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High speed rail on the chopping block

McFeatters 11 (Ann, Scripps Howard columnist, http://www.heraldsun.com/view/full_story/11348250/article-High-speed-rail-on-chopping-block) IGM

WASHINGTON -- More than 16,000 times Vice President Joe Biden took Amtrak between his home in Delaware and his job as a senator in Washington. So Republicans should not have been surprised when Biden dragged Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood up to Philadelphia's 30th Street Station to announce that the Obama administration wants to spend $53 billion on railroads. But the Republicans were surprised -- and outraged. With a $14 trillion national debt and annual deficits of one and a half trillion dollars, they said high-speed trains are pie-in-the-sky pipe dreams. Actually, some of their words were much stronger. They immediately proposed slashing funds for high-speed rail that Obama seeks in his proposed budget as well as operating funds for Amtrak. The Amtrak conflict is the perfect example of how differently the Democrats and Republicans see the role of government and how determined the GOP is to derail Democrats' dreams. To Obama and Biden, high-speed trains offer a solution to the traffic-clogged East and West Coasts where commuters spend the equivalent of entire weeks of their year bumper to bumper. Just last month thousands of Virginians and Marylanders who work in the District of Columbia spent up to 12 hours trying to drive home when the federal government released workers early during a snowstorm. Gridlock ensued. It was horrible.
DOT barely staffed and funded – plan disrupts balance

Crumpacker 11 (Director, NIPO, OIG http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/publicroads/08jan/01.cfm) IGM

With passage of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), the U.S. Congress and President George W. Bush provided funding for highways, highway safety, and public transportation totaling $244.1 billion — the largest surface transportation investment in the Nation's history. Along with this major investment in transportation comes an even greater responsibility to use those taxpayer funds wisely and uphold the public trust. Today, the highway transportation community faces significant pressures to handle more challenges with fewer resources due to stretched budgets, reduced staff, the cumulative demands of maintaining an ever-growing infrastructure, and a host of other factors. To accomplish their missions, most transportation agencies rely on contract services and products for which they have oversight accountability. "Public employees who work to ensure we get what we pay for are the eyes and ears of the taxpayer," said Mary J. Richards, president of the Massachusetts Organization of State Engineers and Scientists, at the 2004 National Fraud Awareness Conference cosponsored by the U.S. Department of Transportation's (USDOT) Office of Inspector General (OIG), the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), and others. "Their duties involve the verification that work performed by private contractors meets the required specifications, both in materials used and in construction practices rendered. The number of these professionals has been drastically reduced, and the ranks of private contractors [have] been increased so dramatically that the lack of oversight on public construction projects has spawned an even greater potential for the waste, fraud, and abuse of tax dollars." Transportation agencies need to be concerned because the consequence of fraud, waste, and abuse is that less money is available to meet program objectives, not to mention that public confidence in transportation programs is compromised. This is especially critical at a time when infrastructure needs are increasing and the Nation's fiscal resources are struggling to meet these growing demands.
HSR needs appropriate staffing and funding to succeed

LAO 11 (Legislative Analyst’s Office, http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/trns/high_speed_rail/high_speed_rail_051011.aspx) IGM
A number of serious problems, however, threaten the successful development of the high–speed rail project. They include: The availability of the funding necessary for the new system is highly uncertain. Federal project requirements limit the state’s options for development of the system. The HSRA’s structure and staffing levels are inadequate for its changing role. The Legislature lacks good information for decision making.
HSR solves oil dependence and resource wars
US HSR 10 (http://www.ushsr.com/benefits/energysecurity.html, “Energy Security”) IGM
Building an electrically-powered national high speed rail network across America is the single most powerful thing we can do to get the nation off oil and into a secure, sustainable form of mobility.  A national network of high speed trains can be powered by a combination of renewable energy sources including wind, solar, geothermal, and ocean/tidal energy. America's dependency on oil is the most severe in the world, and inevitably pulls us into costly resource wars.  It also pushes us into exploring for oil in extreme locations such as 10,000 feet deep below the Gulf of Mexico.  We use 25% of the entire world's oil supply, yet we only have 5% of the world's population.  We use 8-10 times more oil per person per day than Europeans, and they have faster, easier and better mobility than we do.  The extremely high daily oil consumption of Americans is not due to a higher standard of living, but because of the extremely inefficient nature of our national transportation system – based on individual vehicles powered by internal combustion engines, combined with our sprawling community designs that force people into cars for every trip. As the world oil supply begins to peak and then irreversibly declines, prices will rise faster, and the situation will get far worse for America if we don't quickly reduce our national oil dependency.  This dependency cuts across our entire society and affects our daily survival.  Oil provides 95% of the energy to grow, process and deliver food to the nation.  Our entire national transportation system is powered mostly by oil.  Numerous daily products we use are made from oil.  We use 20 million barrels of oil every day - just in America - 70% of it for transportation.  Of the 20 million barrels we consume, we import 2/3 of this oil (13 million barrels per day) from foreign sources, many in unstable places.  No combination of drilling off our coasts, hydrogen fuel cells, natural gas, biofuels, and used french fry oil will solve this and carry 300 million Americans into the future.  None of these fuels can be scaled up to anywhere near the amount of liquid fuel we use daily in any practical, economical, or sustainable way.
Resource wars from oil dependence cause extinction

Howard 9 (Roger, author of three books on oil, including The Arctic Gold Rush: The New Race for Tomorrow’s Natural Resources, contributor to the Wall Street Journal, International Herald Tribune, The National Interest, The American Conservative, “Peak Oil and Strategic Resource Wars,” The Futurist, 43(9), p.21-25) KGH

The economic and social impacts of diminishing oil revenues on producer countries will likely be powerful. Many exporting states, particularly in the Middle East, South America, and Africa, have booming populations that in the years to come will impose an immense strain on their national infrastructures. If these countries fail to diversify their economies, then it is not easy to see how they will afford the housing, roads, schools, and job-creation schemes that future generations are likely to demand. Saudi Arabia is already struggling to reduce its rate of domestic unemployment, reckoned to stand at around 15%, and may well struggle even more after around 2020, when its oil output is expected to reach a plateau. The prospect of “resource wars” has also been much discussed. Conflict could break out, it is sometimes said, not only as consuming countries use their military weight to seize diminishing reserves of petroleum and other natural assets, but also between and within producing countries. Desperate to secure their future, these exporting nations, or factions within them, could perhaps try to stake their claim over disputed oil-rich regions or even blatantly disregard international law by attacking vulnerable neighbors. Current wars in western Africa illustrate how dangerous and bloody such conflicts might become. But the political consequences of peak oil on producer countries are in fact likely to be much more far-reaching and complex. Growing fears about future output may drive these states to react in ways that could have adverse repercussions for local democracy and political freedom or increase tension with neighboring states in unexpected ways. 
**Uniqueness**

Funding Now
Funding Stable now

House Report 12 (Committee Reports 112th Congress (2011-2012) House Report 112-557) http://www.rules.house.gov/Media/file/PDF_112_2/PDF/HR4348crJES.pdf
The Federal Public Transportation Act of 2012 contains historic improvements in safety oversight, streamlined review of new capital projects, program consolidation, and a shift from earmarks and discretionary programs to robust formula programs that public transportation systems can rely on to upgrade and improve aging infrastructure and vehicles. The Act provides increased funding levels for fiscal years 2013 and 2014 based on expected inflation, giving public transportation providers the stable funding needed to make essential investments.
Funding Now

DOT continues to fund High Speed Rail

Snyder 11 (Tanya Snyder; Streetsblog's Capitol Hill) “USDOT Tries to Resuscitate the HSR Dreams Congress Wants to Bury” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/04/usdot-tries-to-resuscitate-the-hsr-dreams-congress-wants-to-bury/
Meanwhile, if you look at USDOT, the well of rail funding just seems to keep on giving. “They just keep cranking it out,” said Andy Kunz, president of the US High-Speed Rail Association. “Even when you think all the money’s all spent, they pull more money out of a hat.” It didn’t just come out of a hat, of course. It came from the stimulus money, which is still giving, nearly three years later. Nearly the whole $8 billion allocation for high-speed rail in the stimulus has now been given out, thanks in part to USDOT’s energetic allocations these last few months – including re-allocating money returned by Florida, whose governor decided the state would be better off without high-speed rail. Yonah Freemark writes in The Transport Politic that the Department of Transportation has been “pushing grants out of the federal government’s hands as quickly as possible so that they can not be rescinded.”

HSR Inevitable

High Speed Rail coming 

Snyder 11 (Tanya Snyder; Streetsblog's Capitol Hill) “USDOT Tries to Resuscitate the HSR Dreams Congress Wants to Bury” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/04/usdot-tries-to-resuscitate-the-hsr-dreams-congress-wants-to-bury/
But not everyone sees it that way. Aside from the three high-profile governors who rejected federal rail funds, dozens more have been clamoring for federal help building a 21st century high-speed rail system and to create jobs in their states. Not only is a “next pot of money” possible, Kunz says – it’s inevitable. The naysayers, he says, are just puppets of the oil industry. “They’re trying to kill this thing, and say it’s dead, and kill the funding and everything,” he said. “But the reality is that we don’t have any other way to move Americans in the 21st century other than electric high-speed rail. We’re not going to be finding another Saudi Arabia.” Sure, given the setbacks in Congress and the cost-cutting atmosphere that’s taken hold right now, prospects might look dim. “Right now it all looks shaky and sketchy,” Kunz said, “but in another year or two or three, we’ll probably have five or six of these projects underway around the country. And as soon as a few of them open, it’ll snowball like crazy.” 

Budget Tight

Funding tight but adequate

Ehl 11 (Larry, Founder TID, http://www.transportationissuesdaily.com/how-might-transportation-funding-be-impacted-by-debt-deal/) IGM
Highway and transit spending from the trust fund will be protected, but almost certainly limited to incoming revenue. Infusions of general funds seem likely to remain a practice of the past. It’s the purely discretionary funding-based programs that are most at risk: intercity passenger rail, New Starts (new commuter rail and transit systems), TIGER, many of the FAA programs, the Army Corps’ water infrastructure programs, and perhaps some of the Coast Guard programs depending on the final deal. Those programs could be retained but scaled back, eliminated, turned into a loan program, or continued at the expense of highway and transit programs or other areas of spending (e.g., housing, education). Unless Congress raises the gas tax, and that seems like a long shot. Late last week Transportation Weekly’s Jeff Davis noted the Boehner and Reid plans had a similar impact: “Total new discretionary spending would essentially be frozen in 2012 and 2013 at the 2011 levels (and remember that the 2011 levels were cut sharply three months ago from the 2010 levels. Then new discretionary spending would be allowed to increase by about 2 percent per year in fiscal years 2014-2021.
Budget Tight

DOT budget tight

Ehl 11 (Larry Ehl Publisher of Transportation Issues Daily) “Bridges and Buses Are On Sale. But We’re Not Buying.” http://www.transportationissuesdaily.com/bridges-and-busses-are-on-sale-but-were-not-buying/ md
Federal agencies will soon begin drafting their 2013 budgets.  Last week they were directed by the White House to prepare a 5% cut and a 10% cut budget for their 2013 discretionary funding request, using the 2011 budget as a baseline. What might this mean for transportation? 2013 five-percent scenario: $12.16 billlion 2013 ten-percent scenario: $12.47 billion 2012 discretionary budget level: (not yet enacted) 2011 discretionary budget level: $13.8 billion 2010 discretionary budget level: $21.3 billion Jeff Davis of Transportation Weekly notes “the 2011 level contained no money for high-speed rail and no money for a national infrastructure bank.  So it is hard to see how a vigorous HSR or I-Bank program can be funded in 2013 out of the discretionary budget at a total USDOT funding level that is five percent below 2011. Meanwhile, the cost of some construction materials is increasing, meaning transportation dollars won’t stretch as far. How would further transportation budget cuts impact your organization?

On Chopping Block

High speed rail next on the chopping block 

Snyder 11 (Tanya Snyder; Streetsblog's Capitol Hill) “USDOT Tries to Resuscitate the HSR Dreams Congress Wants to Bury” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/04/usdot-tries-to-resuscitate-the-hsr-dreams-congress-wants-to-bury/ 

High-speed rail has had a rough go of it lately. The House refused to give it a dime for next year, while the Senate only managed to allocate a fraction of what the president wanted. President Obama stuck some money back in via his jobs package, but it already seems clear that the package won’t pass as proposed, and we know high-speed rail is the always first for the chopping block. 
On Chopping Block

High speed rail on the chopping block

Schenkel 10 (Andrew Schenkel is a political reporter in Washington D.C) “High-speed rail on Republicans' chopping block” http://www.mnn.com/earth-matters/politics/blogs/high-speed-rail-on-republicans-chopping-block

The next target for many Republicans seems to be high-speed rail projects in the stimulus package.   Wisconsin Governor-elect Scott Walker is already working to ax a project for his own state. WBAY is reporting that Walker just got a letter back from Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood saying that "$810 million coming to Wisconsin for the new line could not be redirected for use on roads and bridges." Walker is quoted in the story as rejecting the idea of rail transportation altogether. "More than 60 years ago, the federal government had the foresight to recognize that the American people no longer wanted to be limited by fixed-track passenger rail." Some reports say the Obama administration will threaten to take back Wisconsin’s rail stimulus money all together, and if that happens states like Illinois are lining up to get that extra cash.   The Wisconsin situation has ignited discussions about the stimulus project and railways specifically. An infrastructure trade website has already listed several American rail projects as “on the chopping block,” the Wisconsin project is at the top of the list.
On Chopping Block

High Speed Rail on the chopping block – GOP opposes 

The Herald Sun 7/8 (The Herald Sun 7/8/12) “High-speed rail on chopping block” http://www.heraldsun.com/view/full_story/11348250/article-High-speed-rail-on-chopping-block
So Republicans should not have been surprised when Biden dragged Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood up to Philadelphia's 30th Street Station to announce that the Obama administration wants to spend $53 billion on railroads. But the Republicans were surprised -- and outraged. With a $14 trillion national debt and annual deficits of one and a half trillion dollars, they said high-speed trains are pie-in-the-sky pipe dreams. Actually, some of their words were much stronger. They immediately proposed slashing funds for high-speed rail that Obama seeks in his proposed budget as well as operating funds for Amtrak. The Amtrak conflict is the perfect example of how differently the Democrats and Republicans see the role of government and how determined the GOP is to derail Democrats' dreams. To Obama and Biden, high-speed trains offer a solution to the traffic-clogged East and West Coasts where commuters spend the equivalent of entire weeks of their year bumper to bumper. Just last month thousands of Virginians and Marylanders who work in the District of Columbia spent up to 12 hours trying to drive home when the federal government released workers early during a snowstorm. Gridlock ensued. It was horrible. 

**Links**

Generic

Infrastructure projects cause massive department overstretch
Poole 96 (Robert, MIT-trained engineer, http://reason.org/files/4883e8bd01480c4d96ce788feb1f2e05.pdf, pg. 2) IGM
Federal transportation grant programs be they airport, mass transit, or highway are plagued by the problem of porkbarrel spending. Members of Congress traditionally derive great benefits from earmarking projects for their districts, regardless of cost-benefit ratios or the relative value of the project compared with alternate uses of the funds. Since trust fund dollars are always limited, this means that every bad project which jumps the queue at the behest of a member of Congress necessarily displaces a better project (better in terms of adding real economic value). Thus, this process systematically wastes scarce transportation infrastructure resources.
Link VMT

VMT takes time and money out of the DOT

Frisman 1/17 (Paul, OLR http://www.cga.ct.gov/2012/rpt/2012-R-0029.htm) IGM

Although new and improving technology makes a VMT system practical, the CBO report states that “the operational costs of VMT systems are higher then the costs associated with current fuel taxes, and they have high start-up costs as well.” But CBO says there is not much information on how expensive such a system would be. 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.
Link ITS

ITS calls for massive amounts of labor and money

Ezell 10 (Steven, ITIF, “Intelligent Transportation Systems”, pg. 10)
Despite their technical feasibility and significant benefit-cost ratios, many nations under-invest in ITS, partly because there are a significant number of challenges involved in developing and deploying ITS. While some ITS, such as ramp meters or adaptive traffic signals, can be deployed locally and prove effective, the vast majority of ITS applications—and certainly the ones positioned to deliver the most extensive benefits to the transportation network—must operate at scale, often at a national level, and must involve adoption by the overall system and by individual users at the same time to be effective, raising a unique set of system interdependency, network effect, and system coordination challenges. For example, VII systems like IntelliDrive must work on a national basis to be truly effective: it does a driver little good to purchase an IntelliDrive equipped vehicle in one state if it doesn’t work in other states the driver frequents. Likewise, drivers are not likely to demand on-board units capable of displaying real-time traffic information if that information is unavailable. Many ITS systems work optimally at scale: For example, it makes little sense for states to independently develop a vehicle miles traveled usage-fee system because, in addition to requiring an on-board device in vehicles (ideally as part of the original factory-installed the information technology & innovation foundation equipment), VMT requires a satellite system and a back-end payment system, and it makes little sense for states to independently replicate these infrastructure investments. Moreover, auto manufacturers would not want to have to make or install up to 50 different onboard devices to accommodate states’ potentially differing implementations of a VMT system.
Link Highways

Significant labor and cost needed for highway infrastructure projects
Hecker 2 (JayEtta, GAO, “Cost and Oversight Issues on Major Highway and Bridge Projects” pg. 2) IGM
Over the past several years, we have identified problems with the costs and oversight of major highway and bridge projects. In 1997, we reported that the overall amount of and reasons for cost increases on highway and bridge projects could not be determined because data were not readily available from FHWA or the states. We also reported that efforts by Congress to obtain such information had met with limited success. We found, however, on many of the projects for which we could obtain information, that costs had increased, sometimes significantly, and that several factors accounted for the increases. For example, initial cost estimates were not reliable predictors of a project’s total cost or financing needs because they were developed at the environmental review stage and reliable cost estimates were not an objective at that stage. We further reported that cost containment was not an explicit statutory or regulatory goal of FHWA’s oversight; therefore, the agency had done little to ensure that cost containment was an integral part of the states’ project management. Our work identified several options for enhancing the oversight of major projects. Recent reports by DOT’s Office of Inspector General, as well as reviews by state audit and evaluation agencies, have also shown that the escalating costs and management of major projects continue to be a problem.
Link Port Security
Port security is a waste of our workforce and money
Wolf 6 (Byron, Deputy Political Director ABC News, http://abcnews.go.com/US/Politics/ story?id=2425748&page=1) IGM
Despite billions of dollars already spent, he argued, the government can't ensure 100 percent safety. Chertoff probably didn't expect to find himself drawing the analogy between car accidents and port security, but that's what he did in one awkward exchange. He said to the panel that no matter how careful drivers were, people were going to die in car crashes. Then he implied the same was true of port security, suggesting there was no way to entirely safeguard America's ports. The federal government has spent $10 billion on port security since 2004, according to Chertoff. The new bill would allocate nearly $9 billion more over the next five years to beef up security at the nation's ports. While Chertoff encouraged its passage, he tried to convince Sen. Frank Lautenberg, D-N.J., that scanning 100 percent of the cargo coming into the country was logistically impossible. "You know, it's like I get in my car or I put my daughter in my car. I understand it's not 100 percent safe. If I wanted my daughter to be 100 percent safe, I'd put a 5-mile-an-hour speed limit cap on the car, and it wouldn't go more than 5 miles an hour." Noting that the costs would be immense, he also argued against an amendment offered by Sen. Charles Schumer, D-N.Y., that would require screening of all shipping containers coming into the United States. "No matter how hard we may try, we cannot eliminate every possible threat to every individual in every place at every moment. And if we could, it would be at an untenable cost to our liberty and our prosperity," Chertoff said to the committee. "We don't want to undercut our economy while trying to protect it. We also don't want to undercut our civil liberties while trying to protect them."

Link Port Dredging
Port dredging requires labor
Darcy 11 (Jo-Ellen, Assistant Secretary of the Army, republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Darcy.pdf) IGM
The Corps is also working with 10 ports on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts to evaluate proposals to deepen or widen their channels. While deepening a Federal navigation channel generally provides economic benefits, from a national perspective some of the proposed investments will provide a greater economic return than others. Also, deepening a channel tends to increase future maintenance costs due to the need to dredge the additional material that accumulates in channels and to construct additional placement

sites for this additional material.

Link Airport Improvements
Airport improvements are at the expense of other programs
Kirk 9
(Robert, AIP, Reauthorization Issues for Congress”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R40608.pdf) IGM

The AIP is a good example of how broader budget issues can have implications for not only a program’s funding level but also the program’s scope and benefit distribution. Should ample revenues be available, the reauthorization of AIP could likely maintain the programmatic status quo with relatively few changes to the program’s structure, although project eligibility criteria could be broadened. Given, however, the recent decline in the uncommitted balance of the aviation trust fund, for the AIP to grow substantially some observers expect that something will have to change in the budgetary environment. Increased tax revenues (either through new taxes, higher fares, or faster economic growth) or an increase in the general fund share would be needed to provide for an AIP increase on the order of the increases initiated by AIR21and maintained in Vision 100.91 Otherwise, any AIP increase would have to come at the expense of other FAA programs. For a variety reasons, some within the transportation community expect budgetary constraints will restrict the size of the AIP budget. As mentioned earlier, the uncommitted balance in the trust fund is much smaller than it was during the last authorization cycle. More money may be needed to fund the F&E component of the FAA budget to support the modernization of the air traffic control system under the Next Generation Air Transportation System (NGATS) and, in a constrained budgetary environment, this could exert downward pressure on the AIP component of the FAA budget. The enforcement of pay-as-you-go rules and a renewed commitment to reduce the federal budget deficit could also make it difficult to increase AIP funding.92 As was mentioned earlier, the annual obligation limitation for AIP has held steady from FY2006-FY2009. The March 2009 Congressional Budget Office (CBO) analysis of the Airport and Airway Trust Fund projects that the uncommitted balance of the fund will drop to just $386 million in FY2010.93 This leaves little room for programmatic expansion for AIP without revenue increases or an expanded general fund contribution to other parts of the FAA budget.

Link Infrastructure Bank
Infrastructure bank creates mismanagement and funding shortfalls

Mica 11 (John, T&I, http://www.roadsbridges.com/house-believes-national-infrastructure-bank-not-necessary) IGM
Members of the committee and witnesses highlighted existing federal programs and authorities that could be strengthened to finance infrastructure projects more effectively than simply increasing the size of the government. “If the [Obama] administration’s goal is to get people to work immediately, a National Infrastructure Bank that will require more than a year to create and $270 million to run is not the answer,” said T&I Committee Chair John Mica (R-Fla.). “That is funding that should be used for infrastructure, but would instead be used to create more red tape.” Most at the hearing agreed that the main focus should be on expediting the cumbersome project-approval process, and creating the National Infrastructure Bank would make this goal almost impossible to meet. Rep. John Duncan (R-Tenn.), chairman of the House Highways and Transit Subcommittee, said the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program (TIFIA) is already doing in essence the job of an infrastructure bank, and that more funding should be devoted to the already established program. “This proposal is simply just another distraction as Congress pushes for a long-term surface transportation reauthorization bill,” said Duncan. “The administration should be focused on helping Congress pass this much overdue legislation and give the states some long-term funding certainty that a National Infrastructure Bank would most certainly not accomplish.”
**Impacts**
Economy
HSR key to the economy – three reasons
US HSR 10 (http://www.ushsr.com/benefits/economic.html, “Economic Benefits of High Speed Rail”) IGM
HSR spurs the revitalization of cities by encouraging high density, mixed-use real estate development around the stations.  HSR also fosters economic development in second-tier cities along train routes.  HSR links cities together into integrated regions that can then function as a single stronger economy.  HSR broadens labor markets and offers workers a wider network of employers to choose from.  HSR encourages and enables the development of technology clusters with fast easy access between locations.  HSR also expands visitor markets and tourism while increasing visitor spending.  The many benefits HSR delivers spread throughout regions that have HSR, encouraging economic development across a large area.
Jobs

HSR key to job creation
US HSR 9 (http://www.ushsr.com/benefits/greenjobs.html, “Green Jobs in High Speed Rail”) IGM
Jobs will be created across numerous fields with opportunities in the planning, design and construction of track infrastructure and new train stations across America. Additional jobs will be created in the management and operations of stations, trains, and track infrastructure.  There will also be jobs created through a new industrial boom in the design and manufacturing of high speed trains and all the components going into a train.  Additional jobs will be created nationwide in real estate with transit oriented developments around the rail stations.

HSR Key to job creation – business confidence and job creation
Biden 2011 (press release, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2011/02/08/vice-president-biden-announces-six-year-plan-build-national-high-speed-r; DKE)
 By clarifying the long-term federal role in passenger rail, this six-year program will provide states and cities with the certainty they need to make long-term transportation plans for their communities. It will provide businesses the confidence they need to hire American workers. Strong Buy American requirements will create tens of thousands of middle-class jobs in construction, manufacturing, and rail operations. And the proposal will open the door to new public-private partnerships, and attract significant private investment in developing and operating passenger rail corridors.
Green Jobs

HSR will lead to investment in environmentally friendly technology and create hundreds of thousands of green jobs

American Public Transportation Association 9 (non-profit organization, “Getting it Done: Building High-Speed Passenger Rail in America” www.apta.com/PassengerTransport/PublishingImages/APTAFinalBrochurerev.pdf JGC)
Building on the rail renaissance currently underway in America, the U.S. will advance new express high-speed corridors, develop existing and emerging regional high-speed corridor services, and upgrade reliability and service on conventional intercity and commuter rail services. This will yield immediate results and will put the nation on track for high-speed corridor development in the coming decades. Investing in environmentally friendly and energy- efficient high-speed rail will: • Create jobs and boost productivity through highly skilled jobs in the transportation industry, and revitalize domestic industries supplying transportation products and services. Upgrading freight and passenger operations on newly revitalized tracks, bridges and rights of way is spurring business productivity along all corridors. Employment growth in a domestic rail industry will be a key component of America’s economic future, providing hundreds of thousands of forward-looking, green collar jobs. • Reduce the nation’s dependency on foreign oil while keeping billions of dollars in the U.S. economy; decrease greenhouse gas emissions; help meet national and international climate change goals; and improve air quality. • Mitigate congestion, improve connectivity and provide travel choices. The U.S. population is expected to grow by 50 percent between 2000 and 2050. The population growth is creating mega-regions that will not prosper unless they can be freed from the stranglehold of highway and airport congestion. At the same time, rural and small urban communities will benefit from the increased transfer points and the feeder services connecting with new high-speed rail corridors.

Competitiveness
US High Speed Rail is key to US Competitiveness

Sires, 11 (Albio,  Representative of the House, The Hill-blog of Congress, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/economy-a-budget/149263-making-high-speed-rail-a-national-priority; JGC)

{During our nation’s prolonged period of economic challenges, it is my goal and the goal of many of my colleagues to create jobs and stimulate the economy. Investing in infrastructure is one of the most sound policy choices to meet this non-partisan objective. Studies estimate that for every $1 billion in infrastructure spending, 18,000 jobs will be created. [Infrastructure investments not only create jobs, but prepare our country for future global competition. Throughout the world, countries are investing in rails, roads, and air travel. It is important that our country is, at the very least, keeping up with the progress of other nations. During the past 50 years, the United States has invested nearly $1.3 trillion in our highways and over $484 billion in our aviation infrastructure. In contrast, rail investment has received only $67 billion over the past 31 years. We have directed significantly less funding to rail, despite the fact that some regions could benefit greatly from this investment.

Oil Dependence
HSR decreases dependence on foreign oil 

Sires 11 (Albio, Representative of the House, The Hill-blog of Congress, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/economy-a-budget/149263-making-high-speed-rail-a-national-priority JGC)
 With dedicated funding, true high speed rail can become a reality and economic and environmental benefits can be realized. Constructing high speed rail will create new jobs and sustain long-term employment. New rail stations will spur economic development in the surrounding areas and promote livable communities. High speed rail also presents an opportunity to decrease our dependence on foreign oil.
HSR Solves oil dependence decreases – reduced flying and driving

Cooper 11 (Michael, Finance Staff Writer for International Herald tribune, “Politics put an end to high-speed rail in U.S.; How Tea Party power and the financial crises snuffed out bullet trains” p.17 JGC
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that had pushed to bring high-speed rail to the United States. The vehicle was the $787 billion stimulus package, which, though it was originally sold as a public works program, devoted more money to tax cuts and aid to states than to infrastructure. With much of the construction money in the stimulus ending up paying for prosaic things like repaving roads, the administration decided to make sure that some of it would leave a lasting legacy: They devoted $8 billion for rail and high-speed rail. To the Obama administration, Obama administration, -Search using:
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the benefits seemed obvious. The money offered a chance to put people to work designing and building railroads. High-speed trains would lure riders who would otherwise drive or fly, reducing congestion, pollution and the country's dependence on foreign oil. And simply building new futuristic trains zipping around at more than 150 miles an hour would be an accomplishment in itself, one that could lift the spirits of a recession-battered nation.

Clean Energy
HSR empirically foster uses cleaner forms like nuclear energy

Zaidi 7 (Writer on Tech and law, High Speed Rail Transit: Developing the Case for Alternative Transportation Schemes in the Context of Innovative and Sustainable Global Transportation Law and Policy works.bepress.com/context/kamaal_ zaidi/article/1000/type/ native/viewcontent JGC)
Efforts at promoting high-speed rail transit also signal the importance of the environment. High-speed rail transit now represents an alternative to existing forms of transportation that have traditionally relied heavily upon fossil fuel technology. As many nations have found, the advantage of adopting high-speed rail transit is that its energy derives from cleaner forms of nuclear energy, and not from traditional fossil fuels. Environmental assessments are routinely conducted prior to establishing high-speed rail projects, mainly because of the need to protect local communities and wildlife from adverse effects. These environmental assessments supplement feasibility studies that are often reviewed by transportation authorities. So important are these environmental considerations that many jurisdictions around the world are enacting legislation with strict environmental compliance measures.
Aff Answers

Non UQ


Local governments understaffed now
DOT 11 (Department of Transportation, “CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS” Public and Agency Involvement) md

Robert Pothyress, Mayor of the City of Madera, expressed a preference for the BNSF and Hybrid alternatives and does not support the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative, which the City believes would result in detrimental impacts to the community that cannot be fully mitigated. The City also believes that not all feasible mitigation measures that would lessen the severity of impacts to the Madera communities were identified in the Draft EIR/EIS. In addition, specific comments on the following topics were provided: General: The City commented that the review period is inadequate for the size of document and because many local governments are understaffed. In addition, the City indicated that the mitigation measures identified were too general and did not provide enough detail. The comment letter also suggested that the justification supporting the determination that the impacts from the UPRR/SR 99 Alternative are less than significant was not accurate.
Will be Cut

High Speed Rail funding will certainly be cut – fiscally conservative congress

Snyder 11 (Tanya Snyder; Streetsblog's Capitol Hill) “USDOT Tries to Resuscitate the HSR Dreams Congress Wants to Bury” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/04/usdot-tries-to-resuscitate-the-hsr-dreams-congress-wants-to-bury/
Ken Orski, who’s always happy to sound the death knell for high-speed rail in his Innovation Briefsnewsletter, said this week that “none of the grants will help to bring true “high-speed” rail service to America.” He said the administration is “continuing its practice of scattering money far and wide rather than focusing it on one or two worthwhile projects” and that “it remains to be seen how quickly the recipient states will put these funds to work— and what kind of service improvements these grants will bring about.” Many high-speed rail advocates have joined Orski in criticizing the administration’s strategy for disbursing the funds. Many agreed with House Transportation Committee Chair John Mica the money should have gone exclusively toward the Northeast Corridor to first build one successful model for high-speed rail, and then try to build off of that in other corridors with sufficient population densities, congestion, and other key factors. Kunz admits that initially, he was one of those criticizing the administration. “I was hoping it would go into two or three corridors,” said Kunz. “But the one great thing about trickling out the money in dribs and drabs all over the country is that you’ve got the whole country fired up about high-speed rail. There are 30 or so states that are all getting fired up; they’ve got people on the DOT staff planning out rail projects. In terms of launching a program, and getting lots of people in the country in on it and moving forward on it, there was no better strategy. But as far as getting a true high-speed rail system built, that’s going to have to come from the next pot of money.” Orski predicts that there won’t be a “next pot,” at least for a while. He says it’s the beginning of the end of the administration push for HSR in the fact of “a fiscally conservative Congress, a largely indifferent public and a skeptical, risk-averse investment community.”
No HSR now

No funding for High Speed Rail program

Kastenbaum 11 (Steve Kastenbaum, CNN Radio correspondent) “U.S. high-speed rail program hit by deep budget cuts” http://www.cnn.com/2011/POLITICS/04/13/high.speed.rail.cuts/index.html md

President Barack Obama's plan for a national high-speed rail network suffered a serious setback as a result of the fight over budget cuts. No money will be allocated for high-speed rail projects for the remainder of 2011. Supporters have pointed to the plan as a job creator and economy booster, while critics have expressed doubts about whether spending billions of dollars on high-speed rail is the best use of federal funds. The news came as a blow to high-speed rail advocates such as Petra Todorovich of the Regional Plan Association in New York. "Obviously, it's a disappointment for many of the states that were seeking funding from the high-speed rail program," Todorovich said, "and it's a loss of momentum as we scale up for the president's ambitious proposal." As details of the budget compromise on Capitol Hill were made available to the public there was confusion over just how much money was being cut from the high-speed rail program. Some published reports put the figure at $2.9 billion, and at least one said it was as much as $4.4 billion.

HSR Cut Now

High Speed Rail facing 2.9 billion dollar budget cuts – not enough funding

Snyder 11 (Tanya Snyder; Streetsblog's Capitol Hill) “USDOT Tries to Resuscitate the HSR Dreams Congress Wants to Bury” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/04/usdot-tries-to-resuscitate-the-hsr-dreams-congress-wants-to-bury/ md
The House Appropriations Committee has released details on the budget agreement between the two houses, including more information on the agreed-to $38.5 billion in cuts. Where we’d heard before that high-speed rail was getting a $1.5 billion haircut, down to the $1 billion for 2011 that President Obama had originally requested, it turns out now that that last billion dollars is being cut too. And to add insult to injury, they’re also zeroing out $400 million of rejected Florida rail funds (technically cutting funding from 2010), bringing the grand total of HSR cuts to $2.9 billion. This is a big blow to one of the president’s signature projects, with which he was planning on “winning the future.” It further clouds the outlook for his $53 billion proposal for high-speed rail over the next six years, starting in 2012. These budget cuts, of course, are for FY2011, before the $53 billion was to start, but please believe the Republicans aren’t looking for a massive increase in rail money for next year either.

No HSR Now

High Speed Rail will not be funded

Snyder 11 (Tanya Snyder; Streetsblog's Capitol Hill) “USDOT Tries to Resuscitate the HSR Dreams Congress Wants to Bury” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/04/usdot-tries-to-resuscitate-the-hsr-dreams-congress-wants-to-bury/ md
This morning, a subcommittee marked up the transportation and HUD appropriations bill, and the full committee will consider it tomorrow afternoon. Only after that will the draft bill be released. During this morning’s subcommittee markup, though, a few senators divulged a few key points. For example, Senator Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ) said he was ” discouraged by the elimination of high-speed rail grants” in the budget. “It’s a casualty of the cuts mandated in the debt-limit deal,” he said. Despite his strong push last winter for high-speed rail service that would reach 80 percent of the U.S. population in 25 years, President Obama has been willing to sacrifice high-speed rail funding in tense budget fights with Republicans. The Senate seems to be following suit. However, funding for Amtrak is untouched in the Senate budget bill, foreshadowing a pitched battle once the Senate and House have to reconcile their two budget bills. The House made devastating cuts to Amtrak in its version. And Senator Mark Pryor (D-AR) emphasized that TIGER grants are “an important part of the transportation equation” and indicated that they were still in the bill. Through other channels, we hear that TIGER is being funded at $550 million, which is slightly higher than the $527 million allocation it has now. The House 2012 budget proposal would have eliminated the program completely. Smart Growth America sounded the alarm yesterday that the Partnership for Sustainable Communities (a collaboration among USDOT, EPA and HUD) could be on the ropes. From what we hear, there is some money for HUD grants for livable and sustainable communities.

Insufficient Funding

Not enough funding for High Speed Rail

Schor 09 (Elana Schor is the lead reporter for Streetsblog Capitol Hill, a D.C.) “The Oversight Gap in Team Obama’s High-Speed Rail Plan” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2009/10/15/the-oversight-gap-in-team-obamas-high-speed-rail-plan/ md
The White House's economic stimulus law included several large new spending programs, from $4 billion for broadband to $2.4 billion for electric car batteries. But nothing has aroused so much interest -- and criticism -- as the $8 billion for American high-speed rail. (Photo: Streetsblog LA) Under the circumstances, one might think that lawmakers would pay extra attention to oversight over the high-speed rail spending. But that's far from the case, as a senior official at the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) told the House transportation committee yesterday. Mark Yachmetz, the FRA's associate administrator for railroad development, noted that the stimulus allowed only "one-quarter of 1 percent" of the high-speed rail pot to be used on oversight as well as the logistics of evaluating applications from more than two dozen different states -- which have totaled $57 billion. "We're using those funds up right now during application reviews," Yachmetz said. "If the situation isn't addressed, we're going to have significant problems when it comes to project implementation."
Only a miniscule amount of funding was given to High Speed Rail even with reallocated funds

Snyder 11 (Tanya Snyder; Streetsblog's Capitol Hill) “USDOT Tries to Resuscitate the HSR Dreams Congress Wants to Bury” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/04/usdot-tries-to-resuscitate-the-hsr-dreams-congress-wants-to-bury/ md
President Obama had sought $8 billion for high-speed rail in 2012. The House-passed budget had exactly zero. The Senate bill approved by the Transportation subcommittee Tuesday followed suit. But the full Appropriations Committee yesterday put $100 million back into next year’s budget for the president’s signature transportation initiative. Senator Dick Durbin, co-chair of the High-Speed Rail Caucus, and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid ride a high-speed train in China.  That’s still starvation wages for the program, but it’s at least a placeholder that keeps it limping along. The move was spearheaded by four Democratic senators – Dick Durbin of Illinois, Frank Lautenberg of New Jersey, Dianne Feinstein of California and Mary Landrieu of Louisiana — who introduced the successful amendment to reallocate some funds earmarked for highway and transit projects to high-speed rail. “I offered this amendment because we can’t turn our backs on a project that will invest in the future and put Californians back to work,” Feinstein said in a statement.
No Tradeoff – No Overstretch
Transportation programs don't overstretch the DOT
Ehl 11 (Larry Ehl Publisher of Transportation Issues Daily) “Bridges and Buses Are On Sale. But We’re Not Buying.” http://www.transportationissuesdaily.com/bridges-and-busses-are-on-sale-but-were-not-buying/)
Bridges, buses, roads, and other infrastructure projects are less expensive than usual.  Construction materials costs are relatively low (though increasing), and construction-related companies are trying to under-bid each other to get one of the rapidly-shrinking available projects to sustain their workforce and company.  In recent years this bidding climate along with public and private sector innovations have stretched transportation funding and “bought” more projects than was possible in previous years.

No Tradeoff – Existing Programs Not Cut
Existing programs not effected by cuts – only blocked future funds

Kastenbaum 11 (Steve Kastenbaum, CNN Radio correspondent) “U.S. high-speed rail program hit by deep budget cuts” http://www.cnn.com/2011/POLITICS/04/13/high.speed.rail.cuts/index.html md

The budget bill says the amount of money for "Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration, Capital Assistance for High Speed Rail Corridors and Intercity Passenger Rail Service shall be $0" for the remainder of fiscal year 2011. Another section of the bill rescinds $400 million from the funds that were already budgeted for high-speed rail in 2010. The cuts will not affect projects already under way across the United States, according to DOT officials. Projects that have been awarded grants will keep their funding. But that's not to say that there aren't concerns about future funding. "It's always worrisome when an important infrastructure initiative becomes politicized," Todorovich said. "It's a big setback." Proponents of California's high-speed rail project are concerned about the cuts and whether they can depend on future funding for a line that will ultimately link Los Angeles with San Francisco. The first phase is moving forward in the state's Central Valley. Todorovich said that so far state officials have secured about $3 billion for the bulk of the remainder.

HSR Kills Econ
High speed rail turns the economy, while providing negligible benefits 
O'Toole, 11 (Randal, Cato Institute Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues, “High-Speed Pork: Faster trains will produce almost no new mobility”, The National Review, Feb 14, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/259618/high-speed-pork-randal-otoole# JGC)
President Obama’s high-speed-rail proposal will, over the course of six years, pour $53 million of taxpayer money into a megaproject that produces little value for the vast majority of Americans. It uses the classic pork-barrel strategy of starting a program small and then expanding it after Congress, prodded by special-interest groups, is fully committed.  Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood admits Obama’s 25-year plan to extend high-speed train service to 80 percent of Americans will cost $500 billion, which means after six years, spending will have to increase to $24 billion a year. While this will please construction and engineering firms, the rest of us will get little other than the satisfaction of knowing our trains go as fast as those in France and China (though less than half as fast as planes).  The real value of any new transportation technology comes from the new mobility it creates. For example, the average American travels 4,000 miles and ships 2,000 ton-miles of goods per year on interstate freeways, virtually none of which took place before the interstates were built. That new mobility helped people reach jobs and other opportunities and ship products that might never have existed without the interstates. In contrast, high-speed trains will produce almost no new mobility — in fact, they could suppress freight mobility, which is why the freight railroads are resisting government plans to use their tracks for high-speed passenger trains in North Carolina, Virginia, and Washington. The Florida Department of Transportation predicts 96 percent of the people riding its proposed Tampa-to-Orlando high-speed train would otherwise drive; only 4 percent will be new travelers. With 50 million people visiting Central Florida each year, high-speed rail will increase business by less than .25 percent.  Similarly, the California High-Speed Rail Authority predicts 98 percent of the riders on its proposed San Francisco–to–Los Angeles high-speed trains would otherwise drive or fly. With only 2 percent new travel, the trains will create almost no new economic opportunities.  Far from serving 80 percent of Americans, Obama’s trains will serve only about 8 percent. High-speed rail’s main market is downtown-to-downtown travel. But little more than 7 percent of Americans work in big-city downtowns, and fewer than 1 percent live there. Few aside from this fairly wealthy elite will regularly ride high-speed trains.  For the few who use it, high-speed rail will substitute an expensive form of travel for much more affordable forms. Fares on Amtrak’s Acela average nearly 75 cents a passenger mile, compared with average airfares of 13 cents per passenger mile and bus fares that are even lower. New York–to–Washington tickets on the Acela start at $139; JetBlue starts at $39; and Megabus averages less than $15.  Americans spend an average of 35 cents a vehicle mile on driving, and cars in intercity travel carry on average more than two people, so the cost per passenger mile is around 15 cents. Subsidies to airports and highways add only about a penny per passenger mile to these costs. The Acela’s high fares explain why it carries only 2 percent of passenger travel in the Boston-to-Washington corridor.  Unlike the interstates, which were paid for exclusively out of gasoline taxes and other highway user fees, all of the capital costs and much of the operating costs of high-speed trains will be subsidized by taxpayers who will rarely ride the trains. This is the way it works in France and Japan, where — despite having population distributions much more conducive to rail travel — residents ride high-speed trains an average of less than 500 miles a year.  Nor will high-speed rail offer any environmental benefits. The average intercity auto trip today uses less energy per passenger mile than the average Amtrak train. While it takes a lot of energy to move trains 150 miles per hour or more, autos are getting cleaner and more energy-efficient every year, so by 2025 the average car will be greener than the most efficient train.  High-speed rail will do little more than drain our economy. It is foolish to ask taxpayers to spend hundreds of billions on trains that few can afford to use.

California proves- implementation and lack of use at worst hurts jobs and at best only wastes money

Brownfield 11 (Mike, Assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, “Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail,” http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail JGC)

{In reality, no high-speed trains—those that travel at 150 mph or more—will be constructed. The money is going to subsidize freight railroads and slow-speed Amtrak trains. (In Ohio, Amtrak averages 39 mph, slower than Ford’s Model T.) Some dreams are better left unrealized, anyhow. Heritage’s Ronald Utt details some serious problems with high-speed rail, including high cost, the need for perpetual government subsidies, and wasted money from lack of ridership. Add that to false claims that the projects create jobs and empty promises that the trains will help the environment by getting cars off the road, and America has plenty of reasons not to get on board. California provides a perfect example. Greg Pollowitz at National Review Online writes that the day after the federal government granted the Golden State $300 million for high-speed rail, the independent agency overseeing the state’s high-speed infrastructure spending shot down the project, calling for it to be put on hold due to questions over funding and project management. The rail plan has been estimated to cost $43 billion—and to date, the state has only $6.3 billion in place ($3.5 billion of that is federal dollars). The Orange County Register reports that those costs are going even higher, and an independent estimate pegs it at $81.4 billion.}
High Speed Rail will be equivalent to throwing government subsidies into a black hole crushes the US economy
Utt 11 (Herbert,  Ph. DInstitute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, The Heritage Foundation - Ronald, “Time to End Obama’s Costly High Speed Rail Program,” JGC)
Advocates for more spending on passenger rail, including HSR, often point to Europe and Japan as role models and aspirational goals for American policy. This Euro-envy manifests itself in the promotional statements of America’s rail hobbyists and the foreign companies that hope to sell billions of dollars of equipment, consulting, project management, and engineering services.For example, in an April 2009 press conference, President Obama played the envy card, arguing, “Now, all of you know this is not some fanciful, pie-in-the-sky vision of the future. It is now. It is happening right now. It has been happening for decades. The problem is that it’s been happening elsewhere, not here.” Obama went on to extol HSR systems in France, Spain, China, and Japan and concluded, “There’s no reason why we can’t do this. This is America. There’s no reason why the future of travel should lie somewhere else beyond our borders.”[17]If one’s knowledge of European travel preferences comes from Time, The New York Review of Books, and Pink Panther movies, then the President’s statement would seem to ring true. Sadly, the reality is quite different. European and Asian governments have paid staggering sums to subsidize a mode of travel that only a small and shrinking share of their populations uses.[18]In its most recent report on European travel patterns, the European Commission noted that passenger rail’s share of the European market (EU-27) declined from 6.6 percent in 1995 to 6.3 percent in 2008, reaching a low of 5.9 percent in 2004. Market shares for autos and buses also fell over the period, while the airlines’ market share jumped. In effect, Europeans are adopting more American modes of travel, despite massive taxpayer subsidies for rail. They are shifting their travel to unsubsidized, taxpaying airlines, which expanded their market share from 6.5 percent in 1995 to 8.6 percent in 2008. Indeed, by 2008, passenger rail’s share of the transportation market was the lowest of all modes, except travel by sea and motorcycles.[19]Although the total size and scope of European subsidies for passenger rail are not known, a recent report by Amtrak’s Inspector General indicated that they are sizable and likely exceed what the U.S. government pays for highways. One purpose of the review was to address the contention that passenger rail in other countries, especially HSR, operates at a profit (that is, without subsidies).For 1995–2006, the study found that the governments of Germany, France, the United Kingdom, Spain, Denmark, and Austria spent “a combined total of $42 billion annually on their national passenger railroads.”[20] These six countries have a combined population of 269 million, and their expenditure of $42 billion on passenger rail in 2006[21] is roughly proportional to the $54.8 billion that the government of the United States (population of 309 million) spent on all forms of transportation, including highways, rail, aviation, water transport, and mass transit.[22]Data from individual countries reveal the financial catastrophes that the U.S. could confront if it embraces Euro-style passenger rail programs. According to the left-leaning The Economist, passenger rail subsidies reached $8.9 billion in 2008– 2009, and the magazine wondered:It is not clear why the public should be heavily subsidizing a mode of transport that accounts for a tiny minority of all travel: 8% of the total distance travelled in Britain during 2009, compared with 85% by cars and vans. The relatively few who use railways often are disproportionately well-off: three-fifths of the traffic is concentrated in the wealthy commuting counties of the south-east.[23]Despite these massive subsidies, rail ticket prices are still comparatively high. At present, two people traveling from Heathrow airport to downtown London can hire a limousine that meets them at the baggage claim and takes them directly to their destination for less than the cost of taking the Heathrow Express to Paddington Station and then taking the Tube or a taxi to their final destination.Although the U.K. system is mostly low-speed rail, the nation’s one foray into HSR—the Channel Tunnel Link connecting London to Paris and Brussels—has been a costly experience. The infrastructure cost of connecting London’s St. Pancras station with Folkstone (a distance of 67 miles, including 15 miles of tunnels) at the Channel tunnel entrance totaled ₤6.9 billion ($11 billion), including $8.3 billion in loans and $2.7 billion in grants to the original private contractor that built and operated the line. That contractor has since relinquished its ownership of the line, and the U.K. government expects to sell it for $2.4 billion, for a potential loss of $8.6 billion.[24]Meanwhile the signature Eurostar London–Paris– Brussels service that runs on the line has never exceeded half of what was projected in the project’s feasibility study.

High Speed Rail requires a massive increase in construction – astronomical costs will ensue 
O'Toole 9 (Randal Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute  “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom JGC)
High-speed train aficionados do not consider 110-mph trains to be true high-speed rail. The California legislature defined high-speed rail as lines with a top speed of greater than 125 mph. “The reason for the 125 miles per hour threshold,” says the California Senate Transportation Committee, “is that existing passenger rail equipment can operate at this speed if the appropriate signaling technology is installed and the right-of-way meets a variety of design and safety standards.”15 For safety reasons, passenger trains running faster than 110 mph are incompatible with slower freight trains. True high-speed rail cars tend to be very light- weight, and would be easily crushed in a collision with loaded freight cars.16 Such trains could not safe- ly operate on the same tracks as freight trains. This means any corridors calling for higher speeds require tracks dedicated to passenger trains, which usually means new construction. True high-speed rail is therefore far more expensive than 110-mph moderate-speed rail. Various states have developed cost estimates for in- dividual corridors. In 2004, the Midwest High-Speed Rail Initiative estimated that bringing 3,150 miles of Midwest routes up to moderate-speed standards would cost $7.7 billion, or $2.4 million per mile.17 (All of these costs include locomotives, rail cars, and sta- tions as well as new tracks or upgrades to existing tracks.) In 2005, the New York High-Speed Rail Task Force es- timated that upgrading the track in the Empire Cor- ridor between New York City and Buffalo—a small portion of which currently supports 110-mph trains but most of which is limited to 79 mph—to 110-mph standards (with a small portion as fast as 125 mph) would cost $1.8 billion, or $3.9 million per mile.18 New tracks are far more expensive. In 2005, the Flor- ida High-Speed Rail Authority estimated that a new 92-mile line capable of running gas-turbine trains at 125 mph between Tampa and Orlando would cost about $2.05 billion to $2.47 billion, or $22 million to $27 million per mile.19  In 2008, the California High-Speed Rail Authority esti- mated that a 490-mile initial segment from San Fran- cisco to Anaheim would cost $33 billion, or about $67 million a mile.20 At this average rate, planned branches to Sacramento, Riverside, and San Diego would cost another $19 billion. These costs are high- er than Florida’s due to more mountainous terrain, the extra infrastructure required for electric-powered trains, and California’s desire to run trains at 220 mph instead of 125 mph. Even accounting for the current recession, construc- tion costs have grown significantly since some of these estimates were made. In much of the country, construction costs have increased by nearly 50 per- cent since 2004.21 To be conservative, this paper will assume that costs estimated in 2004 have increased by 35 percent and costs estimated in 2005 have in- creased by 25 percent. Based on the estimates for the Midwest corridor, upgrading track to support 110-mph trains will cost $3.5 million per mile. If ap- plied to the Federal Railroad Administration’s entire 8,500-mile system, that would total to nearly $30 billion, or close to four times the amount of money Congress has approved for high-speed rail. However, some places are not satisfied with 110-mph trains. California voters approved a $9 billion down payment on its $33 billion trunk line from San Fran- cisco to Los Angeles, and the state’s rail authority fully expects the federal government to pay half of the to- tal cost. Florida’s 125-mph Orlando-to-Tampa line is only one-quarter of the Miami-Orlando-Tampa route in the FRA plan. Assuming an average cost of $31 million a mile (the midpoint between $22 and $27 adjusted for recent increases in construction costs), this entire line will cost more than $11 billion (table 2, next page). At minimum, then, the FRA plan will cost about $90 billion. About 90 million people file federal income tax forms and pay income taxes each year, so the FRA plan will cost each income tax payer about $1,000.22 
HSR =/= Oil Dependence

HSR doesn’t solve congestion or environment – studies prove

Brownfield 11 (Mike, assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, “Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail” The Heritage Foundation, May 12, 2011  http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail/ JGC)

The Obama Administration maintains that infrastructure spending creates jobs and is a great stimulus, but Associated Press and Congressional Research Service reports show that it does not. In fact, it can even have a negative effect. As for the environmental argument—that high-speed trains will get people off the streets and into mass transit—the reality is much different. Heritage’s Kate Nix writes: Despite its cost, high-speed rail will be ineffective at achieving its goals, if Europe’s experiences are any indicator. High-speed rail is expected to reduce auto and air travel, but in Europe, the trend is actually the opposite: Despite huge government subsidies, travelers are opting more and more to take non-subsidized and less expensive forms of travel. High-cost projects that don’t reap any rewards? The better choice would be to let this train pass by.

HSR =/= Green Energy

HSR will be less energy-efficient and more polluting than driving

O'Toole 9 (senior fellow at the Cato Institute “High-speed rail is expensive and inefficient” http://www.illinoispolicy.org/news/article.asp?ArticleSource=1256 JGC)

Nor is high-speed rail good for the environment. The Department of Energy says that, in intercity travel, automobiles are as energy-efficient as Amtrak, and that boosting Amtrak trains to higher speeds will make them less energy-efficient and more polluting than driving. Steven Polzin of the University of South Florida's Center for Urban Transportation Research points out that autos and buses have relatively short life cycles, so they can readily adapt to the need to save energy or reduce pollution. Rail systems "may be far more difficult or expensive to upgrade to newer, more efficient technologies," Polzin adds. If automakers meet Obama's fuel-efficiency standards, autos will be more than 30 percent more efficient in 2025 than they are today, so high-speed rail actually will be wasting energy. People who want to save energy should encourage the state to relieve the traffic congestion that wastes nearly 3 billion gallons of fuel each year. Traffic signal coordination and other low-cost techniques can do more to relieve congestion and save energy than high-speed rail, and at a far lower cost. An expensive rail system used by a small portion of Illinoisans is not change we can believe in. Illinois should use its share of rail stimulus funds for safety improvements such as grade crossings, not for new trains that will obligate taxpayers to pay billions of dollars in additional subsidies.
HSR =/= Competitiveness
Will not cause Competitiveness, too pricey

O'Toole 9 (Randal,  Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute, The High Cost of High-Speed Rail, JGC)
Cost overruns are almost a certainty with large-scale public works projects, partly because project propo- nents tend to offer initially low cost estimates in or- der to gain public acceptance. Danish planning pro- fessor Bent Flyvbjerg argues that megaproject cost estimates should be increased by the proportion by which similar projects have gone over their originally projected budgets.28 No high-speed rail line has ever been built from scratch in the United States, but his- torically, urban passenger rail projects have gone an average of 40 percent over their projected costs.29 Despite optimistic forecasts by rail proponents, passenger fares will rarely if ever cover high-speed oper- ating costs. Amtrak operations currently cost federal and state taxpayers more than $1 billion per year.30 According to the bipartisan Amtrak Reform Council, Amtrak’s trains between Boston and Washington lost nearly $2.30 per passenger in 2001.31 If trains in the most heavily populated corridor in the United States cannot cover their costs, no other trains will come close. The Amtrak Reform Council also estimated that 110-mph trains between Chicago and Detroit lost $72 per passenger; 110-mph trains between New York and Albany lost $28 per passenger; and 90-mph trains between Los Angeles and San Diego lost $28 per passenger. Outside of the Boston-to-Washing- ton and Philidelphia-to-Harrisburg routes, Amtrak short-distance trains lost an average of $37 per pas- senger.32 Amtrak typically expects the states to cover most of the operating losses in regional corridors. 
