
Impact – Economy 
Oil spills tank the economy- cleanup cost, environmental costs, and altering trade rate

Congressional Digest 10 (Congressional Digest, periodical, June 2010, “Impact of Oil Spills”, pg 167 SC)
• Economic Costs of Oil Spills- The economic costs that can result from an oil spill can be broken into three categories: cleanup expenses, natural resource damages, and the various economic losses incurred by the affected community or individuals. Cleanup Costs. The cleanup costs of an oil spill can vary greatly and are influenced by a mix of factors: location characteristics, oil type, and oil volume. Location is generally considered the most important factor because it involves multiple variables. Areas with less water movement, such as marshlands, will generally cost more to clean up than open water. Tourist destinations or sensitive habitats, such as coral reefs, will likely require more stringent cleanup standards, thus increasing the costs. The political and social culture at the spill site plays a part, as well. A spill in a high-profile area may receive special attention. Major oil spills, especially ones that affect shoreline ecosystems, are often met with extensive media coverage, placing pressure on parties to take action. Coupled with this pressure, authorities (Federal or State) at these locations may require extensive oil spill response requirements, which can influence cleanup cost. For instance, spills in the United States are considerably higher than in other parts of the world. The more persistent and viscous oil types, such as heavy crude oil and intermediates known as bunker fuels, are more expensive to clean up. Gasoline and other lighter refined products may require only minimal cleanup action. These materials will evaporate or disperse relatively quickly, leaving only a small volume of petroleum product available for recovery. Compared with other factors, spill volume is less important. A major spill away from shore will likely cost considerably less than a minor spill in a sensitive location. Certainly, the amount of oil spilled affects cleanup costs, because, all things being equal, a larger spill will require a larger and more expensive cleanup effort. However, the relationship between cleanup costs and spill volume is not linear. Cleaning up a smaller spill is likely to cost more than a larger spill on a per-gallon basis. • Natural Resources Damages. This category of costs relates to the environmental impacts caused by an oil spill. Pursuant to the Oil Pollution Act (OPA) of 1990, the party responsible for an oil spill is hable for any loss of natural resources (e.g., fish, animals, plants, and their habitats) and the services provided by the resource (e.g., drinking water, recreation). When a spill occurs, natural resource trustees conduct a natural resource damage assessment to determine the extent of the harm. Trustees may include representatives from tribal governments, as well as officials from State agencies (designated by the relevant governor) and Federal agencies (designated by the President), such as NOAA. OPA of 1990 states that the measure of natural resource damages includes: • The cost of restoring, rehabilitating, replacing, or acquiring the equivalent of the damaged natural resources. • The diminution in value of those natural resources pending restoration. • The reasonable cost of assessing those damages. Pursuant to OPA, NOAA developed regulations pertaining to natural resource damage assessments in 1996. Natural resource damages may include both losses of direct use and passive use. Direct use value may derive from recreational (e.g., boating), commercial (e.g., fishing), or cultural or historical uses ofthe resource. In contrast, a passive-use value may derive from preserving the resource for its own sake or for enjoyment by future generations. The damages are compensatory, not punitive. Collected damages cannot be placed into the general treasury revenues of the Federal or State government, but must be used to restore or replace lost resources. Indeed, NOAA's regulations focus on the costs of primary restoration — returning the resource to its baseline condition — and compensatory restoration — addressing interim losses of resources and their services. • Other Economic Costs. Oil spills can generate costs other than response expenses or damages to natural resources. An oil spill can disrupt business activity near the spill, particularly businesses that count on the reputation of the local environment. For example, the local tourist industry may be affected. In some cases, a well-publicized oil spill can weaken the tourist industry near the spill site, regardless of the actual threat to human health created by the spill. Local infrastructure and services can be disrupted by an oil spill. Port and harbor operations may be interrupted, altering the flow of trade goods. Power plants that use cooling water systems may need to temporarily cease operations. For example, the Salem Nuclear Plant — the second largest nuclear plant in the United States — was forced to halt activity due to a substantial oil spill (more than 250,000 gallons) in the Delaware River in November 2004. Unlike natural resource damage claims, which are brought by the appropriate natural resource trustees, the costs described in this section would be submitted as claims by the third parties suffering the specific loss.
Economic decline causes protectionism and war – their defense doesn’t assume accompanying shifts in global power.

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

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

AT: Politics – HMT Not Earmark 

HMT is not an earmark process, and Private funding CP links
Feigenbaum 1-9-12 (Baruch Feigenbaum, 1-9-2012, a policy analyst at Reason Foundation, a non-profit think tank advancing free minds and free markets. He specializes in transportation policy. “Top Twelve Transportation Priorities for 2012” http://reason.org/news/printer/top-twelve-transportation-prioritie)MB

A solution to the port funding problem: One of the most challenging tasks in Transportation is to understand how harbors receive money for port dredgings. Move over quantum physics--port dredging is more complicated. Following is the current port funding process. Harbor maintenance dredgings (continuously maintaining the depth of existing harbors) are funded by the Harbor Maintenance Tax. Only a small portion of the money collected from this tax is allocated to port dredgings. Much of the rest of the funding is allocated based on Office of Management and Budget priorities. Additionally, ports have different dredging needs based on the physical qualities of their harbors. While some ports may need dredging every few years, others never need dredgings. In anticipation of the new larger ships using the deeper Panama Canal, many east coast ports want to deepen their harbors permanently so these ships can unload in their ports. Funding for this dredging comes through a political process where each harbor begs for federal money. This is not an earmark process since there is no other method to get the funds. And private sector financing is not popular since most ports eventually receive federal funds. 

AT: Politics – Plan Popular 

Port dredging has bipartisan support in congress

Atlanta Journal-Constitution 11 (Atlanta Journal-Constitution, December 17, 2011, newspaper for Atlanta,  “Ga. senators applaud deal to fund deeper ports” http://www.ajc.com/news/ga-senators-applaud-deal-1263143.html) MB

Georgia's U.S. senators Saturday applauded a bipartisan deal in Congress that frees up federal dollars to deepen waterways to East Coast seaports such as Savannah, the nation's fourth busiest container port. The breakthrough was part of the year-end spending bill that passed the Senate by a 67-32 vote Saturday. The bill contains a new $460 million account for port projects, which previously were funded either through the president's spending recommendations or via earmarks requested by members of Congress for pet projects in their home states. However, the federal budget crisis took earmarks off the table, with Republican lawmakers refusing to seek them and President Barack Obama vowing to veto them. In a statement Saturday, Georgia Sens. Johnny Isakson and Saxby Chambliss called this new source of ports money a "commonsense approach toward funding of the critical harbor deepening projects at our nation's ports now that earmarks are a thing of the past." They issued the statement jointly along with fellow Republican Sen. Lindsey Graham of South Carolina, who gave details of the port-funding plan to reporters Friday. The Georgia ports authority is funding for a $600 million proposal to dredged the river channel to the Port of Savannah, and needs the federal government to foot about $360 million of the bill. Port officials are pushing to get final construction permits by next summer.

PORTS Caucus is rallying bipartisan support now

Keller 11 (Robert Kellar, Oct, 25, 2011, “Hahn and Poe Found Bipartisan PORTS Caucus” http://hahn.house.gov/press-release/hahn-and-poe-found-bi-partisan-ports-caucus) MB
Washington, DC – Today, Congresswoman Janice Hahn (D-CA) and Congressman Ted Poe (R-TX) announced the formation of the bipartisan House Ports Opportunity, Renewal, Trade, and Security (PORTS) Caucus. The caucus’ mission will be to promote the importance of our ports to the nation’s economy and the need to secure them. United States ports support 13.3 million jobs and account for $3.15 trillion in business activity to the economy. “As a long-time advocate for the Port of Los Angeles, I understand how vital the ports are for our nation’s economy,” explained Rep. Hahn. “This bi-partisan caucus will bring together Members who represent diverse ports across the country, so we will find ways together to promote our ports and keep them safe.”  “Promoting and protecting our nation’s ports is critical to both national security and economic security,” said Rep. Poe. “Ports are the gateway in and out of the United States. They are our country’s link to the rest of the world and the global economy. I look forward to working with Representative Hahn to building an effective congressional caucus that advocates on the behalf of ports nationwide.” The United States is served by more than 350 commercial sea and river ports that support 3,200 cargo and passenger handling facilities. Each day United States ports move both imports and exports totaling some $3.8 billion worth of goods through all 50 states. Additionally, ports move 99.4 percent of overseas cargo volume by weight and generate $3.95 trillion in international trade.  Given the importance of ports to our national economy, they must remain competitive and secure. “Ports are a critical piece of our nation's economic infrastructure,” said Geraldine Knatz, Executive Director of the Port of Los Angeles. “Maintaining secure, reliable and efficient seaports will generate much needed jobs and make American businesses more competitive abroad.  Because our nation’s seaports must remain a national priority, we stand ready to support Rep. Hahn and Rep. Poe’s efforts to advance the issues of ports and the communities they serve.” “We support Congressman Poe’s efforts to raise awareness of all the nation’s ports and port communities,” said Floyd Gaspard, Executive Director of the Port of Port Arthur. “Our ports represent a vital part of our nation’s economic engine and are key to continued success. Seaports of all sizes from all regions of the country create sustainable jobs and economic growth. The benefits of a efficient port reach every American in every state.  As a region and a nation, sound investments in port infrastructure create supply chain efficiencies and make us globally competitive.”   Every congressional district in the country is dependent on U.S. ports, from the products on store shelves to the technology in our living rooms. Ports allow businesses, large and small, access to markets around the world and the opportunity to grow and create new American jobs.  
Link Turn- Bipartisan, Jobs, Deficit Neutral, and on the Obama export agenda (Not bad either for that contest)
Boustany and Landry 11 (Charles Boustany and Jeff Landry interviewed by Bob Gibs,  July 8, 2011, representatives in congress from the state of Louisiana, Chairman for Subcommittee on Water Resources & Environment,“Legislative Hearing On H.R. 104, The Realize America’s Maritime Promise (Ramp) Act” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf 6-26-2) MB
This is a unique opportunity for us to do something in a bipartisan way that is going to promote job growth. It doesn’t add to the deficit. It is going to help us spur the economy. And it fits into the goals expressed by the President and many on both sides of the aisle that we have to expand trade. We have to have the infrastructure necessary to do so. So I am in continuing discussions, along with another colleague on the Ways and Means Committee, Pat Tiberi, who is also a co- sponsor of the bill and very concerned. We will certainly keep you and the chairman of the subcommittee abreast of those discussions. Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. I yield back. Mr. GIBBS. Representative Landry. Mr. LANDRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just wanted to recognize Congressman Boustany for bringing this issue to a head. This is what the American people want us to do. Whenever we as a Congress don’t allocate money when that money is legally entitled to be spent on a particular project, we lose credibility. And that is why Congress’ credibility is so low.
HMTF has bipartisan support and doesn’t spend extra money

Boustany 11 (Charles Boustany,  July 8, 2011, representative in congress from the state of Louisiana  , “Legislative Hearing On H.R. 104, The Realize America’s Maritime Promise (Ramp) Act” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf 6-26-2) MB

As the conversation continued, General Strock stated to me that the Corps could dredge all federally maintained ports and water- ways to the authorized depth and width should they get full allocation of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund that is collected annually, just as Congress intended when this harbor maintenance tax was created. This includes small harbors and ports, because basically the allocation would double and the money coming in annually is more than sufficient to take care of all of the federally authorized ports to meet their authorized depth and width. Keep in mind, General Strock referenced just future revenues, those incoming revenues, not the existing $6.1 billion surplus in the trust fund. So in order to address this situation, I introduced H.R. 104. This strongly bipartisan bill seeks full access for our ports to the annual revenues deposited in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, with- out creating mandatory spending, which would trigger budget implication. The RAMP Act, with bipartisan co sponsorship of 101, includes a guarantee requiring the total amount available for spending from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund each year be equal to the trust fund receipts, plus interest, as annually estimated by the President’s budget. If an appropriations bill spending trust fund revenue is brought to the House or Senate floor not meeting this requirement, any Member would be able to make a point of order against it and the bill would not be allowed to be considered in that form. While  the  intent of the  RAMP  Act  is  to  increase harbor maintenance and  spending, it does  not  make increased mandatory spending.  The  Congressional Budget Office  has   confirmed the   bill  does not  have any  scoring impact. That is because of the  way  this bill has  been  written.
AT: States CP 

31 States are facing gaping budget deficits.

Baram 8 (Marcus, staff writer, “Gloom and Doom: States Face Looming Budget Deficits,”7/30/08 , http://abcnews.go.com/Business/story?id=5473725&page=1, date accessed 6/28, A.R.)
Delaware legislators are considering allowing racetracks to operate 24 hours a day. California Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger isthreatening to cut the pay of thousands of state workers to minimum wage. And Nevada officials are encouraging their state police todrive less to save money on gas.These are just some of the extraordinary measures being considered by states that face gaping budget deficits that total at least $40.3 billion, almost triple the shortfall the previous year, according to the National Conference of State Legislatures.Squeezed by reduced tax revenue and suffering the impact of the housing crisis, the credit crunch and higher unemployment, states acrosss the country are struggling with budget problems that mirror the weak condition of the economy, budget experts say."Reduced tax revenue is number one," says Brian Sigritz, staff associate at the National Association of State Budget Officers. "Salestaxes came in a lot lower than expected, were actually slightly lower than last year comparing the first quarters of the calendar year."Sigritz notes the ripple effect of the housing crisis which impacts sales tax and real-estate transfer tax revenue. "Homes aren't beingsold and if people are not doing home improvements, that hurts contractors and other workers and it all reduces the taxes brought in by states."Across the country, 31 states are projecting budget gaps, and that number doesn't even include large states such as California,Illinois, Michigan and North Carolina, which have not yet completed their budgets.And on Tuesday, New York Gov. David Paterson delivered a somber speech about the dire state of the state's economy, which he hascompared to the fiscal crisis of the 1970s. Paterson said that the state's $5 billion budget deficit will grow unless drastic spending cutsand layoffs are enacted. Earlier this week, Schwarzenegger postponed his plan to reduce the salaries of California's 200,000 stateworkers to the minimum wage of $6.55 an hour to plug a $17 billion budget deficit. As a whole, the budget crisis is most comparableto the downturn after the dot-com collapse which prompted budget gaps of $58 billion in 2002, $79 billion in 2003 and $83.78 billionin 2004, says Corina Eckl, director of Fiscal Affairs program at NCSL. And was the case in those years, the crisis is expected todeepen in the next few years. "Based on what legislative fiscal directors say, the state fiscal situation is expected to get worse before itgets better and most of them are bracing for tougher times," Eckl tells ABCNews.com.

State governments can’t handle port infrastructure – New York and New Jersey prove

Magyar 11 (Mark, staff writer for NJ Spotlight, August 8, “Why the Port Authority Wants $1 Billion in Toll and Fare Hikes”, http://www.njspotlight.com/stories/11/0808/0206/, June 29, 2012, A.R.)
For decades, the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey has been one of the region’s key economic drivers, pulling in ever-increasing revenues from its airports, cargo ports and bridge and tunnel tollbooths and pumping that money back into the economy in massive job-creating infrastructure projects. Now it's the Port Authority that's overextended and strapped for revenue, as its unprecedented request for a $1 billion-a-year toll and fare hike shows. The plan would raise bridge and tunnel tolls, which were just increased from $6 to $8 three years ago, to $12 next month and to $14 in 2014, and would hike PATH fares next month from $1.75 to $2.75. While the proposal has been in the works for months, the Port Authority announced its plan through a press release issued on Friday afternoon -- the favorite time to release bad news so that it gets the least attention. It immediately put the toll and fare hikes on a fast track, with nine public hearings to be held in a single day on August 16 and the final vote at the Port Authority board meeting scheduled for August 19. That would be just over three weeks before the scheduled unveiling of the 9/11 Memorial on the tenth anniversary of the terrorist attacks that brought down the Port Authority’s Twin Towers. The escalating $11 billion cost of the World Trade Center site redevelopment is one of the main reasons for the proposed toll and fare hike, and the Port Authority is already warning that failure to approve the toll hikes could jeopardize completion of the project. New Jersey Gov. Chris Christie and New York Gov. Andrew Cuomo both have the power to veto the proposed toll hikes, and they signaled their intention to take a hard line with a joint press release: "While we understand the Port Authority leadership's concerns about a potential downgrade to its bond rating if toll increases are not instituted, our primary concern with this proposal is its impact on our respective states' residents and commercial users of the crossings… As families must carefully and effectively manage their finances at this difficult time, so must government." 

State-handled ports are environmentally unfriendly – federal government already ending S. Carolina projects

Smith 5-21-12 (Logan, Staff Writer for Palmetto Public Record, “SC Facing Off with Federal Government Again Over Ports Permit”, http://palmettopublicrecord.org/2012/05/21/sc-facing-off-with-federal-government-again-over-ports-permit/, 6/29, A.R.)
The State Ports Authority is seeing a marked uptick in the number of ships calling on South Carolina ports, though it’s unknown how long that increase will last if the federal government pushes through a controversial dredging project on the Savannah River. According to the Charleston Regional Business Journal’s Matt Tomsic, the tonnage of cargo handled by the Charleston port increased 23.6% from last year, while the number of containers increased by 1.6%. Tomsic also reports that the port handled 10.4% more loaded containers in April compared to April 2011. Those numbers are expected to get even higher with the addition of two new shipping lines at the Charleston port, according to Ports Authority CEO Jim Newsome. Newsome told the Business Journal one of the lines will connect South Carolina with China and South Korea, while the second will run to countries in Asia and North Africa. But while things are looking up for the state’s ports, the federal government may put an end to that progress by pushing through a major expansion of the Savannah port without South Carolina’s authorization, according to The State’s Sammy Fretwell: [A judge] is trying to decide whether to uphold a water-quality approval permit the Corps and the Georgia Ports Authority need to move forward with the Savannah dredging. Conservation groups and a state agency have appealed the S.C. Department of Health and Environmental Control’s approval. They say the dredging will lower water quality in the Savannah River, degrade a rare riverside marsh system and kill wildlife. Lawmakers say the Savannah deepening project could set back efforts to attract larger ships at Charleston, South Carolina’s main port. … In certain circumstances under U.S. law, however, the Corps can get around environmental rules that otherwise would apply for dredging marshy coastal areas, such as at Savannah. Part of the federal Clean Water Act allows for an exemption if a dredging project must be done to “maintain navigation,” such as at ports. Charleston’s port is also scheduled to be deepened eventually, but the Army Corps of Engineers has it at a much lower priority than the Savannah port. A Corps spokesman told Fretwell the final decision on whether to go over South Carolina’s heads on the dredging issue would have to be made by the Secretary of the Army. But at this point, it’s not like South Carolina’s relationship with the federal government could get any worse… Right?

Port Authority of New York and New Jersey are bad at handling budget

Isherwood 3-7-12 (Darryl, PolitickerNJ, “Port Authority on the hook for $150 million payment on risky swaps”, http://www.politickernj.com/55367/port-authority-hook-150-million-payment-risky-swap, 6/29, A.R.)
The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey could be forced to pay out more than $150 million this year on a pair of complex and risky investments originally designed to save the agency money. The investments, known as interest rate swaps, have been on the Port Authority’s books since 2007 and have been losing the agency money almost since the day they were entered into. But in 2009, in an effort to buy time in hopes that the investments would become profitable, the agency renegotiated the deals with the investment banks on the other side of the transaction. In exchange for deferring the agency's monthly payments on the investments for 18 months, the Port Authority agreed to give the banks the right to terminate the swaps at any time beginning this year. If the banks choose to terminate, the Port Authority would be forced to pay a termination payment equal to the current value of the swaps, which as of today stands at negative $150 million. Whether the investment banks on the other end of the deal choose to terminate will rely on many factors, said Former Essex County Executive and Democratic Gubernatorial candidate Peter Shapiro, who is now a principal in the Essex County-based Swap Financial Group, which advised the Port Authority on the 2009 renegotiation. “For the banks, it depends on their posture,” Shapiro said. “A bank that is distressed may want to get out of the deal so it’s possible the banks will want to use that provision,” he said. “I would say the odds are that one of them will.” The swaps are basically a bet by the Port Authority that interest rates would remain at or near their 2007 levels. When used as a hedge on bonds, which was the agency’s original intent, a swap is designed to lock in a low fixed rate payment to offset the long term risk of a variable rate bond. When no underlying bond is issued, as was the case with two of the swaps on the agency’s books, the swaps become a pure bet on interest rates. When interest rates are high as they were in 2007 when the deal was cut, the Port Authority stands to break even or make money on the swaps. But, when rates go in the tank, the fixed payments the agency is forced to make far outweigh the variable payment it receives. In June 2006, when all three swaps were made, the short-term rate on which the swaps are based stood at over 5.5 percent. Today that rate is .56 percent. The initial investment was a bad one, said University of Alabama finance Professor Robert Brooks, author of swaps guide Introduction to Derivatives and Risk Management, and the renegotiation was worse. “What the Port Authority did is to give itself massive liquidity risk, which is something you never want to do,” Brooks said. “Any time you renegotiate a complex investment like a derivative with a large investment bank you are likely making yourself worse off. They’re interest is in making sure the deal works for their firm, not yours.” Brooks said the renegotiation on the part of the Port Authority amounted to nothing more than kicking a bad can down the road. “The best thing they could have done when they woke up and realized the bet had gone bad was to write a check,” he said. “In general, they should have just fessed up and said this was a horrible plan, let’s get rid of it.” But Shapiro has a different take. “The most important rule in markets is hindsight is 20/20,” he said. “You can always tell what the best strategy would have been after the fact, but at the time, looking at the depth of the financial crisis – when the whole world was going to hell in a hand basket - the judgment they made was ‘let’s buy some time to get beyond this crisis.'” Faced with a similar decision, Shapiro said, Harvard University terminated all of its swaps and was forced to pay out more than $1 billion, a decision he says he believes they regret now. It’s unclear how the agency would pay for the swaps if the banks decide to terminate and collect their fees and a spokesman for the Port Authority had no comment for this story. But given the agency’s track record on swaps, terminating the current deals may be the best possible outcome. In August, PolitickerNJ reported that the Port Authority was losing more than $2 million per month on a total of three swaps, which were originally intended to hedge agency bond issues, but for which the underlying bonds were either refunded or never sold. The swaps, which have a face value of $647 million, were entered into by the Port Authority's previous management at a time when interest rates were on the rise and public finance professionals across the nation were looking for ways to lock in lower rates on future bond issues. But officials miscalculated the financial picture as the effective date of the swaps coincided directly with the latest recession, which has forced interest rates down to levels never seen before. To date, the Port Authority has paid out more than $55 million on the investments and the monthly payments continue at a rate of more than $2.1 million per month. When combined with other swaps the agency has paid to terminate over the past two years, the total swaps payout crests $87 million since 2007. In all, the three unhedged swaps on the books of the Port Authority would cost the agency $241 million to get out of if the deal was done today, according to the agency's most recent financial statement. Last March, Moody's Investor Services used the three swaps as part of its reasoning for threatening a downgrade of the Port Authority's credit rating. That threat was cited by the Port Authority as part of the justification for the massive toll hike approved by the agency late last year. 
AT: Spending 
Dredging may be expensive but it will pay for itself. 

Aerts 07(F. Aerts, Department Head, Flemish Community, Maritime Access Division, Antwerp, Belgium, What happens the day after we stop dredging? Why is dredging necessary for navigation and trade?, June 26, 2012)
The maritime access channels to the Flemish sea ports are public space. Bringing these channels up to standard and maintaining them is of general social importance. In the context of the market this is not dedicated in any respect. It is becoming increasingly socially important to gain a clearer insight into the usefulness and necessity, and into the effects of the efforts made by governments to make and keep maritime access channels more accessible. Expanding and maintaining the maritime access channels to the sea ports is expensive, but the government also gets money back for this, for example, in the form of employment and added value. If the external effects of the project are deducted, and this results in a positive balance, it can be decided to carry out the project from the economic and welfare point of view. This can be examined in an MKBA. This systematically estimates all the internal and external effects of an investment project and provides a financial evaluation. In other words, this is a conversion in monetary units, because it is necessary to make comparisons. The aim is to find out the net effect of a project (in this case, dredging) by looking at the difference between the costs and benefits. In an MKBA the development with the execution of the project is compared to the zero alternative, i.e., the development without the execution of the project. This specific case concerns the access to the port of Antwerp without further deepening of the fairway of the Scheldt. This means that ships with a draft of 11.85 m can continue to enter the port of Antwerp, irrespective of the tide. Larger ships will have to enter and leave during a particular tidal window, depending on the size of the ship. Not dredging is not the same as a zero alternative. If no maintenance dredging is carried out, the depth of the Scheldt will be reduced and navigation to Antwerp would be impossible with modern maritime ships. For nontidal shipping, dredging is also important in the channels on the North Sea for access to the ports of Ghent and Zeebrugge. For Zeebrugge this also applies for tidal shipping. Dredging in the maritime access is even important for Ostend, although this ratio is marginal. This analysis can show whether deepening is desirable or undesirable. It can also show that deepening is desirable, but only up to a particular depth, after which the costs are higher than the benefits.
Reduced dredging in the Mississippi River lead to economic troubles
Ryan 12 (Timothy Ryan, Ph.D. in Economics, The Economic Impact of Reduced Dredging of the Mississippi River, June 26, 2012)   
The Mississippi River is the highway to the vast central portion of the United States. Many of the commodities and goods produced in the heartland of the United States are brought to world markets via the Mississippi River to the Gulf of Mexico and beyond to the world economies. Likewise, important products are transported from the rest of the world to the entire United States via the Mississippi River. Much of the Midwest grain and crop production can only competitively enter world markets via waterborne transportation through the Mississippi River. Any increase in costs to U. S. producers, especially farmers, would therefore lead to lost production to foreign competitors. In addition, a large portion of the United States gasoline supply is transported as foreign crude oil to oil refineries on the Mississippi River. • The Mississippi River system offers users significantly reduced transportation costs when compared to overland methods; however, draft restrictions on the Lower Mississippi River (specifically at Southwest Pass) reduce the positive cost savings. The increased costs associated with draft or channel restrictions negates the competitive advantage U.S. shippers have over competing world markets and threatens the vital competitive advantage of U. S. producers. • Much of this is threatened by the decision of the Corps of Engineers to reduce dredging activity on the Lower Mississippi River (LMR), specifically at the three areas that require maintenance dredging: the Crossings, the New Orleans Harbor, and Southwest Pass. Historically, the Corps has dredged the River to depths that would allow vessels with draft in excess of 45 feet to navigate the passes to and out of the River. The current USACE budget will lead to significantly reduced widths and depths on the LMR. In the face of the current government fiscal crisis, funding for the Corps of Engineers dredging budget has been cut. According to the Louisiana Congressional delegation, the reduction amounts to $45 million per year. Current discussions call for a dredging program that may only be able to maintain depths of 38 feet in certain areas of the LMR. There are vessel operators that require several feet of clearance below their vessels keels, the most cautious require up to three feet of under-keel clearance. These vessels could then be reduced to drafts of 35 feet when the controlling depth on the LMR is 38 feet. • Table S1 presents the total amount of the top 10 import and export commodities transported through the mouth of the Mississippi River. It also presents the loss in tonnage of each commodity if the River is maintained to 38 feet. In 2010, the base year for this study, the top ten commodities carried on the lower Mississippi River accounted for 99.66 million short tons of export and 106.68 million tons of import commodities. • If the controlling depth is reduced to 38 feet of draft, the nation and the world stand to lose 12.38 million tons of exports (12.4% of the total) and 5.87 million tons of imports (5.5% of the total). On the export side, the most affected commodities are soybeans and other agricultural products and on the import side, most of the impact or loss will be crude oil destined for the refineries along the Mississippi River.
Reduced dredging in Mississippi lead to a spillover in economic and import problems. 
Ryan 12 (Timothy Ryan, Ph.D. in Economics, The Economic Impact of Reduced Dredging of the Mississippi River, June 26, 2012) 
Over 20% of United States waterborne commerce passes through the Lower Mississippi River and the Louisiana economy. Shipping is big business in Louisiana. Millions of dollars of business and thousands of jobs are related to the handling, financing, processing, and transporting that cargo. The ship movements create a large number of economic opportunities related to the servicing of the vessels that call on the ports along the LMR. The LMR also acts as a magnet for attracting warehousing and manufacturing firms that use the River to import raw materials into the area or export finished products out of the area. • As a result of the reduced dredging activities of the Corps of Engineers, the Louisiana economy could lose $268.14 million in direct spending, $155.45 million in secondary spending for a total spending loss of $423.59 million. In addition, the Louisiana economy could lose $117.96 million of income and 3,815 jobs in the state. Local governments could lose $13.24 million annually in tax revenue, the state government could lose $14.54 million in tax revenues, and the federal government could lose $13.05 million annually in income tax revenues.

