States CP Block Answers

Perm Do both

Perm fails plan would still link into [insert DA here]

Perm fails – only state action prevents delays and inefficiencies 

Holler 12 (Dan, Communications Director for Heritage Action for America, “Guest: Thinking Outside the Beltway”, Guest Response, National Journal, April 4, http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2012/04/paying-for-it.php#2190872)
When it comes to the problem of how to pay for our nation’s transportation needs, the temptation in Washington is to view Washington as the solution. After tens of billions in Highway Trust Fund bailouts and nine short-term extensions, it is clear Washington does not hold the answer. The real answer is outside the beltway. Former Pennsylvania Governor Ed Rendell recently scoffed at the idea of looking beyond Washington for transportation funding solutions, saying proponents of such a move “haven’t looked at any of the state budgets recently.” But the Governor misses the point. It is not that states are awash in cash (the federal government isn’t either), but rather that states are much more efficient. Last year, Indiana Governor Mitch Daniels explained his state “can build in 1/2 the time at 2/3 the cost when we use our own money only and are free from the federal rulebook.” Literally just outside the Washington Beltway, a private company is adding four high-occupancy toll lanes for half the cost the government projected, and the lanes are better designed, too. Instead of looking for an innovative solution, too many in Congress prefer to debate various funding mechanisms for months on end knowing they will settle for a gimmick that ensures insolvency. There is a better way; lawmakers just need to know where to look.

P3s Solve – Generic

Public-Private Partnerships are best – access to funds and economic benefits
NCSL 10 [NATIONAL STATE COUNCIL OF LEGISLATORS, PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP FOR TRANSPORTATION: A TOOLKIT FOR LEGISLATORS. PUBLISHED October 2012 http://www.ncsl.org/documents/transportation/PPPTOOLKIT.pdf] 
Private Financing and Project Acceleration By providing access to additional capital from private-sector financing sources, PPPs can facilitate the delivery of projects that otherwise might have been delayed or not built at all because of state and local fiscal constraints. More than $180 billion in private capital is estimated to be available now for infrastructure investment. 31 Innovative financing mechanisms such as availability payments or Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicles (GARVEEs) (see Glossary) may help further by spreading the public sector’s investment in a project over an extended period of time. 32 Monetization of Existing Assets PPPs that involve up-front payments or revenue-sharing arrangements, it is argued, can be used to extract value from existing transportation assets and raise substantial funds for other public projects and purposes. These funds also may be leveraged to create other potential long-term financial benefits for the public sector. For example, part of the $1.83 billion up-front payment for the lease of the Chicago Skyway was used to pay off some of the city’s general obligation debt—which improved the city’s credit rating and reduced the cost of future debt—and to create a reserve fund that can generate substantial net revenue in interest. This asset had previously operated at a loss and had outstanding debt, which also was paid off by lease proceeds. 33 The $3.85 billion lease of the Indiana Toll Road was used to fund the 10-year statewide “Major Moves” transportation plan; the transportation infrastructure to be improved or built under this plan also may yield indirect economic benefits to the state. It has been noted, however, that fluctuations in the economy and rising construction costs affect the real value of up-front lease payments to the public sector. 34 

Partnerships don’t count towards a States debt

DOT DEC 04 United States Department of Transportation. By DOT. Federal Highway Administration, Dec. 2004. Web. 26 June.<http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/reports/pppdec2004/#3b>. 
Another benefit of private investment in transportation projects is that the debt issued by the partnerships is generally not considered debt of the State. It is not backed by State tax revenues and consequently does not jeopardize the State’s ability to issue bonds for other purposes.[67] Debt repayment is typically through revenues from tolls, although the State may use tax revenues to enhance the quality of the credit or to cover other expenses. Bond buyers voluntarily purchase bonds on the basis of the contribution they expect the bonds to make to their portfolios, considering returns, risk, diversification, maturity, tax status, and other factors.[68] For example, when the Dulles Greenway partially defaulted on its debt in 1996, Virginia was not liable for the debt, nor did the debt affect the State’s credit rating. Similarly, both the Pocahontas Parkway’s and Southern Connector’s bond ratings have been lowered to below investment grade; however, this has no effect on either Virginia’s or South Carolina’s credit ratings.[69] But, States that expect to utilize public-private partnerships as part of their long-term financial management strategy have an interest in not letting private bond ratings fall to the point where investors will not purchase future issues. Both the private and public sectors have much to learn about the public's willingness to pay tolls in different situations, and how to manage the risks of short-term revenue shortfalls.
States Solve – Adaptation

CP Solves best – state leadership allows for economic flexibility
Callen ’12 – (Zachary, Degree in Government Administration at the University of Chicago, writer for American Politics Research, March, "Congress And The Railroads: Federalism, American Political Development, And The Migration Of Policy Responsibility." American Politics Research 40.2 (2012): 293-326. Academic Search Complete. Web. 27 June 2012.)

Whether merely approving railroad routes or actively promoting local railroads through government intervention, state legislatures used rail development as an engine for local economic growth. Economic development is especially salient for local policy makers. At the state and local level, governments possess little control over their borders, allowing for the free flow of capital and population across state lines. This free movement of people and capital leads states to constantly pursue economic growth as a means to generate revenue, serve citizens’ demands, and guarantee incumbents’ reelection (Hwang & Gray, 1991; Peterson, 1981; Pisani, 1987). By the mid19th century, the economic necessity of railroads was becoming clear: railroads connected markets as well as producers and were a vital part of economic development.6 Intense local competition among states resulted in legislatures rushing into rail promotion programs and routing local railroads to frustrate regional rivals (Rubin, 1961; Scheiber, 1975). Citizens looking to travel, conduct business, be connected to political events in Washington or feel assured about the availability of security all placed demands on state governments for improved railroads.

Gov’t Fails – HSR Specific

Federal HSR not economically feasible- France and Japan prove. Costs $1 trillion and local solutions solve best
Chris Edwards and Tad DeHaven, 6/17/2010, Cato’s top expert on federal and state tax and budget issues and director of tax policy studies; budget analyst on federal and state budget issues for the Cato Institute, The Washington Times, “”Privatize Transportation Spending,” < http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/17/privatize-transportation-spending/> Date Accessed: 6/26/12 wh
To government planners, intercity high-speed rail is even sexier than urban rail systems. The DOT is currently dishing out $8 billion for high-speed rail projects across the country, as authorized in the 2009 stimulus bill. Most people think that the French and Japanese fast trains are cool, but they don’t realize that the price tag is enormous. For us to build a nationwide system of bullet-style trains would cost up to $1 trillion. The truth about high-speed trains is that even in densely-populated Japan and Europe, they are money losers, while carrying few passengers compared to cars, airlines and buses. The fantasy of high-speed rail in America should be killed before it becomes a huge financial drain on our already broke government. Through its ownership of Amtrak, the federal government also subsidizes slow trains. The government has dumped almost $40 billion into the company since it was created in 1971. Amtrak has a poor on-time record, its infrastructure is in bad shape, and it carries only a tiny fraction of intercity passengers. Politicians prevent Amtrak from making cost-effective decisions regarding its routes, workforce polices, capital investment and other aspects of business. Amtrak should be privatized to save taxpayer money and give the firm the flexibility it needs to operate efficiently.

1NC States CP – Comunism Aff
The fifty states of the United States of America should enter into interstate compacts granting regional transportation agencies the ability to substantially increase their transportation infrastructure investment in the United States and cooperate on the abandonment of capitalist society. 

Interstate compacts are legal and solve interstate transportation concerns.
Morrow 2004 [William S. Morrow Jr. Vice Chair Washington State Administrative Law Committee, The Case for an Interstate Compact APA, November 2004 http://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/migrated/adminlaw/interstate/ICAPAPaper_Morrow.authcheckdam.pdf]
The Compact Clause is not all-encompassing, however. Compacts are in essence treaties between sovereign States, and their use predates the Constitution. West Virginia ex rel. Dyer v. ∗ General Counsel, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Commission; Vice Chair, State Administrative Law Committee.Sims, 341 U.S. 22, 31 (1951) (citing Hinderlider v. La Plata River & Cherry Creek Ditch Co., 304 U.S. 92, 104 (1938)). Because the attributes of State sovereignty not surrendered through the ratification of the U.S. Constitution survive to this day, Federal Maritime Commission v. South Carolina State Ports Authority, ___ U.S. ___, 122 S. Ct. 1864 (2002), not every interstate agreement requires congressional consent, but those that are properly approved by Congress become federal law. Where an agreement is not “directed to the formation of any combination tending to the increase of political power in the States, which may encroach upon or interfere with the just supremacy of the United States,” it does not fall within the scope of the Clause and will not be invalidated for lack of congressional consent. But where Congress has authorized the States to enter into a cooperative agreement, and where the subject matter of that agreement is an appropriate subject for congressional legislation, the consent of Congress transforms the States’ agreement into federal law under the Compact Clause. Cuyler v. Adams, 449 U.S. 433, 101 S. Ct. 703, 707-08 (1981) (citations and footnote omitted). Whether approved by Congress or not, interstate compacts are not merely legislative acts, they are in very important respects contracts binding on the signatories. As the Supreme Court has noted: “It requires no elaborate argument to reject the suggestion that an agreement solemnly entered into between States by those who alone have political authority to speak for a State can be unilaterally nullified, or given final meaning by an organ of one of the contracting States.” Dyer v. Sims, 341 U.S. at 28. 
States Solve – Generic

State infrastructure investment is best – decreases bureaucracy and government spending
Snider and Everett, 2012 (Adam, transportation reporter for POLITICO Pro; Burgess, Transportation reporter and web producer at POLITICO; “GOP paves way for states to retake road funding”, Politico, March 19, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0312/74196.html)

Congress may be on the road to re-upping the transportation bill, but there’s still a cadre of lawmakers who say it’s not too late to get the federal government out of the road-building and gas tax business. If anything, some Republicans say they are excited about finally getting some votes on what has long been a conservative dream. Sen. Jim DeMint (R-S.C.) got a vote last week on his amendment to the Senate-passed bill that would send many transportation policy and funding decisions back to the states. The amendment was the first time in years senators got a serious chance to weigh in on the issue, and 30 senators (all Republicans) supported the long-shot attempt. A second devolution offering from Sen. Rob Portman (R-Ohio) failed but also got 30 votes. In the House, GOP Reps. Tom Graves of Georgia, and Jeb Hensarling and Kevin Brady, both of Texas, hope to vote on a similar amendment whenever the House takes up a highway bill. “We’re going to continue the debate in the House,” Graves told POLITICO. “It’s going to be a new debate about how you fund transportation. Do you continue [a program] that adds to the deficit or do you do one that empowers the states? Conservatives see DeMint’s vote and Graves’s offering as good starting points, reminiscent of the long-fought battle over earmarks, now banned for the 112th Congress. Dan Holler, communications director of Heritage Action for America, said the conversation has been changed already. “A floor of 30 senators is a great place to start,” he said. Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), who took the lead on both selling and writing the two-year Senate bill, acknowledged, “That vote was too close for my liking.” DeMint says his amendment would cut government redundancy while keeping services intact and efficiently returning spending to the states. “Every time we have a bureaucracy and an administration [in Washington], every state duplicates that. Fifty state highway departments following federal rules and then their own,” DeMint said in an interview. “We can begin to downsize that. So the point is, if we ever want to balance our budget, the way to do it is not to just cut a little, but off every federal function.”

