1NC – States CP 
The fifty states and all relevant United States Territories will … 

Even if the federal government could do the plan, the states should do it and will do it better

Gramlich 94 (Edward M. Gramlich, Professor of Economics at the University of Michigan, “Infrastructure Investment: A Review Essay”, Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 32, No. 3 (Sep., 1994), pp. 1176-1196, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2728606)

The above comments suggest some general reforms in federal grant programs for infrastructure investment. But if it were possible to impose user fees on infrastructure facilities, which it certainly is for highways and other transportation infrastructure, many higher educa- tion structures (the user fee is commonly known as tuition), hospitals, many water and sewer systems, some conservation structures, and some industrial structures, it would be possible to do even better than to have revamped federal grants finance the infrastructure investment. Take the case of highway maintenance financing, perhaps the largest category of infrastructure investment where there are opportunities for desirable expansion. If these maintenance projects are eligible for federal grants, the federal government collects a gas tax, devotes a large share of it to the federal highway trust fund, and has the trust fund in turn provide grants with 80 percent federal matching to states, which probably match the federal money with revenues from their own gas tax. Suppose instead the gas tax were devoted to federal general revenues and budget deficit reduction, the federal highway trust fund were abolished, and the states were permitted to finance their own maintenance expen- ditures with revenues from tolls (which in general they cannot now levy if they have used federal money to build their interstate roads). The impressive list of advantages from such a change is as fol- lows: * Revenue. There would be a new source of revenue to pay for the highway maintenance, lessening budget problems at both the federal and state levels. * Allocation. Over the long run the toll revenue from highway x could be devoted to restoring highway x, thus giving public officials a better quasi- market guide on how to allocate their maintenance (and other) funds (Wal- lace Oates 1991). * Politics. The nasty political debate about excessive taxation could be moderated. At least in this area it would be very clear where the toll revenues were going. * Taxation by Willingness to Pay. This has always been the public finance dream, to devise financing schemes that tax citizens according to their willingness to pay for the facility. How better to do that than to use user fees? * Spillovers. Rather than have federal grants, even reformed federal grants, employ inevitably crude estimates of out-of-state marginal benefits in constructing matching ratios, toll user fee finance of highway maintenance would automatically be paid by out-of-state users in proportion to their use. * Conservation. Highway engineers report that interstate roads depreciate according to the cubic power of vehicle axle weight (Kenneth Small, Winston, and Carol Evans 1989). Rather than letting all vehicles use the road for free, tolls could be based on true damage imposed on the road, hence encouraging heavy truckers to lighten their axle weight and extend the life of the road. Or, states could build thicker roads and charge truckers for that. Part of the economic saving here would be that less road maintenance would need to be done if tolls were set efficiently. Congestion. Tolls could be varied by the time of day or week, hence lessening congestion. With so many advantages, it is hard to say no. 

1NC – Federalism DA 

Health care decision proves power is shifting to the states now

Davenport, Senior Fellow @ Hoover Institution, 12 (David, Forbes, “Federalism's Silver Lining in the Healthcare Decision”, June 29th, http://www.forbes.com/sites/daviddavenport/2012/06/29/federalisms-silver-lining-in-the-healthcare-decision/, 7/7/12, AH)

Today, the Court said the limit on the federal spending power had been improperly crossed by Congress in the healthcare reform bill. Rather than the “relatively mild inducement” the Court found when five percent of South Dakota’s highway funds were at risk, today’s Court said that losing all of a state’s Medicaid funding was more like “a gun to the head.” The Court noted that Medicaid spending accounts for over 20% of the average state’s total budget, whereas 5% of South Dakota’s highway funding was less than one half of one percent of its total budget at the time. So we now know there is some limit beyond which the federal government may not go in withholding state funding to incentivize (bribe?) a state to do Washington’s bidding. I can hardly wait for some states to follow this holding right back into court to challenge the federal takeover of K-12 education. Over the last decade, beginning with President George W. Bush’s No Child Left Behind legislation to President Obama’s Race to the Top grants, the federal government has gone from the back seat to the driver’s seat in K-12 education policy. What was only a decade ago cited as the classic example of a state or local policy matter, K-12 education is now dominated by federal testing and accountability measures, and now the beginnings of a national curriculum. Although it falls somewhere between South Dakota’s share of federal highway money and the average state’s federal Medicaid money, the Court today opened the door for such a challenge. Beyond the money, it is the kind of pervasive and dominating scheme that should be examined. So this is not just a theoretical victory, but perhaps the setting of a practical stage for more state challenges to federal power.

Transportation is the key issue in maintaining state power 

Horowitz 12 (Daniel, Staff, Red State, “Devolve Transportation Spending to States”, January 19th, http://www.redstate.com/dhorowitz3/2012/01/19/devolve-transportation-spending-to-states/, 7/7/12, AH)

The most prudent legislation that would transition responsibility for transportation spending back to the states is Rep. Scott Garrett’s STATE Act (HR 1737). Under this legislation, all states would have the option to opt out of the federal transportation system and keep 16.4 cents of their federal gasoline tax contribution. States would have the ability to use that money to raise their state gasoline tax and direct those funds more efficiently for their own needs. States would be free to use the funds for vital needs, instead of incessant repaving projects that are engendered by short-term federal stimulus grants, and which cause unnecessary traffic juggernauts. States could then experiment with new innovations and free-market solutions that open up infrastructure projects to the private sector. The Tenth Amendment is not just a flag-waving principle; it works in the real world. It takes a lot of impudence on the part of the President to blame Republicans for crumbling infrastructure. It is his support for a failed central government system that is stifling the requisite innovations that are needed to deal with state and local problems. There is no issue that is more appropriate for state solutions than transportation spending. Every Republican member should co-sponsor the STATE ACT so we can put an end to three decades of flushing transportation down the toilet. Also, with the news that Rick Perry will head up Newt Gingrich’s Tenth Amendment initiatives, this might be a good time to advocate for federalist solutions in transportation and infrastructure. When Obama starts ascribing blame for our “crumbling infrastructure” during his State of the Union Address, Perry and Gingrich should use their megaphone to pin the blame on the donkey’s stranglehold over the transportation needs of states.

Federalism prevents violence and war

Calabresi, 1995,Steven Law Prof @ NWU, December, 94 Mich. L. Rev. 752.

Small state federalism is a big part of what keeps the peace in countries like the United States and Switzerland. It is a big part of the reason why we do not have a Bosnia or a Northern Ireland or a Basque country or a Chechnya or a Corsica or a Quebec problem. American federalism in the end is not a trivial matter or a quaint historical anachronism. American-style federalism is a thriving and vital institutional arrangement - partly planned by the Framers, partly the accident of history - and it prevents violence and war. It prevents religious warfare, it prevents secessionist warfare, and it prevents racial warfare. It is part of the reason why democratic majoritarianism in the United States has not produced violence or secession for 130 years, unlike the situation for example, in England, France, Germany, Russia, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Cyprus, or Spain. There is nothing in the U.S. Constitution that is  more important or that has done more to promote peace, prosperity, and freedom than the federal structure of that great document. There is nothing in the U.S.  Constitution that should absorb more completely the attention of the U.S. Supreme Court.

1NC – Lopez CP

The Supreme Court should remove the authority from the federal government to implement < insert the plan>. The fifty states and all relevant territories should < insert the plan>. 
The Federal government should devolve authority to states for transportation

Horowitz 12 (Daniel, defense attorney, “Devolution of Transportation Authority is Solution to Earmark Problem”, RS Redstate, http://www.redstate.com/dhorowitz3/2012/05/03/devolution-of-transportation-authority-is-solution-to-earmark-problem/) LL

There is no doubt that many localities are in need of some infrastructure updates. But there is an obvious solution to this problem. Let’s stop pooling the gas tax revenue of all 50 states into one pile for the inane and inefficient process of federal transportation policy. Every state, due to diverse topography, population density, and economic orientation, has its own transportation needs. By sucking up all the money into one pile in Washington, every district is forced to beg with open arms at the federal trough. Moreover, a large portion of the transportation funds are consumed by federal mandates for wasteful projects, mass transit, Davis-Bacon union wages, and environmental regulations. This is why we need to devolve most authority for transportation projects to the states. That way every state can raise the requisite revenue needed to purvey its own infrastructure projects. The residents of the state, who are presumably acquainted with those projects, will easily be able to judge on the prudence of the projects and decide whether they are worth the higher taxes. If they want more airports, mass transit, or bike lanes, that’s fine – but let’s have that debate on a local level. We have been promoting Tom Graves’s (H.R. 3264) devolution bill for some time in these pages. Since the completion of the interstate highway system, there is complete connectivity between the east and west coasts – the original purpose of the federal highway fund. Graves’s bill would leave a few cents of the gas tax revenue in the fund to cover projects that are still national in scope. The rest would be up to the states; freeing Washington of the paralysis, waste, and fraud that is associated with the lobbyist-driven earmarking process that has defined our transportation policy for far too long. The next time your members of Congress complains about being hamstrung from the earmark ban, ask them if they plan to cosponsor the devolution bill. There are only 37 cosponsors; 205 more to go. If members are worried about their state issues, then make transportation a purely state issue.

Lopez counterplan ensures state authority

Bybee 97 (Jay S., Staff- University of Nevada, Las Vegas, “"Insuring Domestic Tranquility: Lopez, Federalization of Crime, and the Forgotten Role of the Domestic Violence Clause", Scholarly Works,

http://scholars.law.unlv.edu/facpub/369, page 3) LL

Lopez promises, at best, to be a limited restraint on Congress's power to federalize crime because it applies only to Congress's authority under the Commerce Clause. Although this clause traditionally has been the most ef- fective basis for Congress's creation of criminal laws, it is not the sole basis on which Congress can rely.8 Moreover, the Tenth Amendment offers little hope of explaining why matters such as criminal law that, as the Court said, have been "historically" within the states' sovereignty,9 are constitutionally within their sovereignty. The Tenth Amendment reassures us that whatever has not been delegated to the United States has been reserved to the states or the people, but (of itself) it cannot tell us what has been delegated or reserved.10 Clear constitutional confirmation of the historic sovereignty of the states in the area of criminal law enforcement can come only from an express reservation of state authority over crime or (what is functionally the same) an express disabling of the United States.

**Solvency**

Generic – State Growth Good

The next economy will emerge from the states – Governors are ready and metropolitan areas are key to regrowth

Katz et al. 10, (Bruce, Vice President and Director of Brookings, Jennifer Bradley, Fellow at Brookings, and Amy Liu, Senior Fellow and Deputy Director at Brookings, “Delivering the Next Economy: The States Step Up”, BROOKINGS-ROCKEFELLER Project on State and Metropolitan Innovation, http://www.rockefellerfoundation.org/uploads/files/8203b162-0783-4f0b-b7f9-9730584e0445.pdf
Finally, judging from their campaigns, some new governors appear ready to act decisively on the economy in ways that Washington will not. The anti-government rhetoric of Tea Party candidates has obscured the emergence of a different group, a pragmatic caucus of governors from both parties who understand how to use public policies to unleash markets so that businesses, people, and communities can ﬂourish. In New York, Andrew Cuomo’s detailed economic plan includes a state infrastructure bank to make transformative investments that could link the state’s metropolitan centers to one another and the world. Michigan’s Rick Snyder, according to a recent proﬁle, “vows to make sense out of the state budget, making budgeting decisions based on long-term return on investment—whether that means spending less money or more.” 11 In Colorado, John Hickenlooper wants public- and private-sector leaders to design “regional business plans” that could leverage the natural advantages of their metropolitan economies, be it geographic location, aerospace, energy, or agriculture. Bill Haslam of Tennessee echoes this call for metropolitan strategies, advocating regional “jobs base camps” to coordinate and ﬁnetune state economic and work-force development strategies to the business strengths, or clusters, of different parts of the state. These leaders understand the need to build a different kind of U.S. economy from the rubble of this recession. As former local leaders, they comprehend the power and dynamics of metropolitan areas and their outsized contributions to state and national productivity and wealth. They understand how critical universities, both public and private, are to incubating the ideas and training the people who will power the next economy. They recognize that post-recession restructuring requires a business-friendly climate as well as smart investments in the assets that matter—like infrastructure or clean energy or education—in metropolitan communities. These state leaders understand that the next economy will be shaped, determined, and delivered by metropolitan areas. Metros dominate U.S. trade, for example. The nation’s four largest exporting metros, New York Los Angeles, Chicago, and Houston, are supersized performers, exporting more than $50 billion apiece in 2008. The 10 largest metros, including Dallas, San Francisco, Boston, Philadelphia, Detroit, and Seattle, are home to only one-quarter of the U.S. population, but generated 43 percent of the exports of the top 100 metros and 28 percent of national exports in 2008. Smaller and mediumsized metros, such as Wichita and Portland (OR), are also leaders in exports.
Generic – States Solve Transportation
ISTEA proves-local governments have authority of surface transportation policy.

Dilger, Sr. Speaclist-American Nat Gov 11

(Robert Jay, April 20, “Federalism Issues in Surface Transportation Policy: Past and Present”, CRS Report for Congress, pg 23-24, LL)

ISTEA’s impact on federalism relationships in surface transportation policy was particularly noteworthy for several reasons. First, it increased state programmatic authority to shift funds among existing programs, allowing states to shift up to half of their NHS funds to other highway programs and mass transit and up to 100% with the approval of the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Transportation. Second, ISTEA enhanced the role of Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in project selection by requiring states to reserve approximately $9 billion of STP funds for the use of MPOs representing urban areas with populations of 200,000 or more. Third, ISTEA mandated a new style of performance planning for managing and monitoring highway pavement conditions, bridge maintenance, highway safety programs, traffic congestion mitigation, transit facility and equipment maintenance, and intermodal transportation facilities andl systems. In addition, statewide transportation improvement plans, both for the long-term and 90 U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, Pending Highway Legislation, hearing on S. 823 and S. 965, 102nd Cong., 1st sess., May 14, 1991, S. Hrg. 102-142 (Washington: GPO, 1991), p. 339. 91 Ibid., p. 282. ￼￼Congressional Research Service 23 Federalism Issues in Surface Transportation Policy: Past and Present ￼for a shorter-term, were required for the first time, in addition to metropolitan transportation improvement plans that had been required since 1962. Fourth, ISTEA rejected the application of the geographic range of benefits argument in setting reimbursement rates. Instead, it “leveled the playing field” by retaining interstate reimbursement rates at 90% for interstate construction and maintenance (with up to 95% for states with relatively large amounts of federally owned land) and increased reimbursement rates to 80% for most non-interstate highway and mass transit projects. This change removed the financial incentive to fund highways over mass transit, and new construction over maintenance.92
Generic – Efficiency 

States are more innovative and efficient and can work even more effectively without federal intervention

Clark and Waddoups, Utah House Speaker and Senate President, 10

(David and Michael, The Senate Site, 3/11/10, “State Gov: More Effective, More Efficient”, http://www.senatesite.com/home/moreeffectivemoreefficient/, 7/5/12, ML)

It seems that many in Congress maintain an elitist attitude about government: The bigger the better, the more centralized the better, and all public policy sophistication and intelligence emanates from the federal level and is sprinkled like pixie dust on state and local governments through federal oversight and mandates. If those assertions were true, then why is the national level of government overwhelmed in debt, mired in gridlock and partisanship, and wholly unable to resolve the biggest problems that face our nation? Most state and local governments, while certainly facing plenty of challenges of their own, are models of good governance compared to the federal government. In general, state governments are better managed, have better fiscal controls, are more innovative, and reflect the will of the people far more than the federal government. In Utah, for example, we have sophisticated financial controls in place. We have been named the country’s best-managed state for several years. We balance our state and local budgets every year, no matter how hard it is. We enjoy an AAA bond rating. Like many states, our public employee pension fund has taken a significant hit thanks to the drooping economy. But in our current legislative session we are forthrightly fixing it, despite strong protests from public employee unions. We bond for some large infrastructure projects, but our repayment schedules are very short. We obviously don’t borrow money for on-going operations (as does the federal government). We don’t hide money or play shell games with various accounts. We follow solid accounting and management principles. We have strong auditing. We hardly need to recite the litany of irresponsible and disastrous fiscal practices at the federal level—the overwhelming debt being increased every second of every day that will be dumped on our children and grandchildren, the trillions in entitlement programs promised to essentially every American that are unfunded and unsustainable, the borrowed billions used for daily operations of government. The president and Congress are in such a dire predicament, wholly incapable of controlling themselves, that they now want to appoint an independent super-commission to impose the discipline that they lack to restrain deficit spending and control entitlements. They admit they are addicted, can’t stop themselves, and need outside intervention. So why should the American people trust these admitted spending addicts in faraway Washington to manage their schools, highways and health care, rather than their own governors, state legislators, mayors, city council members, and county officials? Well, the reality is, they don’t. A recent statewide poll in Utah, conducted by Dan Jones & Associates, asked 600 registered voters two questions that reveal the low esteem in which our citizens hold the federal government. “Which level of government do you trust most to spend your tax dollars wisely?” Only a tiny 4% said they most trust the federal government. Some 27% chose state government; 18%, county governments; and 34%, city governments. A second question produced similar results: “Which level of government do you think best understands the public needs and should make decisions about raising and lowering taxes?” Only 6% chose the federal government; 39%, state government; 22%, county governments; 25%, city governments. Even among Democrats and liberals, the number choosing the federal government was extremely low. Citizens overwhelmingly trust government close to home over the federal government. It might be news to federal officials, but our public administrators at the state level are just as smart, skilled, and proficient as they are. Our professionals attend the same public administration schools, go to many of the same conferences, read the same professional journals, as do their federal counterparts. Our administrators belong to professional organizations where they meet with their peers, learn the latest management techniques, and exchange information about best practices. Our focus is not just inward. We work collaboratively with other states on uniform state laws and we participate fully with the National Governors Association, the National Conference of State Legislatures, the Council of State Governments, and other state-based associations that provide valuable training, networking and collaboration. Our highway officials manage multi-billion-dollar programs using sophisticated project management techniques and technology, and they bring in projects on time and under budget. We now, for example, replace gigantic freeway bridges literally overnight instead of in months or years, because we construct them at “bridge farms” and roll them into place. We complete projects using only state dollars faster and more efficiently than projects with federal money involved, due to federal red tape. Our Transportation Commission estimates that a federal transportation dollar is only worth 85 cents compared to a state transportation dollar. In a recent large highway construction procurement, Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) used a “fixed-price, best-design” bid procedure, setting a defined price that fostered competition among design-build teams to propose innovative ways to provide the most length and greatest number of improvements for the price. This method resulted in the project extending from the expected 14.8 miles with eight interchanges, to a 24-mile long project with 11 interchanges. UDOT is a national leader in using efficient ways to tackle transportation challenges. Safety has improved with traffic fatalities at a 35-year low, despite dramatically more highway miles traveled. We don’t need federal red tape and interference to run a great transportation system. We would be better off keeping at home the federal transportation tax dollars we now send to Washington. The same is true in health care and education. We face many challenges in education. But despite having the largest families and highest number of children, on a percentage basis, in the country, we are fully capable of providing excellent education for our children, including special needs and disadvantaged children, without federal programs and intervention. We spend the lowest amount per pupil in the country, have among the largest class sizes, and yet our test scores are above average in almost every category. We are innovating with a robust charter school program, online learning, parent participation programs, and statewide accountability. In health care, we have strong legislative and executive support for one of the nation’s most aggressive and advanced market-based reform programs. We are far ahead of federal health care reform, although federal regulations are interfering with our efforts. Utah currently has the lowest health care costs in the country. We are implementing a state insurance exchange program and a health information exchange allowing health care providers to access basic medical information about their patients anywhere, any time. We will become the first state in the country to be able to analyze episodes of care derived from statewide health insurance claims. We love our country and we are loyal and patriotic citizens of the United States of America. We support a strong federal government in the areas where it rightly should have primacy. But we believe the federal government has centralized authority and expanded its role far beyond its ability perform well, resulting the current sad state of affairs at the federal level. In a country as big and diverse as America, all the principles of good governance, good management and plain old common sense tell us that government close to home should be responsible for basic, everyday services to citizens.

States are leaders on social policy – more innovative, even if the costs are higher – one state doing the plan will cause all of the others to follow

Nathan, Distinguished Professor of Political Science and Public Policy, 2005

(Richard, December 2005, Rockefeller Institute of Government Federalism And Health Policy Medicaid, “Federalism And Health Policy”, http://content.healthaffairs.org/cgi/reprint/24/6/1458.pdf, 7/5/12, ML)

Although it is complex territory, we need to try to unpack thewhys and hows of the state-push factor for Medicaid in U.S. federalism. Intrinsic characteristics of federalism have put liberal/innovative states in a position to lead in conservative periods. Changes that states make in these periods, because they are easier to develop and test in relatively small places (as opposed to having to be adopted nationally), have a demonstration/replication effect on other states. Such changes would not be as likely to occur and be diffused in a unitary political system. When a particular state policy innovation is shown to be substantively and managerially feasible, this gives activist leaders in other states confidence that they can do similar things, providing them with a knowledge base for adopting new or changed policies and reducing apprehensions about doing so. This state-push factor in the case of Medicaid in recent years has had a notable protective and expansionist influence, despite the U.S. political culture in which individualism and general skepticism about government’s role in social policy is strongly manifest. An underlying reason why this occurs is that many federal grant-in-aid programs, including Medicaid, are structured to give states flexibility in setting benefit levels and determining how benefits are defined. If there had to be one nationwide standard (“one size fits all”) for the benefits and services provided under social programs such as Medicaid, the ultimate effect would be less expansive. This floor-setting accommodation to diversity in social policy (sometimes aided by federal waivers for human services for “demonstration-type” initiatives) permits establishing higher standards and benefits in some states. It has also been an instrument for providing federal matching funds for existing health programs (such as mental health and retardation, drug and alcohol treatment, and school health programs), such that in New York, as the saying goes, “Medicaid is a verb,” by enabling the state to useMedicaid funds for programs that are already part of a strong base of publicly supported health care services. 

Federal government involvement in transportation infrastructure fails – too inefficient 

Roth, writer for the Cato Institute, 10

(Gabriel, the Cato Institute, “Federal Highway Funding” 6/2010 http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding/ Accessed: 7/5/12 MLF)

The federal government plays a large role in transportation policy through subsidy programs for state governments and a growing array of regulatory mandates. Modern federal highway aid to the states began in 1916. Then the interstate highway system was launched in 1956 and federal involvement in transportation has been growing ever since. Today, the interstate highway system is long complete and federal financing has become an increasingly inefficient way to modernize America's highways. Federal spending is often misallocated to low-value activities, and the regulations that go hand-in-hand with federal aid stifle innovation and boost highway costs. 

States have the ability to do infrastructure projects better than the USfg 

Roth, writer for the Cato Institute, 10

(Gabriel, the Cato Institute, “Federal Highway Funding” 6/2010 http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding/ Accessed: 7/5/12 MLF)

Taxpayers and transportation users would be better off if federal highway spending, fuel taxes, and related regulations were eliminated. State and local governments can tackle transportation without federal intervention. They should move toward market pricing for transportation usage and expand the private sector's role in the funding and operation of highways.

Generic – Oppression

Too much federal power will cause government oppression

NCCS, National Center for Constitutional Studies, 4

(National Center for Constitutional Studies, 8/1//04, “Strong Local And State Governments”, http://www.nccs.net/articles/ril20.html, 7/5/12, ML)

The basic idea was to get government as close to the people as possible. The more remote it is from the people, the more dangerous it becomes. In the words of Thomas Jefferson: "The true theory of our Constitution is surely the wisest and best .... When all government ... shall be drawn to Washington as the centre of all power, it will render powerless the checks provided of one government on another, and wilt become as ... oppressive as the government from which we separated. "What has destroyed the liberty and the rights of man in every government which has ever existed under the sun? The generalizing and concentrating all cares and powers into one body .... The way to have good and safe government is not to trust it all to one, but to divide it among the many ... It is by dividing and sub-dividing these republics, from the great national one down ... that all will be done for the best." James Madison stressed the necessity to reserve all possible authority in the states and people saying, "The powers delegated by the ... Constitution to the federal government are few and defined. Those which are to remain in the State governments are numerous and indefinite."

Downsizing the federal government means respecting the Constitution

Edwards, director of tax policy studies at Cato, 5

(Chris, the Cato Institute, 2005, “Downsizing the Federal Government”, http://www.cato.org/downsizing-government/Downsizing-the-Federal-Government.pdf, 7/5/12, ML)

In considering the proper size and scope of the federal government, policymakers should take a number of factors into account. First, they should recognize that most existing programs are not authorized by the U.S. Constitution, as they involve activities that were meant to be left to the states and the people. Second, today’s vast array of programs has overloaded the ability of policymakers to competently oversee the executive branch, let alone focus on priorities such as national security. Third, the rising costs of programs for the elderly dictate that large cuts be made throughout the budget. Fourth, the costs imposed by the government on the economy are large, and the returns from many of its activities are negative. Those reasons to downsize the government are discussed in turn. Respecting the Constitution The Constitution established a federal government of limited powers. Those powers are enumerated largely in Article I, section 8, which allows for spending on such limited functions as national security, establishing courts, coining money, and providing for an open national economy. 1 Despite the straightforward limitations created by the Constitution, the Supreme Court has accepted looser readings of those limits over time, especially since the 1930s. Today, federal spending is directed into virtually any area that suits the whims of Congress. The government funds a wide range of activities that violate the letter and spirit of the Constitution, as the modern Court fails to enforce the original limits on federal power

Generic – Public 

Public support state power – discontent with federal government and believe they have too much power

Walker, writer for American Thinker, 2011

(Bruce, American Thinker, 8/31/11, “Federal Fever”, http://www.americanthinker.com/2011/08/federal_fever.html, 7/5/12,ML)

State governments are also much closer to the people. A state house member in North Dakota, for example, has fewer than 7,000 constituents which mean that there are about 2,000 homes in his district. In an election, a candidate can visit every single home in the district and voters can size him up personally. Shoe leather means as much as campaign money in this sort of race. Perhaps just as important, local media can cover state issues and politicians. These local media are close, often very close, to the lives of ordinary people. Viewers and listeners have direct sources of information: gossip at work, talk at church, discussions at civic groups, and visiting with neighbors. Any local media that presented the news poorly, either by incompetence or ideology, finds its credibility eroding from the ground up. The greatest problem our nation faces is the usurpation of state power by the federal government. Polls suggest that voters now get that truth. Pew Research has published in late August a poll which shows that 84% of Americans are either "frustrated" or "angry" with the federal government, which is the highest in the fifty-three years since Pew Research polled the issue, and only 11% of Americans are "content" with the federal government. Gallup has an equally damning poll which shows that the federal government is dead last among twenty-five "institutions" with 64% of respondents having a "somewhat negative" or "very negative" view of the federal government, while only 17% of Americans have a "very positive" or "somewhat positive" view of the federal government. Gallup, which shows polling data over the last eight years, also reveals that this is a dramatic drop in support for the federal government. Rasmussen asked a slightly different question. Which level of government respondents did a better job? Local government was the choice of 33% of respondents; state government was 23%; and the federal government was 15%, and 13% were not sure. When asked if the federal government had too much power over the states, 50% agreed, 11% thought the federal government needed more control; 26% thought the balance was about right; and 13% were not sure. 

The federal government is too far from the people – more problematic

Veith, an Alliance Council member and Provost and Professor of Literature, at Patrick Henry College, 12

(Gene, 4/12/12, “Big state government vs. little local government”, http://www.geneveith.com/2012/04/12/big-state-government-vs-local-government/, 7/5/12, ML)

In classic conservative political theory, the most significant form of government is what is closest to the people; that is, local governments in which the people select their neighbors to govern the community. As levels of government get farther and farther away from the people who elected them, political involvement becomes ever more abstract and the distant government gets potentially ever more problematic, especially when it usurps power from the officials closer to the people.

Generic – AT: Uniformity 

State governments can work together and more efficiently than federal government – public polls prove

Cillizza, writer for The Washington Post, 12

(Chris, The Washington Post, “Why it’s better to be in state government than federal government — in one chart”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-fix/post/why-its-better-to-be-in-state-government-than-federal-government--in-one-chart/2012/04/27/gIQAPuHOlT_blog.html, 7/5/12, ML)

It’s conventional wisdom these days in politics that serving in state government (as a governor, ideally) is a better launching pad to national political office than serving in the federal government. Now we have some empirical evidence that it’s true. New data from the Pew Research Center — we heart them here at the Fix — shows that over the last ten years, the favorable rating of the federal government has plummeted while remaining remarkably steady for state and local governments. Just one in three people view the federal government favorably as compared to 52 percent who regard state government in a favorable light. Local government is even more popular with a 61 percent favorable rating. What explains that disparity? Some of it is partisanship as just 20 percent of Republicans now view the federal government favorably while 53 percent did so when George W. Bush was president. Fifty one percent of Democrats now have a favorable view of the federal government. But most of the gap is explained by the fact that people simply believe state government works better. Forty two percent said state government “addresses people’s needs” while just 30 percent said the same of the federal government. Thirty six percent said that state governments “can usually work together to get things done” while just one in five said the same of the federal government. The most depressing for members of the federal government? Just three in ten people said the federal government is “mostly honest”. Ouchy. Forty nine percent said the same of state government.

Once one state does a project, other states copy it

Roth, writer for the Cato Institute, 10

(Gabriel, the Cato Institute, “Federal Highway Funding” 6/2010 http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding/ Accessed: 7/5/12 MLF)

With the devolution of highway financing and control to the states, successful innovations in one state would be copied in other states. And without federal subsidies, state governments would have stronger incentives to ensure that funds were spent efficiently. An additional advantage is that highway financing would be more transparent without the complex federal trust fund. Citizens could better understand how their transportation dollars were being spent. The time is ripe for repeal of the current central planning approach to highway financing. Given more autonomy, state governments and the private sector would have the power and flexibility to meet the huge challenges ahead that America faces in highway infrastructure.

Generic – Spending

USfg makes infrastructure projects more expensive than the states do 

Roth, writer for the Cato Institute, 10

(Gabriel, the Cato Institute, “Federal Highway Funding” 6/2010 http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding/ Accessed: 7/5/12 MLF)

The flow of federal funding to the states for highways comes part-in-parcel with top-down regulations. The growing mass of federal regulations makes highway building more expensive in numerous ways. First, federal specifications for road construction standards can be more demanding than state standards. But one-size-fits-all federal rules may ignore unique features of the states and not allow state officials to make efficient trade-offs on highway design. A second problem is that federal grants usually come with an array of extraneous federal regulations that increase costs. Highway grants, for example, come with Davis-Bacon rules and Buy America provisions, which raise highway costs substantially. Davis-Bacon rules require that workers on federally funded projects be paid "prevailing wages" in an area, which typically means higher union wages. Davis-Bacon rules increase the costs of federally funded projects by an average of about 10 percent, which wastes billions of dollars per year.27

Ports – States Solve
States are able to do develop ports – good for states economies 

Gannon, reporter for the StarNews, 12

(Patrick, cites the North Carolina Maritime Strategy study in the article, StarNews, “Port expansion could grow state's economy” 6/29/2012 http://www.starnewsonline.com/article/20120629/ARTICLES/120629633/1177?p=1&tc=pg Accessed: 7/2/12 MLF)

A guide to the future development of the state ports offers suggestions about how the state can grow its economy through expansions of existing ports in Wilmington and Morehead City or construction of new facilities. The 274-page N.C. Maritime Strategy study, released Friday afternoon, was compiled for the state Department of Transportation by consultants AECOM and URS at a cost of about $2 million. The study concludes that the state can support existing businesses and create new jobs through improvements at existing ports, but also leaves the door open for the possible development of a deepwater container facility in Brunswick County. Among its recommendations is the further study of two sites along the Cape Fear River in Brunswick County – one off River Road in the northern part of the county and the other on State Ports Authority-owned land near Southport. "In response to stakeholder input and given the range of container options considered, a supplemental analysis of the relative benefits and costs of container developments at River Road or at Southport is warranted to provide the State with sufficient information to support the selection or rejection of either of these alternatives," the report states. According to a DOT news release, data in the report will be used by state agencies in making decisions about how to invest in the state ports. "This study provides us with invaluable data we'll use to create a realistic, private-sector-modeled strategic plan for the ports," said Tom Bradshaw , DOT statewide logistics coordinator.The study indicates enhancements to the ports and related infrastructure would provide growth opportunities within several North Carolina industries, including agriculture and the military. For containers, the report states that the existing container terminal at Wilmington can handle less than a third of the projected demand of North Carolina-based shippers in 2040. To meet those needs, the state could either expand and modernize the Wilmington port or construct a new port at Radio Island in Morehead City or at one of the two sites in Brunswick County. Each option has pros and cons, according to the report. The study also found: Improving facilities for refrigerated cargo at existing ports would generate $147 million in benefits by 2047 at a cost of $24 million. Access to better ports could save in-state shippers $1.3 billion annually and provide $91 million in increased revenue for businesses in their supply chains. Highway improvements to better serve the ports would save businesses $4 billion a year in travel-time expenses. Expanded container facilities would generate $5 billion by 2047 and cost an estimated $3.7 billion. Expanded operating hours at N.C. ports would cost more money, but the current hours are affecting shippers' use of the ports, particularly those that ship by truck. Larger ships expected to call on East Coast ports in the future will need a deeper channel than the Cape Fear River's 42 feet.

Aviation – State Authority 

States own aviation infrastructure

Poole and Edwards 10 (Robert W. Poole, Jr.∗ and Chris Edwards, Poole is the director of transportation policy for Reason Foundation, Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato "Airports and Air Traffic Control" Cato Institute, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc/) BSB

The U.S. economy depends on safe, reliable, and affordable air transportation. Beginning in 1978, airline deregulation transformed commercial aviation from a luxury for the few to a service available to essentially all Americans. Air transportation is a hugely important part of the economy for business travel, tourism, and domestic and international trade. The quality and cost efficiency of air travel relies critically on the nation's aviation infrastructure. That infrastructure includes commercial airports, which are virtually all owned and operated by state and local governments in the United States, and the air traffic control (ATC) system, which is operated by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).

States need to have authority

Horowitz 12 (Bachelor of Arts from Hampshire College, "Devolution of Transportation Authority is Solution to Earmark Problem" madisonproject.org, http://madisonproject.com/2012/05/devolution-of-transportation-authority-is-solution-to-earmark-problem/) BSB

There is no doubt that many localities are in need of some infrastructure updates. But there is an obvious solution to this problem. Let’s stop pooling the gas tax revenue of all 50 states into one pile for the inane and inefficient process of federal transportation policy. Every state, due to diverse topography, population density, and economic orientation, has its own transportation needs. By sucking up all the money into one pile in Washington, every district is forced to beg with open arms at the federal trough. Moreover, a large portion of the transportation funds are consumed by federal mandates for wasteful projects, mass transit, Davis-Bacon union wages, and environmental regulations. This is why we need to devolve most authority for transportation projects to the states. That way every state can raise the requisite revenue needed to purvey its own infrastructure projects. The residents of the state, who are presumably acquainted with those projects, will easily be able to judge on the prudence of the projects and decide whether they are worth the higher taxes. If they want more airports, mass transit, or bike lanes, that’s fine – but let’s have that debate on a local level.

Aviation – Federal Control Bad 

Federal aviation control doesn't work

Poole and Edwards 10 (Robert W. Poole, Jr.∗ and Chris Edwards, Poole is the director of transportation policy for Reason Foundation, Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato "Airports and Air Traffic Control" Cato Institute, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc/) BSB
Many experts are predicting major problems with U.S. aviation infrastructure in coming years as large demand growth outstrips the capacity of available facilities. In addition to a rising number of airline passengers, the average size of planes has fallen, which increases the number of planes in the sky that the ATC system needs to handle. On the supply side of the aviation equation, the FAA has long had problems with capital funding, high labor costs, and an inability to efficiently implement new technologies. Major changes are needed because the increased air traffic will soon bump up against the limits of the current air traffic control system. The United States should embrace the types of reforms adopted around the world to privatize airports and commercialize air traffic control services. Investor-owned airports and commercialized ATC companies can better respond to changing market conditions, and they can freely tap debt and equity markets for capital expansion to meet rising demand. Such enterprises also have greater management flexibility to deal with workforce issues and complex technology implementation.

Federal investment fails

Poole and Edwards 10 (Robert W. Poole, Jr.∗ and Chris Edwards, Poole is the director of transportation policy for Reason Foundation, Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato "Airports and Air Traffic Control" Cato Institute, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc/) BSB
While organized labor has created management challenges for the FAA, so has the implementation of new technologies. Delays and cost overruns on major technology projects have been common. For example, the Advanced Automation System project was launched in the early 1980s and was originally expected to cost $2.5 billion and be completed by 1996. But by 1994, estimated project costs had soared to $7.6 billion and the project was seven years behind schedule.7 The FAA terminated some parts of the AAS program and restructured others, but $1.5 billion of spending ended up being completely wasted. More recently, a 2005 study by the Department of Transportation's Office of Inspector General looked at 16 major air traffic control upgrade projects and found that the combined costs had risen from $8.9 billion to $14.5 billion.8 The cost of the Standard Terminal Automation Replacement System project had jumped 194 percent to $2.7 billion and was seven years behind schedule. The OIG said that the STARS project was "facing obsolescence" even before it was completed.9 Meanwhile, the cost of the Wide Area Augmentation System project had jumped 274 percent to $3.3 billion and was 12 years behind schedule. A Government Accountability Office analysis in 2005 found similar cost overruns and delays in these projects.10 Delays and cost overruns have not been uncommon in federally subsidized airport projects either. For example, Denver's new international airport finally opened in 1995 after many delays and huge cost overruns. The project was originally supposed to cost $1.7 billion but ended up costing almost three times as much at $4.9 billion, with $685 million coming from federal taxpayers.11 In sum, federal funding of airports and the operation of the nation's ATC system have not been models of efficiency over the decades. There is large room for improvement in the management of the nation's aviation infrastructure, and the following sections consider some major structural reforms.

Government investment isn't working

Poole and Edwards 10 (Robert W. Poole, Jr.∗ and Chris Edwards, Poole is the director of transportation policy for Reason Foundation, Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato "Airports and Air Traffic Control" Cato Institute, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc/) BSB
Government funding sources tend to be static and subject to political considerations, and they are decoupled from changing market demands. Changes in aviation over the past decade have hurt the FAA's funding base. A large part of the FAA budget comes from aviation excise taxes, especially the 7.5 percent tax on airline tickets. As average ticket prices have fallen over time, ATC funding has been squeezed. Payroll costs of the current labor-intensive ATC system consume most of the available budget, leaving less funding for capital investment. Making the transition to NextGen will require billions of dollars of new investments in advanced technologies. The FAA's capital budget is still focused mostly on patching up the existing system, such as replacing antiquated display consoles. Such investments are needed in the short-term, but won't add very much capacity to the system. But that is nearly all the FAA can afford under the current funding structure.

FAA management of airport is insufficient 

Poole and Edwards 10 (Robert W. Poole, Jr.∗ and Chris Edwards, Poole is the director of transportation policy for Reason Foundation, Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato "Airports and Air Traffic Control" Cato Institute, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc/) BSB
The FAA has been attempting to modernize its system, expand capacity, and increase its productivity for decades. But dozens of reports over the years from the Government Accountability Office and the Office of Inspector General in the Department of Transportation have faulted the FAA for poor management of major projects, which are often delayed and over budget.24 The Advanced Automation System, Wide Area Augmentation System, and other major projects have had large cost overruns and been years behind schedule or cancelled, as discussed above. In 2005 two OIG researchers presented an overview of the FAA's failed efforts over the years to modernization the National Airspace System.25 In reviewing what went wrong, they concluded that FAA modernization efforts had neither reduced costs nor increased productivity: NAS modernization plans have been consistently subverted by requirements growth, development delays, cost escalations, and inadequate benefits management. All these things were symptomatic of the fact that FAA didn't think it needed to reduce operating costs.26 Many experts are greatly concerned that the FAA's institutional culture is poorly suited to implementing anything as dramatic as NextGen. In 2004, the National Academy of Sciences convened an expert panel to assist the GAO in understanding the cultural and technical factors that have impeded previous ATC modernization efforts. It found that "the key cultural factor impeding modernization has been resistance to change... [which is] characteristic of FAA personnel at all levels" and that "the key technical factor affecting modernization... has been a shortfall in the technical expertise needed to design, develop, or manage complex air traffic systems."27 As a government agency, the FAA is not designed to judge risks, aim at the most efficient investments, manage people to produce results, reward excellence, or punish incompetence. It is therefore not equipped to fundamentally reform the ATC system. Thus, major institutional change is probably a prerequisite for implementing the advanced ATC system the nation needs to meet rising aviation demand.

Aviation – Federal Unpopular 

No improvements can be made to current aviation

Poole and Edwards 10 (Robert W. Poole, Jr.∗ and Chris Edwards, Poole is the director of transportation policy for Reason Foundation, Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato "Airports and Air Traffic Control" Cato Institute, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc/) BSB

A third impediment to ATC reform is political. The redesign of the ATC system foreseen in NextGen could potentially deliver major cost savings and greatly expand ATC capacity. However, realizing those gains would require retirement of large numbers of costly radars and other ground-based navigation aids and the consolidation of ATC facilities. One current proposal would replace 21 en route centers and 171 terminal radar approach control (TRACON) facilities with just 35 air traffic service hubs in a redesign of U.S. airspace.28 Physical control towers located at many smaller airports would gradually be phased out as "virtual tower" functions are built into the new super-hubs. However, Congress tends to resist consolidating ATC facilities because of concerns about job losses and the like, which is similar to the political resistance to closing post offices and military bases. A major 1982 proposal for consolidating ATC facilities was quietly dropped after it became clear that getting it through Congress would be very difficult. Similarly, Congress came extremely close to forbidding the FAA's recent success in outsourcing its Flight Service Station system, which involved reducing the system from 58 facilities to 20. The prohibition was defeated only by a credible veto threat from the White House. In sum, as long as ATC remains government-owned and controlled, making the needed reforms to improve efficiency and implement NextGen will be very difficult.

Aviation – Private CP 

Private run airports solve better

Poole and Edwards 10 (Robert W. Poole, Jr.∗ and Chris Edwards, Poole is the director of transportation policy for Reason Foundation, Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato "Airports and Air Traffic Control" Cato Institute, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc/) BSB

Virtually all commercial airports in the United States are owned by state and local governments.12 But around the world, airports are becoming viewed more as business enterprises, and less as monopoly public services. Governments in both developed and developing countries are turning to the private sector for airport management and development. The benefits of a more entrepreneurial approach to running airports include increased operating efficiency, improved amenities, and more rapid and efficient expansion in capacity to reduce congestion. Airlines, passengers, private-plane owners, and taxpayers can all benefit from this new commercial approach to airport management. For existing state and local airports, the simplest form of privatization is to contract out management of the airport on a short-term basis. But long-term leases can shift much greater responsibility and entrepreneurial incentive to the airport company, while liberating much of the city's previous investment in the airport. To create new airport facilities, the private sector can be brought in as a partner and granted either a long-term or perpetual franchise to finance, design, own, and operate the new facility. Full private ownership and management of airports is also possible and is becoming fairly common in Europe.
Environment – States Solve 

States Self-Regulate Environment – Developed Regional System

DiPesco 8 (Jim, 09/28/08, The Daily Green, “Thank Heaven for States Rights,” http://www.thedailygreen.com/environmental-news/blogs/republican/global-warming-states-55092801, accessed 07-02-12, EBB)

To paraphrase the late, great Barry Goldwater, we might be well served to saw off Washington, DC, from the rest of the country and let it float out to sea. While the pols in DC were looking out for number one, states from one end of the country to the other were getting some useful work done for their citizens. Start with the Northeast. Last Thursday, six of the 10 states in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative — better known as “Reggie” — held the nation’s first auction of carbon dioxide emissions allowances under a cap-and-trade system. The auction was a test drive. The emissions reduction rules don’t take effect until January 1, but the auction will help power plant owners figure out the lay of the land for allowance pricing and compliance planning. Utilities and other power plant owners in any of the Reggie states can use auctioned allowances to comply with the region’s cap, which takes effect in 2012 and will fall 2.5 percent every year between 2015 and 2018. There will be teething pain. Power plant emissions in the region are currently below the cap. That may require some adjustments, such as shrinking the supply of allowances to drive up their price and encourage utilities to work harder at cutting emissions. Reggie will be closely watched for lessons to be learned on the other side of the country, where the Western Climate Initiative last week released a broad plan to cut greenhouse gas emissions 15 percent below 2005 levels by 2020. The Western plan, covering seven U.S. states and four Canadian provinces, won’t be limited to power plants. Utilities and industries will face the cap in 2012. Transportation fuels will follow in 2015, along with fuels used by residential and commercial sectors. Let’s not forget America’s heartland. Six Midwestern states have signed an agreement to develop their own cap-and-trade system. If and when Congress tackles a climate bill next year, a sticky wicket will be the fate of the regional programs. Industries will press for federal “preemption,” a mandate for the state programs to bow before the almighty feds and disappear. States that have gone to a lot of trouble establishing their own programs are not likely to give them up without a fight.
States Solve Better – California’s Initiative Proves

Schwartz 7 (Stephan A., July 2007, “The Governator and the New States Rights,” Explore: The Journal of Science and Healing, Volume: 3:4, pg. 362-364, EBB)

In 2005, Schwarzenegger proposed an aggressive program to combat global warming that would make California the largest state in the nation to set concrete goals for cutting greenhouse gases. Acting via executive order, he began looking at ways to reduce greenhouse gases by 11% over the next ﬁve years, 25% by 2020, and 80% by 2050. 4 In April of the next year, this plan became the country’s toughest greenhouse emissions law. This put California at the very front of the burgeoning state and local efforts, in the absence of federal support—indeed, in the face of federal opposition—to try to curtail emissions heating the Earth’s atmosphere. And it came at a time when President Bush had rejected US participation in international efforts to address the changes promised by global warming. 5 Schwarzenegger also introduced pioneering, and at the time, highly controversial legislation designed to protect Californians from the toxic effects of a whole range of chemicals used in everything from deodorants to plastic toys. “California is doing what Europe has been trying to do for the past ﬁve years and the U.S. federal government has no willingness to tackle,” says Joel Tickner, a professor in the Department of Community Health at the University of Massachusetts—Lowell. 4

State Self-Regulation is Widespread, Successful

Andreen, Professor of Law at the University of Alabama School of Law, 8 (William et al., 05/29/08, “Cooperative Federalism and Climate Change: Why Federal, State, and Local Governments Must Continue to Partner,” Center for Progressive Reform, Volume: 803, EBB)
Every state in the country has adopted some kind of policy or law to deal with climate change. 12 “As of January 2008, 33 states and many more localities, representing a majority of U.S. GHG emissions, have either completed climate change action plans or will complete them within the year.” 13 Reflecting state needs, these plans reduce GHG emissions by means of a wide range of policies and programs. State plans generally consist of 50 to 75 policy measures, including codes and standards, market-based systems, renewable portfolio standards, financial incentives, and technical assistance. 14 These “portfolios” of policies result in emissions reductions “that are best suited to the unique economic circumstances and needs of each state.” 15 Such a “portfolio” approach is also “crucial to gaining political support for any climate-related action, as it provides an enormously flexible range of choices by which potential conflicts may be resolved.”
Environment – Innovation 
Prefer States – Laboratories for Democracy and Innovation

Andreen, Professor of Law at the University of Alabama School of Law, 8 (William et al., 05/29/08, “Cooperative Federalism and Climate Change: Why Federal, State, and Local Governments Must Continue to Partner,” Center for Progressive Reform, Volume: 803, EBB)

Floor preemption preserves the important concept of states serving as “laboratories of democracy,” exercising their ability to generate and test new ideas, often prompting the development of new technologies. By deferring to states’ rights and giving states the authority to innovate and to enact more protective regulations as they see fit, the resulting flexibility creates benefits outside of the state’s boundaries, because other states and the federal government get the opportunity to learn from a particular state’s unique approach. 33 Congress has long recognized the benefits of such an approach. As explained more fully below, it decided to allow California to regulate motor vehicle emissions in part because it valued the knowledge and experience California was able to provide to the federal government on the basis of the state’s early regulatory efforts, which preceded those of EPA. Had Congress chosen to completely preempt the field of climate change regulation, for example, the wide array of state and local programs that deal with climate change would never have been allowed to develop.
Prefer states – no one-size-fits-all approach

Andreen, Professor of Law at the University of Alabama School of Law, 8 (William et al., 05/29/08, “Cooperative Federalism and Climate Change: Why Federal, State, and Local Governments Must Continue to Partner,” Center for Progressive Reform, Volume: 803, EBB)

Regulatory floors, coupled with the preservation of state and local authority to go beyond them, overcome the problem of a “one-size-fitsall” approach. States have diverse geography, climate, natural resources, and population patterns. Giving them authority to tailor more stringent requirements to their own situations allows flexible and efficient decision-making. In contrast, rigid edicts from Washington that preclude adaptation in a manner consistent with federal objectives or supplementation at the state and local level often straitjacket local initiative, infuriating state and local officials. n Institutional Diversity. The combination of floor preemption and state and local discretion to establish more protective regimes also creates “institutional diversity,” by empowering various actors to pursue diverse policies for tackling difficult environmental problems. 38 Such diversity not only fosters much-needed cooperation in meeting federal statutory goals, but also creates an institutional backup, so that a state, for example, is able to address an environmental problem when the federal government does not. 39

Environment – Federal Bad 
EPA circumvents federal government – states are more efficient

Banerjee 10 (Neela, 11/11/10, Los Angeles Times, “EPA issues state guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions,” http://articles.latimes.com/2010/nov/11/nation/la-na-epa-emissions-states-20101111, accessed 7-02-12, EBB)

Reporting from Washington — Pressing ahead with plans to reduce greenhouse gas emissions despite a congressional stalemate over global warming, the Environmental Protection Agency on Wednesday issued guidelines that gave states considerable discretion in regulating carbon dioxide emissions from large industrial facilities. On Jan. 2, the country's largest emitters of greenhouse gases will have to show state regulators how they plan to curb such emissions when they build new facilities or make major changes in existing facilities that result in increased discharges of the gases that most scientists link to climate change and global warming. While requiring states to secure plans for controlling carbon emissions, the guidelines gave states latitude to determine on a case-by-case basis the "best available" pollution control technology that industrial facilities could use. Gina McCarthy, the EPA's assistant administrator for air and radiation, said that reductions would be achieved by companies focusing on energy efficiency rather than still-distant and experimental processes such as carbon capture and sequestration. McCarthy said that the regulation of greenhouse gas emissions would be similar to the process industrial facilities go through in getting permits to release other pollutants.

High Speed Rail – State Authority 

States have the authority to do the plan. 

Rondinelli 7 (Dennis A., senior research scholar of public policy studies at Duke University's Center for International Development. The Brookings Institution, “From Government Decentralization to Decentralized Governance” May 1 2007. http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&ct=res&cd=14&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.brookings.edu%2F~%2Fmedia%2FFiles%2FPress%2FBooks%2F2007%2Fdecentralizinggovernance%2Fdecentralizinggovernance_chapter.pdf&ei=WLRSSr75Ep7cswOJruCNCQ&usg=AFQjCNEGPPvisqoVPJRt9yO6QZP6l2s5Cg&sig2=nVjMcpsAZ34YHJWcVRVhyQ AD 7/6/09) JS
Until the late 1980s governments pursued three primary forms of decentral- ization: deconcentration, devolution, and delegation. Deconcentration sought to shift administrative responsibilities from central ministries and departments to regional and local administrative levels by establishing field offices of national departments and transferring some authority for decisionmaking to regional field staff. Devolution aimed to strengthen local governments by granting them the authority, responsibility, and resources to provide services and infrastructure, protect public health and safety, and formulate and implement local policies. Through delegation, national governments shifted management authority for specific functions to semiautonomous or parastatal organizations and state enterprises, regional planning and area development agencies, and multi- and single-purpose public authorities. By the mid-1980s, with the continued weakening of centrally planned economies, the waning of the cold war, and the rapid growth of international trade and investment, economic and political forces reshaped conventional concepts of not only economic development but governance and decentralization as well. The fall of authoritarian regimes in Latin America during the 1980s and in Central and Eastern Europe during the early 1990s and the rapid spread of mar- ket economies and more democratic principles in East Asia brought renewed interest in decentralization. In Latin America, East Asia, and Central Europe, governments overseeing the transition from state-planned to market economies focused on strengthening the private sector, privatizing or liquidating state decentralization and governance enterprises, downsizing large central government bureaucracies, and strengthen- ing local governments.  The International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and other international development organizations prescribed decentralization as part of the structural adjustments needed to restore markets, create or strengthen democracy, and promote good governance.

High Speed Rail – Capacity 

States have the legal capacity to do the plan. 

Helling 5 (Louis, Independent International Development Professional. The World Bank: Social Protection, “Linking Community Empowerment, Decentralized Governance, and Public Service Provision Through a Local Development Framework” September 2005. siteresources.worldbank.org/INTCDD/.../decnetralization05.pdf AD 7/6/09) JS

Local governance is also conditioned by law and social practice. National legislation  provides the formal rules that legitimate such forms of local collective decisionmaking  and collective action as voluntary associations, community organizations, and local  governments. Legislation also grants local organizations the legal standing, rights, and  relations to the state that are fundamental to effective local governance processes. Broad  societal norms, such as the propensity for solidarity, the acceptance of social hierarchy,  and relations to authority and leadership, also influence the quality of local governance.  Local service provision depends on a variety of non-local factors. National policies set  standards for public services and define the institutional arrangements through which  they are provided, including the roles of communities, local governments, sectoral  agencies, NGOs, and private firms. National governments and externally funded NGOs  also provide access to many resources supporting local service provision. Further, both  formal and informal institutions that

States should play a larger role in public infrastructure to deter massive spending.

Nathan 5 [Richard P. Co-director of the Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute of

Government. “There will always be a New Federalism.” For the American Enterprise Institute. Dec. 14 http:// federalismproject.org/depository/NathanRoundtablePaper.pdf AD 07/06/09] JS

Rediscovery by Liberals The paradox is that federalism is being rediscovered by liberals. Rep. Barney Frank (D. Mass) recently was compared to states’ righter and former U.S. Senator Strom Thurmond when Frank argued that the states (with Massachusetts out front) should be the arbiters of gay marriage. 2 Barney Frank is not alone. Other liberals see the states, particularly states with liberal leaders, as the appropriate governments to deal with many program issues. • Protecting Medicaid ― The federal government has tried several strategies to slow the growth of the Medicaid program, which aids the elderly, the disabled, and poor families. But since the program has a broad constituency of recipient groups (not just the poor) and multiple provider interests, states have fought hard (and so far pretty much successfully) to shield Medicaid from Washington’s retrenchment efforts. • Cleaning Up the Environment ― This is a policy area in which many states are ahead of the curve compared to the federal government, as shown by the nine-state Northeastern accord to freeze power plant emissions and similar regional efforts underway in California, Washington, and Oregon. 3 • Equalizing School Aid ― Hard-charging activists in many states are pulling every lever ― courts, the executive, and legislative ― to distribute school aid in ways that give more aid to poor core-city and rural communities and provide more aid overall. • Providing Public Infrastructure ― Although the federal highway act is a big factor in the transportation field, activists at the state level generally see states as their best avenue for rehabilitating, maintaining, and constructing new roads, schools, parks, and other public facilities. Some of this is old-fashioned pork barreling, but that doesn’t diminish its importance in providing facilities for services advocated by the supporters of public education, libraries, economic development, the arts, recreation, parks, etc.

Highways – Federal Bad

National plan for transportation not possible

Staley, Director-Urban and Land Use Policy, 8

(Samuel R., June 25, “The Future Federal Role for Surface Transportation”, pg 2, LL)
A national, coordinated plan for transportation is not feasible or workable. Unlike the immediate post-World War II period, a clear national vision for a national network of highways and interstates is no longer possible. The Interstate Highway System had a clear vision—link the nation’s major urban centers. Our economy is far too complex for such a simple vision to work any longer. Traffic congestion is largely a local and regional phenomenon, and local policy strategies will have to be tailored to local needs and concerns. The federal government is simply not suited to determining where a new regional beltway should be located, or which intersections should be upgraded, or even what mass transit technologies will best meet the needs of local travelers.

State Infrastructure Banks – States Good 
State infrastructure Banks solve

Slone 11, (Sean, Journalist at knowledgecenter.csg.org, “State Infrastructure Banks”, July 5th http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/kc/content/state-infrastructure-banks

State infrastructure banks can help states stretch their state and federal dollars and meet the demands of financing large, impactful, long-term infrastructure projects. When government agencies and authorities must seek yearly grants and allocations to finance projects, the completion of those projects can be delayed for months or years. State infrastructure banks can identify, promote and lend money to creditworthy transportation projects to ensure they’re built within a reasonable timeframe and in a financially sustainable way. And because these banks act as a “revolving fund,” more projects can ultimately be financed. When bonding is used to finance a project, the bonds are usually one of two types: revenue or general obligation. Revenue bonds often are used to finance infrastructure projects that have the ability to produce revenue through their operations; for example, new highway lanes that can be tolled or public transit facilities on which fares can be collected. These types of bonds are typically guaranteed by the project revenues, but not by the full faith and credit of a state, city or county. General obligation bonds, on the other hand, are backed by the full faith and credit of the issuing authority. These are used to finance projects that rely on government’s general revenues, such as income, sales and property tax revenue. Cities, counties and states pledge these revenues to issue the bonds and repay them. But the revolving fund aspect of a state infrastructure bank means states can lend funds for projects and receive loan repayments, which can be returned to the system for more project loans. The funding also can be turned into much larger credit lines, multiplying transportation investment capacity. When transportation projects are financed in a traditional way, funds from a state department of transportation or the federal Highway Trust Fund are spent and two types of risk are assumed. Projects are at risk of delay as state officials wait for the state or federal funds to become available, which may increase the costs and delay the project’s benefits. Secondly, states face the risk that a poorly selected project will fail to produce social or economic benefits and tie up scarce capital resources that could have gone to other potentially more successful projects. Both of those risks are diminished with state infrastructure bank financing. First, projects don’t have to wait for funding and delays and cost overruns are avoided. Secondly, a state infrastructure bank has a built-in project evaluation process. Projects are assessed based on their financial viability, which provides a level of economic discipline that is not always present with traditional state project funding. Better, more benefit-producing projects can be the result.4
State run infrastructure banks solve better – New York Proves
Bernstein 4/3/12, (Andrew, director of Transportation Nation, journalist, “New York Invests $1.2 Billion in Roads Under New Infra Bank”, http://transportationnation.org/2012/04/03/new-york-invests-1-2-billion-in-roads-under-new-infra-bank/
New York is investing $1.2 billion in new, accelerated road and bridge projects, just days after Governor Andrew Cuomo signed the funding bill for his “New York Works” infrastructure bank. The funding — almost ten percent of the entire $15 billion projected spending on infrastructure — came even before appointees to a 15-member committee to administer the fund were named. The funding will accelerate road and bridge projects across the state, with the largest single payment — nearly half a billion dollars — going to replace the Kosciuszko Bridge between Brooklyn and Queens in New York City. But there are projects everywhere, from the Hempstead Turnpike in Long Island to the Latta Brook Road in Chemung County to Rt 52 over the Callicoon Creek in Delaware County to Route 9N in Port Henry, in the North Country. The $1.2 billion in accelerated funding comes on top of $1.6 billion in previously planned spending on roads and bridges. It does not include the more than $5 billion replacement of the Tappan Zee Bridge, a project which has drawn fire for its lack of mass transit. In a measure of how Governor Cuomo views the political potency of building new infrastructure, word of the investments came in a series of ten carefully-designed press releases, each targeted to a different media market with quotes praising the governor from local legislators. The infrastructure bank has won support from business and labor leaders, who see a significant new infusion of funds into construction as a shot in the arm for the economy, particularly upstate.

State Infrastructure banks work – South Carolina Proves

Slone 11, (Sean, Journalist at knowledgecenter.csg.org, “State Infrastructure Banks”, July 5th http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/kc/content/state-infrastructure-banks

Established in 1997, the South Carolina Transportation Infrastructure Bank has made more than $3 billion in loans, making it the state infrastructure bank that has provided the highest level of financing of any in the nation. Among the key features of the South Carolina bank: It was initially capitalized with state and federal funds and can receive additional funds from these sources as well as other public and private entities. Private borrowers can use infrastructure revenue and public borrowers can use dedicated local taxes and revenue to demonstrate repayment capacity. The bank can set its own interest rates and repayment terms, though they are subject to agreements with bondholders. Unlike some state infrastructure banks, South Carolina’s bank can be the primary source of financing for some infrastructure projects. However, projects eligible to receive loans must have strong supplementary financing sources and demonstrate solid streams of future income. The legislation creating the bank stated its purpose as assisting infrastructure development through providing financial assistance to both public and private developers, ultimately aiming to contribute to enhancing mobility and safety, promoting economic development and increasing the public’s quality of life.5 One project that has benefited from South Carolina Transportation Infrastructure Bank loans is Interstate 520, a road that encircles the cities of Augusta in Georgia and North Augusta in South Carolina and provides a direct connection to I-20. Completion of the interstate, which is known as the Palmetto Parkway on the South Carolina side, was needed to accommodate increasing traffic volume in the region. The infrastructure bank approved an initial loan of $65 million for the first phase of the project in 2001, an additional $95 million for Phase II in 2005 and a third loan of $18 million in 2007. The South Carolina Department of Transportation, the city of North Augusta, and Aiken County, S.C., have provided additional funding for the project; a countywide sales tax approved by voters in 2000 provided $17 million. It also received $21 million in federal grants. But the South Carolina Transportation Infrastructure Bank loan was the largest funding source for the project, which was completed in 2009.6
The loans bring in money – Kanses proves
Slone 11, (Sean, Journalist at knowledgecenter.csg.org, “State Infrastructure Banks”, July 5th http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/kc/content/state-infrastructure-banks

“The (Transportation Revolving Fund) is an attractive option for local units of government when they are considering how to finance their infrastructure needs,” said Program Manager Danielle Marten in response to email questions submitted by The Council of State Governments. “Projects can be on or off the state highway system, making the program attractive for not only the local’s share of a state project, but also attractive for 100 percent local projects. … The low cost of the program and exemption from local government debt thresholds attracts borrowers to the (fund).”  Marten said since the inception of the program, the Kansas Department of Transportation has approved up to $135 million in Transportation Revolving Fund loans. Of that amount, $112 million was actually drawn upon to fund projects, up to $9 million remains to be drawn and $14 million was released back to the program as undrawn funds. The program was placed under a moratorium in the 2009 fiscal year since the ability to transfer additional equity was in question due to the expiration of the state’s 10-year comprehensive transportation program. A new program, called T-Works, was passed in the 2010 fiscal year and enacted in the 2011 fiscal year. The State Highway Fund transferred an additional $25 million in equity to re-open the program.  “The program is once again loaning funds to local units of government and KDOT plans to review and maximize capacity as we see fit,” Marten said.9
State Infrastructure Banks can finance every major transportation project – Ohio Proves
Slone 11, (Sean, Journalist at knowledgecenter.csg.org, “State Infrastructure Banks”, July 5th http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/kc/content/state-infrastructure-banks

Ohio’s State Infrastructure Bank had loans totaling $22.3 million in the 2010 fiscal year. Since the bank was created in 1991, the state has issued 138 loans and two bond issuances totaling more than $404 million.10 Under state statutes, the bank can be used as a method of financing “highway, rail, transit, intermodal and other transportation facilities and projects which produce revenue to amortize debt while contributing to the connectivity of Ohio’s transportation system and furthering goals such as corridor completion, economic development, competitiveness in a global economy, and quality of life.”11 “The Ohio (state infrastructure bank) has assisted every transportation mode except a water project since its creation,” the bank’s administrator, Melinda Lawrence, noted in an email interview. “Various projects include the construction of intermodal parking facilities to repaving projects to new industrial park roads. There have been 12 loans to airports, ranging from a county airport’s runway paving project to the Akron Canton Regional airport and their terminal expansion.” Lawrence said the state infrastructure bank can be used either to provide 100 percent of funding for a project or to fill the gap for a public entity so that it can move forward with the project. Local governments in Ohio prioritize their transportation needs by project and mode, and the infrastructure bank uses its various funding sources for financing multiple transportation modes based on local needs, she said. The different funding accounts are used according to the type of funding a project is eligible for under federal and state law. While the program is in good shape now, Ohio’s state infrastructure bank has had its share of ups and downs, Lawrence recalled. “There was one point in the program where there was less than $10 million available to loan and we basically had a hiatus on loans for approximately a year,” she said. “Since then, the balance of the bank has built significantly and it has been leveraged to form two bond funds (Title XXIII eligible-projects is one and state-eligible projects is the other). So at this point the demand does not exceed the dollars available to loan. There is a balance of $66 million between all accounts.” Lawrence said increasing awareness of the state infrastructure bank’s financing tools will be an important goal going forward. With new policies to tighten up the program recently approved by the bank’s loan committee and the Ohio Department of Transportation executive leadership, bank officials plan to increase their marketing of the program in the near future. Lawrence does not foresee additional federal capitalization of the infrastructure bank, since that would require the state to adhere to all federal rules and regulations. “Ohio likes the flexibility and variety of funding sources in its existing (state infrastructure bank), therefore Ohio would not likely consider capitalizing federal dollars into its existing (state infrastructure bank),” she said.12
State Infrastructure Bank Loans can generate revenue and increase intermodal transportation – Florida Proves

Slone 11, (Sean, Journalist at knowledgecenter.csg.org, “State Infrastructure Banks”, July 5th http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/kc/content/state-infrastructure-banks

Florida was one of the original pilot states for infrastructure banks. Its bank, established in 1997, has two distinct accounts—one a federally funded revolving fund that has not been recapitalized in several years, and the other capitalized solely with general revenue bond proceeds and state funds. The bank can provide loans and other assistance to public or private entities carrying out or proposing projects eligible for assistance under federal and state law. In order to be eligible, the projects must be on the state highway system, provide increased mobility on the state’s transportation system or provide intermodal connectivity with airports, seaports, rail facilities and other transportation terminals. They must be consistent with local Metropolitan Planning Organizations and local government comprehensive plans. The state-funded account also can lend capital costs or provide credit enhancements for emergency loans for damages incurred on public-use commercial deepwater seaports, public-use airports, and other public-use transit and intermodal facilities that are within an area that is part of an official state emergency declaration. The bank will have a two-month application window in 2011 with awards announced in October and funds available in July 2012.13 Other key features of the bank include: It sets its own interest rates on a project-by-project basis, including rates below market levels based on consideration of project needs. It can tailor repayment structures on a need-oriented, project-by-project basis, including payment deferment. Borrowers can avoid payments for up to five years until their project revenue streams stabilize.14 “The majority of our (state infrastructure bank) projects advance transportation benefits by at least one year, but generally by several years,” Project Manager Jennifer Weeks said in an email interview. “In some instances, (state infrastructure bank) loans have allowed projects to be constructed that may not have been built otherwise.” Loans have been used to purchase buses and trolleys, construct intermodal facilities, add capacity on the state highway system, relieve congestion on state and federal highways, build a new airport, and build container terminals at a local seaport. Weeks said rather than using the infrastructure bank to provide 100 percent of the funding for a project, the state prefers to use it to provide gap or bridge funding to get a project up to 100 percent funding. “There are cases where a transportation benefit may not be realized without the assistance of (state infrastructure bank) funds or the (bank) has been a financial tool that improved the financial affordability of other debt financing for the project,” Weeks said. Florida’s model of the state infrastructure bank has been a success other states have sought to duplicate, Weeks said. “We look at the (state infrastructure bank) as a major tool in our ‘financial toolbox’ with hopes of a viable program in good and bad economic times,” she said. “During these tough economic times, the (state infrastructure bank) has still been able to provide loans at or below market rates and fund numerous transportation projects that have provided a safe transportation system ensuring the movement of people and goods.” Between federal and state accounts, Florida’s bank has offered $1.1 billion in assistance to 64 projects and has leveraged $8.4 billion in total project investment. “So, for every $1 loaned, we receive approximately $8 in product,” she said. “We have mainly focused on the project approach, whereas other states have focused on a program approach.” But, Weeks said the Florida state infrastructure bank is always looking at ways to improve and to serve additional projects.

State Infrastrcuture Banks – Fed Bad 
The Federal government is too concerned with the deficit and role of the states to actually get anything done – it’s time for the states to step up

Katz et al. 10, (Bruce, Vice President and Director of Brookings, Jennifer Bradley, Fellow at Brookings, and Amy Liu, Senior Fellow and Deputy Director at Brookings, “Delivering the Next Economy: The States Step Up”, BROOKINGS-ROCKEFELLER Project on State and Metropolitan Innovation, http://www.rockefellerfoundation.org/uploads/files/8203b162-0783-4f0b-b7f9-9730584e0445.pdf
Despite notable achievements over the past two years, Washington has only partially paved the way for the next economy. Action on comprehensive climate change legislation (which would help catalyze markets for clean energy technologies through the de facto pricing of carbon) has stalled. Work to advance innovation, manufacturing, and immigration reform is either in its early stages or not even started. The much-needed multi-year authorization of the federal transportation law is more than a year overdue despite repeated calls from political, civic, and business leaders for a robust, performance based system. Nor has Washington been as focused as it could have on the power of metropolitan areas, although the administration’s investments in regional innovation clusters and sustainable communities are promising. While it is possible that a few smart, focused federal policy actions, such as a National Infrastructure Bank, or a sharp, performance oriented, transportation law, or investments in advanced energy research, development, and commercialization could occur in the next few years, most of the unﬁnished federal business will almost certainly remain unﬁnished because of concerns about the size of the deﬁcit and deep philosophical differences between the parties on the proper role of government. So the burden of jump-starting the next economy and supporting its metropolitan engines will shift to the states and metros. 
State Infrastructure Banks Solve the aff
Katz et al. 10, (Bruce, Vice President and Director of Brookings, Jennifer Bradley, Fellow at Brookings, and Amy Liu, Senior Fellow and Deputy Director at Brookings, “Delivering the Next Economy: The States Step Up”, BROOKINGS-ROCKEFELLER Project on State and Metropolitan Innovation, http://www.rockefellerfoundation.org/uploads/files/8203b162-0783-4f0b-b7f9-9730584e0445.pdf
Infrastructure is a good place to start, as it is a critical asset for the next economy, and an area that particularly cries out for new approaches to investment. 21 To ﬁnance the kind of major investments necessary to support the next economy—such as high functioning global ports and gateways or new freight infrastructure—states should establish a state infrastructure bank (SIB), or enhance one if it already exists. Thirty-three states have established SIBs to ﬁnance transportation projects, generally through below-market rate revolving loans and loan guarantees. States are able to capitalize their accounts with federal transportation dollars but are then subject to federal regulations over how the funds are spent. Others, including Kansas, Ohio, Georgia, and Florida, capitalize their accounts with a variety of state funds and thus are not bound by federal oversight. Other states—such as Virginia, Texas, and New York—are also examining ways to recapitalize their SIBs with state funds. 22 Once capitalized, these banks can be structured to be self-ﬁnancing over the long term. 
State Infrastructure Banks – AT: Politics/Spending

State infrastructure banks would be the best way to solve for infrastructure – avoids politics and spending 

Freemark,  an urbanist and journalist who has worked in architecture, planning, and transportation, 12
(Yonah, The Atlantic Cities, “How to Pay for America's Infrastructure”, 2/2/2012 http://www.theatlanticcities.com/politics/2012/01/solution-americas-infrastructure-woes/845/ Accessed: 7/5/12 MLF)
America's transportation infrastructure is in desperate need of an update, and most politicians would agree that more funding should be dedicated the nation’s highways and mass transit systems. Yet there is little consensus about where to find those new funds and Democrats and Republicans disagree stridently over whether Washington should increase its role. One potentially fertile place for compromise may be in the form of state infrastructure banks, which have gained support from both the left and right in recent months. These public agencies, provided some government funds, would be designed to encourage significant private investment. And they would do so with little interference from the national government. "I-banks" could lend states, municipalities, and perhaps even private sector agencies a significant portion of project funds that would later be paid back through user fees, public-private partnerships, or dedicated taxes.
VMT – Federal Bad 

Federal implementation of VMT is inefficient. States are key. 

Thomas and Heaslip 11 (Michael D. and Kevin, Michael Thomas, Ph.D., is a researcher for the Utah Transportation Center at Utah State University and Kevin Heaslip, Ph.D., P.E. is an Assistant Professor of Civil & Environmental Engineering at Utah State University, Journal of City and Town Management, “Technological Change and the Lowest Common Denominator Problem: an Analysis of Oregon’s Vehicle Miles Travelled Fee Experiment”, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm? abstract_id=1878656, AH)
VMT fees have been proposed for implementation at the national level because of the urgent need to replace vanishing revenues from the current fuel tax. This paper identifies the significant obstacles to implementing a successful VMT fee as the lowest common denominator (LCD) problem. By thinking only about the number of miles driven, the LCD problem ignores two elements that a fuel tax implicitly penalized: vehicle weight and fuel efficiency. Oregon Commission Director James Whitty (2008) acknowledges this by stating; “the fuel tax is close to perfection from the standpoint of good tax policy.”2 The VMT fee should not only be focused on replacing lost revenue. An oversimplified VMT implemented by the federal government could impede the ability for local jurisdictions to administer more dynamic revenue schemes. Further, a national VMT does not address the unwillingness to raise the cost of surface transportation at the federal level. State and local authorities have a better track record in overcoming these log jams, while federal budget debates have proven intractable in recent years. This paper argues that local transportation management issues are better addressed by states, cities, and metropolitan planning organizations than the federal government. Local governments often have goals that include: discouraging local pollution, accounting for congestion, and even managing growth. Local authorities have access to contextual information and are best suited to avoid the LCD problem. Successful examples around the world (e.g. Singapore, London, Stockholm, Amsterdam and Milan) highlight the potential of new technology to address local transportation issues. The objective of this paper is to propose additional ways that a VMT fee can be utilized to provide opportunities for revenue generation and transportation operations. These opportunities are detailed in the following sections of the paper. First, the basic VMT solution to the revenue problem is introduced. Then a case is made that a simple fee would solve the revenue problem, but also would cause other unintended consequences. The proposed solution, a modified VMT, would include additional transportation goals to reduce the most obvious distortions. The obstacles to implementing a modified VMT at the national level are then discussed in terms of the LCD problem. The LCD approach rejects a one-size-fits-all solution that corresponds with a federal, or top-down, solution. The problems at the local level are overcome by approaching the problem from the ground-up, through state and local organizations. Starting with a detailed analysis of the VMT fee and considering the implementation problems; this paper suggests a way to leverage opportunities for transportation solutions created by technological change and experimentation at the local level. 
A national VMT tax faces major implementation issues

Salmon, Financial Journalist, 10 (Felix, Febuary 11, Reuters, “The problems with a nationwide VMT tax”, http://blogs.reuters.com/felix-salmon/2010/02/11/the-problems-with-a-nationwide-vmt-tax/, 7/2/2012, AH) 
So yes, a flat nationwide VMT tax makes little sense — but the fact is that once VMT-tax technology was introduced, it would have lots of knobs and dials allowing it to be anything but flat, and to charge much more for VMTs in central business districts during rush hour than for VMTs in the middle of Wisconsin on a Sunday afternoon. The problem is in the implementation: it’s hard to have a compulsory VMT tax, since that involves attaching some kind of meter to every American’s car, and Americans are not going respond well to that idea. Hell, even New York cabbies went on strike to protest GPS devices being put in their vehicles to track their every movement. A single city can implement VMT metering by attaching carrots as well as sticks: cheaper and more convenient on-street parking, say, for metered vehicles, and lower insurance, based on miles travelled rather than a flat monthly fee. And people who still opt out of the scheme can just be charged very large sums manually for entering the city — something eminently doable in Manhattan, for instance, simply by installing a couple of tolls on East River bridges. But that kind of thing doesn’t scale well to the nation as a whole, and there really is something quite creepily Big Brotherish about trying to track every single vehicle in America. So although I’m a fan of a cap-and-trade system over a carbon tax, and although in theory a VMT tax is to the gas tax as cap and trade is to a carbon tax, I can’t get very excited about the idea of a nationwide VMT tax. The difficulty of implementing it is just too great, and the marginal upside is too small. Let’s start with a couple of cities, and work out from there. Starting nationwide is far too ambitious.
Federal implementation of VMT faces many political barriers 

NCHRP 10 (National Cooperative Highway Research Program, October, “System Trials to Demonstrate Mileage-Based Road Use Charges”, http://www.transportation-finance.org/pdf/featured_documents/nchrp%20w161%20-%202010-12-08.pdf, 7/2/12, AH)
The federal government has fewer opportunities than individual states to create incentives for voluntary adoption. For example, there are no federal registration fees for passenger cars that could be levied on a per-mile basis, the federal government does not control state insurance policies, and the federal government can exert only limited, if any, influence on local parking policies. As a result, the federal government might need to rely on mandatory adoption. This would increase the political challenges associated with VMT fees and also necessitate a mechanism for rebating fuel taxes to early adopters. Alternatively, the federal government might pursue more creative—but still politically difficult—strategies to promote voluntary adoption. For instance, Congress might require that states begin to collect a national registration fee and then provide drivers with the option of paying either a fixed annual fee or installing the metering equipment and paying by the mile.
VMT – States Solve

VMT works best at a local level 

Thomas and Heaslip 11 (Michael D. and Kevin, Michael Thomas, Ph.D., is a researcher for the Utah Transportation Center at Utah State University and Kevin Heaslip, Ph.D., P.E. is an Assistant Professor of Civil & Environmental Engineering at Utah State University, Journal of City and Town Management , “Technological Change and the Lowest Common Denominator Problem: an Analysis of Oregon’s Vehicle Miles Travelled Fee Experiment”, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm? abstract_id=1878656, AH)
The VMT solution is a likely candidate for the (LCD) problem because the revenue issue it seeks to solve is deceptively simple. 13 VMT replaces the lost funds that were traditionally provided by the motor fuel tax. The motor fuel tax was a solution that relied on tax policy at both the state and federal level. Both parties had the ability to tax based on local concerns. Oregon, as one example, has an above average tax rate and is an example of a more active taxing policy relative to some of the southeastern states which tax at much lower rates. Oregon also charges a weight per mile tax.14 This leadership advancing new methods is encouraging but it cannot be assumed that separate VMTs at the state and federal levels would integrate smoothly. While the motor fuel tax policy, perhaps accidentally, developed desirable effects on other driving habits, the Oregon VMT fee, as specified, will not have these same effects. More innovation is predicted if the design is controlled locally. If a VMT fee is passed at a national level, it is not likely to be a modified VMT fee. Imposing this new system from the top-down means that local goals may be subsumed by the expediency of replacing the tax revenue. Congestion or pollution added only as afterthoughts face implementation problems similar to the problems faced in the past by increasing the fuel tax. Movements toward more local solutions help to reduce the scope of the unintended consequences. An alternative approach to this general problem is to emphasize the role of leadership. USDOT has a key role in aggregating information across the different state level experiments and helping to disseminate lessons learned. For example, the use of product demonstration showcases has had measured success in sharing ideas between state DOTs. 
States implement VMT better—cuts cost and access to MPOs  

Thomas and Heaslip 11 (Michael D. and Kevin, Michael Thomas, Ph.D., is a researcher for the Utah Transportation Center at Utah State University and Kevin Heaslip, Ph.D., P.E. is an Assistant Professor of Civil & Environmental Engineering at Utah State University, Journal of City and Town Management , “Technological Change and the Lowest Common Denominator Problem: an Analysis of Oregon’s Vehicle Miles Travelled Fee Experiment”, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm? abstract_id=1878656, AH)
Since roadblocks to a modified VMT exist at the federal level, the alternative is to approach the issue from the bottom-up or the local level. This section looks to international successes to suggest the way forward. State governments have to take a leadership role in the next chapter of policy development. Oregon’s VMT fee is a good example of this type of leadership. State agencies can detail the types of policies they think are most efficient in promoting not only state goals, but by working with local authorities, specifically Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs). The transportation goals of the regions within a state can be realized by indentifying innovative solutions by lowering cost, increasing the level of service, or both. This new opportunity is presented by rapid technological advance and the desire of tech companies to market products to the diverse interests of local cities. Surveying multiple experiments from around the world clarifies some of the different approaches cities have used for vehicle pricing to solve unique local problems. 
State action leads to tailored solutions. Solves problems with national implementation 

Thomas and Heaslip 11 (Michael D. and Kevin, Michael Thomas, Ph.D., is a researcher for the Utah Transportation Center at Utah State University and Kevin Heaslip, Ph.D., P.E. is an Assistant Professor of Civil & Environmental Engineering at Utah State University, Journal of City and Town Management , “Technological Change and the Lowest Common Denominator Problem: an Analysis of Oregon’s Vehicle Miles Travelled Fee Experiment”, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm? abstract_id=1878656, AH)
City based systems have less of an aggregation problem and therefore a better chance at developing consistent feedback loops between revenue collected and the required expenses for constructing, operating, and maintaining their roadway infrastructure. They can create solutions that are more flexible in adapting to an ever changing technological reality. To the extent that State level policy can benefit from the existing system to aggregate this information and use examples from other states to evaluate goals, opportunities to benefit from rapid technological change exist. Solving problems of complexity at state or national levels are only possible during a mature phase of policy, where the policy environment is relatively static. In the case of changing from a motor fuel tax to a VMT the technological change is just beginning. To these ends, innovation is encouraged by working closer with local level authorities to discover how the diverse needs can be met with tailored solutions. The VMT framework is not yet flexible enough to be applied broadly and a switch to a national VMT now would result in misaligned incentives with regard to fuel conservation and congestion.
Local level implementation key to success through trial and error

Thomas and Heaslip 11 (Michael D. and Kevin, Michael Thomas, Ph.D., is a researcher for the Utah Transportation Center at Utah State University and Kevin Heaslip, Ph.D., P.E. is an Assistant Professor of Civil & Environmental Engineering at Utah State University, Journal of City and Town Management , “Technological Change and the Lowest Common Denominator Problem: an Analysis of Oregon’s Vehicle Miles Travelled Fee Experiment”, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm? abstract_id=1878656, AH)
The opportunity presented by rapid technological change is great. However, implementing a national VMT too quickly could stifle opportunities for revenue generation created by trial and error at the local level. When technology is new, experimenting is even more important. It is argued in this paper that the best solution to rapid change is to give more leeway to the local level. Responding this way is counter-intuitive for many of those who study policy because it does not provide a concrete way to maximize the rate of convergence to a new system for revenue generation. However, the absence of revenue in the system creates pressure which has led to a period of innovation, things like High Occupancy Toll lanes, in cities around the United States and the many pricing schemes worldwide. A decentralized process of innovation promises the widest possible experimentation and consequently an opportunity for discovering a better solution.
States have already successfully experimented with VMT 

U.S. DOT no date (United States Department of Transportation, “Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled - Statutory Language”, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/hpms/epastat.cfm, 7/2/12, AH)
President Clinton directed: ... EPA, in consultation with DOT, to draft guidance documents that identify the air quality benefits of innovative transportation strategies to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). These will be used by states and cities in their clean air program development. – Some states and cities have experimented with innovative programs, such as congestion pricing tolls and mass transit finance, which may have significant C02 as well as urban air pollution benefits. – EPA can help States and cities evaluate how well such strategies can work in attaining clean air quality standards, thereby encouraging the adoption of innovative programs.
Several distinct advantages to state implementation of VMT proves CP is the best option

NCHRP 10 (National Cooperative Highway Research Program, October, “System Trials to Demonstrate Mileage-Based Road Use Charges”, http://www.transportation-finance.org/pdf/featured_documents/nchrp%20w161%20-%202010-12-08.pdf, 7/2/12, AH)
Advantages. The concept of allowing states to lead the transition to VMT fees has much to recommend it. Potential advantages include: • There would be less need to achieve widespread (i.e., national) public support for VMT fees. States in which the political will exists to raise revenue for the improvement of transportation infrastructure could choose to implement VMT fees; other states could choose not to. • States have more opportunities than the federal government to create conditions that would encourage voluntary adoption or reduce objections to mandatory adoption. States could allow vehicle owners, for example, to pay for registration by the mile instead of as a fixed annual fee (this mirrors the approach in the planned Netherlands system, in which kilometer-based fees were intended to replace vehicle purchase and registration fees; see Dutch Ministry of Transport, Public Works, and Water Management 2009); they could require that drivers either have their odometer read each year or install metering equipment to automate the process (potentially qualifying for lower off-peak rates and avoiding the need to pay for mileage traveled out of state or on private roads, as in the planned Minnesota trial); they could structure insurance regulations to enable or encourage PAYD policies; and they could work directly with cities to allow for automated payment of parking fees. States that currently operate some form of weight-distance fees could also allow or require trucks to adopt metering equipment to automate fee computation and collection. • States control resources—e.g., highway patrol officers and vehicle registration databases— that might more easily be applied to help enforce VMT fees. Additionally, the network of Interstates, highways, arterials, and local roads is collectively owned and operated by states, local governments, and tolling authorities, not by the federal government. • States represent a laboratory for experimentation that might lead to innovative VMT fee concepts not yet considered. If a national system were to be developed instead, great care would need to be taken to ensure that the system provided enough flexibility to allow for continued policy exploration and innovation on the part of states. • States that have a favorable experience with trials could choose to transition directly to fullscale implementation.
States can implement VMT at a much lower cost 

Frisman, Principal Analyst for CGA, 12 (Paul, January 17th, State of Connecticut General Assemply (CGA), OLR Research Report, “VEHICLE MILES TRAVELLED (VMT) TRANSPORTATION FUNDING”, http://www.cga.ct.gov/2012/rpt/2012-R-0029.htm, 7/2/12, AH)
Paying Our Way breaks down the costs of a national system into three components: start-up costs; installing technology in vehicles; and operating costs. The report says start up costs for a national system would be high – preliminary research for the federal DOT estimate that initial costs for hardware, system development, and start-up would be “in the range of $10 billion.” To these must be added the cost of installing GPS technology on vehicles. This cost would depend on whether vehicles already on the road are retrofitted with the devices or whether the technology is installed only in newly manufactured vehicles. Finally, the report says the federal DOT estimated annual operating costs at 1.7% of estimated revenue. “Although this is more than the cost of administering the current motor fuel taxes, estimated at 1.01% of revenues, it would still represent a comparatively inexpensive fee to administer,” the report said. On a state level, the ODOT estimated Oregon's capital costs of $33 million for the initial setup of data transfer and service station infrastructure in that state, but said costs could be greater depending on the level of technology used. It estimated annual operating costs of $1.6 million.
States have already successfully experimented with VMT

Frisman, Principal Analyst for CGA, 12 (Paul, January 17th, State of Connecticut General Assemply (CGA), OLR Research Report, “VEHICLE MILES TRAVELLED (VMT) TRANSPORTATION FUNDING”, http://www.cga.ct.gov/2012/rpt/2012-R-0029.htm, 7/2/12, AH)
Several states, most notably Oregon, have experimented or are experimenting with a VMT system. The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), which conducted a small-scale pilot program, found that a VMT system is workable, can be successfully integrated with the fuel tax, and can be paid at the pump, as now occurs with the fuel tax. The federal Department of Transportation is funding a University of Iowa VMT study involving drivers in a number of states.
VMT – CP => Aff 
State action will spill over to the national level— more efficient than national implementation and solves disads to the CP 

NCHRP 10 (National Cooperative Highway Research Program, October, “System Trials to Demonstrate Mileage-Based Road Use Charges”, http://www.transportation-finance.org/pdf/featured_documents/nchrp%20w161%20-%202010-12-08.pdf, 7/2/12, AH)
Under the state framework, it is possible that just a few states might initially choose to implement fees, and others might subsequently follow. In other words, public acceptance would only be needed in a small number of states to initiate the transition. In the federal framework, however, it would be necessary to gain the support of elected officials from a majority of states in order to pass the legislation to establish a national system. This would likely prove more difficult to achieve, thus increasing the risk that trials would not lead to actual implementation.
**Lopez**

2NC – Solvency Precedent 

States solve domestic matters better

Patterson 6 (Thomas E., Bradlee Professor of Government, “We the People”, McGraw-Hill, http://highered.mcgraw-hill.com/sites/dl/free/0072481218/15807/pat81218_72dpi_ch03.pdf, page 91) LL
Although it is uncertain how far devolution will be extended, American federalism has clearly entered a new stage, where answers to the nation’s do- mestic problems will be sought less in Washington than in the states and locali- ties. Devolution has resulted in a modification of fiscal and cooperative federalism rather than their demise. The federal government will continue to be part of the answer to problems in policy areas once reserved almost exclusively to the states. Because of the complexity of modern policy issues and because of the interdependency of American society, the states will never regain the level of autonomy that they ex- ercised in the early twentieth century. Through devo- lution, however, they have acquired a greater degree of discretionary authority in some policy areas.
Devolution is feasible – implemented by Bush and proved successful

Long, Executive Editor of Illinois Issues magazine, 03
(Peggy Boyer, Illinois Issues magazine, October 2003, “More power to the states. But do governors and lawmakers really want it?”, http://illinoisissues-archive.uis.edu/editor/devolve.html, 7/5/12, ML)
Governors may have reason to remember the old adage on being careful about wishes. The move to shift responsibility for social welfare programs from the federal government to the states has definitely picked up steam under President George W. Bush. Proponents of devolution, so called, promote it as a way to give the states flexibility to reinvent social policy, to tailor it to local needs. And that’s something state officials have devoutly wished for. But the reality of this growing trend, coming as it does in the midst of a deep economic downturn, will require the nation’s governors and state legislators to be especially creative and resourceful, just as many find themselves staring into the worst budget hole in a generation. The shift shouldn’t come as a surprise. Some of those state officials who have been most outspoken about giving states room to innovate — former Wisconsin Gov. Tommy Thompson comes to mind — now work in the Bush Administration. And Bush, himself a former governor of Texas, made it clear at the outset of his tenure in the White House that he wants to give states more leeway in devising and executing the programs that affect them. In Robert Pear’s analysis, written as President Bush was settling into that office, the New York Times reporter predicted Bush would grant flexibility in social, regulatory and public works programs. “Across the spectrum of domestic policy issues,” Pear wrote, “from health and welfare to education, transportation and environmental protection, the new administration promises to shift power from the federal government to the states, and state officials of both parties said they expected the promises to be kept.” Indeed they have. Over the past year, the Bush Administration has rolled out a lengthening list of programmatic responsibilities it wants to devolve to the states. We have written about some of those programs in recent issues of this magazine, among them health care and housing subsidies for the poor. State Sen. Steven Rauschenberger calls this trend healthy. He’s an Elgin Republican and the GOP point man on budget matters in his chamber. “States,” he says, “are being treated with more respect under the Bush Administration than they have been.” Rauschenberger would be called a strict constructionist when it comes to the 10th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. “The feds should stick to national defense, foreign policy and banking,” he says. “The feds are a poor arbiter of social needs.” As for the timing of this shift, he says there’s always risk in a cyclical economy. “The states have been dealing with that for 50 years.” If Congress and the president give the states authority and spending flexibility in social programs, Rauschenberger says, there will be successes. His only concern is that the federal government won’t stick with the program. If national leaders see successes in the states, he worries, they may want to reregulate.
Domestic Violence Clause proves federal government undermines state duty

Bybee 97 (Jay S., Staff- University of Nevada, Las Vegas, “"Insuring Domestic Tranquility: Lopez, Federalization of Crime, and the Forgotten Role of the Domestic Violence Clause", Scholarly Works,
http://scholars.law.unlv.edu/facpub/369, page 81) LL
Second, and most important, this analysis suggests that the Domestic Vi- olence Clause provides a presumption against federal preemption, co-option, and even duplication of state efforts to control domestic violence. This sec- ondary meaning of the Clause suggests that if the United States undertakes to address domestic violence on the basis of its own independent authority, it must demonstrate clear constitutional support for its actions. The Domestic Violence Clause does not deprive the federal government of criminal juris- diction that properly belongs to it, nor does it suggest that the division of criminal jurisdiction between federal and state governments is unique and exclusive. Rather, it emphasizes the different spheres in which the federal government and the state governments operate and the fact that encroach- ment by the federal government into domestic violence undermines the states in their first duty: protection of their citizens.
Domestic Clause demands respect for states

Bybee 97 (Jay S., Staff- University of Nevada, Las Vegas, “"Insuring Domestic Tranquility: Lopez, Federalization of Crime, and the Forgotten Role of the Domestic Violence Clause", Scholarly Works,
http://scholars.law.unlv.edu/facpub/369, page 83) LL
The Domestic Violence Clause demands that one respect the notion of a dual criminal system. It is a powerful reminder of the primacy of the states as the caretakers of the public peace and the lesser role of the United States as the insurer of that peace when the state admits that the matter is beyond its resources. Although the Court in Lopez took a step towards refocusing our attention on federalism, the courts should either confess the end of the enumerated powers doctrine and finish the charade or put some teeth back into the doctrine. The Domestic Violence Clause provides one means for ensuring that the states provide for domestic tranquility, without interfering with the United States' duty to insure it.
2NC – Politics Shield 

Public perception of economy encourages devolution

Meyner 98  (Robert B. and Helen S., Professor of Government and Public Service-Lafayette College, “The Devolution Tortoise and the Centralization Hare”, New England Economic Review, http://geography.tamu.edu/class/bednarz/neer398c.pdf, page 19) LL 
Certain historical imperatives, especially the perceived fiscal crisis of the federal government, have added force to rationales for shifting power toward the states. This was the reality facing President Clinton when he declared the end of the era of “big government.” Regardless of one’s views about federal budget deficits and the size of the federal government, the weight of public opinion perceives these to be serious problems, even though the public does not endorse draconian remedies. The federal government lacks the fiscal resources, and perhaps the political will as well, to sustain, let alone augment, the kinds of expansive and state-intrusive policies associated with the New Deal of the 1930s and the Great Society of the 1960s. By a combination of default, deaccession, and disinvestment, therefore, certain powers and responsibilities must necessarily flow into the states, and the Congress will likely dump certain fiscally onerous and politically volatile func- tions onto states and localities.
2NC – AT: Rollback
Lopez-grounded devolution prevents federal rollback
Miller 98 – lawyer (Mark, Cleveland State L. Rev.)
The history of the Tenth Amendment is an appropriate starting point in the development of substantive federalism. For a long period of time, the Tenth Amendment operated as nothing more than a plain statement of the obvious that afforded little protection to the states. 249 In the aftermath of Garcia, state sovereignty was left to the political processes. 250 Tenth Amendment power was reborn in New York v. United States when the Court held that Congress could not commandeer the states' legislative function. 251 This protection is decreed no matter how strong the federal interest in the legislation may be. 252 Protections over state sovereignty were expanded again in the 1996 Term when the Court invalidated certain portions of the Brady Act. 253 According to Printz, Congress cannot force the states' executive branches to enact federal regulatory programs regardless of the federal interest involved. 254 Whenever the structural framework of dual sovereignty is compromised, the Tenth Amendment steps in to prevent a usurpation of federalism. 255 Printz and New York held that Congress was incapable of commanding the states to take a course of action that it could not undertake directly. 256 But what happens if Congress breaches the Tenth Amendment through an Article I power like the Spending Clause? Do the Court's enunciated protections extend to Article I? These are the questions that the theory of substantive federalism answers. The restraint on Article I began, to large extent, in Garcia when Justice O'Connor predicted that the Commerce power would be affirmatively limited  [*191]  by state autonomy. 257 The door was further opened in New York when the plenary nature of the Commerce Clause was labeled as "subversive" to the interests of state sovereignty. 258 United States v. Lopez put the first nail in the coffin when it struck down an exercise of the Commerce power as going so far as to approach a "police power of the sort retained by the States." 259 The Commerce Clause, in other words, authorizes control over interstate commerce, but does not authorize regulation of the states. 260 Seminole Tribe, however, lends the greatest support to the substantive federalism theory. The Eleventh Amendment -- a core guardian of state sovereign interests 261 -- withstands any attempt by Congress to pierce the shield of federalism with Article I. 262
**Answers to Answers**

AT: 50 States
Ground: The States counterplan is core negative ground under a domestic resolution because there is an intrinsic debate to be had over the federal government or the states doing the plan.
Education: Learning about different domestic actors and implementations of policy options is key to in-depth education on the topic.
Search for the best policy option: The judge should vote for the most competitive policy option- key to testing all parts of the plan. 
Reciprocity: They get the USFG and all its actors- we should get the states- key to fairness.
Predictability: It’s a domestic topic- they should be ready to debate the States counterplan. 
Literature checks: There are plenty of authors that compare the states to the federal government- our solvency advocate checks abuse. 
Err negative: the transportation bill has muddled uniqueness for disadvantages- the counterplan is key to neg flexibility and offense. 
Potential abuse is not a voting issue: It’s arbitrary. Make them prove in-round abuse. 
At worst reject the argument, not the team. 
AT: 50 States - Cards

Paying attention to the different forms of federalism opens up possibilities for legislative innovation

Resknik 1  (Judith, Arthur Liman Professor of Law-Yale, “Categorical Federalism: Jurisdiction, Gender, and the Globe”, Yale Law Journal, http://yalelawjournal.org/the-yale-law-journal/essay/categorical-federalism:-jurisdiction,-gender,-and-the-globe/ )LL
Thus, and second, we ought to pay more attention to the legal and political import of the many forms of federalism extant within this country. One important example is the interstate compact, which permits lawful means for joint ventures between contracting states. A classical use of compacts has been to resolve border disputes. But dozens of compacts now do more, ranging from sharing natural resources to managing transportation systems to administering economic programs. The use of compacts increased during the twentieth century, and a greater number and more varieties (including interstate agreements that do not result in formal legal compacts) are likely in the coming years.  Attention to such agreements opens up possibilities for legislative innovation. For example, why assume that a new cause of action for VAWA victims could only exist in a state or a federal court? State court systems might coordinate their responses to victims of gender-based violence, as they already coordinate the movement and transfer of prisoners, and as they have begun to do in response to certain kinds of multistate actions such as mass torts and consumer products litigation. Further, in an array of such aggregate litigations (including a school desegregation case in Baltimore, asbestos claims in New York, and environmental injuries in Alaska), state and federal judges have crossed jurisdictional lines to respond to shared problems. A comparable joint venture, drawing on state courts' claimed advantages from working directly with families in disarray and on federal courts' association with equality law, could be forged to address violence against women. 
Federal Discussion key to Political analysis and Bureaucratic Reform  

Radin, Professor of Federalism @ American University, 7
(Beryl A., Federalism Professor @ American University, 2-11, “Federalism in Global Content,”http://www1.spa.american.edu/listings.php?ID=122, vol.67,accessed 7-7-12)JC
<The role of bureaucracy. I find it interesting that the case studies totally avoid discussion of the role of bureaucracy in federal systems. It is particularly strange to me that the chapter on India does not include any discussion of the Indian Administrative Service-a system that is actually mentioned in the Indian constitution and conceived as a mechanism for linking centralized concerns to the realities of very different states. The bureaucracy is one of a number of institutions and processes that have been devised to deal with conflict between centralized and decentralized approaches, and I think it is important to include in an analysis of federalism. The focus on policy issues. As we have learned in the United States, federalism strategies and approaches vary depending on the specific program or policy that is under consideration. Yet most federalism scholars tend to focus on the formal legal structures (such as constitutions) that lead people to believe there are clear patterns within a political system. Some countries, such as India, have established concurrent powers between centralized and decentralized units within their constitution. This leads to a highly variegated system. A recent book titled Federalism and the Welfare State (Obinger, Liebfried, and Castles 2005) analyzes six federal systems to see how they define the "welfare state." Their findings challenge the idea that federalism always inhibits social policy development and show how difficult it is to establish a clear definition of federalism and how systems deal with constant change. This is an approach that is very promising for future analyses. >
AT: Permutation
Crises paralyze the federal government – states are more efficient without interference

Elazar, professor of political science at Temple University, 90 (Daniel J., May 1990, “Opening the Third Century of American Federalism: Issues and Prospects,” Annals of the American Academy of Politics and Social Science, Volume: 509, p. 11, EBB)
Nevertheless, within this deteriorating constitutional and political framework, the states have become stronger and more vigorous than ever. They have reasserted themselves as polities and have become the principal source of governmental innovation in the United States as well as the principal custodians of most domestic programs. In this extraordinary turnaround, they have been helped by the catastrophes that have befallen previous presidents and by the positive efforts of the Reagan administration to have the federal government turn over certain functions to the states, free certain revenue sources to ac- company them, and reduce federal regulatory interventions in state affairs and the processes of state governance.7 Fifteen years ago, the crisis of the Nixon administration-Watergate, the Arab oil embargo, the national truckers' strike, and the collapse of South Vietnam- paralyzed the federal government. The states, partic- ularly the governors, acted to fill the vacuum in the true spirit of federalism, and in a manner that demonstrated the virtues of federalism as providing useful redundancy and fail-safe mechanisms, so that when one part of the political system cannot function, other parts can take over. The states organized the distribution of limited oil and gas resources, governors settled the truckers' strike, and state and local agencies came to the fore in resettling Southeast Asian refugees. State officials discovered that they had powers of their own derived from the very existence of their states as states and did not need to wait for federal initiatives or permission, in other words, that the states are indeed polities. Moreover, they enjoyed exercising those powers and did so well. 
Empirics prove cooperative federalism doesn’t work– federal cooption and expenses will increase 
Ressetar, Senior Staff member of APA, 2003 (Robert, “The Yucca Mountain Nuclear Waste Repository from a Federalism Perspective,” Journal of Land, Resources, & Environmental Law, 23 J. Land Resources & Envtl. L. 219, Lexis, JS)
To enforce the national environmental standards, most federal legislation employs what has been referred to as "cooperative federalism," in which the federal and state governments share regulatory responsibility.n21 Cooperative federalism works through a combination of financial and regulatory incentives by which the federal government encourages the states to assume regulatory responsibility for federal standards, thereby allowing a degree of local control and consideration of local situations, made more palatable to the states by means of cash subsidies. An additional incentive for state participation is the threat that the federal government will assume regulatory and enforcement authority if the state fails to fulfill its regulatory burdens. However, this implies that the states have the option of withdrawing their participation and abandoning the field to the federal government. n22  Critics claim that "cooperative federalism has proved better in theory than in practice" as either the regulated or benefited parties gain control of the federal program, or, in attempting to avoid capture, the programs become unduly expensive.n23 However, the federal government has an alternative to cooperative federalism in establishing national environmental standards. Although rarely used in the environmental arena, the federal government may use its  [*222]  preemptive powers under the Commerce Clause to directly regulate the use of environmentally sensitive articles of interstate commerce,n24 as it has done in the Toxic Substances Control Act. n25 Preemption as a means of environmental protection has generally been restricted to regulation of products that are nationally distributed, and the courts have preferred not to infer preemption in cases on federal pollution control laws absent a clear congressional intent to preempt. n26
The perm kills federalism by creating normalization- the one-size-fits-all standard of the aff guts solvency and innovation
Allan, University of Queensland School of Law, 2008 (James, September 12th,  staff writer, “Cooperative federalism a load of hot air,” The Australian, Lexis, JS) 
Take a few of the arguments in favour of federalism. First off there's this point, and it's amazing how often it is overlooked: that uniformity and standardisation are only good things if you assume that the uniform or one-size-fits-all rule that's chosen is the best one on offer.  So, if we're talking about what curriculum to follow in educating our kids or how to run a medical system, uniformity is bad if the one-size-fits-all rule that ends up being chosen is less than great.  Here's where one's attitude to government comes into play. If you think government gets it right almost always, then federalism really is a dumb idea. On that assumption you really are just talking about duplication. But why assume that? If you think that government, any government, is lucky to get things right even half the time, then difference becomes a mighty good thing.  On that second assumption we certainly don't want one curriculum across the country. We want six or more curricula. Some will be awful. Some will be not so bad. And the best bits from here and there can be copied.  This defence of federalism starts from the very plausible premise that one-size-fits-all rules are overwhelmingly sub-optimal ones.  And as someone who works in the Australian university sector, where the obsession with the one-size-fits-all rule surpasses even that of the former East Germany, I can tell you that there is very little reason to believe any bureaucracy or government will generally choose the best set of rules.  More to the point, if federalism really is so inefficient, why is it that the United States and Switzerland are among the wealthiest places in the world?  These are countries where federalism is taken far more seriously than here, and where there are lots and lots and lots of different sets of rules.  Don't forget that on the face of things capitalism also looks a lot less efficient than central planning. In capitalism, companies regularly go under; lots of businesses are making the same product but doing so differently; one-size-fits-all is wholly shunned. Command economies with central planning from the top, by contrast, have a superficial veneer of efficiency, when in fact they're a disaster.  Another argument for federalism also revels in differences. This is the argument that different rules in different parts of a country can satisfy more citizens' preferences. Take something contentious, like legalising euthanasia or prostitution. And imagine that either way you go on these about half the population will disagree and be unhappy.  But if you leave it to the states to decide, so that Queensland can do what it wants and NSW what it wants, you may find that 60-70 per cent of citizens now live under rules they think appropriate.  A third argument points to the implications in terms of checks and balances and citizens' freedoms that can come with a federal arrangement, rather than with the unitary (or one-size-fits-all) state.  Here's the thing. Federalism really only makes sense if it involves differences across the country. At heart, federalism is about competition and difference. Of course, I well know that bureaucrats and planners and lots of big businessmen and not a small number of judges dislike this idea of a diversity of arrangements and different regulatory regimes. Life can be far more difficult for them under federalist arrangements. And if that were the ultimate test of what we should do, that might be determinative. But of course it's not.  When this Government talks about co-operative federalism, that talk is almost incoherent. Federalism at its heart is simply not a co-operative endeavour. It's a competitive one. Different jurisdictions try different things and, with luck, one or two of them occasionally get things right. And other places eventually, not soon but eventually, copy them.  Co-operation really just means standardisation, at which point you've thrown out the baby with the bath water.
Federal Pre-emption crowds out state regulation

Ruth 10 (Corporate Law Scholar and Professor of Law, 10

(Mason, “Federalism and the Taxing Power,” California Law Review, 
http://www.californialawreview.org/assets/pdfs/99-4/02_Mason.pdf, Vol. 99;975, pg. 994, accessed 7-9)
But in some cases, states accepting conditional funds oblige themselves to carry out federal policies that they otherwise would not pursue. Since states have limited legislative and other resources, such conditional grants crowd out state and local policy priorities. Although this Article so far has argued that federal tax incentives may work similarly to crowd out state regulation, certain federal tax incentives bolster both specific state policies and state autonomy more generally. For example, by denying federal deductions for fines and penalties assessed by state governments, federal tax law makes violating state law more expensive. Similarly, by denying deductions for the costs of drug trafficking that violates state law, the federal government increases the deterrent effect of state criminal law. Such federal tax penalties are not efficiently calibrated to maximize deterrence because they link the tax penalty to the taxpayer’s marginal rate, rather than his or her propensity for committing the infraction.223 However, by increasing the penalty for state law violations, they support, rather than undermine, state policy.
Three forms of coercion and cajolery are employed by the federal government to induce state reliance and cooperation on federal controls. In the first, states and localities are made eligible for grants in exchange for their agreement and achievement of federal objectives. In the second, states and localities are ordered to implement federal programs and are given grants to fund those programs. In the third, states and localities are ordered to implement federal programs but are given no funds, or are given woefully inadequate funds, to cover the cost of the programs.
Federal involvement causes delays

Gramlich 94 (Edward M. Gramlich, Professor of Economics at the University of Michigan, “Infrastructure Investment: A Review Essay”, Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 32, No. 3 (Sep., 1994), pp. 1176-1196, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2728606)
The problems with overly generous inframarginal matching could be even worse than they seem. Suppose state or local officials know that there is too little of some type of public infrastructure na- tionally, and they think that Congress will rise to the bait and pass a new grant program. Rather than simply building the facility in short supply, the generous federal matching gives these officials a powerful incentive to wait and see if they can get a federal grant, rather than just going ahead with their own project. Exactly this seems to have happened, first with a countercyclical public works grant program passed in the late 1970s (Gram- lich 1978) and later with pollution-control grants (James Jondrow and Robert Levy 1984).
AT: Cali DA – Alt Causes  

Spending is not problem for CA—the tax code is 

LA Times 12 (Los Angeles Times, 6-11-2012, "Budget culprit is California tax code,
ratings agency says," http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/california-politics/2012/06/
california-budget-taxes.html, 7/11/12, AH)
While Gov. Jerry Brown and top Democratic lawmakers haggle over spending cuts this week, Standard & Poor's said Monday that they're missing the core problem leading to California's budget crisis. The root of the budget morass, the ratings agency said, is the state's tax code. Tax revenue has grown more slowly and become increasingly unreliable, thanks in part to the state's heavy reliance on taxing the wealthy. Standard & Poor's estimated that income taxes on the richest 1% gave the state 11% of its general fund revenues in 2010, up from 2.7% in 1979. Brown's tax proposal, which he hopes voters approve in November, could make revenue even more unreliable because it would raise the tax rate on wealthy residents, the report said. Still, the ratings agency described it as an "emergency measure of sorts" that may be needed to balance the budget. Standard & Poor's concerns about the state's tax code echoes those voiced by the legislative analyst's office, which provides nonpartisan budget advice to lawmakers. In its report, the ratings agency painted a bleak picture of a state struggling to reboot its economy after the recession and wrestling with budget problems unique in their size and complexity. Standard & Poor's also downplayed a central line of criticism from Republicans, saying overspending is not driving the state's problems. "We don't see the state's existing spending level as the key source of its budget distress," the report said. "In fact, the state is currently spending less as a share of its economy than it has at any point in the past 39 years." Looming in the background is California's overburdened pension system. Although the problem contributes "little if anything to its current budget predicament," the report said, it could eventually drag down the state's credit rating.
AT: Cali DA – Not Key to Econ 

California is not key to the global economy 

Shatz 3 (Howard, Public Policy Institute of California, June, "How Globalized Is California’s Economy?," Research Brief, Issue 72, http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/rb/RB_603HSRB.pdf, 7/11/12, AH)
The state’s inward foreign direct investment—the level at which foreign firms invest in California—is also low relative to the size of the state’s economy, and the industrial mix of that investment differs from that of the rest of the United States. For example, California has a much lower share of foreign-affiliate manufacturing employment than does the rest of the United States but a higher share of employment in wholesale trade, information industries, and professional, scientific, and technical services. 
California is not uniquely key to the global economy  

Shatz 3 (Howard, Public Policy Institute of California, June, "How Globalized Is California’s Economy?," Research Brief, Issue 72, http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/rb/RB_603HSRB.pdf, 7/11/12, AH)
The report’s final measure of economic globalization is port activity. Although California’s two busiest ports are the seaports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, its two biggest export gateways in terms of value are the San Francisco and Los Angeles International Airports. A very high proportion of trade flows by air through California gateways (Figure 2). In addition, a much higher proportion of Asia trade flows through California ports than through ports in the rest of the United States. Shatz concludes that, in many respects, California’s economy is not dramatically more global than the rest of the nation’s. He notes, however, that California firms tend to be more active in those aspects of economic globalization that are growing fastest. 
AT: Cali DA – Econ Low Now

California’s economy is already tanking

Mathews 5/15 (Joe, Irvine senior fellow at the New America Foundation, The Daily Beast, "Why Jerry Brown’s Bid to Fix California’s Budget Isn’t Working”, May 15, http://www.thedailybeast.com/ articles/2012/05/15/why-jerry-brown-s-bid-to-fix-california-s-budget-isn-t-working.html, 7/11/12, AH)
Asking a state of emotive actors, imaginative technologists and international trade hucksters for stoicism is, to be kind about it, a nonstarter of a strategy. But Brown, nearly a year and a half into his return engagement as governor, doesn’t seem to have any other strategies. In returning to the governorship 28 years after he left it, Brown pledged that his combination of experience, savvy and smarts would permit him to get control of California’s perpetually unbalanced finances. But the 74-year-old governor, for all his wiles, has been no match for California’s broken budget machine. There are many states where a governor can respond to a budget deficit—say $5 billion—with $5 billion in cuts and new revenues to fill the hole. But that straightforward approach isn’t possible in California. The budget system here is a moving target—a big mess of formulas that come from the constitution, ballot initiatives, legislation, and court decisions. Together, the formulas have congealed into an algorithm so complex that the engineers at Google would have trouble understanding it. The spending and revenues produced by this algorithm are very hard to predict. But the general tendencies of this budget monster resemble those of a ratchet. The algorithm is forever ratcheting up spending and ratcheting down revenues. It’s likely that, even as you read this, the California budget deficit is getting worse.
California’s economy is at a low point 

Mathews 5/15 (Joe, Irvine senior fellow at the New America Foundation, The Daily Beast, "Why Jerry Brown’s Bid to Fix California’s Budget Isn’t Working”, May 15, http://www.thedailybeast.com/ articles/2012/05/15/why-jerry-brown-s-bid-to-fix-california-s-budget-isn-t-working.html, 7/11/12, AH)
This budget ratchet is the No. 1 reason why California is thought to be ungovernable. Among insiders, the debate over what to do about it divides between leading technocrats who believe they are smart enough to devise ways around the sea of formulas, and critics who say that the algorithm itself must be deprogrammed up, and replaced with something simpler. Brown has sided with the technocrats, with a vengeance. In a fit of hubris striking for a man who prides himself on modesty, he has argued that he could tame the algorithm through determination and smarts. And he has used budget numbers to argue that he is making progress in reducing the size of the gap between revenues and expenses. That was working until this spring tax season, when the algorithm struck back with all its unpredictability. Brown’s $9 billion projected budget shortfall—which he had billed as a sign of progress—became a $16 billion shortfall, almost overnight. Last year’s budget, which Brown had touted as a triumph of balance, was shown to be billions of dollars out of whack. Forced to adjust, Brown issued a revised budget proposal this week that made cuts his fellow Democrats will oppose and used tactics, including one-time money for budget purposes, that he had previously criticized. (Most notably, Brown’s proposal swipes $410 million from a recent legal settlement with banks over foreclosure practices, money that was supposed to go to help homeowners).
AT: Cali DA – Link Turn 

Infrastructure spending in CA stimulates job growth and avoids negative impacts

Semler 5 (Michael, CSU Research Fellow @ Sacramento State University, "Financing
California’s Infrastructure," December, http://www.csus.edu/calst/government_affairs/reports/
financing_california.pdf, 7/11/12, AH)
As entrepreneurs, investors, and residents observe, prudent investment in California’s infrastructure impacts everyone. Whenever governments, like private firms, make capital investments, jobs are created and opportunities exist for further economic growth and productivity. The magnitude and type of employment opportunities created vary depending on the nature of the capital project. As in the private sector, some investments produce goods that generate substantially more employment and economic growth (as measured by increases in gross domestic product). Obviously, large public-sector construction and renovation projects have a direct impact on employment in the construction industry and in secondary or dependent industries. These activities also stimulate the creation of additional jobs (induced employment) in other industries, e.g. retail merchants, financial services, and tourism. These activities help make everyone wealthier. In addition, investment in upgrading or renewing existing public facilities avoids negative economic effects that can result from a deteriorating infrastructure. Absent investment in adequate communication, water, and educational resources, for example, private sector employment opportunities cannot exist.
The Alameda Corridor proves that infrastructure spending in CA generates revenue 

Semler 5 (Michael, CSU Research Fellow @ Sacramento State University, "Financing
California’s Infrastructure," December, http://www.csus.edu/calst/government_affairs/reports/
financing_california.pdf, 7/11/12, AH)
Even though a traditional economic model views a dollar spent on government activities as being unavailable for and bidding up the cost of private sector investment, there is substantial evidence that private sector growth and an equitable distribution of resources require continuing government infrastructure investments. One recent Los Angeles area project, the Alameda Corridor, illustrates clearly every aspect of the relationship. This is a somewhat controversial $2.4 billion construction project designed to expedite the movement via trains of containers from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach 20 miles to train yards in central Los Angeles. The rail line, which opened in 2002, was financed primarily through the issuance of revenue bonds secured by user fees levied on containers passing through the two ports. The two ports are the most active in the United States in terms of dollar value and together are the world’s third most active; Los Angeles’ port alone serviced more than $104 billion worth of goods in 2001.
Infrastructure spending boosts the economy 

Semler 5 (Michael, CSU Research Fellow @ Sacramento State University, "Financing
California’s Infrastructure," December, http://www.csus.edu/calst/government_affairs/reports/
financing_california.pdf, 7/11/12, AH)
There is considerable evidence that infrastructure construction projects generate direct 
and indirect employment opportunities. Albeit the magnitude of change is difficult to measure, 
it appears that $1 of public infrastructure investment increases personal income or employment 
between 10 and 20%. Depending on the type of infrastructure project, a $1 billion investment  
increases direct and indirect employment by approximately 15,000 individuals. 
Investment in transportation infrastructure will stimulate the economy 

Semler 5 (Michael, CSU Research Fellow @ Sacramento State University, "Financing
California’s Infrastructure," December, http://www.csus.edu/calst/government_affairs/reports/
financing_california.pdf, 7/11/12, AH)
If one of governments’ primary responsibilities is to assure an efficient and equitable economy by developing needed infrastructure, a central question is how such projects should be financed. Should those who enjoy the benefits pay for most of the costs? Who benefits and to what degree? General obligation bonds are designed to finance projects over time and have everyone in the community contribute to the cost. When infrastructure improvements benefit everyone, it is a reasonable expectation that all contribute financially. Not only do benefits accrue to those who have used and may use the facilities and services, but their development and construction provide new employment benefits, enhance economic productivity, and can stimulate equitable growth.
Federalism DA

UQ – High Now

Federalism high now – Supreme Court decision proves more power is shifting to the states

Greenhouse, the Knight Distinguished Journalist in Residence and Joseph M. Goldstein Senior Fellow at Yale Law School 2
(Linda,  a Pulitzer Prize winning reporter who covered the United States Supreme Court for nearly three decades for The New York Times, New York Times, “JUSTICES EXPAND STATES' IMMUNITY IN FEDERALISM CASE” 5/29/2002 http://www.nytimes.com/2002/05/29/us/justices-expand-states-immunity-in-federalism-case.html?pagewanted=all&src=pm Accessed: 67/2/12 MLF)
The Supreme Court, its justices as bitterly divided as ever over where to draw the line between federal and state authority, today expanded the concept of state sovereignty to shield states from having to answer private complaints before federal agencies. The 5-to-4 decision came in the term's most important federalism case, a dispute between the Federal Maritime Commission, which enforces the federal Shipping Act, and the state-owned Port of Charleston, S.C. A cruise line went to the commission to complain that the port had wrongfully denied a berth to one of its ships. In ruling that the port was constitutionally immune from having to defend itself before the commission, the court significantly enlarged the scope of the 11th Amendment, which grants immunity to states from private lawsuits. The Supreme Court had never before applied the 11th Amendment, which limits ''the judicial power of the United States,'' beyond the courtroom to immunize states from the actions of executive branch agencies. As have other federalism rulings during the last seven years, this decision revealed a deep disagreement among the justices about the nature and source of governmental authority in the United States.
Health care decision proves power is shifting to the states now

Davenport, Senior Fellow @ Hoover Institution, 12 (David, Forbes, “Federalism's Silver Lining in the Healthcare Decision”, June 29th, http://www.forbes.com/sites/daviddavenport/2012/06/29/federalisms-silver-lining-in-the-healthcare-decision/, 7/7/12, AH)
Today, the Court said the limit on the federal spending power had been improperly crossed by Congress in the healthcare reform bill. Rather than the “relatively mild inducement” the Court found when five percent of South Dakota’s highway funds were at risk, today’s Court said that losing all of a state’s Medicaid funding was more like “a gun to the head.” The Court noted that Medicaid spending accounts for over 20% of the average state’s total budget, whereas 5% of South Dakota’s highway funding was less than one half of one percent of its total budget at the time. So we now know there is some limit beyond which the federal government may not go in withholding state funding to incentivize (bribe?) a state to do Washington’s bidding. I can hardly wait for some states to follow this holding right back into court to challenge the federal takeover of K-12 education. Over the last decade, beginning with President George W. Bush’s No Child Left Behind legislation to President Obama’s Race to the Top grants, the federal government has gone from the back seat to the driver’s seat in K-12 education policy. What was only a decade ago cited as the classic example of a state or local policy matter, K-12 education is now dominated by federal testing and accountability measures, and now the beginnings of a national curriculum. Although it falls somewhere between South Dakota’s share of federal highway money and the average state’s federal Medicaid money, the Court today opened the door for such a challenge. Beyond the money, it is the kind of pervasive and dominating scheme that should be examined. So this is not just a theoretical victory, but perhaps the setting of a practical stage for more state challenges to federal power.
Recent policies prove that power is shifting toward the states 

Metzger, Constitutional Law Scholar and Professor @ Columbia Law School, 12 (Gillian E., “Obama's Reforms Give States a Shot at Coming Out Winners”, March 26th, http://www.law.upenn.edu/blogs/regblog/2012/03/obamas-reforms-give-states-a-shot-at-coming-out-winners.html, 7/7/12, AH) 
Specifically, states have been given a pivotal role in implementing both of President Obama’s signature legislative accomplishments: the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (ACA) and the Dodd-Frank financial reform law. The provisions of the health care legislation that will have the greatest direct impact on the states are the expansion of Medicaid and the creation of state–based health exchanges. In both matters, the states stand to come out winners: The federal government’s responsibility to pay the vast majority of the costs of Medicaid expansion was a significant legislative victory for the states. So was the decision to grant the states primary authority to run the exchanges, and the states are being offered significant flexibility in how they do so. States also gained powers under the Dodd-Frank Act. For example, Dodd-Frank created the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB) and granted the states authority to enforce existing CFPB regulations as well as a special role in instigating CFPB rulemaking. Dodd-Frank also limited the occasions in which state regulation of national banks is preempted and protected state regulatory authority over insurance. And, in a novel move, Dodd-Frank provided that three state regulatory officials—a banking supervisor, an insurance commissioner, and a securities commissioner—would serve as nonvoting members of the new Financial Stability Oversight Council, the top federal financial regulatory entity charged with guarding against systemic risks of the kind that led to the recent financial crisis.
There has been a recent rollback in federal power 

Metzger, Constitutional Law Scholar and Professor @ Columbia Law School, 12 (Gillian E., “Obama's Reforms Give States a Shot at Coming Out Winners”, March 26th, http://www.law.upenn.edu/blogs/regblog/2012/03/obamas-reforms-give-states-a-shot-at-coming-out-winners.html, 7/7/12, AH) 
Although its challenge to Arizona’s immigration law has dominated the headlines, the Obama Administration has also pulled back on when federal law takes precedence over, or “preempts,” state law.  The ACA allows states to add regulatory requirements consistent with federal law, and Dodd-Frank expressly limits the preemptive powers of federal financial regulators. Shortly after entering office, President Obama issued a preemption memorandum directing federal agencies to preempt state law only after a careful determination that such an act was legal and legitimate.  A study commissioned by the Administrative Conference of the United States suggested that the memorandum helped curb some of the expansive preemption policies agencies had adopted during the George W. Bush Administration.
Federalism is expanding now

Dranias 12 (Nick, Director of the Joseph and Dorothy Donnelly Moller Center for Constitutional Government at the Goldwater Institute, Library of Law and Liberty, “We Should Accept the Supreme Court’s Invitation to Check and Balance Washington, D.C.”, March 24th , http://libertylawsite.org/2012/03/24/we-should-accept-the-supreme-courts-invitation-to-check-and-balance-washington-d-c/, 7/7/12, AH)
Rarely does a unanimous Supreme Court announce a sea change in the balance of power between the states and the federal government. But nearly a year ago, on June 16, 2011, the Court did just that. In Bond v. United States, the Court effectively extended an invitation to strategic lawmaking and litigation under the Tenth Amendment. Constitutionalists should accept the Court’s invitation. The unanimous opinion penned by Justice Anthony Kennedy could signal the beginning of the end of the federal government’s inexorable expansion into areas the Tenth Amendment reserves exclusively to state and local government, such as local criminal law, health care and firearms regulation. With unusual clarity, the Court ruled our system of dual sovereignty denies “any one government complete jurisdiction over all the concerns of public life.”[1] It underscored that the primary reason for dividing power between the states and the federal government is to protect individual liberty; observing, “Federalism is more than an exercise in setting the boundary between different institutions of government for their own integrity . . . Federalism secures the freedom of the individual.”[2] In view of these principles, the Court ruled that individual citizens can sue the federal government when it violates the Tenth Amendment. But the Court went even further than that—it declared that the states themselves may advance the goals of federalism through “positive law.” Bond expressly declared that our system of federalism empowers “[s]tates to respond, through the enactment of positive law, to the initiative of those who seek a voice in shaping the destiny of their own times without having to rely solely upon the political processes that control a remote central power.”[3] And all of this took place within the context of a case that challenged a federal law stemming from an international treaty on chemical weapons—a context in which federal power would otherwise seem to be at its zenith under modern case law.
The Bond decision shifted power to the states

Dranias 12 (Nick, Director of the Joseph and Dorothy Donnelly Moller Center for Constitutional Government at the Goldwater Institute, Library of Law and Liberty, “We Should Accept the Supreme Court’s Invitation to Check and Balance Washington, D.C.”, March 24th , http://libertylawsite.org/2012/03/24/we-should-accept-the-supreme-courts-invitation-to-check-and-balance-washington-d-c/, 7/7/12, AH)
Bond’s emphasis that federalism serves the purpose of protecting individual freedom and that states are empowered to enact “positive law” to advance the goals of federalism appears to recognize that the Tenth Amendment’s guarantee of state sovereignty was originally meant to work “in tandem” [10] with the Bill of Rights and the Ninth Amendment’s guarantee of reserved rights.[11] Because of Bond, the door is now open for strategic lawmaking and litigation premised on the theory that state law guarantees of individual freedom limit the reach of federal power so long as the state law (1) is within the scope of the traditionally reserved powers of the states, and (2) arises from the same conception of fundamental rights and ordered liberty that is guaranteed by the Bill of Rights. This Bond-based legal theory is not the same as the long-rejected contention that the state has parens patriae standing to enforce the rights of its citizenry against the federal government—i.e., that the state can stand in the shoes of its citizens and enforce their constitutional rights. Instead, the point is that “the promise of liberty” lies in the “tension between federal and state power.”[12] As James Madison underscored in Federalist No. 51, “[i]n the compound republic of America . . . [t]he different governments will control each other.” Accordingly, when states enact “positive law” to protect constitutional liberty, they are creating the tension states were meant to create as states to ensure a “constitutional equilibrium.”[13] Together with its precedential predecessors, Bond makes it possible for citizens to challenge federal overreach with the argument that the federal government cannot have the power to override state sovereignty when such sovereignty is exercised in service of the very purpose for which our system of dual sovereignty exists—the protection of individual freedom. As such, the Court’s decision in Bond did not come a moment too soon. As much as we want a strong and vigorous national government, the goal of restraining and moderating its power is more important than ever. Anyone—conservatives and liberals alike—can see that Washington has no idea how to keep its own house. And yet, Washington increasingly insists on telling the American people and the states how they should keep theirs. This concentration of power is not only unconstitutional, it is palpably unwise and dangerous. Citizens need to use every existing constitutional tool to refocus Washington on matters of truly national concern—like getting a handle on the runaway national debt. Otherwise, the federal government will eventually dictate our most important and intimate choices in life. Fortunately, Bond finally gives us the jurisprudence we need to check and balance Washington, D.C.
UQ – High Now – AT: Health Care

The health care decision actually helped federalism

Davenport, Contributor to Forbes Magazine, 6/29/12
(David, Forbes, “Federalism's Silver Lining in the Healthcare Decision,” 6/29/2012 http://www.forbes.com/sites/daviddavenport/2012/06/29/federalisms-silver-lining-in-the-healthcare-decision/ 7/7/12 MLF)
Perhaps only an academic could appreciate theoretical victories on the battlefield of a major defeat. But the 193-page U.S. Supreme Court opinion on the constitutionality of the healthcare reform bill does actually leave conservatives, and especially those concerned about states’ rights and federalism, some room for encouragement. The 193-page U.S. Supreme Court opinion on the constitutionality of the healthcare reform bill does actually leave conservatives, and especially those concerned about states’ rights and federalism, some room for encouragement. (Photo credit: Wikipedia) In fact, one could argue that conservatives won all the major constitutional battles in this case but, thanks to some deft footwork by Chief Justice Roberts, still managed to lose the war. The big constitutional questions in this case were whether there are any limits to the federal government’s power under the Commerce Clause and the conditional spending power and, to each of those questions, a strong majority of the Court said “yes,” and moreover, held that Congress’ actions in this case exceeded those limits. When this case was first brought, you couldn’t have found more than a handful of legal experts who thought there was a serious chance that the federal courts would rule the healthcare reform bill unconstitutional on commerce clause grounds, yet that is exactly what happened. People laughed initially at the argument that not buying health insurance constituted economic inactivity and the commerce clause only allowed the regulation of activity, and yet that argument prevailed. As Chief Justice Roberts wrote in his majority opinion: “[T]he distinction between doing something and doing nothing would not have been lost on the Framers, who were ‘practical statesmen,’ not metaphysical philosophers.” The Court’s conclusion in this regard is powerful and clear: “The Framers gave Congress the power to regulate commerce, not to compel it.”
UQ – High Speed Rail

Congress fails to meet needs for HSR, making State intervention necessary and inevitable 

Kincaid, 2012 (John, John Kincaid is the Robert B. and Helen S. Meyner Professor of Government and Public Service and Director of the Meyner Center for the Study of State and Local Government, Lafayette College, Easton, Pennsylvania.State-Federal Relations: Revolt Against Coercive Federalism?, pg. 46, http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/drupal/system/files/john_kincaid_2012.pdf) JS
Reauthorization of surface transportation is an- other partisan bone of contention; hence, Congress enacted only a short-term extension in March 2012. A key structural problem is the decline in motor fuel tax revenue, which has necessitated appropriations of general revenues for highways and mass transit. Congress spent $35 billion of general revenues bailing out the Highway Trust Fund in 2008, 2009 and 2010. This stalemate has led to a revival of calls for Congress to turn back transportation to the states. The governors of Florida, Ohio and Wisconsin rejected federal funds for high-speed rail, arguing that such rail service is not cost effective. In turn, Congress rejected Obama’s funding proposals for high-speed rail and a national infrastructure bank.
States pushing for High-Speed Rail projects-California proves

Krause, 2012 (Daniel, Daniel Krause is executive director of Californians For High-Speed Rail, Krause: High-speed Rail Will Bolster Economy, Budget. http://www.vcstar.com/news/2012/jun/30/krause-high-speed-rail-will-bolster-economy/) JS
As California faces yet another large budget deficit, and potentially more devastating cuts, there have been numerous calls that the high-speed rail project should be shelved. Opponents are claiming that Californians must choose between funding schools and high-speed rail. Not only is this a false choice, it would also be a tragic mistake economically for California in the short and long term. It is time to set the record straight. The high-speed rail project will provide a dramatic boost to California's economy — and its budget outlook — at just the right time. California is in the middle of an economic crisis and the jobs situation is atrocious, damaging the lives of untold numbers of people. This lack of jobs is sucking the life out of our state budget because tax revenues have plummeted while the unemployed draw on public services. The jobs high-speed rail will create, along with the sale of construction materials to build the project, will dramatically increase tax revenues flowing into the state budget. But what of the debt servicing cost to our state budget? Again, one word: jobs. The early investments in high-speed rail, both in the Central Valley and at the urban bookends, will pump more than $8 billion into California's economy, creating thousands of direct and indirect jobs. Over the next few years, at a time when we must kick our economy back into gear, the increased tax revenues generated from these jobs will more than offset debt servicing costs. Additionally, the state plans to direct underutilized truck weight fees, which statutorily must be used for transportation projects, to pay the interest on HSR bonds. These small but extremely important details debunk the high-speed rail versus school kids myth. In the long term, high-speed rail will help usher a much more efficient transportation system, which is a key component to sustained economic prosperity. Continued gridlock, coupled with volatile oil prices, hurts California businesses in the worst way. High-speed rail will ensure that workers and consumers can move efficiently, without being subject to unstable transportation costs — a true boon for business. And when our business community is functioning efficiently and prospering, our state budget and our schools benefit. Extreme austerity in Europe is proving to be a flawed strategy, plunging much of the continent back into deep recession. Cutting investments to critical infrastructure projects such as high-speed rail, here at home, will only make our budget problems worse. We need to shake ourselves out of the downward economic spiral of divestment and cutting by boldly moving forward with a project that will inject billions directly into our economy. The fact that we are even considering rejecting these funds, which will put thousands of people back to work starting next year, is hard to believe. It doesn't make short-term sense, and it doesn't make long-term sense. In 2008, the voters of California endorsed a high-speed rail vision that would have a direct effect on relieving some our state's most challenging transportation and quality of life problems. That vision remains, and contrary to what many are saying, the economic case for high-speed rail is actually more important than ever. Let's start to realize that vision.
Link – Generic
Transportation is the key issue in maintaining state power 

Horowitz 12 (Daniel, Staff, Red State, “Devolve Transportation Spending to States”, January 19th, http://www.redstate.com/dhorowitz3/2012/01/19/devolve-transportation-spending-to-states/, 7/7/12, AH)
The most prudent legislation that would transition responsibility for transportation spending back to the states is Rep. Scott Garrett’s STATE Act (HR 1737). Under this legislation, all states would have the option to opt out of the federal transportation system and keep 16.4 cents of their federal gasoline tax contribution. States would have the ability to use that money to raise their state gasoline tax and direct those funds more efficiently for their own needs. States would be free to use the funds for vital needs, instead of incessant repaving projects that are engendered by short-term federal stimulus grants, and which cause unnecessary traffic juggernauts. States could then experiment with new innovations and free-market solutions that open up infrastructure projects to the private sector. The Tenth Amendment is not just a flag-waving principle; it works in the real world. It takes a lot of impudence on the part of the President to blame Republicans for crumbling infrastructure. It is his support for a failed central government system that is stifling the requisite innovations that are needed to deal with state and local problems. There is no issue that is more appropriate for state solutions than transportation spending. Every Republican member should co-sponsor the STATE ACT so we can put an end to three decades of flushing transportation down the toilet. Also, with the news that Rick Perry will head up Newt Gingrich’s Tenth Amendment initiatives, this might be a good time to advocate for federalist solutions in transportation and infrastructure. When Obama starts ascribing blame for our “crumbling infrastructure” during his State of the Union Address, Perry and Gingrich should use their megaphone to pin the blame on the donkey’s stranglehold over the transportation needs of states.
Link – Environment 

Federal action threatens optimal regulation by states

Adelman, associate professor at University of Arizona Law School, and Engel, professor at University of Arizona Law School 8 (David E. and Kiresten H., 07-20-2008, “Adaptive Federalism: The Case Against Reallocating Environmental Regulatory Authority,” Minnesota Law Review, Volume: 07-23, p. 1796, EBB)
The current system of environmental federalism is thus a dynamic one of overlapping federal and state jurisdiction. This dynamic system is threatened, however, by federal legislation and Supreme Court rulings. A wave of preemptive legislation has emerged from Congress in recent years.1 For example, an early version of an energy bill now pending in Congress would have preempted state actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change.2 Numerous other bills would preempt state action on issues related to climate change and energy efficiency.3 At the same time, the Supreme Court has not hesitated to preempt state auto pollution regulations, despite, at best, ambiguous statutory language.4 Such decisions follow a long line of cases in which the Court has preempted a variety of state actions designed to protect the public.5 This dynamic system is also antithetical to the prevailing economic orthodoxy of federalism scholars. Legal academics have long maintained that an optimal level of government exists for regulating a given environmental problem. The orthodox view, which we refer to as the “matching principle,” is premised on the elementary economic theory that efficient regulation is possible only when the regulating entity fully internalizes the costs and benefits of its policies.6 A corollary of this principle is that the regulatory authority should reside at the level of government that roughly “matches” the geographic scope of the subject environmental problem. Hence regulation of intrastate groundwater ought to be regulated by state and local governments,7 whereas climate change should be addressed at the international level. This static model is incompatible with the existing dynamic system, as it precludes overlapping and shifting regulatory authority between the states and federal government.
Federal GHG regulation is a power grab upsets federalism

Danhof, general counsel at the National Center for Public Policy Research, 10 (Justin, Dec 2010, The National Center for Public Policy Research, “Endangerment of States’ Rights: EPA’s Endangerment Rule Threatens States’ Sovereignty,” http://www.nationalcenter.org/NPA618.html, 07/02/12, EBB)
That's because the President has already dispatched his bureaucrats at the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to increase greenhouse gas regulations. All across America, state officials are rising up against one of the Obama Administration's most intrusive power grabs. The EPA is set to seize regulatory control of the greenhouse gas emissions in the states. EPA's move, which will go into effect on January 2, 2011, targets emissions from power plants, large buildings, and other stationary sources. The EPA, under its so-called "Endangerment Finding," will subject new buildings to strict permitting rules and will force some old buildings to undergo expensive renovations in order to satisfy the new guidelines. Just as ObamaCare promises to increase health care costs, this latest example of government meddling will greatly increase business and consumer prices. Additionally, it will slow economic growth and reduce job creation. In the name of combating "global warming," "climate change," or "climate disruption" (pick your choice), Obama's EPA is determined to stretch its tentacles into every nook and cranny in the country. And if the states don't like it, that's too bad. Washington knows best.
Link - Rail

Federal involvement in subways and rail kill federalism

Staley, PhD in public administration from Ohio State University, 9
(Samuel, Reason Foundation, “Federal Takeover of Subways: Another Blow to Federalism” 11/16/2009 http://reason.org/blog/show/federal-takeover-of-subways-an Accessed: 7/7/12 MLF)
The Federal government's approach to its proposed takeover of subway and light rail safety regulation is an all too common way it approaches problem solving: Identify a problem, identify a political solution, but the federal government in charge. Secretary Ron LaHood says as much based on statements reported in the Washington Post: "Administration officials said they are responding to a growing number of collisions, derailments and worker fatalities on subways -- and in particular to the fatal June 22 crash on Metro's Red Line and failures in oversight that have surfaced in its wake. Those failures have been the subject of an ongoing investigative series in The Washington Post. "After the [Metro] train crash, we were all sitting around here scratching our heads, saying, 'Hey, we've got to do something about this,' " Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood said in an interview. "And we discovered that there's not much we could do, because the law wouldn't allow us to do it." "Metro spokeswoman Lisa Farbstein said the agency had not seen details of the proposal. "The bottom line is we welcome additional safety oversight with open arms," she said. This Administration has shown little tolerance for boundaries established by tradition or Constitutional principle. Perhaps this is because the President is a former law professor who taught Constitutional law; he knows how to get around the law to make the system work for him. Subways are particularly noteworthy, as both a test case for the breakdown of federalism as well as setting the tone for how local governance will be handled by the Federal Government in the future. Most transit agencies, unlike Amtrak and airlines, are well within state jurisdictional boundaries (Washington, D.C. Metro being a notable exception). The Obama Administration will use its funding precedent--most capital costs for transit agencies are funded by the Federal Government--as the mechanism for taking over rail transit agencies. The trick will be trying to accomplish this, like highway funding, through incentives instead of direct mandates. Interesting, virtually no one in the media seems to even understand the Constitutional principles involved. Intercity rail and airlines can be regulated by the federal government because they plausibly fall under the interstate commerce regulatory authority of the federal government. That doesn't apply to the vast majority of rail transit systems, including those in Los Angeles, Denver, San Francisco, Dallas and even Chicago. Yet, this shouldn't be a surprise. Progressive political philosophies show little respect for governing principles that divide or limit the power of government. President Obama is not just a progressive politician, he's also a populist. So, using the Federal government to address an identified political problems is consistent with an overall political philosophy, even if it isn't consistent with principles of federal-state governance embedded in the U.S. Constitution.
Federalism key to rail development – empirically proven

Callen, Assistant Political Science Professor at Allegheny College, 9
(Zachary A, “THE SEAMS OF THE STATE: INFRASTRUCTURE AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL
RELATIONS IN AMERICAN STATE BUILDING” 8/2009 http://gradworks.umi.com/3369449.pdf p. 5 Accessed: 7/7/12 MLF)
My argument for how the national state came to dominate American spatial organization relies primarily on the nature of American federalism. Federalism was important to American spatial development because both local and national actors were involved in, and competed over, the planning of the domestic railroad system. This signi cance of federalism in American rail planning manifests itself in two important ways. First, regional competition initially relegated American rail development to local governments, as Congressional gridlock over rail aid packages frustrated any federal intervention. Therefore, American spatial organization began as a local a air, with states promoting and regulating local railroad construction. Second, with the federal government barred from the rail issue, the problem of how local governments managed this new technology, especially in terms of coordinating with their neighbors, became salient. Early rail systems, despite their decentralized structure and being hampered through interstate competition, were surprisingly capable. State governments engaged in rail promotion when necessary, to compensate for lagging private investment, and generally encouraged coordinating local rail routes with infrastructure systems in neighboring states. Though federalism fractured early rail development, state oversight was nonetheless able to successfully promote and coordinate the local rail system in such a manner that a coherent national rail system was produced.
High speed rail key to federalism 

DeHaven, budget analyst on federal and state budget issues for the Cato Institute, 10
(Ted, former deputy director of the Indiana Office of Management and Budget, The CATO Institute, “High-Speed Federalism Fight,” 11/26/2010 http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/high-speed-federalism-fight Accessed: 7/9/12 MLF)
In October, I speculated that the upcoming elections could be the nail in the coffin for the Obama administration’s plan for a nationwide system of high-speed rail. Indeed, some notable gubernatorial candidates who ran, in part, on opposition to federal subsidies for HSR in their states proceeded to win. However, Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood made it clear in a recent speech to HSR supporters that the administration intends to push ahead. LaHood’s message was targeted specifically to incoming governors John Kasich in Ohio and Scott Walker in Wisconsin, who argued that HSR doesn’t make any economic or practical sense for their states. LaHood said that states rejecting federal HSR subsidies won’t be able to reroute the money to other uses, such as roads. Instead, LaHood said the rejected money will redistributed “in a professional way in places where the money can be well spent” – i.e., other states. And sure enough, other governors were quick to belly up to the Department of Transportation’s bar in order to grab Ohio and Wisconsin’s share. From the Columbus-Dispatch: New York Gov.-elect Andrew Cuomo has said he would be happy to take Ohio’s money. Last week, California Democratic Sens. Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein wrote LaHood saying that California stands ready to take some, too, noting that several states that elected GOP governors this month have said they no longer want to use the rail money for that purpose. “It has come to our attention that several states plan to cancel their high-speed rail projects. We ask that you withdraw the federal grants to these states and award the funds to states that have made a strong financial commitment to these very important infrastructure projects,” Boxer and Feinstein said in their letter to LaHood. This is a textbook example of why the Department of Transportation should be eliminated and responsibility for transportation infrastructure returned to state and local governments. If California wishes to pursue a high-speed rail boondoggle, it should do so with its own state taxpayers’ money. Instead, Ohio and Wisconsin taxpayers now face the prospect of being taxed to fund high-speed rail projects in other states. If California’s beleaguered taxpayers were asked to bear the full cost of financing HSR in their state, they would likely reject it. High-speed rail proponents know this, which is why they agitate to foist a big chunk of the burden onto federal taxpayers. The proponents pretend that HSR rail is in “the national interest,” but as a Cato essay on high-speed rail explains, “high-speed rail would not likely capture more than about 1 percent of the nation’s market for passenger travel.”
The USfg shouldn’t fund high speed rail 

DeHaven, budget analyst on federal and state budget issues for the Cato Institute, 10
(Ted, former deputy director of the Indiana Office of Management and Budget, The CATO Institute, “High-Speed Federalism Fight,” 11/26/10 http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/high-speed-federalism-fight Accessed: 7/9/12 MLF)
New York Gov.-elect Andrew Cuomo has said he would be happy to take Ohio’s money. Last week, California Democratic Sens. Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein wrote LaHood saying that California stands ready to take some, too, noting that several states that elected GOP governors this month have said they no longer want to use the rail money for that purpose. “It has come to our attention that several states plan to cancel their high-speed rail projects. We ask that you withdraw the federal grants to these states and award the funds to states that have made a strong financial commitment to these very important infrastructure projects,” Boxer and Feinstein said in their letter to LaHood. This is a textbook example of why the Department of Transportation should be eliminated and responsibility for transportation infrastructure returned to state and local governments. If California wishes to pursue a high-speed rail boondoggle, it should do so with its own state taxpayers’ money. Instead, Ohio and Wisconsin taxpayers now face the prospect of being taxed to fund high-speed rail projects in other states.  If California’s beleaguered taxpayers were asked to bear the full cost of financing HSR in their state, they would likely reject it. High-speed rail proponents know this, which is why they agitate to foist a big chunk of the burden onto federal taxpayers. The proponents pretend that HSR rail is in “the national interest,” but as a Cato essay on high-speed rail explains, “high-speed rail would not likely capture more than about 1 percent of the nation’s market for passenger travel.”
Link – Public Private
Public private partnerships key to federalism 

Segal, MA in public policy from Pepperdine University, 7
(Geoffrey, Reason Foundation, “Whatever Happened to Federalism?” 6/12/2007 http://reason.org/blog/show/whatever-happened-to-federalis Accessed: 7/9/12 MLF)
The simple answer is nothing. Last time I checked the 10th Amendment was still part of the Constitution giving states broad authority to manage and operate as they see fit. Sadly, two Congressmen don't seem to read the Constitution that way. Congressmen Oberstar and DeFazio have issued multiple warnings to states about entering into public-private partnerships for transportation projects. Their most recent threat includes withholding highway funds from states if there are public-private partnerships that fail to meet their (I mean, federal) standards. DeFazio has gone so far as to say that he "will put an end to this [public-private partnerships].'' The proposed regulations include a guartee that states could upgrade parallel highways and a protection against price gouging (not sure what this second thing is -- I wonder if Oberstar and DeFazio consider tax hikes a form of price gouging? At least we have an option to use a toll road.) Virginia Transportation Secretary Piece Homer (also a Democrat) noted, in recent comments, that Virginia's experience (with public-private partnerships) [have] been "a major force in helping Virginia deliver more projects on budget, in shorter timeframe, and with results that please the customer â€“ those who drive on Virginia's roads." Governor Rendell of Pennsylvania has also fought back against the Congressmen's charge. I suspect that other state officials will be voicing their opinion in the coming days, weeks, and months.
Link - Highways

Federal action should not be involved with highway infrastructure

Roth, a civil engineer and transportation economist, 10 
(Gabriel, is currently a research fellow at the Independent Institute, CATO Institute, “Federal Highway Funding” 6/2010 http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding#4 Accessed: 7/7/2012 MLF)
Americans are frustrated by rising traffic congestion. In the period 1980 to 2008, the vehicle-miles driven in the nation increased 96 percent, but the lane-miles of public roads increased only 7.5 percent. The problem is that U.S. road systems are run by governments, which do not respond to the wishes of road users but to the preferences of politicians. Transportation markets need to be liberated from government control so that road users can directly finance the needed highway improvements that they are prepared to pay for. We need to recognize "road space" as a scarce resource and allow road owners to increase supply and charge market prices for it. We should allow the revenues to stimulate investment in new capacity and in technologies to reduce congestion. If the market is allowed to work, profits will attract investors willing to spend their own money to expand the road system in response to the wishes of consumers. To make progress toward a market-based highway system, we should first end the federal role in highway financing. In his 1982 State of the Union address, President Reagan proposed that all federal highway and transit programs, except the interstate highway system, be "turned back" to the states and the related federal gasoline taxes ended. Similar efforts to phase out federal financing of state roads were introduced in 1996 by Sen. Connie Mack (R-FL) and Rep. John Kasich (R-OH). Sen. James Inhofe (R-OK) introduced a similar bill in 2002, and Rep. Scott Garrett (R-NJ) and Rep. Jeff Flake (R-AZ) have each proposed bills to allow states to fully or partly opt out of federal highway financing.47 Such reforms would give states the freedom to innovate with toll roads, electronic road-pricing technologies, and private highway investment. Unfortunately, these reforms have so far received little action in Congress. But there is a growing acceptance of innovative financing and management of highways in many states. With the devolution of highway financing and control to the states, successful innovations in one state would be copied in other states. And without federal subsidies, state governments would have stronger incentives to ensure that funds were spent efficiently. An additional advantage is that highway financing would be more transparent without the complex federal trust fund. Citizens could better understand how their transportation dollars were being spent. The time is ripe for repeal of the current central planning approach to highway financing. Given more autonomy, state governments and the private sector would have the power and flexibility to meet the huge challenges ahead that America faces in highway infrastructure.
I/L – Modeled
Federalism spills over to other nations
Biden and Gelb 7 (Joe Biden, Vice President, and Leslie Gelb, President Emeritus and Board Senior Fellow, "Federalism, Not Partition" Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/democracy-promotion/federalism-not-partition/p14358) BSB
Instead, Maliki and the administration — through our embassy in Baghdad — distorted the Biden-Brownback amendment beyond recognition, charging that we seek to “partition or divide Iraq by intimidation, force or other means.” We want to set the record straight. If the United States can’t put this federalism idea on track, we will have no chance for a political settlement in Iraq and, without that, no chance for leaving Iraq without leaving chaos behind. First, our plan is not partition, though even some supporters and the media mistakenly call it that. It would hold Iraq together by bringing to life the federal system enshrined in its constitution. A federal Iraq is a united Iraq but one in which power devolves to regional governments, with a limited central government responsible for common concerns such as protecting borders and distributing oil revenue.
Impact is global war --- U.S. federalism solves conflict by modeling 

Calabresi 95 (Steven G., Assistant Prof – Northwestern U., Michigan Law Review, Lexis)
First, the rules of constitutional federalism should be enforced because federalism is a good thing, and it is the best and most important structural feature of the U.S. Constitution. Second, the political branches cannot be relied upon to enforce constitutional federalism, notwithstanding the contrary writings of Professor Jesse Choper. Third, the Supreme Court is institutionally competent to enforce constitutional federalism. Fourth, the Court is at least as qualified to act in this area as it is in the Fourteenth Amendment area. And, fifth, the doctrine of stare  [*831]  decisis does not pose a barrier to the creation of any new, prospectively applicable Commerce Clause case law. The conventional wisdom is that Lopez is nothing more than a flash in the pan. 232 Elite opinion holds that the future of American constitutional law will involve the continuing elaboration of the Court's national codes on matters like abortion regulation, pornography, rules on holiday displays, and rules on how the states should conduct their own criminal investigations and trials. Public choice theory suggests many reasons why it is likely that the Court will continue to pick on the states and give Congress a free ride. But, it would be a very good thing for this country if the Court decided to surprise us and continued on its way down the Lopez path. Those of us who comment on the Court's work, whether in the law reviews or in the newspapers, should encourage the Court to follow the path on which it has now embarked. The country and the world would be a better place if it did. We have seen that a desire for both international and devolutionary federalism has swept across the world in recent years. To a significant extent, this is due to global fascination with and emulation of our own American federalism success story. The global trend toward federalism is an enormously positive development that greatly increases the likelihood of future peace, free trade, economic growth, respect for social and cultural diversity, and protection of individual human rights. It depends for its success on the willingness of sovereign nations to strike federalism deals in the belief that those deals will be kept. 233 The U.S. Supreme Court can do its part to encourage the future striking of such deals by enforcing vigorously our own American federalism deal. Lopez could be a first step in that process, if only the Justices and the legal academy would wake up to the importance of what is at stake.
Impact – Conflict

Federalism prevents violence and war

Calabresi, 1995,Steven Law Prof @ NWU, December, 94 Mich. L. Rev. 752.
Small state federalism is a big part of what keeps the peace in countries like the United States and Switzerland. It is a big part of the reason why we do not have a Bosnia or a Northern Ireland or a Basque country or a Chechnya or a Corsica or a Quebec problem. American federalism in the end is not a trivial matter or a quaint historical anachronism. American-style federalism is a thriving and vital institutional arrangement - partly planned by the Framers, partly the accident of history - and it prevents violence and war. It prevents religious warfare, it prevents secessionist warfare, and it prevents racial warfare. It is part of the reason why democratic majoritarianism in the United States has not produced violence or secession for 130 years, unlike the situation for example, in England, France, Germany, Russia, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Cyprus, or Spain. There is nothing in the U.S. Constitution that is  more important or that has done more to promote peace, prosperity, and freedom than the federal structure of that great document. There is nothing in the U.S.  Constitution that should absorb more completely the attention of the U.S. Supreme Court.
Federalism prevents multiple conflicts and war
Norman Ornstein, resident scholar in social and political processes at American Enterprise Institute, Jan-Feb 1992. The American Enterprise, v3 n1 p20(5)
No word in political theory more con​sistently causes eyes to glaze over than “federalism.” Yet no concept is more critical to solving many major political crises in the world right now. The former Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, Eastern and Western Europe, South Africa, Turkey, the Middle East, and Canada are suffer​ing from problems that could be solved, if solutions are possible, by instituting creative forms of federalism. Federalism is not a sexy concept like “democracy” or “freedom”; it describes a more mundane mechanism that bal​ances the need for a central and coordi​nating authority at the level of a nation-state with a degree of state and local autonomy, while also protecting minority interests, preserving ethnic and regional identification and sensibilities, and allow​ing as much self-government as possible. Federalism starts with governing struc​tures put in place by formal, constitu​tional arrangements, but beyond that it is a partnership that requires trust. Trust can’t be forged overnight by formal ar​rangements, but bad arrangements can exacerbate hostilities and tensions. Good ones can be the basis for building trust. Why is federalism so important now? There are political reasons: the breakup of the old world order has re​leased resentments and tensions that had been suppressed for decades or even cen​turies. Ethnic pride and self-identifica​ tion are surging in many places around the globe. Add to this the easy availabil​ity of weapons, and you have a potent mixture for discontent, instability, and violence. There are also economic con​siderations: simply breaking up existing nation-states into separate entities can​not work when economies are inter​linked in complex ways. And there are humane factors, too. No provinces or territories are ethnically pure. Creating an independent Quebec, Croatia, or Kazakhstan would be uplifting for French Quebecois, Croats, and Kazakhs but terrifying for the large numbers of minorities who reside in these same territories. The only way to begin to craft solu​tions, then, is to create structures that preserve necessary economic links while providing economic independence, to create political autonomy while preserv​ing freedom of movement and individual rights, and to respect ethnic identity while protecting minority rights. Each country has unique problems that require different kinds of federal structures, which can range from a federation that is tightly controlled at the center to a con​federation having autonomous units and a loose central authority. The United States pioneered feder​alism in its Union and its Constitution. Its invention of a federation that bal​anced power between a vigorous national government and its numerous states was every bit as significant an innovation as its instituting a separation of powers was in governance—and defining the federal-state relationship was far more difficult to work out at the Constitutional Con​vention in 1787. The U.S. federalist structure was, obviously, not sufficient by itself to elimi​nate the economic and social disparities between the North and the South. De​spite the federal guarantees built into the Constitution, the divisive questions of states’ rights dominated political conflict from the beginning and resulted ulti​mately in the Civil War. But the federal system did keep conflict from boiling over into disaster for 75 years, and it has enabled the United States to keep its union together without constitutional cri​sis or major bloodshed for the 125 years since the conclusion of the War Between the States. It has also enabled us to me​liorate problems of regional and ethnic discontent. The American form of federalism fits the American culture and historical experience—it is not directly transfer​able to other societies. But if ever there was a time to apply the lessons that can be drawn from the U.S. experience or to create new federal approaches, this is it. What is striking is the present number of countries and regions where deep-seated problems could respond to a new focus on federalism.
Impact – Tyranny
Federalism prevents tyranny of the majority of the minority

Calabresi 94, (Steven G., co-founded The Federalist Society and serves as the Chairman of the Society’s Board of Directors, served in the Reagan and first Bush Administrations from 1985 to 1990 and advised Attorney General Edwin Meese III, Ronald Reagan’s Domestic Policy Chief, T. Kenneth Cribb,” Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers: In Defense of United States v. Lopez, A”, Michigan Law Review, 94) DMD
Federalism as a Response to the Problem of Majority Tyranny. First, federalism is popular today because in a surprisingly large number of circumstances it has the potential to offer a direct cure to a central and age-old failing of democracy: the tendency of certain kinds of political majorities to tyrannize and abuse certain kinds of political minorities.30 This problem — majority tyranny — is a problem in all democracies, but it is most acute in democracies that are very heterogeneous as a matter of their racial, ethnic, religious, linguistic, or social class background. It is the problem that concerned James Madison in the Federalist Ten, 51 and it is the problem that has generated support in this country and around the world for judicial review. Arend Lijphart, a distinguished and leading political scientist, puts the matter as follows: That it is difficult to achieve and maintain stable democratic government in a plural society is a well-established proposition in political science — with a history reaching back to Aristotle's adage that "a state aims at being, as far as it can be, a society composed of equals and peers." Social homogeneity and political consensus are regarded as prerequisites for, or factors strongly conducive to, stable democracy. Conversely, the deep social divisions and political differences within plural societies are held responsible for instability and break- down in democracies.32
Federalism prevents tyranny of the majority 

Calabresi 94, (Steven G., co-founded The Federalist Society and serves as the Chairman of the Society’s Board of Directors, served in the Reagan and first Bush Administrations from 1985 to 1990 and advised Attorney General Edwin Meese III, Ronald Reagan’s Domestic Policy Chief, T. Kenneth Cribb,” Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers: In Defense of United States v. Lopez, A”, Michigan Law Review, 94) DMD
As Lijphart emphasizes, social heterogeneity can pose a big threat to stable democratic government. Federalism sometimes can reduce this threat by giving minorities a level of government within which they are the geographical majority. If minorities are concentrated geographically to some degree and if the nation is willing to cede control over key issues to constitutionally established subunits of the nation, then federalism can help maintain social peace. Obviously there are some very big "ifs" here that cannot always be satisfied. But, in a very important and growing category of cases, voters are discovering that they can solve the problem of majority tyranny simply by redrawing the jurisdictional lines of government. This redrawing can take two forms. Sometimes expanding the size of the polity is enough to make a formerly tyrannical majority only one of many minorities in the new, more "international" federal jurisdiction. This solution is the familiar pluralist" solution of Federalist Ten.(33) Other times, the redrawing involves a devolution of national power over a certain set of emotionally charged and sensitive issues down to a regional or local federalist entity. This solution is the one employed by Spain with Catalonia and the Basque Country and by Canada with Quebec.(34)
Federalism uniquely solves the problem of the tyranny of the majority better than other models 
Calabresi 94, (Steven G., co-founded The Federalist Society and serves as the Chairman of the Society’s Board of Directors, served in the Reagan and first Bush Administrations from 1985 to 1990 and advised Attorney General Edwin Meese III, Ronald Reagan’s Domestic Policy Chief, T. Kenneth Cribb,” Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers: In Defense of United States v. Lopez, A”, Michigan Law Review, 94) DMD
Federalism clearly is not the only constitutional mechanism for dealing with majority tyranny in a socially heterogeneous polity. Other mechanisms for dealing with this problem include: judicial review, separation of powers with checks and balances, proportional representation, the creation of collegial cabinet-style executives, and the complex interlocking web of practices that Arend Lijphart calls "consociational democracy."(37) But federalism is a uniquely successful constitutional device for dealing with many of the most heartfelt and divisive problems of social heterogeneity. No one thinks the Bosnian Serbs, the Basques, or the Quebecois ever could be appeased and satisfied by firmer guarantees of judicial review, separation of powers, proportional representation, or cabinet power sharing. Those solutions -- while they might help somewhat at the margins -- really do not get at the heart of their distinctive grievances. The problem that agitates the Bosnian Serbs, the Basques, or the Quebecois is that, in important ways and as to questions that are fundamental to their identity, they do not believe that they should be part of the same demos as their fellow countrymen. At the same time, as to other economic and foreign policy issues, they may be perfectly happy to remain within a larger entity so long as their social autonomy is guaranteed in iron-clad ways. Federalism addresses these needs in a way that no other constitutional power-sharing mechanism can hope to do.
Impact – Minority Rights

Federalism softens the tension between the diverse groups in the U.S.

Calabresi 94, (Steven G., co-founded The Federalist Society and serves as the Chairman of the Society’s Board of Directors, served in the Reagan and first Bush Administrations from 1985 to 1990 and advised Attorney General Edwin Meese III, Ronald Reagan’s Domestic Policy Chief, T. Kenneth Cribb,” Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers: In Defense of United States v. Lopez, A”, Michigan Law Review, 94) DMD
All of these brief sketches should suggest the powerful centrifugal and devolutionary pressures that lurk just beneath the surface of American public life. Why is it, then, that the American federation has held together so peacefully in the 130 years since 1865? First, the fortuitous division of the Union into fifty states helps enormously by accentuating many minor and some not so minor cleavages that crosscut the regional cleavage. For the disbelieving skeptic, let me just catalogue very briefly a few of these. Believe it or not: northern New England distrusts southern New England; southern New England distrusts New York; New Yorkers think they are different from Pennsylvanians; Maryland is really a border state; Virginia is deep South; Carolinians and Georgians think northern Virginia has a lot of Yankees; Florida is full of northern retirees and Cuban immigrants; Louisiana is sui generis because of the Cajun-French influence; Tennessee, Kentucky, and Arkansas are all border states; Indiana is a lot more rural and conservative than Ohio or Illinois; Michigan is conservative ethnic, while Wisconsin and Minnesota are dominated by Scandinavian and German progressives; the northern plains states differ from the central plains states; and Texas, California, Utah, Alaska, and Hawaii are all practically separate countries, while the desert southwest differs from the Rocky Mountain west, which in turn differs from the Pacific Northwest. All these state and local cleavages crosscut the big regional cleavages, making them less visible and less dangerous. In addition, other important crosscutting cleavages exist as well: the Catholicism of the northeast dampens its secularism; the rising wealth of the South, Plains states, and Rocky Mountain West diminishes the old William Jennings Bryan era rural-urban split, as does the nationwide rise of the suburbs; and most importantly, and most sadly, severe racial tensions growing out of the legacy of slavery are a problem for all four major regions, even if those problems produce the most polarized voting only in the South. These nationwide crosscutting cleavages make American federalism stable because they give it a Madisonian plurality of interest groups, no one of which is likely to terrorize the others on a permanent basis. American federal politics involves the assembling and maintaining of shifting and unstable coalitions of numerous groups with wildly different goals. The very instability of these continental, federal coalitions is what makes the whole thing work. No one feels permanently threatened because the combination of federalism, a separately elected Congress and President, and a very high degree of instability in political coalitions guarantees almost every faction a piece of the pie. All of this is facilitated greatly by our highly fortuitous division into fifty states, which masks over the underlying regional fault lines.
Federalism is essential to ensure that minorities are protected

Calabresi 94, (Steven G., co-founded The Federalist Society and serves as the Chairman of the Society’s Board of Directors, served in the Reagan and first Bush Administrations from 1985 to 1990 and advised Attorney General Edwin Meese III, Ronald Reagan’s Domestic Policy Chief, T. Kenneth Cribb,” Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers: In Defense of United States v. Lopez, A”, Michigan Law Review, 94) DMD
d. Protection of Minorities. Lastly, there is the powerful argument that a large and populous national government may protect unpopular minority groups more effectively than will a small homogeneous state government.(93) This famous argument, made by James Madison in Federalist Ten, already has been thoroughly explained, so there is little more for me to say about it here.(94) Consider though, in passing, how the accuracy of Madison's predictions reinforce the truth of his arguments. Although Madison was writing about state majoritarian oppression of the rich,(95) his arguments of 200 years ago describe with pinpoint accuracy our whole subsequent history of race relations in this country from the Civil War era, to the era of legal apartheid, and right on down to the present when we find most pressure for affirmative action coming from the federal level. The Madisonian argument for nationalism has proven true, as much as any argument from political science ever can. Indeed, it has proven so true that some reasonably question whether certain undeserving factions and minorities are too well protected at the federal level.(96) In Europe and around the world, we consistently observe international courts and quasi-legislative entities paying more attention to human rights concerns than do national courts and legislatures. The need to protect minority fundamental rights, then, constitutes an important component of the normative case for national power.
Impact – Democracy
Federalism is key to stable democracy and preventing civil war
Stepan 99, (Alfred, professor of Government Director, Center for the Study of Democracy, Toleration and Religion, “Federalism and Democracy: Beyond the U.S. Model”, Journal of Democracy, 10(4), pp. 19-34) DMD
Although there are many multinational polities in the world, few of them are democracies. Those multinational democracies that do exist, however (Switzerland, Canada, Belgium, Spain, and India), are all federal. Although all these democracies, except for Switzerland, have had problems managing their multinational polities (and even Switzerland had the Sonderbund War, the secession of the Catholic cantons in 1848), they remain reasonably stable. By contrast, Sri Lanka, a territorially based multilingual and multinational unitary state that feared the "slippery slope" of federalism, could not cope with its ethnic divisions and plunged headlong into a bloody civil war that has lasted more than 15 years. In addition to the strong association between multinational democracies and federalism, the six longstanding democracies that score highest on an index of linguistic and ethnic diversity--India, Canada, Belgium, Switzerland, Spain, and the United States--are all federal states. The fact that these nations chose to adopt a federal system does not prove anything; it does, however, suggest that federalism may help these countries manage the problems that come with ethnic and linguistic diversity. In fact, in my judgment, if countries such as Indonesia, Russia, Nigeria, China, and Burma are ever to become stable democracies, they will have to craft workable federal systems that allow cultural diversity, a robust capacity for socioeconomic development, and a general standard of equality among their citizens.
Impact – Economy
Federalism is key to the economy

Katz, Vice Pres and Dir-Metropolitan Policy Program, 12
(Bruce,  February 06, “Remaking Federalism to Remake the American Economy”, Campaign 2012 Papers, No. 3, LL)
To achieve these twin goals, the U.S. needs to restructure the economy from one focused inward and characterized by excessive consumption and debt, to one globally engaged and driven by production and innovation. It must do so while contending with a new cadre of global competitors that aim to best the United States in the next industrial revolution and while leveraging the distinctive assets and advantages of different parts of the country, particularly the major cities and metropolitan areas that are the engines of national prosperity. This is the tallest of economic orders and it is well beyond the scope of exclusive federal solutions, the traditional focus of presidential candidates in both political parties. Rather, the next President must look beyond Washington and enlist states and metropolitan areas as active co-partners in the restructuring of the national economy. Remaking the economy, in essence, requires a remaking of federalism so that governments at all levels “collaborate to compete” and work closely with each other and the private and civic sectors to burnish American competitiveness in the new global economic order. The time for remaking federalism could not be more propitious. With Washington mired in partisan gridlock, the states and metropolitan areas are once again playing their traditional roles as “laboratories of democracy” and centers of economic and policy innovation. An enormous opportunity exists for the next president to mobilize these federalist partners in a focused campaign for national economic renewal. Given global competition, the next president should adopt a vision of collaborative federalism in which: the federal government leads where it must and sets a robust platform for productive and innovative growth via a few transformative investments and interventions; states and metropolitan areas innovate where they should to design and implement bottom-up economic strategies that fully align with their distinctive competitive assets and advantages; and a refreshed set of federalist institutions maximize results by accelerating the replication of innovations across the federal, state and metropolitan levels.
Federalism helps developing countries economically and politically 

Milhalakas 11 (Former U.S. policy analyst; http://mihalakas.wordpress.com/2011/04/03/federalism-the-best-solution-for-developing-societies/, The Federalism Project)
Overall, federalism can have both political and economic benefits, if applied consistently with the principles outlined below. As a system of governance, federalism can be instrumental in promoting sustainable economic development. It dispenses political power from the center level to the lower levels in a beneficial way to a society, because it brings the government closer to the people, enhances participation, fosters a more egalitarian society, promotes more effective community involvement, and increases solidarity by empowering ordinary people to make decisions for their communities. When power and authority are within the prerogatives of local government, the people become motivated to share governing concerns and responsibilities. Due to an enhanced sense of community and cooperation to offer services that higher levels of government do not currently provide – because they won’t or they can’t – relationships between citizens and government representatives proliferate. Furthermore, critics have argued that ‘democracy’ and ‘decentralization’ are mutually exclusive terms. The more a state becomes centralized, the more controlling and even authoritarian it becomes since power aggregates into the hands of a few. Nowhere is this more obvious than in Africa and the Middle East. There, not only centralization in the name of efficiency or expediency has become an excuse for abuse, but also there is a proliferation of favoritism of certain ethnic/religious groups over others. In African and Arab countries, people in power within the central government are known to grant special rights or privileges to those individuals’ local communities. One of the main reasons why more developing countries should opt for a federalist system is to prevent or curb this type of abuse.
Impact – Economy – Ext.
States-based economies have more legitimized fiscal policies – they’re attuned to the citizen
Voigt, associate professor at the University of Kassel, and Blume 9 (Stefan and Lorenz, November 2009, “The Economic Effects of Federalism and Decentralization – A Cross-Country Assessment,” MAGKS, EBB)
Hayek (1939) has argued that competition between governments would reveal information on efficient ways to provide public goods. Assuming that governments have incentives to make use of that information, this can be translated into two hypotheses with regard to fiscal policies, namely hypothesis #1a: C.p., federal states have lower expenditures (both central government and total government) than unitary states and the corresponding hypothesis #2a: C.p., federal states have lower revenues than unitary states. This very idea has been picked up under various names more recently; yardstick-competition is one of them (see, e.g., Salmon 1987 or Besley and Case 1995). 2 The argument first published by Tiebout (1956) is a little more complicated: In his model, the lower government levels compete for tax paying citizens which would give the lower governments incentives to cater to their preferences. One could thus expect federally organized states to produce fiscal policies more in line with the preferences of the median voter on the local or state level. Whether this automatically translates into lower taxes, lower budgets and lower deficits is a different question because such an argument implicitly assumes that the median voter would always wish taxes, budgets and deficits to be low. Unequivocal predictions concerning the direct effect of a federal structure on revenues, expenditures, and debts are, hence, impossible. On the other hand, a rather indirect effect should be the consequence of Tiebout: if (fiscal) policies are more in line with citizen preferences in federal than in unitary states, then the legitimacy of federations should be higher, c.p.. This should result in lower monitoring costs for tax compliance which should, in turn, imply that deficits are lower both due to a lower degree of tax evasion and less resources spent on monitoring tax payers. Hypothesis #3 thus reads: C.p., federal states should enjoy higher levels of legitimacy than unitary states. 
Division of power gives corporations more security because of non-generalizing policies – higher state-wide productivity

Voigt, associate professor at the University of Kassel, and Blume 9 (Stefan and Lorenz, November 2009, “The Economic Effects of Federalism and Decentralization – A Cross-Country Assessment,” MAGKS, EBB)
This is also true for the expected effects of federalism on productivity levels. The argument that the higher number of veto players gives federations an advantage over unitary states in terms of commitment capacity has already been made in the last subsection. The higher commitment capacity might also be relevant here. It might increase total factor productivity directly. This is closely related with another effect also expected from systems with a high number of veto players: policy swings will be less pronounced as a consequence of changes in the national government. A steady path of government policies allows private actors to form expectations over a longer period of time which might, in turn, increase overall productivity. Formulated as hypothesis # 8a: c.p., federal constitutions should be correlated with higher levels of productivity than unitary constitutions. But again, this hypothesis can be turned around: if exogenous shocks make swift reactions necessary, it appears plausible that federally structured states have more problems to react adequately to such shocks than unitary governments. The higher number of veto players in federal states is further conjectured to have an indirect effect via making other institutions stronger. The factual independence of central banks, e.g., is always in danger. If the consent of more actors is needed to tinker with central bank independence, this is less likely to happen. The higher factual central bank independence can itself have positive effects on the credibility of non bail-out promises as already discussed above. If federations are more likely to enjoy factually independent central banks, then inflation rates are likely to be lower, which would, again, be conducive to productivity. 
States reduce inequality in the economy – the feds only see the upper class

Kelly, University of Tennessee, and Witko, St. Louis University, 12 (Nathan J. and Christopher, April 2012, “Federalism and American Inequality,” The Journal of Politics, Volume: 74 (2), p. 414, EBB)
Economic inequality has been increasing in much of the industrialized world, but the United States is unusual in its relatively high levels of inequality and the power reserved to its subnational governments, raising the question of how these governments shape distributional outcomes. 1 Using a power resources framework, we argue that parties representing the middle and lower classes at the federal and state level will enact policies that reduce inequality. We also anticipate that when political power in national government shifts toward the upper classes, state-level politics will become more important, with states having a greater inﬂuence on distributional processes. This argument is largely conﬁrmed by examining the effect of federal and state politics on state-level income inequality from 1976 to 2006. We ﬁnd that prior to the Republican takeover of Congress in 1995 the federal government signiﬁcantly inﬂuenced economic inequality, while in the period since states have played a more important role. We also illustrate one of the underlying policy mechanisms of state inﬂuence by considering how state minimum wages responded to federal inaction after 1994 and analyzing the effect of the state minimum wage on state-level economic inequality in both time periods. Increasing economic inequality in the United States has been of growing interest to the public, political observers, and scholars over the past decade (Jacobs and Skocpol 2005; Kelly and Enns 2010; Kenworthy and Pontusson 2005; Page and Jacobs 2009), and there is substantial disagreement about the degree to which inequality should be viewed as a problem. Some see inequality as a natural product of a market economy that is unimportant relative to outcomes like economic growth and poverty, while others see inequality as a social ill in itself. Despite the attention to this topic, there are still signiﬁcant gaps in our knowledge. One of these is whether and how subnational governments may inﬂuence inequality, and how American federalism affects economic inequality. This question is increasingly important because the federal government has arguably taken steps that increase the income gap (Hacker and Pierson 2010). At the same time, devolution has accelerated. Thus, if states would like to reduce economic inequality they have a greater incentive and perhaps more means by which to do so.
Federalism’s adaptive advantage is key to economic prosperity
LaBeouf 94 (Jacques, “The Economics of Federalism and the Proper Scope of the Federal Commerce Power,” San Diego Law Review, Volume: 31, p. 555, EBB)
One commonly cited advantage of decentralized government involves the gains flowing from responsiveness to local tastes and conditions. This aspect of decentralization was recognized by the framers, and modern legal scholars and economists agree that it is one of the greatest advantages of local government. During the ratification debates, Richard Henry Lee, writing under the pseudonym “the Federal Farmer,” stated that “one government and general legislation alone, can never extend equal benefits to all parts of the United States: Different laws, customs, and opinions exist in the different states, which by a uniform system of laws would be reasonably invaded.” Another pamphleteer wrote that “for being different interests; no uniform rule for the whole seems predictable.” Alexis de Tocqueville later echoed this sentiment when he observed that “in great centralized nations the legislator is obliged to give a character of uniformity to the laws, which does not always suit the diversity of customs and of districts.” Modern economists recognize the value of diversity as the primary advantage of decentralized government. George Stigler recently noted that “a good political system adapts itself to the differing circumstances and mores of different localities…” Another economist has observed that “a basic shortcoming of a unitary form of government is its probable insensitivity to varying preferences among the residents of the different communities.” 
Impact – Iraq
Iraq models American federalism  

Hulsman ‘03 (John, Ph.D., Research Fellow in European Affairs, The Heritage Foundation, “Forging a Durable Post-War Political Settlement in Iraq,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/MiddleEast/bg1632.cfm)
A good political model for such a successful post-war Iraqi federation already exists--the so-called Great Compromise of 1787 that enabled the creation of America's constitutional arrangement among the states. In Iraq's case, this type of system would give each of the country's three major sub-groups equal representation in an upper house of the legislature in order to protect each group's interests at the national level. These political outcomes--an Iraq that can control its own political destiny and that does not threaten that of its neighbors--are critical if an Iraqi settlement is to be judged a success.
Federalism creates peace between religious splits in Iraq
Phillips 5 (David, the Washington Examiner, Senior at the Council on Foreign Relations)
Iraq's spiral of deadly sectarian violence has been between Arab Sunnis and Arab Shi'a. But if Iraq fragments, it will be along ethnic lines that pit Arabs against Kurds. The Kurds seek a secular republic with Kirkuk as the capitol of a federal Iraqi state called Kurdistan. If the constitution addresses their core demands, the Kurds might be flexible on other issues that threaten to break consensus during current negotiations on Iraq's permanent constitution. Most Iraqis agree that the best way to balance the competing demands for democracy and unity is through a federal structure that assigns specific authorities to the national government while decentralizing control to regional and local governments. As envisioned, powers would be reserved for federal Iraqi states unless they are specifically allocated to the national government. Federalism is a contract between equal groups; it is preferable to autonomy, which is bestowed by the national government to a lesser party and can be more easily revoked. Although federal Iraqi states should be composed using geographic criteria, they should also take into account regional interests and cultural affinities. Saddam Hussein's policy of "ethnic correction" reapportioned territories within several northern provinces including Kirkuk. Consistent with Article 58 of the interim constitution, a system of property claims and compensation should be established so that displaced persons have the right to return to their homes before the Iraqi government conducts a census and organizes a popular referendum allowing them to determine their federal Iraqi state affiliations. Other northerners - Arabs, Turkmen and Assyrians - are nervous about domination by Kurds in a federal Iraqi Kurdistan. Though federalism goes hand in hand with minority rights, the best way to guarantee their group rights is through a robust bill of individual rights enshrined in the Iraq Constitution. Given Iraq's history of ethno-religious conflict, the constitution should go even further by including explicit provisions protecting groups from discrimination, promoting equality and enabling them to preserve their unique identities. The role of religion in Iraqi governance is another potential deal-breaker. The Kurds, who are staunchly secular and pro-Western, strongly resist efforts by clerics to apply Islamic law nationwide without restraint. Yet Islam is a powerful force shaping Iraqi society. The circle can be squared by making Islam the official religion of Iraq and requiring that national legislation be consistent with Islamic law. The constitution should not, however, require the application of Islamic law to family matters such as marriage, divorce and inheritance. Consistent with the principle of decentralization, family law should be left to federal Iraqi states, which may enact any law they see fit, subject to the requirement that the law does not violate the rights of equal protection in the constitution. The Quran is subject to interpretation; conservative clerics must not push too hard. If the constitution guarantees federalism and secularism, Kurdish leaders would be flexible on other contentious issues. For example, the Kurds may surrender exclusive control of the rich Kirkuk oil fields and allow the national government to control Iraq's national oil wealth, provided that revenues were distributed to federal Iraqi states based on their percentage of the total population. 
Iraqi instability from religion causes a civil war

Lasseter 5 (http://www.commondreams.org/headlines05/0406-10.htm; Baghdad Iraq)
The rumors spread quickly last month around the central Baghdad neighborhood of Sab'ah Nisan that Salem Khudair's nephew had insulted the name of Imam Hussein, one of the most important historical figures in the Shiite branch of Islam. It fell to Khudair, the eldest son of a family from the Sunni branch, to meet with local Shiites and explain that his 26-year-old nephew had said no such thing. A day later Khudair's family received a note insulting them as Sunni Muslims, calling them sons of whores. On March 27, Khudair was kidnapped. What came next has become typical for Iraq as sectarian tension and violence rise. Khudair's family formed an armed group of more than 20 relatives and neighbors who demanded Khudair's release and vowed to kill those responsible. "If something happened to my brother, no Shiite would be safe," Khudair's brother, Sameer, said at the time, convinced that Shiite militia members were behind the kidnapping. Khudair's body was found on Saturday, dumped in the street. He'd been shot in the face, and there was evidence of torture. At the family home later that day, Sameer Khudair said there would be no funeral celebration until his brother's death was avenged. Young men stood on the rooftop with AK-47s, and others stuffed their guns into bags. The political instability in Iraq and the ethnic divides behind it are pushing Iraqis toward gang-like violence that many worry could start a slide toward civil war. For decades, Saddam Hussein, Iraq's former dictator from the Sunni minority, ruled the nation harshly, sometimes brutally suppressing the majority Shiite population. In January, Shiite leaders swept Iraq's national assembly election. The recent unrest, though, rather than coming from the top leadership of political and religious parties, is springing largely from the grass-roots of Iraqi society. It involves neighborhood-based forces, with Sunnis and Shiites seeking to protect themselves from each other or to exact revenge, and it chips away at Iraq's national unity. More than eight months after the interim Iraqi government announced that the nation's largest Shiite and Kurdish militias would disband, they're still functioning. Sectarian suspicions about the nation's official security forces also spur the urge to take up arms. Many Sunnis view the Iraqi National Guard, the main component of the nation's army, as working for the Shiite political elite. Many Shiites, in turn, are deeply suspicious that officers loyal to Saddam and his Baath Party have infiltrated the Iraqi police. Between the neighborhood militias and a general distrust of security forces, Iraq is a tinderbox waiting for a spark, said Hassan al Ani, a Baghdad University political professor and analyst. "We can't forget what happened in Lebanon," he said, referring to the 15-year civil war there that killed thousands in vicious fighting between religious sects and their militias. The nation's top Shiite cleric, Grand Ayatollah Ali al Sistani, issued an edict last month telling his followers to obey and cooperate with Iraqi troops. While al Sistani didn't give a reason for the guidance, a representative explained that, "without the help of the people, it's going to be hard for the security forces to keep any security in the country." Last Friday, the Association of Muslim Scholars, one of Iraq's most influential Sunni Muslim organizations called on Sunnis to join Iraq's security forces in an apparent effort to prevent Shiite domination. It said that Iraq would be safe only through "the formation of the police and army with the loyal and honest people . . . these forces are for the entire nation and not for a particular militia." Sectarian political squabbles and the inability to form a national government have exacerbated the tension, many Iraqis say. Low Sunni voter turnout in the election resulted in a landslide win by the main Shiite political group, the United Iraqi Alliance, a strong showing by a Kurdish slate and a near-complete electoral failure by the Sunni political community. The alliance has 140 seats in the 275-member national assembly. Arab Sunnis have 17, and that figure includes a handful who ran on the alliance ticket. The groups disagree loudly over how to form a government, and the assembly's second meeting fell apart over the question of making a Sunni the speaker. "The center may not hold. If it survives the political process it may not survive the negotiations over the drafting of a constitution," said Joost R. Hiltermann, the Amman-based Middle East project director of the International Crisis Group, a think tank that tries to prevent and resolve global conflicts. "If that happens we're talking about civil war and the breakup of the country." Adil Abdel Mahdi, Iraq's finance minister and a Shiite candidate for vice president, said the parallel tracks of political uncertainty and militias roaming the street are troubling. "Imagine if you had a political crisis and each militia will go and support their party or political force, then you would have a very critical situation," he said. "Instead of having a political crisis, maybe you would have more than that." Mahdi didn't mention that the security detail outside his home and office were from the Badr Brigade, the militia arm of the Shiite political party, the Supreme Council for Islamic Revolution in Iraq, of which he's a senior leader. Asked about the Badr members in the street, wearing camouflage pants and T-shirts and carrying AK-47s, Mahdi's chief of security grinned. "The guards are our followers; it is natural to use those close to us," said Azad Said. Asked why he didn't ask the police to keep Mahdi safe, Said said, "I don't trust them and I want to stay with those I know." The problems become clearer at the street level. In Baghdad's notoriously violent Haifa Street area, for example, many of the Iraqi troops who patrol the Sunni neighborhood are Shiite. "The Shiite people believe that we are a Shiite militia, and so they welcome us," said Sameh Walid, a Shiite soldier based near Haifa. Another soldier, Haider Jawad, said Shiite neighborhoods on the edges of Haifa have formed militias to enforce the sectarian boundary. "One time a militia went to Haifa Street and said that if anyone in our neighborhood is killed we will respond by killing people in Haifa," Jawad said. "That militia is secretly funded by an sheik at a local Shiite mosque . . . what's happening right now could be the beginning of civil war in Baghdad." 
Impact – Iraq – Ext. Stability
Federalism is key to Iraqi stability 

CHANDRASEKARAN 7 (http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=15673575, News Reporter for NPR, Baghdad Chief of Washington Post, wrote Inside the Green Zone) 
When it comes to fixing the mess in Iraq, there's an idea gaining currency in Washington. It's not new, but it is increasingly being discussed behind the scenes. It's not something the Bush administration wants to talk about in public. At least, not yet. But I've picked up hints in off-the-record conversations with well-connected officials. It's a plan that would allow for a significant reduction in troop levels over the next year. It's a plan that could encourage more Iraqis to fight extremists. What is it? Call it states' rights — in the model of our American Founding Fathers. And proponents say it may well be the best option to keep Iraq together. Back in 2003, the American occupation administrators who set up shop in the Green Zone wanted to fashion a new nation that would have a strong central government. They thought that handing authority to local leaders would result in the breakup of Iraq. But now, four-and-a-half years later, violence has hardened ethnic and sectarian identities. Genuine nationalism hasn't emerged. That's why local sectarian militias are more powerful than the army. The militiamen are committed to fight for their religious brethren. Soldiers in Iraq's army aren't sure what they're fighting for. Proponents of states' rights say accepting the reality of Iraq's sectarian differences presents the best hope of saving Iraq. The goal, they say, isn't to chop Iraq into three separate countries. Instead, it is to provide genuine authority and resources to Iraq's provinces. Think of how the Republican Party in the United States has traditionally viewed the issue of states' rights, and apply it to Iraq. Allow each province to have its own National Guard. To spend its share of the national budget. To effectively govern itself. Certain functions, like the printing of money, would still remain in the hands of the national government. But most day-to-day responsibilities would be given to local leaders. Consider the success we've had in combating al Qaida in Anbar province. Instead of asking Iraq's ragtag army to take on the terrorists, we're working with local Sunni tribesmen. They're fighting with loyalty and dedication. That's because they're fighting for their fellow Sunni leaders, not the Shiite-dominated government back in Baghdad. Sure, this strategy has no shortage of challenges. There would have to be a fair way to distribute Iraq's oil revenue, for instance. Local officials would have to learn how to run their own budgets. Iraq's constitution already enshrines federalism. But proponents say the United States needs to do more to encourage the Iraqis to embrace it. People have criticized the effort to impose American-style democracy on Iraq. But supporters of states' rights say it is one element of our democracy that we really do need to share with the Iraqis. Why doesn't the Bush administration want to talk about this idea? Administration officials don't want to anger Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki and other national leaders in Iraq. Many Iraqis equate federalism with partition — even though it isn't. Touting states' rights would also be tantamount to admitting that the White House's political goals in Iraq have fundamentally shifted. But handing more authority to local leaders may be the only option to preserve a country called Iraq. 
Iraqi federalism is key to preventing civil war, stabilizing the middle east, and promoting federalism globally

Brancati 4 (visiting scholar at the Center for the Study of Democratic Politics at Princeton University, 2004) 
(Dawn, visiting scholar – Center for the Study of Democratic Politics – Princeton University, “Can Federalism Stabilize Iraq?” Washington Quarterly 27:2 Spring, Lexis)
The potential consequences of failing to design federalism properly and to establish a stable democracy in Iraq extend far beyond Iraqi borders. Civil war in Iraq may draw in neighboring countries such as Turkey and Iran, further destabilizing the Middle East in the process. It may also discourage foreign investment in the region, bolster Islamic extremists, and exacerbate tensions between Palestinians and Israelis. A civil war in Iraq may even undermine support for the concept of federalism more generally, which is significant given the number of countries also considering federalism, such as Afghanistan and Sri Lanka, to name just two. Finally, the failure to design and implement the kind of federalism that can establish a stable democracy in Iraq might undermine international support for other U.S. initiatives in the region, including negotiations for Arab-Israeli peace. Iraq's federal government must therefore be designed carefully so as to give regional governments extensive political and financial autonomy, to include Kirkuk in the Kurdish region that is created, and to limit the influence of identity-based political parties. The short- and long-term stability of Iraq and the greater Middle East depend on it.
Impact – Iraq – Ext. War Escalates

An Iraq civil war causes a large-scale Middle East card

Bowen 06 (Jeremy, BBC Middle East Editor and journalist, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/4741616.stm) 

In the Middle East, it is very different. For the Israelis, the Western Wall in Jerusalem is a symbol of religion and nationhood. For Palestinians, the Dome of the Rock and the al-Aqsa mosque are the same, at the heart of their claim to the holy city. In September 2000, the rage caused by the visit of Ariel Sharon, then the leader of the Israeli right-wing, to the compound of the Noble Sanctuary where the mosques stand helped set off five years of killing. They are religious places, but they are also red hot politically. In the Middle East, politics and religion are so connected that often they are the same. A lot now depends on the Shia leaders, especially Grand Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani, the top religious leader, and the radical nationalist cleric Moqtada al-Sadr, who broke off a trip to Lebanon to fly home as soon as he heard what had happened in Samarra. They have both called for national unity, and for Shia people to defend themselves if the authorities cannot. They live in a culture where it is natural to express rage and sadness, collectively, on the streets. But their challenge for the leaders is to control and channel the anger, to let it be expressed but not to get out of control. A civil war in Iraq would destroy the chances of the elected central government, which will be led and dominated by Shias when eventually it is formed. Civil war could lead to the break-up of the country, and would export even more instability and violence across the wider Middle East and beyond. That is why most Iraqis, of all sides, do not want one - and why some extremists do, and are trying as hard as they can to make it happen. 
An Iraqi Civil war would be deadly

Bowen 06 (Jeremy, BBC Middle East Editor and journalist, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/4741616.stm) 
The fact is that there has been a war there now for the best part of three years, and that it has brought them pain. But everyone in Iraq - and across the Middle East - knows that a full-blown civil war would be much worse. After the attack on the al-Askari shrine in Samarra, Jalal Talabani, the President of Iraq, was worried enough to go on television to warn how dangerous such a conflict would be. Iraq does not have a civil war, but it has the makings of one. Long before the golden dome of the mosque in Samarra was destroyed there were serious incidents, involving big loss of life, between Iraq's different communities. All sides have suffered, but the Shia have lost thousands of people in hundreds of sectarian attacks. The only good thing is that responsible leaders have recognised the danger, and have not allowed their country to slide into the sort of nightmare Lebanon went through in the 15 years after 1975. 
Iraq instability causes global nuclear war

Corsi, Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard & Staff Reporter for World Net Daily, 1-8-7 (Jerome, "War with Iran is Imminent, http://www.worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=53669)
If a broader war breaks out in Iraq, Olmert will certainly face pressure to send the Israel military into the Gaza after Hamas and into Lebanon after Hezbollah. If that happens, it will only be a matter of time before Israel and the U.S. have no choice but to invade Syria. The Iraq war could quickly spin into a regional war, with Israel waiting on the sidelines ready to launch an air and missile strike on Iran that could include tactical nuclear weapons. With Russia ready to deliver the $1 billion TOR M-1 surface-to-air missile defense system to Iran, military leaders are unwilling to wait too long to attack Iran. Now that Russia and China have invited Iran to join their Shanghai Cooperation Pact, will Russia and China sit by idly should the U.S. look like we are winning a wider regional war in the Middle East? If we get more deeply involved in Iraq, China may have their moment to go after Taiwan once and for all. A broader regional war could easily lead into a third world war, much as World Wars I and II began.
Impact – Russia – Module 

US Federalism model key to Russian stability

Financial Times 4 (London (UK): Sep 27, 2004. pg. 19. The strains of Putin's clampdown)
George W. Bush last week expressed sympathy in his address at the United Nations for the victims and outrage at the perpetrators of the recent hostage crisis in southern Russia that ended in the massacre of school children. He said nothing, however, about the way Vladimir Putin has used the tragedy to step up a five-year campaign to re-establish Russia as a highly centralised, vertical state with power concentrated in the Kremlin. Mr Putin has decided to abolish the direct election of regional governors. From now on, he will personally appoint governors, thereby calling into question Russia's self-designation asafederal state and raising new concerns about the fate of pluralistic democracy there. On a recent visit to Russia, I found a combination of alarm and resignation about how Mr Putin's latest move fits all too logically with his ongoing effort to regulate and manipulate the dissemination of information. Russia no longer has an independent national television station. Journalists worry that censorship already extends to the print media and may soon reach the internet. Mikhail Gorbachev's policy of "glasnost", or openness, was crucial to the end of the communist system, the USSR, the Soviet empire and the cold war. Now more than ever Russia needs glasnost and a free press, not least as an antidote to corruption of the kind that permitted terrorists to bribe their way past police checkpoints and into the doomed school. An inescapable and complicating fact about the current situation is that Mr Putin is still very popular - not in spite of his authoritarian instincts, but partly because of them. His clampdowns have not much affected the lives of ordinary Russians. Russian experts on public opinion say that many feel his firm hand is necessary to preserve public security and national unity from the twin threats of terrorism and secessionism. Meanwhile, the Russian economy is doing well, earning support for Mr Putin from a growing middle class and from western businessmen who have been investing in Russia for more than a decade. In their view, Mr Putin has administered a corrective dose of stability and predictability to a country that seemed to be lurching toward chaos in the free-for-all 1990s under Boris Yeltsin.In economic policy, Mr Putin still qualifies as a reformer. One reason is that he trusts the team of liberals who are advising him in that area. He seems to be trying to replicate those ties of personal loyalty in the political realm by appointing presidential proconsuls in the regional capitals. Mr Putin is attempting a Russian version of the Chinese model, strengthening political controls while opening the country up to market forces. He - and Russia - may not be able to have it both ways. Economic and political freedom are inextricably linked. A genuine rule-of-law society, which is a precondition for economic progress, requires a system of checks and balances that is impossible when power is concentrated in one office.If Russia is to survive as a unitary state, it must resume its development as a federal and democratic one. The essence of democratic federalism is maximum self-governance at the local or provincial level. People are more likely to respect - and obey - authority if they feel it reflects their interests and is invested in leaders they have chosen. Federalism makes a virtue of diversity. Russia is vastly diverse. The tsars and the commissars tried to impose unity and order by a more brutal version of the methods Mr Putin is now applying. They failed, and so may he. The proximate cause for the recent crisis is the decade-old war in Chechnya. Mr Putin hopes to restore Moscow's writ over Chechnya and prevent other actual or potential secessionists from following the Chechens' lead. On the first score, it is hard to imagine that Chechnya will ever again, in any meaningful sense, be governed by Moscow. Whether it is too late for Ingushetia, Dagestan, Karachaevo- Cherkessia and other corners of Russia's North Caucasus that are not yet household words - whether Russians' nightmare of their country going the way of the Soviet Union comes true - depends on how long Mr Putin's misguided experiment in hyper-centralisation lasts.That, in turn, could depend, in some measure, on what Mr Putin hears from other leaders, especially fellow members of the Group of Eight - and most of all from his counterpart in the White House. While Mr Putin is representative of a widespread Russian resistance to westerners' "preaching", he still wants to be treated as a full member of this club of leading democracies, and he regards the US as its de facto chairman. Officials in Moscow say that, despite muted criticism from Washington, the policy of the Bush administration is more "understanding" than that of the European Union. Mr Bush's UN speech confirmed their satisfaction on that score. The west has a huge stake in how Russian democracy evolves in the coming years. If we learned nothing else from the 20th century, it is that the nature of Russia's internal regime determines its external behaviour. A Russia that rules its own people by force and edict rather than consent and enfranchisement is virtually certain, sooner or later, to intimidate its neighbours and to make itself one of the world's problems rather than a contributor to their solution. The writer is president of the Brookings Institution. He was deputy US secretary of state from 1994 to 2001
Russian federalism collapse will spark internal wars and global nuclear crisis

Hale 2 (11/2/02. Europe-Asia Studies, Russia: Consolodation or Collapse?, p.Lexis)
Undoubtedly, a break-up of the Russian Federation would bring problems akin to those that accompanied the dissolution of the Soviet empire: at a minimum, the disruption of economic channels, nuclear weapons in the hands of at least some successor states, and a degree of border warfare. In the case of the former Sovietre publics these challenges proved manageable to the broader international community, despite wreaking considerable havoc within much of the earlier USSR ís territorial domain. Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan gave up the nuclear missiles they inherited. Warfare was more limited than had been the case in Yugoslavia, engul.ng mainly a few peripheral regions (Transcaucasia, Moldova, Tajikistan) and staying, for the most part, localised. What would be different if the Russian Federation itself broke apart? It is likely that international opinion on this matter would differó much as the opinions of the present co-authors differ on this particular point. Since the disagreements themselves are illustrative of the essential points, the authors temporarily diverge in the following sub-sections to present their points of view brieèy on an individual basis. A pessimistic view of Russian break-up Judgments about the likely implications of a Russian collapse for the international community should at least in part depend on the particular chains of events considered likely to bring about any potential collapse. Indeed, this essay has noted several very different paths to possible disintegration. Nevertheless, it is helpful to think about certain genera limplications that are likely to apply should the survivalof the Russian Federation ever be at stake. In this particular exercise the assumption is that, if such a debate actually becomes topical, the people of at least one major region of Russia have determined that for some reason they no longer want to continue a political association with Russia. The question therefore does not concern whether Russians currently want to preserve their union (which an overwhelming majority now clearly do and which should be treated with respect), but whether the international com-munity more generally has an interest in the continuation of the Russian polity once enough Russian citizens have cast doubt on this continuation to make it an issue. If we assume that Russia thus .nds itself teetering on the brink of collapse in anything like the current environment, I argue here that the dissolution of this geopolitical giant would be fraught with danger and should not be recognised by the international community unless it becomes essentially a fait accompli. Of course, the more democratic and consensua l any such break-up becomes (for example, the Czechoslovakian model), the more probable subsequen t dangers are likely to be minimised and the more willingly the international community should recognise it. The relatively peaceful dissolution of the Soviet Union was a very peculiar case rendered possible by a rare conèuence of circumstances. Notably, a non-violent man (Gorbachev) was at the helm and he had enjoyed strong Western approval of his effort to make the USSR a ënormalí country on the international stage. Critically, an astoundingly incompetent coup attempt somehow managed, through indecisive and ill-conceived action, to split the military and thereby to undermine its leadersí con.dence in its ability to intervene with any hope of success at the critical moment of state collapse, thereby precluding military-initiated violence. The contrast with the fate of Yugoslavia, as well as that of Chechnya and even the United States in the 1860s, could not be more stark. Violence seems more likely to be the norm, or at a minimum a suf.ciently likely (and deadly) outcome to make its avoidance a key consideration in policy making. Of course, a policy aimed at averting a violent break-up must also be careful not to encourage the use of brute force in the name of union preservation, as is currently taking place in Chechnya. Afragmenting Russia could pose extreme security concerns for the West, of which the nuclear danger is the most obvious. While the former Soviet republics were willing to cede their arms to Russia, a collapsed Russia would be likely to have no clear single ësuccessorí to which the weapons would best be transferred. This could make it nearly impossible to consolidate Russiaís nuclear arsenal, which would in turn seriously complicate international diplomacy. Indeed, given the tendency of some  Russian regional leaders to spout anti-Semitic slogans or otherwise thumb their noses  at norms of human rights, their hold on nuclear weapons could radically increase the likelihood that these weapons might fall into the hands of terrorists or other groups that would like to use them for more than just defensive deterrence. Even if this likelihood is small, the possible outcome is suf.ciently grave to merit signi.cant effort to prevent it from occurring.
Impact – Russia – Yes Model

Russian politicians look to the United States for a model of more complete federalism

Lynn, University of Edinburgh, and Novikov, Institute for Urban Economics, Moscow, 97 (Nicholas J. and Alexei V., Spring 1997, “Refederalizing Russia: Debates on the Idea of Federalism in Russia,” Publius: The Journal of Federalism, Volume: 27 (2), p. 187, EBB)
Many proponents of a territorial principle looked to the United States as a model of successful federalism. Gavril Popov (at that time mayor of Moscow), for example, was one of several leading "reformers" who proposed a system of territorial federalism in Russia that adhered to a United States type model. He called for the creation of 10-15 large-scale regions and for the abolition of Russia's ethno-federal hierarchy. In order to provide for the right of national self-determination, Popov also proposed the formation of Councils of National Communities at both the regional and the federal levels for organizing policies on non-Russian language education and the "development" of non-Russian cultures, for example. 16 Another advocate of a Lander-based model of Russian federalism was the nationalities minister, Sergei Shakray, who supported the creation of a dozen administrative units. His "February Thesis" in 1993 proposed an eleven-point nationalities policy which stressed the importance of tackling national questions outside of the federal structure of the Russian state. 17 Another, but less tolerant, view of territorial restructuring was also provided by the leader of the "Liberal Democratic" party, Vladimir Zhirinovsky, who proposed abolishing all the republics and national-formations in 1991. 18Other supporters of territorial federalism have not proposed a radical restructuring but an equalization of the eighty-nine subjects of the Russian Federation (which they believe was not really achieved in the 1993 Constitution) . Many of these writers have adopted an approach to refederalization in which economic motives dominate. 19 According to this view, refederalization will bring about a number of advantages for the whole country: the advantages that result from a larger market, and from the removal of tariffs and barriers to trade. Refederalization means equalization, where all regions have the same economic and political rights in a common market. This type of approach is particularly critical of republican extra-constitutional rights. 20 Leonid Smirnyagin (a member of the Russian Presidential Council), for example, has observed that a number of the "democratic problems" in Russian federalism are caused by the asymmetry inherent in the national-territorial principle. According to Smirnyagin, it is important to establish "vertical structures of federal power" that facilitate the progress of the central government's reform program. 21 In his sense, "structures of power" refer to the need to establish representatives of the Russian president (representatives of "federal power") in the regions and republics who will work in parallel with democratically elected governors and legislatures. In Smirnyagin's view, this is a stronger and more democratic system of federal relations than that established in 1993, when the Russian president simply appointed governors in most of the regions.
Impact – Russia – Terrorism !

Russia’s collapse will put nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists

Hale, Associate Professor Harvard University, and Taagepera, Ph.D. University of Delaware, 2 (Henry E. and Rein, Nov. 7, 2002, “Russia: Consolidation or Collapse?,” Europe-Asia Studies, Volume: 54, p. 1101-1125, EBB)
The relatively peaceful dissolution of the Soviet Union was a very peculiar case rendered possible by a rare confluence of circumstances. Notably, a non-violent man (Gorbachev) was at the helm and he had enjoyed strong Western approval of his effort to make the USSR a 'normal' country on the international stage. Critically, an astoundingly incompetent coup attempt somehow managed, through indecisive and ill-conceived action, to split the military and thereby to undermine its leaders' confidence in its ability to intervene with any hope of success at the critical moment of state collapse, thereby precluding military-initiated violence. The contrast with the fate of Yugoslavia, as well as that of Chechnya and even the United States in the 1860s, could not be more stark. Violence seems more likely to be the norm, or at a minimum a sufficiently likely (and deadly) outcome to make its avoidance a key consideration in policy making. Of course, a policy aimed at averting a violent break-up must also be careful not to encourage the use of brute force in the name of union preservation, as is currently taking place in Chechnya. A fragmenting Russia could pose extreme security concerns for the West, of which the nuclear danger is the most obvious. While the former Soviet republics were willing to cede their arms to Russia, a collapsed Russia would be likely to have no clear single 'successor' to which the weapons would best be transferred. This could make it nearly impossible to consolidate Russia's nuclear arsenal, which would in turn seriously complicate international diplomacy. Indeed, given the tendency of some Russian regional leaders to spout anti-Semitic slogans or otherwise thumb their noses at norms of human rights, their hold on nuclear weapons could radically increase the likelihood that these weapons might fall into the hands of terrorists or other groups that would like to use them for more than just defensive deterrence. Even if this likelihood is small, the possible outcome is sufficiently grave to merit significant effort to prevent it from occurring.
Impact – Russia – Corruption !

A strong central government lead to the break of the Soviet Union causing multiple scenarios of ethnic conflict – Federalism would have prevented this

Ukraine General Newswire 11, (“Gorbachev still sure that USSR breakup could have been averted”, August 10) DMD
Former Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev still regrets the breakup of the Soviet Union and believes this scenario could have been prevented. "I do very much," Gorbachev said when asked whether he still regrets the USSR's breakup in an interview published in the Austrian newspaper Die Presse. "I am still of the opinion that the Soviet Union could have been rescued if it had been decentralized and democratized. We were close to setting up a new basis. The treaty was to be signed on August 20. This prompted its numerous opponents to be more active," Gorbachev said. He disagreed that a lot of signals, including a number of economic factors, betokened the Soviet Union's end. "The main reason was different. The model created by Stalin, which rested on the command-administrative footing and presumed the [Communist] party's diktat, control and monopoly, and which was somewhat adjusted later by Khrushchev and Brezhnev, fully outlived its purpose. Look: In order to build a public toilet in the center of Stavropol, it was necessary to go to Moscow and obtain permission. This very model went bankrupt, but not the Soviet Union as such," he said.
A centralized government corrupts the system, controls the people, decreases transparency, and controls all governmental structures thus monopolizing power. Federalism separates the power ensuring a power check.
BBC 12, (British Broadcasting Corporation, “Website suggests Russia needs administrative reform of state institutions”, Feb. 1st, BBC Worldwide Monitoring) DMD
Administrative Russia has found itself at a dead end. In 10 years, there is not a single state institution remaining in Russia that has not discredited itself. This must be changed right away, everywhere, and radically. The purge of the Putin legacy must be thorough and must ensure the irreversibility of the changes. The most difficult question today is how to change the existing system of state administration. There is no doubt that it must be changed. It is more than obvious that it is unsuitable in its corruptness, repressiveness and lack of transparency. As in the late 80's, the state apparatus no longer suits the most active and educated part of Russian society, first and foremost. The labourer and kolkhoz [collective farm] worker are still prepared to sacrifice the freedom which they do not recognize (and therefore have not appraised), along with their votes in the elections. But not the "creative class." There is already no doubt that such a class has been born and attained self-recognition. But the more interviews, statements and slogans we hear, the more clearly we understand that these people do not have either a recognized view of ideal state administration, or an understanding of where reform of the present one should begin. We must begin formulating such a view -or more precisely, a programme of reforms -as soon as possible. The tide of people's enthusiasm will inevitably ebb, and only a few brave knights will be left on the shore, who will have to express their will. But this must be not simply a protest will, a reactive one secondary to the actions and behaviour of the authorities. Rather, it must be a proactive one, which clearly presents and promotes a different approach, which specifies different guarantees, different principles of organization of the system of granting state institutions their powers and authorities, and defines the principles of their operation. Monopolization of power, its lack of change, familial nature, lack of transparency, corruption, ineffectiveness, amorality and unfairness -all these do not suit the people. But how to make it different? Where to get examples for emulation, people capable of realizing them, how and from where to recruit them, where to start, and what to move towards? Obviously, there is a general understanding and a certain unity of approaches as to what should be done and how. No one wants strong shake-ups. The people who are dissatisfied are united by a certain level of provision: Today, it is not the lumpen proletariat that is kicking up a fuss, but people who have something in which to drive to Sadovoye Koltso, have something to access the Internet with, and something to wear to a cold rally. The Russian economic situation fully suits the people - their ability to earn a living, to take vacations abroad and to spend money within the country. The dissatisfaction is concentrated around the state and its system of administration: We do not want to pay bribes for technical [automotive] inspections or for a place in kindergarten, to stand in lines at the post office, to hear rude comments in the court chancellery, to be beaten by OMON [special purpose detachment] troops at rallies, or to be deceived in voting. But administrative Russia has found itself at a dead end. In 10 years, there is not a single state institution remaining that has not discredited itself. This includes the president, and the State Duma, and the Federation Council, and the courts, and the police, and the army, and the prison system, and the tax service, and then there are also the quasi-state structures -the oil companies, the management companies... The most recent interview with the head of the Constitutional Court, Valeriy Zorkin, demonstrates that the schizophrenia of conservatism and the mania of orange persecution have gripped even this institution, which had laid the foundation for our country's constitutionalism in the years of the "young Russia " of the mid-90's. It is clear that the matter lies not in Zorkin, Golikova, Fursenko, Nurgaliyev, Yegorova and Onishchenko, even though they must soon fade into the past forever. But rather as symbols and expressers of the Putin era. Their resignations in and of themselves will not entail any improvements in the operation of the system. Since 1999, Putin has been unable to implement a single successful reform. Everything that he and his comrades took up -the army, the jails, the police, administrative, reform, pension reform, education, public health -as if by magic, only became visibly worse. We must make changes right away - everywhere, and drastically. So that everything does not go back to the way it was in about 10-15 years. Reprisals against the aforementioned personages, their court proceedings, high-profile trials of bribe-takers and super-swindlers will not bring anything but short-term moral satisfaction. But we cannot lose the historic moment for serious systemic changes (even though it has not yet arrived). We must begin with the oath of office. With the code of honour, the obligations that we assumed publicly and sincerely: Not to steal, not to work for one's own pocket, to be maximally transparent and to leave as soon as circumstances do not allow one to adhere to these conditions. This oath must be proclaimed by those same people whom the present-day social protest pushes to the surface, as well as by those who will answer for the main sectors of work of the new team. Then, we must once again confirm a number of inalienable constitutional principles of Russia: Guarantees of the rights and freedoms of the individual, a free economy, democratic procedures,federalism, separation of powers, and the principle of checks and balances. We also need a stated apolitical nature of the new team. The protest is shared by liberals, nationalists, national-bolsheviks, anarchists and communists. Each one has his own ideology, but each one is waiting for changes for the better. Therefore, the new team must be sooner technical than political. First, it is necessary to treat the country that was insulted by the Putin decade of theft, and to renovate the system. We must start by getting rid of all of the unconstitutional institutions created by Putin over the 10-year period for facilitating the concentration of power -the instigators of informal relations, chekism, and corruption. We are talking about the federal districts and the polpredships [ viceroys, president's plenipotentiary representatives in the districts -translator's note ] with federal inspectors in each region, about the State Council, the Security Council, the Public Chamber, and the endless and equally useless public councils. We should tear these hangers-on away from the traditional constitutional bodies -the parliament, president and courts. They merely erode their competence and responsibility. Reform of administration must lead to a significant reduction in the number of public officials. The stout fellows from the police, the army and the jails (2.5 million of them) must go to raise up the economy under conditions of membership in the WTO [World Trade Organization] and competition with China. The personnel complement, undoubtedly, is of first priority importance. But we must begin serious endeavours with the general jurisdiction courts and with its main body -the Supreme Court of Russia. The staffing principles must be: A Russian and foreign education, knowledge of the Russian and a foreign language, and mainly -no connection with the Soviet period and with the corruption in the 90's and the zero years. We need to expose the system of vertical control in the judicial system, unspoken instructions, informal principles and requirements. The break of informal relations with personification of responsibility for adopted judicial decisions must be accompanied by abolition of the institution of presiding judges, at the very least, in its current form and volume of authority. Here, state television will be important as a channel for the new system of cultural values. It must become closer to YouTube and to video exposees. It must become shameful to take bribes, give instructions to judges, work for kickbacks, be rude, and not provide assistance to people. Television in Russia has a huge potential for civic control over the representatives of power -and we must make use of it. And parallel with this, we must also resolve questions of greater independence of the state channels from the presidential staff. The new people who come to replace the Putin team will have to make bold personnel decisions, giving cart-blanche and granting serious responsibility. The purge of the Soviet and Putin legacy must be thorough, and must ensure the irreversibility of the changes. This will require a certain period of time, after which the key posts in the system must be assumed by people of a new generation, many on the basis of general elections (undoubtedly with high requirements for the candidates). The previously undertaken reforms of the security departments must be subjected to revision and decisively continued. Within a short period of time, the MVD [Ministry of Internal Affairs], FSIN [Federal Correctional Service of Russia] and army must painlessly rid themselves of the older generation of officers. It is necessary to ensure a generation gap. The new administrative personnel of the police and prison department must undergo retraining with recruitment of foreign instructors. Special emphasis must be placed on psychological stability against corruption and violence. The large-scale programme of personnel replacement must take 2-3 years. In the course of this process - including elections, recertification, selection and appointment -the law enforcement agencies will pay particular attention to procedural violations, bribery and pressure. The main reformist efforts should be concentrated on large million-man cities, later extending the new administrative culture to the depth of the regions. We will need to return public attention to the Russian Constitution and the system of checks and balances contained in it. While it is not ideal, it nevertheless contains a great many such opportunities. Strengthening the role of parliaments and the courts to counterbalance the power of the president and the government, and also strengthening the Russian regions by reducing the role of the federal centre -this must necessarily accompany constitutional reform, which guarantees Russia against a return of corrupt Putin-type authoritarianism.
Impact – Russia – Prolif !
Collapse of Russian Federalism spreads WMD prolif
Hahn, visiting scholar with the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, 2003 
[Gordon M. “The Past, Present, And Future Of The Russian Federal State” Summer 2003 Vol. 11, Iss. 3] 
Growing tension in Russian-Muslim relations and the federation's weakness or collapse would have grave international security implications. On the most obvious level, the fate of Russian federalism touches on the political stability and integrity of a nuclear power. But it also impinges on issues such as the successful integration of a stable, prosperous, and democratic Russia into Western and other international economic and security structures; the threat of Islamic terrorism; and the proliferation of weapons and other means of mass destruction. Russia is vulnerable to illegal as well as legal infiltration of Islamists from abroad. The titular Muslim republics border on and/or maintain close business, educational, and cultural ties to Chechnya, the Transcaucasus, and Central Asian states. Russia's own borders are extremely porous. Thus, these republics are subject to infiltration by and lending support to revolutionary Islamists from Muslim and Arab states. On 28 June Russia's Federal Migration Service reported that Russia is now a major transit corridor for illegal international migration and hosts from 1.5 to 5 million illegal immigrants. With Wahabbi infiltration among Russia's Muslims, Putin's support for the U.S.-led war against terror, and the pressure that federative reforms are putting on federal-regional and Russian-Muslim relations, Russia is less stable and provides more fertile ground for the support of Islamic terror. A small number of militants can cause great havoc. It is well known that Russian sites holding nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and materials are far from fully secure. There have been several attempts to penetrate such sites and seize weapons or materials. Several years ago, Chechens claimed responsibility for leaving a small quantity of nuclear-grade uranium in several Moscow parks. In April 2002 a team of journalists made their way into a high-security zone near a nuclear material warehouse to highlight lax security. In mid-June, a resident of Tatarstan was detained carrying two kilograms of uranium in the upper Volga republic of Udmurtia.
Impact – Nigeria – Module 
Devolving issues like infrastructure are crucial parts to ending criminal crisis like in Nigeria

Vanguard 12, (A Nigerian newspaper covering general national news, politics, business, sport and the Niger Delta region, “Nigeria; True Federalism, Panacea to Security Challenges – Mimiko”, Africa News, All African Inc.) DMD
GOVERNOR Olusegun Mimiko, weekend, said that the resurgence of incessant criminal activities in some parts of the country could only be effectively curbed if Nigeria embraces the practice of true federalism. Mimiko said this while addressing participants at the 9th All-Yoruba Youth Conference organised by Coalition of Oodua Self-Determination Groups in Akure. He said true federalism would encourage devolution of powers from the Federal Government to states and local councils and would guarantee effective policing. The governor expressed concern that the Federal Government had not been able to curtail the activities of gunmen in the northern part of the country because external security agents were drafted there. Mimiko lamented the extent of carnage and destruction of valuable private and public property by the gunmen, stressing that the perpetrators and their sponsors would have been identified and arrested if the security agents on their trail were members of their community. He urged relevant arms of government to work towards achieving true federalism in the country to guarantee effective security of life and property and peaceful co-existence. He said: "True federalism is practicable and achievable in our country. What the federal authorities need do is to devolve necessary powers to states in terms of security and resource control. "Each of the states should be in control of the security of their area while the federal authorities should empower them economically to tackle any man-made, natural or environmental challenge." To start with, the subsidy funds should be disbursed to states and local governments to address critical areas like security, healthcare, food security, infrastructure, education and environmental degradation, among others." The governor challenged his colleagues in the southwest to focus more on projects and programmes that would benefit the majority of the masses and make the people the centre of development. He said, "As political office holders, egalitarianism should be our watchword. We should follow the footsteps of our great leader and political icon, the late Chief Obafemi Awolowo, whose programmes centred on the people. "We should use instrumentality of government to liberate our people. We should develop the people by investing heavily in public education, and offer them quality healthcare. "We need to empower our women and youths because they are the true drivers of development. We also need to pay attention to technology, which is another sector that can give the Yoruba nation, an edge." Mimiko also stressed the need for community policing to complement the current efforts of the various security outfits in the country. Chairman of the group Mr. Dayo Ogunlana, said the immediate convocation of a Sovereign National Conference was necessary to resolve the current crisis in the country. He said, "There is no doubt that the resolution of the Nigerian crisis is hinged on geniuine restructuring based on devolution of powers, fiscal federalism, justice and equity in a parliamentary democracy."
Nigerian federalism checks total breakup – limiting control of the federal government is key 

Ladipo 5 (Adamolekun Federal University of Technology, Akure, Nigeria, June 22, 2005
 (“The Nigerian federation at the crossroads: the way forward” Pg. 383(23) Vol. 35 No. 3) Lexis)
  The overall objective of political restructuring should be to establish autonomous (self-governing) nationalities or groups of nationalities within a federal union with a small coordinating national government. Two examples of issues that would need greater clarity than exists in the 1999 Constitution are institutional arrangements for local    serf-governance and how best to accommodate the enforcement of "national minimum standards" in certain policy areas. Because full clarity    cannot be spelled out in a constitution, a negotiated memorandum ofunderstanding could be adopted as a companion document to the Constitution. In the memorandum, operational guidelines relating to certainconcepts and issues would be spelled out in detail. Examples are theconcepts of federal character (45) and local self-governance and such    issues as mechanisms for conducting relations between the federal, state, and local governments; enforcing national minimum standards for    specific public services; and ensuring checks and balances.  Of course, those who fear that fundamental political restructuring(devolution) could lead to the balkanization or disintegration of the    country could point to some international experiences, such as the unending referendums on "sovereignty" in Quebec, Canada, and talk of a    "free state associated with Spain" (and represented in the EuropeanUnion) by some separatists and regionalists in Spain. But it can also    be argued that each of these countries has remained one because it has implemented significant devolutions of powers in response to demands by its disaffected constituent parts. Nigeria's postindependence experience to date constitutes a strong case for what one might call the inevitability of devolution. It is important to stress that subnational governments that would enjoy greater degrees of devolved powers    would need to match their autonomy with consistent practice of good governance, notably respect for the rule of law and human rights, citizen participation, and governmental transparency and accountability.    Otherwise, new groups within the different subnational governments would cry out against new forms of marginalization. (46)  Reallocation of Functions and Resources  A major aspect of political restructuring and autonomy relates to the allocation of functions and resources in the new federal system. Drawing on functional allocation under the 1954 Constitution and international good practices, the responsibilities of the federal government should be limited to currency and foreign exchange, external security and aspects of internal security, external affairs, foreign trade, railways, interstate transportation, and aspects of regulatory administration. State and local governments should have responsibility for all other functions. In turn, the revenue-allocation formula applied to the Federation Account should reflect this assignment of functions. In particular, the revenue-allocation system should accord to derivation the same 50 percent share as was the case in the 1954 Constitution, including a recent suggestion on vesting aspects of the exploitation of mineral resources in capable indigenous companies. This approach to the allocation of functions and resources would result in decentralized economic policy and management.
Nigerian federalism solves state collapse 

Africa News August 6, 2006 
(“Poverty Eradication Through True Federalism” This Day) Lexis
If we must eradicate poverty from our land, we must return money, power and responsibility to the states as was the position before the military era. The current quest for power and influence at the centre in Nigeria will become unattractive and the Nigerian state will be saved from disintegration and wastage. What is business of the Federal Government's in the management of educational institutions in Nigeria? Once we have an educational policy in Nigeria, with the appropriate enactments of the National Assembly, the resources for education should be channeled to the states and the responsibilities of the Federal Government should only be limited to monitoring and compliance. Today, there are so many federal institutions and multitude of bureaucrats being paid from the national treasury. Which should not be. One begins to wonder what magic a bureaucrat in Abuja can do better, than the governor of a state in educating the citizens of their states.A change in the current direction will greatly help in developing our communities for good. There are other areas of federal control that in a true federalism should not be the pre-occupation of a federal government like housing, agriculture, road maintenance, health, sports and other social responsibilities of government. These can be better handled by the states. In fact, all social responsibilities in a true federalism should be the primary responsibility of the states. This is why I strongly belief that the military enacted 1999 constitution is a total aberration to the Nigeria people. A new constitution is urgently required.We need to realize that we cannot reduce or eradicate poverty in Nigeria except we devolve power and resources to the states. The current concentration of power, money and resources at the centre is the primary reason for the level of poverty we see everyday in our various communities.
Impact – Nigeria – Ext. 

Agreeing to true federalism is crucial to providing equitable politics for all regions of a nation: Nigeria’s Igbos’ call models this
Okereke 12, (Charles, Publisher for Vanguard, A Nigerian newspaper covering general national news, politics, business, sport and the Niger Delta region, “Nigeria; Why Power Must Shift to South East After Jonathan”, June 20th, Africa News, All African Inc.) DMD
A FAIR and equitable Nigeria governed by truth and justice calls for presidential power shift to South East Region after the completion of Goodluck Jonathan's term either in 2015 or 2019 as the case may be. Ndigbo are not slaves or third class citizens to be rendered impotent in the political equation by those who claim to have won an unjust war that should not have been fought in the first place. All the regions have taken turns in producing presidents that occupied the centre for prolonged periods. Northern regions (North East - 5 years +; North West -15 years and North Central -18 years) have ruled Nigeria for 38 years; and Southern regions (South West -11 years+; South South - two years and South East - six months) for 13 years. Under the six geo-political zones, four zones have had power for more than five years each, South East the least with six months. Nnamdi Azikiwe was a president, but he was not head of government - he did not form a federal cabinet. Azikiwe was only a ceremonial president. Tafawa Balewa was prime minister and head of government; he formed the federal cabinet. By 2015 after Jonathan completes one term of office, each geo-political zone with the exception of South East would have ruled Nigeria for at least five years. Equity and fairness call for the South East to take its turn after President Jonathan. After South East presidency, Nigeria can then decide whether or not to discard zoning and rotational presidency. Nigerian president of South East extraction is a matter of "truth and justice" and not of concession. Nigeria needs a president of Igbo extraction to help stabilize the country from its falter and in addition foster development. An Igbo president will see the entire nation as his homeland, since Igbos are in every nook and corner of the country. Such a president would evenly distribute developmental projects in the country. This means that if water runs in Umuahia, it must also run in Lagos and Kano. I humbly, as our father, Dim Chukwuemeka Odumegwu Ojukwu, did several times before he passed unto Glory, make these passionate pleas: That Igbo should, and as a matter of survival and living, must come, once again and forever, together in the spirit of Ahiara declaration, assert our basic rights in Nigeria. That the Igbo take it upon us, from this very blessed and memorable day, to champion for Igbo presidency in Nigeria come 2015 or 2019 as the case may be with Jonathan's full term. That our leaders - in their different capacities - do whatever it takes, in the spirit of true federalism, to prevail upon our friends and neighbours from other tribes and ethnic groups within Nigeria on the need for an Igbo presidency after Jonathan. We, as Igbo nation, have severally, in the past, stood behind and seen to the successes of peoples from other tribes and ethnicities in Nigeria for the post of the presidency - a post no Igbo has occupied since we lost in a "no victor no vanquished" war. That to achieve this, every other matter and reason for disparity and disagreements amongst us should and must be relegated to the background and all efforts, wisdom, knowledge, understanding, resources and time be channeled towards communicating with, educating, and reaching agreements with our people in their different positions and beliefs in Nigeria. That, this time, as a nation united unto eternity, we must speak with a voice to the rest of Nigerians of the need, justice and inevitability of accepting and having an Igbo presidency. Subjugation is not our inheritance and the spirit of slavery in times of great freedom is strange to us. That every politics we play henceforth, no matter the party, be rooted in the conviction and steps towards producing an Igbo presidency after Jonathan. That, in all wisdom, looking at the prevailing party in Nigeria today, and its zoning methods which have always robbed us of our rights to the presidency since the war ended, it has now become pertinent and expedient to consider coming together and joining talents and resources in a party which agrees to true federalism and which supports, unconditionally, an Igbo presidency. That, unlike decades gone, we should make it clearly understood by all and sundry in Nigeria that the rejection of an Igbo presidency would amount to Nigeria's unfeeling of the Igbo pains and marginalization for over half a century. And making it clear that, should Nigeria and the elite who have and always would want an incapacitated Igbo in Nigeria, remain adamant on denying us our God-given rights in Nigeria, the only alternative left to us may be to lead our people out of a nation where we have remained rejected, robbed, marginalized and killed- despite our unrivaled competence and contributions towards a better Nigeria. Charles Okereke, Publisher, Nigeria Masterweb writes from Lagos
A corrupt government will result in pain, high commodity prices, harassment, and general insecurity like in Nigeria – the only hope is federalism
Africa News 12, (an online media company running an international, interactive and multimedia platform, with a particular focus on Africa, “Nigeria; Nigerians, Where Do We Go From Here? (2)”, Africa News Inc.) DMD
THE Nigerian constitution itself indicts the present leadership in Nigeria. 'The security and welfare of the people shall be the primary purpose of government', states section 14(2) (b) of Nigeria's constitution. No sane observer will disagree that the security situation in Nigeria has deteriorated and the welfare of Nigerians has eroded, throwing more than 110 million Nigerians below the poverty line. Where do we go from here? Every problem of Nigeria is an offshoot either of corruption in public and private endeavours or a consequence of lack of true federalism. And corruption, as I have argued, thrives when there is no enforcement of available laws. We love making laws and enjoy breaking them or forgetting they ever exist. What then can Nigerians do? A government that cannot or will not provide its people security and the basic requirements for decent living has compromised its usefulness and authority. The citizens owe their government no more than it has given to them. The responsibility of citizens is only a return on the investment of government in their lives. No man can give what he does not possess. The Nigerian citizen does not owe the current Nigerian government loyalty. Loyalty is based on assurance of returns. The leader, as a minister, is to provide safety and welfare; and to the extent that the PDP government has failed, its authority is greatly depreciated. The PDP government has become an intractable oppressor, extorting from the people without commensurate rewards. It has inflicted only pains on the people, increase in fuel prices, increase in electricity tariff in exchange for darkness, extortion of trillions of naira from the people's treasury in the name of 'fuel subsidy', and increasing harassment of the hapless Nigerians by security forces and a general state of insecurity. I believe that the PDP is overwhelmed by the problems it has helped create. It will only be to the shame of Nigerians to let the party continue to rule over Nigeria. The arrogance, impunity, and care-free attitude of the party cannot be overlooked. I called on Nigerians last year to vote against any candidate (even if he is an angel) that contested on the platform of the party. But, whether by rigging or otherwise, the party still retains power at the centre and in many states in Nigeria today. Either Nigerians are fools or something worse. But until Nigerians start punishing failed political parties away, they cannot be taken seriously. Non-cooperation with the PDP government is required at this time. The fuel subsidy probe report presents just a cause, but it is not the cause. In an organized opposition to the ruling party we shall have presented a warning to any future ruling party that compromise of the people's security and welfare compromises the authority of government over our lives. Let us be ready to support any mass protest that seeks to register our displeasure at the wastage that the PDP has come to represent. I do not belong to any political party, but I am not satisfied with the one that has ruled over my nation for more than a decade, with unprecedented violence since I have been an adult. I agree that if the issues I have ventilated above are not addressed we may have no nation to call our own. I believe in prayer, but just like prayer without works cannot produce an excellent college degree, so also is it a poisoning of theological wisdom to abdicate our responsibilities to God. No abusive and stolid government sustains the support of divinity. Nigerians, where we go from here depends on our collective will and boldness. But we cannot survive without a revolution-a turn-around from impunity to rule of law; and from injustice to true fiscal federalism, which can only be achieved through a sovereign national conference. We cannot run away from this. President Kennedy said, "Let us not seek the Republican answer or the Democratic answer, but the right answer. Let us not seek to fix the blame for the past. Let us accept our own responsibility for the future." No matter how long we live in denial of our problems they just won't go away. We may not delight in the right answers, yet they cannot cease being such. Let us go upward from denial.
A central government with too much power and resources becomes inefficient: devolving power to the states solves
Africa News 12, (an online media company running an international, interactive and multimedia platform, with a particular focus on Africa, “Nigeria; The Fourth Republic Has Failed, Says Sagay”, Africa News Inc.) DMD
The political parties are too many. They are over sixty. This has weakened the political opposition and has prevented them from presenting a credible challenge to the ruling Peoples Democratic Party (PDP) which is just an conglomeration of people who want to share power and resources without any ideology. The opposition is not mobilised. They are scattered all over the places. Most of them operate in one parlour office, just waiting for the usual financial support from the government to share. That is all they do. They are not organised. In my view, with the state of our political orientation in the various zones of the country, it is possible for some of the major opposition parties to establish a formidable alliance with the intention of winning power and introducing real transformation in the Nigeria system. The opposition can do it if they plan properly. It is all about allowing each party to present credible candidates in areas where they are strong and work together. It is very important that Nigeria has a breath of fresh air which can only come if the PDP is defeated at the federal and state levels. The other issue dragging this country back is lack of federalism. With the current structure of the country, virtually all the powers are concentrated in Abuja. All the resources of the nation are also domiciled in Abuja. The result is that the federal government is handicap. It has too much to do and failed to apply the resources of the country intelligently and beneficially. It is obvious the federal government is already lost in confusion over what to do with so much power and resources. But if these resources are transferred to the federating units, the states will be stronger politically and financially and then become an engineer of development. We have thirty six actors all applying resources wisely. In ten years, this country will be unrecognisable.
Impact – Nigeria – Yes Model
Nigeria models US federalism – empirically proven

Defense & Foreign Affairs' Strategic Policy, 2005 (“Oil as Troubled Waters” GRC June) lexis
 By contrast, he notes: "The most exemplary practice of federalism is to be found in the United States of America where the people of the constituent states maintain a near 100 percent control over their resources and pay taxes to sustain the central government."
In the United States, the federalist thinking remains strong, and the US Senate remains the focus of the protection of states' rights within the federation. That principle also was emplaced in, for example, Australia and Nigeria, but in both those central parliamentary systems, the senates and senators have largely forgotten that their mandate is to uphold the rights of the states within the system. Similarly, in Britain, the House of Lords was established largely to protect the rights of the land; the dispersed rural identities of the counties. In Britain, too, that role has been forgotten, as the massive centralization in London has literally abandoned the traditional rights of the less-densely-populated rural areas.
American federalism is modeled in Nigeria 

Ejobowah, Department of Global Studies, 2003 
[John Boye, “The New Political Economy of Federal Preservation: Insights from the Nigerian Federal Practice”, http://www.queensu.ca/politics/rgonemc/EjobowahFederalismPaper2.pdf]
Finally, the new political economy implicitly argues for a uniform federal system, contrary to established knowledge about the varieties that exist in the world (Watts 2001).
Federations in Western Europe and the Canadian one have their distinctive national qualities and they rank among the wealthiest economies. Yet, in the new political economy, the requirements for federal preservation—freedom of subnational governments to make domestic economic policies, hard budget constraints, structural separation of national power, and juridical rules—translate into the American model that is presidential and in which transfer payments or equalization grants are little or non existent. Indeed, McKinnon (1997) is direct when he compares the efficiency and prosperity of the formerly depressed American South with the poor regions of Canada, Italy, and Germany that are depended on intergovernmental transfers. Similarly, Ferejohn, Bednar, and Eskeridge (1997) present the American system as the most robust and resilient of the three cases they studied.8 But as Kincaid (2001) has argued, it is difficult to present firm conclusions on the advantages and disadvantages of a particular model given the varieties that exist today.
Impact – Turns the Case 

Federalist infrastructure projects have empirically made the nation as a whole better 

Callen, Assistant Political Science Professor at Allegheny College, 9
(Zachary A, “THE SEAMS OF THE STATE: INFRASTRUCTURE AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL
RELATIONS IN AMERICAN STATE BUILDING” 8/2009 http://gradworks.umi.com/3369449.pdf p. 12-13 Accessed: 7/7/12 MLF)
In both theory and practice, American federalism divides power between the national government and local governments, which are composed of states, counties, and municipalities. The power sharing system between national and local governments that characterizes American federalism resulted from American citizens' historical distrust of strong central states, a distaste that was originally fostered by the circumstances leading to the American Revolution (Walker, 2000). By distributing power throughout the political system, the national state was not the sole supplier of government services. Further, with empowered local 12governments, there was a bulwark against the national state growing beyond its intended boundaries and developing into a tyranny (Hamilton et al., 2003). But, this fragmented structure produced real consequences for the American state's subsequent growth and political centralization.
Signi cantly, the sharing of power between national and local governments within the American federal system o ered real bene ts to national capacity building, beyond its role in checking the unmitigated growth of the central state. By national capacity, I am referring to both the central state's as well as private actors' ability to accomplish their own goals by utilizing existing levels of social capital and infrastructure. National capacity may be expanded through the growth of central state authority, notably the expansion of national administrative power. However, national capacity can also be enhanced through more decentralized means. In a decentralized state where sub-national governments possess sucient authority and resources, local actors can provide goods and services that are then also taken advantage of by national administrative agencies. Through doing so, the acts of local agencies culminate to improve overall national capacity, even in situations where there is a shortage of synoptic guidance.
**AFF**
Theory: 50 State Fiat Bad

1. No single logical decision maker - there is no single person that can make the choice between the federal government and the 50 states. 

2. Not real world - the fifty states never act in unison which means there is no empirical evidence for the counter plan. 
a.) Unpredictable - no literature on all 50 states working together
b.) That’s an internal link to education- learning about the real world is better for education, it’s the only education that produces anything useful

3. Counter interpretation - counterplans have to have the USFG as the actor 
a.) Makes the debate about solvency mechanisms instead of agents which is key to topic specific education
b.) Key to aff ground because the aff should have to defend their mechanism 

4. Reciprocity - we get one actor, the usfg, the neg should only get 1 actor 

5. Infinitely regressive - justifies multiple actor, Key to fairness: Multi-actor CPs explode the limits of debate because there are an infinite number of actors that could potentially do the plan. 

6. Kills aff ground - forces the aff to debate themselves, lack of plan focus

7. Encourages lazy debate- the neg doesn’t have to do any topic research 

8. Trivial inflation-it allows the neg to artificially inflate the net benefit - you can still read your federalism DA you just don’t get to solve the aff

This is a voter for fairness and education.



Aviation – Perm Solvency
States fund airports through federal investment

Poole and Edwards 10 (Robert W. Poole, Jr.∗ and Chris Edwards, Poole is the director of transportation policy for Reason Foundation, Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato "Airports and Air Traffic Control" Cato Institute, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc/) BSB
In fiscal 2011, the FAA budget will be about $16.4 billion.1 Of the total, $9.7 billion will go toward "operations," which includes $7.6 billion for air traffic control operations, $1.3 billion for safety regulation and certification, and $0.8 billion for other functions. In addition, the FAA will spend $3.3 billion in 2011 on capital investments in ATC facilities, equipment, and research. Most of the rest of FAA's budget, about $3.4 billion, will go toward grants to state and local governments for airport investments.
No Solvency – Ports 
States can’t resolve port issues – too many disputes and that only increases shipping costs – Oregon proves

Du Bois, Staff writer at the Associated Press, 6/26/12
(Stephen, Bloomberg Business Week, “Port dispute boosts agriculture shipping costs” 6/26/2012 http://www.businessweek.com/ap/2012-06-26/port-dispute-boosts-agriculture-shipping-costs Accessed: 7/2/12 MLF)
PORTLAND, Ore. (AP) — With container ships avoiding the Port of Portland because of a labor dispute, companies that export agricultural products are confronting higher costs to get their cargo to alternate ports and ultimately to Asia. John Neal, president of ORPAC Feed and Forage in Junction City, Ore., said Tuesday his business hasn't shipped anything in four days as it searches for a feasible way to get its containers to Seattle or California by truck or rail. He said the suspension is costing the company $10,000 per day and he might have to lay off some of his roughly 50 employees if the ships don't return soon. "It's just going to add a lot more costs and reduce our profit margin quite a bit," Neal said. The two main shipping lines that serve the port's Terminal 6 — Germany's Hapag-Lloyd AG and South Korea's Hanjin — have diverted their weekly ships to Seattle because of a work slowdown triggered by a dispute between two unions: the International Longshore and Warehouse Union, and the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. More than 1,000 regional businesses depend on the container terminal to get their goods to or from international markets. Businesses such as SL Follen Co., a Portland-based exporter of hay and feed products, have paid upward of $1,000 per container to reroute their cargo to Seattle. Operations manager Vic Follen said the company recently used truck and rail to move about 10 containers to Seattle. "We were able to use both of those options to get out of the jam," he said. Portland's Terminal 6 is the smallest of the six container-shipping ports on the U.S. West Coast. Even before the slowdown, SL Follen sent most of its shipments through the Port of Seattle because it has more carriers and shipping lanes. Follen said customers affected by the three-week dispute have been understanding. And, unlike some agricultural products, a brief shipping delay will not harm the hay and alfalfa pellets bound for Asia. "In shipping, nothing ever goes perfectly right," he said. The work slowdown and ensuing diversion of ships have been a bigger headache for Neal's company because it does not regularly use Seattle to send forage to Japan, Taiwan and South Korea. Moreover, Junction City is 100 miles south of Portland, making it difficult for truck drivers to reach Seattle and return home within their hours of work. He described the reactions of his customers as "not positive." He noted than an already tight supply in drought-stricken South Korea can only be made worse by delays here. Neal expressed concern that the labor dispute might persuade the container-shipping lines to abandon the Port of Portland, which is less convenient than other West Coast ports because it's inland, along the Columbia River. "It's not a desirable port for any of the steamship carriers to really want to service," he said. "This may be just kind of pushing the future a little bit." The unions are contesting the equivalent of two full-time jobs plugging in and unplugging refrigerated shipping containers known as reefers. The electrical workers have maintained the reefers for decades under an agreement with the Port of Portland. The question of whether they should continue to perform it arose after the port leased Terminal 6 operations to ICTSI Oregon Inc., a subsidiary of a company in the Philippines. A federal judge appointed former Oregon Gov. Ted Kulongoski to help broker a solution, and the parties were negotiating Tuesday. Neither side would comment on the progress of the talks.
States are terrible at resolving port issues – Oregon unions prove that they should just let the federal government take care of it

Du Bois, Staff writer at the Associated Press, 6/26/12
(Stephen, the Bulletin, “Judge sets deadline to resolve Port of Portland dispute” 6/30/2012 http://www.bendbulletin.com/article/20120630/NEWS0107/206300351/ Accessed: 7/2/12 MLF)
PORTLAND — A federal judge has set a Tuesday deadline for a deal to end a dispute that has slowed the flow of cargo at the Port of Portland. At a hearing Friday, former Gov. Ted Kulongoski told U.S. District Judge Michael Simon no agreement has been reached between the unions representing longshoremen and electrical workers. The unions disagree about which workers should plug in and unplug refrigerated shipping containers — the equivalent of two full-time jobs. Simon appointed Kulongoski last week to broker a settlement. If there’s no deal by Tuesday, the judge said he may act on a request for a temporary restraining order that would require the longshoremen to stop a work slowdown that has disrupted port operations for more than three weeks. Simon could also act on a separate temporary restraining order sought by the longshoremen. It asks the judge to give them the disputed work. More than 1,000 regional businesses depend on the container terminal to get their goods to or from international markets. The conflict has led the two main shipping lines that serve the port’s Terminal 6 — Germany’s Hapag-Lloyd AG and South Korea’s Hanjin — to divert their ships to other ports. A Hapag-Lloyd ship, however, is tentatively scheduled to arrive at Terminal 6 late Tuesday or early Wednesday. A quartet of lawyers — representing the electrical workers, the Port of Portland, the National Labor Relations Board and the company that operates the terminal — urged Simon to immediately grant a temporary restraining order compelling the longshoremen to boost production. The slowdown is doing irreparable harm to the region, they said, and must end before the Hapag-Lloyd ship arrives. “If this vessel comes and if it has a problem, it’s highly unlikely we’ll see any other vessels for a long time,” said Randy Foster, an attorney representing the port. But Rob Remar, attorney for the International Longshore and Warehouse Union, told the judge that an order against the longshoremen would destabilize negotiations, and the attorneys seeking it were only trying to obtain bargaining leverage. “They seem to want to win the war for themselves,” Remar said. “We’re trying to win the peace for everyone.” The judge decided to give the parties “one more chance” to negotiate a settlement. He scheduled a Tuesday morning hearing. If there’s no deal by then, “I’m going to assume and conclude the parties have been unable to work out an agreement and I will act accordingly,” he said. The electrical workers have maintained the reefers for decades under an agreement with the Port of Portland. The question of whether they should continue to perform it arose after the port leased Terminal 6 operations to ICTSI Oregon Inc., a subsidiary of a company in the Philippines. Now that a private company is in control, the longshoremen say the jobs must switch to them because of the collective bargaining agreement between the ILWU and the Pacific Maritime Association that covers all West Coast ports.
No Solvency – Generic 
States don’t view transportation infrastructure as their top priority

Fontaine, Staff Reporter for the Pittsburgh Tribune Review 11
(Tom, Pittsburgh Tribune Review, “Port Authority CEO: State funds unlikely” 1/29/11 Lexis Accessed: 7/2/12 MLF)
Port Authority of Allegheny County CEO Steve Bland doesn't think transportation funding needs, including for mass-transit agencies like his, are dire enough statewide to produce action soon in Harrisburg. "The immediate crisis really isn't there," Bland told the authority's board of directors Friday. Bland said officials from SEPTA in Philadelphia and other transit agencies across the state told him that they will balance their operating budgets for the next fiscal year without major cuts, something the Port Authority cannot do. He also pointed to reports showing PennDOT's District 11, which includes Allegheny County, will spend more money fixing roads and bridges this year than it did last year. "Until (transportation funding) is recognized as a statewide problem, I'm not sure it will be seen as the top priority in Harrisburg," Bland said. The state is facing an expected budget deficit of $4 billion to $5 billion. The Port Authority in March will cut 29 routes, scale back 37 others and lay off 180 workers. The agency is making the moves — and using three-quarters of $45 million in emergency state funding it received in December — to close a hole in its $310 million operating budget. More than $11 million of the emergency money will be used in the next fiscal year, which starts in July. "It's the right decision for this region long-term," Bland said. Amalgamated Transit Union Local 85 President Patrick McMahon, however, urged the board to use all of the emergency money this fiscal year in an attempt to stave off the cuts planned for March. McMahon said if state funding does not materialize by the first half of the next fiscal year, the authority could make cuts next January — similar to a plan originally approved for this fiscal year. "Once this service is eliminated, it will never be restored," McMahon said. The authority needs to "keep pressure on" state leaders to act quickly, he added. Bland said it's going to take time for state leaders, including Gov. Tom Corbett and the new Republican leadership in the state House, to "get their feet on the ground" in the legislative session that began this month. Authority officials are "continuing to meet aggressively" with the new leaders, Bland said, but "the tea leaves don't read very well for (increased state funding) in the short term." State Rep. Rick Geist, R-Altoona, chairman of the House Transportation Committee, said a comprehensive transportation funding package "could be put together in two hours. It's a matter of having the political will to do something." Geist believes a funding bill should be passed independent of the budget. "If we get into a competition for funding with welfare and education, transportation loses," said Geist, a 30-year transportation committee member. "This has to be done in early March."
No Solvency – Effectiveness

Conflict between states and local governments prevent effective planning 

Barbour & Teitz 1 (Elisa and Michael, Barbour is a research associate at the Public Policy Institute of California and Teitz is a Senior Fellow and former Director of Research at the Public Policy Institute of California, “A Framework for Collaborative Regional Decision-Making”, May, http://web.ppic.org/ content/pubs/op/OP_501EBOP.pdf, 7/9/12, AH) 
Although planning problems increasingly require more collaborative governance arrangements, trends in state-local relations tend to encourage the opposite. During recent decades, local home rule power has been distorted, inter-jurisdictional rivalry has increased, and state-local cooperation has been undermined. Proposition 13 substantially undermined the 70-year old "separation of sources" doctrine that ensured local control over resources for managing growth. Although local governments' responsibilities remain unchanged, their ability to meet them has been constrained. With their taxing authority limited, local governments turned to their other primary source of authority -- control over land use -- as one means to ensure fiscal solvency. However, "fiscalized" land use decisions heighten inter-jurisdictional competition and discourage regionally beneficial outcomes like affordable housing production. The persistent impasse between the state and local governments on the matter of fiscal reform also obstructs new governance solutions. Without an offer of fiscal relief, local governments have little incentive to agree to more intrusive state planning mandates. Caught in this logjam, the state and local governments are unable to respond effectively to current planning needs. This resembles the situation a century ago, when Progressive reformers mobilized to overcome structural inadequacies in governmental authority. Then, reformers sought to modernize government to enable it to function effectively for a new age. The task is no less daunting today. If home rule can be defined as "sufficient authority and resources to manage problems and meet challenges at the geographic scale required to do so,"7 then the Progressive Era call for strengthened home rule should be revived. The traditional definition of home rule needs to be reformulated, however. In today's society, home rule that is primarily city-based is inadequate to address even local growth and development concerns. A new concept of home rule is needed that encompasses regional as well as local needs and responsibilities. 
Empirical examples prove that states fail at implementing transportation policies 

Barbour & Teitz 1 (Elisa and Michael, Barbour is a research associate at the Public Policy Institute of California and Teitz is a Senior Fellow and former Director of Research at the Public Policy Institute of California, “A Framework for Collaborative Regional Decision-Making”, May, http://web.ppic.org/ content/pubs/op/OP_501EBOP.pdf, 7/9/12, AH) 
Because planning problems inevitably arose that required a regional approach, a functional form of regionalism emerged early in the century to address them. Through the use of single-function special districts and single purpose regional agencies, state and local governments built infrastructure and provided services for urban expansion. The state exerted an especially strong role in the areas of transportation, resource management, and environmental protection. During the 1950s and 1960s, the state highway and water systems were constructed. During the 1970s, the regulatory framework for environmental protection was created in response to growing public concern. This functional planning approach provided a regional service framework within which suburban development could flourish, and it did not undermine local control over land use. However, it produced a fragmented planning system. The state-led regional planning agencies were organized along single-purpose functional lines, and they traditionally have not coordinated plans. Thus, the system is horizontally fractured. The regional agencies have no direct control over local land use, although their policies are often directly related to land use patterns. So the system is also vertically fractured. Local land use decisions often drive the planning process because regional agencies must take local plans and projections as given. The fractured governance system creates perverse incentives that undermine the overall economic health and cohesion of the region. In an economy that operates at a regional scale, but without public accountability at that scale, local governments have both the means and the incentive -- because of their land use and taxing authority -- to establish and maintain policies that benefit them locally, but that may harm the region as a whole. An example is fiscal zoning to exclude affordable housing. The reverse also holds; local governments are unlikely to pass policies that harm them locally but benefit the region as a whole, for example, to site waste treatment plants or other such "locally unwanted land uses." 
States are currently dysfunctional—too fragmented 

Katz 10 (Bruce, Vice President and Director of the Metropolitan Policy Program- Global Cities Initiative, Brookings Institute, “The Metro Moment”, April 16th, http://www.brookings.edu/research/opinions/2010/04/16-state-governance-katz, 7/9/12, AH)
Amid recent calls that government needs to be put in the hands of the states, people seem to be forgetting that many state governments are bordering on dysfunctional. Albany is a national laughing stock. California has given new meaning to the term "ungovernable." Governors Sanford, Blagojevich and Paterson are late-night talk show punch lines. In November, 37 states will hold elections for governor. State candidates will likely hit the campaign trail calling for a heavy dose of reform: Tighter ethics rules for legislators and more aggressive enforcement of those rules. New codes for lobbyists and lobbying. A commitment to transparency in decision making. Yet the Great Recession and the fiscal meltdown require states to do more. Most critically, they must do the hard work of overhauling their bloated networks of local governments (all created by state law) so that they align more closely with the metropolitan geography of the economy and set the conditions for market growth and innovation. States are super-powered by and dependent on powerful metropolitan economies, which are the nation's hubs of trade and commerce and centers of talent and innovation. Yet these same metropolitan areas are ruled by a hodgepodge of cities, counties, towns, villages, school boards, fire districts, library districts, workforce boards, industrial development authorities, water and sewer districts and a host of other special entities. America has a fragmented system of government more suited to the localism of the 18th century than the globalism of the 21st. Pennsylvania, for example, has 3,133 local governments, including 67 counties, 56 cities, 1,547 townships and 501 school districts. The result in most states is a fundamental mismatch between the real metro-scaled economy of innovative firms, risk-taking entrepreneurs and talented workers, and the inefficient administrative geography of government. The economic, fiscal, environmental and social price of this fragmentation is too high to bear any more.
States cannot solve for national level impacts—several limitations  

Katz 10 (Bruce, Vice President and Director of the Metropolitan Policy Program- Global Cities Initiative, Brookings Institute, “The Metro Moment”, April 16th, http://www.brookings.edu/research/opinions/2010/04/16-state-governance-katz, 7/9/12, AH)
The geography of local government could not be more out of synch. New York State, for example, is a balkanized, fragmented mess. As the New York State Commission on Local Government Efficiency and Competitiveness found in its superb April 2008 report, there are "some 4,720 local government entities, that is, independently managed organizations that can make decisions affecting local taxes either directly or indirectly." The list defies credulity and includes: 57 counties, 62 cities, 932 towns, 556 villages, 685 school districts, 867 fire districts, 181 library districts and 993 local public authorities. A full and definitive count of all the local governments in the state (including those without taxing power) has never been done, so no one really knows how many local governments there are in New York State. The office of Attorney General Andrew Cuomo estimates that the number may exceed 10,500. There are benefits associated with intense localism. Citizens feel a closer connection to their local officials (although does anyone really know the boundaries of their local library district?). And, in theory, individuals and firms can shop around for the government that most closely matches their preferred mix of efficiency, service and taxes. Yet the drawbacks of fragmented governance far outweigh the benefits. Fragmentation keeps government weak. With the landscape chopped into thousands of municipalities and special bodies, most local governments remain tiny, nearly amateur concerns, unequal to the widening challenges of global competition, suburbanization, revitalization and economic development. Many states are bedeviled by what David Rusk, the former mayor of Albuquerque, N.M., has called a crazy quilt of "little box governments and limited horizons." In geographical terms, little boxes ensure that in almost every region scores of archaic boundaries artificially divide areas that otherwise represent single, interrelated social, economic and environmental communities. Such divisions complicate efforts to carry out cross-boundary visioning, plan cooperatively or coordinate decision-making across large areas. At the same time, with the vast majority of municipalities essentially small towns, many if not most have limited tax bases and struggle to provide even the most basic services. Little box governments create a problem of scale. More and more the geographical reach of local and metropolitan challenges exceeds the reach and capacity of its governmental machinery.
State action costs more and crowds out critical investment—weakens performance and kills competitiveness 

Katz 10 (Bruce, Vice President and Director of the Metropolitan Policy Program- Global Cities Initiative, Brookings Institute, “The Metro Moment”, April 16th, http://www.brookings.edu/research/opinions/2010/04/16-state-governance-katz, 7/9/12, AH)
Many states are bedeviled by what David Rusk, the former mayor of Albuquerque, N.M., has called a crazy quilt of "little box governments and limited horizons." In geographical terms, little boxes ensure that in almost every region scores of archaic boundaries artificially divide areas that otherwise represent single, interrelated social, economic and environmental communities. Such divisions complicate efforts to carry out cross-boundary visioning, plan cooperatively or coordinate decision-making across large areas. At the same time, with the vast majority of municipalities essentially small towns, many if not most have limited tax bases and struggle to provide even the most basic services. Little box governments create a problem of scale. More and more the geographical reach of local and metropolitan challenges exceeds the reach and capacity of its governmental machinery. Second, fragmentation increases the cost of government. Political fragmentation often leads competing jurisdictions to duplicate infrastructure, staffing and services that could otherwise be provided more cost effectively. The issue is not just about higher absolute costs; it is about the crowding out of critical investments. Ohio, for example, is saddled with 611 school districts. As a recent Brookings study found, the state ranks 47th in the nation in the share of elementary and secondary education spending that goes to instruction and ninth in the share that goes to administration. The proliferation of school districts, in short, is diverting scarce resources to bureaucrats rather than the classroom. Finally, and this may be the most important finding in the current environment, metropolitan fragmentation exerts a negative impact on competitiveness and weakens long-term regional performance. This is partly because the sprawl and decentralization that naturally follows fragmentation weakens the downtown cores that attract young workers and foster greater access to ideas and technologies. But it's also because jurisdictions are spending their time competing against each other rather than working together to compete in the global economy. Municipalities routinely expend scarce resources on tax incentives to lure firms from nearby jurisdictions, adding not one job or tax dollar to the overall economy in the process. In addition, fragmented regions often fail to recognize their distinctive clusters of strength in the global marketplace and take the actions, large and small, to leverage their competitive advantages. The implication is troubling: Fractured metropolitan areas compete for growth and jobs at a deficit.
States don’t have money and are unable to fund services in the SQUO 

Oliff, Chris, and Palacios  12 (Phil, Mai, & Vincent, Research associates, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, “States Continue to Feel Recession’s Impact”, June 27th, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=711, 7/9/12, AH)
As a new fiscal year begins, the latest state budget estimates continue to show that states’ ability to fund services remains hobbled by slow economic growth. The budget gaps that states have had to close for fiscal year 2013, the fiscal year that begins July 1, 2012, total $55 billion in 31 states. That amount is smaller than in past years, but still very large by historical standards. States’ actions to close those gaps, in turn, are further delaying the nation’s economic recovery. The budget gaps result principally from weak tax collections. The Great Recession that started in 2007 caused the largest collapse in state revenues on record. Since bottoming out in 2010, revenues have begun to grow again but are still far from fully recovered. As of the first quarter of 2012, state revenues remained 5.5 percent below pre-recession levels, and are not growing fast enough to recover fully soon.
States simply don’t have money for transportation

Xerox 12 (Xerox Corporation, “Transportation Innovation Through Public Private Partnerships Building on experience”, xeroxwww.acs-inc.com/wp-public-private-partnerships-in-transportation.aspx, 7/9/12, AH)
Traditionally, in the United States, large surface transportation projects have been funded through some combination of federal, state, and local taxes. But these sources of funds are declining and additional taxes become burdensome on the tax-paying public. While public transportation agencies at the state or local level want to improve transportation infrastructure, they just don’t have the money to fund up-front costs. The private sector has stepped in with new sources of revenue and creative ways to design-build and finance projects that are an alternative to the traditional ways through PPPs. And while still somewhat in its infancy in the United States, PPPs have been popular for years in the European market with more than 1,300 PPP contracts signed between 1990 and 2009—with the United Kingdom at the forefront of those signatures.
No Solvency – Fed Key
Federal power is necessary to check state authority- turns the CP

Gardner, Professor of Law at State University of New York,  2003 (James, June,  “State Constitutional Rights as Resistance to National Power: Toward a Functional Theory of State Constitutions,”GEORGETOWN LAW JOURNAL, Volume: 91, page 1008, JS)
The multiplicity of power centers in the American scheme can create the impression that the system is chaotic--a pure, Hobbesian war of all against all without any purpose other than the accumulation of power. This is not the case--or at least need not be the case. In the Framers' view, what unifies the dispersion of governmental power is the people, for the entire system is designed to assure as far as possible that their wishes be done and their liberties left intact. “The Federal and State Governments," Madison observes, "are in fact but different agents and trustees of the people, instituted with different powers, and designated for different purposes." Federalism is thus more than a passive institutionalization of social conflict; it is a dynamic system that is designed to be manipulated by the people to produce results they desire. Hamilton put this point clearly:  In a confederacy the people, without exaggeration, may be said to be entirely the masters of their own fate. Power being almost always the rival of power; the General Government will at all times stand ready to check the usurpations of the state governments; and these will have the same disposition towards the General Government. The people, by throwing themselves into either scale, will infallibly make it preponderate. If their rights are invaded by either, they can make use of the other, as the instrument of redress.
Lopez – No Solvency - $$
Even if authority is devolved to the states, the spending clause gives congress the ability to overrule the states.

Brown 00 (Judith Brown, 2000 [28 Hastings Const. L. Q. 1], lexis)
Consider first the Spending Clause, n229 the most significant source of congressional authority to avoid judicial retrenchment so far. n230 As the Court itself has acknowledged, as recently as New York, n231 Congress' freedom to condition federal financial assistance on state conformity with federal requirements empowers Congress to sidestep many of the Commerce Clause limits the Court has placed on it. Yet, at bottom, this empowerment relies on a permissive reading of the Spending Clause power, which, like the pre-Lopez permissive understanding of the Commerce Clause, grants broad discretion to Congress to determine what federal requirements are appropriately germane to a federal spending program. n232  It would take but a small step for the Court, following the model of Lopez, to find new teeth in its existing requirements that the conditions be sufficiently related to the purposes and interests behind the federal program n233 or that the financial inducement not be "so coercive as to pass the point at which pressure turns into compulsion." n234 Indeed, if the Court found it necessary to build some limitations into the scope of commerce, in order to avoid conceding plenary power to the federal government, we perhaps should wonder whether the Court won't also find it necessary to revisit its long-standing  [*44]  view that the power to spend for "the general Welfare of the United States" extends beyond Article One's substantive grants of congressional authority. n235 Without such a delimitation of the Spending Clause, the specter of limitless federal legislative power, the primary target of Lopez, seems alive and well. So, perhaps, as some of the Justices hinted in Alden, this remaining central premise of the New Deal consensus is also ripe for revision. 
Lopez – No Solvency – Circumvent
Congress pays no attention to any precedent set by the courts, because they know they have the authority to strip the courts of their ability to make laws.
Devins 1 (Neal Devins, 2001 [51 Duke L. J. 435], lexis
Congress, however, has not paid much mind to this tightening of its Section 5 powers. A search of the Congressional Record reveals that members of Congress have mentioned the precedential value of Boerne on only nine occasions. n76 Congress's apparent disinterest in Boerne is the rule, not the exception, when it comes to recent Court decisions limiting congressional prerogatives. United States v. Lopez, n77 the case that invalidated the Gun-Free School Zones Act, also has received scant attention in congressional debates. Notwithstanding the fact that Lopez was the first case in more than sixty years to declare a federal statute outside Congress's Commerce Clause power (and that it has since proven an instrumental precedent in invalidating the Violence Against Women Act) n78, members of Congress have mentioned the case's precedential value only sixteen times since 1995, the year Lopez was decided. n79 Finally, the Court's anticommandeering cases, Printz v. United States n80 and New York v. United States, n81 have not figured into congressional deliberations. The precedential value  [*452]  of New York has been mentioned by members of Congress six times; n82 the precedential value of Printz has been mentioned twice. n83  While these measures are somewhat artificial, they are nonetheless telling. At a minimum, they suggest that Congress is not paying much attention to the signals the Court is sending it. Correspondingly, Congress seems more and more willing to jeopardize its legislative work through sloppy drafting. n84 On federalism-related issues, for example, the federal laws struck down "were quite poorly or negligently drafted." n85 In Lopez, Congress failed to engage in fact finding, make a jurisdictional statement, or otherwise consider the constitutionality of its handiwork. n86 In the Violence Against Women Act, Congress did assemble a "mountain of data ... showing the effects of violence against women on interstate commerce." n87 At the same time, by  [*453]  grounding the statute in both Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment and the Commerce Clause, Congress disregarded the well-settled rule that it could not use its Section 5 power to regulate private conduct. n88 And in several cases restricting Congress's Section 5 powers, Congress's factfinding was too limited or nonexistent. n89 In particular, Congress failed to convince the Court that it was responding to a nationwide problem involving both state and private actors. n90 For these very reasons, the Court, while invalidating scores of federal laws, has had to overturn only three of its precedents 
Perm – Cooperative Federalism 
Perm do both- states and Federal cooperation solves best- Alaska proves 

Frontiersman, The Mat-Su Valley Frontiersman is a local Alaska newspaper published every Tuesday, Friday and Sunday by Wick Communications and is distributed to the Matanuska-Susitna Valley. 2012 (The Frontiersman, 6-30-12, Mat-Su Valley Frontiersman, “Railroad Funding is Good News for State Economy,” http://www.frontiersman.com/opinions/editorials/railroad-funding-is-good-news-for-state-economy/article_e048c086-c32a-11e1-934f-001a4bcf887a.html, 7-2-12) 
There are a few crucial pieces of Alaska’s transportation infrastructure without which our oil-based economy could not function. Two of those key pieces are the Parks to Elliott to Dalton Highway route north to Deadhorse, and the other is the Alaska Railroad from Seward to Fairbanks. Without these transportation links, it would cost oil companies like BP and ConocoPhillips exponentially more to move the thousands of tons of freight they ship by land and rail each year. Without these vital routes, the only way to transport freight and people into Deadhorse is by plane. Oil production and the tax dollars it generates represent one-third of the state’s “three-legged stool economy.” And the industry’s tax dollars account for the vast majority of state revenue. As such, it seems hard to overstate the value infrastructure links like our highways and railroad have on the overall health of state savings accounts. We were pleased last week to learn that the Federal Transportation Administration is similarly convinced of the railroad’s worth. Congressman Don Young announced Thursday he was part of a committee that negotiated a new funding formula for the Alaska Railroad Corp. It was good news for the quasi-public corporation, which faced a 75 percent reduction in federal funding under the Senate version of the bill. Now railroad CEO and president Christopher Aadnesen says the company is looking at a more manageable $4.8 million cut. The move seems to recognize the uniqueness of the Alaska Railroad as a publicly held asset. The railroad is unique because it continues to carry freight and passengers, was largely built by the federal government and because it is one of only a few state-owned railroads in operation. From 1914 to 1983, the federal government owned the Alaska Railroad. In January 1983, President Ronald Reagan signed legislation authorizing transfer of the railroad to the state of Alaska. And Gov. Bill Sheffield completed the transfer in July 1984, with legislation establishing the quasi-public Alaska Railroad Corp. and its seven-member board of directors. The Alaska Railroad Corp.’s 2011 annual report shows net income of $13.4 million on total revenues of $185.7 million and an annual payroll of more than $83 million. It is in the midst of two major line extension projects: The Northern Rail Extension that will bridge the Tanana River at Salcha and the Port MacKenzie Rail Extension. The railroad says both projects hold tremendous potential for new commerce. With the solidification of this new federal funding, Alaska Railroad maintains its firm stance as a vital cog in Alaska’s economy, one that has helped build our future for nearly the past 100 years.
Cooperative federalism is desirable- ensures the development of effective Federal policies and regulation

Weiser, Associate Professor of Law at the University of Colorado, 2001 (Philip J., December, “Federal Common Law, Cooperative Federalism, and the Enforcement of the Telecom Act,” NEW YORK UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW,  Volume: 76,  Page 1701 and 1702, JS) 
In perhaps the most memorable defense of federalism, Justice Brandeis explained that “[i]t is one of the happy incidents of the federal system that a single courageous State may, if its citizens so choose, serve as a laboratory; and try novel social and economic experiments without risk to the rest of the country.”40 Unlike some New Deal programs that left no room for variation between the states,41 cooperative federalism programs capitalize on these laboratories. When states enjoy significant discretion, they can experiment and learn from one another when performing complex regulatory tasks— from setting pole attachment rates (Pole Attachment Act of 1978)42 to encouraging the development of alternate sources of electric power (the Public Utilities Regulatory Policy Act (PURPA))43 to making judgments about cost containment in health care reimbursement (Medicaid)44 to setting appropriate water quality benchmarks (Clean Water Act).45 Resisting the immediate institution of a uniform national rule hedges the federal government’s bet by waiting to pick a single standard. A national standard may ultimately emerge, but avoiding the premature selection of such a standard—or its ineffective administration— leads to better regulatory policy.46 The absence of a federal standard in difficult regulatory policy areas can help ensure that the regulatory regime does not “lock in” a suboptimal standard.47 Through the process of interstate competition, other states and the federal government may move to adopt preferable approaches.48 In this sense, a federal regulatory agency, like the Supreme Court, can benefit from “percolation” of different approaches before ultimately settling upon a single approach or delineating the scope of acceptable approaches.49 In sum, the advantages of cooperative federalism have made it an attractive model for lawmakers designing complex regulatory systems. In addition to these instrumental reasons for the rise of cooperative federalism, the evolution of federal common law jurisprudence in the last half of the twentieth century also encouraged this structure for filling statutory gaps. Part II turns to this history.
Cooperative federalism solves regulation and financial problems that cannot be resolved by one level of government

Weiser, Associate Professor of Law at the University of Colorado, 2001 (Philip J., December, “Federal Common Law, Cooperative Federalism, and the Enforcement of the Telecom Act,” NEW YORK UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW,  Volume: 76,  Pages1701 and 1702, JS) 
The local tailoring ability of cooperative federalism regimes facilitates ambitious regulatory ventures like the Telecom Act’s attempt to open up local telephone markets to competition. A cooperative federalism approach recognizes that many regulatory problems “are so complex that they cannot be resolved by one level of government acting alone; rather, they require cooperation among all levels.”24 Economists repeatedly have praised this aspect of federalism.25 Professor Richard Stewart calls it a “reconstitutive” approach to regulatory programs, a strategy which can “afford flexibility to accommodate diverse subsystem conditions and values, broaden decisional responsibility, and reduce costly and dysfunctional centralized decisionmaking.”26 The federal government simply does not have the know-how and resources to tailor broad standards to local circumstances.27 As an important case in point, modern environmental regulation convinc- ingly demonstrates how “[t]he need to tailor environmental policy to local conditions and the even more important need to use state techni- cal and personnel resources compel Congress to share some of its au- thority.”28 Notably, when the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) stepped in for the state of Idaho to administer its air quality regulatory program, it clearly was not up to the task, report- edly spending almost five times as much as the state would have spent to do the same job.29 As a result of this need for cooperation, both the states and the federal government are well aware that they are tied together in their ability to administer cooperative federalism programs.30 The resulting interdependence gives each important influence over the other.31
Perm allows for states to meet local needs while promoting efficiency and improving overall standards

Wells, Professor of Law Univ. of Missouri-Columbia, 2007 (Christina E., “Katrina and the Rhetoric of Federalism,” Mississippi Law Review, Volume: 26, Pages 130 and 131, JS) 
There are said to be multiple benefits of cooperative federalism. First, cooperative federalism programs recognize that, in a country as large as the United States, federal officials cannot realistically manage policies on a national level and that state officials are in a better position to tailor federal regulatory regimes to local conditions. n18 Second, such programs promote interstate competition that allows citizens to choose among competing jurisdictions, ultimately resulting in "better and more efficient policies that maximize social welfare." n19 Third, cooperative federalism programs promote experimentation by giving states discretion in the implementation of federal policy. Such experimentation may result in improved overall standards as states and the federal government come to see what others have done. n20 Finally, some argue that delegating implementation to state and local decision makers provides greater opportunity for citizen participation and, thus, greater accountability.
Perm solves – IHS proves states and federal government cooperation meet transportation needs

Dilger, Senior Specialist in American National Government for the Congressional Research Service, Director of the Institute for Public Affairs at West Virginia University, 2011 (Robert, 4-20-11,"Federalism Issues in Surface Transportation Policy: Past and Present,” http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R40431_20110420.pdf, JS)
One of the more significant effects of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 on federalism relationships in surface transportation policy was Congress’s abandonment of constitutional constraints on program eligibility. Congressional Members and hearing witnesses no longer mentioned states rights as a factor limiting congressional options to the funding of post roads and roads with direct influence on interstate commerce. Now, states, through AASHO and, to an increased extent following the adoption of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, the National Governors Association, were actively lobbying Congress for increased federal assistance. The congressional focus was on determining the best means to expedite traffic flow and promote economic prosperity, within the constraints of available federal resources and a federalism framework. The result was the expansion of program eligibility, with each of the new programs focused on the needs of specific constituencies. The Primary System focused on projects that addressed county transportation needs. The Secondary System focused on projects that addressed rural America’s transportation needs. The urban highway extension program focused on projects that addressed urban America’s transportation needs. The Interstate Highway System, given is expansive scope, addressed transportation needs throughout the nation. 
Perm – Pre Emption Good
Perm Do Both- Federal Pre-emption key to effective state regulation

Ruth 10(Corporate Law Scholar and Professor of Law, 10
Mason, “Federalism and the Taxing Power,”12-1
http://www.californialawreview.org/assets/pdfs/99-4/02_Mason.pdf, pg. 994, accessed 7-9)
When comparing the federalism impact of various modes of federal regulation, it is important to note that conditional grants do not cut states out of the regulatory process entirely. Indeed, grants are federalism-preserving compared to preemptive federal regulation.188 However, conditional grants generally require states to adopt legislation consistent with the federal policies proposed in the grant, and states generally agree under grants not to engage in activities that undermine those federal policies. Thus, conditional grants have the effect of both prescribing and circumscribing state government action. While states have some ability to negotiate the terms of federal grant conditions, the primary remedy available to states that do not wish to accede to federal grant conditions is to refuse the grant.
In contrast, states are not contractually bound to implement federal tax incentives. Thus, compared with grants, federal tax incentives do not expend limited state legislative and regulatory resources. This could be particularly useful in areas where, although state residents generally approve of the goal behind a federal tax incentive, they do not regard it as a sufficiently high priority upon which to concentrate limited state resources. Congress’s pursuit of federal policies through taxes, rather than conditional grants administered by the states, therefore may leave more room for the accomplishment of local goals. Thus, where state voters approve the goals behind federal tax incentives, but do not prioritize them as highly as do national voters, federal tax incentives may complement, rather than supplant, local policy objectives. In this way, federal tax incentives may be federalism-preserving compared to grants.
Cali DA – 1NC 
California economy is on the brink now – pending budget cuts prove 

AP 12 (http://www.foxnews.com/us/2012/06/21/california-budget-deal-cuts-welfare-health-care/; Associated Press) 
Under the state's welfare-to-work program known as CalWORKS, Democratic leaders agreed to Brown's request to phase in a two-year time limit for new recipients to find work. Currently, parents on welfare have four years before they risk losing cash aid. The two sides agreed to eliminate Healthy Families, a children's health insurance program for low-income working families, by slowly moving 880,000 children into Medi-Cal, the state's version of Medicaid. Lawmakers say the move will streamline health coverage and save the state on administrative costs. Welfare advocates applauded the transition to make health care more efficient, but doctors and advocates for families currently in Healthy Families worried the move would limit access to care. Currently, a family of four can make up to $30,000 and qualify for Medi-Cal, while a family of four can qualify for Healthy Families with an income of up to $56,000. "The governor and legislative leaders have struck a short-sighted deal that unnecessarily puts the health of California children at risk," said Wendy Lazarus, founder of The Children's Partnership, a Santa Monica-based nonprofit children's advocacy group. Doctors and health providers receive a higher reimbursement rate from Healthy Families than from Medi-Cal. Dr. James Hay, president of the California Medical Association, said the shift could make it harder for children to see their doctors. Brown and Democratic leaders also agreed to reduce funding for child care assistance by 8.7 percent, which will reduce the number of slots available to low-income families by 10,600. Cost-of-living adjustments will also be suspended through 2015. College aid under the Cal Grants program will also be reduced beginning in the 2013-14 school year. Steinberg, the Senate leader, said legislative negotiators prevented deeper cuts to in-home support for now but will negotiate more savings in the future. "We have a good deal with the governor," said Assembly Budget Committee Chairman Bob Blumenfield. "We were 99 percent there with the governor before. He took our bills, he still was pushing to go a little bit further, and we were willing to work with him and try to work out some of the details, and we've done it." The deal counts on voters approving Brown's tax initiative, which would raise income taxes for people earning $250,000 or more a year and increase the state sales tax by a quarter cent for four years. The governor projects the tax would raise $8.5 billion in the upcoming fiscal year. A rival proposal, backed by Los Angeles attorney Molly Munger, would raise income taxes on nearly all Californians, with the biggest increase on the wealthiest Californians. All revenue from her proposal would go directly to public schools, while Brown's measure would use the money to prevent deeper cuts to schools and guarantee money for local public safety. 

The plan would force tax increases and spending cuts—leads to global economic collapse

Navarro, Ph.D. in Economics from Harvard University, 8 (Peter, 8-15, "California nightmare for the global economy?," http:// www.sfgate.com/opinion/article/California-nightmare-for-the-global-economy3273234.php, 7/11/12, AH)
Will the California budget crisis tip the United States into recession? The California economy is certainly large enough to inflict such damage. It's the seventh-largest economy in the world and home to close to 38 million Americans. California's budget deficit is by any reasonable measure enormous. This budget deficit is estimated at $17.2 billion and represents more than 17 percent of the state's general fund expenditures (about $101 billion). In contrast, New York, which faces the second-worst budget gap in the nation for fiscal year 2009, has a gap of about $5 billion, which represents less than 10 percent of its budget. In closing its past budgetary gaps, California has acted more like the federal government rather than merely one of 50 states. Indeed, unlike the federal government (or sovereign nations), each state is required to balance its budget each year; and no state, at least in principle, has the authority to engage in the kind of discretionary deficit spending both the federal government and nations around the world routinely use to stimulate their economies. In the past, a profligate California has gotten around this balanced-budget requirement by using a technique that effectively allows the Golden State to administer its own fiscal stimulus. In particular, California - under both Democratic and Republican governors - has simply issued new bonds every time that it has spent far beyond its means. California's problem this time, however, is that its deficit is so big, its balance sheet is so bad, and world credit markets are so tight that issuing new bonds alone is no longer a viable option. Instead, California's politicians are inexorably being forced toward a solution that will prominently feature both a large tax increase and significant spending cuts. Indeed, this is not a partisan matter of choosing one's poison. The budget deficit is so large that it cannot be eliminated without raising taxes, anathema to the state's Republicans, and spending cuts, equally unpalatable to California Democrats. Of course, the faster the state Legislature accepts this harsh reality, the faster the deadlock can be broken. Viewed from a macroeconomic perspective, there is an even harsher reality. Increased taxes and reduced spending will send a very nasty contractionary shock through a California economy that is already reeling from a housing market meltdown and punishing gas prices. Should Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger's budgetary medicine - including firing many state employees - trigger a recession, this may well serve as a tipping point for a national recession and, in the worst case scenario, even a global recession.
< insert econ terminal impact> 
Cali DA – UQ – Brink 
California’s economy is weakened and is worsening

Macdonald 6/11 (http://www.foxbusiness.com/investing/2012/06/11/sp-california-cant-afford-to-bungle-budget/, Fox Business News; reporter; Elizabeth; California cannot afford a bungle budget) 
Standard & Poor’s tells FOX Business that California faces a downgrade to its outlook if the state doesn’t pass a credible budget in time, as Democrat governor Jerry Brown continues to struggle to close a $15.7 billion budget deficit. California must submit a budget June 15. S&P says that although California’s economy is about an eighth of U.S. gross domestic product -- and is about the size of Italy -- its budget deficit is a huge 30% of all 50 states’ budget deficit. Gabriel Petek, an S&P analyst and co-author with analyst David Hitchcock of a new report on California’s fiscal crisis, tells FOX Business in an interview that the state “faces a downgrade to its outlook” to negative “if it bungles its budget.” Petek says that S&P is “keeping a close eye on budget gimmicks” that the state has tried to use to paper over problems. Petek says that the most populous state in the country, with an economy the ninth largest in the world, already is “overly reliant on personal income taxes” and that the state’s “tax structure is behind the deficit, because it over relies on the personal income tax” as its source of revenue. He adds that “for California to rely on capital gains tax revenue from things like the Facebook initial public offering is like looking for change in the seat cushions.” FOX Business has already reported that California governor Jerry Brown was too optimistic in forecasting more than $2 billion in expected state capital gains revenue over five years from the social networking site’s IPO. Even the state’s own legislative analysts told the governor’s office its forecast was too rosy -- as investors could sit on the Facebook (FB: 30.97, -0.50, -1.59%) stock and not cash out, or simply move out of the state, among other things. Already, California has seen a migration of upper bracket taxpayers out of the state. It has the worst credit rating out of all 50 states at single A minus. Brown has backed steep cuts to social, health and welfare programs, and is asking state voters to approve a ballot measure this November that would hike the state's sales tax as well as personal income taxes on the wealthy. But S&P tells FOX Business that California’s problem is not just due to over-spending or large pension and retirement liabilities for state workers, or an excessive tax burden. 
California cannot deficit spend without facing another recession

Macdonald 6/11 (http://www.foxbusiness.com/investing/2012/06/11/sp-california-cant-afford-to-bungle-budget/, Fox Business News; reporter; Elizabeth; California cannot afford a bungle budget) 
Instead, California’s main problem is its budget operation itself Petek and Hitchcock call it a “dysfunctional” and “deficient” revenue operation, which is in dire need of restructuring along the lines of how New Jersey reformed itself. Watch this rigmarole -- California’s state constitution requires it to enact a balanced budget. But “it does not also require that the state end the fiscal year in budgetary balance,” S&P notes. So an overflow of deficit hits the next fiscal year’s books, continuously -- a chronic problem. The state is also often strait-jacketed by constitutional requirements on budget moves like tax and spending, including a two-thirds majority of legislators to approve changes. “So its ability to make straightforward budget adjustments is complicated, a lot of times its budget gimmicks don’t work out,” S&P’s Petek tells FBN. Meaning, “the state passes budgets that balance on paper, but several months later, the budget is again out of balance and out of whack,” says Petek. “With that track record, that’s why the state has such a big cash flow deficit,” Petek adds. Worsened because the state, home to Silicon Valley and a huge housing market, has been careening from bubble to bubble. Standard & Poor's has already warned in a report earlier this year: "We could change the outlook to negative or lower the rating if we believe the state's credit quality weakens through the budget process." The credit ratings agency last February had upgraded California's financial outlook from "stable" to "positive,” offering a glimmer of hope to California that its credit rating of A-, the worst of all states, might be upgraded, too. Petek and Hitchcock note in their report that: “63% of California’s tax revenues come from the personal income tax,” but that the state’s tax revenues are “increasingly volatile” and “unpredictable.” But the state’s economy is now more “heavily based on services rather than retail sales.” So, does that mean a value-added tax on state services is headed California’s way?
California has a 15.7 billion dollar deficit

Pedroncelli 6/27 (http://www.usatoday.com/news/nation/story/2012-06-27/california-budget/55874464/1?csp=34news)Democrats%20passed%2021%20budget%20implementing%20bills%20on%20a%20majority%20vote%20intended%20to%20satisfy%20the%20governor's%20demand; USA TODAY; Reporter; Associated Press) 
Democrats passed 21 budget implementing bills on a majority vote intended to satisfy the governor's demand for deeper cuts to close a $15.7 billion deficit. Brown has until the end of Wednesday to sign or veto the main budget bill. "In my view, we are poised to enter a new and better era in California. An era of budget stability with the opportunity to begin building and rebuilding," Senate President Pro Tem Darrell Steinberg, D-Sacramento, said about completing the package. The spending plan for the fiscal year starting July 1 includes welfare and social service cuts. It also assumes voters will approve Brown's tax hike on the November ballot. If voters reject the tax initiative, a series of automatic cuts will be triggered, including three weeks less of public school for the next two years. Brown believes the tax initiative will raise $8.5 billion in the new fiscal year starting July 1 by increasing the sales tax by a quarter cent to 7.5 percent for four years, and boosting the income tax on people who make more than $250,000 a year for seven years. "This is a game of chicken where you want to swap our educational system for tax increases, tuition for tax increases," said Assemblyman Tim Donnelly, R-Twin Peaks. "This is an abject disaster." A recent Field Poll found California voters divided on the initiative, with 52 percent in favor and 35 percent opposed. 
California has a $15.7 deficit, is already cutting spending 

AP 12 (http://www.foxnews.com/us/2012/06/21/california-budget-deal-cuts-welfare-health-care/; Associated Press) 
California will close its projected $15.7 billion budget deficit by restructuring the state's welfare program, streamlining health insurance for low-income children, and reducing child care coverage and college aid, as part of a deal Gov. Jerry Brown and Democratic leaders announced Thursday. The governor and lawmakers provided only broad outlines of the cuts and few hard dollar figures, but Brown said the deal met his demand for permanent welfare reform and is enough that he now is willing to sign the main budget bill Democratic legislators sent him last week. Even with the changes, the state's new spending plan still relies heavily on voters in November approving Brown's initiative to raise the state sales tax and increase the income tax on people who earn the most. If that ballot measure fails, automatic cuts would be triggered; among other things, public school years would be cut by as much as three weeks. Senate President Pro Tem Darrell Steinberg said with a budget outline in place, it's now up to voters. "If we pass those taxes in November we will be in a new chapter," the Sacramento Democrat said. The Legislature passed a $92 billion budget Friday but the Democratic governor pressed members of his own party for deeper cuts to welfare and other social services. Several companion bills must also pass before the state's spending plan can take effect July 1. Votes will occur next week. 

State budget hurts the economy, cuts and unemployment in the future

Quinnell 12 (http://crooksandliars.com/kenneth-quinnell/new-report-shows-state-budget-cut; Kenneth’ blogger;)
The state budget gaps of the last five years led to $290 billion in cuts to public services and $100 billion in tax and fee increases. Those actions lengthened the recession and delayed the recovery. Because spending reductions were dominant, hundreds of thousands of jobs were lost; undermining education, health care and other state priorities, which likely will cause future economic harm to states. Federal aid mitigated the harmful effects of the spending cuts in the early years of the budget crunch, but its expiration last year had a catastrophic effect, making 2012 the worst year since the downturn began for cuts in funding for services. The study looked at budget data for the last five years and found that more than 640,000 jobs have been cut by the states since 2008, undercutting the economic recovery and helping sustain a high unemployment rate nationally. Because 2012 has been the worst year for cuts since the recession began, further job losses are almost guaranteed. The cuts have also led states to cancel contracts with vendors, reduce payments to businesses and nonprofits that provide services, and cut benefit payments to individuals — all steps that remove demand from the economy. There are long-term effects as well: By diminishing the quality of elementary and high schools, making college less affordable, and reducing residents’ access to health care, the cuts threaten to make the U.S. economy less competitive in coming decades. While there has been a recent rebound in the growth of revenue at the state level, if the current rate of growth continues, it will take seven years to get back to where things were before the recession.
States already are facing deficit problems 

Lambert 12 (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/01/09/new-us-state-budget-gaps-exceed-revenues-states-july_n_1195138.html; reporter; Reuters; reported by Huffington post; 1/9)
Jan 9 (Reuters) - More than half the U.S. states will not have enough revenues to cover spending demands in the fiscal year starting in July, according to a think tank report released on Monday.  Altogether, the budget gaps for 29 states will total $44 billion, the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities found. Among them are California and Texas, the two most populous states in the United States.  "This number is almost certain to grow as governors release new gap projections along with their proposed budgets in the coming months," said the liberal-leaning group, which monitors states' fiscal conditions.  Over the past four years, states have had to close more than $530 billion in budget gaps, according to CBPP. All states except Vermont must end their fiscal years with balanced budgets, which has forced them to slash spending, raise taxes, borrow and turn to the federal government for help.  As the recession took its toll, many had to call emergency legislative sessions to fill new budget holes.  Last week California said it is projecting a shortfall of $9.2 billion.  Texas also has one of the largest budget gaps in terms of dollars, $9 billion, which represents 20.4 percent of its budget. But CBPP noted that states with biennial budgets, such as Texas, have addressed some of their shortfalls already.  Still, Texas shorted its Medicaid healthcare program for the poor in its biennial budget for fiscal years 2012 and 2013, "leaving a roughly $4 billion budget hole that will need to be filled in fiscal year 2013," according to CBPP.  Connecticut's gap is only $2.7 billion, but that represents 14.4 percent of the state budget, and Maine's $470 million gap constitutes 15.5 percent of its budget.  The group said the $1.2 billion gap it reported for Nevada, representing 37 percent of the state's budget, is "the midpoint of several estimates."  "These shortfalls are all the more daunting because states' options for addressing them are fewer and more difficult than in recent years," it said. 
States have huge fiscal problems, and will take years to get on track

Lambert 12 (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/01/09/new-us-state-budget-gaps-exceed-revenues-states-july_n_1195138.html; reporter; Reuters; reported by Huffington post; 1/9)
Only seven states have had gaps emerge in their budgets this fiscal year, for a total of $2.6 billion. They are California, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, New York and Washington. The size of the shortfall is positive, though, as it is less than half the mid-year shortfall states faced last year, CBPP said.  Since the start of drafting budgets for this fiscal year, states have had to close gaps of $102.9 billion, equal to 15.9 percent of their total budgets.  Of late, states' tax revenues have begun growing again. According to the center, state tax intake grew 8.3 percent in fiscal 2011. But the think tank warned that over the last three decades, "state fiscal problems lasted for several years after the recession ended."  The recession that officially ended in 2009 was the longest and deepest U.S. economic downturn since the Great Depression.  "Unfortunately, that hole was so deep that even if revenues continue to grow at last year's rate...it would take seven years to get them back on a normal track," CBPP said.  "In other words, revenues probably won't come close to what states need to restore the programs that they cut during the recession unless states raise taxes, at least temporarily, or receive additional federal aid while the economy slowly recovers," the center said.  Both are unlikely. Federal deficit fights have left states worried that the money they receive from the federal government will be cut, instead of increased. The only tax increase measure on a state-wide ballot in November, in Colorado, failed.  Last week, credit rating agency Standard & Poor's said it would look at states' abilities to adjust to economic volatility, revenue contraction and potential funding changes at the federal level when gauging their credit soundness in coming months.  Mostly, current revenue strength "has helped to mitigate budget shortfalls," said William Pound, executive director of the National Conference of State Legislatures, in a recent statement. "It could help stave off some of the deep cuts that lawmakers have made in previous
California has failed at controlling its own state budget

Kaminsky 5/17 (Ross, Senior Fellow at the Heartland Institute, "Our Very Own Greece," The American Spectator, http://spectator.org/archives/2012/05/17/our-very-own-greece/1) DMD
More important, however, and where few Americans seem to be looking, is our very own Greece: California. Since California doesn't have the option of seceding from the union, one wonders when the state will ask the IMF for a Greek-style bailout. California's economy, with a Gross State Product of about $1.9 trillion, is more than six times the size of Greece's. At $90 billion, the state's budget (excluding the few hundred billion dollars of federal money distributed there) is only sixty percent of the size of Greece's national budget. But, California's budget deficit, estimated at $16 billion for the current fiscal year unless substantial changes are made, represents a stunning 17.5 percent shortfall and a huge miss from January predictions of a $9.2 billion deficit. Greece is now anticipating a deficit under 7 percent of GDP, but even allowing for typical politician optimism, the Greek deficit problem is arguably small compared to California's. While both places are full of union members and socialists (pardon my redundancy) focused on preventing cuts in government spending, California does have one advantage: it is not full of people who make a full-time job of tax evasion as is the case in Greece. According to a fascinating article on the subject, "the gap between what Greek taxpayers owed last year and what they paid was about a third of total tax revenue, roughly the size of the country's budget deficit." California Governor Jerry Brown is proposing certain spending cuts (including cuts to higher education and to programs for the poor) and tax increases (a massive income tax rate hike -- from 10.3 percent to 13.3 percent on those earning over $250,000 -- and a 0.25 cent increase in the state's sales tax.) Even so, his budget calls for a more than 5 percent increase in state spending, including a 16 percent increase to public school spending, over the prior fiscal year, giving a new meaning to "austerity" and emphasizing the power of teachers unions over Democrats. California, like Greece, and most western nations' governments, has a spending problem, not a revenue problem. One example: The state has one eighth of the nation's population but one third of its welfare recipients -- in part because, according to Business Week, "it is one of the few states that continue to provide welfare checks for children once their parents are no longer eligible."
Cali DA – Link

State governments are already experiencing a budget and its only getting worse
Oliff et al. 12 (Phil, Policy Analyst with the State Fiscal Project, prior Fellow in Governmental Finance with New York State’s Division of Budget, Chris Mai, Research Assistant with the State Fiscal Project., and Vincent Palacios, Research Associate for the State Fiscal Project, prior Research Assistant on issues related to economic development and environmental policy at the World Resources Institute, States Continue to Feel Recession’s Impact,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, June 27th) DMD
States continue to face a major fiscal challenge. Thirty-one states projected (and in most cases now have closed) budget gaps totaling $55 billion for fiscal year 2013. (See Figure 1.) These shortfalls were all the more daunting because states’ options for addressing them were fewer and more difficult than in recent years. Temporary aid to states enacted in early 2009 as part of the federal Recovery Act was enormously helpful in allowing states to avert some of the most harmful potential budget cuts in the 2009, 2010 and 2011 fiscal years. But the federal government allowed that aid to largely expire at the end of fiscal year 2011, leading to some of the deepest cuts to state services since the start of the recession. Far from providing additional assistance to states, the federal government is now moving ahead with spending cuts that will very likely make states’ fiscal situation even worse. 
State budget difficulties lead to spending cuts which removes demand from the economy

Oliff et al. 12 (Phil, Policy Analyst with the State Fiscal Project, prior Fellow in Governmental Finance with New York State’s Division of Budget, Chris Mai, Research Assistant with the State Fiscal Project., and Vincent Palacios, Research Associate for the State Fiscal Project, prior Research Assistant on issues related to economic development and environmental policy at the World Resources Institute, States Continue to Feel Recession’s Impact,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, June 27th) DMD
In states facing budget gaps, the consequences are severe in many cases — for residents as well as the economy. To date, budget difficulties have led at least 46 states to reduce services for their residents, including some of their most vulnerable families and individuals.[4]  More than 30 states have raised taxes to at least some degree, in some cases quite significantly. If revenues remain depressed, as is expected in many states, additional spending and service cuts are likely. Indeed, a number of states have made substantial cuts to balance their budgets for fiscal year 2013. While data are not yet available that would show the mix of state actions to resolve their budget gaps for 2013, the data through 2012 show that states have enacted more and more spending cuts every year since 2008. Federal aid and state tax increases have played diminishing roles in addressing the gaps, as the emergency federal aid ended and the elections of 2010 changed the political leadership in a number of states.[5]  Spending cuts are problematic during an economic downturn because they reduce overall demand and can make the downturn deeper. When states cut spending, they lay off employees, cancel contracts with vendors, eliminate or lower payments to businesses and nonprofit organizations that provide direct services, and cut benefit payments to individuals. In all of these circumstances, the companies and organizations that would have received government payments have less money to spend on salaries and supplies, and individuals who would have received salaries or benefits have less money for consumption. This directly removes demand from the economy. 
Without planning, states budgets fail
Backman 11,  (Daniel, Staff Writer for the Harvard Political Review, undergraduate political science student at Harvard University, 2011 (“The State Budget Squeeze,” Harvard Political Review, December 10th, http://hpronline.org/united-states/the-state-budget-squeeze/) DMD
When states make emergency cuts, they often proceed without carefully considering the long-term consequences. Most budget yearly, which, when coupled with balanced budget requirements, offers little incentive for long-term focus. Gordon points out, “There is a lot of push now to improve forecasting on the state level and engage in longer- term planning.” Additionally, state revenues vary considerably between years and work poorly under short-term restrictions. The income and capital gains taxes prove substantially cyclical, plunging states into deficits during recessions. Thus, to prevent shortsighted emergency policies, states should project both revenues and outlays over longer periods. As Elizabeth McNichol of the Center for Budget and Policy Priorities maintains, “Long-term, multi-year forecasting on both the spending and revenue sides… gives the states the opportunity to figure out the impact…on spending programs or tax systems for the long-term balance of their budget.”
Cali DA – Link – AT: Federalism Solves

Federalism impedes economic growth

Meyerson 9 — (Harold, Editor-at-Large at The American Prospect, Columnist for The Washington Post, 2009 (“Fed Up With Federalism,” The American Prospect, November 19th, http://prospect.org/article/fed-federalism-0) DMD
But even though federalism is more often the refuge of reactionaries than of visionaries, it has an even deeper flaw: setting the nation at cross-purposes with itself, and never more so than during a recession. *** There is a classic algebra problem in which water pours into a bathtub from the tap at a specified rate but also exits the tub at a different rate because someone has neglected to stop the drain. If you know the rates, you should be able to figure when the water will rise to a certain level. During a recession, the United States becomes a version of that bathtub. The federal government is the tap. The state and local governments are the drain. That's no way to fight a recession. When investment, production, and consumption are all in decline, the only way to keep the economy from shrinking is for the federal government to deficit spend and create a stimulus. But while the federal government pours money in, the state and local governments, which cannot deficit spend, see their tax revenue shrinking, so they cut spending, raise taxes, or both -- taking money out of the economy. America's distinct brand of federalism inherently impedes an economic recovery.
States don’t bring in money – California proves

Meyerson 9 — (Harold, Editor-at-Large at The American Prospect, Columnist for The Washington Post, 2009 (“Fed Up With Federalism,” The American Prospect, November 19th, http://prospect.org/article/fed-federalism-0) DMD
Consider the state with the biggest tap and the biggest drain: California. The sum total of the federal tax cuts for Californians included in last year's Bush administration stimulus legislation and this year's Obama administration stimulus came to $15.5 billion for the years 2008 to 2010 -- money desperately needed to boost consumer spending in the midst of the worst downturn since the Depression, says Jean Ross, executive director of the California Budget Project. But the sum total of state tax increases enacted by the California Legislature and signed into law by Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger in 2008 and 2009, Ross says, came to $12.5 billion for the years 2008 to 2010 -- money desperately needed to keep public services in California from grinding to a halt in the midst of the worst downturn since the Depression. "The state negated 80 percent of the feds' tax cut," Ross says. "And the cuts and the increases pretty much targeted the same lower-income groups." Nor were the negations limited to tax cuts. Ross calculates the federal government's direct aid to education, its block-grant programs and other education-related expenditures for California total $9.5 billion from 2008 to 2010. The state government's cuts to K-12 schools, community colleges, the California State University, and the University of California add up to $17.4 billion for the same years.
When states are left alone in an economic recession, it only amplifies the problems
Surowiecki 9, (James, Staff Writer at The New Yorker, has previously written for Slate, Fortune, the Wall Street Journal, Wired, the New York Times Magazine, the Washington Post, and Lingua Franca, 2009 (“Fifty Ways To Kill Recovery,” The New Yorker, July 27th, http://www.newyorker.com/talk/financial/2009/07/27/090727ta_talk_surowiecki) DMD
If you came up with a list of obstacles to economic recovery in this country, it would include all the usual suspects—our still weak banking system, falling house prices, overindebted consumers, cautious companies. But here are fifty culprits you might not have thought of: the states. Federalism, often described as one of the great strengths of the American system, has become a serious impediment to reversing the downturn. It’s easy enough, of course, to mock state governments nowadays, what with California issuing I.O.U.s to pay its bills and New York’s statehouse becoming the site of palace coups and senatorial sit-ins. But the real problem isn’t the fecklessness of local politicians. It’s the ordinary way in which state governments go about their business. Think about the $787-billion federal stimulus package. It’s built on the idea that during serious economic downturns the government can use spending increases and tax cuts to counteract the effects of consumers who are cutting back on spending and businesses that are cutting back on investment. So fiscal policy at the national level is countercyclical: as the economy shrinks, government expands. At the state level, though, the opposite is happening. Nearly every state government is required to balance its budget. When times are bad, jobs vanish, sales plummet, investment declines, and tax revenues fall precipitously—in New York, for instance, state revenues in April and May were down thirty-six per cent from a year earlier. So states have to raise taxes or cut spending, or both, and that’s precisely what they’re doing: states from New Jersey to Oregon have raised taxes in the past year, while significant budget cuts have become routine and are likely to get only deeper in the year ahead. The states’ fiscal policy, then, is procyclical: it’s amplifying the effects of the downturn, instead of mitigating them. Even as the federal government is pouring money into the economy, state governments are effectively taking it out. It’s a push-me, pull-you approach to fighting the recession. 
Cali DA – I/L – Key to Econ

California’s economy is closely tied to the global economy 

Shatz 3 (Howard, Public Policy Institute of California, June, "How Globalized Is California’s Economy?," Research Brief, Issue 72, http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/rb/RB_603HSRB.pdf, 7/11/12, AH)
Over the last two decades, international economic activity has increased markedly. Eager to capitalize on increased global integration, California policymakers have sought to boost the exports of California firms and to attract foreign companies to operate businesses here. Although other states also seek to increase exports and foreign investment, and economic globalization is usually measured at the national level, the sheer size and complexity of California’s economy make an analysis of its international trade and other forms of economic exchange especially useful. In Business Without Borders? The Globalization of the California Economy, Howard J. Shatz describes California’s global exposure with special emphasis on goods and services trade, foreign direct investment, and port activity. He finds that California differs from the rest of the United States in many standard measures of economic globalization. Compared to the rest of the United States, for example, California’s goods exports are proportionately high, but its foreign direct investment is relatively low. Shatz also finds that California is at the leading edge of several emergent trends in international economic activity. Compared to the rest of the United States, California exports more services, and its ports ship more exports by air than by land or sea. Also, California manufacturers are more likely to use production-sharing than other U.S. firms.
California interacts with the global economy more than the rest of the U.S. 

Shatz 3 (Howard, Public Policy Institute of California, June, "How Globalized Is California’s Economy?," Research Brief, Issue 72, http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/rb/RB_603HSRB.pdf, 7/11/12, AH)
The rapid growth of services trade is a new phenomenon in the world economy. No direct measures of services trade by California exist, but estimates indicate that California’s economy generates a slightly higher proportion of private services exports than does that of the rest of the United States. Specifically, private services exports as a percentage of the private California economy measured 3.5 percent in 1998 and 3.3 percent in 1999, compared to 3.1 percent in both years for the rest of the United States. By this estimate, California services exports were higher than the total exports from California’s second- through seventh-leading goods exporting industries. The report’s final measure of economic globalization is port activity. Although California’s two busiest ports are the seaports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, its two biggest export gateways in terms of value are the San Francisco and Los Angeles International Airports. A very high proportion of trade flows by air through California gateways (Figure 2). In addition, a much higher proportion of Asia trade flows through California ports than through ports in the rest of the United States.
**AT: Federalism**
UQ – Federalism Low

Congress will never let the power fully devolve to the states – Federal funding and guidelines will forever stay

Dilger 11, (Robert Jay, Senior Specialist in American Government, “Federalism Issues in Surface Transportation Policy: Past and Present”, Congressional Research Service, pg. 35 of 36)
Externally, interest groups representing both the private and public sectors have historically been united in their advocacy of additional federal funding, but have been divided over how program funds should be allocated, both among slates and among transportation modes. Congress has tended to arbitrate the differences among these varied interests by balancing the need to promote the national interest with the recognition that, for the most part, state and local government officials have proven over time to be relatively capable administrators of surface transportation programs. As a result, Congress has rejected efforts to devolve programmatic authority to states. Instead, it has adopted policies that have expanded stale programmatic flexibility while, at the same time, promote the national interest by requiring state and local governments to adhere to federal guidelines for managing the project development process and monitoring highway and bridge conditions, highway safety programs, traffic congestion mitigation programs, transit facility and equipment maintenance programs, as well as intermodal transportation facilities and systems.
Federalism low now and getting lower – Supreme Courts rule in favor of the Federal government

Pickerill and Gamkhar 11, (Washington State University and Northern Illinois University, Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science, American politics, law and courts, constitutional law and theory, and federalism, and Shama, co-editor of the Annual Review of American Federalism, Publius: The Journal of Federalism, Oxford University Press, committee member of the transportation Research Board, “The State of American Federalism 2010– 2011: The Economy, Healthcare Reform and Midterm Elections Shape the Intergovernmental Agenda”, Publius:The Journal of Federalism, 41(3), pp. 361-394
In addition to the public policy developments previously discussed, there may be legal developments in the works that could have significant effects for American federalism in the coming years. Whereas the Rehnquist Court handed down many notable federalism decisions that advanced the "New Federalism" agenda of the modern conservative movement and Republican Party (Clayton and Pickerill 20O4; Pickerill and Clayton 2004), the Roberts Court has been fairly quiet in the area. Since 2006, the Roberts Court has not seemed intent on advancing its predecessor's "new federalism" agenda. Chief Justice John Roberts and justice Samuel Alito have been more likely to vote in favor of the federal government in cases with federalism implications, in stark contrast to the justices they replaced, Chief (Justice William Rehnquist and (Justice Sandra Day O'Connor (Blanks and Blakeman 2008); and the Roberts Court has decided pre-emption cases in favor of the federal government at a higher rate than the Rehnquist, Burger, and Warren Courts, separately and combined (Pickerill 2009, 1075-1076). Some developments have the potential to push the high court back into the spotlight when it comes to the boundaries of federal and state power. First, the Supreme Court handed down U.S. v. Comstock in May 2010, in which it upheld a federal statute that gives federal judges the authority to issue a civil commitment order for sex offenders after they have served a criminal sentence. The Court's discussion and application of the Necessary and Proper Clause was supportive of broad federal powers under that clause. Second, there has been some significant action in the lower federal courts regarding federalism, setting the stage for review and important decisions by the Supreme Court. The various lawsuits involving the federal healthcare legislation (the PPACA) passed in 2010 have resulted in decisions by lower courts that if upheld, would limit federal constitutional authority. Two cases in particular resulted in lower courts declaring provisions of the PPACA unconstitutional based on federalism principles, setting up what might seem to be an inevitable Supreme Court ruling on the matter. Third, the U.S. Supreme Court accepted and is expected to decide in the 2010—2011 term two cases involving state sovereignty, which should give some indication of how committed the current court is to the 10th and 11th Amendment jurisprudence of the Rehnquist Court. Finally, legal developments involving state immigration policies have pitted the Obama administration against the state of Arizona in the federal courts, the outcomes of which will have broader consequences for the roles of states in dealing with immigration-related policy issues.
The Roberts Courts has a pro-federal agenda – US vs. Comstock proves

Pickerill and Gamkhar 11, (Washington State University and Northern Illinois University, Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science, American politics, law and courts, constitutional law and theory, and federalism, and Shama, co-editor of the Annual Review of American Federalism, Publius: The Journal of Federalism, Oxford University Press, committee member of the transportation Research Board, “The State of American Federalism 2010– 2011: The Economy, Healthcare Reform and Midterm Elections Shape the Intergovernmental Agenda”, Publius:The Journal of Federalism, 41(3), pp. 361-394
In its 2009 term, the Supreme Court handed down one particularly notable decision for students of federalism. At issue in United States v. Comstock (2010) was a provision of the Adam Walsh Child Protection Act of 2006 (at 18 U.S.C. Section 4248), which allows the federal government to initiate civil commitment proceedings against federal prisoners convicted of certain sex crimes who are about to be released from prison by the Federal Bureau of Prison. Under the legislation, if a U.S. District Court Judge finds by clear and convincing evidence that an individual has committed (or attempted to do so) child molestation or violent sex crime, is mentally ill, and would "serious difficulty" from engaging in that behavior after being released, the judge may civilly commit the person to a treatment facility where he will remain until he no longer presents a danger. In this case, the U.S. Department of Justice initiated civil commitment proceedings under the law against Graydon Comstock 6 days before he was about to complete a 37-month prison term for receiving child pornography. Comstock (and five other prisoners who were also parties in the legal action) claimed that the statute was not within Congress's Article I powers and should be struck down for being unconstitutional. The District Court as well as the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit held the law violated the Constitution because it did not fall within a power granted to Congress under its enumerated powers. On May 17, 2010, the Supreme Court handed down a 7-2 decision reversing the lower courts and upholding constitutionality of the law, with only Justices Scalia and Thomas dissenting. Writing for the majority, Justice Brever reasoned that the Necessary and Proper Clause has long been understood—since at least McCulloch v. Maryland (1819)—to convey broad authority to Congress to use means that are "rationally related" to legitimate ends, or that is, to enumerated powers. Congress has frequently used federal crimes to help exercise enumerated powers. Moreover, it is reasonable for Congress to regulate prisoners in its custody, and it has a long history of regulating mental health issues in federal prisons; and it is equally reasonable for the federal government to consider public safety in its regulation of prisoners within its custody. Because the law is within Congress's power, it cannot have been reserved for the states under the Tenth Amendment, and in any event, provisions of the law give states an opportunity to take custody of their prisoners. In fact, twenty-nine states joined as amid to support the constitutionality of the law. Finally, the statute is narrow in scope and does not purport to create a general national police power, and it can be connected to enumerated powers without "piling inference upon inference" (citing United States v. Lopez, 1995). The Comstock decision is significant in its own right, and for future challenges to federal laws based on federalism principles (such as challenges to federal healthcare legislation). It is perhaps the most extensive analysis of congressional power under the Necessary and Proper Clause in decades, and the holding in the case arguably broadens congressional powers under that clause. The majority clearly endorses an expansive understanding of implied powers, and the case could be used in the future to circumvent legal arguments based on limitations of federal powers as being outside enumerated powers, such as the Court's holdings placing limitations on the commerce power in United States v. Lopez (1995) and United States v. Morrison (2000). Moreover, the composition of the seven-justice majority, which included Chief Justice Roberts and Justice Alito—both appointed by Republican President George W. Bush—adds further support to the characterization of the Roberts Court as being uninterested in furthering the Rehnquist Court's new federalism agenda. If true, it could have important implications for future judicial challenges, including those involving federal healthcare legislation.
Recent court decision proves expansion of federal power 

Meyers 12 (D.G., Melton Center for Jewish Studies at the Ohio State University, Commentary Mag., “An Enormous Expansion of Federal Powers”, June 29th, http://www.commentarymagazine.com/2012/06/29/enormous-expansion-of-federal-powers/, 7/7/12, AH)
The most important sentence in Justice Roberts’s opinion yesterday upholding the Affordable Care Act is the least arresting. The new ObamaCare tax, which Roberts created in order to uphold the Act, “makes going without insurance just another thing the government taxes, like buying gasoline or earn­ing income.” Despite Roberts’s blithe assurance that a tax on “going without insurance” is nothing new, the fact is that this one sentence expands the powers of the federal government beyond anything previously known. For the first time in U.S. history, the government may tax what you and I do not do. Roberts calls these failures to act “omissions.” For the life of me, I can’t think of an omission — a refusal to act — the government now taxes. Penalties may be imposed for failing to do something (library fines for not returning a book on time, speeding tickets for not observing the speed limit, restaurant fines for not adhering to the health code). But even these require affirmative acts first: I must first check out the book, drive too fast, open a restaurant and scatter food about for the roaches and the rats. But just sitting around and minding my own business? For the first time in U.S. history, I can be taxed for that.
UQ – Federalism Low – Health Care

The health care decision proves that the USfg has control over the states now 

Scott, an Associated Press award winner for Best Investigative Reporting, 6/29/12
(Dylan, Governing, “Health Ruling Sets Up Potential Fallout for Federalism,” 6/29/2012 http://www.governing.com/blogs/fedwatch/gov-supreme-court-ruling-potential-fallout-for-federalism.html Accessed: 7/7/12 MLF)
Did the U.S. Supreme Court fundamentally change the relationship between the states and the federal government by limiting the Medicaid expansion in the Affordable Care Act (ACA)? Perhaps, according to some initial reactions from legal experts and policymakers. The health-care reform law, which the justices voted to largely uphold, included an expansion of Medicaid eligibility to 133 percent of the federal poverty level. The change was expected to add up to 17 million people to state Medicaid rolls starting in 2014. If the state didn’t adopt the new eligibility standards, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) could have withheld some or all of a state’s existing federal Medicaid match, under the law. Twenty-six states argued that the change was unconstitutional coercion because a loss of federal Medicaid funding would be a devastating blow to any state’s program. On Thursday, five of the justices agreed. While the Court upheld the federal government’s right to offer states more money to raise their Medicaid eligibility threshold, it struck down HHS’s ability to revoke existing Medicaid funding if they did not. “In this case, the financial inducement Congress has chosen is much more than relatively mild encouragement -- it is a gun to the head,” Chief Justice John Roberts wrote in his majority opinion. “The threatened loss of (funding) … is economic dragooning that leaves the states with no real option but to acquiesce in the Medicaid expansion.” As Governing explained prior to the Supreme Court’s hearings in March, the argument over the ACA’s Medicaid expansion could have profound implications for the overall concept of federalism. And for the first time Thursday, the Supreme Court declared that Congress had overstepped its constitutional power by essentially forcing states to participate in a joint federal-state program.
Health care and immigration decisions killed federalism

Chicago Tribune, 6/28/12
(Chicago Tribune, “Federalism destroyed,” 6/28/2012 http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2012-06-28/news/chi-120628shinn_briefs_1_federalism-arizona-immigration-law-individual-mandate Accessed: 7/7/12 MLF)
So the Supreme Court has upheld the individual mandate after striking down most of the Arizona immigration law. This has truly been an historical week. Never before has more power been taken from the states and the people and transferred to Washington in a single week. On Monday the court said that states cannot legislate in areas where the federal government legislates, and given how the federal government legislates on just about every issue, this means the states can legislate in very few areas indeed. On Thursday the court ruled that the federal government can compel individuals to engage in commerce, whether they want to or not, and penalize them if they do not purchase whatever the government says they must. In a single week, federalism, the 10th Amendment and any ability of an individual to control his or her own money were destroyed. "Conservative" court? Ha!
AT: Development Impact 
Federalism doesn’t solve in developing nations – 

Milhalakas 11 (Former U.S. policy analyst; http://mihalakas.wordpress.com/2011/04/03/federalism-the-best-solution-for-developing-societies/, The Federalism Project)
In many developing countries, leaders of independence movements and colonial administrators were confronted with the reality of having to reconcile the forces of integration and separation. On the one hand, there was a need for relatively centralized economic and political government units to facilitate rapid economic development and national control. On the other hand, there was a desire for independence and self-determination of people within a nation that represented ethnic, religious, racial, and linguistic divergent communities. However, the application of federalism in developing nations has not yielded the results promised by classical federalism. Many argue that federalism helps prevent conflicts in societies that are polarized geographically, while providing for the protection of minorities in divided societies. According to this theory, decentralization of power under federalism helps to prevent different ethnic or religious groups from fighting over the policies implemented. Unfortunately, in most post-colonial nations in Africa and the Middle East, irrespective of the form of government adopted (parliamentary or federal), more often than not, the dominant ethnic group consolidated power on a centralized government that ruled with little regard for the rights and privileges of minorities, or the economic benefits of limited government.
AT: Econ Impact
State governments cannot affect wealth distribution – only the federal government can effectively regulate taxation

Kelly, University of Tennessee, and Witko, St. Louis University, 12 (Nathan J. and Christopher, April 2012, “Federalism and American Inequality,” The Journal of Politics, Volume: 74 (2), p. 414, EBB)
Despite these important tools, the federal government appears to have a greater capacity to inﬂuence distributional outcomes. The major post-War reduction in inequality in the United States was spurred by changes in national policies and politics, not through the policies of individual states. The ability to create uniform policies affecting all citizens, the superior ability to tax and spend, and control over monetary and trade policy are just some of the tools not available to states. From a functional federalism perspective, then, the federal government should take the lead in ﬁghting economic inequality, and between the New Deal and Great Society it clearly did. By the early 1980s, however, explicit federal government efforts to reduce economic inequality began to wane.
AT: Nigeria
Nigeria doesn’t practice true federalism – explains the impact 

Daily Champion 11, (English language newspaper in Nigeria, privately owned, published in Lagos, “Nigeria; Federalism And Minimum Wage”, June 7th, Africa News) DMD
Besides, the fact the governors are now deliberately and belatedly proposing a new revenue formula as a condition for paying the minimum wage seems to confirm that the governors were not consulted initially, during the formulation and fixing of the minimum wage. Several times in the restored democracy, whenever the Federal Government had increased salaries of its workers, states' civil servants, teachers and pensioners had demanded equal salaries, allowances and pensions with their federal counterparts. Last year, following the ASUU-negotiated increase in salaries, lectures of the states' universities in the south-east had stopped work for almost one academic session to compel governments of the states to pay the lectures as much as their federal counterparts. Today, medical doctors and other health workers in certain state of the federation are on strike to achieve similar purpose. The heart of the problem is that since January 15, 1966, till date, the federal Republic of Nigeria has been administered as a unitary government. Had Nigeria practised true federalism, the state workers' demand for equal pay with federal workers would have not arisen in the first place and the governors' demand for bigger share of the federal allocation would have not been an ad hoc affair.
Warfare actually increases democracy through violent military restructuring!

Subero and Diamond 2, (professor of political science at the University of Ibadan, Nigeria, was Senior Fellow at the United States Institute of Peace in 2006–2007. His essay "The Challenge of Ethnic Conflict: The Travails of Federalism in Nigeria" appeared in the October 1993 issue of the Journal of Democracy, and Larry, a leading contemporary scholar in the field of democracy studies. professor of Sociology and Political Science at Stanford University and a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, a conservative policy think tank, “Institutional Design, Ethnic Conflict-Management and Democracy in Nigeria”, http://www.constitutionnet.org/files/Suberu%20Nigeria.pdf) DMD
The immediate impact of military rule was the militarization and exacerbation of ethnoregional conflict. This led to the gradual isolation of the Igbo-dominated Eastern Region from the Federation. Amidst the looming specter of Eastern secession and national disintegration, however, the military moved decisively in May 1967 to transform the country's regionalized federation into a more integrated structure of twelve states, six each in the North and South. Although this initiative could not avert (and, in fact, actually precipitated) the tragic 30-month civil war, it contributed decisively both to the defeat of the secessionists and to the long-term stability of the federation. Specifically, the new multistate federalism diluted the widely resented hegemony of the geographically and demographically preponderant Northern region, fragmentedthe regional bastions of domineering ethnic majority chauvinism and separatism, satisfied the longstanding constituent statehood aspirations of key ethnic minority groups( including non-Igbo groups in the secessionist East), and broadly promoted a more institutionally balanced, structurally integrated, and ethnically decentralized system of federalism. The phenomenal expansion in centrally-collected oil revenues as from the 1970s, and the creation of seven new states in 1976, consolidated the integration of the federation. This era of remarkable institutional engineering by the military climaxed with the inauguration of the Second Nigerian Republic in October 1979. It was also to heavily influence the context for subsequent constitutional planning in Nigeria, a 'constrained' setting in which the military would initiate and supervise future 'transition' or re-democratization programs in general, and exercise the prerogative to dictate, reject, alter, modify or approve the recommendations of constitutional review bodies and/or constituent assemblies, in particular (Linz and Stepan 1996, 82-83; Joseph 1987, 70)
Nigeria struggles to adapt to federalism

Kolawole 11 (Dipo, Prof of Political Science and Acting Vice-Chancellor @ University of Ado-Ekit, “Nigeria in search of true federalism”, http://www.unad.edu.ng/vice-chancellors-articles/235-nigeria-in-search-of-true-federalism.html) LL 
Nigeria represents, in a paradoxical sense, a nation where the conditions precedent for a federation predominate but where the successful practice of federalism has become a mirage. Therefore, rather than benefiting from the gains of federalism, for nearly fifty years of independence, we are still struggling on how to adapt to the federal institutional framework. The paradox does not start from there, it predated independence. From the McPherson Constitution of 1951 and especially from the succeeding Lyttleton Constitution of 1954, the British colonial rulers had planted the seed of federalism. The irony is that planting a seed does not of necessity translate to germination. In many human situations, a planted seed must be watered and nurtured to germinate. Nigeria’s diversities are reflected in her forces of ethnic nationalism, economy, politics, religion, geography and language to mention just a few. Like many other twenty countries of the world administered as federations which include Brazil, Australia, Germany and the United States of America, with a good leadership which is seen as competent and capable of advancing the advantages of pluralism, Nigeria has no reason for not being a success story of federalism and a universally respected reference point of an ideal federalism.
Nigerian federalism suffers because of voluntarism that exists within government.

Kolawole 11 (Dipo, Prof of Political Science and Acting Vice-Chancellor @ University of Ado-Ekit, “Nigeria in search of true federalism”, http://www.unad.edu.ng/vice-chancellors-articles/235-nigeria-in-search-of-true-federalism.html) LL
Nigerian federalism has continued to suffer some constraints which, instead of abating, are constantly and progressively becoming malignant. The factor can be located within the forces of history, nature and character of institutional framework, leadership, as well as regime instability. For our purposes here, we identify five of such factors. Some of them may seem mutually inclusive but in terms of negative impact on Nigerian federalism, they constitute distinctive influences. The other caveat one may need to enter is that they are not in anyway presumed to be exhaustive of the limitations on Nigerian federalism. First is the factor of history. A federation evolves through voluntarism in which one’s sovereignty is submitted in order to expand a stronger sovereignty. The factor of voluntarism enhances bargaining power and the sustenance of a modicum of independence. The British forcefully amalgamated divergent entities for its own administrative conveniences and did little to integrate them. Ironically, two Nigerian political leaders who were later to become Prime Minister and Premier of a region respectively at different fora in 1947 expressed lack of faith in the Nigerian project. The issue was not whether or not federalism was sustainable but that Nigeria itself was a mirage.
The selfishness of Nigerian leaders prevents federalism to spur.

Kolawole 11 (Dipo, Prof of Political Science and Acting Vice-Chancellor @ University of Ado-Ekit, “Nigeria in search of true federalism”, http://www.unad.edu.ng/vice-chancellors-articles/235-nigeria-in-search-of-true-federalism.html) LL
The second factor relates to the character of leadership. Political leadership devolved in the post-independence period on leaders whose leadership legitimacy was substantially conceived and emotively erected on ethnic nationalism which was divisive of national unity. Politicians especially in the developing world think first of their political survival before they reflect on the survival of the political system. So, Nigeria was confronted by contradictory factor of leaders who advocated a Nigerian nation in name but who exhibited unabashed commitment to their own sub-units of the nation. The resultant effect was expectedly the inability to work in unison to lay the expected foundation for federalism to thrive. Yet, and this should be worrisome, if the First Republic was said not to have guaranteed the workability of federalism, the succeeding military regimes bastardized the whole concept turning Nigeria into guinea pig in a laboratory of unnecessary political experiments.
The military take-over in 1966 has left Nigerian federalism as “an orphan”

Kolawole 11 (Dipo, Prof of Political Science and Acting Vice-Chancellor @ University of Ado-Ekit, “Nigeria in search of true federalism”, http://www.unad.edu.ng/vice-chancellors-articles/235-nigeria-in-search-of-true-federalism.html) LL
The third factor was the military incursion into the politics of Nigeria. In spite of its inherent and perceivable imperfections, Nigeria was still perceived as a federal entity until the military seized the reins of government in January, 1966. The military, by training and orientation, is an institution attuned to centralized command. Its hierarchical structure creates a situation where order flows from the above. In seizing political power, the military maintained its tradition of centralism of authority but also attempted to regiment the civil populace. It carried it to absurdity when General Ironsi attempted to turn Nigeria into a unitary state by Decree 34 of 1966. The attempt not only led to the collapse of his administration and his death, it set in motion the phenomenon of counter coups as revenge mechanism. Military rulers after him pretended to maintain Nigerian federalism because of the costly political implications of not doing so, yet it was obvious that what was in operation was centralized command. The state military governors were not only subservient to the Head of State who was their Commander-in-Chief, they made their states undistinguished appendages of the Central Government. Federalism became an orphan. Even now, it is difficult to assert that it has been rescued from the orphanage. Military rule did an incalculable damage to Nigerian federalism. The most depressing fact is that members of the military, their collaborators and apologists have always refused to accept the monumental retardation which military adventurism has brought on ::I our nation. But in spite of such attempt at historical revisionism, the ill-effects of military rule are bound to remain as constraints on our continued efforts at nation-building.
Federalism is weak in Nigeria-the Abuja of Nigeria is supported by other governments that reluctantly abide.

Kolawole 11 (Dipo, Prof of Political Science and Acting Vice-Chancellor @ University of Ado-Ekit, “Nigeria in search of true federalism”, http://www.unad.edu.ng/vice-chancellors-articles/235-nigeria-in-search-of-true-federalism.html) LL
Fourth is the effect of state creation. The military played on the emotion of Nigerians for state creation to further weaken Nigerian federalism. It can be reasonably hypothesized that the more the number of states created, the stronger the central government became. Nigeria at independence was a federation of one central government with three regions which enabled the regions to be powerful and self-assured against the Central Government. Today, Nigeria is a federation of an excessively strong Central Government, supposedly partnered by ridiculously weak thirty-six states with a Federal Capital Territory supported by obviously ineffective seven hundred and seventy-four local governments. All the other eight hundred and one governments in Nigeria are combinedly weaker than the Central Government. In the Nigerian federalism, Abuja dictates the pace and other governments slavishly acquiesced thereby making a mockery of the purpose, essence and utility-value of federalism as a vehicle of good governance for effective service delivery to the citizenry.
The different geo-political zones that exists in Nigeria has prevented federalism to exist—the power sharing is a problem

Iyekekpolo, Okonye, Nwadiaru 11 (Wisdom, Gloria and Helen, Stanley, Faculty-Social Science—Univeristy of Benin, Nigeria, “Federalism in Nigeria: Problems and Prospects of Consolidation”, http://wisdom-iyekekpolo.blogspot.com/2011/03/federalism-in-nigeria-problems-and.html ) LL
This is one of the problems with the Nigeria federalism. This basically ensure that certain elective offices such as that of the president, government, chairman local government council and other key elective political offices are rotated or zoned around several geo-political divisions. Zoning offers opportunity for rotational leadership. This arrangement came into being after the annulment of the June 12, 1993 presidential election where M.K.O Abiola, the supposedly winner of the election was denied his electoral victory. The move became necessary to allay the distrust that have been created in the southerners mind, especially the west. To this end, a National constitutional conference was set up in 1994-1995 is look at how this problem of power sharing could be resolved. Rotation of political offices/zoning system was one of the solutions proffered in the draft constitution of 1999 which provide that: the office of the President shall rotate between North and South. The office of the Chairman of council shall rotate within the local government areas… No political party shall be registered under this constitution until it has reflected the provision of this section in its constitution. For this purpose, six geo-political zones were suggested or created; North East, North West, North Central, South East, South West and South South, wherein the office of the Presidency, Vice-president, Senate president, Speaker of House of Representatives and other federal political position shall rotate. Tekena N. Tamuno has argued among other things that none of the states of the federation is completely homogeneous (i.e. without fierce sub-group differences as often revealed, in some states, during assets-sharing exercises, the definition of local government area or public-sector employment activities). At zonal level, issues like these would be more complex (Tamuno, 1991).
Military interference in politics has affected Nigerian federalism

Iyekekpolo, Okonye, Nwadiaru 11 (Wisdom, Gloria and Helen, Stanley, Faculty-Social Science—Univeristy of Benin, Nigeria, “Federalism in Nigeria: Problems and Prospects of Consolidation”, http://wisdom-iyekekpolo.blogspot.com/2011/03/federalism-in-nigeria-problems-and.html ) LL
The politics of ethnicity has also been another clog on the wheel of consolidating the Nigeria federalism. We argue that ethnic consciousness is not a problem in itself but the manipulation of ethnic consciousness by the power elite in their struggle for the authority to allocate scare resources. The power elite approach assumes a considerable degree of in- and out-flow or social mobility between the ruling elite and the ruled which is called the “circulation of elite (Mills, 1956). In order to migrate to the class of the elite, would-be elite and their godfathers whip-up ethnic sentiments. In other cases, for the elite to retain their elite’s position, they also rely on ethnicity as a launching pad. Our Politicians must rise above politics of ethnicity to politics of ideas. It is not implausible to aver that one of the greatest problems that have confronted the Nigeria federation is the military interference in politics. Given the nature of the military as a hierarchical and centralized institution, a large dose of military accretion would appear to have been infused into the Nigeria federal system, so much so that any casual observer would wonder and worry about the integrity and survivability of the federal structure in the face of such protracted onslaught (Awolowo-Dosunmu, 1994). In the same vein Elaigwu explains that military rule has no doubt affected the structure of Nigeria federalism. In line with its command structure, Nigeria federal system has been over-centralized to the extent that it reflects more of a Unitary arrangement than a Federal one (Elaigwu, 1998:6–7 adopted from Onwudiwe and Suberu 2005:55). We must learn from the mistake of military in politics and ensure that there is no repetition of this.
AT: Nigeria – Federalism Bad 
Federalism in Nigeria escalates conflicts

Rustad, Center for the Study of Civil War, 2008

(Siri Aas, March 26-29, “Federalism, Wealth Sharing, Ethnicity and Conflict Management: Case study of Nigeria,” All Academic Research Document, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/5/0/5/3/pages250531/p250531-1.php, JS)
The development of the federal system in Nigeria is characterized by two main features, one is the combination of federalism and a military government, and the other is the numerous state creation processes. I have tried in this paper to look at federalism in Nigeria as conflict management strategy in the light of these two features. Much of the conflict in Nigeria is linked to two issues, ethnicity and wealth sharing. Both of these issues have been affected by the development of federalism. The ethnic minorities are demanding more autonomy, and in the twelve state structures lasting form 1967-1975 the ethnic minorities enjoyed a relatively large degree of decentralized power. However, as the years have passed the new states have been created; the ethnic minorities have lost power. Firstly, due to increasing number of states that were given two one of the three largest ethnic groups. Secondly, the more small unites the federation consist of the less power each unit will obtain, and the more centralized the federation becomes. The allocation of the oil revenues has also been affect by the state creation process, and that the military government has over 40 years they were in power centralized the power. The oil producing regions went from receiving 50% of the revenues in 1960 to 3% in 1993. When we look at the conflict map we do see that conflict is concentration in the area where the federalism has affected these two issues the most, in the Niger Delta. It does not seem that federalism has worked very well as a conflict management strategy in Nigeria, rather on the contrary. On the other hand one must ask the question whether the military government has used federalism to try to prevent or cure conflict? Even though they claim to do so it seems that this might be a secondary goal to centralize the power and to increase the oil revenues to the center. In the case of Nigeria, it seems that federalism has been used a tool by the military government, that has escalated conflict rather than prevent it.  
AT: Russia Impact – Federalism Bad 
Federalism causes corruption - Russia proves

Zhuravskaya 10(Ekaterina Zhuravskaya, Professor of Economics, "Federalism
in Russia" "http://www.cefir.ru/papers/WP141.pdf") BSB
The gross mismatch of expenditure responsibilities and taxing authority at all levels as well as unclear division of authority/responsibility over them undermined fiscal incentives further. Daniel Berkowitz and Wei Li12 studied the consequences of overlapping tax bases of different levels of government in Russia in the 1990s. They showed that when governments at different levels simultaneously taxed the same base, the tax base becomes a common property resource, which leads to overtaxation. Such poor division of taxing authority in Russia prompted gross tax evasion, discouraged investment, and reduced aggregate tax collections. Berkowitz and Li argued that federal and local tax collections had declined steadily in the 1990s, forcing governments at various levels to slash expenditures on public goods such as education, police protection, public health, transport infrastructure, and law enforcement. Several indepth investigations of intergovernmental relations in Russia of the 1990s showed that corruption, state capture, and subversion of budget funds arose from direct violation of the three principles for the establishment of political and economic incentives. These principles are embedded in the constitutions of an overwhelming majority of developed federations, such as the United States and Switzerland, but developing federations routinely violate these principles, and Russia of the 1990s is only one example. However, this is not the only bad news for developing federations.
AT: Russia Impact  - No Model 

Russia will not model US federalism – Russian traditions

Khakimov, Institute of History, Tatarstan Academy of Sciences Kazan Institute of Federalism, 2
(Rafael, Institute of History, Tatarstan Academy of Sciences Kazan Institute of Federalism, 2002, “Federalism in Russia”, http://www.kazanfed.ru/dokladi/federalism_eng.pdf, 7/9/12, ML)
In Russia’s special situation, such notions as democratization and the implementation of a federal system are inextricably intertwined. Thus, any effort to support the implementation of a federal system would simultaneously support the principles of democracy in the structure of the Russian state. The lack of a strategy for the federalization of Russia and attempts to resolve problems that arise in the process of reforming Russian statehood by trial and error will most probably result in new conflicts between the central government and the regions. Russia’s future stability will depend directly on positive, well-regulated relations between the regions and the central government which guarantee the rights of all of Russia’s nationalities as well as on continued efforts aimed at the democratization of the state and the successful implementation of the principles of federalism. Russia’s peculiarities make it impossible to draw any direct parallels with any other federal system in the world. US, Swiss or German models could not be fully transplanted to Russia. The country’s historical and political traditions demand that Russia find its own model for an optimal state system. The special aspects of the Russian situation which must be taken into account when deciding on a federal structure include, first of all, the great vastness of Russia’s territory; the economic, climatic and geographic diversity of its regions; and the great numbers of indigenous peoples which comprise its multiethnic nature.
Russia has no inclincation to model US federalism

Khakimov, Institute of History, Tatarstan Academy of Sciences Kazan Institute of Federalism, 2
(Rafael, Institute of History, Tatarstan Academy of Sciences Kazan Institute of Federalism, 2002, “Federalism in Russia”, http://www.kazanfed.ru/dokladi/federalism_eng.pdf, 7/9/12, ML)
As a form of state sovereignty and as a method of regulating resource flows, the federal system can only form the legal basis for strengthening the existing economic system, not for its radical change. The federal system imitates the economy, not the opposite, as the authors of the current Constitution as well as those of former Soviet laws attempted to demonstrate. Russia faces a choice between one of two possible paradigms for future state development, a federal system or a unitary system. It is impossible to evaluate whether one or the other of these possibilities is superior from the point of view of Russia’s historical tendencies. Russia cannot be said to have had a proclivity toward one model or the other. Having at various times had both a protoconfederative and a unitary structure, Russia nevertheless preserved some institutions characteristic of a federal system.
AT: Modeling 

Other countries will not model US federalism

Stepan, Journal of Democracy, 99
(Alfred, Journal of Democracy, 1999, Vol. 10, No. 4 (1999) pp. 19-34, “Federalism and Democracy: 
Beyond the U.S. Model  “, https://netfiles.uiuc.edu/fesnic/fspub/6_7_Stepan_1999_Federalism_J_of_Dem.pdf, 7/9/12, ML)
The U.S. model of federalism, in terms of the analytical categories developed in this article, is "coming-together" in its origin, "constitutionally symmetrical" in its structure, and "demos-constraining" in its political consequences. Despite the prestige of this U.S. model of federalism, it would seem to hold greater historical interest than contemporary attraction for other democracies. Since the emergence of nation-states on the world stage in the after-math of the French Revolution, no sovereign democratic nation-states have ever "come together" in an enduring federation. Three largely unitary states, however (Belgium, Spain, and India) have constructed "holding-together" federations. In contrast to the United States, these federations are constitutionally asymmetrical and more "demos-enabling" than "demos-constraining." Should the United Kingdom ever become a federation, it would also be "holding-together" in origin. Since it is extremely unlikely that Wales, Scotland, or Northern Ireland would have the same number of seats as England in the upper chamber of the new federation, or that the new upper chamber of the federation would be nearly equal in power to the lower chamber, the new federation would not be "demosconstraining" as I have defined that term. Finally, it would obviously defeat the purpose of such a new federation if it were constitutionally symmetrical. A U.K. federation, then, would not follow the U.S. model. 
U.S. federalism is antiquated – new democracies look to new, successful models

Stepan, professor of Government at Columbia University, 99 (Alfred, 1999, “Federalism and Democracy: Beyond the U.S. Model,” Journal of Democracy, Volume: 10, p. 19, EBB)
Yet although these three points are a reasonably accurate depiction of the political structures and normative values associated with U.S. federalism, most democratic countries that have adopted federal systems have chosen not to follow the U.S. model. Indeed, American-style federalism embodies some values that would be very inappropriate for many democratizing countries, especially multinational polities. To explain what I mean by this, let me review each of these three points in turn. Many democratic federations, however, emerge from a completely different historical and political logic, which I call holding-together federalism. India in late 1948, Belgium in 1969, and Spain in 1975 were all political systems with strong unitary features. Nevertheless, political leaders in these three multicultural polities came to the decision that the best way--indeed, the only way--to hold their countries together in a democracy would be to devolve power constitutionally and turn their threatened polities into federations. The 1950 Indian Constitution, the 1978 Spanish Constitution, and the 1993 Belgian Constitution are all federal. Let us briefly examine the "holding-together" characteristics of the creation of federalism in India to show how they differ from the "coming-together" characteristics correctly associated with the creation of American-style federalism. When he presented India's draft constitution for the consideration of the members of the constituent assembly, the chairman of the drafting committee, B.R. Ambedkar, said explicitly that it was designed to maintain the unity of India--in short, to hold it together. He argued that the constitution was guided by principles and mechanisms that were fundamentally different from those found in the United States, in that the Indian subunits had much less prior sovereignty than did the American states. Since they had less sovereignty, they therefore had much less bargaining power. Ambedkar told the assembly that although India was to be a federation, this federation was created not as the result of an agreement among the states, but by an act of the constituent assembly. 2 As Mohit Bhattacharya, in a careful review of the constituent assembly, points out, by the time Ambedkar had presented the draft in November 1948, both the partition between Pakistan and India and the somewhat reluctant and occasionally even coerced integration of virtually all of the 568 princely states had already occurred. 3 Therefore, bargaining conditions between relatively sovereign units, crucial to Riker's view of how and why enduring federations are created, in essence no longer existed.  
U.S. not modeled internationally – exerts undesirable constraint on territories’ rights

Stepan, professor of Government at Columbia University, 99 (Alfred, 1999, “Federalism and Democracy: Beyond the U.S. Model,” Journal of Democracy, Volume: 10, p. 19, EBB)
The U.S. model of federalism, in terms of the analytical categories developed in this article, is "coming-together" in its origin, "constitutionally symmetrical" in its structure, and "demos-constraining" in its political consequences. Despite the prestige of this U.S. model of federalism, it would seem to hold greater historical interest than contemporary attraction for other democracies. Since the emergence of nation-states on the world stage in the after-math of the French Revolution, no sovereign democratic nation-states have ever "come together" in an enduring federation. Three largely unitary states, however (Belgium, Spain, and India) have constructed "holding-together" federations. In contrast to the United States, these federations are constitutionally asymmetrical and more "demos-enabling" than "demos-constraining." Should the United Kingdom ever become a federation, it would also be "holding-together" in origin. Since it is extremely unlikely that Wales, Scotland, or Northern Ireland would have the same number of seats as England in the upper chamber of the new federation, or that the new upper chamber of the federation would be nearly equal in power to the lower chamber, the new federation would not be "demosconstraining" as I have defined that term. Finally, it would obviously defeat the purpose of such a new federation if it were constitutionally symmetrical. A U.K. federation, then, would not follow the U.S. model. The fact that since the French Revolution no fully independent nation-states have come together to pool their sovereignty in a new and more powerful polity constructed in the form of a federation would seem to have implications for the future evolution of the European Union. The European Union is composed of independent states, most of which are nation-states. These states are indeed increasingly becoming "functionally federal." Were there to be a prolonged recession (or a depression), however, and were some EU member states to experience very high unemployment rates in comparison to others, member states could vote to dismantle some of the economic federal structures of the federation that were perceived as being "politically dysfunctional." Unlike most classic federations, such as the United States, the European Union will most likely continue to be marked by the presumption of freedom of exit. Finally, many of the new federations that could emerge from the currently nondemocratic parts of the world would probably be territorially based, multilingual, and multinational. For the reasons spelled out in this article, very few, if any, such polities would attempt to consolidate democracy using the U.S. model of "coming-together," "demos-constraining," symmetrical federalism. 
U.S. model of federalism is not seen in other constitutions

Klug 6 (Heinz, 2006, “Model and Anti-Model: The United States Constitution and the ‘Rise of World Constitutionalism,” Wisconsin Law Review, Volume: 2000, p. 597, EBB)
Similar efforts may be seen in the creation of federal arrangements in Canada, India, and Nigeria, where despite different political contexts and origins, the basic geographic distribution of power – emanating from the national government and limited in its distribution to the sub-units – inverted the original federal form created in the United States. Even in the Federal Republic of Germany, where United States influence over the constitution-making process was quite direct (especially on the issue of federalism), the constitution-makers drew on local forms to evolve a completely different structure. The German structure consists of regional units, or Lande, that participate directly in the creation of national legislation and implement federal policy as well as legislation within their own jurisdictions. While not necessarily serving as a simple anti-model in these cases, it is clear that even in the field of federalism, in which the United States was the originating model, subsequent constitution-makers have sought their own particular forms.
Federalism Bad – Environment
Federalism leads to a race to the bottom in environmental regulation 

Robert A. Schapiro, Professor of Law, Emory University School of Law, 2005 
(“Toward a Theory of Interactive Federalism” 91 Iowa L. Rev. 243) 
This economic model of federalism is subject to a variety of limitations, both from a market and a non-market perspective. First, market failure, particularly in the form of externalities, may occur. 89 The states' policy choices may have effects that extend beyond their borders. Pollution in one state may reach another state. If one state provides a vital habitat for migratory wildlife, that state's decision as to whether to protect the habitat will have cross-border effects. Treating each state as an autonomous firm obscures important and inevitable interconnections. Interstate competition, moreover, may drive states to change their regulatory policies so as to be more attractive to business. 90 States may lose business if they do not match the industry-friendly policies of other states. This kind of jurisdictional competition has been termed a "race to the bottom." 91
Federalism sacrifices environmental protectiveness

Buzbee, Professor of Law at Emory, 2006 (William. “CONTEXTUAL ENVIRONMENTAL FEDERALISM” http://www.law.nyu.edu/journals/envtllaw/issues/vol14/1/v14_n1_buzbee.pdf)
The “contextual environmental federalism” analysis that I call for stands in contrast to many other scholars’ approaches to environmental federalism. In articulating how environmental regulation should be designed, an array of modes of argument and forms of proof are commonly used to support particular preferred mixes of federal, state and local roles. Much of this debate over environmental federalism seeks to resolve these issues through:• constitutional argument, • semi-historical normative arguments,• historical examples, • empirical data, or • theoretical analysis. The question typically boils down to whether federal environmental regulation, or sometimes federal environmental primacy, is appropriate or necessary. These various approaches reach a few somewhat predictable conclusions. While few argue that the federal environmental role is unconstitutional, one common strain among scholars and policymakers is the idea that, due either to constitutional presumptions or the diversity of circumstances among the states, the regulatory norm should be a limited federal role unless some compelling alternative rationale justifies federal leadership. Sometimes these arguments rely on a mix of theory and anecdotally based empiricism,3 but more often this is offered as an argument from first principles. No federal role is called for, unless a compelling justification is found.4
This argument is often rooted in what is sometimes referred to as the “matching principle” or “subsidiarity” conceptions. Under this logic, matching the level of government most commensurate with the regulatory ill is the best way to ensure the correct amount and form of regulation. Typically, people espousing this position emphasize the geographical dimensions of an environmental ill to argue that it counsels for a primary state or local regulatory role.5 As I explored in a recent work on the implications of the “regulatory commons,” and will discuss more fully below, this literature in the environmental area makes fundamental conceptual errors in failing to consider the several dimensions in which regulatory challenges and effective regulatory responses exist.6
Others see the federal government, at least since 1970 and the explosion of federal environmental legislation, as the most innovative and primary protector of the environment and are wary of federal surrender of that role.7 As with arguments for state and local primacy, proponents of federal environmental leadership also utilize theoretical political-economy arguments in support of a substantial, often primary, federal role. They note several reasons to be wary of significant or primary state environmental standard setting. They point to race-to-the-bottom risks, where jurisdictions competing for business and jobs and eager to keep taxes low will be tempted to sacrifice softer environmental concerns for the more immediate, tangible, monetary benefits of under-regulation.8 Even where two competing states share a preference for a clean and safe environment, interstate competition may lead both to sacrifice environmental protectiveness. Professor Engel’s work provides a powerful empirical and theoretical refutation of Dean Revesz’s contention that although interjurisdictional competition for business may sacrifice environmental protection, it will nevertheless enhance social welfare.9 Critics of any reflexive allocation of regulatory power to states also point out that many environmental risks far outstrip any state or local government’s reach.10 This problem of scale links to the argument that economies of scale inherent in gathering environmental data and deriving effective pollution control techniques justify the current level of federal involvement.11 Furthermore, it has been argued that since larger units of government are less susceptible to regulatory surrender, the interest group dynamics and skewed resources at play in environmental regulation require federal level control.12 Some make the modest and less controversial point that if one desires a cleaner environment, then one may prefer a leading federal role because that is the level of government where environmental advocates have been most successful over the last thirty years of the environmental movement.13
Federalism Bad – Russian Economy
Russian Federalism leads to economic collapse through mismanagement

Domrin 6 (Alexander Domrin, former Chief Specialist of the Foreign Relations Committee of the Russian Supreme Soviet, Moscow representative of the U.S. Congressional Research Service, 2006)
 (“Comparative Constitutional Law at Iowa: From Fragmentation to Balance: The Shifting Model of Federalism in Post-Soviet Russia” 15 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 515) 
The Russian Federation, in its present transitional form, is a country of stunning disparities, which makes the development of a normal and stable country extremely challenging. Gross Regional Product (GRP) of the most advanced Russian region (which is Moscow with 2.2179 quadrillion rubles) is 380 times larger than the least effective unit, which is the ethnic "republic" of Ingushetia with a GRP of 5.84 billion rubles. 186 In terms of GRP per capita,  [*548]  there is a thirty-four-fold gap between the Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Area (431,000 rubles) and Ingushetia (12,700 rubles). 187 In comparison, there is a narrower gap in GRP per capita between the richest (Hamburg, Germany) and the poorest (Epeirus, Greece) regions of Europe than in Russia. 188 Whereas in the United States, the so-called "variation coefficient," the coefficient of the deviation of GRP per capita in the states from the average for the whole country, is no larger than 0.15, in Russia it reaches 0.61. 189
The disparity of economic potential between Russia's subjects results in a gap in living standards. The average income of a Moscow resident (14,000 rubles a month) is nearly double the average for the rest of the country (7,120 rubles). 190 The ratio between the average income and the so-called "minimum of sustainable existence" of a Moscow dweller is 5.73; whereas in the Aga Buryat Autonomous Area it is just 0.38. 191 It is hard to disagree with Philip Hanson, the British scholar and Professor of Political Economy at the University of Birmingham, when he concludes that "in the 1990s, subnational state power proved to be the main obstacle for economic reconstruction" in Russia, and that as an economist he finds the "chaotic compromises of Yeltsin with regional leaders ... [were] disastrous for the economy." 192 Thus, these economic statistics appear to support Hanson and others' assertions about the negative economic effects of Yeltsin's model of fragmented federalism.
Federalism Bad – Iraq
A) Iraqi federalism spurs Middle East wars

Berman 7 (vice president of foreign policy at the American Foreign Policy Council, 2007
(Ilan, “Flawed federalism; Why Biden is wrong on Iraq” The Washington Times, October 19, Lexis)
On Sept. 27, the Senate voted on Mr. Biden's proposal to "actively support" the "creation of federal regions [in Iraq], consistent with the wishes of the Iraqi people and their elected leaders." The nonbinding measure passed resoundingly, tallying up 75 votes in favor and just 23 against. Ever since, theconcept of Iraqi "federalism" has been at the center of a political firestorm. The White House has expressed its opposition to Mr. Biden's plan, with President Bush himself calling it a "very bad idea." Iraqi political leaders have done the same, and President Nouri al-Malikihasgone so far as to dispatch a formal letter of protest to the senator.  Mr. Maliki's aggravation is understandable. After all, Iraq's post-Saddam constitution does recognize the country's inherent "federal system," but Iraq's democratically elected government has opted to preserve strong central control as a bulwark against separatism and instability. This effort may be experiencing problems, but the Biden plan, with its call for a transfer of authority away from Baghdad, looks more than a little bit like Congress is second-guessing Iraq's sovereign choices.  Then there is the security dimension. Lawmakers have expressed optimism that Iraqis will embrace the "Balkan model" of devolved governance that was implemented in Bosnia in the 1990s, even though they admit that the Middle East has no experience with it. But a different outcome is equally possible. Iraq's ethnic and religious divisions run deep, and new boundaries are not likely to erase either historical grievances or resource competition taking place on the ground. Rather, "federalism" could soon give way to real partition, and the United States may find itself managing not one unstable state but three consolidated fiefdoms at war with one another - with ample assistance from interested third parties such as Iran and Saudi Arabia.
That goes global and nuclear.
Steinbach 2 (John Steinbach, nuclear specialist at the Center for Research on Globalization, March 2002)
. http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.htm
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."
