High Speed Rail

Plans

The United States Federal Government should substantially increase its investment for an express train infrastructure system through a performance payment regime public private partnership program.

Economy Advantage
1AC Economy Advantage 

Contention 1 is the Economy
First, Megaregions ---- Suburbanization makes US economic growth unsustainable – the US needs a new spatial shift towards the development of megaregions 

Florida, ’10 [7/12/10, Richard Florida is Senior Editor at The Atlantic and Director of the Martin Prosperity Institute at the University of Toronto, “The Roadmap to a High-Speed Recovery”, http://www.tnr.com/print/article/economy/76961/richard-florida-reset-recovery-economy-future]

That brings me to a central issue that has been completely absent from the current debate. As our new economy emerges, a new way of life and a new geography of living and working must come into being as well. We didn’t finally emerge from the Great Depression until the rise of the suburbs in the 1950s, which fuelled demand not just for single-family homes but for the cars, refrigerators, washer-driers, TVs, and stereo systems that were coming off the assembly lines. Home ownership provided a powerful form of geographic Keynsianism.

But that system has reached the end of its useful life. It has led to overinvestment in housing, autos, and energy and contributed to the crises we are trying so hard to extricate ourselves from today. It’s also no longer an engine of economic growth. With the rise of a globalized economy, many if not most of the products that filled those suburban homes are made abroad. Home ownership worked well for a nation whose workers had secure, long-term jobs. But now it impedes the flexibility of a labor market that requires people to move around. My own research shows that the most innovative, most productive, and most highly skilled regions have rates of homeownership of 55-to-60 percent, while those where homeownership exceeds 75 or 80 percent are economically distressed.

Federal policy needs to encourage less home ownership and a greater density of development, along with the construction of smaller and more low-energy houses—not just because this is a greener way of life (which it is), but because it’s required to free up capital that can be invested in the skill development, technology development, and economic structures that the economy of the future requires. That means eliminating the mortgage interest tax deduction along with other massive federal subsidies for the secondary mortgage market, as well as other massive subsidies for road construction and infrastructure that undergird sprawling, economically inefficient, utterly wasteful suburban and exurban development. I am not advocating that we become a nation of renters, but the balance of homeownership should tilt back from its current level of 66 percent to perhaps 60 or even 55 percent.

Instead of further encouraging the growth of an auto-housing-suburban complex, the government should promote those forces that are subtly causing the shift away from it. Chief among these are the creation of inter-connected mega-regions, like the Boston-Washington corridor and the Char-lanta region (Atlanta, Charlotte, and Raleigh Durham) and ten or so more across the United States. Concentration and clustering are the underlying motor forces of real economic development. As Jane Jacobs identified and the Nobel Prize-winning economist Robert Lucas later formalized, clustering speeds the transmission of new ideas, increases the underlying productivity of people and firms, and generates the diversity required for new ideas to fertilize and turn into new innovations and new industries.

In fact, the key to understanding America’s historic ability to respond to great economic crises lies in what economic geographers call the “spatial fix”—the creation of new development patterns, new ways of living and working, and new economic landscapes that simultaneously expand space and intensify our use of it. Our rebound after the panic of 1873 and long downturn was forged by the transition from an agricultural nation to an urban-industrial one organized around great cities. Our recovery from the Great Depression saw the rise of massive metropolitan complexes of cities and suburbs, which again intensified and expanded our use of space. Renewed prosperity hinges on the rise of yet another even more massive and more intensive geographic pattern—the mega-region. These new geographic entities are larger than the sum of their parts; they not only produce but consume, spurring further demand.

Status quo economic fixes fail and make collapse inevitable – only the development of new mega-regions can create growth, but infrastructure is key

Florida, ’11 [7/5/11, Richard Florida is Senior Editor at The Atlantic and Director of the Martin Prosperity Institute at the University of Toronto, “How the Great Reset Has Already Changed America”, http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2011/07/how-the-great-reset-has-already-changed-america/241200/]

Gradually, our great complexes of cities and suburbs are being knit into mega-regions -- giant city-states that are home to millions upon millions of people and generate billions and in some cases trillions of dollars of economic activity. Driving this is not just our individual choices and preferences but the very logic of economic development. Geographic concentration and clustering speeds the transmission of new ideas, increases the underlying productivity of people and firms, and generates powerful economies of scale.

This new economic landscape and emerging way of life won't come together completely on their own. All of this must be underpinned and supported by new kinds of infrastructure -- from more efficient living patterns to more effective, less car-dependent transportation systems that run the gamut from more bicycle paths and sidewalks to improved mass transit and high speed rail. Just as government programs and policies underpinned the rise of suburbia in the 1950s and 1960s (think of all those subsidized highways), new public policies toward rental and affordable housing, alternative transport, and more sustainable energy will help encourage this shift today.
But while individual Americans have already begun resetting their lives, our political and business leaders continue to look backwards, wasting precious time and resources on futile attempts to resuscitate the same dysfunctional system of banks, sprawl, and inefficient and energy-wasting ways of life that brought about the crisis in the first place.
According to Bureau of Labor Statistics projections, the US economy remains on track to generate 15 million new jobs over the next decade. 6.8 million of them will be high-skill, high-wage work in the knowledge, professional, and technical sectors of the economy. The other half will be much lower-paying, low-skill work in the routine service sector of the economy. More than 45 percent of the US workforce -- 60 million workers -- already do this kind of work, and they earn just half of what factory workers make -- and only a third of what professional, technical and knowledge workers are paid.
If we're serious about creating good, family-supporting jobs, we have no choice but to upgrade those service jobs and turn them into adequate replacements for the blue-collar jobs that have been wiped out. We did it 70 or 80 years ago when we transformed manufacturing jobs from low-paid, dangerous work into high-paid jobs; we must do it again.

Henry Ford long ago said that we needed to pay factory workers better so they could buy the cars they made. If each of us pays just a little more for services, we can ensure millions of service workers a family wage and spur the broad-based demand that will help the economy recover. Don't the people who prepare our food, take care of our kids and aging parents, and maintain our homes deserve decent wages? Can't we spend a little more to ensure a more equitable and prosperous society? It's not a matter of charity. Motivated workers are more productive; they're also more creative and innovative.

Easy credit, limited bailouts, and targeted stimulus have simply created the illusion of growth, without beginning to address the structural nature of the crisis. And much of what the Tea Partiers have been calling for -- slashing taxes and cutting critical public investments -- will only make things worse. Our leaders just aren't getting it; their mental models are so determined by the old order that they can't acknowledge that it has already passed.

High speed rail is the key – it’s a shovel-ready project that accelerates the development of mega-regions and results in massive job growth

Florida, ’10 [7/12/10, Richard Florida is Senior Editor at The Atlantic and Director of the Martin Prosperity Institute at the University of Toronto, “The Roadmap to a High-Speed Recovery”, http://www.tnr.com/print/article/economy/76961/richard-florida-reset-recovery-economy-future]

Infrastructure is key to powering spatial fixes. The railroads and streetcar, cable car, and subway systems speeded the movement of people, goods, and ideas in the late 19th century; the development of a massive auto-dependent highway system powered growth after the Great Depression and World War II. It’s now time to invest in infrastructure that can undergird another round of growth and development. Part of that is surely a better and faster information highway. But the real fix must extend beyond the cyber-economy to our physical development patterns—the landscape of the real economy.

That means high-speed rail, which is the only infrastructure fix that promises to speed the velocity of moving people, goods, and ideas while also expanding and intensifying our development patterns. If the government is truly looking for a shovel-ready infrastructure project to invest in that will create short-term jobs across the country while laying a foundation for lasting prosperity, high-speed rail works perfectly. It is central to the redevelopment of cities and the growth of mega-regions and will do more than anything to wean us from our dependency on cars. High-speed rail may be our best hope for revitalizing the once-great industrial cities of the Great Lakes. By connecting declining places to thriving ones—Milwaukee and Detroit to Chicago, Buffalo to Toronto—it will greatly expand the economic options and opportunities available to their residents. And by providing the connective fibers within and between America’s emerging mega-regions, it will allow them to function as truly integrated economic units.

Obama allocated $8 billion towards high speed rail in his 2009 budget. It’s a start, but a disappointingly modest one. Depending on who’s doing the estimating and how high speed a system is envisioned, the price tag for a fully modern, truly national high-speed rail system runs somewhere between $140 and $500 billion. That’s a lot of money, but measured in 2009 dollars, Eisenhower’s Interstate Highway System cost $429 billion to build—which makes it look like something of a bargain.

Second, The Housing Market ---- HSR development fosters new hubs for housing and jobs which catalyzes an economic recovery

Calthrope, ’12 [Peter Calthrope, “Why I Won’t Give Up on High Speed Rail”, Planning. March 2012, Vol. 78 Issue 3, p50-50. 1p]
Much more than a train ride is at stake. HSR would catalyze the next generation of growth in America— making it more oriented to who we are, what we can afford, and what we really need. My state, California, is well on die way toward realizing this dream. The 2010 Vision California sttidy, fiinded by the California High Speed Rail Authority, provided much evidence that high-speed rail, combined with innovative land use, would produce urban revitalization and more walkable, affordable communities throughout the state. The proposed 520-mile high-speed system would connect the northern and southern parts of the state for half the cost of highway expansion and new airport facilities. Even more important, the system would spur the revitalization of cities along the way, enhance local transit networks, and generate market-wise development opportunities. In Southern California alone, HSR would knit together some 830 miles of local and regional transit lines. The 12 high-speed stations and more than 200 local transit stations would be hubs for new housing and new jobs. In die Central Villey, declining towns would be linked to the coast, providing key economic development opportunities. And in die Bay Area, connections between Silicon Valley and San Francisco wotild finally be enhanced. Vision California also looked at high-speed rail's broader impacts, made clear by two statewide land-use/transportation scenarios for the year 2050. One scenario was based on the state's typical low-density, freeway-centered suburban growth. The second featured a series of transit-oriented developments built around high-speed rail stations and expanding local transit systems. The TOD fijture, while denser, would be more responsive to the market, providing a long-overdue adjustment of housing types and prices. Large-lot, single-family houses would drop from 62 percent of the total to just over half, with the difference filled by town houses, apartments, lofts, and bungalows set in walkable, ti-ansit-rich commtmities. Given the current declining value of large suburban houses, this is a reasonable shift, ultimately making the housing stock more diverse and affordable. This scenario used 67 percent less developed land dian the more suburban scenario. The difference meant a potential saving of close to 4,000 square miles of prime Central Valley farmland along with key coastal open space and nattiral habitat. More compact development meant smaller yards and fewer parking lots—and far less irrigation in a water-poor state. Auto-dependence dropped dramatically, and new highway construction was reduced by 4,700 miles. With TOD, state residents would consume 300 billion fewer gallons of fuel over the next 40 years. The efficient and compact buildings characteristic of TODs use less energy, prodtice fewer greenhouse gases, and cost less to operate. The average household in this future scenario wotild save around $1,000 a year in utility payments, and auto emissions from passenger cars would drop from more than 200 million metric tons to just 52. Recently the U.S. House of Representatives put forward a transportation bill that would cut all California high-speed funding. Yet, when compared to expanding highways and airports at a cost of $171 billion, HSR is clearly more cost effective at $98 billion. It would not only provide a much-needed tonic for economic recovery but would help to ignite and redirect our moribund home building industry. Just as the 1956 highway act helped to spawn the modem suburb, high-speed rail would energize a new generation of community building—one that fits our current environmental and economic needs. This is an investment we cannot afford not to make.

Third, Traffic Congestion ---- HSR is key to solve highway and airport congestion which hamstrings US business and encourages offshoring – the perception of the plan increases business confidence

McMahon, ’11 [3/29/11, Jeff McMahon, Contributor @ Forbes, “High-Speed Rail Critics Imperil Economic Growth, Bombardier President Says”, http://www.forbes.com/sites/jeffmcmahon/2011/03/29/high-speed-rail-critics-imperil-economic-growth-bombardier-president-says/]

Opposition to high-speed rail imperils U.S. economic growth, the North America president of a leading train manufacturer said in Chicago Tuesday. “Although some may be of the opinion that we can’t afford passenger rail investment at this time, I can assure you from Bombardier’s experience around the world that the opposite is true,” said Raymond Bachant of Bombardier Transportation, a Canadian firm that participated in the development and manufacturing of 95 percent of Europe’s high-speed trains. “Investment in passenger rail infrastructure is a decision that will create long-term jobs and strengthen the economy,” Bachant told several hundred corporate executives, trade officials, and rail enthusiasts gathered at the Mid-America Club on the 80th floor of Chicago’s Aon building. High-speed rail was a favorite target of the Tea Party movement that seized the House of Representatives and several governor’s mansions last November. Newly elected governors in Florida, Wisconsin and Ohio have turned down funding for high-speed rail. “We have seen some setbacks in some states, where some states have decided to return the money,” Bachant said. “Of course that makes other states happy because they will receive the money.” The Obama Administration has offered the $2.4 billion returned by Florida, for example, to other states through a fast-track funding program. Several states are rushing to file applications before the April 4 deadline, including Michigan, Missouri, New York, Virginia, Vermont, Delaware, and Rhode Island. One state’s folly may be another state’s fortune, but Bachant sees peril in the politics nonetheless. “Rail funding can’t be a political football. It must be entrenched in a long-term economic vision.” Industry will only invest in high speed rail if it sees a permanent commitment from government, he said. “If the U.S. makes it clear that passenger rail is a priority, and that it’s here to stay and to grow, businesses will invest even more than they do today.” President Obama agrees. In his State of the Union Address, Obama called for 80 percent of Americans to have access to high-speed trains within a quarter of a century. The president outlined a six-year, $53 billion spending plan for high-speed rail. But Bachant emphasized the investment has to continue beyond the Obama Administration for the U.S. to develop a transportation infrastructure that will ensure its own continued competitiveness. “For too long passenger rail funding—in many countries of the world—has gone up and down like a yo-yo. A country cannot create a sustainable industry, supply base or clear economic impact based on a feast or famine market.” The United States fell to third place in world funding for clean energy technology last year, and it lags further behind other developed nations in passenger rail transportation. “To rival what is being done in Europe or Asia, Canada and the U.S. have a long way to go, Bachant said. “It is anticipated that in the next 10 years, European countries will double their existing networks to have more than 10,000 miles of high-speed links, while China will lead the way by building more than 30,000 miles of high speed railway.” Eventually, traffic congestion and greenhouse gas concerns will choke U.S. economic growth, Bachant said. There will be 2.5 billion cars on the world’s roadways by 2030, and the U.S. already loses $87.2 billion per year because of traffic congestion, according to the Texas Institute for Transportation. “Anyone who’s been stuck in bumper to bumper traffic knows this is not good news,” Bachant said. ”People still need to move, and communities must be able to operate and grow, and so, we truly believe that sustainable mobility is at the heart of economic growth and development.”

Fourth, Competitiveness ---- US is lagging in infrastructure development – high speed rail is key to bring back the US lead
Messina, ‘12 [February 2012, Fred Messina is a Vice President in the Transportation business, with a focus on aviation infrastructure @ Booz Allen Hamilton, a technology and strategy consultant company, “Rethinking Mega-Region Air Travel”, http://www.boozallen.com/media/file/Rethinking-Mega-Region-Air-Travel-tl.PDF]

Airport-to-airport high-speed rail also is an example of how we might revitalize our entire transportation system, an imperative if our nation is to maintain its prosperity and remain globally competitive. A recent report by the Building America’s Future Educational Fund, a bipartisan coalition of elected officials—led by former California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, former Pennsylvania Governor Edward Rendell, and New York Mayor Michael Bloomberg—declared that America’s transportation system is “environmentally, politically, and economically unsustainable.” “In the last decade,” states the report, “our global economic competitors have led the way in planning and building the transportation networks of the 21st century.” Meanwhile, America has failed to move forward, leaving “every mode of transportation in the United States—highways and railroads, airports and seaports—stuck in the last century and ill equipped for the demands of a churning global economy.” The report also states, “Unless we make significant changes in our course and direction, the foreign competition will pass us by, and a real opportunity to restore America’s economic strength will be lost.” A major reason that America’s transportation system is falling so far behind is that our various modes of transportation are only loosely connected. Although that might not have been an issue through much of the last century, it is now putting our nation at a serious disadvantage. To compete globally, a nation’s transportation system must function as an organic whole, greater than the sum of its parts. The key is to identify new and powerful ways to integrate the various modes of transportation. Countries in Europe and elsewhere are far ahead of us in this regard. However, we can catch up…and even move ahead. Airport-to-airport high-speed rail does more than revolutionize mega-region air travel; it provides a template for the kind of innovative thinking that must be applied to our entire transportation system.

Fifth, Stimulus --- High speed rail has a multiplier effect on the economy – only the plan solves short and long term growth 

Biden 10 – Co-chairman Rosemont Seneca Partners LLC and Adviser to HNTB Corporation, member of the bar in Connecticut, the District of Columbia, the U.S. Supreme Court and the U.S. Court of Federal Claims. He also was on Amtrak’s board of directors, serving as vice chairman from 2007–09. [Hunter Biden, summer 2010, “The Great Multiplier,” InTransit, Pg. 3-4]
The U.S. national high-speed rail program, the largest infrastructure investment since the Interstate Highway System, will have a multiplying effect that goes beyond job creation to produce a host of economic benefits, rivaling or surpassing those generated by President Eisenhower’s vision. Inspired by Germany’s autobahn, Eisenhower’s idea of a nationwide network of highways strengthened our country and turbocharged our economy, forging greater connectivity among our far-flung states and regions and promoting the faster movement of goods, military personnel and equipment. A national high-speed rail network could be to our 21st century economy what the Interstate Highway System was to the 20th century economy. Everyone talks about growing the economy. What we really need is to create an economic system in which the middle class has the opportunity to have a sustainable future. High-speed rail is the key to such a system. At The Local Level Jobs are the most important and immediate concern. A high-speed rail system will bring high-paying, labor- and environmentally friendly jobs to the inner cities and markets where there is a huge need for jobs in the skilled labor department. Many of those jobs will not be limited to the tasks of building the actual network, either. They will be permanent jobs, providing employees with the wherewithal to purchase homes, buy cars, take vacations, educate their children, etc. For example, a study by the nine states participating in the Midwest Regional Rail Initiative shows the 3,000-mile Chicagohubbed system will generate more than 57,000 new jobs, generate $1.09 billion in household income and increase property values by $4.9 billion near stations. The economic impacts of high-speed rail stops in Orange County, Calif., include growth of its tourism industry, increased density around train stations that shrinks the region’s developed footprint — and a gain of nearly 23,000 jobs by 2030.1 In California’s Sacramento/Central Valley area, high-speed rail will trigger jobs in the service, transportation, communications, utilities, finance, insurance and real estate sectors.2 All total, California’s statewide high-speed rail project will create nearly 160,000 construction-related jobs and an additional 450,000 permanent jobs by 2035.3 Looking beyond jobs, U.S. cities will benefit from transit-oriented communities. An economic certainty in Europe for decades, new stations here will be magnets for commercial and residential development, as the land becomes prime real estate. In Boston, family residences near commuter rail stations enjoy a 6.7 percent premium over homes located elsewhere. After new transit stations were announced in Los Angeles, values of commercial property surrounding proposed station areas grew 78 percent, compared with 38 percent for other properties.4 However, interconnectivity may be the most valuable benefit at the local level. By achieving economic integration into, and parity with, the rest of California, the Sacramento/Central Valley area could see potential taxable income gains of nearly $48 billion per year, state income tax revenues of more than $2 billion and a total sales/use taxes increase of approximately $333 million per year; of which, nearly $46 million would flow directly to counties and cities within the Central Valley.5 At The Regional Level Because of the United States’ vast land mass, we have to implement high-speed rail in pieces. One piece or region where I see the most potential is the Midwest. Led by eight governors and the Mayor of Chicago under the heading of the Midwest High-Speed Rail Steering Group, this region has been more effective than any other multistate rail corridor in bringing together all of the political forces necessary to achieve high-speed rail. High-speed rail development can allow Midwest cities and towns to function as an efficient economic unit. A Chicago hubbed high-speed rail network can transform the Upper Midwest into a single, mega-region economy. To realize that vision, people in the Midwest must have the ability to visit a distant city and return the same day — much like commuters currently do in the Northeast Corridor. High-speed trains will make it possible to spend a fully productive day in another city and still make it home for dinner. As a megalopolis, the Midwest could offer its residents never-before-considered job opportunities and give its cities the ability to tap into new labor pools and skill sets. According to the steering committee, developing the Midwest Regional Rail System will produce construction jobs for a generation. High-speed rail is expected to create an average of 15,200 jobs annually during the construction period, of which 6,000 are construction jobs. Florida also is moving forward aggressively to develop high-speed rail. The first leg of Florida’s very high-speed system would bring Tampa and Orlando closer together figuratively with a nonstop trip of less than one hour, also making it possible to commute for work.6 Ohio’s proposed 860-mile, high-speed rail network would link the state’s major commercial centers with the Chicago-hubbed Midwest Regional Rail System, southern Ontario and other smaller cities. Some expect the new region to attract “new economy” industries, such as high-tech and telecommunications.7 According to Richard Florida, an American urban studies theorist, a new period of geographic expansion is necessary to spur a renewed era of economic growth and development. In an article that appeared in The Atlantic, Florida wrote: “The rise of the mega-region is the cornerstone of a new, more intensive and also more expansive use of space. Mega-regions, if they are to function as integrated economic units, require better, more effective and faster ways to move goods, people and ideas. High-speed rail accomplishes that, and it also provides a framework for future in-fill development along its corridors.” At The National Level The Chinese have invested an enormous amount of money in developing high-speed rail corridors. Not only have these corridors given the Chinese people the ability to move freely within their country at speeds greater than air travel, they have created an entirely new manufacturing and assembly base. In Europe, Alstom, the continent’s largest high-speed train manufacturer, employs more people than Airbus, a global commercial aircraft manufacturer. High-speed rail can create a new manufacturing industry here in the United States, too. In fact, we are seeing the first development of such an industry in Wisconsin. Last year, Gov. Jim Doyle announced a groundbreaking agreement with the Spanish train maker Talgo that will put two train sets into service in Wisconsin and establish new assembly and maintenance facilities. Both facilities will be in southeastern Wisconsin, an area hit hard by the recession and job losses. Together, they are expected to create about 80 jobs initially with the potential for many more.8 The Wisconsin assembly plant will support the delivery of these trains throughout the Midwest and the country. The economic ripple effect will benefit U.S. supply firms and create even more jobs. The Wisconsin-Talgo model is what we should be using to attract more international high-speed rail manufacturers. Several European countries — Spain, France, Germany — have developed real technical expertise in building and manufacturing high-speed rail cars and train sets. We should not be afraid to adopt that technology and bring those manufacturing bases to the United States. We can’t predict all of the positive economic effects of high-speed rail, but we do know they will be great. The more you connect people and their ideas, the more we can achieve as a country. The Interstate Highway System taught us that. Our nation’s aviation system soon followed, and we grew even closer. For the past 50-plus years, we have enjoyed a quality of life that only one of the world’s best economies could offer. We led the world through innovation and hard work in the 20th century, and we have every reason to believe we can do the same in the 21st century. Indeed, high-speed rail is one of the keys to realizing that goal.
Jobs key to sustained growth and recovery

HINDERY & GERARD 5/15/12 (co-chairs of The Task Force on Jobs Creation.  Hindery is also founder of Jobs First 2012 and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations. Gerard is international president of the United Steelworkers and a member of the executive council of the AFL-CIO[Leo Hindery, Jr. and Leo W. Gerard, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/leo-hindery-jr/job-creation_b_1517730.html] )
The big immediate opportunity, however, is the pending highway bill and the projected 2.9 million jobs it would almost immediately create before the summer and fall construction seasons bleed away. This bill is, in fact, such an obvious massive, immediate job creator that if the Republicans in Congress continue to stall it from passing out of conference, there can be no better example of just how extremist in their governance they have become

Unless the real unemployment jobs crisis -- with 26.7 million women and men still unemployed in real terms and a real unemployment rate of 16.6% -- is frontally challengedby pursuing all of the low-hanging job-creating initiatives -- of which four has now become seven -- it's not possible to anticipate a sustained economic recovery that fully revitalizes the middle class. But when they are picked and enacted, then the engines of economic growth will start to turn over and really roar.

Economic recovery and boosting competitiveness are key to prevent the collapse of U.S. power---that causes global great-power wars 

Khalilzad 11 Zalmay Khalilzad was the United States ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and the United Nations during the presidency of George W. Bush and the director of policy planning at the Defense Department from 1990 to 1992. "The Econom and National Security" Feb 8 www.nationalreview.com/blogs/print/259024

Today, economic and fiscal trends pose the most severe long-term threat to the United States’ position as global leader. While the United States suffers from fiscal imbalances and low economic growth, the economies of rival powers are developing rapidly. The continuation of these two trends could lead to a shift from American primacy toward a multi-polar global system, leading in turn to increased geopolitical rivalry and even war among the great powers.

The current recession is the result of a deep financial crisis, not a mere fluctuation in the business cycle. Recovery is likely to be protracted. The crisis was preceded by the buildup over two decades of enormous amounts of debt throughout the U.S. economy — ultimately totaling almost 350 percent of GDP — and the development of credit-fueled asset bubbles, particularly in the housing sector. When the bubbles burst, huge amounts of wealth were destroyed, and unemployment rose to over 10 percent. The decline of tax revenues and massive countercyclical spending put the U.S. government on an unsustainable fiscal path. Publicly held national debt  rose from 38 to over 60 percent of GDP in three years.

Without faster economic growth and actions to reduce deficits, publicly held national debt is projected to reach dangerous proportions. If interest rates were to rise significantly, annual interest payments — which already are larger than the defense budget — would crowd out other spending or require substantial tax increases that would undercut economic growth. Even worse, if unanticipated events trigger what economists call a “sudden stop” in credit markets for U.S. debt, the United States would be unable to roll over its outstanding obligations, precipitating a sovereign-debt crisis that would almost certainly compel a radical retrenchment of the United States internationally.

Such scenarios would reshape the international order. It was the economic devastation of Britain and France during World War II, as well as the rise of other powers, that led both countries to relinquish their empires. In the late 1960s, British leaders concluded that they lacked the economic capacity to maintain a presence “east of Suez.” Soviet economic weakness, which crystallized under Gorbachev, contributed to their decisions to withdraw from Afghanistan, abandon Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, and allow the Soviet Union to fragment. If the U.S. debt problem goes critical, the United States would be compelled to retrench, reducing its military spending and shedding international commitments.
We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation.

The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars.

American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions.
Economic decline makes war highly likely 

Royal 10 – Jedediah Royal, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, 2010, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215
Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow.
First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Feaver, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner. 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown.
Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland's (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4
Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write:
The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. p. 89)
Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions.

Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. “Diversionary theory" suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995). and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force.
In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention.
This observation is not contradictory to other perspectives that link economic interdependence with a decrease in the likelihood of external conflict, such as those mentioned in the first paragraph of this chapter. Those studies tend to focus on dyadic interdependence instead of global interdependence and do not specifically consider the occurrence of and conditions created by economic crises. As such, the view presented here should be considered ancillary to those views.
Double Dip Coming Now 

Double Dip Coming, 6 reasons
Burnam 6/23/12 (Robert, economist and political scientist, owner of one of the largest privately owned investment firms in the US, US Double Dip Recession Imminent...or at least on the radar screen, http://robertburnam.blogspot.com/2012/06/us-double-dip-recession-imminentor-at.html) 
As painful as it is to predict, yours truly who in December of 2007 announced that we were already in a recession with a big R, is calling for a double dip. First, let's deal with the data and the economic analysis, then we will deal with the political implications. Data
1.  US unemployment claims have stopped coming down, or have in some recent weeks increased.

2.  Earnings guidance for many S&P 500 companies with non  US exposure have been guided downward.

3.  Job creation is almost nonexistent and government does not have the budget to add jobs.  In fact, net, government employment is coming down.  While over the long run this is a good rotation from public to private, right now this is exacerbating the problem.

4.  Europe is in a deep recession that is likely to last 24 to 36 months.  Make no mistake, the recession in most of Europe is far worse than most other economists know because most other economists sit on their asses behind computer screens.  Yours truly gets his butt up and works.  In talking to US companies who export as well as European companies that sell domestically, it is almost universal that orders to Europe are shrinking drastically.

5.  China while still the world's main growth engine will not be able to sustain enough growth to offset Europe and the US woes.
Finally, the psyche of the consumer is just broken.  People are tired, scared and trying the best they can to hoard money for "the worst case scenario".  Even high end consumers have slowed their purchases recently.  If you want more data than this, you should hire me...only my paying clients get the nitty, gritty details

Double Dip Coming, Europe causes

Schlesinger 6/3/12 (Jill, the Editor-at-Large for CBS MoneyWatch. She covers the economy, markets, and investing, U.S. economy: Return of the double-dip?, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-505123_162-57445804/u.s-economy-return-of-the-double-dip/)
Does the rotten May jobs report augur bad news for the overall economy? The answer is unclear at this point. Here's what we know: The globe is slowing down. Chinese manufacturing fell to a level that barely qualifies as expansion; India's economy expanded by 5.3 percent in the first quarter, down from 9.2 percent a year earlier; Latin America is stumbling; and U.S. growth was only 1.9 percent in the first quarter, after a tepid 1.7 percent last year. The question plaguing investors is whether the slowdown will morph into a double-dip recession. Unfortunately, the answer lies with Europe. If the eurozone implodes due to a Greek default/exit or less dramatically, if confidence in large economies like Spain and Italy causes depositors and investors to flee, the eurozone could create Lehman Brothers Version 2.0. That scenario would freeze up the global financial system and likely plunge the eurozone into a deep recession. Although the U.S. economy is in far better shape than it was in 2008, the effect of a European recession could push the U.S. over the edge into a (gasp) double-dip recession. 

Spending cuts coming, leads to double dip –empirics prove
Kuttner 4/1/12 (Robert, co-editor of The American Prospect and a senior fellow at Demos, Recipe for a Double-Dip Recession, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-kuttner/double-dip-recession_b_1395455.html)
First, the legacy of last summer's ill-fated bipartisan fiscal bargain -- an automatic set of budget cuts totaling $1.2 trillion -- kicks in next January 1. Second, President Obama's temporary payroll tax cuts expire. And third -- this is a good witch -- all of President George W. Bush's tax cuts sunset. Just for good measure, there is yet another witch. The temporary extension of the debt ceiling will also expire around the first of the year, giving the deficit hawks of both parties even more leverage. The trouble is that all of this adds up to a massive fiscal contraction. If you want to snuff out a fragile recovery, there is no better way than to cut spending and otherwise shrink the federal deficit prematurely. If anything, the economy needs more public spending for at least a year or two to compensate for the hit to private purchasing power and the housing collapse. President Obama intermittently gives aid and comfort to the budget hawks. The administration's own budget for FY 2013 mostly protects current social outlay and kills the Bush tax cuts, but fails to provide enough spending to increase jobs. This is essentially what President Roosevelt, listening to the budget hawks of his own day, did in 1937, kicking the economy back into recession. It took the massive deficit spending of World War II to finally end the depression.

Double dip coming, multiple studies prove
Foroohar 4/3/12 (Rana Foroohar, TIME's assistant managing editor in charge of economics and business, Is the wimpy recovery morphing into a recession, TIME Business, http://business.time.com/2012/04/03/is-the-wimpy-recovery-now-morphing-into-a-recession/)

We’ve just begun coming to grips with the wimpy recovery. Are we actually in for another recession? That was the implication of a couple of economic reports I read this week, including one by ITG Investment Research, which tracked how the pace of this recovery (which was never great to begin with) has by some measures been slowing, particularly among middle-income consumers and industries producing for overseas markets. (Europe is definitely in a double dip, and many emerging markets are slowing too, as I’ve written about many times.)The question now is whether this will remain a wimpy recovery, or turn into something darker. I’m not ready to call another downturn yet, but the folks at ECRI, an economic research firm, are. Payroll job growth is up, and probably will be when new numbers come out on Friday (though perhaps less than last month), but a number of the indexes they track — which tally up other things like industrial output, income, sales, and consumer spending — are down. The result is that they’ve already made the double-dip call to their clients. I wouldn’t pay so much attention, except for the fact that they’ve correctly called three recessions, with no false alarms in between.

Econ Low

Unemployment and slow growth mean no recovery in the status quo

The Economist, ‘6-1 [6/1/2012, The Economist offers authoritative insight and opinion on international news, politics, business, finance, science and technology, “Third time unlucky”, http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2012/06/americas-flagging-recovery]]

America's economy added just 69,000 jobs in May, according to a report released this morning by the Bureau of Labour Statistics. The BLS also revised down job gains in March and April; all told payrolls rose just by just 289,000 in the three months to May—the worst performance since August of last year. The slowdown is broad-based. Manufacturers added just 12,000 jobs in May, and construction employment tumbled by 28,000. Retail employment was virtually flat, and the government, once again, shed jobs for the month. Government employment dropped by 161,000 in the year to May, 50,000 of which loss came at the federal level.

News from the household side of the survey was brighter for the month of May. Employment and participation in the labour force both jumped (labour-force growth led the unemployment rate a shade higher, from 8.1% to 8.2%). Yet the smaller survey size and the volatility of the household data suggest one shouldn't take much comfort from the result. And elsewhere the news is bleak. Long-term unemployment rose after falling in recent months. Hours worked edged down slightly.

The rum employment figure came in below expectations, but it wasn't entirely out of line with recent data points, which have signalled a slowdown in hiring and slower growth in the economy. Moreover, the news is in keeping with a general turn in global economic sentiment, helped along by troubles in emerging markets but driven largely by chaos and recession in the euro zone. Manufacturing activity in the euro zone sank to a three-year low according to data released this morning and euro-zone unemployment reached a new record high at 11%. Similar data point to accelerating contraction in Chinese manufacturing activity, as well.

And, Aggressive monetary easing from the slow recovery will result in massive inflation

The Economist, ‘6-1 [6/1/2012, The Economist offers authoritative insight and opinion on international news, politics, business, finance, science and technology, “Third time unlucky”, http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2012/06/americas-flagging-recovery]]

The now obvious turn for the worse for the American recovery will place strong pressure on the Fed to intervene once again at its June meeting, taking place in just over two weeks. Intervention had not been expected, but falling inflation expectations, loss of momentum in labour-market recovery, and worsening financial conditions associated with the euro-zone crisis may make additional steps unavoidable. The unsteadiness of the global economy has led to plummeting commodity prices, which could well send headline inflation falling in coming months, potentially giving inflation hawks on the Federal Open Market Committee assurance that more aggressive easing wouldn't be damagingly inflationary. It is worth recalling, however, that during the swoons of 2010 and 2011, the Fed oversaw months of deteriorating conditions before finally and reluctantly opting to act. 

Public debate over the numbers will be set firmly in the context of the ongoing presidential campaign. For the first time in Mr Obama's tenure, nonfarm employment is above 133m. But the paltry growth in payrolls in May—too slow to keep up with long-term labour force growth—will provide plenty of ammunition to a Mitt Romney campaign eager to make hay over the economy. At the May hiring pace, a Romney election would seem to be more likely than not.

Mr Obama will no doubt protest that things would have been worse without his efforts, that additional fiscal stimulus is impossible thanks to Republican opposition, and that trouble abroad, over which he has no control, is largely to blame. On the merits, he'll be mostly right. Voters are unlikely to feel much sympathy, however. Their attention will be overwhelmingly focused on a recovery that has, for a third year running, left the country saddled with far too much unemployment and far too little job growth.

Unemployment is really bad, recovery is slowing

Lange 6/14 [Jason, writer for Reuters who specializes in the economy, Data points to soft U.S. economy, possible Fed action

, Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/14/us-usa-economy-idUSBRE85C0NT20120614]

Though the data released on Thursday showed only a small increase in claims last week, it undermined hopes that a recent slowdown in hiring would prove temporary. "There is very little sign of life," said Hugh Johnson, chief investment officer of Hugh Johnson Advisors in Albany, New York. "The economy as measured by employment conditions has slowed and there doesn't appear to be any change when you look at the claims numbers." New claims rose by 6,000 last week, the Labor Department said. Claims have been trending higher since February, which may have marked a turning point for the U.S. economy. Every month since then, employers have cut back on new hiring. The slackening U.S. recovery and a worsening debt crisis in Europe have increased expectations of a further easing of monetary policy by the Fed, although economists are divided on whether the central bank will act when it holds it meets on Tuesday and Wednesday. 

The Economy really sucks right now

Applebaum 6/20/12 (Binyamin, a reporter for The New York Times, Fed Takes Modest Action on Rates as Forecast Dims, The New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/21/business/economy/fed-extends-program-to-lower-costs-of-borrowing.html?_r=1&ref=economy)

TheFederalReserve announced Wednesday a modest increase in its efforts to reduce borrowing costs for businesses and consumers by extending its existing “Operation Twist” asset-purchase program through the end of the year. The decision reflects growing concern that the economy once again is stumbling into the summer months after the false promise of a relatively strong winter. The Fed now expects the unemployment rate to fall no lower than 8 percent this year, and inflation to rise no higher than 1.7 percent, both signs of an ailing economy. Fed officials said they now expected the economy to expand between 1.9 percent and 2.4 percent this year, down from an April forecast of 2.4 percent to 2.9 percent. The economic forecast, released separately, reflected reduced prospects for 2013 as well. The Fed estimated growth of between 2.2 percent and 2.8 percent, down from 2.7 percent and 3.1 percent in the April forecast. Growth at that pace would barely dent unemployment and, indeed, the Fed also reeled in its expectations for a continued decline in the unemployment rate. It now expects the rate to sit between 7.5 and 8 percent at the end of 2013.

Job opportunities are significantly falling

Mullaney 6/19/12 (Tim, economics correspondent for USA Today working out of the New York City bureau, April job openings show biggest drop in nearly 4 years,  USA Today, http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/story/2012-06-19/job-openings-april/55684856/1)

Job seekers were jolted Tuesday by new government data showing the number of available jobs dropped by 325,000 in April to 3.4 million. That was the biggest single-month drop since September 2008's falloff of 438,000. The news comes as markets await Wednesday's Federal Reserve statement on the economy at the end of a two-day meeting of its policy-setting committee. Stocks rose Tuesday in anticipation that the Fed will announce further help for an economy that has shown some signs of slowing. Job openings declined from March in nearly all sectors of the economy, the government said. Manufacturing openings fell by 20% to 246,000, nearly a fifth of the broader economy's decline. Even education and health services, one of the most durable sectors in the recovery, had 17,000 fewer openings in April, the government said.

The U.S. economy is stalling.  Lack of jobs and government inaction is killing consumer spending and confidence.  

HOMAN &CHADRA  5 – 17 – 12 (Timothy Shobhana Chandra,Bloomberg Economics Reporters, Confidence Sinks As U.S. Job Market Progress Stalls: Economy, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-05-17/jobless-claims-in-u-s-were-unchanged-at-370-000-last-week.html)

Consumer confidence fell last week to the lowest level in almost four months and more people than forecast filed claims for unemployment benefits, showing a lack of progress in the job market is rattling Americans.The Bloomberg Consumer Comfort Index dropped in the week ended May 13 to minus 43.6, a level associated with recessions or their aftermaths, from minus 40.4 in the previous period. Jobless applications were unchanged at 370,000 in the week ended May 12, Labor Department figures showed today in WashingtonDiminishing employment gains, falling stock prices and the prospect of government gridlock over the budget heading into the November presidential election may continue to hurt household sentiment. The lack of a sustained rebound in hiring damps the outlook for consumer spending, which accounts for about 70 percent of the world’s largest economy.“A mix of policy questions and some ongoing softness in employment growth” is weighing on confidence, said Sam Coffin, an economist at UBS Securities LLC in Stamford, Connecticut. “We’re hearing more and more about fiscal negotiations. Last year that talk seemed to derail confidence, and that’s coming up as a topic again.” Coffin and the UBS team, led by Maury Harris, were the most accurate in forecasting the unemployment rate for the two years through April, according to data compiled by Bloomberg.Other reports today showed manufacturing in the Philadelphia region unexpectedly shrank this month and the index of leading indicators dropped in April for the first time in seven months.

HSR Solves Traffic Congestion
HSR solves traffic congestion – saves 156 billion and offsets the cost of the project
Kunz, ’11 [3/10/11, Andy Kunz is a president and CEO of the U.S. High Speed Rail Association, a trade group that focuses on advancing a national network, “U.S. High-Speed Rail: Time to Hop Aboard or Be Left Behind”]
 A national high-speed rail system would generate millions of jobs; help revive the country’s manufacturing sector by creating a new industry producing the trains, steel, and related components; alleviate pressure on a crumbling transportation infrastructure; and lessen the ever-worsening congestion on America’s highways and at its airports, where delays cause an estimated $156 billion in losses to the U.S. economy annually. And then there is climate change and the large-scale reduction of CO2 emissions that would result from the creation of an interstate high-speed rail system and the expansion of regional commuter rail systems. As a high-speed rail network spreads across the U.S. in the coming decades, the costs of operating the national transportation system will decline each year to the point where the savings will eventually exceed the estimated $600 billion cost of building the rail system. Although public funds will be used to cover much of the construction costs, the network will perform best if operated by private companies. 
HSR Key to Megaregions

High speed rail key to the economic recovery – absent geographic expansion towards megaregions via transportation infrastructure, new growth is impossible

Florida, ’09 [5/4/09, Richard Florida is Senior Editor at The Atlantic and Director of the Martin Prosperity Institute at the University of Toronto, “Mega-Regions and High-Speed Rail”, http://www.theatlantic.com/national/archive/2009/05/mega-regions-and-high-speed-rail/17006/]

Better high-speed rail connections promise considerable economic efficiency gains. And they also promise to relieve the psychological burdens of commuting by car. Research by behavioral economists like Nobel prize-winner Daniel Kahneman finds that long car commutes are among the things that most adversely affect our happiness.

But there is an even bigger and more fundamental reason to connect our mega-regions through high-speed rail. As I recently argued in The Atlantic, our current economic crisis promises to powerfully reshape America's geography. There will be winners and losers, and a new economic geography will emerge in time. 

Geographic expansion, as I noted there, is a fundamental axis of economic recovery and development. Recovery after the Long Depression of the 1870s was in part powered by the rise of the large-scale industrial city that grew up around raw materials, ports, and railroads, expanding outward along its early street-car lines. While many see the rise of Keynesian spending (particularly World War II spending) as key to U.S. recovery from the Great Depression of the 1930s, post-war recovery was propelled by the rise of another era of geographic expansion - the rise of the Sunbelt and the massive growth of auto-oriented suburbia. Demand for cars surged to move workers between home and work. And suburban houses all had to be filled with the refrigerators, washing machines, dryers, television sets, and consumer appliances rolling off America's assembly lines. This post-war auto-oriented "fordist" development model worked to ensure that mass production and mass consumption could grow together fueling the expansion of America's great golden era.

But fordism has come smack up against its limits. It's cheaper to produce many industrial goods off-shore, and the geography of post-war suburbia has been stretched to its breaking point. It may well be impossible for sustained recovery to come from breathing life back into the banks, auto companies, and suburban-oriented development model. A new period of geographic expansion - or what geographers term a "new spatial fix" - will eventually be needed to spur a renewed era of economic growth and development.
The history of capitalist development is the history of the more expansive and intensive use of space. Post-war suburbs, the rise of larger metropolitan areas, the development of multi-nodal regions with edge cities as well as downtown cores are part and parcel of this process of geographic development. It's a mistake to consider suburban sprawl a backward step (as some do), and to see only more compact urban style back-to-the-city development as a path to the future. The rise of the mega-region is the cornerstone of a new, more intensive and also more expansive use of space. 

New periods of geographic expansion require new systems of infrastructure. Ever since the days of the canals, the early railroad, and streetcar suburbs, we've seen how infrastructure and transportation systems work to spur new patterns economic and regional development. The streetcar expanded the boundaries of the late 19th and early 20th century city, while the railroad moved goods and people between them. The automobile enabled workers to move to the suburbs and undertake far greater commutes, expanding the geographic landscape still further.

Mega-regions, if they are to function as integrated economic units, require better, more effective, and faster ways move goods, people, and ideas. High-speed rail accomplishes that, and it also provides a framework for future in-fill development along its corridors. Just as development filled-in along the early street-car lines and the post-war highways, high-speed rail will encourage denser, more compact, and concentrated development with growth filling in along its routes over time. Spain's new high-speed rail link between Barcelona and Madrid not only massively reduced commuting times between these two great Spanish cities, according to a recent New York Times report, it has also helped revitalize several declining locations along the line. 

It's time to start thinking of our transit and infrastructure projects less in political terms and more as a set of strategic investments that are fundamental to the speed and scope of our economic recovery and to the new, more expansive economic geography required for long-run growth and prosperity.

High speed rail can connect mega-regions 

Todorovich 09 – is director of America 2050, a national urban planning initiative to develop an infrastructure and growth strategy for the United States [Petra, 10/14/2009, “High-speed rail In the United States: Opportunities and challenges,” Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Railroads, pipelines, and hazardous Materials Of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure House of representatives, Page 39-40, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111hhrg52847/pdf/CHRG-111hhrg52847.pdf]

Ms. TODOROVICH. Thank you Chairwoman Brown, Mrs. Napolitano and Members of the Committee. Thank you for inviting me to testify on the important and timely topic of high-speed rail. I am Director of America 2050, a national urban planning initiative to develop an infrastructure and growth strategy for the United States. We are based at the Independent Regional Plan Association in New York. America 2050 strongly supports the creation of a national network of high-speed rail corridors organized around the Nation’s mega-regions. Mega-regions are networks of metropolitan areas like the Northeast, like the Florida mega-region, the Texas Triangle, Southern California, that are connected by travel patterns, economic links and large natural systems. Spanning areas of roughly 300 to 600 miles across, mega-regions are the ideal size for high-speed rail networks, and have densities comparable to Asian and European countries with high-speed rail. Over 70 percent of America’s population and jobs are concentrated in the 11 mega-regions that we have identified across the Country. By the year 2050, American will grow by more than 140 million people, a greater number of people than we added from 1950 to 2000, during which we built the entire interstate highway system. Just as limited access highways made daily commutes within metropolitan regions possible, high-speed rail will open the possibility of daily commutes within mega-regions. And high-speed rail stations, when located in city centers, will support the type of energy efficient land development patterns that will reduce carbon emissions and save households and businesses money on transportation and electricity bills. 
High speed rail is the engine of American prosperity 

APTA 11 – nonprofit international association of 1,500 public and private member organizations, engaged in the areas of bus, paratransit, light rail, commuter rail, subways, waterborne services, and intercity and high-speed passenger rail. [American Public Transportation Association, February 2011, “The Case for Business Investment in High-Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail,” pg. 5-6, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/HSRPub_final.pdf]

High-Speed Rail Development is In-Step with All Long-Term U.S. Trends and Market Directions: The Need for Jobs and Economic Development: High-speed rail has arrived just in time for America to incorporate it into a forward-looking economic policy. Its economic returns are demonstrated in numerous national and international studies. Expenditures for high-speed rail construction are estimated to support 24,000 jobs for each billion dollars of investment. 9 The California High-Speed Rail Authority projects 600,000 full time construction jobs will be created over the course of building their project and 450,000 permanent new jobs will result from high-speed rail related economic growth over the next 25 years. 10 The Economic Development Research Group for the U.S. Conference of Mayor’s studied the economic impact of high-speed rail on four different urban regions. The results focused on five factors. High-speed-rail service can help drive higher density, mixed use development at train stations; increase business productivity through travel efficiency gains; help expand visitor markets and generate additional spending; broaden regional labor markets; and support the growth of technology clusters. 11 The impacts calculated are shown in the table below: In its 2010 publication, High-Speed Rail: The Fast Track to Economic Development?, the World Bank explained the contributions that high-speed rail makes to economic prosperity: “In operational terms a high-speed line will naturally provide valuable travel time savings to its users but it may also free up capacity on existing lines for other transport users, and enable performance improvements on those lines due to lower congestion.” 12 The Need to Connect America’s Economic Engines: Population growth in the United States has and will continue to concentrate in areas of economic opportunity. Several parts of the United States have seen the emergence of very high population clustering, accompanied by integrated regional labor markets, infrastructure, cultural and land-use patterns. Economically, these megaregions have become the engines of American prosperity. Connecting these regions to one another has become a key objective for our transportation system. The Urban Land Institute’s Infrastructure 2010: Investment Imperative asserts that failure to invest could delay economic recovery and put the United States at increased disadvantages in the global marketplace. The report clarifies the need for infrastructure investment including investment in high-speed rail to modernize America’s rail transportation system. High-speed rail is seen as the solution for taking pressure off airports and highways in regional intercity markets as travel demand increases. The report states that: “Car dependence and ever-escalating driving delays in most large American cities have exposed the need for more passenger rail service to take the pressure off crowded interstates and clogged airports, which struggle to handle current traffic volumes. The urgency of addressing the issue becomes more apparent since the country’s population will increase by 120 million over the next 40 years, with growth concentrated in the nation’s primary urban centers and surrounding suburbs. All these people will want to move around and current systems won’t be able to handle prospective volumes.”
HSR Key to Housing Market

High speed rail would spur real estate development 

Todorovich et al. 11 – Lincoln Institute of Land Policy [Petra Todorovich is director of America 2050, a national urban planning initiative to develop an infrastructure and growth strategy for the United States, Daniel Schned is an associate planner for America 2050 at Regional Plan Association, where he has focused on researching and planning for dedicated high-speed rail and improvements to conventional passenger rail in the Northeast Corridor, Robert Lane is senior fellow for urban design at Regional Plan Association and a founding principal of Plan & Process LLP, “High-Speed Rail International Lessons for U.S. Policy Makers,” September 2011, Page 17, https://www.lincolninst.edu/pubs/dl/1948_1268_High-Speed%20Rail%20PFR_Webster.pdf]
Urban regeneration and station area development: High-speed rail can generate growth in real estate markets and anchor investment in commercial and residential developments around train stations, especially when they are built in coordination with a broader set of public interventions and urban design strategies (see chapter 3). These interventions ensure that high-speed rail is integrated into the urban and regional fabric, which in turn ensures the highest level of ridership and economic activity. For example, the city of Lille, France, experienced greater than average growth and substantial ofﬁce and hotel development after its high-speed rail station was built at the crossroads of lines linking London, Paris, and Brussels (Nuworsoo and Deakin 2009). 

High speed rail stations spur commercial development 

Deakin and Nuworsoo 09 – Paper prepared for The 88th Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research Board [Elizabeth Deakin is a Professor of City and Regional Planning Co-Director, Global Metropolitan Studies Program, Cornelius Nuworsoo is at the California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo and the corresponding author, January 2009, “Transforming High-speed Rail Stations to Major Activity Hubs: Lessons for California,” Page 9-11, http://digitalcommons.calpoly.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1045&context=crp_fac]

Economic Improvement The economic improvement potential of a high-speed rail system lies in the premise that if wellplanned and implemented it can contribute toward the economic development of areas. This is achievable through the consolidation of activities at the station areas thereby facilitating links between activity centers in the larger region in which they exist. The potential of HSR to generate economic gains through development of its station area may be illustrated with several examples of metro rail, intercity rail and multimodal stations in the US and abroad. The development of several metro rail stations in Washington D.C. into major employment and activity centers has been touted as exemplary for the US (Cervero et al, 2004). Many downtown train stations are similarly developed around the world as exemplified by stations on the New York, San Francisco and London subway systems, among others. Greengauge21, a non-profit organization researched the development and regeneration effects of high-speed rail on cities (Harman, 2006). The study has two conceptual premises about the effect of transportation investments on areas served and their importance for both economic and spatial planning. The premises are: 1. Transportation investments affect the way the transportation system is used, which under conditions of efficiency would affect income gained and return on investment; 2. Transportation investments affect the way activity patterns evolve and consequently the economy and structure of the areas. While European case studies exist in Belgium, Germany, Italy, Netherland, Portugal and Spain, the Greengauge21 Study paid particular attention to the two case studies of Lyon, where highspeed rail was first implemented in Europe, and Lille, both in France. Figure 3 shows the locations of Lyon and Lille within the TGV network of France. Lyon is one of the largest cities in France and is located in its southeastern area. It was the first city to be linked with Paris via the French TGV line. Existing rail service lines operated through the central area of historic Old Lyon, which is located on a peninsula and is thus physically constrained. City officials began the development of a major commercial area east of the central area. With implementation of TGV service, a major new station was built adjacent to the emerging commercial area. This new station became the focus of most new trains serving the city which spurred further commercial development. The public transportation system was reconfigured to facilitate accessibility between the TGV station and most of the metropolitan area. Many companies decided to move their offices from elsewhere in the city to the premises of the new station in order to benefit from the easy access to TGV. Agglomeration economies set in further attracting many new activities including hotels. The station area of the TGV station therefore became a major center of economic activity, which is the cornerstone of the economic expansion of the city. 

HSR Key to Competitiveness

Other countries on the fast track to HSR now – US must invest or lose its competitive edge

Kunz, ’11 [3/10/11, Andy Kunz is a president and CEO of the U.S. High Speed Rail Association, a trade group that focuses on advancing a national network, “U.S. High-Speed Rail: Time to Hop Aboard or Be Left Behind”]
The U.S. must build a national high-speed rail network if it hopes to maintain its competitiveness in the world economy. China and Europe are now moving ahead with their high-speed rail networks at breakneck speed, which means that in a decade or two they will have significantly reduced their dependence on imported oil, created tens of millions of new jobs, and saved their countries trillions of dollars by vastly improving the productivity of their economies thanks to a low-carbon transportation sector that moves people and goods at speeds that could one day hit 300 miles per hour, or more. The U.S. can be part of that future. But if more states follow the example of Florida, Wisconsin, and Ohio, the country will remain shackled by 19th- and 20th-century forms of transportation in a 21st-century world. Contemplate this image: China, Europe, Russia, South America, and other parts of the globe are streaking by at 250 miles per hour while the likes of Governor Scott are stuck in a traffic jam on an interstate, watching the trains whiz past. 

High speed rail is key to innovation
Cable, ’11 [Josh Cable, 06/09/11, “Making the Case for High-Speed Rail in America” http://www.industryweek.com/articles/making_the_case_for_high-speed_rail_in_america_24813.aspx?ShowAll=1]

High-speed rail High-speed rail advocates tout other potential benefits, such as the creation of U.S. jobs to build the system and the alleviation of motor-vehicle traffic congestion on U.S. roadways. Rick Harnish, executive director of the Midwest High Speed Rail Association, sees high-speed rail as an antidote to an increasingly impersonal world in which e-mail and text messages have replaced face-to-face communication. "High-speed rail makes it easier to have those personal interactions," Harnish says. "Because it's faster, it's more flexible than flying, it's much cheaper than driving and you can be more productive while you're traveling." More face-to-face interaction will help bolster U.S. innovation, Harnish believes. "There's no question it's a competitiveness issue," he says. Harnish notes that federal funds are being used to upgrade and modernize passenger-rail lines in the Midwest, creating what the United States considers high-speed-rail lines. For example, the Department of Transportation in May distributed more than $2 billion that Florida Gov. Rick Scott rejected, including $196.5 million to rehabilitate track and signaling systems to enable trains to travel up to speeds of 110 miles per hour on a 235-mile section of the Chicago-to-Detroit corridor. However, it's unclear whether the United States will have "true high-speed rail," as Kunz calls it, anytime soon. "If people want high-speed rail," Harnish concludes, "they need to make it very clear with their congressmen right now."

High speed rail is key to meet populations growths – failure weakens US relative economic position and delays recovery

APTA, ’11 [February 2011, American Public Transportation Association, “The Case for Business Investment in High Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail”, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/documents/HSRPub_final.pdf
In its 2010 publication, High-Speed Rail: The Fast Track to Economic Development?, the World Bank explained the contributions that high-speed rail makes to economic prosperity: “In operational terms a high-speed line will naturally provide valuable travel time savings to its users but it may also free up capacity on existing lines for other transport users, and enable performance improvements on those lines due to lower congestion.” The Need to Connect America’s Economic Engines: Population growth in the United States has and will continue to concentrate in areas of economic opportunity. Several parts of the United States have seen the emergence of very high population clustering, accompanied by integrated regional labor markets, infrastructure, cultural and land-use patterns. Economically, these megaregions have become the engines of American prosperity. Connecting these regions to one another has become a key objective for our transportation system. The Urban Land Institute’s Infrastructure 2010: Investment Imperative asserts that failure to invest could delay economic recovery and put the United States at increased disadvantages in the global marketplace. The report clarifies the need for infrastructure investment including investment in high-speed rail to modernize America’s rail transportation system. High-speed rail is seen as the solution for taking pressure off airports and highways in regional intercity markets as travel demand increases. The report states that: “Car dependence and ever-escalating driving delays in most large American cities have exposed the need for more passenger rail service to take the pressure off crowded interstates and clogged airports, which struggle to handle current traffic volumes. The urgency of addressing the issue becomes more apparent since the country’s population will increase by 120 million over the next 40 years, with growth concentrated in the nation’s primary urban centers and surrounding suburbs. All these people will want to move around and current systems won’t be able to handle prospective volumes.”

High speed rail is the interstate of the twenty-first century – Solves competitiveness

Yaro 11 – President of the Regional Plan Association [Robert, 2/28/2011, “Why High Speed Rail is Right,” http://www.rpa.org/2011/02/spotlight-vol-10-no-4-why-high-speed-rail-is-right.html] 
Ten European and four Asian countries have already built extensive HSR networks. The European Union is planning to expand its HSR network to include the rest of central and eastern Europe, and several developing countries -including India, Brazil, South Africa, Vietnam, Morocco, and others-- are also planning or building their own HSR systems.

Some commentators have suggested that only socialist or authoritarian countries such as China are building these systems. But as the actions of Prime Minister Cameron show, countries such as the United Kingdom, with conservative, market-oriented leadership, are moving forward with HSR investments. The long-term mobility and economic benefits of HSR are far too great to abandon the program.

In Britain, as in Japan and several other countries, these projects are being pursued as Public-Private Partnerships ("P3s") in which private investors are providing a quarter or more of the total capital costs, and projects are running on a break-even or profit-making basis under private management. This is a line of action that has not been fully explored or explained in the press or within most political debate.

What matters is that when fully realized, a national network of HSR routes serving the nation's megaregions, including the Northeast, has the potential to provide the same kind of backbone for a 21st century national mobility system that the interstate highways did in the late 20th century. In so doing, it could provide a foundation for a dramatic expansion of the economy of most of the country, underpinning America's competitiveness and livability for decades, as the Interstates have over the past half century.

These investments must, of course, be complemented by new capacity in key highway corridors, airports, seaports, broadband, water, and other infrastructure systems. But along with these other investments, HSR could create a framework for metropolitan and megaregion growth and development that will allow us to compete successfully with the other industrialized and industrializing countries now making similar investments.

Current infrastructure is strained – HSR needed to relieve current issues 

LaHood 11 – US Transportation Secretary [Ray, 3/16/2011, “Jobs today, economic competitiveness tomorrow– now is the time to build high-speed rail,” http://westwisconsinrail.wordpress.com/2011/03/16/jobs-today-economic-competitiveness-tomorrow-now-is-the-time-to-build-high-speed-rail/]

Finally, high-speed rail is essential for America’s long-term economic competitiveness. It will tie together rapidly growing metropolitan communities and economies through a safe, convenient and reliable transportation alternative. It will connect 80 percent of Americans within 25 years.

Four decades from now, the United States will be home to 100 million additional people — the equivalent of another California, Texas, New York and Florida. If we settle for roads, bridges and airports that already are overburdened and insufficient, we will fight thickening congestion as we travel from one place to another. If we stand pat, tomorrow’s entrepreneurs will find clogged commercial arteries choking their productivity.

A couple of governors have nonetheless decided that this is an acceptable prospect — at least for now. But my phone is ringing off the hook with calls from elected officials convinced that high-speed rail promises enormous economic benefits for the people they serve.

Today, we are in the same position with high-speed rail as we were with interstate highways during President Eisenhower’s administration. As with interstates during the 1950s, we have not yet drawn every single route on the map. As with interstates during the 1950s, we do not yet know what every single financing agreement will look like.

HSR will create thousands of jobs and lead to international competitiveness

Diridon 11 – Past member and chair of the California High Speed Rail Authority and executive director of the Mineta Transportation Institute [Rod, 5/27/2011, “It's time to invest fully in high-speed rail,” http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2011/05/26/ED5H1JLLR9.DTL]

Every industrialized, competitive country in the world, except the United States, has high-speed rail. Those 30-plus lines with 30 more planned were built by governments creating jobs, increasing mobility and fighting climate change. China, in less than 10 years, boasts more than 5,000 miles of 225 mph electrically powered trains, investing some $88 billion last year alone. Even Brazil, Morocco and Vietnam have begun systems.

Can't the richest nation in the world afford high-speed rail? American Public Transportation Association-sponsored research shows high-speed rail creates more state and federal taxes revenues during the project's 50-plus-year useful life than the construction costs. Those projections don't include added franchise fees and corporate, sales and property taxes.

Indeed, the citizens are ahead of the politicians. The January independent Harris poll shows that 62 percent support federal funding for President Obama's national high-speed rail legacy. Californians polled higher, with 76 percent favoring. President Franklin D. Roosevelt "built" the nation out of the depression by investing in roads, parks and other public works. So history declares President Obama right in demanding $8 billion for high-speed rail in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.

But the Republican majority in the House canceled an additional $2.5 billion not yet budgeted for 2011, and another $400 million in unspent 2010 funds. That is illogical when trying to create employment and tax revenue.

Yes, three newly elected governors returned their high-speed rail funds. Yet, 24 governors, of whom 11 are Republicans, then pursued those returned funds for their own states' systems. Remarkably, that included one of the three governors who originally returned funds.

A project that potentially creates more than 21,000 U.S. jobs for every $1 billion invested, builds sustainable mobility using electricity instead of imported petroleum, promotes international competitiveness, and fights climate change has too many universal advantages to be politicized.

Almost all international high-speed rail systems create a profit after operating costs. California's system is projected to do so too. Proposition 1A, approved by California voters in 2008, provides $9 billion for high-speed rail and requires a public-private partnership investment. If private bidders don't see profits, then there will be no bids, no project, and no debt. California taxpayers are protected.

HSR Key to Growth
High speed rail key to stimulate economies, tie urban economies, and prevent oil shocks

Cruickshank and Krause, ’10 [The Christian Science Monitor, October 26, 2010, Robert Cruickshank, chairman; and Daniel Krause, cofounder, Californians For High Speed Rail, “What's the best way to modernize our transportation?”, Lexis-Nexis]

High-speed rail is a big part of the answer During the Great Depression, businesses and governments agreed that transportation modernization was essential to restoring prosperity. The 1930s saw the emergence of the freeway (the first one opening in Los Angeles in 1940) and the airport as important modes of transportation. Together with the National Interstate and Defense Highways Act of 1956, these Depression Era investments helped produce the long postwar economic boom and brought widespread prosperity to the United States. As we face another dire economic crisis, we have a similar need for modernization and economic recovery. When gas prices soared in 2008, it helped push the unstable economy over the edge. Even in the depths of the worst recession in 60 years, gas prices remain at 2006 levels. Analysts such as those at Deutsche Bank predict that oil prices will rise again once job growth returns, threatening to strangle a recovery in its infancy. High-speed rail will not only stimulate the economy during construction, but it will reduce our dependence on foreign oil, helping our economy to avoid future oil price shocks. It will also tie together the economies of mid-sized urban areas to the economies of large metropolitan cities through increased accessibility. High-speed rail will do for us what the Interstate did. It will increase access and stimulate economic activity at a transformative level. All over the world, industrialized countries have already invested heavily in high-speed rail and are continuing to expand existing networks to modernize their transportation systems. There is little debate around the world about the benefits of high-speed rail. It is time we step up to assure the environmental and economic prosperity of our future generations in these United States.

High speed rail solves long term growth 

Todorovich et al. 11 – Lincoln Institute of Land Policy [Petra Todorovich is director of America 2050, a national urban planning initiative to develop an infrastructure and growth strategy for the United States, Daniel Schned is an associate planner for America 2050 at Regional Plan Association, where he has focused on researching and planning for dedicated high-speed rail and improvements to conventional passenger rail in the Northeast Corridor, Robert Lane is senior fellow for urban design at Regional Plan Association and a founding principal of Plan & Process LLP, “High-Speed Rail International Lessons for U.S. Policy Makers,” September 2011, Page 16-18, https://www.lincolninst.edu/pubs/dl/1948_1268_High-Speed%20Rail%20PFR_Webster.pdf]
High-speed rail’s ability to promote economic growth is grounded in its capacity to increase access to markets and exert positive effects on the spatial distribution of economic activity (Redding and Sturm 2008). Transportation networks increase market access, and economic development is more likely to occur in places with more and better transportation infrastructure. In theory, by improving access to urban markets, highspeed rail increases employment, wages, and productivity; encourages agglomeration; and boosts regional and local economies. Empirical evidence of high-speed rail’s impact around the world tends to support the following theoretical arguments for high-speed rail’s economic beneﬁts. Higher wages and productivity: The time savings and increased mobility offered by high-speed rail enables workers in the service sector and in information- exchange industries to move about the megaregion more freely and reduces the costs of face-to-face communication. This enhanced connectivity boosts worker productivity and business competitiveness, leading to higher wages (Greengauge 21 2010). Deeper labor and employment markets: By connecting more communities to other population and job centers, highspeed rail expands the overall commuter shed of the megaregion. The deepened labor markets give employers access to larger pools of skilled workers, employees access to more employment options, and workers access to more and cheaper housing options outside of expensive city centers (Stolarick, Swain, and Adleraim 2010). Expanded tourism and visitor spending: Just as airports bring visitors and their spending power into the local economy, high-speed rail stations attract new tourists and business travelers who might not have made the trip otherwise. A study by the U.S. Conference of Mayors (2010) concluded that building high-speed rail would increase visitor spending annually by roughly $225 million in the Orlando region, $360 million in metropolitan Los Angeles, $50 million in the Chicago area, and $100 million in Greater Albany, New York. Direct job creation: High-speed rail creates thousands of construction-related jobs in design, engineering, planning, and construction, as well as jobs in ongoing maintenance and operations. In Spain, the expansion of the high-speed AVE system from Malaga to Seville is predicted to create 30,000 construction jobs (Euro Weekly 2010). In China, over 100,000 construction workers were involved in building the high-speed rail line that connects Beijing and Shanghai (Bradsher 2010). Sustained investment could foster the development of new manufacturing industries for rail cars and other equipment, and generate large amounts of related employment. Urban regeneration and station area development: High-speed rail can generate growth in real estate markets and anchor investment in commercial and residential developments around train stations, especially when they are built in coordination with a broader set of public interventions and urban design strategies (see chapter 3). These interventions ensure that high-speed rail is integrated into the urban and regional fabric, which in turn ensures the highest level of ridership and economic activity. For example, the city of Lille, France, experienced greater than average growth and substantial ofﬁce and hotel development after its high-speed rail station was built at the crossroads of lines linking London, Paris, and Brussels (Nuworsoo and Deakin 2009). Spatial agglomeration: High-speed rail enhances agglomeration economies by creating greater proximity between business locations through shrinking time distances, especially when the locations are within the rail-friendly 100 to 600 mile range. Agglomeration economies occur when ﬁrms beneﬁt from locating close to other complementary ﬁrms and make use of the accessibility to varied activities and pools of skilled labor High-speed rail has also been described as altering the economic geography of megaregions. By effectively bringing economic agents closer together, high-speed rail can create new linkages among ﬁrms, suppliers, employees, and consumers that, over time, foster spatial concentration within regions (Ahlfeldt and Feddersen 2010). This interactive process creates net economic gains in addition to the other economic beneﬁts described here A case study in Germany (box 1) exempliﬁes increased economic beneﬁts associated with high-speed rail, but in other cases the results have fallen short of expectations. This mixed evidence underscores the importance of ensuring that transportation connections, station locations, urban development, and promotional strategies are in place to maximize the economic impact of this capital-intensive investment.

Plan is key to sustainable growth 

Todorovich et al. 11 – Lincoln Institute of Land Policy [Petra Todorovich is director of America 2050, a national urban planning initiative to develop an infrastructure and growth strategy for the United States, Daniel Schned is an associate planner for America 2050 at Regional Plan Association, where he has focused on researching and planning for dedicated high-speed rail and improvements to conventional passenger rail in the Northeast Corridor, Robert Lane is senior fellow for urban design at Regional Plan Association and a founding principal of Plan & Process LLP, “High-Speed Rail International Lessons for U.S. Policy Makers,” September 2011, Page 18, https://www.lincolninst.edu/pubs/dl/1948_1268_High-Speed%20Rail%20PFR_Webster.pdf]
In 2002 a new dedicated high-speed rail line in Germany between Frankfurt and Cologne connected the country’s two largest regional economies and its busiest airport. Trains on the line travel at speeds over 185 mph, reducing the travel time between the two cities by 74 minutes and bringing total travel time to less than an hour along the 110-mile route. The new line has five stations, including those in the rural towns of Montabaur and Limburg (figure 7). Locating stations in these towns was controversial, due to their small potential markets. The towns have 12,500 and 34,000 residents, respectively, and are only about 12 miles apart, limiting the trains’ ability to maintain maximum speeds. A study by Ahlfeldt and Feddersen (2010) was able to isolate the effect of the rail stations on the two small cities because they are in peripheral locations and had negligible economic growth prior to the construction of the stations. Any increase in economic development could be measured easily and could be assumed to be exogenous to the towns’ natural growth paths. Furthermore, the decision to locate the stations in these two towns was driven mainly by politics; in other words, it was a discretionary decision and the situation is replicable. The researchers found that the areas surrounding the new stations experienced a 2.7 percent annual increase in overall economic activity compared with the rest of the region, and that this growth was persistent. They concluded that the economic gains experienced in these two towns were due to the introduction of the high-speed rail service, which increased accessibility to the regional markets of Frankfurt and Cologne. The service helped Montabaur and Limburg attract new residents, which increased the local employment pools and consumer markets, and eventually attracted new businesses that helped to drive the towns’ growth. The study notes that the political leadership of these towns helped to ensure this growth by securing developable land close to the new high-speed rail stations.

High speed rails solves local economic development 

Jehanno et al. 11 – International Union of Railways [Aurélie Jehanno, Ceri James, and Derek Palmer, November 2011, “High Speed Rail and Sustainability,” page 52-53, http://uic.org/IMG/pdf/hsr_sustainability_main_study_final.pdf]

HSR contributes to local development Different studies have proved that positive impacts on local development were to be expected from HSR projects, even if these impacts are sometimes difficult to isolate and quantify. HSR appears to be a real accelerator of beneficial trends. The positive impacts on local economies are diverse, dealing with employment, tourism, congress and business activities as well as synergies with other transportation networks. Bringing along an image of modernity and state of the art technology, HSR constitutes a great asset for urban marketing. Indeed, becoming part of the HSR network enables metropolitan areas to be associated with state-of-the-art technology and are therefore attractive for people in the metropolitan area and, as well, for the area to get well-positioned against international competition for investments. HSR contributes to the image of a development vision and represents the opportunity to gather social and institutional support, necessary to the success of urban projects. 56 In Japan for instance, interesting effects have been observed since the launch of the first bullet train in 1964. Population growth was recorded in cities served by a station compared to other, unserved, cities near the track and compared to the national average. More interestingly, Shinkansen seems to have had important economic effects on cities as shown in the following tables (Figure 47 and Figure 48). Cities with Shinkansen stations have experienced significant economic growth compared to cities without kkk . It is also interesting to note that Shinkansen seems to have a substantial impact on growth as a comparison with cities only served by motorways. 

HSR Key to Jobs
HSR key to massive job growth and spur broader economic development

Peterman et al., ’09 [12/8/09, David Randall Peterman, Analyst in Transportation Policy; John Frittelli, Specialist in Transportation Policy; William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy, “High Speed Rail (HSR) in the United States”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R40973.pdf]

HSR, according to supporters, promotes economic development, as well as potentially beneficial changes in land use and employment. In the short term, it is argued, jobs will be created in planning, designing, and building HSR. By improving accessibility, HSR, it is thought, will spur economic development and the creation of long-term jobs, particularly around high speed rail stations. For example, the California High Speed Rail Authority argues that its proposal for a HSR connecting northern and southern Californian cities will create 160,000 short-term construction-related jobs, and 450,000 long-term jobs.53 

HSR key to job growth – numerous studies prove

APTA, ’11 [February 2011, American Public Transportation Association, “The Case for Business Investment in High Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail”, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/documents/HSRPub_final.pdf
The Need for Jobs and Economic Development: High-speed rail has arrived just in time for

America to incorporate it into a forward-looking economic policy. Its economic returns are

demonstrated in numerous national and international studies. Expenditures for high-speed rail construction are estimated to support 24,000 jobs for each billion dollars of investment.9 The California High-Speed Rail Authority projects 600,000 full time construction jobs will be created over the course of building their project and 450,000 permanent new jobs will result from high-speed rail related economic growth over the next 25 years.
High Speed Rail creates a ton of jobs

Fastlane.dot.gov, 2012 (official blog of the US secretary for transportation, High-speed rail is essential 

for economic growth and opportunity, US DoT, http://fastlane.dot.gov/2012/02/high-speed-rail-essential-to-creating-economic-growth-and-opportunity.html)

We envision an America in which 80 percent of people have access to high-speed rail. We envision a network that whisks passengers from downtown to downtown while they work comfortably on their laptops and portable devices. We envision a network that takes cars off the road so trucks can travel between cities on highways that aren't choked with traffic. And we know that as this system emerges, economic growth and opportunity will follow. Already, companies around America who are investing in high-speed rail are leading the remarkable recovery in our manufacturing sector. One of these companies is Progress Rail in Muncie, Indiana, which recently opened a brand new 700,000 square foot factory, and is on track to hire 300 new workers. Progress Rail isn’t the only company experiencing success – this is a story that is repeating itself across the country. To date, 30 rail companies from around the world have pledged that, if selected for high-speed rail contracts, they’ll hire American workers and expand their bases of operations in the United States. And once track is laid and stations constructed, high-speed rail will spur economic development. It will generate quality jobs at small businesses all along its corridors. Simply put, over the long-run, high-speed rail will bolster America’s economic competitiveness 

Creates jobs

Tracy 09 – Sentinel Staff Writer [Dan, 10/27/2009, “Will idea of new jobs win backers for commuter and high-speed rail?” http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2009-10-27/news/orl-sunrail-high-speed-rail-jobs-florida-102709_1_high-speed-rail-sunrail-high-speed
High-speed enthusiast Ed Turanchik maintains the spinoff jobs of the trains are just as vital to the economy as those involved with laying track and building depots. He's referring to potential development around the stations that could include restaurants, offices and apartments. The state's high-speed-rail application to the federal government, which seeks $2.5 billion to buy and build the system, pegs jobs related to the project at 25,000. "That's massively important," said Turanchik, a former Hillsborough County commissioner who directs ConnectUs, a pro-high-speed-rail group based in Tampa. SunRail also projects jobs out for 30 years. Its final tally: 261,420 jobs, worth about $8.8 billion. High speed only looks at the actual construction years.  Snaith said looking three decades into the future is difficult. But, he said, there is little doubt the trains would create thousands of jobs.

High Speed Rail creates a ton of jobs

Fastlane.dot.gov, 2012 (official blog of the US secretary for transportation, High-speed rail is essential for economic growth and opportunity, US DoT, http://fastlane.dot.gov/2012/02/high-speed-rail-essential-to-creating-economic-growth-and-opportunity.html)

We envision an America in which 80 percent of people have access to high-speed rail. We envision a network that whisks passengers from downtown to downtown while they work comfortably on their laptops and portable devices. We envision a network that takes cars off the road so trucks can travel between cities on highways that aren't choked with traffic. And we know that as this system emerges, economic growth and opportunity will follow. Already, companies around America who are investing in high-speed rail are leading the remarkable recovery in our manufacturing sector. One of these companies is Progress Rail in Muncie, Indiana, which recently opened a brand new 700,000 square foot factory, and is on track to hire 300 new workers. Progress Rail isn’t the only company experiencing success – this is a story that is repeating itself across the country. To date, 30 rail companies from around the world have pledged that, if selected for high-speed rail contracts, they’ll hire American workers and expand their bases of operations in the United States. And once track is laid and stations constructed, high-speed rail will spur economic development. It will generate quality jobs at small businesses all along its corridors. Simply put, over the long-run, high-speed rail will bolster America’s economic competitiveness 

Creates jobs

Tracy 09 – Sentinel Staff Writer [Dan, 10/27/2009, “Will idea of new jobs win backers for commuter and high-speed rail?” http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2009-10-27/news/orl-sunrail-high-speed-rail-jobs-florida-102709_1_high-speed-rail-sunrail-high-speed
High-speed enthusiast Ed Turanchik maintains the spinoff jobs of the trains are just as vital to the economy as those involved with laying track and building depots. He's referring to potential development around the stations that could include restaurants, offices and apartments. The state's high-speed-rail application to the federal government, which seeks $2.5 billion to buy and build the system, pegs jobs related to the project at 25,000. "That's massively important," said Turanchik, a former Hillsborough County commissioner who directs ConnectUs, a pro-high-speed-rail group based in Tampa. SunRail also projects jobs out for 30 years. Its final tally: 261,420 jobs, worth about $8.8 billion. High speed only looks at the actual construction years.  Snaith said looking three decades into the future is difficult. But, he said, there is little doubt the trains would create thousands of jobs.

HSR drives economic development

Hays 11 (Patrick, Mayor of Northern Little Rock, contributing writer for US News and World Report, High Speed Rail Is Key to Economic Development, US News, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2011/02/01/high-speed-rail-is-key-to-economic-development)

High-speed intercity passenger rail, as the term implies and as it operates daily around the world is, well, fast. It is also exceedingly safe, comfortable, dependable, and energy efficient. Traveling at speeds in excess of 200 miles per hour in some cases, these trains are the norm in parts of Europe and Asia and have become economic engines for the communities they serve. I live in Arkansas and serve on the Board of Directors of the Texas High-Speed Rail and Transportation Corporation because I want to see these trains flying to and through my community traveling toward Memphis and other easterly destinations, and I know that enhancing and improving the connectivity of Arkansas will always be of vital importance to the economic well-being of my state. We find ourselves today witnesses of a collision of great need and an impressive, revolutionary technology. The extent to which we capitalize on this moment of great opportunity and of great responsibility will help determine the extent to which our children and grandchildren are able to compete for future opportunities. Working closely with private industry willing to invest large sums of their own money and eager to employ tens of thousands of Americans along the way, high-speed intercity passenger rail can and will hold the key to at least part of our mobility crises. The high speed rail corporation and organizations like it around the country that are led by cities, counties, and other community leaders in an effort to develop high-speed rail in their communities, hold the key to the successful implementation of these large, transformational infrastructure projects. Communicating clearly and confidently the needs of the communities to be served by rail, and working side-by-side with private industry to deliver the projects, the corporation represents just the kind of creative approach that must be leveraged if we are to be successful. 

HSR great for econ and envt., Cal. System proves

Rust 10 (Susanne, investigative reporter for California Watch and the Center for Investigative Reporting focused on the environment, Report: High-speed train good for economy, environment, http://californiawatch.org/dailyreport/report-high-speed-train-good-economy-environment-4401)

Scientists say a California high-speed rail system will not only get you from San Francisco to Los Angeles in less than three hours, but will create thousands of jobs and eliminate millions of pounds of carbon dioxide emissions from the atmosphere. At least that’s what they're saying in a new report released by the Institute of Transportation Studies at UC Irvine. The transportation researchers estimate the train will require one-fifth the total energy, per passenger, of a typical single-occupancy car – and one-tenth the energy of a commercial airplane. The high-speed rail plan also calls for 100 percent renewable energy for the rail network, which would virtually eliminate greenhouse gas emissions from the system. Together, the researchers forecast a carbon dioxide emissions reduction of nearly a half-billion pounds by the year 2035. But that’s not all, say the authors of the report. The network will create more than 320,000 permanent jobs statewide as a result of the economic development associated with the rail stations – a boon to an economy that is dealing with a 12% unemployment rate. “Cities with a high-speed rail station will grow and transition into hubs of commerce. Regions with commuter connections to the high-speed rail system will take advantage of development opportunities,” California High-Speed Rail Authority Chairman Curt Pringle told Greenwire. “This report is a reminder that high-speed rail can provide communities tremendous opportunities to reinvent themselves and prosper in the process.” 

HSR k2 economic development

Wunderman 6/20/12 (Jim, President and CEO of the Bay Area Council, a business-backed public policy organization , Don't miss high-speed train to future economy, San Francisco Chronicle, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2012/06/19/ED8C1P3RJ5.DTL)

A population's mobility is a key to promoting thriving businesses and job creation. California's transportation system was once the envy of the world, and we reaped the economic rewards of that system for decades. Today, that same system is hopelessly gridlocked. By 2035, California's population will hit 50 million, straining our current system even further. Development of high-speed rail is desperately needed to meet these demands.High-speed rail will connect California's urban centers, providing increased access and mobility to residents in all communities throughout the state. The system will optimize the use of existing regional transit systems, immediately providing early investment dollars to improve regional rail systems in Northern and Southern California. This phased approach will ensure Californians realize the benefits of high-speed rail sooner and more cost-effectively. The construction of this system alone will put thousands of Californians back to work. The construction industry has been decimated by the economic crisis, and these skilled workers are ready to put their energy and experience toward building for our future. These jobs will begin to be available early next year if the Legislature releases the critical Proposition 1A funds and initial construction begins. Station cities are eager to reap the economic development benefits that will follow the transit-oriented development planned at each station, which will include retail centers, restaurants, and improved multimodal centers promoting more walkable communities. Workers as well as consumers will have easier access to markets up and down the state, making them stronger by tying our many economic centers together. All told, high-speed rail is critical to California's economic recovery, a recovery that is real and sustainable. It will put Californians back to work. This is a course of action born of foresight, innovation, and courage. 

HSR makes thousands of jobs

Williams 11 (Mantill, Director Advocacy Communications of American Public Transportation Association, Federal Investment in High-Speed Rail Could Spur 1.3 Million Jobs, American Public Transportation Association, http://www.apta.com/mediacenter/pressreleases/2011/Pages/110406_HSR_Business.aspx) 
The American Public Transportation Association (APTA) released a report detailing the enormous impact high-speed and intercity passenger rail projects will have in driving job development, while also rebuilding America’s manufacturing sector and generating billions of dollars in business sales. This report focuses on key issues critical to private investors as they consider investments or future expansion into businesses serving the growing passenger rail markets. The report, “The Case for Business Investment in High-Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail” reinforces the point that investments in high-speed and intercity rail will have many direct and indirect benefits. Nationally, due to proposed federal investment of high-speed rail over a six-year period, investment can result in supporting and creating more than 1.3 million jobs. This federal investment will be the catalyst for attracting state, local and private capital which will result in the support and creation of even more jobs. According to this new report, investments in building a 21st century rail system will not only lead to a large increase in construction jobs, but to the sustainable, long-term growth of new manufacturing and service jobs across the country. “It is evident that investing in high-speed and intercity rail projects presents one of the clearest and fastest ways to create green, American jobs and spur long-term economic growth,” said APTA President William Millar. “Investing in high-speed rail is essential for America as we work to build a sustainable, modern transportation system that meets the environmental and energy challenges of the future.” APTA noted for each $1 billion invested in high-speed rail projects, the analysis predicts the support and creation of 24,000 jobs. In addition to the thousands of new construction jobs, investments in high-speed rail will jumpstart the U.S. economy. The Economic Development Research Group for the U.S. Conference of Mayors studied the business impact of high-speed rail investment in different urban regions. For example, in Los Angeles, CA, high-speed rail investment generates $7.6 billion in business sales and $6.1 billion in Chicago, IL. “Federal high-speed rail investment is a strong driver in getting private companies to invest,” said Kevin McFall, Senior Vice President at Stacy and Witbeck Inc., a leading public transit construction firm. “This program can be a shot in the arm for the manufacturing industry. These high-speed rail projects will give us the opportunity to put people to work building the rail infrastructure this country desperately needs.” 

Megaregions Key to Economy

Megaregions vital to effective economic growth


Yaro 11 – Co-Chair, America 2050 [Robert, 2/28/2011, “Why High-Speed Rail is Right,” http://www.america2050.org/2011/02/why-high-speed-rail-is-right.html]

Our research has shown that most of the nation's projected growth will occur in 11 emerging megaregions in every area of the United States. America's megaregions currently contain 75% of the nation's population and economic activity. All of these places will have at least 10 million residents by mid-century, and the largest of them, the Northeast megaregion, stretching from Maine to Virginia, will add 18 million additional residents on top of the 52 million already here by 2050. As most Northeasterners know, much of Interstate 95 between Maine and Virginia is already heavily congested for much of its length, seven days a week. And the I-95 Corridor Coalition forecasts that most of this critical highway corridor will experience gridlock conditions for much of the day within the next generation. In fact, some experts have predicted that if current increases in truck traffic continue, much of the metropolitan interstate system in the Northeast and other megaregions will have no room for automobiles. So if you think your grandchildren will drive or take a cheap bus to get from New York to DC a generation from now, "fuhgettaboutit!" And there are only limited opportunities to widen critical stretches of I-95 since it is bounded by dense urban and suburban development for most of its length. A similar story exists in the Northeast's heavily congested airspace, and in its airports. While expanding the airport capacity is still necessary, high-speed rail would provide another route for medium-range travelers and give the overall transportation system in the Northeast more flexibility and needed redundancy. It is important to note that high-speed rail works only in megaregions - and, further, all megaregions are not equally suited to HSR service. To identify where HSR makes the most sense, America 2050 has produced two major research reports, titled Where High Speed Rail Works Best (2009) and High Speed Rail for America(issued in 2011) which identify criteria that should be used to prioritize HSR routes. These reports conclude that high-speed rail makes the most sense in the Northeast, California, the Chicago Hub region of the Midwest, Florida, and a handful of other places.

Policies need to be directed toward mega-regions – they are the power houses of growth and are essential for competitiveness 

Florida 08 – Director of the Martin Prosperity Institute and professor of business and creativity at the University of Toronto's Rotman School of Management [Richard, April 12, 2008, “The Rise of the Mega-Region,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB120796112300309601.html]

When people talk about economic competitiveness, the focus tends to be on nation states. In the 1980s, many were obsessed with the rise of Japan. Today, our gaze has shifted to the phenomenal growth of Brazil, Russia, India and China. But this focus on nations is off the mark. The real driving force of the world economy is a new and incredibly powerful economic unit: the mega-region. Extending far beyond a single core city and its surrounding suburbs, a mega-region is an area that hosts business and economic activity on a massive scale, generating a large share of the world's economic activity and an even larger share of its scientific discoveries and technological innovations. While there are 191 nations in the world, just 40 significant mega-regions power the global economy. Home to more than one-fifth of the world's population, these 40 megas account for two-thirds of global economic output and more than 85% of all global innovation. The world's largest mega is Greater Tokyo, with 55 million people and $2.5 trillion in economic activity. Next is the 500-mile Boston-Washington corridor, with some 54 million people and $2.2 trillion in output. Also in the top 10 are mega-regions that run from Chicago to Pittsburgh, Atlanta to Charlotte, Miami to Tampa, and L.A. to San Diego. Outside of the U.S., you can find megas around Amsterdam, London, Osaka and Nagoya, Milan, Rome and Turin, and Frankfurt and Stuttgart. Mega-regions are the true force driving the rise of emerging economies. Some 40% of Brazil's total economy is made up of a corridor stretching from Rio to São Paolo. Russia is propelled by the Moscow mega. India's economy is shaped by the mega-regions of Bangalore and Mumbai. China is not our real competitor. Rather, we should be thinking about the great mega-regions around Shanghai, Beijing and the Hong Kong-Shenzhen corridor, which account for roughly 43% of the output of the entire country. The problem is that much of our public policy not only ignores the rise of the mega-regions, it actually works against them. If we want to bolster economic competitiveness and ensure long-run prosperity, we must pursue policies that take mega-regions into account. Above all, this means remaining committed to open global trade. Mega-regions thrive on trade, which is why their leaders – from business officials to mayors – strongly support it. While political candidates may find it attractive to bash trade agreements like the North American Free Trade Agreement, this will only weaken mega-regions in both the advanced and developing world. Second, it's time to stop transferring wealth from our most productive mega-regions to lagging places. In the U.S., the past 50 years have seen a massive transfer of tax money from innovative and prosperous mega-regions on the East and West coasts to the South. While this transfer may be a boon to local politicians and developers, such misguided policy has diverted economic resources away from the core mega-regions where they can be used most productively. Third, our public policy must work toward, not against, density. Nearly every expert on the subject agrees that innovation and productivity are driven by density. For the better part of a century, we've subsidized suburbanization. That stimulated consumption of cars and appliances, which drove the industrial economy and allowed families to buy affordable homes. But it also diffused the density that is increasingly required for innovation and growth. Of course, every place does not have to be like Tokyo or Manhattan. Silicon Valley-style density would probably be sufficient. We can still have suburbs, but our economic policy has to start to encourage density, not sprawl. Fourth, our urban policy should not be aimed only at improving schools, creating affordable housing and redistributing income. Urban policy must also start to address economic competitiveness. It must strengthen mega-regions by improving fast-rail transit between their nodes, modernizing airports, and achieving greater cross-border flows of goods and people. If we want to be wealthy enough to have options – whether to invest in new technology, improve our infrastructure, fight crime or reduce poverty – we must ensure that mega-regions in the U.S. remain competitive and strong.

Mega-regions are the foundation of the American and global economy 

Ross and Woo 11 – Catherine L. Ross is Harry West Professor and director of the Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development at Georgia Institute of Technology. Myungje Woo is a research scientist at the Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development at Georgia Institute of Technology [Spring 2011, “Megaregions and Mobility,” The Bridge, Vol. 41, No. 1, ISSN 0737-6278, page 33, http://www.nae.edu/File.aspx?id=43182
At the highest level of competition, the United States needs public policies and infrastructure planning that can reshape existing and emerging megaregions into world-level competitive regions, both economically and in terms of mobility systems. Currently, the country is not organized in a way that can lead to effective planning and implementation of new systems within and between megaregions. Given limited resources, it is crucial that we understand the interactions of economic and transportation needs as a basis for prioritizing investment. We will need more coordination by planners on all levels for new passenger and freight mobility systems that relieve congestion and enhance economic competitiveness and sustainability. To attain these goals, public policies and investments in national infrastructure systems must be considered through a new, innovative lens—a megaregional framework—that links local, state, and multistate jurisdictions. Megaregions are also an appropriate scale for managing a national transportation system, the skeletal foundation of the nation’s economy and the global economy.

Megaregions Key to Economy – AT Sprawl

Megaregions don’t lead to sprawl – changes in land practices solve and 

Cruickshank, ’10 [8/13/10, Robert Cruickshank, “In Defense of Richard Florida on HSR”,  http://www.cahsrblog.com/2010/08/in-defense-of-richard-florida-on-hsr/]

Others claim that HSR and megaregions are a recipe for sprawl, on the argument that sprawl is somehow inevitable. Sprawl is NOT a force of nature. It is a product of three factors: cheap oil, cheap credit and favorable land use laws. Cheap oil is a thing of the past. Cheap credit will be as well – rates are low right now, but loans are hard to get, and virtually everyone expects rates to rise very soon. Even with a bailout, we have not seen a return to the lax lending practices, fueled by cheap credit, that enabled the most recent binge of Central Valley sprawl. 

As to the last point, land use rules are going to have to change regardless of HSR. Stopping HSR isn’t going to eliminate sprawl, far from it. But to eliminate sprawl, you need to provide opportunities for urban density and transit-oriented development. Portland, Oregon provides the model. Portland has strict anti-sprawl rules, but these were only successful because Portland promoted urban density. Providing passenger rail has been the key to that. In short, if you want to stop sprawl, you need to give people another option.

HSR is that other option. Without HSR Central Valley cities will have less incentive to channel development to city centers and will lack the infrastructure to make it happen even if they chose to do so.

Megaregions Solve Pharma

Clusters of pharmaceuticals is key to their development 

Fabrizio and Thomas 11 – Strategic Management Journal [Kira R. Fabrizio Fuqua School of Business, Duke University and L. G. Thomas Goizueta Business School, Emory University, June 28,2011, “The Impact of Local Demand on Innovation in a Global Industry,” Volume 33, Issue 1, Page 61-62]
This paper advances theory regarding why location matters for innovation. In addition to the availability of the firm's own technological knowledge, we demonstrate that the availability of knowledge regarding local demand patterns determines the pattern of innovations generated. Firms embedded in a national system of institutions, culture, and complementary industries have routines and processes that provide an advantage in understanding and anticipating local demand conditions. The result is a pattern of innovations that reflect the local demand conditions of a firm, even in a global market. Our findings suggest that the empirical magnitude of these effects is large and strategically important. The continuing importance of local demand conditions, even for units of multinational firms in a global industry, provides an additional reason to expect less than full cross-border integration, or ‘semiglobalization’ (Ghemawat, 2003). This work returns our attention to the debate over technology-push versus demand-pull innovation, with a new understanding of the strategic importance of demand knowledge. Strategy research regarding innovation and competitive advantage has focused almost exclusively on acquiring the capabilities related to the technology-push drivers of innovation (Adner and Levinthal, 2001). The focus on R&D activities, open innovation, alliances, and networks has considered various ways for firms to build a competitive advantage in accessing and exploiting technological knowledge in the innovation process. As we emphasize, there is also potential for firms to develop a competitive advantage with respect to accessing and exploiting demand knowledge. This knowledge is not freely available to all competitors, and is likely most valuable for firms with complementary activity structures and routines, making is hard for competitors to compete away the competitive advantage (Peteraf, 1993). Because the routines that provide enhanced access to demand knowledge are complex and embedded in social phenomena, imitation is particularly difficult for competitors (Barney, 1991). Collectively, our results consistently suggest that, in terms of the development of innovations, there are no ‘global’ pharmaceutical firms, only national ones or (in a couple of isolated cases) binational ones. Findings reported here also underscore the inadequacy of considering proximity (either geographic or cultural) as an explanation for the degree to which knowledge flows between two national markets. Proximity of any sort is symmetric in nature—two countries are equally similar to each other. However, we see that in the few cases where firms are responsive to foreign demand, it is asymmetric. These results are consistent with, and complementary to, the evidence of a home country bias in pharmaceutical drug launches provided by Kyle (2006). We also clarify one of the mechanisms that leads to the results in that study. In that work, the author finds that firms have a greater tendency to launch new drugs in their home country, and suggests that this may be due to either an advantage in the launch process due to favor from regulators, lower costs, or other proximity advantages, or innovating more to meet the needs of the ‘native environment.’ Results reported here, which focus not on product launches but on new molecule innovations, provide evidence that the later mechanisms is, in fact, occurring: firms are innovating more to meet the needs of their home market. If domestic firms enjoy an advantage based on local demand knowledge, it is reasonable to expect that firms seeking such knowledge may elect to make investments in foreign markets. Such activity would be consistent with the considerable research investigating the role of foreign direct investment activity and location choice in terms of seeking technological knowledge (for example, Cantwell, 1989; Chung and Alcacer, 2002) and the relative ease of knowledge transfer within firm boundaries (Kogut and Zander, 1992, 2003; Ghoshal and Bartlett, 1990; Bresman, Birkinshaw, and Nobel, 1999; Almeida and Phene, 2004). An evaluation of the effect of foreign direct investment on the transfer of tacit demand knowledge is the subject of ongoing research. For managers, this research underscores the strategic importance of location decisions, and demonstrates that location choices should incorporate considerations related to the access of knowledge about local demand characteristics. Our results emphasize that firms may need to establish a significant history in a locale in order to understand the complicated and interrelated aspects of institutions, culture, and norms that underpin preferences and determine demand for particular products. This also has implications for the extent to which foreign subsidiaries (whether acquired or greenfield) should be integrated into the corporate whole or provided individual autonomy. When demand knowledge is specialized to a given locale and hard to transfer to units or headquarters in other countries, the benefits of subsidiary autonomy may outweigh those of centralization, and firms would optimize the value of their portfolio of units by allowing decentralized decision making.

Oil Dependence Advantage

1AC Oil Dependence Advantage

Contention 2 is Oil Dependence

Oil dependence in transportation guarantees peak oil and global resource wars---only high-speed rail solves 
Perl 11/19/11   (Professor of Urban Studies and Political Science at Simon Fraser University in Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, "How Green is High Speed Rail", CNN, http://www.cnn.com/2011/11/18/world/how-green-is-hsr/index.html)

Any debate about the future of high-speed rail must consider where this mobility option fits into the 'big picture' of how transportation systems meet looming economic, energy and environmental challenges. In a world where 95% of motorized mobility is currently fueled by oil, high-speed rail offers a proven means of reducing dependence on this increasingly problematic energy source. This value of using proven electric propulsion technology should not be underestimated when both the time and money to deploy energy alternatives are in short supply. In our recent book Transport Revolutions, Richard Gilbert and I documented the economic, environmental and political dividends to be gained from replacing the internal combustion engines powering today's aircraft, cars, and motor vehicles with traction motors that can be powered by multiple energy sources delivered through the electric grid. Since electricity is an energy carrier, it can be generated from a mix of sources that incorporate the growing share of geothermal, hydro, solar, and wind energy that will be produced in the years ahead. And because electric motors are three to four times more efficient than internal combustion engines, an immediate improvement will precede introducing renewable energy into transportation. Grid-connected traction offers the only realistic option for significantly reducing oil use in transportation over the next 10 years. If such a shift does not begin during this decade, the risk of a global economic collapse and/or geo-political conflict over the world's remaining oil reserves would become dangerously elevated. Making a significant dent in transportation's oil addiction within 10 years is sooner than fuel cells, biofuels, battery-electric vehicles and other alternative energy technologies will be ready to deliver change. Biofuels that could power aircraft now cost hundreds of dollars per gallon to produce. Batteries that a big enough charge to power vehicles between cities are still too big and expensive to make electric cars and buses affordable. But grid-connected electric trains have been operating at scale and across continents for over a century. And when the Japanese introduced modern high-speed trains through their Shinkansen, in 1964, the utility of electric trains was greatly extended. Since the 1980s, countries across Asia and Europe have been building new high-speed rail infrastructure to deploy electric mobility between major cities up to 1,000 kilometers apart. For intercity trips between 200 and 1,000 kilometers, high-speed trains have proven their success in drawing passengers out of both cars and planes, as well as meeting new travel demand with a much lower carbon footprint than driving or flying could have done. If we are serious about reducing oil's considerable risks to global prosperity and sustainability, we will not miss the opportunity offered by high-speed rail to decrease transportation's oil consumption sooner, rather than later.

The plan resolves oil dependence quickly 

USHSRA 12 – (US High Speed Rail Association, “ENERGY SECURITY”, http://www.ushsr.com/benefits/energysecurity.html)

A national high speed rail system ends our oil dependency quickly & permanently   

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. 
Oil dependence makes us vulnerable to oil shocks – only a move away via transportation solves

Ebinger 6/11/12 – An energy policy advisor to over 50 governments on restructuring their state-owned energy sectors, privatization and the creation of regulatory regimes, former professor of electricity economics at Johns Hopkins, named a "Nuclear Energy Expert" by the Nuclear Energy Institute (Charles, Brookings, “Five Major Energy Problems the Next President Has to Face”, http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2012/06/11-energy-climate-ebinger-avasarala)

The first of these, the Arab Spring, vividly displayed U.S. consumer exposure to the world oil market. Despite importing only marginal quantities of Libyan crude oil, the United States witnessed a spike in gasoline prices following the Libyan uprising. This exposure to global supply shocks cannot be reduced without a sustained effort to cut domestic oil consumption.

The Obama administration has been effective in paving a long-term plan for reducing oil consumption in the transportation sector, which accounts for roughly 70 percent of domestic oil demand. Unfortunately, most of its efforts to curb the country’s oil demand will provide only marginal benefits in the near term. For example, the administration’s goal of putting 1 million electric vehicles on the road by 2015 is ambitious and laudable, but it is also miniscule when compared with the country’s existing fleet of vehicles, which number more than 260 million. Similarly, natural gas vehicles face large short-term barriers. A natural gas fueling infrastructure is not yet in place, and the technical challenges will require economic concessions, as well as changes in consumer preference.
U.S. dependence means shocks cause nuclear war 
Qasem 7 - Islam Yasin Qasem, a doctoral candidate in the Department of Politics and Social Sciences at the University of Pompeu Fabra (UPF) in Barcelona, MA in International Affairs from Columbia, July 9, 2007, “The Coming Warfare of Oil Shortage,” online: http://www.opednews.com/articles/opedne_islam_ya_070709_the_coming_warfare_o.htm
Recognizing the strategic value of oil for their national interests, superpowers will not hesitate to unleash their economic and military power to ensure secure access to oil resources, triggering worldwide tension, if not armed conflict. And while superpowers like the United States maintain superior conventional military power, in addition to their nuclear power, some weaker states are already nuclearly armed, others are seeking nuclear weapons. In an anarchic world with many nuclear-weapon states feeling insecure, and a global economy in downward spiral, the chances of using nuclear weapons in pursues of national interests are high. 

Oil dependence forces a large, sustained U.S. presence in the Middle East---prevents Obama`s strategic pivot to Asia from being effective 
Daniel Krcmaric 6-20, National Science Foundation Graduate Fellow and a Ph.D. candidate in Political Science at Duke University, June 20, 2012, “Looking Ahead: America’s Role in the Middle East,” Global Trends 2030, online: http://gt2030.com/2012/06/20/looking-ahead-americas-role-in-the-middle-east/

As the United States winds down its involvement in Iraq and Afghanistan and implements a “strategic pivot” from the Middle East to Asia, it seems appropriate to take stock of America’s future role in the Middle East. 

The logic underlying the strategic pivot is that the dominant foreign policy issues of the coming decades—in particular, the rise of China’s economic and military power—will occur in Asia.  Since the pivot is occurring in an era of defense spending cuts, the U.S. will need to reduce significantly its commitments in the Middle East if it wants to make a true strategic pivot toward Asia.  While the pivot makes sense given the current and anticipated future power projection capabilities of China (and several other states in the Asia-Pacific region), it is not clear that pivoting away from the Middle East is feasible. 

Why not? Oil. Simply put, the health of the American economy depends in part on the stable flow of affordable oil, thus making the Middle East a strategically important region.  While much of the rhetoric surrounding the pivot correctly notes that vital U.S. interests were not at stake in Iraq or Afghanistan, it obscures the fact that America’s commitment to maintaining a strong military presence in the Middle East predates these recent conflicts. Indeed, the U.S. has long sought to prevent the rise of a regional power and/or the intervention of a hostile foreign power that could potentially control the region’s oil wealth.  This is especially true in the years since the 1973 OPEC oil embargo, during which oil-rich states in the Middle East have consumed an extensive share of America’s time and resources.  Looking ahead, the prospect of a nuclear-armed Iran that could potentially threaten to cut off the flow of oil through the Strait of Hormuz suggests continued U.S. involvement in the region is likely.  Moreover, China currently depends—and will rely even more heavily in the future—on oil imports from the Middle East. As a result, it is reasonable to expect that at least part of the coming geopolitical competition between the U.S. and China will occur in the Middle East. 

Given this, is the U.S. doomed to remain bogged down in the Middle East? Not necessarily.  Revolutionary technological advances in hydraulic fracturing (“fracking”) and massive new discoveries of natural gas—along with improved fuel economy standards—mean America’s energy dependence on the Middle East will decrease in the following years. The magnitude of that decrease, however, is open to debate.  Talk of American energy independence is popular within some circles, although more prudent analysts warn against over-optimism.  While we can’t predict the future of developments in American energy, one thing seems clear:  a true strategic pivot from the Middle East to Asia is possible only to the extent that the United States reduces its dependence on Middle Eastern oil.

Effective strategic pivot to Asia is key to contain China`s rise and prevent several scenarios for nuclear conflict 
Colby 11 – Elbridge Colby, research analyst at the Center for Naval Analyses, served as policy advisor to the Secretary of Defense’s Representative to the New START talks, expert advisor to the Congressional Strategic Posture Commission, August 10, 2011, “Why the U.S. Needs its Liberal Empire,” The Diplomat, online: http://the-diplomat.com/2011/08/10/why-us-needs-its-liberal-empire/2/?print=yes

But the pendulum shouldn’t be allowed to swing too far toward an incautious retrenchment. For our problem hasn’t been overseas commitments and interventions as such, but the kinds of interventions. The US alliance and partnership structure, what the late William Odom called the United States’ ‘liberal empire’ that includes a substantial military presence and a willingness to use it in the defence of US and allied interests, remains a vital component of US security and global stability and prosperity. This system of voluntary and consensual cooperation under US leadership, particularly in the security realm, constitutes a formidable bloc defending the liberal international order.

But, in part due to poor decision-making in Washington, this system is under strain, particularly in East Asia, where the security situation has become tenser even as the region continues to become the centre of the global economy.

A nuclear North Korea’s violent behaviour threatens South Korea and Japan, as well as US forces on the peninsula; Pyongyang’s development of a road mobile Intercontinental Ballistic Missile, moreover, brings into sight the day when North Korea could threaten the United States itself with nuclear attack, a prospect that will further imperil stability in the region.

More broadly, the rise of China – and especially its rapid and opaque military build-up – combined with its increasing assertiveness in regional disputes is troubling to the United States and its allies and partners across the region. Particularly relevant to the US military presence in the western Pacific is the development of Beijing’s anti-access and area denial capabilities, including the DF-21D anti-ship ballistic missile, more capable anti-ship cruise missiles, attack submarines, attack aircraft, smart mines, torpedoes, and other assets.

While Beijing remains a constructive contributor on a range of matters, these capabilities will give China the growing power to deny the United States the ability to operate effectively in the western Pacific, and thus the potential to undermine the US-guaranteed security substructure that has defined littoral East Asia since World War II. Even if China says today it won’t exploit this growing capability, who can tell what tomorrow or the next day will bring?

Naturally, US efforts to build up forces in the western Pacific in response to future Chinese force improvements must be coupled with efforts to engage Beijing as a responsible stakeholder; indeed, a strengthened but appropriately restrained military posture will enable rather than detract from such engagement. 

In short, the United States must increase its involvement in East Asia rather than decrease it. Simply maintaining the military balance in the western Pacific will, however, involve substantial investments to improve US capabilities. It will also require augmented contributions to the common defence by US allies that have long enjoyed low defence budgets under the US security umbrella.  This won’t be cheap, for these requirements can’t be met simply by incremental additions to the existing posture, but will have to include advances in air, naval, space, cyber, and other expensive high-tech capabilities.

Yet such efforts are vital, for East Asia represents the economic future, and its strategic developments will determine which country or countries set the international rules that shape that economic future. Conversely, US interventions in the Middle East and, to a lesser degree, in south-eastern Europe have been driven by far more ambitious and aspirational conceptions of the national interest, encompassing the proposition that failing or illiberally governed peripheral states can contribute to an instability that nurtures terrorism and impedes economic growth. Regardless of whether this proposition is true, the effort is rightly seen by the new political tide not to be worth the benefits gained. Moreover, the United States can scale (and has scaled) back nation-building plans in Iraq, Afghanistan, and the Balkans without undermining its vital interests in ensuring the free flow of oil and in preventing terrorism.

The lesson to be drawn from recent years is not, then, that the United States should scale back or shun overseas commitments as such, but rather that we must be more discriminating in making and acting upon them. A total US unwillingness to intervene would pull the rug out from under the US-led structure, leaving the international system prey to disorder at the least, and  at worst  to  chaos or dominance by others who could not be counted on to look out for US interests.
We need to focus on making the right interventions, not forswearing them completely. In practice, this means a more substantial focus on East Asia and the serious security challenges there, and less emphasis on the Middle East.  

This isn’t to say that the United States should be unwilling to intervene in the Middle East. Rather, it is to say that our interventions there should be more tightly connected to concrete objectives such as protecting the free flow of oil from the region, preventing terrorist attacks against the United States and its allies, and forestalling or, if necessary, containing nuclear proliferation as opposed to the more idealistic aspirations to transform the region’s societies. 

These more concrete objectives can be better met by the more judicious and economical use of our military power. More broadly, however, it means a shift in US emphasis away from the greater Middle East toward the Asia-Pacific region, which dwarfs the former in economic and military potential and in the dynamism of its societies. The Asia-Pacific region, with its hard-charging economies and growing presence on the global stage, is where the future of the international security and economic system will be set, and it is there that Washington needs to focus its attention, especially in light of rising regional security challenges.    

In light of US budgetary pressures, including the hundreds of billions in ‘security’ related money to be cut as part of the debt ceiling deal,  it’s doubly important that US security dollars be allocated to the most pressing tasks – shoring up the US position in the most important region of the world, the  Asia-Pacific. It will also require restraint in expenditure on those challenges and regions that don’t touch so directly on the future of US security and prosperity. 

As Americans debate the proper US global role in the wake of the 2008 financial crisis and Iraq and Afghanistan, they would do well to direct their ire not at overseas commitments and intervention as such, but rather at those not tied to core US interests and the sustainment and adaptation of the ‘liberal empire’ that we have constructed and maintained since World War II.

Defenders of our important overseas links and activities should clearly distinguish their cause from the hyperactive and barely restrained approach represented by those who, unsatisfied with seeing the United States tied down in three Middle Eastern countries, seek intervention in yet more, such as Syria. Indeed, those who refuse to scale back US interventions in the Middle East or call for still more are directly contributing to the weakening of US commitments in East Asia, given strategic developments in the region and a sharply constrained budgetary environment in Washington.

We can no longer afford, either strategically or financially, to squander our power in unnecessary and ill-advised interventions and nation-building efforts. The ability and will to intervene is too important to be so wasted.
Unchecked Chinese rise causes great power nuclear war 
Walton 7 – C. Dale Walton, Lecturer in International Relations and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, 2007, Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century, p. 49

Obviously, it is of vital importance to the United States that the PRC does not become the hegemon of Eastern Eurasia. As noted above, however, regardless of what Washington does, China's success in such an endeavor is not as easily attainable as pessimists might assume. The PRC appears to be on track to be a very great power indeed, but geopolitical conditions are not favorable for any Chinese effort to establish sole hegemony; a robust multipolar system should suffice to keep China in check, even with only minimal American intervention in local squabbles. The more worrisome danger is that Beijing will cooperate with a great power partner, establishing a very muscular axis. Such an entity would present a critical danger to the balance of power, thus both necessitating very active American intervention in Eastern Eurasia and creating the underlying conditions for a massive, and probably nuclear, great power war. Absent such a "super-threat," however, the demands on American leaders will be far more subtle: creating the conditions for Washington's gentle decline from playing the role of unipolar quasi-hegemon to being "merely" the greatest of the world's powers, while aiding in the creation of a healthy multipolar system that is not marked by close great power alliances.

HSR Solves Oil Dependence

HSR solves oil dependence – transitions away from oil-dependent forms of transportation

Kaplan et al 10 – Siena Kaplan and Tony Dutzik are a senior policy analyst with Frontier Group, specializing in energy, transportation and climate policy, Phineas Baxandall oversees policy and strategy development for state PIRGs' tax and budget campaigns throughout the U.S. (Frontier Group, “The Right Track: Building a 21st Century High-Speed Rail System for America”, http://www.frontiergroup.org/sites/default/files/reports/The-Right-Track-vUS.pdf)

Curbing Oil Dependence

Cars and airplanes are almost exclusively powered by oil—increasing America’s dependence on a limited supply of fossil fuel largely controlled by other nations. Spikes in oil prices in recent years have had dramatic effects on Americans’ willingness to drive or fly to their destinations. Expanding and improving passenger rail service can reduce the nation’s dependence on oil and insulate travelers from the impact of fuel price spikes.

America’s existing intercity passenger rail network already contributes to reducing America’s oil dependence, removing an estimated 8 million cars from the road and eliminating the need for 50,000 passenger airplane trips each year.

Intercity passenger rail—even when powered by diesel fuel—is more fuel-efficient than car or air travel, particularly for trips in the 100 to 500-mile range. On average, an Amtrak passenger uses 23 percent less energy per mile than an airplane passenger, 40 percent less than a car passenger, and 57 percent less than a passenger in an SUV or pickup truck.

These numbers underestimate rail’s oil savings compared with airplanes. In terms of travel time, rail is most competitive against oil-intensive short airplane flights with trip distances of 500 miles or less—a traveler is much more likely to choose rail over air travel from Chicago to Minneapolis than from Chicago to Miami. Short flights use more fuel per mile than longer flights, since a plane uses much of its fuel in takeoff. 

A modernized passenger rail network in the future will also likely use less oil than American passenger rail service does today. As a high-speed rail network is developed in the United States, it will rely more on electricity and less on diesel fuel. Currently, about 40 percent of American intercity passenger rail is powered by electricity, while 80 percent of European rail service is electric. 14

As train service becomes faster, more reliable and more frequent it will also likely draw more passengers, further lowering per-passenger fuel usage. The more seats on a train that are filled, the less fuel that is used per passenger.Amtrak trains are typically about 50 percent full, compared with 70 percent for European high-speed trains. 15

As rail travel in America improves and draws more passengers, it is likely that trains will be carrying larger loads of travelers, raising the fuel efficiency of a trip on a train.

Finally, the location of passenger rail hubs in downtown areas can encourage and support land-use patterns that reduce the need to drive, further curbing oil use. Placing a passenger rail station in a downtown area provides an inducement for businesses to locate nearby—just as airports spur development of office parks for businesses seeking close proximity to transportation and the construction of hotels and other traveler services. Unlike airports, however, passenger rail hubs would likely be located in existing downtown areas, where workers would be more likely to get to work via transit or other transportation alternatives. 

HSR reduces oil consumption substantially – it also creates a transition away from driving and flying

Calimente and Perl 11 – John Calimente is a transit planner for the consulting firm Stantec, Anthony Perl is Director of the Urban Studies Program at Simon Fraser University (March 2011, “Integrating High-Speed Rail into North America's Next Mobility Transition”, Publisher: Cambridge University Press, Volume: 13 Issue: 1, Proquest)

Anticipating a Game Change in Transportation Strategy Based on Future Oil Availability

Despite ongoing debate regarding the timing of a peak in global oil production, evidence is mounting that we are on the threshold of a substantive change in the ways by which future oil will be extracted. Ghanta (2009) concludes that oil production is flat or declining in fully 40 of 54 oil-producing countries and regions that represent 61% of the world's production. With the "low-hanging fruit" of cheap and easily accessible oil largely consumed, tapping the world's remaining oil reserves will be both more costly and more risky than was obtaining past oil supplies.

New, and substantially different, oil production infrastructure that can operate in extreme environments (e.g., 5 miles below the seabed or in polar regions) will be required. Learning how to manage that infrastructure safely presents new challenges and costs, as illustrated by the Deepwater Horizon disaster and subsequent ecological catastrophe in the Gulf of Mexico (Perl, 2010). There is thus considerable likelihood of future price increases in transport fuels derived from oil. The more oil-intensive a mode of travel is, the more it will be affected by future oil production trends. In these circumstances, high-speed and conventional trains that are powered by electricity will have a significant competitive advantage over driving and flying.
In an illustrative scenario offered by Gilbert and Perl (2010, p. 230), the US could reduce its oil consumption for transportation by 40% through an accelerated shift to electric mobility between 2010 and 2025. This would entail increasing the role of intercity passenger rail from the 5.6 billion passenger-miles recorded in 2007 to 373 billion passenger-miles in 2025, with a corresponding decrease in flying and driving in intercity trips up to 1,000 miles (p. 230).

Such a shift would require an exponential expansion of high-speed rail development plans building upon the $8 billion that was budgeted for incremental and comprehensive rail passenger development projects in 2009. Whether this ambitious target were to be pursued through incremental or comprehensive development trajectories, the US would need to further extend the scope of multimodal integration that has evolved during HSR development over the past 50 years. The next section draws on that experience to present policy options that could facilitate such efforts.

A national HSR framework reduces dependence on oil consuming transportation

Calimente and Perl 11 – John Calimente is a transit planner for the consulting firm Stantec, Anthony Perl is Director of the Urban Studies Program at Simon Fraser University (March 2011, “Integrating High-Speed Rail into North America's Next Mobility Transition”, Publisher: Cambridge University Press, Volume: 13 Issue: 1, Proquest)

America's recent implementation of a federally funded high-speed rail development program has opened a policy window for introducing a new technology and energy source to travel in the United States (US). The introduction of $8 billion in federal grants for passenger rail development made available through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 has brought a long-absent momentum to the question of how to plan, build, and operate modern intercity passenger train services. Electrically powered high-speed trains have the potential to significantly reduce driving and flying between cities.

However, still absent is a national policy framework to guide investment in the needed infrastructure, whether incremental upgrades to conventional tracks or stand-alone new high-speed rail corridors. Questions of ownership, control of planning and construction efforts, regulatory oversight, and future operating arrangements all remain to be answered in each of the projects moving forward to implementation. Also unclear at the moment is who will lead these efforts, what the goals will be, and who will follow the leader.

Making the most sustainable use of high-speed trains will also require advancing beyond the long-standing political stalemate over the role that passenger trains should play in American transportation. In the Northeast, passenger trains already carry significant numbers of travelers along the Boston-New York-Washington Northeast Corridor. But beyond the Northeast, passenger trains play a much smaller mobility role, in large part because they operate over privately owned tracks that are designed for, and used primarily by, freight trains. Whether the Northeast Corridor's configuration of predominantly passenger rail infrastructure should represent the floor or the ceiling in America's rail transportation goals has been the subject of protracted and inconclusive debate since the 1970s.

Perennial conflict over whether to preserve or eliminate federal spending on Amtrak has played out in the federal budget-making process, since passenger trains are the only transportation mode that does not have a dedicated revenue stream from excise taxes (e.g., the federal gas tax, airline ticket taxes). Amtrak's supporters and skeptics have fought recurrent battles in the halls of Congress that consumed (among other things) the available political capital that might have been devoted to developing a policy framework that integrates passenger trains into the planning and financing institutions that support America's mobility through driving and flying (Perl, 2002, p. 99).

Not only must new physical, fiscal, and operational solutions be found to connect roads, transit, and aviation with intercity passenger trains on an infrastructure that does not yet exist (in ways that would accommodate faster trains), but the future role of each nonrail mode must also be anticipated in order to assure an effective fit. A double dose of prescience will be needed to anticipate a time when passenger trains are "reinvented" to move many more Americans than they do today, at the same time that new energy sources will be introduced to power the vehicles on America's road network (e.g., electric vehicles) and new business models will be applied to reconcile the airline industry with the end of cheap oil.

This article builds on the premise that major transformations in the way that people and freight move are likely to occur within the coming decade. These "transport revolutions" will be driven by energy and environmental challenges that impel the redesign of both transport technology and organization in order to sustain desired levels of mobility (Gilbert and Perl, 2010). Oil powers nearly 95% of global mobility (Gilbert and Perl, 2010, p. 112), and the US Department of Energy (Davis, Diegel, and Boundy, 2010, pp. 1-18) notes that transportation makes up more than two thirds of US oil consumption. This means that as petroleum use becomes increasingly problematic, the impacts and consequent changes in the transportation sector will be proportionately greater than in other economic sectors.
Transportation options that are either energy efficient or adaptable to alternative energy sources can be expected to grow, while those that depend exclusively on oil will decline. In this perspective, use of passenger trains, which offer both energy efficiency and a straightforward energy substitution through electric power generated by energy sources other than oil, will experience among the most significant future growth in an era when other transportation options will begin to decline.

HSR begins a transition away from oil – it’s the only option

USHSRA 12 – (US High Speed Rail Association, “ENERGY SECURITY”, http://www.ushsr.com/benefits/energysecurity.html)

USHSR supports a visionary clean energy bill with America becoming a global sustainability leader.  A major investment in a national high speed rail network - electrically powered by renewables is the centerpiece of this visionary green energy future.  

American oil consumption is not sustainable - currently at 20 million barrels of oil EVERY DAY, 70% of it going directly to transportation.  This amount is expected to double to 40 million barrels per day by 2030, in America alone.

Projected growth in oil consumption is not possible.  There is widespread agreement among geologists and oil industry executives that the cheap, easy oil days are over - as everyone is witnessing today in the Gulf of Mexico and the Middle East.  Experts say by 2030 global oil supplies will have been depleted to half the oil available today, including all global sources: offshore, deep sea, wilderness, etc.

Alternative fuels don't add up.  Biofuels, ethanol, natural gas, tar sands, and fuel cells all have a small role to play, but even with each of them fully scaled up, and then combined they can only produce a tiny fraction of the liquid fuel we use daily for transportation.  It is physically, financially, and environmentally impossible to scale up these fuels in any sustainable or affordable way to meet the American insatiable appetite for oil on a daily basis.

Electric cars - a partial solution.  While they reduce some oil demand, electric cars do nothing to solve congestion, accidents, deaths and injuries, delays and time waste, crumbling roads and bridges, encouragement of sprawl, etc.

Solution - expand transportation options to reduce daily demand for oil.  Since increasing oil supply is proving to be nearly impossible, reducing demand is the only viable solution, by reducing our need for so much oil as part of daily living.  Ramping up forms of transportation that consume little or no oil is the heart of the solution.  Converting our national transportation network towards a system of electric trains throughout the country will take a huge bite out of our unsustainable appetite for oil, while increasing mobility, efficiency, global competitiveness, and national security.  High speed rail is the large-scale, comprehensive solution to the oil supply problem, and is the most significant way to reduce our daily consumption of oil quickly and efficiently while maintaining our prosperity and economic growth.

High Speed Rail is the backbone of a clean energy future.

Most other industrialized nations already realize this, and are way ahead of us in building their high speed rail systems as a way to reduce dependence on oil, foreign or domestic.

HSR creates jobs, ends oil dependence and reduces greenhouse gases

Center for American Progress 10 (3/24/10, “It's Easy Being Green: Rail Transport Picks Up Speed”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/ebg_032310.html)

The United States uses 25 percent of the entire world’s oil supply despite having only 5 percent of the world’s population, and sprawling communities force people to drive even short distances. We need alternate modes of transportation to kick this oil dependence, and one alternative is high-speed rail, which offers tantalizing environmental and economic benefits. President Barack Obama, Vice President Joseph Biden, and Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood announced a strategic plan for high-speed rail last year that includes $8 billion in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and $1 billion a year for five years in the federal budget. Their goal is to jumpstart a potential world-class rail system in the United States.

These economic incentives for a mass U.S. network of high-speed rail trains, or HSR, along existing transportation corridors could create much-needed jobs, decrease our dependence on foreign oil and fossil fuels, and significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

The national implementation of HSR would create jobs in the planning, design, and construction of track and station infrastructure as well as the management, design, and manufacturing of high-speed trains. A study by the California High-Speed Rail Authority found that building their proposed HSR system—which would run from Los Angeles to San Francisco and voters OK’d in 2008—will create 150,000 construction jobs and 450,000 permanent jobs.

Critics worry that HSR will encourage sprawl and have a significant impact on parks and wildlife refuges.Yet there have been no links established between existing HSR stations in France and Spain, for example, and an epidemic of suburban growth. In fact, sprawl could be a thing of the past if we take preventative measures to encourage urban density, enact antisprawl regulations, and make it convenient to travel to outlying HSR stations with plenty of garage parking.

HSR systems would take advantage of existing transportation corridors to minimize intrusion onto protected nature reserves, decrease air pollution generated by internal combustion engines in cars, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The California HSR, for example, will remove 12 billion pounds of carbon dioxide per year by 2030 because it uses electricity generated from wind, solar, and other renewable resources. In addition, California’s HSR will save 12.7 million barrels of oil by 2030.

Further, the Center for Clean Air Policy and the Center for Neighborhood Technology concluded in 2006 that a national HSR system could reduce the number of annual car trips by 29 million and annual plane flights by 500,000, saving 6 billion pounds of carbon dioxide emissions equal to removing 1 million cars from the road each year.

HSR ends oil dependence

Mesnikoff 11 – Director of the Sierra Club Green Transportation Campaign (Ann, “High-Speed Rail Can Be Profitable, Create Jobs”, http://sierraclub.typepad.com/compass/2011/03/high-speed-rail-can-be-profitable-create-jobs.html)

It is unfortunate that officials are choosing Big Oil over solutions that can end our oil dependence. And now we've got new research showing that a high-speed rail line from Tampa to Orlando "could be operated with a healthy profit."

The study shows that "the line connecting Tampa to Orlando would have had a $10.2 million operating surplus in 2015, its first year of operation. The study showed the line would have had a $28.6 million surplus in its 10th year."

The Florida high-speed rail plan would have served 3.3 million riders in its first year of operation, but now those riders will be stuck in traffic burning gasoline - polluting the air, increasing our addiction to oil while sending dollars overseas to pay for oil.   

We've been standing with concerned citizens at several of these field hearings nationwide from Ohio, California and Tennessee and, of course, in Orlando, Florida. While the field hearings didn't necessarily include all the right voices (as two of our activists in Tennessee noted in these great OpEds, Chairman Mica did support high speed rail in Florida. 

And we made sure to let him know there are supporters of good transit across the country out there: We turned in close to 1,000 comments from citizens, all calling for a transportation bill that will increase transportation choices and help end our dependence on oil.

We're also making our voices heard about Gov. Scott's rail rejection:

Environmental groups believe that, given the toll that roads take on natural resources, they're counting on Scott to endorse SunRail. "We need those choices. Gov. Scott's actions deny us choices in transportation," Sierra Club representative Phil Compton said.

But despite Gov. Scott's views and the loss of rail, some Florida cities are forging ahead with better transit plans.  Plus, it looks like some states want Florida's rejected rail money for their own projects that will reduce our oil dependence and create jobs.

While we know high-speed rail is not the whole solution to transportation or $4 gallon gas, we do know it is part of a plan that moves our country beyond oil.

HSR reduces oil dependence

Imus et al 10 – *Brian Imus is the Illinois PIRG state director, **Elizabeth Ridlington is a policy analyst with Frontier Group focusing on global warming, energy efficiency and clean vehicles, ***Bruce Speight is the director of the Wisconsin Public Interest Research Group ****Rob Kerth is a Frontier Group policy analysts, (Frontier Group, Fall 2010, “Connecting the Midwest How a Faster Passenger Rail Network Could Speed Travel and Boost the Economy”, http://www.frontiergroup.org/sites/default/files/reports/Connecting-the-Midwest-vUS-web.pdf)

Passenger rail reduces our dependence on oil. On average, an Amtrak passenger uses 30 percent less energy per mile than a car passenger. Compared to airplanes, European high-speed trains consume approximately one-third the amount of fuel per passenger. Newer locomotives are becoming even more efficient, and switching rail lines from diesel to electric power can curb America’s oil dependence even further.

Oil Dependence Kills Heg

Dependence on oil kills heg – only the plan solves

Granoff and Goldwyn  6 – *David Goldwyn is a former U.S. Assistant Secretary of Energy for International Affairs, **Michael Granoff previously served on the staff of the U.S. House of Representatives Appropriations Subcommittee on Foreign Operations (Additional Note to the Council on Foreign Relations Independent Task Force Report #58, “National Security Consequences of U.S. Oil Dependency”, http://www.cfr.org/energy-security/national-security-consequences-us-oil-dependency/p11683)
We subscribe to the report’s analysis and recommendations, but the report understates the gravity of the threat that energy dependence poses to U.S. national security.

Energy is a central challenge to U.S. foreign policy, not simply one of many challenges. Global dependence on oil is rapidly eroding U.S. power and influence because oil is a strategic commodity largely controlled by regressive governments and a cartel that raises prices and multiplies the rents that flow to oil producers. These rents have enriched and emboldened Iran, enabled President Vladamir Putin to undermine Russia’s democracy, entrenched regressive autocrats in Africa, forestalled action against genocide in Sudan, and facilitated Venezuela’s campaign against free trade in the Americas. Most gravely, oil consumers are in effect financing both sides of the war on terrorism.

Transformation in the use of energy, especially in transportation where oil is unrivaled, in our government’s approach to energy research, development, and deployment, and in the way we conduct our foreign policy, is essential. Achieving this transformation requires efforts on at least three fronts.
Oil dependence kills strategic flexibility

Schlesinger et al 6 - *James R. Schlesinger is the former Secretary of Defense and was the first Secretary of Energy, a consultant to the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), a member of the Defense Policy Board, member of the Arms Control Nonproliferation Advisory Board of the Department of State, and a member of the Homeland Security Advisory Council, **David Victor is the Director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development at Stanford University and Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, ***John Deutchis an Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, served as Undersecretary of Energy, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and Director of Central Intelligence(Council on Foreign Relations Independent Task Force Report #58, “National Security Consequences of U.S. Oil Dependency”, http://www.cfr.org/energy-security/national-security-consequences-us-oil-dependency/p11683)

*Note: The task force includes 20 more equally qualified people, these are the chairs of the report.

The lack of sustained attention to energy issues is undercutting U.S. foreign policy and U.S. national security. Major energy suppliers— from Russia to Iran to Venezuela—have been increasingly able and willing to use their energy resources to pursue their strategic and political objectives. Major energy consumers—notably the UnitedStates, but other countries as well—are finding that their growing dependence on imported energy increases their strategic vulnerability and constrains their ability to pursue a broad range of foreign policy and national security objectives. Dependence also puts the United States into increasing competition with other importing countries, notably with today’s rapidly growing emerging economies of China and India. At best, these trends will challenge U.S. foreign policy; at worst, they will seriously strain relations between the United States and these countries.

This report focuses on the foreign policy issues that arise from dependence on energy traded in world markets and outlines a strategy for response. And because U.S. reliance on the global market for oil, much of which comes from politically unstable parts of the world, is greater than for any other primary energy source, this report is mainly about oil. To a lesser degree it also addresses natural gas.

Put simply, the reliable and affordable supply of energy—‘‘energy security’’—is an increasingly prominent feature of the international political landscape and bears on the effectiveness of U.S. foreign policy. At the same time, however, the United States has largely continued to treat ‘‘energy policy’’ as something that is separate and distinct—substantively and organizationally—from ‘‘foreign policy.’’ This must change. The United States needs not merely to coordinate but to integrate energy issues with its foreign policy.

Oil dependence kills heg – 5 reasons

Schlesinger et al 6 - *James R. Schlesinger is the former Secretary of Defense and was the first Secretary of Energy, a consultant to the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), a member of the Defense Policy Board, member of the Arms Control Nonproliferation Advisory Board of the Department of State, and a member of the Homeland Security Advisory Council, **David Victor is the Director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development at Stanford University and Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, ***John Deutchis an Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, served as Undersecretary of Energy, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and Director of Central Intelligence(Council on Foreign Relations Independent Task Force Report #58, “National Security Consequences of U.S. Oil Dependency”, http://www.cfr.org/energy-security/national-security-consequences-us-oil-dependency/p11683)

*Note: The task force includes 20 more equally qualified people, these are the chairs of the report.

The Task Force has identified five major reasons why dependence on energy traded in world markets is a matter of concern for U.S. foreign policy. We have also examined a sixth, the relationship of military force structure to oil dependence.

First, the control over enormous oil revenues gives exporting countries the flexibility to adopt policies that oppose U.S. interests and values. Iran proceeds with a programthat appears to be headed toward acquiring a nuclear weapons capability. Russia is able to ignore Western attitudes as it has moved to authoritarian policies in part because huge revenues fromoil and gas exports are available to finance that style of government. Venezuela has the resources from its oil exports to invite realignment in Latin American political relationships and to fund changes such as Argentina’s exit from its International Monetary Fund (IMF) standby agreement and Bolivia’s recent decision to nationalize its oil and gas resources.Because of their oilwealth, these and otherproducer countries are free to ignore U.S. policies and to pursue interests inimical to our national security.

Second, oil dependence causes political realignments that constrain the ability of the United States to formpartnerships to achieve common objectives. Perhaps the most pervasive effect arises as countries dependent on imports subtly modify their policies to be more congenial to suppliers. For example, China is aligning its relationships inthe Middle East (e.g., Iran and Saudi Arabia) and Africa (e.g., Nigeria and Sudan)because of its desire to secure oil supplies. France and Germany, andwith themmuch of the European Union, aremore reluctant to confrontdifficult issues with Russia and Iran because of their dependence onimported oil and gas as well as the desire to pursue business opportunitiesin those countries.

These new realignments have further diminished U.S. leverage,particularly in the Middle East and Central Asia. For example, Chineseinterest in securing oil and gas supplies challenges U.S. influence incentral Asia, notably in Kazakhstan. And Russia’s influence is likely togrow as it exports oil and (within perhaps a decade) large amounts ofnatural gas to Japan and China.

All consuming countries, including the United States, are moreconstrained in dealing with producing states when oil markets are tight.To cite one current example, concern about losing Iran’s 2.5 millionbarrels per day of world oil exports will cause importing states to bereluctant to take action against Iran’s nuclear program.

Third, high prices and seemingly scarce supplies create fears—especially evident in Beijing and New Delhi, as well as in Europeancapitals and in Washington—that thecurrent system of open marketsis unable to ensure secure supply. The present competition has resultedin oil and gas deals that include political arrangements in addition tocommercial terms. Highly publicized Chinese oil investments in Africahave included funding for infrastructure projects such as an airport, arailroad, and a telecommunications system, in addition to the agreementthat the oil be shipped to China. Many more of these investments alsoinclude equity stakes for state-controlled Chinese companies. Anotherexample is Chinese firms taking a position in Saudi Arabia, along withseveral Western firms, in developing Saudi Arabia’s gas infrastructure.

At present, these arrangements have little effect on world oil andgas markets because the volumes affected are small. However, sucharrangements are spreading. Thesearrangements are worrisome becausethey lead to special political relationships that pose difficulties for theUnited States. And they allow importers to believe that they obtainsecurity through links to particular suppliers rather than from the properfunctioning of a global market.

We note that the United States, in the past, has also taken decisionsto restrict markets partly due to similar concerns about energy security.For example, when the trans-Alaska pipeline opened, it included aprohibition against exporting the oil. The hostility toward proposals bythe Chinese National Overseas Oil Company (CNOOC) to purchaseUnion Oil ofCalifornia is seen by some as denying investment opportunityin the U.S. market in a similar manner to what the United Statesdecries about other nations’ conduct. The Task Force believes thatforeign entities should be able to purchase U.S. assets provided thatthe acquisitions meet the criteria established by the Committee onForeign Investment in the United States (CFIUS).12

Opening a dialogue with rapidly growing consumers, notably Chinaand India, can help those consumers gain confidence that will lead toa greater willingness to allow markets to operate. (We return to thispolicy recommendation later.) The United States and other consumingcountries have a tremendous interest in maintaining the present openmarket oil commodity trading rules.

Fourth, revenues from oil and gas exports can undermine localgovernance. The United States has an interest in promoting goodgovernance both for its own sake and because it encourages investmentthat can increase the level and security of supply. States that are politicallyunstable and poorly governed often struggle with the task of responsiblymanaging the large revenues that come from their oil and gas exports.

The elements of good governance include democratic accountability,low corruption, and fiscal transparency. Production in fragile democracies,such as in Nigeria, can be undermined when politicians or localwarlords focus on ways to seize oil and gas rents rather than on thelonger-term task of governance. Totalitarian governments that havecontrol over those revenue flows can entrench their rule.

When markets are tight, large oil consumers have tended to becomeespecially focused on securing supply and ignore the effects of theirinvestments on corruption and mismanagement. In Sudan, for example,despite civil war and widespread human rights abuses, the Chinesegovernment and its oil enterprises are funding extensive oil supply and infrastructure projects. China has used its threat of a veto in the UNSecurity Council to thwart collective efforts by other countries tomanage the Darfur crisis in Sudan. Similarly, China, India, and severalWestern European countries continue to invest in Iran despite the needto contain its nuclear aspirations.

Fifth, a significant interruption in oil supply will have adverse politicaland economic consequences in the United States and in other importingcountries.When such a disruption occurs, it upends all ongoing policyactivity in a frantic effort to return to normal conditions. Inevitably,those efforts include matters of foreign policy, such as coordinationwith other countries to find measures that will mitigate the consequencesof the supply disruption. Some of these responses may be preplanned,such as the coordinated release of strategic reserves, but other responseswill be hurried, ineffectual, or even counterproductive.

Sixth, some observers see a direct relationship between the dependenceof the United States on oil, especially from the Persian Gulf,and the size of the U.S. defense budget. Such a relationship invites theinference that if it were not dependent on this oil, the United Statesand its allies would have no interest in the region, and hence it wouldbe possible to achieve significant reductions in the U.S. military posture.

In the extreme, this argument says that if the nation reduced its dependence,then the defense budget could be reduced as well.U.S. strategic interests in reliable oil supplies from the Persian Gulfare notproportionalwith the percent of oil consumption that isimportedby the United States from the region. Until very low levels of dependenceare reached, the United States and all other consumers of oilwill depend on the Persian Gulf. Such low levels will certainly not bereached during the twenty-year time frame of this study.

Yes Oil Shocks/Volatility Coming 

Volatility coming, that risks oil shocks

Task 11 – *Citing Kent Moors, a professor of political science and former oil advisor to the US and Russia (Aaron, “The Coming Oil Crisis: Crude “Almost Certain” to Hit $150 in Coming Year, Kent Moors Says”, 6/2/11, http://finance.yahoo.com/blogs/daily-ticker/coming-oil-crisis-crude-almost-certain-hit-150-190605652.html)

Volatility Bites

Vega refers to the range of volatility in a given options and Moors believes the volatility in crude prices is going to continue to widen, with more frequent violent swings in both directions. Yes, that means oil prices can fall as quickly as they rise — as was the case in 2008 when oil plummeted from $147 to $35 in rapid succession.

While most Americans would cheer falling oil prices, Moors' point is that these kind of "fat tail" events will happen with increased frequency and "affect the world in ways not previously imagined."

Oil shocks kill the economy – empirically proven

Roubini and Setser 4 – *Nouriel Roubini is a former senior economist in the White House Council of Economic Advisers and currently teaches at NYU School of Business, **Brad Setser is consulted by the President over economic policy via United States National Economic Council and is a former staff economist at the United States Department of the Treasury (“The effects of the recent oil price shock on the U.S. and global economy”, August 2004, http://pages.stern.nyu.edu/~nroubini/papers/OilShockRoubiniSetser.pdf)

These effects are not trivial: oil shocks have caused and/or contributed to each one of the US and global recessions of the last thirty years. Specifically: 

- The 1974-1975 US and global recession was triggered by the tripling of the price of oil following the Yom Kippur war and the following oil embargo. 

- The 1980-1981 US and global recession was triggered by a spike in the price of oil following the Iranian revolution in 1979. 

- The 1990-1991 US recession was partly caused by the spike in the price of oil following the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in the summer of 1990. 

Transportation Key
Oil dependence because of transportation – a shift in transportation solves overall oil use

Schlesinger et al 6 - *James R. Schlesinger is the former Secretary of Defense and was the first Secretary of Energy, a consultant to the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), a member of the Defense Policy Board, member of the Arms Control Nonproliferation Advisory Board of the Department of State, and a member of the Homeland Security Advisory Council, **David Victor is the Director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development at Stanford University and Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, ***John Deutchis an Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, served as Undersecretary of Energy, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and Director of Central Intelligence(Council on Foreign Relations Independent Task Force Report #58, “National Security Consequences of U.S. Oil Dependency”, http://www.cfr.org/energy-security/national-security-consequences-us-oil-dependency/p11683)

*Note: The task force includes 20 more equally qualified people; these are the 3 chairs of the report.

Most (68 percent) of the oil used in the United States is for transportation, and oil fuels 96 percent of transportation needs.3 This domination of oil in the transportation sector is the result of its relatively low cost over most of history, and its convenience as a high-energy-density liquid that is easy to store and transport. It is the dependence of the transportation system on liquid fuel that makes oil so important in the U.S. economy.
AT: Economics Prevent Oil Disruption

They assume perfect rationality – there is still a high risk of “economic suicide bombers”

Peter and Doran 8 – Jerry Taylor is member of the International Association for Energy Economics and adjunct scholar at the Institute for Energy Research, Peter Van Doran has taught at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs (Princeton University), the School of Organization and Management (Yale University), and the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, former postdoctoral fellow in political economy at Carnegie Mellon University (“The Energy Security Obsession”, The Georgetown Journal of Law & Public Policy, Summer 2008, Vol. 6, No. 2 http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/taylor_vandoren_energy_security_obsession.pdf)

When foreign policy elites encounter these arguments in public forums, they tend to dismiss them as overly theorized economics that assume perfectly informed rational actors and, moreover, are divorced from geopolitical reality. Energy producers, we are told, are not first and foremost wealth maximizers. They pursue foreign policy ends and demonstrate a willingness to sacrifice money to secure those ends. Ideological regimes, moreover, have not always acted rationally in the past and cannot be counted upon to do so in the future. The possibility that producer states might become economic suicide bombers – immolating their own economies in order to inflict great economic pain on the West – cannot be lightly dismissed. 

AT Self Sufficiency Now

First, The US is oil dependent now – self-sufficiency fails, only a transition from oil solves

Schlesinger et al 6 - *James R. Schlesinger is the former Secretary of Defense and was the first Secretary of Energy, a consultant to the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), a member of the Defense Policy Board, member of the Arms Control Nonproliferation Advisory Board of the Department of State, and a member of the Homeland Security Advisory Council, **David Victor is the Director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development at Stanford University and Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, ***John Deutch is an Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, served as Undersecretary of Energy, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and Director of Central Intelligence (Council on Foreign Relations Independent Task Force Report #58, “National Security Consequences of U.S. Oil Dependency”, http://www.cfr.org/energy-security/national-security-consequences-us-oil-dependency/p11683)

*Note: The task force includes 20 more equally qualified people, these are the chairs of the report.

The challenge over the next several decades is to manage the consequences of unavoidable dependence on oil and gas that is traded in world markets and to begin the transition to an economy that relies less on petroleum. The longer the delay, the greater will be the subsequent trauma. For the United States, with 4.6 percent of the world’s population using 25 percent of the world’s oil, the transition could be especially disruptive.

This report concentrates on the next twenty years, a period long enough to put necessary policy measures into place but not so distant as to encounter a wider range of future geopolitical or technological uncertainties. During this next twenty years (and quite probably beyond), it is infeasible to eliminate the nation’s dependence on foreign energy sources. The voices that espouse ‘‘energy independence’’ are doing the nation a disservice by focusing on a goal that is unachievable over the foreseeable future and that encourages the adoption of inefficient and counterproductive policies. Indeed, during the next two decades, it is unlikely that the United States will be able to make a sharp reduction in its dependence on imports, which currently stand at 60 percent of consumption. The central task for the next two decades must be to manage the consequences of dependence on oil, not to pretend the United States can eliminate it.

A popular response to the steep rise in energy prices in recent years is the false expectation that policies to lower imports will automatically lead to a decline in prices. The public’s continuing expectation of the availability of cheap energy alternatives will almost surely be disappointed. While oil prices may retreat from their current high levels, one should not expect the price of oil to return, on a sustained basis, to the low levels seen in the late 1990s. In fact, if more costly domestic supply is used to substitute for imported oil, then prices will not moderate.

Yet the public’s elected representatives have allowed this myth to survive, as they advocate policies that futilely attempt to reduce import dependence quickly while simultaneously lowering prices. Leaders of both political parties, especially when seeking public office, seem unable to resist announcing unrealistic goals that are transparent efforts to gain popularity rather than inform the public of the challenges the United States must overcome. Moreover, the political system of the United States has so far proved unable to sustain the policies that would be needed to manage dependence on imported fuels. As history since 1973 shows, the call for policy action recedes as prices abate.

These problems rooted in the dependence on oil are neither new nor unique to the United States. Other major world economies that rely on imported oil—from Western Europe to Japan, and now China and India—face similar concerns. All are having difficulties in meeting the challenges of managing demand for oil. But these countries do not share the foreign policy responsibilities of the United States. And the United States, insufficiently aware of its vulnerability, has not been as attentive as the other large industrialized countries in implementing policies to slow the rising demand for oil. Yet even if the United States were self-sufficient in oil (a condition the Task Force considers wholly infeasible in the foreseeable future), U.S. foreign policy would remain constrained as long as U.S. allies and partners remained dependent on imports because of their mutual interdependence. Thus, while reducing U.S. oil imports is desirable, the underlying problem is the high and growing demand for oil worldwide.

The growing worldwide demand for oil in the coming decades will magnify the problems that are already evident in the functioning of the world oil market. During that period, the availability of low cost oil resources is expected to decline; production and transportation costs are likely to rise. As more hydrocarbon resources in more remote areas are tapped, the world economy will become even more dependent on elaborate and vulnerable infrastructures to bring oil and gas to the markets where they are used.
If they are right - Domestic oil production causes species extinction and kills air quality – only a complete shift from oil solves

Broder et al 3/22/12 – Eric Lipton, Clifford Kraus and John Broder are environmental reporters for the New York Times (New York Times, “U.S. Inches Toward Goal of Energy Independence”, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/23/business/energy-environment/inching-toward-energy-independence-in-america.html?pagewanted=5&_r=1)

This surge is hardly without consequences. Some areas of intense drilling activity, including northeastern Utah and central Wyoming, have experienced air quality problems. The drilling technique called hydraulic fracturing, or fracking, which uses highly pressurized water, sand and chemical lubricants that help force more oil and gas from rock formations, has also been blamed for wastewater problems. Wildlife experts also warn that expanded drilling is threatening habitats of rare or endangered species.
Greater energy independence is “a prize that has long been eyed by oil insiders and policy strategists that can bring many economic and national security benefits,” said Jay Hakes, a senior official at the Energy Department during the Clinton administration. “But we will have to work through the environmental issues, which are a definite challenge.”

More oil production inevitably fails – only a shift from oil solves

Schlesinger et al 6 - *James R. Schlesinger is the former Secretary of Defense and was the first Secretary of Energy, a consultant to the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), a member of the Defense Policy Board, member of the Arms Control Nonproliferation Advisory Board of the Department of State, and a member of the Homeland Security Advisory Council, **David Victor is the Director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development at Stanford University and Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, ***John Deutchis an Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, served as Undersecretary of Energy, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and Director of Central Intelligence(Council on Foreign Relations Independent Task Force Report #58, “National Security Consequences of U.S. Oil Dependency”, http://www.cfr.org/energy-security/national-security-consequences-us-oil-dependency/p11683)

*Note: The task force includes 20 more equally qualified people, these are the chairs of the report.

Myth #4: There’s plenty of low-cost oil ready to be tapped. Unlikely. For the past 150 years the world has used low-cost oil, such as in Saudi Arabia and East Texas. Over the long run, progressively higher-cost sources of oil will need to be tapped. That, on average, will translate into higher oil prices. The world cannot ‘‘drill its way out of this problem.’’

Oil Dependent on Middle East

Oil production concentrated in the Middle East

Schlesinger et al 6 - *James R. Schlesinger is the former Secretary of Defense and was the first Secretary of Energy, a consultant to the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), a member of the Defense Policy Board, member of the Arms Control Nonproliferation Advisory Board of the Department of State, and a member of the Homeland Security Advisory Council, **David Victor is the Director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development at Stanford University and Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, ***John Deutchis an Professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, served as Undersecretary of Energy, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and Director of Central Intelligence(Council on Foreign Relations Independent Task Force Report #58, “National Security Consequences of U.S. Oil Dependency”, http://www.cfr.org/energy-security/national-security-consequences-us-oil-dependency/p11683)

*Note: The task force includes 20 more equally qualified people, these are the chairs of the report.

The depletion of conventional sources, especially those close to the major markets in the United States, Western Europe, and Asia, means that the production and transport of oil will become even more dependent on an infrastructure that is already vulnerable. In particular, oil supply is expected to continue to concentrate in thePersian Gulf, which holds the world’s largest geologically attractive reserves (table 1), and is a region that has been unstable and includes countries that have periodically used their oil exports for political purposes unfriendly to the United States. 

A large fraction of the world’s traded oil already passes through a handful of strategic choke points, such as the Strait of Hormuz. The infrastructure for delivering oil has several potential weak links, including major oil processing facilities that are vital yet vulnerable to attack and difficult to repair. In February 2006, terrorists linked to al-Qaeda attempted, but failed, to destroy theAbqaiqprocessing facility in Saudi Arabia, where 6.8 million barrels per day of oil (some two-thirds of total Saudi production) are processed before export.10 There have been numerous efforts to strengthen these facilities, both through physical hardening and through improved surveillance and coordination by security services. As the world market for oil relies on increasingly distant sources of supply, often in insecure places, the need to protect the production and transportation infrastructure will grow. 

Warming Add-On
HSR results in massive drop in CO2 emissions

CCAP and CNT 6 – Center for Clean Air Policy and Center for Neighborhood Technology (“High Speed Rail and Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the U.S.”, January 2006, http://www.cnt.org/repository/HighSpeedRailEmissions.pdf)

*Based on scientific models

High speed rail is often cited as a solution to many transportation problems: It can reduce congestion on roads and at airports, is cost effective and convenient, improves mobility and has environmental benefits. While greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are likely to be reduced as travelers switch to high speed rail from other modes of travel, little modeling has been done to estimate this potential impact in the U.S. Those estimates that have been made simply assume a percentage of trips nationally will be diverted to rail from other modes. The Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT) and the Center for Clean Air Policy (CCAP) have, alternatively, estimated on a corridor-by-corridor basis the annual GHG benefits of high speed rail systems in the U.S. using current plans for high speed rail development in the federally designated high speed rail corridors. 

To estimate high speed rail’s net emissions impact, we calculated the carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions saved from passengers switching to high speed rail from other modes (air, conventional rail, automobile and bus) and subtracted the estimated emissions generated by high speed rail. Our calculations were based on passenger projections and diversion rates for each corridor and typical emissions rates for each mode of travel, including several different high speed rail technologies.  

Current projections show that passengers would take 112 million trips on high speed rail in the U.S. in 2025, traveling more than 25 billion passenger miles. This would result in 29 million fewer automobile trips and nearly 500,000 fewer flights. We calculated a total emissions savings of 6 billion pounds of CO2 per year (2.7 MMTCO2) if all proposed high speed rail systems studied for this project are built. Savings from cancelled automobile and airplane trips are the primary sources of the emissions savings; together these two modes make up 80 percent of the estimated emissions savings from all modes.  

Our modeling shows that high speed rail, if built as planned, will generate substantial GHG savings in all regions. The total emissions savings vary greatly by corridor, however, as do the source of those savings.  

In some regions, such as the Midwest, the impact on air travel is likely to be modest; our analysis shows just a 7 percent decrease in flights from today’s levels. In California, on the other hand, 19 million passengers are projected to switch from air—a volume that would result in 114 percent of today’s 192 million annual direct flights in the corridor being cancelled. Such ridership levels may be an overestimate, or may be possible if projected growth in air travel and indirect flights, including those from outside the corridor are included. To draw so many air passengers to rail will certainly require that high speed rail ticket prices be competitive with air and that service be as convenient and time-efficient. It is worth further study to see if such high levels of mode shifting are likely. In some respects, the California system, as it is currently planned, represents what will be the second generation of high speed rail in many of the other corridors. While areas like the Pacific Northwest may increase ridership sooner with an incremental approach to high speed rail that uses existing rail routes, the success of a new high speed rail system like California’s could prove the value of faster trains with higher upfront capital costs.  

<WARMING IMPACT>

Dollar Add-On

Oil Shocks kill the dollar

Roubini and Setser 4 – *NourielRoubini is a former senior economist in the White House Council of Economic Advisers and currently teaches at NYU School of Business, **Brad Setser is consulted by the President over economic policy via United States National Economic Council and is a former staff economist at the United States Department of the Treasury (“The effects of the recent oil price shock on the U.S. and global economy”, August 2004, http://pages.stern.nyu.edu/~nroubini/papers/OilShockRoubiniSetser.pdf)

7. A supply shock that increases oil price often has an impact on the relative value of major currencies (US $, yen and euro). The currencies of countries that are more oil dependent tend to weaken. Japan and Europe were more dependent on oil imports than the US in the 70s and 80s, so oil price shocks led to a strengthening of the US $ and a weakening of the euro and yen. This resulted in a double-whammy for Europe and Japan when oil prices go up because of supply shocks, they lose twice: once because oil prices in dollars are higher; a second time, because their currency weakens relative to the US $. An example of this was in 2000 in Europe when the oil shock hit while the euro was weakening relative to the US $. This historical relationship, though, may be changing: the US has a large current account deficit that is worsened by an oil shock, and the US now imports more oil (on net) than Europe (the US imported 12.2 mbd in 2003; OECD Europe imported 8.9 mbd). 

<DOLLAR IMPACT> 
Solvency

1AC Solvency Contention
Contention 3 is Solvency

Both Public and Private capital is needed for high speed rail – P3’s establish the confidence to take the leap

PIRG 11 (U.S. Public Interest Research Group, Tony Dutzik and Jordan Schneider and Phineas Baxandall, High-Speed Rail:
Public, Private or Both?, http://cdn.publicinterestnetwork.org/assets/85a40b6572e20834e07b0da3e66e98bf/HSR-PPP-USPIRG-July-19-2011.pdf)

Risk Sharing One of the most important potential benefits of public-private partnerships is the ability to share the risk inherent in a major capital investment among a variety of public and private actors. High-speed rail lines are typically multi-billion dollar endeavors subject to a variety of risks—from unexpected difficulties building tunnels through mountains or densely packed urban areas to delays in the completion of adjoining transportation infrastructure. Sharing risks between government and private entities can—if done correctly—make it more palatable for both entities to “take the leap” in building a project with great benefits for society. PPP agreements can share risk in a variety of ways: • In a public tender contract, private contractors are held liable for building a piece of infrastructure—often at a particular price and on a particular schedule. • In an availability payment (designbuildmaintain) concession, private contractors are held accountable for quality workmanship by also being given responsibility for maintaining the line over a period of time. • In a traffic-based concession agreement, private entities take on the risk that ridership, and therefore revenue, on the high-speed rail line will be less than anticipated. The potential for risk sharing is one of the primary selling points used by PPP proponents to encourage public-private partnerships—and is a particularly powerful selling point at a time of tight fiscal constraints. However, the ability of a PPP to shelter the government from risk depends on the details of the agreement. Evidence from abroad shows that even specific contract provisions designed to protect the government from risk may fail to do so because the fate of the project becomes inexorably tied to the fate of a particular private company—a problem known as “lock-in.” (See page 17.) Advantages in Speed, Cost or Quality PPPs are often touted as being able to deliver infrastructure projects faster, cheaper or with better quality than a public-sector entity. This is not to say that private entities are inherently better suppliers of infrastructure than public agencies. Private entities bring many inherent disadvantages, including higher capital costs and the need to cover financial returns to shareholders. The process of undertaking a PPP also incurs transaction costs—such as the potential need to pay stipends to would-be bidders to help defray the cost of preparing proposals.24 States and localities that have pursued toll road PPPs in the United States, for example, typically pay millions to auditing, consulting and legal firms. A key question for government agencies considering PPPs is the degree to which the savings purportedly delivered by private companies are real or illusory. Real savings can result from a private company’s access to expertise and experience, its ownership of proprietary technologies, or economies of scale. In the case of high-speed rail, there are several international firms that have amassed decades of experience in the construction and operation of high-speed rail lines, and may be effective competitors to build similar systems in the United States. However, PPP savings can also be illusory if savings are merely generated by avoiding labor and wage requirements or regulatory standards that would otherwise govern projects built directly by government agencies. These changes might produce a nominal cost “savings” in the short run, but they are achieved by externalizing costs onto or transferring benefits from other residents and employees in the state rather than by adding unique value that can only be delivered by the private sector. To assess whether a PPP approach delivers added value to taxpayers, governments must carry out a “value for money” test, such as the public sector comparator. These tests are intended to determine whether a PPP or traditional public-sector contracting will deliver the greatest value, taking into account quality, price and risk. Access to capital is not typically a strong suit of private entities. Government agencies are capable of borrowing large amounts of money to finance public infrastructure at relatively low cost. However, in the current atmosphere of constrained public budgets, access to private capital may make the difference between building necessary high-speed rail projects and leaving them on the drawing board for years to come. Because of the multi-billion dollar price tag of most high-speed rail projects, governments in both Europe and the United States have stated that private investment will be necessary to build out their highspeed rail networks.
States could never fund the plan absent large aid from Washington – Investor Confidence

Freemark 11 (Yonah, Founder, Writer at The Transport Politic, With Little Hope for Near-Term Federal Support, California High-Speed Rail Struggles,  http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/10/20/with-little-hope-for-near-term-federal-support-california-high-speed-rail-struggles/)

Despite an excellent proposal and significant state support, the project cannot hope to attract private investors without a larger commitment of aid from Washington. Meanwhile, Europe continues to invest. The long hoped-for private financing necessary to construct the California High-Speed Rail project will not come as easily as originally planned. That, at least, is the conclusion of the authority empowered to build the project, the nation’s single-largest infrastructure program. According to the Los Angeles Times, in a letter to legislators this week the agency warned that the private money that it had counted on to cover a third of the project’s more than $45 billion costs would likely not be available until after parts of the line were up and running. The problem is that investors are concerned about the fact that of the expected major contribution from the federal government, only $3 billion has been authorized so far — and opposition in Congress to President Obama’s high-speed rail program means more money will be difficult to get, at least until after the 2012 elections. The letter was essentially a preview of the authority’s new business plan, which is due to be submitted November 1. The plan must be approved by the state legislators in order for state funding to be spent on the 220 mph line, which is designed to connect Los Angeles and San Francisco, with future links to San Diego and Sacramento. The news is embarrassing for the authority, which has been arguing for years that it could attract billions in private funds before the project was ready to be built, but it is not altogether surprising given the situation in which it has been placed. As I argued in mid-2009, California may well “never receive a guarantee that the feds will fully fund their prescribed share of the entire corridor’s construction costs. This is a huge problem, because a public agency shouldn’t be expending massive amounts of money on sections of a train system it doesn’t know it can finish completely. The private partners California hopes to interest in its program will not be excited about helping out on a train line they aren’t sure will ever open.” And indeed, this has been a legitimate concern about the Obama Administration’s high-speed rail program since it was first formulated. Though it is designed to sponsor major projects like California’s, its small appropriation ability means that the commitments it should be making — California wanted upwards of $10 billion from Washington, equal to the full amount thus far appropriated by Congress to the national program — cannot be distributed. The fact that the House and Senate have yet to agree on a long-term transportation bill, and the fact that Republicans have shown no interest so far in funding more intercity rail programs using the public purse, suggests that the situation is unlikely to get better for now. This is likely to put a dent in plans to open the new rail line by 2020. The California authority has developed a series of potential solutions to the problem, which must be solved if the agency wants to use the federal grants it has received thus far, since they must be spent by 2017. One option is to use federal loan guarantees and tax credits to provide an incentive for private investors to put their funds into the project or to leverage the $9 billion in state funds (authorized by the public in a 2008 vote) through the bond market, which could allow a tripling of available money. This would all have to be paid off eventually through public sector tax funds or user fees. While the California network is to be operationally profitable like virtually every high-speed rail system, it is unclear whether receipts will be large enough to cover capital costs. The other possibility is to shorten the planned route, replacing what was originally supposed to be a full new line from San Francisco to Los Angeles with a feeder line that would speed up existing Amtrak trains. Because the federal government has committed to a Central Valley segment between Merced and Bakersfield as the first section fo the route to be constructed, it seems likely that the authority would have to concentrate its resources on this project. In some ways, this could be a reasonable approach. Trains between Oakland and Bakersfield currently take six hours to complete their journey, but the high-speed line would allow 52-minute trips between Merced and Bakersfield, compared to three hours today. Thus constructing just this segment would reduce Oakland-Bakersfield trips to less than four hours — a massive reduction in journey times — if the appropriate rolling stock were available. Of course, this would do little to address the greater concern, which was supposed to be linking San Francisco and Los Angeles in 2h40. Currently, there are no direct trains into San Francisco, and the coastal route along which Amtrak trains run from Oakland to L.A. requires 11 to 12 hours of journey times. There is no train link between L.A. and Bakersfield. Because of the federal government’s previous decision to concentrate its resources in the Central Valley, resolving this issue will have to wait for another time if more funding is not found in the short term. But one wonders whether a link between Oakland and Bakersfield will be enough in itself to generate profitable ridership that convinces private investors to commit to the project, as the authority seems to be implying. This news comes just as the European Union announced its most recent Ten-T program, which is investing €31.7 billion in ten E.U.-scale corridors, most of which are designated for high-speed rail. Member countries have committed to hundreds of billions of euros more to build the projects, and indeed, there are active plans for new lines in most European countries. This is a prime example of governments thinking seriously about how to invest their limited resources in transportation projects that will pay off in the long-term. Some might argue that the United States and Europe are simply different, that private investors here recognize that Americans will not ride trains and thus will not commit to funding irrational projects. But the ability of European countries to attract private partners to cover up to half of the costs of their new rail lines has a lot more to do with the fact that there has been a solid commitment from governments there to invest in those programs, whereas American policy on the issue has been erratic at best. The problem is that California has been shunted into an impossible position: forced to make due with very limited federal funds despite a large commitment from state voters, the authority cannot attract private dollars. This is not, I would argue strongly, the fault of the authority or the Department of Transportation, which has funded it so far; blame rests entirely on a Congress that has been incapable of having a serious discussion (and making a final decision) about the merits of major investments in the nation’s transportation infrastructure. Instead, it continues to hand out small amounts, enough to keep projects like California’s alive but not enough to actually implement them. But California is still in a bind. It must either must cancel work — a dead-end proposition that will inevitably require unearthing the proposal in a decade — or build a much-shortened segment with far fewer benefits to the state. While it would be nice to get from Oakland to Bakersfield more quickly, the advantages of such a project pale in comparison to those of a full San Francisco-to-Los Angeles line. None of this news should be cause for celebration for opponents of spending on government infrastructure. The millions of people who are expected to ride the high-speed rail system every year will have to get between their destinations by some mode, and California’s air and roads infrastructure is at capacity. No high-speed system means spending just as much — or more — public dollars on upgrades to the existing system. Meanwhile, even if the financial costs of upgrades to highways and airports were similar to those of building the new rail network, the society’s economic costs of doing so are completely different: The high-speed rail system would offer an ecologically friendly alternative that reinforces the city centers of the state instead of furthering sprawl. Without a real sign of commitment from the federal government, however, projects like California’s simply will not be able to be constructed in the United States. This speaks volumes of the ability of the American public sector to invest in projects that are beneficial to the society as a whole from a long-term perspective.
Performance based incentives ensure that objectives are achieved – private partner motivation

Silva et al 11 (Duarte, Robert Audsley, Ana Vita Riega,  Instituto Superior Técnico and Consultant at RAVE, Consultant at RAVE, Consultant at Booz & Co  Performance Payment Regime for high speed rail in a PPP context, esd.mit.edu/wps/2011/esd-wp-2011-02.pdf)

The Performance Regime is intended to ensure the alignment of the private partners' incentives with the project objectives and plays a central role in the Portuguese Business Model. In a PPP the design and construction is the full responsibility of the private partner and the State should avoid specifying how to do deliver the project. But the way private partner does his tasks will affect infrastructure performance. A minimal performance level should be specified in contract and the real performance should be monitored. The Performance Regime job is to link private partner motivation - profit - to the observed performance. As a starting assumption it was established that the Performance Regime had to be simultaneously effective, simple and proportional: Effective, in order to give right and clear incentive for a good behaviour; Simple, so it can be understood by all stakeholders, namely the shareholders and banks, and easy to implement: and Proportional in the sense that the impact on payments should be related to impact on operation. Inspired by the Dutch experience, a choice was made to relate the payments due to the private partner, to the availability provided for the line. Furthermore, it was decided to avoid some of obstacles formerly encountered and tackle the problem in a distinct manner, resulting in a very innovative model. The Portuguese Performance Regime diverges form the Dutch mainly because it is set out to measure performance independently of the number of trains and schedules. The Performance Regime developed accounts for the achieved performance of the private partner by comparing it with an estimated performance that should be provided by a standard benchmark contractor. Definition of standard performance was executed using a RAM Simulation Model - called the Availability Model.

PPP’s result in good value ratio’s even in bad economic times

Chism and Faria 10 (Nick and Fernando, Global Head of Infrastructure KPMG in the United Kingdom, Head of Infrastructure KPMG in Portugal, Rail at high speed – Doing large deals in a challenging environment, http://www.kpmg.com/CN/en/IssuesAndInsights/ArticlesPublications/Documents/Rail-at-high-speed-O-201005.pdf)

High-speed rail is seen to offer one of the best alternatives when it comes to investing in public transport. Many governments view high-speed rail as a high-capacity, reliable, fast, comfortable and environment friendly option in comparison to other forms of transport. These attributes have led to an explosion in the number of high-speed rail projects worldwide. Many countries are preparing and/or implementing high-speed rail projects. In addition to Portugal, where the first phase of the high-speed rail network is fast progressing into construction, Brazil, China, France, Morocco, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States are among a few examples of countries where projects are being planned or implemented. Public Private Partnership (PPP) solutions can be particularly effective for new-build rail infrastructure. They encourage whole-life cost optimization and lock in incentives for responsible stewardship of the infrastructure over the long term. The impact of the financial crisis, however, on the project finance market is making large transactions challenging. KPMG in Portugal has been the strategic and financial adviser for Portugal’s first high-speed rail project (a contract for the majority of the infrastructure between the Portuguese capital, Lisbon, and the Spanish border, en route to Madrid). What KPMG firms have learned is that if the fundamentals of a PPP are well thought through and, critically, if the procuring authority instills confidence and is perceived to be credible by the market, then it is possible to execute large transactions that represent good value despite these challenging times.

P3’s Key
P3’s are the Ideal approach for HSR – minimizes project cost while maintaining upkeep

Chism and Faria 10 (Nick and Fernando, Global Head of Infrastructure KPMG in the United Kingdom, Head of Infrastructure KPMG in Portugal, Rail at high speed – Doing large deals in a challenging environment, http://www.kpmg.com/CN/en/IssuesAndInsights/ArticlesPublications/Documents/Rail-at-high-speed-O-201005.pdf)

A Public Private Partnership (PPP) approach can be an ideal fit for new-build, high-speed rail 1 infrastructure. It focuses simultaneously on minimizing whole-life cost while ensuring that incentives and protections are in place for the responsible long-term upkeep of the infrastructure. High-speed rail projects often involve mainly new infrastructure without the “unknown asset condition” risk related to existing infrastructure. When combined with appropriate risk allocation in other areas, the market is able to price such projects competitively. The financial crisis has, however, increased the challenge of doing large PPP deals. However, with appropriate structures and access to specialist knowledge, such deals remain perfectly possible.

Consensus is P3’s – easiest access to bonds

Glazier 12 (Kyle, Reporter at The Bond Buyer, High-Speed Rail Advocates Push for P3s, http://www.lexisnexis.com/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T14968262099&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T14968264407&cisb=22_ T14968264406&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=303185&docNo=19 lexis)
WASHINGTON - With high-speed rail projects having trouble getting government and private financing, infrastructure firms and rail advocates are looking to "Plan C" - public-private partnerships. Despite more than $10 billion in federal investment over the past three years, there are still no dedicated high-speed rail lines in the United States and no projects actively under construction. Following "Plan A," federal funding, and "Plan B," private financing, infrastructure firms are putting their faith in P3s. "The benefits far outweigh the downsides," Richard Arena, the president of the Association for Public Transportation, told attendees at a high-speed rail conference in Washington, D.C., Wednesday. Arena said the Northeast Corridor - with cities like Boston, New York, and PhiladelphiaÂ - and California represent the best hopes for high-speed rail, but officials have not managed to come up with enough money to fully fund projects. Allowing localities to partner with private firms that will bear some of the initial cost in exchange for the ability to reap later revenues is the answer, he said. Arena acknowledged there are some obstacles to that path, however. P3s are a relatively new funding mechanism for infrastructure, and each state involved in a project would need to pass P3-enabling legislation. Half the states have not done so, he said. "Only in October did New York pass design-build legislation," said Craig Covil, a director at global civil engineering firm ARUP, which has worked on planning for both the Northeast Corridor and California proposals. Each project would also have to have a business plan providing a reliable revenue stream beyond the farebox, Arena said. He proposed a federal option, drawing taxes from Amtrak and airline tickets to support a dedicated high-speed rail trust fund. Those funds could provide a predictable, stable flow of cash to back bonds for high-speed projects, not unlike the use of federal highway dollars to back GARVEE, grant anticipation revenues vehicle, bonds. "The biggest thing you get is the ability to bond," Arena said. But Arena said there might be some skepticism about the legal protection for taxpayers issuing billions in debt for long-term projects, and said he knows the idea of a user fee on Amtrak and plane tickets would be unpopular. Despite that, leading transportation officials are getting behind the idea. Both House Transportation Committee chairman John Mica, R-Fla. and Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood have said recently that they support the approach, and Mica said he insisted on it as a prerequisite for his support of American high-speed rail. P3s are the way to go, agreed Vinay Mudholkar of Louis Berger Group, but the project planning process can't continue to drag as it has on all the proposed U.S. high-speed lines. "It takes too long, Mudholkar said. "Six, seven years to get the contracts together. You've got to put money where your mouth is."

P3’s provide a way for the public and private sector to adequately run HSR

Arena 12 (Richard, Advisory Board at US High Speed Rail Association, Board of Directors at National Corridors Initiative, President at Association for Public Transportation, Funding High-Speed Transportation in America with Public-Private Partnerships, http://www.masstransitmag.com/article/10714851/funding-high-speed-transportation-in-america-with-public-private-partnerships)
The private sector has the experience and capacity to undertake many of these critical projects but is wary to commit on its own for fear of being exposed to risks it will not be able to justify to its shareholders. But were both sides able to collaborate, the public sector could mitigate the risks and the private sector could use its resources to expedite infrastructure investment. Welcome to the potential of public-private partnerships (P3s). High-Speed Rail and P3s It is useful to take a look at how public infrastructure has been traditionally financed and look at some recent examples of infrastructure funding, starting with the high-speed rail (HSR) program. HSR got a jump start with $10 billion of stimulus funds from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), but the results have not matched the promise. Taxpayers were under the mistaken impression that for $10 billion they would get the 200 mph Japanese Shinkansen-like transportation. Instead what emerged were projects like Ohio’s C3 Corridor from Cleveland to Cincinnati with a published timetable that unwisely translated into an average speed of just 39 mph. It was a classic marketing misstep: over-promising and under-delivering. There have been numerous starts and stops with several governors turning back Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) money for HSR lines. In terms of potential for “true” high-speed rail — top speed of 200+ mph with average speed of 160+ mph, there are only two projects with any significant level of support at this time. First is California High Speed Rail (CAHSR) which has a business plan, a much higher price tag, and several billion dollars of funding (though the current funding will not achieve true HSR speeds). Second is the Northeast Corridor (NEC). The NEC is making incremental improvements and has the advantage that it is already electrified and has equipment, the Amtrak Acela, capable of running at 165 mph. Both of these projects have one thing in common, a very large price tag, and no long-term commitment for the monies necessary to complete the projects. This is a perfect lead-in for the two historical approaches to fund public infrastructure: Plan A, the most common avenue, where the public sector bears full responsibility, and Plan B, also known as privatization, where the private sector goes it alone.

Public Private partnerships are an effective way to get funding for HSR

Freemark 11 (Yonah, Founder, Writer at The Transport Politic, Doing Right by the Public: PPPs in High-Speed Rail, http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/08/27/doing-right-by-the-public-ppps-in-high-speed-rail/)
By considering a series of PPP highway projects in the U.S. and abroad, the study noted that they “have a higher cost of capital than traditional public financing… [and] involve equity investors who own stakes in the projects, share in the profits, and expect to earn higher rates of return for the risk they undertake,” in addition to having to pay taxes public projects do not have to pay. Even if PPPs have lower design and construction costs, may be able to more effectively increase tolls, decrease percentage of evading users, and take more advantage of concessions*, they are usually not able to offset the higher costs resulting from the formerly noted issues. Some states like Illinois and Indiana have “made” billions by leasing off highways to private investors for billions for fifty years or more, but the report argues that “the funds paid upfront to the public sector under a PPP are paid in exchange for future revenues, often in the form of tolls.” In other words, while the taxpayer may appear to be getting a discount now by having a business group pay for infrastructure, users of that same infrastructure will inevitably have to face the costs of future tolls. In the case of high-speed rail, replacing public sector investment during the construction phase with privately financiers using loans means higher ticket prices in the future to pay back a portion of the costs of construction. There is no free lunch. The question is whether benefits of a transportation investment advantage the entire public or whether they are reserved to the specific people who take direct use of it. Transportation economists are convinced of the value of user fees, which assume that it is inefficient to carry out redistribution through indirect means, and for them, it makes perfect sense to charge users the full cost of not only the operation but also the construction of the infrastructure they are using. (Many economists would also argue that high-speed rail projects have significant positive externalities like pollution reduction and land use prioritization attached to them that demand direct grants from the government to cover some costs.) This user-fee approach is the method being used in the financing systems of the PPPs discussed here. Others, however, would argue that the benefits of infrastructure like high-speed rail are economy-wide and that they should be paid for not only by users but by all members of the population through taxes. If we take this side of the argument, it becomes less clear that the best value for the society is to divert most costs to users. A grant-based system assumes that benefits of a transportation investment are felt by people throughout a country (such as through economic growth) and therefore just charging the riders for the costs of capital investments would be inappropriate. Encouraging private investment in the California high-speed system now may make it more feasible to envision its construction in the short-to-medium-term. Delaying using future public sector revenues to pay for a project today is the basis of much long-term investment, so there is nothing particularly out of the norm about this idea. But the use of such investment will realistically mean a future of higher ticket prices resulting from the need to pay off the bonds taken out for the project’s completion. 

Silva and Silva 11 (João de Abreu and Duarte, Instituto Superior Técnico, RAVE,  The Portuguese High Speed Rail Network; Relating Financing to Strategic and Operating Issues, esd.mit.edu/wps/2011/esd-wp-2011-02.pdf)

It is unquestionable that financial and management issues play a crucial role on the success of a HSR project. From the work carried out to design the Portuguese Business Model the following main conclusions may be drawn: • There is an international trend towards the increased involvement of the private sector, namely through the usage of PPP; • Experience says that PPP can generate value for money but also requires expertise and needs to be tailored to each situation; • A complex project like HSR requires, in most cases, to be sliced into several contracts which may represent a delicate task with “interface” risk being introduced; • The vertical splitting of the project is especially risky and must be carried out taking in account the risk, the competition and the specificity of the different components. For the definition of the Portuguese Business Model it was most helpful to learn from previous international experiences. Benefiting from past successes and failures, the Portuguese Business Model introduces in the railway scene very innovative concepts, both in terms of private involvement and project splitting. So far, the Portuguese Business Model forecast a significant cost reduction and a large risk transfer to the private sector. It is expected that the results from the EXPRESS research project could bring important insights for the development of the HSR project in Portugal as well as for other similar projects in different countries. First and taking in consideration the credit crunch that occurred after the 2008 financial crisis, the crowding out effects in public sponsored megaprojects and particularly in PPP´s have become an important issue. By evaluating the possibility of the occurrence of crowding out effects, it will be possible to evaluate the existence of unintended negative impacts derived from the HSR project to the transport sector and to the Portuguese economy as a whole. 

Portugal proves

Chism and Faria 10 (Nick and Fernando, Global Head of Infrastructure KPMG in the United Kingdom, Head of Infrastructure KPMG in Portugal, Rail at high speed – Doing large deals in a challenging environment, http://www.kpmg.com/CN/en/IssuesAndInsights/ArticlesPublications/Documents/Rail-at-high-speed-O-201005.pdf)

There are projects in development across the globe, from the United States to the United Arab Emirates and beyond. The Poceirão-Caia PPP helps to show that it is possible to execute large transactions in challenging times. At a construction cost of around €8m per km, the project is felt by many in the industry to represent particularly good value for money.KPMG firms’ experience with the Poceirão-Caia project has highlighted three important issues:1. The procuring body should act with authority and clarity that inspires confidence in the marketplace. As competition for the talent and the financing needed to deliver high-speed rail infrastructure intensifies, this factor is likely to become ever more important.2. Risk allocation on the project should be driven by value-for-money considerations (including avoiding the need for the market to price significant risk premia) and pragmatism regarding what is bankable in the market. Having an engaged dialog with the market on these topics before launching a procurement process is vital for appropriate structuring and scoping of the project.3. The unexpected often happens, and at such times, it is important to be pragmatic, flexible and creative in order to sustain progress. In this regard, past experience and a deep understanding of the market, which is becoming increasingly global, can be pivotal.

P3 + HSPT Key

A P3 + HSPT is the most cost effective and efficient way to achieve HSR

Arena 12 (Richard, Advisory Board at US High Speed Rail Association, Board of Directors at National Corridors Initiative, President at Association for Public Transportation, Funding High-Speed Transportation in America with Public-Private Partnerships, http://www.masstransitmag.com/article/10714851/funding-high-speed-transportation-in-america-with-public-private-partnerships)
The HSPT fund is the key. With this fund, the government and private sector can work together in P3s. The additional revenue streams from the commercial and residential TOD construction, along with the anticipated rail fares, will result in HSR operators turning a profit, covering not only operating and maintenance costs, but also capital costs. The added benefit is that the HSPT Fund is a user fee and will not require allocations from strained general federal tax revenues. Neither the federal government nor private industry has the wherewithal to construct HSR alone. The total cost of development along the 11 key FRA corridors will be in the vicinity of $500 billion to three quarters of a trillion dollars, or $25 to $30 billion a year for 25-plus years. The benefits accruing from the HSPT Fund are numerous. The country benefits because there is now another time-competitive, cost-effective way to transport the additional 100 million Americans that are projected to be here by 2050. The airlines benefit because they will have a new ATC system that will make their operations far more efficient. Take-offs and landings will be more predictable and planes will not waste expensive jet fuel as they circle airports or queue on taxiways. Aircraft utilization will increase and the return on these expensive assets will be improved as the planes spend more time in the air on revenue service. Another benefit to the airlines is that this proposal will reimburse them for the cost of retrofitting their planes with the NextGen ATC hardware, a price tag estimated in the $20 billion range. For convenience sake, many Americans will choose to travel by rail between key city pairs 200 to 600 miles apart, and airlines will be able to concentrate on more profitable, longer-haul flights. Americans benefit because they will have a viable, cost-effective, time-competitive alternative to airline travel. Say goodbye to long lines at airport security checkpoints and intrusive, annoying TSA searches. Even travelers who cannot use HSR benefit because a viable HSR system translates into less congestion at airports, and better on-time performance when they have to fly.

P3 + Bonds Key

A combination of P3’s and Bonds is the best method to fund HSR
Arena 12 (Richard, Advisory Board at US High Speed Rail Association, Board of Directors at National Corridors Initiative, President at Association for Public Transportation, Funding High-Speed Transportation in America with Public-Private Partnerships, http://www.masstransitmag.com/article/10714851/funding-high-speed-transportation-in-america-with-public-private-partnerships)
This leads to the third way of funding public infrastructure. That approach would be implementation of public-private-partnerships, PPP or P3s as they are often called. The underlying assumption with P3s is that (1) there is a role for both government and private industry in building out this infrastructure, (2) neither the government nor private industry has the financial wherewithal to do so on its own, and (3) by both parties doing what they do best, the construction can be expedited and results realized more quickly. Many now believe that P3s can be the answer to building HSR in America. The task at hand is devising a formula for P3s that would work and be palatable to government, private corporations, unions and management, as well as citizen taxpayers, fare payers and toll payers. Several actions are needed: There needs to be enabling legislation to facilitate P3s in areas like Joint Power Authorities for governance, and regulations that will expedite permitting, zoning and environmental regulations. House Transportation & Infrastructure Chair John Mica (R-Fla.) has already called for this to upgrade the NEC. Also, legislation is required to expedite land acquisition for HSR right of way and areas around HSR train stations for transit-oriented development (TOD). Another critical legislative initiative will be requisite to facilitate the value capture of project revenues from existing properties in the proposed HSR station areas. Developers must be allowed to assume that when calculating the return on investment (ROI) for the HSR project that they could include not only revenues from HSR fares, but also from rent and lease payments flowing from commercial and residential properties at the TOD sites. Government entities would procure the HSR right of way as well as the TOD-related properties. The government would be responsible for all zoning, permitting and environmental (NEPA) work, so as to minimize the red-tape risk to the private firms. These TOD properties and ROW’s would be leased, at very favorable terms, to the private contractor or syndicate for 35 to 50 or more years. For existing properties, the private entity would be contractually obligated to return these properties to the governmental authority at the end of the lease in as good or better condition than when first received. For to-be-built properties, there would be a strict construction schedule, with severe penalties to the contractor for non-performance. Lastly, importantly, and perhaps most controversially, is the requirement to prime the pump with a steady, predictable cash inflow of, on average, $10 billion per year and an initial government-backed bond offering of $100 billion. The bond offering would be secured by the yearly cash flow, thereby providing the financial liquidity that would enable the governmental entities to purchase and prepare the acquired land for development.

TIFIA/RRIF Mechanisms

Expanding TIFIA secures funding from private investors 

Todorovich et al. 11 – Lincoln Institute of Land Policy [Petra Todorovich is director of America 2050, a national urban planning initiative to develop an infrastructure and growth strategy for the United States, Daniel Schned is an associate planner for America 2050 at Regional Plan Association, where he has focused on researching and planning for dedicated high-speed rail and improvements to conventional passenger rail in the Northeast Corridor, Robert Lane is senior fellow for urban design at Regional Plan Association and a founding principal of Plan & Process LLP, “High-Speed Rail International Lessons for U.S. Policy Makers,” September 2011, Page 48, https://www.lincolninst.edu/pubs/dl/1948_1268_High-Speed%20Rail%20PFR_Webster.pdf]
Two existing federal loan programs for transportation also could be expanded for high-speed rail ﬁnancing. The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) provides long-term loans and credit assistance through the U.S. Department of Transportation to ﬁnance large infrastructure projects with dedicated revenue sources that allow repayment. The program is designed to leverage private co-investment, and can cover up to 33 percent of the project costs (U.S. DOT 2011b). TIFIA could encourage even greater private investment if the program were enhanced to increase the maximum funding allowed to reﬂect current demand; permit more ﬂexibility in the project costs that can receive funding; and offer a simpliﬁed application and review process (Yarema 2011). These enhancements would be beneﬁcial for funding high-speed rail since the costs are large and lead times are already long, even before the time for required review processes is added.

RRIF loan guarantees solve funding issues

Todorovich et al. 11 – Lincoln Institute of Land Policy [Petra Todorovich is director of America 2050, a national urban planning initiative to develop an infrastructure and growth strategy for the United States, Daniel Schned is an associate planner for America 2050 at Regional Plan Association, where he has focused on researching and planning for dedicated high-speed rail and improvements to conventional passenger rail in the Northeast Corridor, Robert Lane is senior fellow for urban design at Regional Plan Association and a founding principal of Plan & Process LLP, “High-Speed Rail International Lessons for U.S. Policy Makers,” September 2011, Page 48, https://www.lincolninst.edu/pubs/dl/1948_1268_High-Speed%20Rail%20PFR_Webster.pdf]
The Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing (RRIF) Program provides direct federal loans and loan guarantees to ﬁnance the development of railroad infrastructure. It is beneﬁcial for high-speed rail because it can supply direct loans for up to 100 percent of project costs, with repayment periods up to 35 years and low interest rates locked in for the life of the loan term. To date, the program has been utilized primarily by small and medium-sized private railroads (U.S. DOT 2011c). Rail advocates have suggested modifying the stringent collateral requirement and credit risk premiums to make RRIF work for high-speed rail, as well as making high-speed rail’s eligibility explicit in the criteria (AHSRA 2011b).

Fed Key – Megaregion Jurisdiction 

Megaregions span across state borders – only the federal government has authority to access these economy benefits 

Ross and Woo 11 – Catherine L. Ross is Harry West Professor and director of the Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development at Georgia Institute of Technology. Myungje Woo is a research scientist at the Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development at Georgia Institute of Technology [Spring 2011, “Megaregions and Mobility,” The Bridge, Vol. 41, No. 1, ISSN 0737-6278, page 27-28, http://www.nae.edu/File.aspx?id=43182
Globalization, the accumulation of production, commodity trading, and finance capital on a global scale, is being accelerated by advances in communication and mobility (Douglass, 2000). In a globalized world, economic, trade, and mobility systems are closely linked and interdependent. However, globalization also produces winners and losers, not only among nations, but also among regions. Although trade relationships are based on global networks, the origins and destinations of global interactions are concentrated in specific agglomerated regions called “megaregions.” These new economic and geographic units, which have arisen in the past few decades, are “networks of metropolitan centers and their areas of influence” that have developed social, environmental, economic, and infrastructure relationships (Ross and Woo, 2009). Thus megaregions extend beyond metropolitan areas, sometimes beyond state lines, as more and more people and economic activities are concentrated there. Most megaregions are connected cities and surrounding areas with populations of 10 million or more. In the United States, the 10 largest megaregions (seven of which have populations of more than 10 million) represent 80 percent of U.S. economic activity. By 2050, the U.S. population is projected to increase by another 130 million people, which will undoubtedly increase the populations of existing megaregions and could very well lead to the emergence of new ones. Megaregions, which provide focal points for global connections to existing and emerging markets of opportunity, require planning across jurisdictional borders for everything from parks to ports. They are logical geographical and economic units for planning the construction and expansion of 21st century transportation systems. Investments in transportation connectivity and other improvements in and among megaregions are crucial to economic growth (Meyer, 2007). However, as megaregions expand, they must contend with intense traffic congestion, increasing pressures on the natural environment, resource constraints, and existing institutional and governmental boundaries. Spatial Planning and Investment in Transportation Infrastructure in Other Countries A cursory examination of spatial planning and transportation infrastructure investment in other countries shows the benefits of planning on the megaregion scale: prioritizing infrastructure investment; sharing transport infrastructure; and diversifying and expanding economic activities (Glaeser, 2007; Sassen, 2007). Megaregion-scale transportation and infrastructure that includes all geographic areas within its borders can have significant economic, social, and mobility benefits. Planning at the megaregional scale can improve the efficiency of freight and passenger transportation and high-speed/intercity rail; highways and concurrency; land use and green infrastructure planning on a multi-jurisdictional scale; accessibility to U.S. economic centers and global markets; management of natural resources and the environment; preparations for responding to natural disasters and other events that are not confined to political boundaries; mitigations and adaptations to climate change; and the creation of new revenue streams to improve mobility in corridors critical to economic success.

Federal government key to a multi-jurisdictional rail policy 

Ross and Woo 11 – Catherine L. Ross is Harry West Professor and director of the Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development at Georgia Institute of Technology. Myungje Woo is a research scientist at the Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development at Georgia Institute of Technology [Spring 2011, “Megaregions and Mobility,” The Bridge, Vol. 41, No. 1, ISSN 0737-6278, page 32, http://www.nae.edu/File.aspx?id=43182
With the announcement of new rail initiatives in 2010 and the allocation of $8 billion in federal funds as a “down payment,” the federal government has made a substantial commitment to the development of HSR, thus signaling a new direction in U.S. rail history. Although most of the proposed HSR routes are located in megaregions, the funding allocations are still based on state lines (Figure 3). Given the trends in population and economic growth and the current condition of the nation’s transportation infrastructure, the federal government should (1) continue to encourage the implementation of HSR to improve mobility, environmental conditions, and regional economic growth and connectivity and ensure the integration of transit in long-range and regional policies; (2) invest in improving and expanding the freight rail system to support functional relationships between regions and reduce congestion on critical highway corridors; (3) continue collaborative efforts and initiatives by local, state, and regional bodies to mitigate congestion and establish regional policies that encourage coordination in planning and investment in multi-jurisdictional passenger mobility systems. Lessons learned by experience in European and Asian countries could help guide U.S. infrastructure investment toward more sustainable infrastructure and transportation systems. Working from a megaregional framework will make coordination and progress toward these goals easier to achieve.
Fed Key – Current Projects Prove
States face problems when attempting HSR - California efforts prove Federal action is key
Taylor 11 (Mac, Legislative Analyst, High speed rail is at a critical juncture, http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/trns/high_speed_rail/high_speed_rail_051011.pdf)
A Number of Problems Threaten Successful Development of High-Speed Rail. In this report, we describe a number of problems that pose threats to the high-speed rail project’s successful development as envisioned by Proposition 1A. For example, the availability of the additional funding assumed in a 2009 business plan as necessary to complete the project is highly uncertain and federal deadlines and conditions attached to the funding already provided to the state would limit the state’s options for the successful development of the system. In addition, the existing governance structure for the project is inadequate for the imminent development and construction stages and the Legislature lacks the good information it needs to make critical multi-billion dollar decisions about the project that it will soon face. Legislative Actions Could Improve Likelihood of Project’s Success. The Legislature faces some challenging choices about whether to continue with a project that, despite the problems outlined above, could have some reductions in other spending for transportation improvements as well as air quality and other environmental benefits. If the Legislature chooses to go forward with the high-speed rail project, we have concluded that two key steps could be taken now to improve the likelihood of its successful development. First, the Legislature needs more time and greater flexibility to make critical decisions relating to the project. This would require modifications to the federal restrictions that have been imposed on the project regarding the timing of the expenditure of these federal funds, as well as to a federal administrative decision to require that they all be spent building an initial section of the rail line in the Central Valley. Second, significant improvements are needed in the way both day-today and longer-term strategic decisions are made. We have concluded that the current governance structure for the project is no longer appropriate and is too weak to ensure that this mega-project is coordinated and managed effectively. LAO Recommendations. We recommend that the Legislature take the following actions to increase the likelihood that the high-speed rail project will be developed successfully: • Fund Only Needed Administrative Tasks for Now. We recommend that the Legislature reject the administration’s 2011-12 budget request for $185 million in funding for consultants to perform project management, public outreach, and other work to develop the project, and only appropriate at this time the $7 million in funding requested for state administration of the project by HSRA. A n L A O R e p O R t www.lao.ca.gov Legislative Analyst’s Office 3• Seek Flexibility on Use of Federal Funds. We propose that the Legislature direct HSRA to renegotiate the terms of the federal funding awarded to the state by the Federal Rail Administration (FRA). We believe the state must obtain relief from the current federal restrictions on the project if it is to be developed successfully, and therefore that the Legislature should proceed with the project only if this flexibility is obtained from the federal government

Fed Key – States Can’t Fund 
States don’t have the financial tools to fund HSR – trades off with other programs 

Taylor 11 (Mac, Legislative Analyst, High speed rail is at a critical juncture, http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/trns/high_speed_rail/high_speed_rail_051011.pdf)
Availability of the Funding Necessary for New System Highly Uncertain The 2009-10 Budget Act required HSRA to submit to the Legislature a revised business plan by December 15, 2009, as well as a review of this plan by our office. Figure 2 shows the project’s anticipated funding sources as described in the business plan, as well as what portion of this funding has been secured as of April 2011. In our review of the business plan in early 2010 we concluded that its funding assumptions are optimistic and that it is unclear how the state will be able to secure the necessary funding to complete the project. Specifically, we found that the business plan includes unrealistic assumptions about the receipt of federal funds to build the project, no discussion of the challenges of additional General Fund debt-service costs, as well as a lack of identified sources for the other funding assumed in the business plan to complete a high-speed rail system. In addition, the plan indicated the potential need for a state operating subsidy, which would be contrary to explicit provisions in Proposition 1A. We discuss these potential problems in more detail below. Federal Funding Assumptions Appear Unrealistic. The HSRA’s latest business plan assumes the state will receive $17 billion to$19 billion from the federal government for construction of the high-speed rail system. To date, HSRA has secured roughly $3.6 billion in federal funding for development of the project. Of that, roughly $3 billion is dedicated to the construction of the system; $400 million was given to the developers of the San Francisco Transbay Transit Center, one of the planned high-speed rail stations; and nearly $200 million will be used by HSRA for project-wide preliminary engineering and environmental clearance work. The HSRA indicates that without additional significant federal support beyond that provided to date, the project cannot be completed. Given the federal government’s current financial situation and the current focus in Washington on reducing federal spending, it is uncertain if any further funding for the high-speed rail program will become available. In contrast to the interstate highway system, which was constructed with the dedication of funding from the federal excise tax on gasoline, federal funding for high-speed rail is not supported by a dedicated revenue stream and therefore must compete with other annual federal funding priorities. State Would Incur Major Additional Debt Service Costs. The 2009 business plan assumes that $9 billion in state funding for the project will come from the sale of general obligation bonds approved by voters in Proposition 1A. The debt service payments on general obligation bonds are typically paid for from the state’s General Fund. We estimate that, should the state sell all of the $9 billion in voter-approved high-speed rail bonds, the state’s total principal and interest costs for repaying the debt would be $18 billion to $20 billion. This would require annual debt service payments of roughly $1 billion for the next two decades. Due to the dire condition of the state’s General Fund, adding such costs for debt service in the near future means that the Legislature would have to consider reducing costs for other state programs or increasing revenues to offset these costs.

Yetiv 10 (Steve, Professor of political science at Old Dominion University in Norfolk, US high-speed rail to the rescue, http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2010/0201/US-high-speed-rail-to-the-rescue/(page)/2)

What if you could travel the 347 miles from Los Angeles to San Francisco in a fraction of the time it takes to drive this distance and without the security checks, the clogged terminals, and flight cancellations that seem to plague air travel these days? What if you could also save money, substantially decrease pollution and the need to build expensive highways, and create American jobs while you were at it? Seem like a pipe dream? It's not.he technology is already here but it's underrated, underutilized, and often overlooked. High-speed rail is an important part of the answer to much of America's travel and environmental woes, not to mention potentially easing American oil dependence. The United States, as Obama pointed out recently just needs to take it seriously. Around the world, high-speed trains have roundly beaten planes on price, overall travel time, and convenience at ranges of up to 600 miles. Consider what happened in Europe: Commercial flights all but disappeared after high-speed trains were established between Paris and Lyon. And in the first year of operation, a Madrid-to-Barcelona high-speed link cut the air travel market about 50 percent. Traveling by train from London to Paris generates just 1/10th the amount of carbon dioxide as traveling by plane, according to one study. Consider Asia: While America fumbles, China has seen the light. It plans to build 42 high-speed rail lines across 13,000 kilometers (some 8,000 miles) in the next three years. The Chinese Railway Ministry says that rail can transport 160 million people per year compared with 80 million for a four-lane highway. In addition to the central goal of decreasing oil use and pollution, China seeks to bolster its economy with investment in rail and also to satisfy the demands for mobility of its growing middle class. For America, as fewer people opt for gas-guzzling air or car travel, a high-speed rail system would hit US oil dependence right where it counts: in the gas tank. High-speed rail is most economical in areas of high population density. In August 2009, Nobel Prize-winning economist Paul Krugman found that America has a "bigger potential market for fast rail than any European country." Meanwhile, the US Department of Transportation has identified 11 high-speed corridors, including Los Angeles to San Francisco. And Congress has wisely dedicated $8 billion to pay for high-speed rail projects across the country as part of last year's stimulus packageA few states such as Florida are actively considering the viability of high-speed rail. Yet California is one of the few states that have made noticeable strides toward rail. Indeed, in November 2008, California voters OK'd $10 billion in funding for a rail system linking L.A. and San Francisco. This system will include trains capable of traveling 220 miles per hour, cutting travel time from about six hours via Route I-5 to just 2-1/2 hours. According to a study by the California High-Speed Rail Authority, building the rail system there will create 150,000 construction jobs and 450,000 permanent jobs. It will also "bring economic benefits worth twice the cost of construction," including the development of business centers, and create less environmental impact than a two-lane highway. The system would "save up to 5 million barrels of oil per year and reduce pollutant emissions," while even managing to "avoid 10,000 auto accidents yearly with their attendant deaths, injuries, and property damage compared to expanding only highways." We spend a lot of time bemoaning US oil dependence, the job market, and horrible air travel, but high-speed rail is the answer right in front of us. What should be done to make it a reality nation-wide? First, state leaders should encourage citizens to really consider the long-term benefits. High-speed rail would not only create jobs for Americans, it would actually increase our national security over time by helping us get off our oil addiction – an addiction that strengthens our adversaries and leaves us vulnerable to foreign crises and oil disruptions. Investment in rail is well worth it. Second, the price of gasoline is still very low in the US compared with other industrialized nations with developed rail systems. This perpetuates the American culture of sprawl and big vehicles. States could restructure taxes to raise the gas tax while decreasing taxes on payroll, so that taxpayers don't pay a higher tax overall. Higher gas taxes will give citizens incentive to switch to rail. When citizens start taking rail seriously, states can start taking it seriously and develop careful plans to move forward and take advantage of federal rail money. Of course, rail won't solve every energy problem, but it should be an important part of a national energy policy

Cruikshank and Krouse 10 (Robert and Daniel, chairman of Californians for HSR, founder of Californians for HSR, What’s the best way to modernize our transportation?, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Elections/One-Minute-Debate/2010/1026/What-s-the-best-way-to-modernize-our-transportation)

High-speed rail is a big part of the answer During the Great Depression, businesses and governments agreed that transportation modernization was essential to restoring prosperity. The 1930s saw the emergence of the freeway (the first one opening in Los Angeles in 1940) and the airport as important modes of transportation. Together with the National Interstate and Defense Highways Act of 1956, these Depression Era investments helped produce the long postwar economic boom and brought widespread prosperity to the United States. Related stories High-speed rail: Stimulus dollars wisely spent? The Monitor's View: Taxing drivers by the mile and not by the gallon Federal, state officials review high speed rail using stimulus funds High hopes for high speed US in a jam over what to do about traffic Ads by Google Transportation Degree Earn a Transportation & Logistics Management Degree Online at AMU. www.AMUOnline.com/Logistics As we face another dire economic crisis, we have a similar need for modernization and economic recovery. When gas prices soared in 2008, it helped push the unstable economy over the edge. Even in the depths of the worst recession in 60 years, gas prices remain at 2006 levels. Analysts such as those at Deutsche Bank predict that oil prices will rise again once job growth returns, threatening to strangle a recovery in its infancy. High-speed rail will not only stimulate the economy during construction, but it will reduce our dependence on foreign oil, helping our economy to avoid future oil price shocks. It will also tie together the economies of mid-sized urban areas to the economies of large metropolitan cities through increased accessibility. ONE MINUTE DEBATE: Should America's illegal immigrants be offered legal status? High-speed rail will do for us what the Interstate did. It will increase access and stimulate economic activity at a transformative level. All over the world, industrialized countries have already invested heavily in high-speed rail and are continuing to expand existing networks to modernize their transportation systems. There is little debate around the world about the benefits of high-speed rail. It is time we step up to assure the environmental and economic prosperity of our future generations in these United States. – Robert Cruickshank, chairman; and Daniel Krause, cofounder, Californians For High Speed Rail 

Tech is Feasible

HSR is technologically feasible

Grisby and Guzzetti 12 - Darnell Grisby is the Director of Policy Development and Research at American Public Transportation Association, Art Guzzetti is the Vice President - Policy at American Public Transportation Association (American Public Transportation Association, “An Inventory of the Criticisms of High-Speed Rail”, January 2012, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/HSR-Defense.pdf)

Regarding technology requirements, high-speed rail is a different technology than conventional rail, but it is also a well proven technology with nearly half a century of safe application in Europe and Japan. High-speed rail does require a grade separated and secured track system, but in most parts of the nation where high-speed rail is being discussed, engineers and planners are working to make that happen. It’s not an insurmountable obstacle.

High-speed rail, for that matter virtually all intercity passenger rail service, works best when it is part of a highly integrated transportation system. With the exception of the first leg of the proposed Florida highspeed rail corridor, virtually all proposed corridors link downtowns to downtowns and major airports with the intention of tying the intercity passenger rail service to local services including commuter rail, transit, and highways. Even in those areas where such complementary transportation services may not presently exist, there are plans to put those elements in place to enable travelers to get wherever they desire efficiently and economically.

Stopping is not a problem for high-speed train sets. In fact, most high-speed rail systems in the world run with headways of between three and eight minutes with trains reaching well over 200 mph between stations. That’s why high-speed rail has had the impact it has in most countries in terms of its ability to compete with and be recognized as a popular alternative to both the airplane and the automobile

The technology works – gains from the Recovery Act prove

US Executive 10 – (US Executive Branch, August 2010, “The recovery act: Transforming the American Economy through Innovation”, http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/Recovery_Act_Innovation.pdf)

Along with investments in vehicle technology, the Recovery Act is investing in world-class public transportation options. With less than 500 miles of high-speed rail with speeds far slower than other countries, the U.S. is significantly behind other nations. China has already completed nearly two-thirds of a planned 8,000-mile high-speed rail network; and geographically smaller countries like Japan, France, and Germany all have over 1,000-mile networks. 

While the overall population density of the U.S. is lower than much of Europe and Asia, there are major metropolitan corridors stretching from 100 to600 miles that are comparable to corridors around the world where high-speed rail has proven to be a successful addition to transportation networks. In the U.S., several economically interdependent metropolitan regions that face growing highway and aviation congestion are strong candidates for future high-speed rail investment. These include: the Midwest hub, the Pacific Northwest, California, Texas and the Gulf, Florida, and the Southeast and Northeast corridors. The Federal Railroad Administration is employing rigorous planning and cost-effectiveness analysis to ensure Federal investments are targeted at those projects that maximize benefits to transportation systems and overall economic performance.  

With $8 billion in funding, the Recovery Act is beginning to make high-speed rail a reality across the country. The initial projects selected to receive funding represent strategic investments that will ultimately result in new high-speed rail corridors and will upgrade thousands of miles of existing track and services, laying the groundwork for future high-speed rail services.

California’s high-speed rail mega-project promises to alter significantly the transportation landscape in California by connecting the State’s largest metropolises with up to 220-mph service. Once complete, California anticipates business, leisure, and commuter ridership of up to 100 million passengers a year by 2035, which if realized, would make it one of the busiest passenger rail lines in the world. On August 11, 2010, the Transbay Transit Center in San Francisco, the northern terminus for the California highspeed rail system, broke ground. Touted as the “Grand Central of the West,” it is the first new station on the California high-speed rail system to move into construction. It is expected to serve more than 45 million passengers a year. 16 

In other parts of the country, Recovery Act investments are laying the groundwork for important improvements to the Nation’s intercity passenger rail network. The direct benefits from just five corridors funded under the Recovery Act’s high-speed rail program include:

• 808 route miles of track improvements or new high-speed rail track with 364 route miles operating at speeds of up to 110 mph and 84 route miles operating at speeds of up to 168 mph;

• 95 percent increase in U.S. high-speed rail route miles versus current Acela service;

• 26 new or additional round trip service frequencies; and

• 18 percent better trip times, saving an estimated 3.8 million hours for travelers annually.

AT: No Ridership

Models prove there will be significant ridership

Cox 11 – (John, California Watch, “High-speed rail panel cites improvements in ridership model”, http://californiawatch.org/dailyreport/high-speed-rail-panel-cites-improvements-ridership-model-12562)

*Citing models from the California High-Speed Rail Authority

Assuming bullet train tickets are priced at 83 percent of air fare levels, more than 13 million passengers can be expected to ride the system in 2020, its first year of operation between Anaheim and San Francisco. That figure is expected to top 69 million in 2035, when the system is to have expanded to San Diego and Sacramento;

If tickets are priced at 50 percent of air fare levels, nearly 19 million passengers are projected to ride on the system in 2020. At that price level, annual ridership is expected to grow to more than 98 million once the full system is operating in 2035;

HSR will attract significant ridership

Booton 11 - (Jennifer, Fox Business, “Record Amtrak Passengers Hint at Growing Demand for High-Speed Rail”, 10/14/11, http://www.foxbusiness.com/travel/2011/10/14/record-amtrak-passengers-hint-at-growing-demand-for-high-speed-rail/

Amtrak said Friday it carried more than 30 million passengers in the latest fiscal year, an all-time record that has helped stir interest in a degraded high-speed rail industry.

Supporters of high-speed rail, who have been struggling for years to initiate its adoption in the U.S., say demand for the either loved- or loathed- sector is now clearly visible.

“This proves that obviously there’s a demand. Ridership is soaring out there, and we’re barely even investing,” said Andy Kunz, CEO of the U.S. High Speed Rail Association.

Amtrak ridership was up more than 5% year-over-year in the fiscal period ended Sept. 30 and ticket revenue climbed more than 8% despite significant weather-related disruptions in the Northeast, Central and Western U.S. More than half of Amtrak services set all-time records this year, including seven Amtrak routes that carried more than one million passengers.

The record results come amid growing discussion over high-speed trains in the U.S. The parties in favor of high speed rail claim the need is obvious and the benefits numerous, while those against it say rail is far too expensive and hard to justify in today’s tough economic environment.

At the very least, the increased demand offers another sign travelers are getting fed up with soaring airline fares and fight cancellations, according to Kunz. 

Global air travel slowed in August, with passenger traffic falling about 1.5% from July, according to the International Air Transport Association. The U.S. saw the weakest advance in traffic in August at 2.9%, with U.S. domestic travel contracting 1%.

The economic headwinds have started to create problems for major U.S. airlines, including AMR's (AMR) American Airlines, which has been fighting off bankruptcy rumors, as well as other airline majors such as Delta (DAL: 11.04, -0.19, -1.69%) and United Continental (UAL: 24.25, +0.07, +0.29%) that have considered or already cut capacity. Total industry profits are expected to fall to $4.9 billion in 2012 from $6.9 billion this year, according to the IATA. 

Amtrak’s results show that people “want and need a third form of transportation,” Kunz said.

Supporters of more rails say that it would fill a necessary void for medium-distance travelers, where it may be too inconvenient to drive but too costly to fly. Picture New York to Washington D.C. or San Francisco to Los Angeles. 

Strong demand for HSR

Grisby and Guzzetti 12 - Darnell Grisby is the Director of Policy Development and Research at American Public Transportation Association, Art Guzzetti is the Vice President - Policy at American Public Transportation Association (American Public Transportation Association, “An Inventory of the Criticisms of High-Speed Rail”, January 2012, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/HSR-Defense.pdf)

For its part, Amtrak, in its 2009 Annual Report, noted that demand for passenger rail was strong. During FY 2009, Amtrak carried 27.2 million passengers—the second highest total in company history. While ridership in FY 2009 was down from the all-time record of 28.7 million in FY 2008, it was up 5 percent over FY 2007, continuing a long-term trend of rising ridership since FY 2002 when 21.6 million passengers rode Amtrak.

On this basis, it’s pretty hard to argue with any credibility that the American public does not want, nor will they use public transportation. Judging from the latest statistics from the Texas Transportation Institute, Americans would like nothing more than to have transportation services available that will allow them to reclaim some of those 6 billion hours a year lost in highway and roadway congestion. 

According to a July 27, 2008 posting by Sarah Schlicter at Independenttravel.com, Amtrak ridership was up 11 percent since October 2007, and the company expected to see a record number of passengers in 2008 (see “High-Speed Rail: Obama’s Gift that Nobody Wants,” Washington Examiner Editorial, February 10, 2011, above).

From her perspective, Ms. Schlicter believes there are at least 10 good reasons to choose passenger rail travel over air or car travel

There will be demand for HSR

Grisby and Guzzetti 12 - Darnell Grisby is the Director of Policy Development and Research at American Public Transportation Association, Art Guzzetti is the Vice President - Policy at American Public Transportation Association (American Public Transportation Association, “An Inventory of the Criticisms of High-Speed Rail”, January 2012, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/HSR-Defense.pdf)

While it is true most Americans don’t (presently) use railroads, they (presently) use cars, what’s the point? Is it to suggest that just because that is the way things are today they can’t or won’t change in the future? What about when gasoline is pushing $8.00 a gallon like it is in most other parts of the world? Should people be permanently locked in their cars or on airplanes with no other alternative means of travel for distances of 100 to 600 miles, except to wait in long lines and endure both high cost and insulting scrutiny as they attempt to board an airplane?

And that “small segment of the population?” According to the Census Bureau 2010 Census, more than 70 percent of the nation’s population lives in or reasonably close to urban centers. Under the administration’s plan to develop and improve intercity passenger rail service, this segment of the population could avail themselves of this revitalized transportation option over the next decade and beyond. Plus, with the American population expected to grow by at least 100 million over the next few decades, one can only imagine demand for transportation alternatives to the already overly congested highway and aviation infrastructure will increase.

AT: Initial Costs

The initial spending is not a problem – and the plan prevents greater future spending on transportation

Grisby and Guzzetti 12 - Darnell Grisby is the Director of Policy Development and Research at American Public Transportation Association, Art Guzzetti is the Vice President - Policy at American Public Transportation Association (American Public Transportation Association, “An Inventory of the Criticisms of High-Speed Rail”, January 2012, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/HSR-Defense.pdf)

O’Toole argues that the time savings is not worth the cost of the present difference between Acela ($139) and Northeast Regional ($60) services between Washington and New York (a value judgment), especially compared to the cut-rate ($20) bus service or the $119 one-way flight (the price in June 2009)/one hour (no accounting for travel time to and from the airport or wait time in security lines).

Mr. O’Toole apparently is attempting to extrapolate some kind of cost based on what he claims are Amtrak losses of $28 to $84 per passenger in most of its short-distance corridors and $84 per passenger in the state-subsidized corridors like North Carolina’s Raleigh-Charlotte corridor. It would be interesting to see what the comparable numbers would be for highway and aviation infrastructure cost overruns and operating loses.

These figures and statements bear no resemblance to the 800-mile, largely green field high-speed rail project proposed by the California High-Speed Rail Authority.

According to the California High-Speed Rail Authority, its high-speed train system would lower the number of intercity automobile passengers on highways by up to 70 million annually. What’s more, it will cost less than half the amount of expanding freeways and airports to meet future intercity travel demand and would eliminate the need to construct 3,000 lane miles of highways, 91 airport gates, and five additional airport runways.

HSR costs are impossible to predict – too many changing factors

Grisby and Guzzetti 12 - Darnell Grisby is the Director of Policy Development and Research at American Public Transportation Association, Art Guzzetti is the Vice President - Policy at American Public Transportation Association (American Public Transportation Association, “An Inventory of the Criticisms of High-Speed Rail”, January 2012, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/HSR-Defense.pdf)

Additionally, the ultimate cost of a project is, not surprisingly, a matter that is frequently difficult to predict. On most infrastructure projects the factors known at the time of the preliminary estimate are significantly less complicated than those factors that become realized as the project goes through its various stages including final engineering. This is a matter about which the California High-Speed Rail Authority has been very transparent. 

AT: Profitability

“Profitability” is a lazy attack – the current rail system prohibits profitability

Grisby and Guzzetti 12 - Darnell Grisby is the Director of Policy Development and Research at American Public Transportation Association, Art Guzzetti is the Vice President - Policy at American Public Transportation Association (American Public Transportation Association, “An Inventory of the Criticisms of High-Speed Rail”, January 2012, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/HSR-Defense.pdf)

“If the airlines cannot be profitable after 75 years of federal investment in a state-of-the art infrastructure and command-and-control system, how is Amtrak supposed to operate profitable, customer-friendly passenger trains over a 22,000-mile network of privately financed 19 th -century railroad alignments using a 19 th -century signaling technology and 19 th -century grade-crossing protection that limits trains to an effective average speed of 48 miles per hour? 

You wouldn’t dare pass a law ordering a bunch of managers to operate a profitable shoemanufacturing business in a 19 th -century factory building using technology built in 1920 while paying their employees 21 st -century wages. So why would you pass a law ordering a bunch of managers to earn a profit carrying railroad passengers according to those same rules?   

Here is how I answer that question. The answer has several elements: 

First, ‘profitability’ is no more achievable for passenger trains than it is for airliners and private autos (are private cars ‘profitable’ to their owners when they carry an average of 1.2 passengers per trip and spend about 20 out of each 24 hours sitting idle in a garage or parking lot?) The question of ‘profit’ in for-hire passenger carriage is dangerously misleading and irrelevant. The economic value generated by passenger transportation historically is captured by the businesses served by the transportation network, not by the carriers. 

 Second, passenger trains require federal infrastructure investment in a modern right of way and a modern command-and-control technology just as cars and airplanes do. Until the federal government funds a meaningful, modern and relevant system of passenger-train tracks, signals, and stations, no comparison between passengers trains and cars or airliners is valid. To be competitive, trains must first be provided with the means of competitive success, as cars and airplanes were. And as shoe factories are. 

AT: Any HSR Not Worth It Arg.

Providing transportation infrastructure is a fundamental government responsibility – all other concerns are secondary

Grisby and Guzzetti 12 - Darnell Grisby is the Director of Policy Development and Research at American Public Transportation Association, Art Guzzetti is the Vice President - Policy at American Public Transportation Association (American Public Transportation Association, “An Inventory of the Criticisms of High-Speed Rail”, January 2012, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/HSR-Defense.pdf)

But for our money, both are worthy investments and reflect nothing more than government fulfilling its responsibility to the citizenry. Our nation has no future without an educated citizenry . . . and perhaps no way to maintain an affordable, integrated transportation system without improved intercity passenger and high-speed rail.

O’Toole Indict

Reject O’Toole’s claims: he’s funded by oil interests

LRN 7 – (Light Rail Now, 1/15/7, “Randal O'Toole's "Thoreau Institute": Oil, Asphalt, and Pipeline Money Feed an Extremist Attack on Urban Planning and Public Transit”, http://www.lightrailnow.org/facts/fa_lrt_2007-01a.htm)

Randal O'Toole's self-styled "Thoreau Institute" lies at the core of his ferocious jihad against urban planning, Smart Growth, New Urbanism, public transport, and rail transit (a jihad that he also promotes through spinoffs and front groups such as his American Dream Coalition"). So, just what – and whom – does the Thoreau Institute represent?

Media Transparency – which exposes what amounts to "an interconnected web of conservative organizations" funded by far-right "philanthropies" (almost univerally opposed to public transport and rail transit) – provides some answers by revealing the primary funding sources of O'Toole's outfit.

According to Media Transparency's research, O'Toole's Thoreau Institute, based in Oak Grove, Oregon, received major grants totalling $ 321,100 between 1997-2005. Here's a tabulation of the organization's main funding sources in that period.

	Date
	Amount
	Funder

	12/31/2005
	$50,000
	Sarah Scaife Foundation

	01/01/2002
	$50,000
	Sarah Scaife Foundation

	01/01/2002
	$10,000
	Charlotte and Walter Kohler Charitable Trust

	01/01/2001
	$50,000
	Sarah Scaife Foundation

	01/01/1999
	$50,000
	Sarah Scaife Foundation

	01/01/1999
	$10,000
	Charlotte and Walter Kohler Charitable Trust

	01/01/1998
	$50,000
	Charles G. Koch Charitable Foundation

	11/11/1997
	$22,550
	The Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation, Inc.

	08/11/1997
	$22,550
	The Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation, Inc.

	04/07/1997
	$3,000
	The Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation, Inc.

	04/07/1997
	$3,000
	The Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation, Inc.


Who are these donors? Media Transparency has provided information on three out of the four (no information was available on the Kohler Charitable Trust). The Light Rail Now Project has supplemented with additional information, where appropriate.

Sarah Mellon Scaife Foundation – This is "a foundation financed by the Mellon industrial, oil and banking fortune", according to Media Transparency.

At one time, its largest single holding was stock in Gulf Oil Corporation. it was estimated some years ago to be a $200 million foundation. it became active in supporting conservative causes in 1973, when Richard Mellon Scaife became chairman. Since then, Scaife has been a leading financier of New Right causes.

Charles G. Koch Foundation – This foundation is deeply rooted in the petroleum and petrochemical industries. According to Media Transparency,

David and Charles Koch, sons of the ultraconservative founder of Koch industries, Fred Koch, direct the three Koch family foundations: the Charles G. Koch Foundation, the David H. Koch Charitable Foundation, and the Claude R. Lambe Charitable Foundation. David and Charles control Koch industries, the second-largest privately owned company and the largest privately owned energy company in the nation; they have a combined net worth of approximately $4 billion, placing them among the top 50 wealthiest individuals in the country and among the top 100 wealthiest individuals in the world in 2003, according to Forbes.

Koch industries, Inc. has primarily been involved in petroleum and chemicals. its website boasts that...

Koch companies have been involved in the petroleum business since 1940, growing refining capacity more than 80-fold in six decades. Today, the Flint Hills Resources group of businesses, subsidiaries of Koch industries, are engaged in petroleum refining, chemicals and lube oil production, crude oil supply and trading, and wholesale marketing and trading of fuel oil, base oils, gasoline, petrochemicals, chemical intermediates, asphalt and other products. A subsidiary of Koch Supply & Trading also produces jet fuel, gas oil, naphtha and residual fuel in Europe.

As a result of Flint Hills Resources' various interests in production facilities in the petroleum chain, the company has expanded its marketing capability regularly to create value for customers. An example of that expansion is the 2003 entry into the base lube oil business following the purchase of a half-interest in Louisiana- based Excel Paralubes. The lube oil business is a natural extension of Flint Hills Resources, and has introduced it to a new customer base. The company's products are used in motor oil, agriculture oils and marine oils, among others.

in 2005, Flint Hills Resources began operating a system of strategically located asphalt terminals, formerly owned by Koch Materials Company, to market product from the Minnesota refinery. This refinery's production of asphalt sparked Koch companies' 1979 entry into asphalt marketing.

Koch further emphasizes its roots in the oil. gas, and chemical pipeline industry:

As part of a 1946 refining acquisition, Koch industries' predecessor company acquired a small crude oil pipeline system in southwestern Oklahoma. Over the years, Koch companies have bought or built and sold pipeline systems transporting crude oil and refined products, as well as natural gas, natural gas liquids and anhydrous ammonia. Today, Koch Pipeline Company, L.P. owns and operates pipelines carrying crude oil, refined products and natural gas liquids.

Major donors to Randal O'Toole's anti-transit, pro-sprawl campaign stand to gain from continuing overwhelming dependency on motor vehicle mobility, and from sprawl development which reinforces that dependency. Through its involvement in asphalt production, Koch industries profits from highway construction, such as this jumble of freeway ramps and bridges in Milwaukee. 

Media Transparency provides the following additional information with regard to the Koch family's political ideology and "charitable" investment policies:

Following in the footsteps of their father, a member of the John Birch Society, the Kochs clearly have an ultra-conservative bent. Charles Koch founded the Cato institute, and David Koch co-founded Citizens for a Sound Economy (CSE) [now FreedomWorks], where he serves as chairman of the board of directors. David also serves on the board of the Cato institute. The Koch foundations make substantial annual contributions to these organizations (more than $12 million to each between 1985 and 2002) as well as to other influential conservative think tanks, advocacy groups, media organizations, academic institutes and legal organizations, thus participating in every level of the policy process. Their total conservative policy giving exceeded $20 million between 1999 and 2001. As reflected in their creation and funding of Cato and CSE, most of their contributions go to support organizations and groups advancing libertarian theory, privatization, entrepreneurship and free enterprise. David Koch even ran for president as the Libertarian Party candidate in 1980. in describing his foundation's contributions, he states, "My overall concept is to minimize the role of government and to maximize the role of private economy and to maximize personal freedoms."

The brothers' libertarian and free-market orientation comes as no surprise, given their ownership of Koch industries, an oil and gas corporation.

The Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation, Inc. – According to Media Transparency, "With $516 million in assets1 (2004), the Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation of Milwaukee, Wisconsin is the country's largest and most influential right-wing foundation."

As of the end of 2004, it was giving away more than $33 million a year. its financial resources, its clear political agenda, and its extensive national network of contacts and collaborators in political, academic and media circles has allowed it to exert an important influence on key issues of public policy. While its targets range from affirmative action to social security, it has seen its greatest successes in the areas of welfare "reform" and attempts to privatize public education through the promotion of school vouchers.

More than three years ago, as our article Exposing Those Far-Right Propaganda "Think Tanks" pointed out, "Throughout the USA, public transportation is virtually under siege" – calling attention to "a veritable barrage of misinformation, directed especially against rail transit services and proposals, coming from so-called "think tanks" with warm and fuzzy "heartland"-style or "academic"-redolent names...."

As our article continued,

Despite their "grassroots" pretenses, these groups' high intensity of pricey activities belie heavily endowed bank accounts: a steady stream of "surveys", supposedly erudite research projects and reports, cash channelled into local anti-transit and anti-New Urbanism organizing efforts, and visits by national "hired gun" transit assassins like Wendell Cox and Randal O'Toole.

Gradually, with more and more information coming to light, all the dots are being connected. And what's becoming clearer and clearer is that the efforts to roadblock the development of rail transit and Smart Growth policies are directly linked to powerful, extremely wealthy interest groups that stand to profit substantially from thwarting rail transit and other major public transport investments and from maintaining dependency on private motor vehicle transport and suburban sprawl land development patterns in perpetuity.
AT States
2AC AT States – Coordination

Federal government key to regional cooperation and planning
GAO, ’10 [Government Accountability Office, June 2010, “High Speed Rail: Learning From Service Start-ups, Prospects for Increased Industry Investment, and Federal Oversight Plans”]
Project sponsors, states, and others with whom we spoke are looking for federal leadership and funding in creating a structure for high speed rail development and in identifying how to achieve the potential benefits that these projects may offer. All but 1 of the 11 high speed rail proposals we reviewed have a projected need for federal funds in addition to any state, local, or other funding they may receive. Aside from funding, project sponsors and others are also looking for a stronger federal policy and programmatic role. For example, officials from 15 of the 16 projects we reviewed told us that the federal role should be to set the vision or direction for high speed rail in the United States. An official with the Florida DOT told us that no high speed rail system would be built in Florida or elsewhere in the United States absent a true federal high speed rail program. Private sector officials also told us of the importance of a federal role and vision for high speed rail, and that leadership is needed from the federal government in providing governance structures for high speed rail projects that help to overcome the institutional challenges previously described in this report. Other stakeholders similarly mentioned the need for a federal role in promoting interagency and interstate cooperation, and identified other potential federal roles, such as setting safety standards, promoting intermodal models of transportation, and assisting with right-of-way acquisition.

Takes out solvency – leaving the decisions up to multiple states creates conflicts and means they make decisions based on individual state needs

Freemark, ’10 [April 19th, 2010, Yonah Freemark, “Is the U.S. Ready for a Sustained High-Speed Rail Funding Source?”, http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2010/04/19/is-the-u-s-ready-for-a-sustained-high-speed-rail-funding-source/]
If, as has been evident recently, Washington is reluctant to identify corridors for investment, decisions must be made by each individual state or by groups of states. At least under this Administration, a proposed national route network, identifying priorities for investment and specific goals for each line, seems unlikely. Places that don’t want high-speed rail won’t get it, and places that do — and are politically connected in the enormously influential Senate — will. For train spending in big states, like California, Florida, and Texas, the process should be relatively simple to undertake: Once state-level administrators have selected a preferred investment and the federal government has agreed to its importance, a deal similar to the Federal Transit Administration’s New Start full-funding grant agreement can be signed. Done. But the situation becomes far more complicated once multiple states get involved. Take the Northeast Corridor: despite clear evidence that the Washington-Boston mainline holds the most potential for increased ridership, plenty of affected states have been pushing for other investments. New York is focused on the Albany-Buffalo line, Pennsylvania on the Scranton-New York corridor, and Connecticut on the New Haven-Springfield connection. None of this is to suggest that those projects aren’t important, it’s just that they aren’t as essential as the mainline. Yet the fact that states have to respond the the needs of their own constituents means that the region’s broader interests are ignored. Because states want spending within their borders, they’ll fight to prevent the federal government from using “their” tax returns for infrastructure construction elsewhere, even if those projects are indirectly beneficial. The federal government’s unwillingness to step in and promote routes as more important than others means that spending will be scattered around, often distributed to projects that shouldn’t be at the top of the priority list. 
2AC AT States – Investor Confidence

CP can’t solve investor confidence – a stable federal funding stream is key
GAO, ’10 [Government Accountability Office, June 2010, “High Speed Rail: Learning From Service Start-ups, Prospects for Increased Industry Investment, and Federal Oversight Plans”]
Industry stakeholders agreed that the time frame for building more intercity passenger rail capacity in the United States depends upon the level of public funding committed. They further stated that a stable federal funding stream would encourage firms to enter the marketplace and to make investments. For example, passenger rail car manufacturers discussed the time commitment involved in designing, testing, and manufacturing passenger rail cars. As a result, they stated that they need to ensure that funding will be available throughout the entire process. While the Recovery Act funding waives the PRIIA nonfederal match requirements for capital investments, the fiscal year 2010 appropriation for intercity passenger rail projects requires at least 20 percent of the project's capital costs to come from nonfederal funding sources. If states or other grantees do not come up with their share, they will be unable to use the federal funds. Industry stakeholders stated that, in order to be successful, intercity passenger rail service would need stable state operating support in addition to capital funding provided by the federal government because all of the passenger rail systems we studied required some level of public operational and capital subsidy.[Footnote 39] One freight railroad official noted that, historically, state fluctuations in ridership and inaccurate ridership and revenue predictions have resulted in a financial shortfall that put private railroads at risk, leaving right-of-way owners concerned about the potential sunk costs of underutilized passenger rail equipment and higher speed rail infrastructure. However, during the current economic environment, it is uncertain the extent to which states will be able to provide funding support--capital or operating-as simulations show near-term projected state and local deficits continuing for several years into the future.[Footnote 40] Industry stakeholders said that it is important to recognize that effective high speed rail operations will require a long-term investment of resources for ongoing maintenance and operations. Without long-term public funding commitments for capital investments and operations, projects may not be completed and the intercity passenger rail market may not stabilize. The current level of public funding for high speed rail is not as stable as industry stakeholders said it would need to be to create a robust industry. For example, after the initial one-time $8 billion infusion of Recovery Act funding, $2.5 billion was appropriated in fiscal year 2010 and, most recently, the administration's fiscal year 2011 budget proposed $1 billion for high speed rail. These funds are derived from general funds rather than a dedicated funding source. Future federal appropriations for intercity passenger rail projects from general funds will have to compete annually with other transportation and nontransportation expenditures, such as national defense and health care. Industry stakeholders did not view this level of funding as enough to sustain a high speed passenger rail system. However, industry stakeholders commented that, although small, the Recovery Act funding for high speed rail has created an interest in the U.S. passenger rail market. Both current and former domestic high speed rail project sponsors have sought private financing but found it difficult to obtain private sector participation, given the significant financial risks high speed rail projects pose. Other countries have had success implementing public-private partnerships in which foreign governments' shared the financial risks of their expanding high speed rail systems with private partners.[Footnote 41] Some state officials said there was greater interest in entering public-private partnerships with regard to station development, train operation, and track maintenance before the economic downturn. In addition, a potential passenger rail operator said that the private sector could not provide enough money to meet the initial capital costs of starting intercity passenger rail service; the vast majority of funding would have to come from the public sources. 

1AR AT States – Investor Confidence

Just the perception of federal government volatility over federal funding collapses private sector support

Cotey, ’11 [June 2011, Angela Cotey, “California HSR officials contend with criticism” http://www.progressiverailroading.com/high_speed_rail/article/California-HSR-officials-contend-with-criticism--26838]
But for CHSRA to achieve its larger vision, the authority will need tens of billions of dollars in additional funding — federal dollars included. The uncertainty surrounding the near- and long-term prospects for federal funding don’t affect CHSRA’s “day to day,” but it could impact the private sector’s willingness to pony up funds to help California build its sprawling system, says Barker. “It’s a little bit ironic because there are a lot of people, especially in Congress, saying they want private-sector participation, but private firms right now are seeing volatility and political strife, and that’s not an environment in which the private sector will want to participate,” he says. That’s why it’ll be critical for Congress to create a program to fund high-speed rail on an ongoing basis. And as long as the private sector is confident the federal government will pony up more funds for HSR development, there are plenty of firms interested in securing a stake in California’s project. 

Federal funding is key to investor confidence – California proves

Freemark, ’11 [10/20/11, Yonah Freemark, ‘With Little Hope for Near-Term Federal Support, California High-Speed Rail Struggles”, http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/10/20/with-little-hope-for-near-term-federal-support-california-high-speed-rail-struggles/]
The long hoped-for private financing necessary to construct the California High-Speed Rail project will not come as easily as originally planned.

That, at least, is the conclusion of the authority empowered to build the project, the nation’s single-largest infrastructure program. According to the Los Angeles Times, in a letter to legislators this week the agency warned that the private money that it had counted on to cover a third of the project’s more than $45 billion costs would likely not be available until after parts of the line were up and running. The problem is that investors are concerned about the fact that of the expected major contribution from the federal government, only $3 billion has been authorized so far — and opposition in Congress to President Obama’s high-speed rail program means more money will be difficult to get, at least until after the 2012 elections.

The letter was essentially a preview of the authority’s new business plan, which is due to be submitted November 1. The plan must be approved by the state legislators in order for state funding to be spent on the 220 mph line, which is designed to connect Los Angeles and San Francisco, with future links to San Diego and Sacramento.

The news is embarrassing for the authority, which has been arguing for years that it could attract billions in private funds before the project was ready to be built, but it is not altogether surprising given the situation in which it has been placed. As I argued in mid-2009, California may well “never receive a guarantee that the feds will fully fund their prescribed share of the entire corridor’s construction costs. This is a huge problem, because a public agency shouldn’t be expending massive amounts of money on sections of a train system it doesn’t know it can finish completely. The private partners California hopes to interest in its program will not be excited about helping out on a train line they aren’t sure will ever open.”

And indeed, this has been a legitimate concern about the Obama Administration’s high-speed rail program since it was first formulated. Though it is designed to sponsor major projects like California’s, its small appropriation ability means that the commitments it should be making — California wanted upwards of $10 billion from Washington, equal to the full amount thus far appropriated by Congress to the national program — cannot be distributed. The fact that the House and Senate have yet to agree on a long-term transportation bill, and the fact that Republicans have shown no interest so far in funding more intercity rail programs using the public purse, suggests that the situation is unlikely to get better for now.

This is likely to put a dent in plans to open the new rail line by 2020.

The California authority has developed a series of potential solutions to the problem, which must be solved if the agency wants to use the federal grants it has received thus far, since they must be spent by 2017. One option is to use federal loan guarantees and tax credits to provide an incentive for private investors to put their funds into the project or to leverage the $9 billion in state funds (authorized by the public in a 2008 vote) through the bond market, which could allow a tripling of available money. This would all have to be paid off eventually through public sector tax funds or user fees. While the California network is to be operationally profitable like virtually every high-speed rail system, it is unclear whether receipts will be large enough to cover capital costs.

The other possibility is to shorten the planned route, replacing what was originally supposed to be a full new line from San Francisco to Los Angeles with a feeder line that would speed up existing Amtrak trains. Because the federal government has committed to a Central Valley segment between Merced and Bakersfield as the first section fo the route to be constructed, it seems likely that the authority would have to concentrate its resources on this project.

In some ways, this could be a reasonable approach. Trains between Oakland and Bakersfield currently take six hours to complete their journey, but the high-speed line would allow 52-minute trips between Merced and Bakersfield, compared to three hours today. Thus constructing just this segment would reduce Oakland-Bakersfield trips to less than four hours — a massive reduction in journey times — if the appropriate rolling stock were available.

Of course, this would do little to address the greater concern, which was supposed to be linking San Francisco and Los Angeles in 2h40. Currently, there are no direct trains into San Francisco, and the coastal route along which Amtrak trains run from Oakland to L.A. requires 11 to 12 hours of journey times. There is no train link between L.A. and Bakersfield. Because of the federal government’s previous decision to concentrate its resources in the Central Valley, resolving this issue will have to wait for another time if more funding is not found in the short term. But one wonders whether a link between Oakland and Bakersfield will be enough in itself to generate profitable ridership that convinces private investors to commit to the project, as the authority seems to be implying.

This news comes just as the European Union announced its most recent Ten-T program, which is investing €31.7 billion in ten E.U.-scale corridors, most of which are designated for high-speed rail. Member countries have committed to hundreds of billions of euros more to build the projects, and indeed, there are active plans for new lines in most European countries. This is a prime example of governments thinking seriously about how to invest their limited resources in transportation projects that will pay off in the long-term.

Some might argue that the United States and Europe are simply different, that private investors here recognize that Americans will not ride trains and thus will not commit to funding irrational projects. But the ability of European countries to attract private partners to cover up to half of the costs of their new rail lines has a lot more to do with the fact that there has been a solid commitment from governments there to invest in those programs, whereas American policy on the issue has been erratic at best.

The problem is that California has been shunted into an impossible position: forced to make due with very limited federal funds despite a large commitment from state voters, the authority cannot attract private dollars. This is not, I would argue strongly, the fault of the authority or the Department of Transportation, which has funded it so far; blame rests entirely on a Congress that has been incapable of having a serious discussion (and making a final decision) about the merits of major investments in the nation’s transportation infrastructure. Instead, it continues to hand out small amounts, enough to keep projects like California’s alive but not enough to actually implement them.

But California is still in a bind. It must either must cancel work — a dead-end proposition that will inevitably require unearthing the proposal in a decade — or build a much-shortened segment with far fewer benefits to the state. While it would be nice to get from Oakland to Bakersfield more quickly, the advantages of such a project pale in comparison to those of a full San Francisco-to-Los Angeles line.

None of this news should be cause for celebration for opponents of spending on government infrastructure. The millions of people who are expected to ride the high-speed rail system every year will have to get between their destinations by some mode, and California’s air and roads infrastructure is at capacity. No high-speed system means spending just as much — or more — public dollars on upgrades to the existing system. Meanwhile, even if the financial costs of upgrades to highways and airports were similar to those of building the new rail network, the society’s economic costs of doing so are completely different: The high-speed rail system would offer an ecologically friendly alternative that reinforces the city centers of the state instead of furthering sprawl.

Without a real sign of commitment from the federal government, however, projects like California’s simply will not be able to be constructed in the United States. This speaks volumes of the ability of the American public sector to invest in projects that are beneficial to the society as a whole from a long-term perspective.
Politics Link Turns

Political Winds are changing – Politicians now support HSR

Hart 5/23/12 (Thomas is director of government relations at Quarles & Brady, and vice president of government affairs for the US High Speed Rail Association, “High-Speed rail’s many benefits”, Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0512/76682_Page2.html#ixzz1yIkW3xnp)
Brown has long been strongly committed to high-speed rail as a transportation alternative for the state’s rapidly growing population. He is supported by Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), chairwoman of the Environment and Public Works Committee and co-chairwoman of the conference committee of the surface transportation bill, and House Democratic leader Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.), whose slogan “It’s About Time” has become a rallying cry for progressive Californians. The political winds are beginning to shift, and some elected officials see that there can be political consequences from strongly opposing high-speed rail. The governors on record as opposing projects are among the least popular — including Rick Scott in Florida, who rejected federal money. A new political group is now forming Republicans for Rail. There is also talk of starting a rail super PAC to generate money and grass-roots support for additional rail transit investments. If this political shift continues in the crucial 2012 elections, prospects for U.S. high-speed rail, particularly along the East and West Coasts, could finally brighten.


HSR popular – economic benefits too high
Lahood  4/6/11 (Ray – Secretary of Transportation and the most qualified person on the topic, “Benefits of High-Speed Rail draw a crowd”, Fastlane, http://fastlane.dot.gov/2011/04/high-speed-rail-applications-draw-a-smart-crowd.html)
Since the Department of Transportation announced the availability of an additional $2.4 billion for high-speed rail projects last month, governors and members of Congress from both major parties have beenclamoring for the opportunity to participate. As of our Monday deadline, we received more than 90 applications from 24 states, the District of Columbia, and Amtrak. The preliminary total of those requests is nearly $10 billion, more than four times what we have available. Why is demand for high-speed rail support so high? Because elected officials have seen the immediate benefits of jobs where rail work has already begun. They've seen these jobs in Maine--where the Downeaster extension to Brunswick is under construction--and they've seen them in Illinois--where 96 miles of track are now being laid for the Chicago-St. Louishigh-speed corridor. Demand is high because these leaders--Democrats and Republicans--have also seen the expanded manufacturing activity in Indiana, where the workers of Steel Dynamics are forging track. They know that 30 other manufacturers and suppliers have agreed to build or expand operations in the U.S. should they participate in high-speed rail projects. They know that our Buy America requirements ensure they'll be using American-made supplies and materials, so U.S. companies, workers, and communities will receive the maximum economic benefit of our high-speed rail investment.

Business groups, workers, and transportation advocates support HSR

Maviglio 3/14/12 ( principal of Forza Communications, a Sacramento-based public affairs/campaign firm. He was formerly Deputy Chief of Staff for two history-making California Assembly Speakers, Karen Bass and Fabian Nunez, where he provided strategic communication and political advice to the Speaker and the Assembly Democratic Caucus. Capitol Weekly recently named him one of the most powerful staffers in the Capitol. “High Speed Rail gets strong support at senate hearing”, The Majority Report,  http://www.camajorityreport.com/index.php?module=articles&func=display&aid=4790&ptid=9)

Supporters of high-speed rail, including construction workers, business groups, transportation advocates and many others, urged legislators to support the bullet train at a Legislative Budget hearing in Mountain View Tuesday evening. Holding signs reading, "We Want High-Speed Rail" "HSR is California's Future" and "HSR= Jobs", supporters held a rally before the hearing at which they stressed the need for the Legislature to approve initial bond funding to begin construction in the Central Valley.
