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Topicality: GT not for TI

Gas tax funding for highways has declined – it is diverted to finance influential special-interests 

Utt ‘3 (Ronald Utt, Ph.D. and Dr. Ronald Utt. "Reauthorization of TEA-21: A Primer on Reforming the Federal Highway and Transit Programs." The Heritage Foundation, april 7, 2003. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2003/04/reauthorization-of-tea-21>.)

Created in 1956 to finance and build the interstate highway system, the federal highway program achieved that goal in the early 1980s and since then has had its goals repeatedly modified in successive reauthorizations that have diverted money from general-purpose roads to a variety of other objectives that benefit influential constituencies. When the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) expires on September 30, 2003, Congress and the President should allow the increasingly dysfunctional federal highway program--which is no longer focused on the mobility needs of the motorists who fund it--to die a quiet death and shift the program's responsibility and revenues to the states. Refusing to reauthorize the program in its current form would give Congress an opportunity to help communities, motorists, and other highway users meet their mobility requirements by ending the accelerating growth of the counterproductive federal micromanagement of America's surface transportation system. Among the current law's many problems are: The regional inequities between who pays and who receives, The diversion of as much as 40 percent of fuel tax revenues to non-highway projects that benefit small fractions of the population, and Increasing congressional micromanagement that circumvents state and local priorities by mandating thousands of specific construction projects regardless of need. In place of the current system, Congress should transfer to the states all surface transportation responsibilities and the financial resources needed to fulfill them. Several legislative initiatives to accomplish this were introduced in 1996 during the debate on the last reauthorization of the surface transportation programs.1 However, they were not adopted. Instead, Congress enacted TEA-21 in 1998, which expires later this year. Members of Congress and the hundreds of industries and special-interest groups involved in building and using highways and transit systems are now working to develop replacement legislation that will keep Washington officials and influential special interests at the center of the system. If they succeed, the resulting legislation will continue to divert significant portions of fuel tax revenues to initiatives that do nothing to improve travel and mobility on America's highways and roads. Although the reauthorization of the highway program is typically a festival of sharp elbows, influence peddling, and rent-seeking by the many factions that benefit from the program--highway builders, major construction companies, unions, transit buffs, real estate developers, rail hobbyists, and environmentalists--next year's reauthorization process promises more acrimony than usual. Among the chief reasons for heightened conflict is the belief among the program's many beneficiaries that they are not getting their fair share of the money dispensed--a conflict that is exacerbated by the unexpected recent shortfalls in federal fuel tax revenues. According to President George W. Bush's recently released fiscal year (FY) 2004 budget proposal, contributions to the highway trust fund from fuel and other tax revenues fell from $34.9 billion in FY 2000 to $31.4 billion in FY 20022 and are not expected to exceed FY 2000's level until FY 2005. Because of the revenue shortfalls, federal highway spending has declined from $31.8 billion in FY 2002 to a projected $27.6 billion in FY 2003.3 Those who are responsible for public transit systems, which carry less than 2 percent of the urban traveling public (and 4.7 percent of the journeys to work in 2000)4 but receive 20 percent of the funds, believe that even this overly generous share is too small and want more. Conversely, those who are responsible for highway operations and construction believe that their part of the program deserves more money than it now receives. As measures of need, the highway group can point to billions of dollars in deferred maintenance and increases in traffic congestion, as illustrated in Table 1.

The HTF is diverted from spending on highways and instead used for special-interests, making the program net inefficient

Utt ‘3 (Ronald Utt, Ph.D. and Dr. Ronald Utt. "Reauthorization of TEA-21: A Primer on Reforming the Federal Highway and Transit Programs." The Heritage Foundation, april 7, 2003. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2003/04/reauthorization-of-tea-21>.)

HOW DIVERSION OF TAX REVENUES LIMITS PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS As a consequence of the program's expanding mandate, the federal excise tax on gasoline has risen from 3 cents when the program was created to 18.4 cents today. Although the motorists and commercial truckers provide virtually all of the revenues for the trust fund, the value of the money returned to them in usable highway spending shrinks with each new diversion as Congress earmarks ever-larger shares of transportation spending for the benefit of influential constituents.13 Adding to the cost of federal transportation programs is the requirement that workers receive "prevailing wages" (Davis-Bacon Act), which inflates federal highway construction and repair costs by an estimated 5 percent to 38 percent. As Table 2 reveals, under TEA-21, motorists receive only about 60 percent of the value they pay in federal fuel taxes.

A minority of the HTF is used to fund highways – the rest is used for a gantlet of special interests 

Utt ‘3 (Ronald Utt, Ph.D. and Dr. Ronald Utt. "Reauthorization of TEA-21: A Primer on Reforming the Federal Highway and Transit Programs." The Heritage Foundation, april 7, 2003. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2003/04/reauthorization-of-tea-21>.)

The Cost of Doing Nothing Under the status quo, the federal fuel taxes paid by each motorist flow to Washington, where they run a gantlet of special interests before returning to highway programs, leaving the motorist with benefits worth much less than the taxes they have paid. Over time, the number of participants in this gantlet has grown, shrinking the share of money available for roads. In 1982, federal mass transit programs were entitled to tap into the trust fund. In 1991, the highway program's reauthorization was used to funnel money to environmental objectives by authorizing "enhancements" and "air quality/congestion mitigation." When the highway program was reauthorized in 1998, the Appalachian Regional Commission, parkways, refuge roads, pedestrian walkways, and roads for federal lands were given access to the highway trust fund.62 The cost to society of this misallocation of resources extends well beyond its negative impact on mobility and congestion and may lead to a substantial reduction in incomes and jobs throughout the economy. As one transportation expert contends: Taking the 35 years of "investment" in public transit of federal dollars as our starting point, we find that public transit spending since 1965 can be credited with assets and returns that currently support about one million jobs. This sounds pretty good until it is compared with the outcomes that might have been achieved if the funds poured into money-losing public transit had been used in some other ways. Since public transit has consistently had a negative return on investment, the assets acquired with the funds put into it have largely been consumed. As a result, the $193 billion in taxpayer money invested in public transit has a current estimated residual value of only $17 billion. If the $193 billion in taxes that had been spent on public transit had been "spent" on a "break even" investment, the assets would have been conserved and the economy could theoretically have supported 10 million more jobs than it currently does. 

The gas tax is a “slush fund” Congress uses to finance special interests and non-highway projects

Roth ‘5 (Gabriel Roth Civil Engineer and Transport Economist. "Liberating the Roads: Reforming U.S. Highway Policy | Gabriel Roth | Cato Institute: Policy Analysis." Liberating the Roads: Reforming U.S. Highway Policy | Gabriel Roth | Cato Institute: Policy Analysis. N.p., 2005. Web. 02 July 2012. <http://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/liberating-roads-reforming-us-highway-policy>.)

Deliberations on reauthorizing the federal fuel tax dragged on through the summer of 2004 and were not completed in the 108th Congress. Whether the fuel tax and the transportation programs it funds should be renewed is the central question of this paper. A federal role may have been necessary to finance the Interstate Highway System in 1956—the year the federal fuel tax was enacted—but the system is now complete. The Federal Highway Trust Fund was established specifically as a means to finance highway construction. It is now a slush fund for Congress to fund programs aimed at appeasing special interests and financing non highway projects. The power of Congress to finance road projects was supposed to sunset in 1972 but instead continues to this day. In addition, federal regulations increase construction costs and stifle innovative policy experiments in the states. Gabriel Roth, a transportation consultant, is a former transportation economist at the World Bank. He is the author of numerous books on transportation policy. He is the editor of Paving the Way for Private Roads, to be published in 2005 by Transaction Publishers. Before the federal government took on the role of financing highways in 20th century, that role was assumed entirely by state governments and, before that, the private sector. This study makes the case that there is no longer any role for the federal government in the construction and financing of roads. Significant reform must include phasing down the federal fuel tax and giving back to the states full responsibility for highway programs.

The HTF is used largely to finance non-highway spending 

Roth ‘5 (Gabriel Roth Civil Engineer and Transport Economist. "Liberating the Roads: Reforming U.S. Highway Policy | Gabriel Roth | Cato Institute: Policy Analysis." Liberating the Roads: Reforming U.S. Highway Policy | Gabriel Roth | Cato Institute: Policy Analysis. N.p., 2005. Web. 02 July 2012. <http://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/liberating-roads-reforming-us-highway-policy>.)

Fuel Taxes Are Used to Fund All Sorts of Nonhighway Spending The large-scale diversion of money from the FHTF started in 1982 with the opening in the FHTF of the Mass Transit Account, and accelerated with the 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act. It is not easy to quantify these diversions, but the expenditures authorized for the last highway bill—the 1998 “Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century” (TEA-21)—offer a fair assessment of them. Items authorized for what were clearly nonroad purposes are listed in Table 1. This shows, for each nonroad item, the total for fiscal years 1998—2003 and the per- centage that each item comprises in the total $217.8 billion TEA-21 program for those six years. The main diversions are • Transit—18.83 percent. This diversion results from 2.86 cents per gallon of motor fuel being taken for the Mass Transit account of the FHTF. The funds are used to subsidize transit services that have so little appeal to passengers that users are unwilling to pay even the operating costs. Passenger-mile costs for light rail average $1.20, and for bus tran- sit $0.75—both well in excess of the cost of travel by car, which averages $0.34 per vehicle-mile.25 Transit use is concentrat- ed in a few places—73 percent of the rid- ership in 2001 took place in seven metropolitan areas: Boston; Chicago; Los Angeles; New York; Philadelphia; San Francisco; and Washington, DC.26 It is by no means clear why farmers in Kansas should subsidize local travel in Washington, DC. • Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality provisions—3.73 percent. The CMAQ program is intended to assist states to improve air quality. These funds are not used to finance road improvement, despite the fact that some increases in road capacity might actually reduce traffic congestion and thus improve air quality. • Surface Transportation Programs—1.53 percent. Since 1991, one-tenth of the Surface Transportation program has to be spent on nonroad “enhancements” to address projects, such as bicycle and pedestrian facilities, historic preserva- tion, and scenic easements.27 The other items need no explanation, except perhaps the $660 million for the Puerto Rico Highway Program. These funds are definitely for roads, but not for roads traveled by those who pay into the FHTF, as Puerto Rico road users do not pay fuel taxes into the fund. The total of all the “nonroad” items comes to 25.05 per cent—it comprises about a quarter of the expenditure from the FHTF. In other words, at least a quarter of every fuel tax dollar goes to something other than highways. Other estimates have shown that the leakage from the trust fund is as high as 38.5 percent.28

Its funds are not used for transportation infrastructure but general state revenues 

Sutherland ‘1 (Ronald J. Sutherland - Energy Economist Who Has Worked at Argonne National Laboratory and the American Petroleum Institute, Currently with the Center for the Advancement of Energy Markets. "“Big Oil” at the Public Trough? An Examination of Petroleum Subsidies." The Cato Institute. N.p., febuary 1, 2001. Web. <www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa390.pdf>.)
Another dedicated energy fund that draws attention is the Highway Trust Fund, a feder- al program that assists in the construction and maintenance of highways and is funded by a vehicular fuels tax. Although vehicular fuel taxes had traditionally been imposed as a After market adjustments, LIHEAP appears tobemoreofan income subsidy to the household than a subsidy for energy businesses. 7 An accounting of indirect subsidies to oil consumers reveals a number of additional negative subsidies beyond that of the motor fuels tax. sort of “user fee” dedicated exclusively to this fund, Congress levied an additional trans- portation fuels tax in 1990 to support the General Revenue Fund, and that tax, accord- ing to the EIA, amounted to a “negative tax” on the oil industry that was 10 times the size of the direct and indirect subsidies to the industry.30 During most of the 1990s, the oil industry was burdened by this negative sub- sidy in the form of a 4.3 cent per gallon tax on motor fuels. Since October 1, 1997 (the beginning of fiscal year 1998), the govern- ment has been depositing the funds in the Highway Trust Fund.31 The Federal Highway Administration pro- vides data on funding for highways and the disposition of revenues at the federal and state-plus-local levels.32 The main point is that federal, state, and local taxes and fees for road funding were $89.1 billion in 1998, while spending on roads was $69.2 billion and funds diverted for nonroad use were $19.9 billion. Numerous other taxes and fees are collect- ed from motorists by various levels of gov- ernment. Conventional taxes include motor fuel taxes levied at the federal, state, and local levels. Additional taxes include registration fees, drivers’ license fees, title fees, vehicular property taxes, and sales taxes. The Federal Highway Administration reports the amount of those “other taxes and fees” that is allocat- ed to roads but does not report the amount actually collected from motorists. A signifi- cant portion of total taxes and fees collected for roads, however, is redistributed away from road use.33 Most of the funds diverted from road use go to mass transit or to gener- al revenues of state and local governments. Consumers of vehicle transportation services pay taxes that exceed government expendi- tures on those services by billions of dollars per year. In sum, an accounting of indirect subsi- dies to oil consumers reveals a number of additional negative subsidies beyond that of the motor fuels tax. The negative annual sub- sidies from road and highway taxes were not highlighted by the EIA, because that report dealt exclusively with federal subsidies. State and local governments levy many of the road taxes and use some of those tax receipts to support various other government services.

(_) Fuel tax won’t fund transportation – empirics [Neg]

AASHTO ND [American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials is a standards setting body which publishes specifications, test protocols and guidelines which are used in highway design and construction throughout the United States.  “Background on Federal Transportation Revenues and Needs” http://www.transportation1.org/tif4report/background.html //NGopaul]

A Commission to Adjust Rates - While the need for adjusting federal fuel tax rates is technically quite clear, the political challenge remains. We should also bear in mind that the past two times federal fuel tax rates were adjusted, it was done for deficit reduction rather than explicitly to increase transportation funding or restore the program’s purchasing power.

***Renewable Energy Advantage***
Uniq: Domestic Investment Now

US renewable energy investment increasing exponentially—government programs prove 

Pulsinelli 6/12, web producer for the Houston Business Journal's award-winning website, (Olivia, U.S. renewable energy investment jumps 57%, reports find, Houston business Journal, June 12, 2012, http://www.bizjournals.com/houston/news/2012/06/12/us-renewable-energy-investment-jumps.html)//AG 

The U.S. increased renewable energy investment by 57 percent to $51 billion in 2011, as developers sought to take advantage of three incentive programs expiring in 2011 and 2012, two reports show. That level of funding ranked the U.S. No. 2 worldwide for renewable energy investment, second only to China, which increased its investment 17 percent to $52 billion. The joint reports — Global Trends in Renewable Energy Investment 2012, from the United Nations Environment Programme, and the Renewables 2012 Global Status Report, from the Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century — also found that solar power became the leading renewable energy technology worldwide, as investment increased 52 percent. Renewable sources supplied 16.7 percent of global energy consumption in 2011, the REN21 report found. In 2011, 44 percent of all new generating capacity worldwide came from renewable power, excluding large hydro. That figure was 34 percent the previous year. Those sources accounted for 31 percent of actual new power generated. However, manufacturers in Houston and other parts of the country focusing on renewable energy — especially the solar market — suffered as competition increased and prices fell in 2011. A number went out of business or were forced to restructure, the reports found. Total renewable energy investment worldwide increased 17 percent to $257 billion, the UNEP report said. That’s six times the amount invested in 2004 and 94 percent more than the total in 2007, the year before the world financial crisis unfolded. 
Private cooperation and projects in renewable energy now

Murray 7/3, editor of BusinessGreen, (James,  Southern and Ted Turner crank up for US solar investment, BusinessGreen: Sustainable Thinkig, July 3, 2012,http://www.businessgreen.com/bg/news/2188543/southern-ted-turner-crank-solar-investment)//AG 

One of the largest energy utilities in the US, Southern Company, has beefed up its presence in the fast expanding renewable energy market, confirming it is to invest in a major new solar project in Nevada. The company announced late last week that it has again partnered with Turner Renewable Energy, the green energy company founded by entrepreneur and philanthropist Ted Turner, to acquire its second solar project, the 20MW Apex Solar Project, for an undisclosed sum.  The project was developed by SunEdison and is scheduled to come fully online this autumn, generating energy using approximately 88,000 poly-crystalline solar modules provided by Trina Solar. Electricity generated by the plant will serve a 25-year power purchase agreement with Nevada Power Company, a wholly owned unit of NV Energy. Turner hailed the deal as "another positive step" toward solar technologies becoming a viable commercial scale provider of electricity. The deal is the second major investment in a large-scale solar project following the formation of a strategic alliance between Southern and Turner Renewable Energy, designed to assess the viability of a range of renewable energy projects. 
Uniq: Green Transition Now

Transition to green job investment now—high prices prove
Sullivan 6/23, writer at the  Grand Junction Free Press Post Independent, (Sharon, Report: High oil prices driving the shift away from gas drilling, Glenwood Springs Post independent, June 23, 2012,http://www.postindependent.com/article/20120623/VALLEYNEWS/120629963/1083&ParentProfile=1074)//AG 

The oil and gas industry is leaving states like Colorado to invest in oil production in states like Texas and North Dakota, due to the strength of crude oil prices compared to natural gas, according to a new report by Headwaters Economics. The report was released this week at a news conference in Grand Junction. Researchers analyzed Colorado's oil and natural gas industry including production volume and value, drilling activity, and the role of energy production in the state's economy. Headwaters is a nonprofit, independent Montana-based organization that researches issues important to the West, concerning energy, planning, natural resources, tourism, recreation and public lands. The report found that Colorado's oil and natural gas industry is performing in line with national trends and has recovered a significant share of pre-recession drilling activity, particularly on the Front Range due to the availability of oil and natural gas liquids. “We looked at six Rocky Mountain states, including Colorado,” research economist Mark Haggerty said. “The big take-away is all industry activity is driven by price. There's been a big shift between natural gas and oil prices. Oil prices are high so the industry is reducing its investments in natural gas and leaving states for Texas and North Dakota,” where there are proven oil fields. Researchers looked at both the fossil fuel and renewable energy industries to determine changes that have occurred and how that has affected the economy. Oil and gas extraction in Colorado accounted for 1 percent of employment in 2010, although the report did not break that statistic down by county. Employment with the industry is more significant in Mesa and Garfield counties. The report found Colorado has strong competitive advantages in the renewable energy sector, and investment could be important for diversifying the state's economy and energy portfolio. “Green jobs,” of which renewable energy is a part, accounted for 2 percent of all employment, according to the Brookings Institute. The report also showed that Colorado's effective tax rate is lower than most energy-producing Western states, meaning Colorado collects less tax revenue than its peers. Colorado will collect $700,000 less from each new well compared to Wyoming, the state with the highest effective tax rate. 

Uniq: Renewables Inevitable 

Renewable energy inevitable—pollution and resource constraints prove

Peidong et al 7, member of the Qindao Institute of Bioenergy and Bioprocess Technology, Chinese Academy of science, (Zhang, Opportunities and challenges for renewable energy policy in China, Renewable and sustainable Energy Reviews, 17 August 2007,http://english.qibebt.cas.cn/rh/as/200907/P020090709511239637331.pdf)//AG

Energy is a critical foundation for economic growth and social progress [1]. As economy advances and human society requires more energy, the lack of fossil energy and its pollution on the environment has given rise to the ever-serious contradiction among energy providing, environment protection and economic development. Renewable energy, with the availability of its renewability and non-pollution, will grow to be an effective and practical choice to guarantee the future development of the world [2]. As China is the largest developing country in the world, developing renewable energy is its inevitable choice for sustainable economic growth, for the harmonious Renewable energy usually refers to those energies that do not pollute environment coexistence of human and environment as well as for the sustainable development [3]. and could be recycled in nature [4]. International experts have now categorized renewable energy to be traditional and newrenewable energy. The formermainly includes giant hydropower and biomass burnt directly; the latter mainly refers to small hydropower, solar energy, wind energy, biomass energy, geothermal energy and ocean energy, etc. [5]. The renewable energy mentioned in this article all refer to the latter. 
Renewable investment inevitable and increasing now—conventional energy problems and renewable cost competitiveness prove

Sawin 4, Senior Fellow at the Worldwatch Institute and a member of the Institute's Energy and Climate Change team (Janet, Mainstreaming Renewable Energy In The 21st Century, WorldWatch Institute,  March 30, 2004, http://books.google.com/books?id=RDypMDiConIC&dq=%22renewable+energy%22+inevitable&lr=&source=gbs_navlinks_s)//AG

In 1999, the International Energy Agency noted that “the world is in the early stages of an inevitable transition to a sustainable energy system that will be largely dependent on renewable resources.” This is a bold statement for an organization that represents North America, Europe, and Japan—areas that depend so heavily on fossil fuels. But it seems logical, given the many problems associated with the use of conventional energy and the tremendous surge in renewable energy investments over recent years. Global investment in renewable energy exceeded $20.3 billion in 2003, and cumulative investments totaled at least $100 billion between 1995 and 2003. Markets for new renewable energy are expected to approach $85 billion annually within the next decade. The technical progress of many renewable technologies has been faster than anticipated even a few years ago, and this trend is expected to continue. While a costs are still a concern with some technologies, they are falling rapidly due to technological advances, automated manufacturing, economies of scale through increased production volumes, and learning by doing. Solar and wind are the best-known renewables but inexhaustible energy supplies are also offered by biomass, geothermal, hydropower, ocean energy (from tides,  currents, and waves), and ocean thermal energy. The remainder of this paper focuses on wind power and photovoltaics for electricity generation because they are the fastest-growing renewables, they share the challenges of being intermittent and having high up-front capital costs, solar and wind resources are nearly ubiquitous, and they have the greatest potential for helping all countries to achieve a more sustainable energy future. During the past two decades, wind energy technology has evolved to the point where it can compete with conventional forms of power generation at good sites. Costs have declined 12-18 percent for each doubling of global capacity. As a result, the average cost of wind-generated electricity has fallen from about 46 per kilowatthour in 1980 to 3-5 cents at good wind sites today
Renewable energy investment inevitable—energy supply and demand theory proves

Korea Herald 9, South Korea's largest English newspapers, this site provides information on what is happening in Korea today, (Korea Herald,  Green Growth:Korea`s New Strategy (15)]The road to consumerizing renewable, Korea Herald, March 27, 2009, LexisNexis)//AG 

To minimize energy/resource consumption without impeding steady growth, the industry structure must be transformed into a more energy-efficient one. It must be led by the knowledge-based service industry, energy efficiency enhancement and a move towards more eco-friendly policies. Finally, in order to minimize CO2 and other emissions, the necessary policy measures include diffusion of renewable energies, development of clean energy, control of CO2 emissions, development of low carbon/eco-friendly infrastructure and promotion of green product purchases. <b> A Korean road to low carbon green growth </b><p> In pursuing a green growth strategy, renewable energies have critical implications for Korea compared with other developed countries. This is because Korea has continued to pursue manufacturing-oriented economic growth despite its limited domestic energy resources. As such, Korea is inevitably dependent on foreign fossil energies. However, Korea's manufacturing technology competitiveness can take the lead in developing renewable energy sources. The tight global energy supply and a rapid increase in domestic and foreign demand for energy make renewable energies the inevitable energy source for the future. Recently, the so-called "peak oil" hypothesis, which holds that crude oil reserves cannot meet current or future demand increases, is gaining acceptance, given the explosive petroleum demand of newly-industrializing countries such as China and India. Korea must drastically alter its energy consumption structure. Furthermore, considering the recent oil price hikes and Korea's impending participation in the post-Kyoto emission control regime from 2013, Korea should speed up its search for alternative energy sources. 
Depleting resource and energy competitiveness make renewable investment inevitable

Elhadidy 1, Member of Center for Engineering Research, Research Institute, King Fahd University of Petroleum and Minerals, Dhahran 31261, Saudi Arabia, (M.A.  Performance evaluation of hybrid (wind/solar/diesel) power systems, Pergamon Renewable energy, April 4, 2001, http://faculty.olin.edu/~jtownsend/Renewable%20Fall%202006/docs/andrew's%20article.pdf (Google Scholar)//AG 

Depleting oil and gas reserves, combined with the growing concerns of global warming, have made it inevitable to seek alternative/renewable energy sources. The integration of renewables such as solar and wind energy is becoming increasingly attractive and is being used widely, for substitution of oil-produced energy, and eventually to minimize atmospheric degradation. The literature shows that commercial/residential buildings in Saudi Arabia consume an estimated 10–40% of the total electric energy generated. In the present investigation, hourly wind-speed and solar radiation measurements made at the solar radiation and meteorological monitoring station, Dhahran (26°32 N, 50°13 E), Saudi Arabia, have been analyzed to investigate the feasibility of using hybrid (wind+solar+diesel) energy conversion systems at Dhahran to meet the energy needs of twenty 2-bedroom houses. The monthly average wind speeds for Dhahran range from 4.1 to 6.4 m/s. The monthly average daily values of solar radiation for Dhahran range from 3.6 kWh/m2 to 7.96 kWh/m2. The performance of hybrid systems consisting of different rated power wind farms, photovoltaic (PV) areas, and storage capacities together with a diesel back-up are presented. The monthly average daily energy generated from the above hybrid system configuration has been presented. The deficit energy generated from the back-up diesel generator and the number of operational hours of the diesel system to meet a specific annual electrical energy demand of 702,358 kWh have also been presented.  2002 Elsevier Science Ltd. All rights reserved. 
State investment in renewables inevitable—peak oil theory prompts states to early action

Holm 5, ternational Solar Energy Society scientific committee co-chair and Professor at Pretoria University, (Dieter, Renewable Energy Future for the Developing World White Paper, International Solar Energy Society White Paper, 2005, http://csmres.co.uk/cs.public.upd/article-downloads/ISES-WP-600DV.pdf (Google Scholar)//AG 

Fortunately, the governments of a few industrialised nations have taken the lead of the inevitable energy transformation that is likely to bring sustaining benefits to the developing nations. The early birds will not be sorry. A global race towards renewable energy (RE) has already started. Some nations and some international corporations are positioning themselves to take advantage of the inevitable transition, and of the concomitant new technologies. There is no time to be lost, since the peak of oil production is most likely to occur within the current decade (Heinberg, 2003). The later the transition, the more painful it will be. The cycle of change in energy technologies has been shown to last about half a century, or two human generations. That is the planning horizon of wise governments. Long-term thinking is what sets the true statesman apart from the mere politician. In contrast with the private sector, governments think of both the short- and long-term risks and opportunities. It will be shown that the long-term risks of renewable energy policies are significantly lower than policies built on fossil fuels. Since renewable energy technologies have been tested for feasibility in the world markets, and since apposite policies have been tried and tested, the near-term risks of adoption are lower than those of procrastination. Laggards in the transition are not retarded by techno-economic or resource barriers, but by a lack of awareness, information and political vision or will. 
Uniq: Power Now

US has sufficient renewable energy now

Farrell 6/22, Director, Energy Self-Reliant States and Communities, ILSR, (John, 1.21 Gigawatts! U.S. Finally in the Clean Energy Game, HuffPost Green, June 22, 2012,http://www.huffingtonpost.com/johnnbsp/121-gigawatts-clean-energy_b_1616351.html)//AG 
So, if you haven’t seen the news, NREL released a report last week showing that we could power 80% the US with already commercially available clean, renewable energy technology by 2050. Now, before getting into the key findings from the report, I think it’s useful to put this into a bit of perspective and historical context. Even more ambitious than the above, Mark Jacobson and Mark Delucchi wrote in 2009 about how the whole world could be 100% powered by renewable energy by 2030. These guys aren’t wackos, either. Mark Z. Jacobson is a professor of civil and environmental engineering at Stanford University and director of Stanford’s Atmosphere/Energy Program, and Mark A. Delucchi is a research scientist at the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California, Davis. I have seen no indication that they were technically wrong. Another very reputable body, the U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), noted this year that research it has conducted has found that clean, renewable energy could cheaply supply 48 states of the continental U.S. with 70% of its electricity demand by 2030 (and that’s without including hydroelectric). So, we’re not exactly lacking in top researchers telling us that we can implement a ton more renewable energy than we have today. But one more study from a top research institute doesn’t hurt, and NREL is certainly a top renewable energy institute, one of the top institutes in the world for the subject. And this wasn’t just the product of a few researchers. It is actually the result of “110 contributors from 35 organizations including national laboratories, industry, universities, and non-governmental organizations.” It’s the most thorough report I’ve seen on the topic. Source: Clean Technica (http://s.tt/1gDh8) 
Cant Solve

Alt cause -- Chinese government intervention means the US can’t be competitive in renewable energy 

Hart, 12 (Melanie, policy analyst for Chinese energy and climate policy at the Center for American Progress, “Shining a Light on U.S.-China Clean Energy Cooperation”, 2/9/12, AD: 7/8/12, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/china_us_energy.html | Sina) 
Nonetheless, over the past decade U.S. companies have gotten much better at manufacturing, deploying, and operating renewable energy technologies, and as a result prices are coming down rapidly. As prices decrease renewable energy gains market share and speeds our transition toward a more sustainable energy economy. The problem is China is particularly good at making things cheaply. At the lower end of the value chain, that is primarily due to the country’s low labor costs and massive supply chains. Also advantageous are China’s lax labor, safety, health, and environmental standards. At the higher end, that is often because the Chinese government provides generous subsidies and other forms of support for high-technology research, development, and commercialization. Low-cost Chinese manufacturing plays a large role in driving prices down for a wide range of products, including renewable energy technologies. Chinese manufacturing also plays a large role in pricing some U.S. manufacturers out of business, with many of those manufacturers claiming that the “China price” is driven by Chinese government intervention rather than natural market forces. If the Chinese government is intervening in a way that breaks trade rules then that type of rule breaking should be remedied in some way. Determining whether China is playing by the rules requires taking a close look at their renewable energy policies—not only at the national level but also at the provincial and local levels. Those policies are often difficult to parse because China’s economic system is not like that of the United States. It is a nonmarket economy with a top-down, command-and-control energy planning process that is often nontransparent with even more opaque interactions between the central government in Beijing and the provincial and local governments when these policies are implemented. All this makes it very difficult to figure out whether the country is abiding by international trade rules. 
AT: Innovation/Econ/Leadership Adv

http://breakthroughgen.org/blog/2010/06/the_specter_of_economic_nation.shtml
***Oil Advantage***

Uniq: Prices High Now

Oil prices high now—OPEC adjustment proves
Hussain 7/6,  editor of Gulf Business, the Middle East's most widely read business publication, and was a regular contributor to business radio channels, (Yadullah, Opec’s gift to oil sands producers: high oil prices, financial Post Energy, July 6, 2012, http://business.financialpost.com/2012/07/06/opecs-gift-high-oil-prices-2/?__lsa=07db516f)//AG 

Canadian oil sands producers battling high development costs are getting help from an unlikely quarter: Saudi Arabia and its OPEC allies. “OPEC’s pursuit of higher prices has underpinned the growth of non-OPEC producers,” says Julian Lee, senior energy analyst at U.K.-based Centre for Global Energy Studies. “Non-OPEC developers should be extremely grateful for OPEC for keeping the price of oil high and making all the exotic and expensive sources of oil economically viable.” Of course, the cartel’s oil policies are driven by domestic politics rather than a desire to share the spoils with their rivals. Middle East producers, which dominate OPEC, enjoy low crude development costs but need higher oil prices to fulfill their increasing commitments to their restive populations. On the surface, Saudi Arabia, the world’s largest producer of oil and OPEC kingpin, has a breakeven cost price of US$22.11 per barrel, compared with US$88.3 for a barrel extracted from Canadian steam-assisted gravity drainage (SAGD) technology (plus upgrader), according to energy consultants IHS Inc. research. However, that does not paint the full picture of the cost of keeping Saudi Arabia’s monarchy in power. Deutsche Bank has a more novel “budget breakeven price” for OPEC and other producers, which factors in the price needed to balance the overall budgets of the regimes that use state-owned oil revenues to pay for public sector wages and infrastructure and offer subsidies to their populations. By that reckoning the Saudi budget breakeven price for 2012 stands at US$78.30 and for the U.A.E. US$90 per barrel, which are comparable with the Canadian SAGD and upgrader breakeven price. Until 2006, Saudi Arabia’s breakeven budget price was US$38.70, but by 2011 it had shot up to US$82.20, according to Deutsche Bank estimates. The kingdom’s breakeven price escalated as it injected petrodollars to stimulate its limping economy after the global financial crisis; it also opened its coffers to appease its citizens as the Arab Spring movement swept across the region. As neighbouring Egypt, Tunisia, Libya, Yemen and Bahrain were in the throes of popular revolts, Saudi’s King Abdullah bin Abdulaziz Al Saud pledged a US$131-billion spending and investment package — 30% of its GDP — which included public sector jobs for 60,000 citizens and double-digit wage hikes for existing government employees to keep dissent at bay. 

Uniq: No Peak Oil

Peak oil predictions wrong – production will increase

Monboit 7-7-12 (George, Guardian News & Media, Gulf News, “We were Wrong on Peak Oil”, July 7th, 2012, http://gulfnews.com/opinions/columnists/we-were-wrong-on-peak-oil-1.1045786) CM

The facts have changed, now we must change too. For the past 10 years, an unlikely coalition of geologists, oil drillers, bankers, military strategists and environmentalists has been warning that peak oil and the decline of global supplies are just around the corner. We had some strong reasons for believing so: Production had slowed, price had risen sharply, depletion was widespread and appeared to be escalating. The first of the great resource crunches seemed about to strike. Among environmentalists, it was never clear, even to ourselves, whether or not we wanted it to happen. It had the potential both to shock the world into economic transformation, averting future catastrophes, and to generate catastrophes of its own, including a shift into even more damaging technologies, such as biofuels and petrol made from coal. Even so, peak oil was a powerful lever. Governments, businesses and voters who seemed impervious to the moral case for cutting the use of fossil fuels might, we hoped, respond to the economic case. Some of us made vague predictions, others were more specific. In all cases we were wrong. In 1975, M.K. Hubbert, a geoscientist working for Shell who had correctly predicted the decline in US oil production, suggested that global supplies could peak in 1995. In 1997, the petroleum geologist, Colin Campbell, estimated that it would happen before 2010. In 2003, the geophysicist Kenneth Deffeyes said he was “99 per cent confident” that peak oil would occur in 2004. In 2004, the Texas tycoon, T. Boone Pickens, predicted that “never again will we pump more than 82 million barrels” per day of liquid fuel. (Average daily supply in May 2012 was 91 million.) In 2005, the investment banker, Matthew Simmons, maintained that “Saudi Arabia cannot materially grow its oil production”. (Since then, its output has risen from 9 million barrels a day to 10 million, and it has another 1.5 million in spare capacity.) Peak oil has not happened and it is unlikely to happen for a very long time. A report by the oil executive, Leonardo Maugeri, published by Harvard University, provides compelling evidence that a new oil boom has begun. The constraints on oil supply over the past 10 years appear to have had more to do with money than geology. The low prices before 2003 had discouraged investors from developing difficult fields. The high prices of the past few years have changed that. Maugeri’s analysis of projects in 23 countries suggests that global oil supplies are likely to rise by a net 17 million barrels per day (to 110 million) by 2020. This, he says, is “the largest potential addition to the world’s oil supply capacity since the 1980s”. The investments required to make this boom happen depend on a long-term price of $70 (Dh257.46) a barrel. The current cost of Brent crude is $95. Money is now flooding into new oil: A trillion dollars has been spent in the past two years; a record $600 billion is lined up for 2012.

No Peak oil –dependence declining now – US and North American reserves

Hinkle 6-13-12 (A. Barton, Reason,  “Peak Oil Why We’ll Never Run out of Oil”, June 13th, 2012, http://www.alaskadispatch.com/article/peak-oil-why-well-never-run-out-oil) CM

Well, here we are at summer, 2012. The Chicago Tribune reports that the nationwide price for a gallon of regular "has fallen well below $4 a gallon." The term "peak oil" seems to have been completely forgotten. Not only that -- it is beginning to look as though the U.S. could largely cease to depend on the Middle East as its principal supplier. The Washington Post reports that U.S. imports from OPEC countries have declined by 1.8 million barrels a day. Last year the top American source of crude oil by far was Canada, which supplies 29 percent of U.S. imports. By contrast, the No. 2 supplier, Saudi Arabia, supplies only 14 percent. "Production has risen strikingly fast in places such as the tar sands of Alberta, Canada," The Post says, "and [in] the 'tight' rock formations of North Dakota and Texas -- basins with resources so hard to refine or reach that they were not considered economically viable until recently. Oil is gushing in once-dangerous regions of Columbia and … Brazil." But that's not all: "A host of new discoveries or rosy prospects for large deposits also has energy companies drilling in the Chukchi Sea inside the Arctic Circle, deep in the Amazon, along a potentially huge field off South America's northeast shoulder, and in the roiling waters around the Falkland Islands." So what the heck happened? It's no great mystery. As supplies tightened and prices rose, producers were motivated to find new sources and develop new technologies. When you hear that only X trillion barrels of "recoverable reserves" of oil exist, remember: The term does not refer to all the oil that there is. It refers to those reserves that are neither too costly to tap at present, nor off-limits because of government policy. Both of those factors can change. And how. In just the past six years, North Dakota has shot to the No. 2 domestic source of oil, thanks to improved horizontal drilling techniques that have tapped the Bakken and Three Forks fields. Thanks to the oil rush the population of Williston, N.D., has roughly doubled. Unemployment is 1 percent -- with 3,000 jobs still open -- and average pay has shot up from $32,000 to $80,000. North Dakota's oil boom also has been made possible by a new technology, fracking (short for hydraulic fracturing). Fracking has drawn criticism from environmentalists, but it works. This shows why it is a mistake to judge oil reserves by guessing how much is in the ground. First, that omits the most important factor: human ingenuity. While resources are limited, ingenuity is not. So when, in 1989, Colin Campbell -- the founder of the Association for the Study of Peak Oil -- claimed that the peak already had been reached, he might have been correct given the technology of the time. But then, more than a century before Campbell, Henry Wrigley -- head of the Pennsylvania Geological Survey -- also warned that oil production had reached its peak, too. People have been warning that we're about to run out of oil not just for the past few years, but for the past few decades. Yet as Donald Boudreaux, an economics professor at George Mason University, explained a couple of years ago, running out of oil "is not as much a question of physics as it is one of economics. And economics assures us that we will never run out of oil."

No Peak

No peak oil in sight

Perry 6-26-12 (Mark, prof of economics @ School of Management at University of Michigan, Ph.D in economics from George Mason, June 26th, 2012, “No Peak Oil In Sight: We’ve Got An Unprecedented Upsurge In Global Oil Production Underway”, http://www.dailymarkets.com/economy/2012/06/26/no-peak-oil-in-sight-weve-got-an-unprecedented-upsurge-in-global-oil-production-underway/) CM 

1. Contrary to what most people believe, oil is not in short supply and oil supply capacity is growing worldwide at such an unprecedented level that it might outpace consumption. From a purely physical point of view, there are huge volumes of conventional and unconventional oils still to be developed, with no “peak-oil” in sight. The full deployment of the world’s oil potential depends only on price, technology, and political factors. More than 80 percent of the additional production under development globally appears to be profitable with a price of oil higher than $70 per barrel. 2. The shale/tight oil boom in the United States is not a temporary bubble, but the most important revolution in the oil sector in decades. It will probably trigger worldwide emulation, although the U.S. boom is difficult to be replicated given the unique features of the U.S. oil (and gas) arena. Whatever the timing, emulation over the next decades might bear surprising results, given the fact that most shale/tight oil resources in the world are still unknown and untapped. China appears to be the first country to follow the U.S. example. Moreover, the extension of horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing combined to conventional oil fields might dramatically increase world’s oil production and revive mature, declining oilfields. 3. In the aggregate, conventional oil production is also growing throughout the world, although some areas (e.g. the North Sea), face an apparently irreversible decline of the production capacity. In most traditional producing countries, old oilfields go through a production revival thanks to better techniques and knowledge, or advanced exploration and production technologies, so far used only in the U.S. and in the North Sea. Huge parts of the world are still relatively unexplored for conventional oil (for example, the Arctic Sea or most of sub-Saharan Africa). 4. Over the next decades, the growing role of unconventional oils will make the Western hemisphere the new center of gravity of oil exploration and production. 5. Based on original, bottom-up, field-by-field analysis of most oil exploration and development projects in the world, this paper suggests that an unrestricted, additional production of more than 49 million barrels per day (mbd) of oil is targeted for 2020, the equivalent of more than half the current world production capacity of 93 mbd.
No peak oil – demand falling and studies are biased

Denning 6-26-12 (Liam, Wall Street Journal, “Has Peak Oil Peaked?”, June 26th, 2012, http://blogs.wsj.com/overheard/2012/06/26/has-peak-oil-peaked/) CM

Digital back-of-the-envelope? Maybe, but there is no denying that fears of the world running out of oil have lessened. Five years ago, or even a year ago, news that an embattled Syria had shot down a Turkish jet would have sent oil prices soaring. But on Monday, as Turkish anger over the incident seemed to intensify, oil prices actually continued falling, below $79 in the case of West Texas Intermediate. It isn’t just that demand in the western world is down, although it is: OECD demand has dropped by 4 million barrels per day, or 8%, since it peaked in 2005. Global demand increased by 4.1 million barrels per day in that time, meaning emerging market consumption increased by roughly two barrels per day for every one that was lost in the industrialized world. The more troublesome development for peak oil proponents is on the supply side — which, after all, is what peak oil is all about. If we are at peak oil, then global reserves shouldn’t be climbing and oil producing capacity should be maxed out or falling. A new report from the Harvard Kennedy School’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs not only suggests that is not case, but estimates that the world could be capable of producing 110.6 million barrels per day by 2020, up from 93 million barrels per day now. Leonard Maugeri, who authored the report, titled “Oil: The Next Revolution”, writes that “the age of ‘cheap oil’ is probably behind us” as new sources are harder, and therefore more expensive, to develop than in the past. That said, he reckons more than 80% of the new oil production looks profitable at a long-term oil price of just $70 a barrel — well below most analyst forecasts. Mr. Maugeri, a former executive vice president of Italian oil major Eni, is a well-known critic of peak oil theories. And while the study itself was not commissioned or sponsored by BP, it was produced under the auspices of the Belfer Center’s Geopolitics of Energy project which is suported in part by a general grant from the oil major. 

No Peak

Top studies prove peak oil unlikely soon – population shifting away from oil

Harrabin 6-19-12 (Roger, Environmental Analyst, “Science Enviornment: Is “peak oil” Idea Dead?” June 19th, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-18353962) CM

Bouts of anxiety are periodic. In the seventies a Shell geoscientist, M King Hubbert, sounded an alarm that supplies would peak by 1995 "if current trends continue." They didn't peak. Fear is a powerful motivator and forecasting a shortage can be a good way of avoiding one. Instead of seeing the 1970s oil crisis end in a long-term shortage, we responded by developing more fuel-efficient cars and burning less oil for heating. And what's more, oil production continued to grow. Shortages: Resources running out The latest bout of worry over oil supplies was provoked by a series of events in the 2000s, including the 9/11 terrorist attacks on New York, the Iraq War and an unfortunate incident in which Shell's chairman resigned after the firm overstated its oil reserves by 250 million barrels. It all disturbed President George W Bush. And his fears over energy security brought him into alignment with Tony Blair, who was pressing to combat climate change. The two agendas fortuitously converged - for a while - in the shape of home-grown energy sources like renewables and nuclear. And by 2006 it looked as though the oil doomsters were being proved right. Production actually fell, and by 2008 the UK Industry Taskforce on Peak Oil and Energy Security began warning that an oil shortage could destabilise economic, political and social activity potentially by 2015. A new parliamentary committee on Peak Oil amplified their concerns. And the government-funded UK Energy Research Centre (UKERC) said forecasts suggesting oil production will not peak before 2030 were "at best optimistic and at worst implausible". Fears over Peak Oil have been exacerbated by the extraordinary surge of car ownership in China - 14.5 million new cars shipped to dealers last year. Oil production has been boosted by new technologies to get it out of the ground But the reflexive response we saw in the 70s has repeated itself. Thanks to government rules and fear of rising oil prices, new cars are using much less fuel. And what do you know? In 2008 we reached a new production high of 73.71 million barrels a day according to the IEA, thanks largely to new technologies for getting the stuff out of the ground. Oil comes from fragments of vegetable matter laid down amongst particles of rock. Even by 1980 we could only recover about 22% of the oil from a typical well. Technology has now driven that figure to 35%. Same oil wells, more oil. A surge of car ownership in China has exacerbated concerns about peak oil Supply has been boosted by unconventional oil extracted from rocks which were previously uneconomic to exploit - like oil shales and tar sands. It takes much more energy and water to separate the oil from these rocks than conventional oil drilling so it's much worse for the environment. But your car doesn't know or care whether it's running on conventional oil or tar sand oil. Fears over "peak oil" haven't evaporated, but the advent of unconventional oils has driven the peak further into the distance. There's also a boom in unconventional gas production that's made the Americans relax about energy security. Gas can be turned into diesel - at a cost - pushing peak oil further into the distance. If things get really bad we can also turn coal into diesel. And much of this sudden boom in unconventional and hard-to-reach supplies has come as a surprise to policy-makers. I asked the director of the UK energy research centre which sounded the alarm just two-and-a-half years ago if he was still worried about peak oil. He replied: "Not much".

No peak oil – flawed analysis and data

Pollowitz 6-16-12 (Greg, National Review, ‘What Peak Oil?’ “June 16th, 2012, http://www.nationalreview.com/planet-gore/303042/what-peak-oil-greg-pollowitz) CM

Is peak oil imminent? Lots of people seem to think so. The data (released by BP a company who have a vested interest in oil scarcity) don’t agree. Proved reserves keep increasing: The oil in the ground will run out some day. But as the discovery of proven reserves continues to significantly outpace the rate of extraction, the claims that we’re facing immediate shortages looks trashy. Some may try to cast doubt on these figures, saying that BP are counting inaccessible reserves, and that we must accept that while there are huge quantities of shale oil in the ground, the era of cheap and readily accessible oil is over. They might cite the idea that oil prices are much higher than they were ten years ago. Yet this is mostly a monetary phenomenon resulting from excessive money creation beyond the economy’s productive capacity. Priced in gold, oil is still very cheap — almost as cheap as it has ever been: The argument that the vast majority of counted reserves are economically inaccessible is fundamentally flawed. In the long run there is only one equation that really matters in determining whether oil is extractable, and that is whether there is a net energy gain; whether energy-in exceeds energy-out. If there’s a net energy gain, it’s feasible. Certainly, we are moving toward a higher cost of energy extraction. Shale oil (for example) has a lower net energy gain than conventional oil, but still typically produces five times as much energy as is consumed in extraction.

No peak oil – shale reserves check back

Chaudhuri 7-6-12 (PRAMIT PAL, Hindustan Times, “Fall From Peak Oil”, July 7th, 2012, http://blogs.hindustantimes.com/foreign-hand/2012/07/06/fall-from-peak-oil/) CM

Over the years, I began to have some doubts. The most devastating was from the Saudi oil minister, Ali bin Ibrahim Al-Naimi, whom I had a chance to chat with for several minutes in Riyadh. He said the Simmons analysis was based on numbers that only included Saudi Arabia’s sweet oil reserves – because Riyadh didn’t bother in those days to keep a tally of what was seen as useless sour crude. I subsequently met geologists for various oil companies and even the World Bank who cast a sceptical eye on many of the peak oil theorists’ claim. But it was watching the past few years that convinced me the argument that the huge mountains of sweet light crude that drove the Western economies two decades ago were running out was sound, but that crude as a whole was doing just fine. The world kept seeing huge oil-exporting countries like Iraq and Iran being knocked out of the market because of war and so on. Prices would spike, but Saudi Arabia or someone else would come in and compensate. Now, we have a number of studies, the most recent and comprehensive being Leonardo Maugeri’s Oil: The Next Revolution which convincingly argues that far from running out, the world is already well into a major oil boom fed by new technology, the tapping of shale oil and other new sources. Where once Saudi Arabia alone ruled the roost, the next decade would see the United States, Russia and Iraq all match the desert kingdom in terms of 10 million barrels per day production – with Canada and a few others not far behind. Shale oil may run out one day too, but the fact is that there are huge amounts of the stuff, dwarfing the world’s liquid crude reservoirs hold. It will take some time.

Innovation solves peak oil 

Worstall 7-6-12 (Tim, a Senior Fellow @ the Adam Smith Institute in London, “So that’s the End of Peak Oil Then” July 6th, 2012, http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/finance/timworstall/100018350/so-thats-the-end-of-peak-oil-then/) CM

The constraints on oil supply over the past 10 years appear to have had more to do with money than geology. The low prices before 2003 had discouraged investors from developing difficult fields. The high prices of the past few years have changed that. Any economist could have told him that. Resource constraints are always an economic problem: solved by the price mechanism. It was never true that we would run out of oil – it just gets more expensive. At a higher price, people use less and go and hunt for more. Both have happened: the amount of oil (or energy of any kind) used to produce one dollar of GDP has been falling for decades now. Techniques to extract more have been developed as those prices rise. And I'm afraid that people don't seem to understand the implications of those new techniques. Take the Macondo field drilled by BP. Yes, a disaster in the Gulf: but also the deepest well ever drilled. Having developed the technology to drill so deeply we have not only discovered one new oil field – we've also discovered a whole new Earth that we can explore for oil. That part of the entire globe that between 4,000 and 5,000 feet below the surface. Inventing fracking does not mean just extracting gas from Pennsylvania or oil from the Bakken. It means prospecting the whole planet again for such deposits. New technologies mean we have invented whole new planets to explore for resources.

Uniq: Peak Oil Wrong

Peak oil theory false – economic misconceptions

Hancox 6-24-12 (Ed, environmental risk management sector, “US Domestic Gas and Oil Boom Will Reshape American Energy Policy, June 24th, 2012, http://www.policymic.com/articles/9950/u-s-domestic-oil-and-gas-boom-will-reshape-american-energy-policy#signup-form-content) CM

In one sense you can't argue against the Peak Oil concept: oil is a finite resource, so at some point there will indeed be a production “peak.” The problem is that the downward slope is not nearly as linear as Peak Oil theorists would like us to believe it is. Peak Oil overlooks some basic economics: for example, if oil is selling at $30/barrel, it makes no economic sense to develop an oil field where your production costs will be $40/barrel since you'll lose money on every drop of oil you produce; but if oil starts selling at $80/barrel, suddenly developing this field makes a lot more sense. Add to that technologies like horizontal drilling and hydrofracking and suddenly a lot of previously dismissed oil and gas fields become valuable reserves. This is why author Daniel Yergin notes that global oil supplies have increased three-fold since the Peak Oil theory was first proposed in the 70s.

Climate prevents

Majka 7-5-12 (Christopher, studied oceanography, biology, and mathematics, @ Mount Alison and Dalhousie Universities and the Pushkin Institute in Moscow, guest researcher at the Edward Gray Institute at Oxford University, “Valley Shadow of Peak Oil”, July 5th, 2012, http://rabble.ca/blogs/bloggers/christophermajka/2012/07/valley-shadow-peak-oil) CM 

The wildcard: Climate change All of the above matters not a whit if our planet fries. Aside from the (not insignificant) moral, ethical, social, and environmental costs of out-of-control climate change, the economic costs of adaptation to, and remediation of, the effects of climate change would almost certainly be degrees of magnitude greater than any revenues derived from oil extraction itself. Human civilization may currently be between a rock and hard place, but the granite stone of climate change is far harder and more abrasive than the hard decisions required to transition away from profligate fossil fuel use.

Uniq: Decline Inevitable

Oil dependence decline inevitable – US has more oil than the Yankees have championships

Monboit 7-7-12 (George, The Guardian, Gulf News, “We were Wrong on Peak Oil”, July 7th, 2012, http://gulfnews.com/opinions/columnists/we-were-wrong-on-peak-oil-1.1045786) CM

The country in which production is likely to rise most is Iraq, into which multinational companies are now sinking their money — and their claws. But the bigger surprise is that the other great boom is likely to happen in the US. Hubbert’s peak, the famous bell-shaped graph depicting the rise and fall of American oil, is set to become Hubbert’s Rollercoaster. Investment in the US will concentrate on unconventional oil, especially shale oil (which, confusingly, is not the same as oil shale). Shale oil is high-quality crude trapped in rocks through which it does not flow naturally. There are, we now know, monstrous deposits in the US. One estimate suggests that the Bakken shales in North Dakota contain almost as much oil as Saudi Arabia (though less of it is extractable). And this is one of 20 such formations in the US. Extracting shale oil requires horizontal drilling and fracking: a combination of high prices and technological refinements has made them economically viable. Already production in North Dakota has risen from 100,000 barrels a day in 2005 to 550,000 in January. So this is where we are. The automatic correction resource depletion destroying the machine that was driving it, that many environmentalists foresaw, is not going to happen. The problem we face is not that there is too little oil, but that there is too much. We have confused threats to the living planet with threats to industrial civilisation. They are not, in the first instance, the same thing. Industry and consumer capitalism, powered by abundant oil supplies, are more resilient than many of the natural systems they threaten. The great profusion of life in the past, fossilised in the form of flammable carbon, now jeopardises the great profusion of life in the present. There is enough oil in the ground to deep-fry the lot of us and no obvious means to prevail upon governments and industry to leave it in the ground. Twenty years of efforts to prevent climate breakdown through moral persuasion have failed, with the collapse of the multilateral process at Rio de Janeiro last month. The world’s most powerful nation is again becoming an oil state and if the political transformation of its northern neighbour is anything to go by, the results will not be pretty. Humanity seems to be like the girl in Guillermo del Toro’s masterpiece ‘Pan’s Labyrinth’: She knows that if she eats the exquisite feast laid out in front of her, she too will be consumed, but she cannot help herself. I don’t like raising problems when I cannot see a solution. But right now, I’m not sure how I can look my children in the eye.

Impact: No Crisis

No oil crises imminent

O’Keefe 6-18-12 (Chief Executive Officer of the Marshall Institute, is President of Solutions Consulting, Inc. He has also served as Senior Vice President of Jellinek, Schwartz and Conolly, Inc., Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer of the American Petroleum Institute and Chief Administrative Officer of the Center for Naval Analyses, “The Vanishing Peak”, June 18th 2012, http://fuelfix.com/blog/2012/06/18/the-vanishing-peak/) CM

Historically, the limits of existing technology limited how much oil could actually be recovered. This created an incentive to develop cost-effective ways to increase the amount of oil produced and for secondary and tertiary recovery efforts at existing drilling sites that were less expensive than alternatives to oil. With time and advances in technology, it has become possible to make new discoveries in deep water, hostile climates, to extract oil from shale and oil sands, and recover more oil from existing sites. As a result, world reserves and production have increased and the end of the oil era keeps getting pushed to the more distant future. As more deeper discoveries are made on-shore and off, scientists are rethinking the origin of petroleum. Instead of being the result of decay, it may the result of materials involved in the formation of the earth. Whatever theory is correct,one thing is clear, we are not about to “run out”of oil. That possibility is depressing to some environmentalists and off-oil advocates. The amount of oil ultimately recoverable will also be limited by production costs and technology. As one wise person once observed, the stone age didn’t end when we ran out of stones and the oil age won’t end when we run out of oil. 

Uniq: New Reserves

Extraction tech delays accesses new reserves

Majka 7-5-12 (Christopher, studied oceanography, biology, and mathematics, @ Mount Alison and Dalhousie Universities and the Pushkin Institute in Moscow, guest researcher at the Edward Gray Institute at Oxford University, “Valley Shadow of Peak Oil”, July 5th, 2012, http://rabble.ca/blogs/bloggers/christophermajka/2012/07/valley-shadow-peak-oil) CM 

Technology Intimately connected to estimates of reserves is the technology of extraction. The days of simply sticking a pipe into the Texas outback or the Saudi desert and producing an oil gyser are fast disappearing. The technology of extracting oil has grown by leaps and bounds. Hitherto inaccessible deposits of oil deep beneath the continental shelves are now regularly being exploited from Louisiana to the North Sea. Moreover, nowhere is technology more important than with respect to "unconventional" oil - the Athabaska bitumen sands, the extra heavy oil of the Orinoco Basin, the oil shale formations of the American West, and the Brazilian pre-salt oils. Earlier drilling, extraction, and refining technologies previously consigned such hydrocarbon deposits as impossible to utilize. Now technologies such as horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing (a.k.a., fracking) in the case of oil shales, and steam assisted gravity drainage (SAGD) in the case of bitumen sands, have made it possible to effectively tap these deposits.

Uniq: US Has Oil
US production could rival the Persian Gulf

Majka 7-5-12 (Christopher, studied oceanography, biology, and mathematics, @ Mount Alison and Dalhousie Universities and the Pushkin Institute in Moscow, guest researcher at the Edward Gray Institute at Oxford University, “Valley Shadow of Peak Oil”, July 5th, 2012, http://rabble.ca/blogs/bloggers/christophermajka/2012/07/valley-shadow-peak-oil) CM 

What's responsible for this dramatic increase? In part it is due to unparallel investment in the sector which has increased since 2003 and which amounted to USD $1.5 trillion over the last three years. However, the principal factor is the "de-conventionalization" of oil supply, notably the US shale/tight oils, the Canadian bitumen sands, Venezuela's heavy oils, and Brazil's pre-salt oils. For example, the hitherto undeveloped Bakken/Three Forks tight oil formation in North Dakota and Montana has the potential of producing as much oil as a large Persian Gulf country, all within the United States -- and the US has some 20 shale/tight oil formations, some of which may rival the Bakken field. By 2020 Maugeri forecasts that the US could supply 65 per cent of its own oil demand. Moreover, most shale/tight oil developments are profitable at oil prices (WTI) of $50 to $65 per barrel, thus offering a significant resilience to changing economic circumstances. Furthermore, except for the United States, shale/tight oil resources are still almost completely unexplored and unknown. Who knows what additional reserves might exist on the planet, ready to be fracked into production.

Uniq: Production Increasing Now

Oil production increasing now  - reduces prices

Majka 7-5-12 (Christopher, studied oceanography, biology, and mathematics, @ Mount Alison and Dalhousie Universities and the Pushkin Institute in Moscow, guest researcher at the Edward Gray Institute at Oxford University, “Valley Shadow of Peak Oil”, July 5th, 2012, http://rabble.ca/blogs/bloggers/christophermajka/2012/07/valley-shadow-peak-oil) CM 

What all this means is that there are still massive quantities of conventional and unconventional oil in the ground, and peak oil appears to be nowhere on the immediate horizon. Long before peak oil impels us to change to renewable energy and sustainable practices, we will have cooked our goose through climate change and other environmental impacts. Moreover, Maugeri points out that the current upswing in oil production will lead to major overproduction of oil, and a consequent decline in prices, unless oil demand grows at an annual rate of 1.6 per cent for the entire next decade, thereby pouring an ever increasing amount of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere.
Tech innovations access previously inaccessible resources 

Majka 7-5-12 (Christopher, studied oceanography, biology, and mathematics, @ Mount Alison and Dalhousie Universities and the Pushkin Institute in Moscow, guest researcher at the Edward Gray Institute at Oxford University, “Valley Shadow of Peak Oil”, July 5th, 2012, http://rabble.ca/blogs/bloggers/christophermajka/2012/07/valley-shadow-peak-oil) CM 

What is crystal clear, however, is that neither technology, nor the marketplace will get us there. Although the low-hanging fruit of oil deposits have long since been picked, oil extraction technology has and will continue to improve and hence open up more reserves of conventional oil in hitherto inaccessible areas, such as in ever deeper oceanic waters and in remote regions like the arctic as sea ice continues to disappear; and unconventional oil deposits of all kinds located in all manner of places. And tomorrow's oil extraction technology will doubtless be even better.
Uniq: Oil Dependence Ending

US production will end oil dependence and eliminate peak oil

Buisness Insider 6-29-12 (Business Insider, “Peak Oil Is Simply Not A Threat Anymore”, June 29th, 2012, http://www.businessinsider.com/peak-oil-where-2012-6) CM
In March, Citi published a report titled “North America, the New Middle East?” The striking thing about the research is that not only is the global demand growth for oil slows amid a struggling economy in the developed world, but also that oil production in the North America has increased, and will be increasing, rather substantially in the coming decade. The sources of new supply in the North America include oil sands, deepwater drilling, shale and tight oils, natural gas liquids (NGLs) and biofuel, according to Citi. Putting these together “. In total, North America as a whole could add over 11-m b/d of liquids from over 15-m b/d in 2010 to almost 27-m b/d by 2020-22.” The potential increase in supply challenges the notion of “peak oil”, an idea that the world is running out of oil (to put it simply). As Citi wrote three months ago: The increase in liquid growth, and the shale revolution in particular, is challenging the concept of peak oil. The belief that global oil production has peaked, or is on the cusp of doing so, has underpinned much of crude oil’s decade-long rally (setting aside the 2008 sell-off). The belief was bolstered by the repeated failure of supply to live up to the optimistic forecasts put forward by various governmental and international energy agencies. The International Energy Agency (IEA), the industry benchmark, made a habit of putting forth forecasts for the coming year of big gains in non-OPEC supply, only to spend the next 18 months revising those forecasts lower. But that pattern looks set to change, mainly because of the new shale oil and gas plays in the US, but also because of deepwater in the Gulf of Mexico, and Canadian oil sands. Production from these (and the associated liquids from shale gas plays) is rising so fast that total US oil production is surging, even as conventional oil production in Alaska and California is continuing its structural decline, and Gulf of Mexico production is now coming out of its post-Macondo (April 2010) drilling slump. The pick-up in production growth in recent years and in the coming decade was driven by the fact that oil price has been so high for so long, that led to increase of research and development effort being put in looking for new sources of supply. Obviously, it is being paid off: It has been higher prices in the last decade that, like higher prices in the 1970s, are leading to a resurgence in exploration and have unleashed three technological revolutions. US shale oil is one of them, but it has been preceded by the technological revolutions facilitating the tapping into vast hitherto non-commercial resources in deepwater and shale plays. Now the US is poised once again to become the largest liquid producer in the world and looks almost certain to overtake Russia and Saudi Arabia before the decade is over. Thanks to the increase in exploration and investment into new technology, global oil discoveries started to surge, as the chart below illustrates: Lately, we have got yet another research, this time from Harvard Kenny School Belfer Centre for Science and International Affairs, which is saying more or less the similar thing. Peak oil is nowhere near, and one of the biggest gainers in production capacity turns out to be, once again, the US. In this paper, the author, Leonardo Maugeri noted: After adjusting this substantial figure considering the risk factors affecting the actual accomplishment of the projects on a country-by-country basis, the additional production that could come by 2020 is about 29 mbd. Factoring in depletion rates of currently producing oilfields and their “reserve growth” (the estimated increases in crude oil, natural gas, and natural gas liquids that could be added to existing reserves through extension, revision, improved recovery efficiency, and the discovery of new pools or reservoirs), the net additional production capacity by 2020 could be 17.6 mbd, yielding a world oil production capacity of 110.6 mbd by that date – as shown in Figure 1. This would represent the most significant increase in any decade since the 1980s.
AT: Algae Add-on

production costs put algae fuel atleast 5-10 years away

Energy Current 11/20/08 
(“Algae-to-biodiesel at least five to 10 years away” http://www.energycurrent.com/index.php?id=3&storyid=14415)
Commercial production of microalgae as biodiesel feedstock will require substantial improvements in the present cultivation and harvesting methods and may only be economically viable in at least another five to ten years. Delegates attending the Algae World 2008 conference in Singapore said the current production cost of microalgae is too high to justify its use as a biodiesel feedstock. Assuming oil is retailing at US$1 a litre, the production cost of algae has to fall to US$0.37 per kilogramme to encourage the use of the algae in biodiesel production, Syed Isa Syed Alwi of Malaysia's Sasaran Biofuel said at the sidelines of Algae World 2008. This is only a fraction of the unit cost of algae produced at some of the world's largest algae farms. The unit cost of producing Dunaliella Salina, one of the commonly cultivated algae strains, in an open pond system is about AU$5 (US$3.14) for each kilogramme of dry biomass, Professor Michael A. Borowitzka of Murdoch University said citing statistics gathered from some of the pilot algae projects around the world. That figure compares favorably against the average AU$8 (US$5.04) to AU$12 (US$7.56) per kilogramme for Spirulina and the unit costs of other algae strain projects Borowitzka presented at the conference, but is still too high to justify any microalgae production for biodiesel purposes. Borowitzka is one of the researchers behind the design of Western Australia's Hutt Lagoon, Dunaliella Salina open pond, the world's largest microalgae production plant. The plant capitalises on the high salinity tolerance level of the Dunaliella salina species and its proximity to the coastline of Western Australia to draw on the salt water supplies required for its production. Like most other microalgae farms, the Hutt Lagoon facility also does not produce supply any feedstock for biodiesel production at the moment. The plant now supplies microalgae for the production of pharmaceutical products and animal feed. In order for microalgae to be cost effective as a biodiesel feedstock, more research and development is required to improve the current process, from site and algae strain selection to re-design of production facilities to automation of processes, Borowitzka said.

top algae researches agree—techinical problems prevent algae from becoming a primary fuel source

Strahan 08 
(David. Award winning investigative journalist and former BBC reporter “Green fuel for the airline industry” 8/13/08. The New Scientist http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg19926691.700-green-fuel-for-the-airline-industry.html?page=3)   

Algae have stirred up huge excitement, not only because they have the potential to help mop up CO2 emissions, but also because of the sheer amount of fuel they might produce. Shell, which is building a pilot facility in Hawaii, claims algae could be 15 times as productive as traditional biofuel crops. Boeing believes algae could produce 85 to 170 tonnes per hectare per year (10,000 to 20,000 US gallons per acre per year), yielding all the world's jet fuel in an area the size of Belgium. Yet the scientists who have done most research into algae production look askance at such claims. The fundamental problem, explains Al Darzins, who coordinates alga research at the US National Renewable Energy Laboratory in Golden, Colorado, is that although algae grow very quickly, most of their biomass is usually carbohydrate. To trigger a higher proportion of oil, you have to stress the algae in some way - starve them of nutrients such as nitrogen, say - which in turn limits their growth rate. As a result, Darzins thinks 42 tonnes per hectare is a more realistic target. Ben-Amotz is even more cautious. To grow algae cheaply means using open ponds, which are prone to invasion by local alga species that do not produce oil, or by predatory micro-organisms. There are also the day-to-day problems of keeping temperature and salinity constant, so theoretical levels of productivity are hard to maintain on large scales and over the long term. "If people say it's possible, let them show me," Ben-Amotz says. "But usually they only show me a bucketful." With over 20 years' production experience, Ben-Amotz is convinced that the maximum practical yield is 25 grams of biomass per square metre per day, of which 40 per cent might be oil. That equates to about 36 tonnes per hectare per year, meaning that to replace current jet fuel consumption would take about 65,000 km2, roughly the area of Ireland. Massively better than BTL, but still enormous.  

AT: RFS Add-on
(_) RFS biofuels kills econ – decreases dollar value

The National Academy of Sciences 11- [The National Academy of the Sciences is a non-profit organization in the United States whose members serve scienceas "advisers to the nation on , engineering, and medicine." "Renewable Fuel Standard: Potential Economic and Environmental Effects of U.S. Biofuel Policy" http://dels.nas.edu/resources/static-assets/materials-based-on-reports/reports-in-brief/Renewable-Fuel-Standard-Final.pdf //NGopaul]

Effects on Land Prices Unless there are major increases in agricultural yields or improvements in the efficiency of converting biomass to fuel, an additional 30 to 60 million acres of cropland would be required to produce enough biomass to meet the Renewable Fuel Standard by 2022. Therefore, increasing biofuel production to meet the RFS consumption mandate is expected to create competition among different land uses and increase cropland prices. Effects on Food and Feed Prices Diverting a portion of food crops, such as corn and soybean, to biofuel production was one of the many factors that contributed to increasing prices for agricultural commodities, food, and livestock feed starting in 2007. Other factors affecting food and feed prices include growing global population, crop failures in other countries, high oil prices, decline in the value of the U.S. dollar, and speculative activity in the marketplace.

(_) Biofuels only increase emissions – producing them results in it

The National Academy of Sciences 11- [The National Academy of the Sciences is a non-profit organization in the United States whose members serve scienceas "advisers to the nation on , engineering, and medicine." "Renewable Fuel Standard: Potential Economic and Environmental Effects of U.S. Biofuel Policy" http://dels.nas.edu/resources/static-assets/materials-based-on-reports/reports-in-brief/Renewable-Fuel-Standard-Final.pdf //NGopaul]

Environmental Effects Although biofuels hold potential for providing net environmental benefits compared to using petroleum-based fuels, specific environmental outcomes from increasing biofuel production to meet the RFS consumption mandate cannot be guaranteed. Some of the key factors that influence environmental effects from producing feedstocks for biofuels are site specific and depend on the type of feedstocks produced, the management practices used to produce them, prior land use, and any land-use changes that their production might incur. In addition to greenhouse-gas emissions, production and use of biofuels affect air quality, water quality, water use, and biodiversity (see Box 1). Many processes affect the overall greenhouse-gas emissions from the production and use of biofuels; some processes result in sequestration of greenhouse gases while others result in greenhouse-gas emissions. For example, carbon dioxide is stored in plants as they grow, but emissions are generated by fossil fuel combustion during the process of manufacturing and transporting the biofuel. Conversely, replacing an annual crop with a perennial biofuel crop could increase the amount of carbon dioxide sequestered at the site. Indirect changes in land use can also occur and affect greenhouse-gas emissions. If the increased production of biofuel crops causes decreases in the production of commodity crops, the price of commodities could increase. Farmers could respond to market signals and expand production of the displaced commodity crop by converting noncropland to cropland. If the expanded production involves removing perennial vegetation on a piece of land and replacing it with an annual commodity crop, then the land-use change would incur a one-time greenhouse-gas emission from biomass and soil that could be large enough to offset greenhouse-gas emissions benefits gained by displacing petroleum-based fuels with biofuels over subsequent years. Furthermore, such land conversion may disrupt any future potential for storing carbon in biomass and soil. Although RFS imposes restrictions to discourage U.S. farmers from land-clearing or land-cover change,

Uniq: Biofuels Now

Biofuel development now and inevitable—bipartisan issue with inter-agency support

Carey 7/3,   junior Journalism major at John Brown University, (Esther, USDA, DoE, Navy kick starting biofuel development,  Department of Energy News: Federal News Radio, July 3, 2012,http://www.federalnewsradio.com/430/2929704/USDA-DoE-Navy-kick-starting-biofuel-development//AG  

The government is providing financial backing for companies to invest in biofuels production research. Officials released a $30 million funding opportunity Friday as the first phase of a $100 million initiative to kick start the biofuels industry. Agency senior executives said at a press conference Monday the grant program will help accomplish three objectives: progressing toward President Barack Obama's energy goals, protecting the energy security of the military and providing economic benefit to rural America. Three departments, Energy, Navy and Agriculture, are involved in what USDA Secretary Tom Vilsack called a historic collaboration. The three agencies are working together to address "all of the major challenges that a fledgling industry would have," Vilsack said. He listed three: receiving the capital needed to research the new fuels, the assurance of having a buyer and a means of ensuring reasonable cost of the required materials. In this situation, each agency is meeting one of those needs. The Energy Department will provide funding; the Navy agreed to become a major customer of the biofuels; and USDA will help maintain the cost-competitiveness of the final product. Energy investments fuel innovation DoE is making $32 million available for early-stage research of biofuels, in addition to the federal funding, said Heather Zichal, DoE's deputy assistant to the president for energy and climate change. The money breaks down into two categories, Zichal said. The first provides $20 million for companies to develop test biorefineries for producing military-specification biofuels from biomass such as waste materials and algae. The second offers $12 million for up to eight projects researching the synthetic processing of biomass into transportation fuels. "By pursuing new processes and technologies for producing next-generation biofuels, we are working to accelerate innovation in a critical and growing sector that will help to improve U.S. energy security and protect our air and water," said Energy Secretary Steven Chu in a press release. 

***Deficits Advantage***

Deficit Reduction now

Deficit will inevitably be solved with bipartisan regulations—aff statistics irrelevant

Klein 4/7 , iberal American blogger and columnist for The Washington Post, a columnist for Bloomberg, and a contributor to MSNBC, (Ezra, That deficit? Don't sweat it, The Washington Post, April 7, 2012, LexisNexis)//AG

I'm not particularly worried about the budget deficit. In fact, of all the major problems the United States faces, the deficit is the one I'm least worried about. That's not because we don't have to get the problem under control; it's because I'm pretty sure we will. Why? The budget deficit is unique: If Congress is unable to agree on a remedy, the problem goes away on its own. Would that all of our challenges were so cooperative. Federal Reserve Chairman Ben S. Bernanke calls the end of 2012 "a fiscal cliff." The George W. Bush tax cuts are set to expire. The $1.2 trillion spending sequester, enforcing cuts in the defense and domestic budgets, is set to go off. Various stimulus measures - including the payroll tax cut - are scheduled to end. "Taken together," writes the Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, "these policies would reduce ten-year deficits by over $6.8 trillion relative to realistic current policy projections - enough to put the debt on a sharp downward path." In fact, if Congress gridlocks - and what does Congress do these days but gridlock? - we face the prospect of too much deficit reduction too fast. The Congressional Budget Office estimates that barreling over the fiscal cliff would increase unemployment by 1.1 percent in 2013. Inaction isn't inevitable: Deficit reduction is an unusual issue in that both parties fundamentally agree on the goal, even if they don't agree on how to achieve it. This week, for instance, President Obama and Rep. Paul Ryan (R-Wis.) traded barbs on how best to go about it. The same can't be said for issues such as catastrophic climate change or access to health insurance, about which the two parties disagree on whether there's even a problem that needs federal action. Finally, Washington is thick with potential crises - real and invented - that will be used to increase the urgency of deficit reduction. There are appropriations bills to pass in order to keep the federal government functioning. There's raising the debt ceiling, a limit that we're expected to breach at the end of 2012. There's the expiration of the various tax cuts and stimulus measures. And, if all this is somehow surmounted without further deficit reduction, there's the eventual pressure the bond market will exert on the economy and policymakers. No other issue is subject to such a varied and continuous array of forcing mechanisms. Some of those mechanisms have already proved their effectiveness. The 2010 debt-ceiling debate led to the Simpson-Bowles commission. The 2011 government-shutdown debate led to a small deficit-reduction package - the participants estimated its savings at $37 billion over 10 years. The 2011 debt-ceiling debate, though a disaster for the economy, led to a deficit-reduction plan of $2.1 trillion - about half the size of the Simpson-Bowles plan. These outcomes point the way to deficit deals that might be struck in the next year or two, with the potential to stabilize our finances for the next decade or more. That won't comfort some of the most ardent deficit hawks. They are, for better or worse, considerably more farsighted. They brandish charts showing scary red lines reaching out to 2080. Those charts show a huge problem that requires radical solutions. I know those charts well. I've used them myself. But those charts are really about health-care spending. What they're really telling us is this: If you look at how medical costs have risen in recent decades and you draw that line out 70 more years, we're really in trouble. And that's true: We are. 

No collapse—defense cuts solve economic decline

O’Hanlon 11, senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues. He began his career as a budget analyst in the defense field, (Michael, Why defense cuts can be good for America; Hawks will argue that austerity mustn't touch the Pentagon. Yet such measures will enable long-term security, USA Today, January 18, 2011, LexisNexis)//AG 

These cuts could be made, for example, by reducing our standing Army and Marine Corps back to 1990s levels once the Afghanistan operation begins to wind down, and by curbing weapons acquisition programs in areas such as fighter aircraft modernization, in which multiple programs overlap. Done carefully, we could make such budget cuts while sustaining current deployments and other capabilities in the Western Pacific and Persian Gulf regions, among other places. To be sure, potential dangers arise in this approach. Yet current policy comes with its own considerable risks. Nothing is off-limits Austerity measures are never pleasant, yet if entrenched interests are allowed to protect their preferred government priorities -- be it Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid, college aid and science research, preschool programs and grade school education, or the tax code -- deficit reduction efforts will surely founder. And the country's long-term well-being will follow. The most probable consequence will then be an outcome toward which we are already headed. Public debt levels will exceed our annual GDP, making us like Japan or, worse yet, Greece or Portugal or Italy. With health care costs rapidly escalating, there would be no natural end to this deteriorating fiscal spiral. Federal interest costs alone would be projected to approach $1 trillion a year within a decade. A country with trillion dollar interest payments and growing debt cannot afford a strong military over the long term. Nor can it make the scientific, educational and infrastructural investments needed for long-term economic vitality. Yet in the weeks and months ahead, politicians will be making the "hands off" argument. Those who argue for reasonable military cuts will be called "weak on defense." The public shouldn't buy it. After all, a failure to avert the oncoming fiscal calamity could cripple the U.S. economically over time. With that, the people will be loath to provide the political underpinning for the global economic and military engagement that has been at the heart of America's defense strategy since World War II. Thus, we might need to take some prudent strategic risks now to protect our fundamental strength over the longer term. To dismiss careful defense budget cutbacks categorically is false hawkishness, for it fails to address the economic challenge posed to the long-term foundations of U.S. national power. 

AT: CAFÉ Kills Econ

1. High Prices Hurt Economy Now—Efficiency Solves, Insulates From Shocks

Union of Concerned Scientists, 04.19.2004, http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_vehicles/cars_and_suvs/page.cfm?pageID=1395

The 2004 gasoline price spikes are not new to consumers. Gasoline prices have been spiking for the past four years, with no relief in sight. The most effective way to insulate consumers from these price spikes is to increase fuel economy standards, but government has not learned a 30-year lesson: high energy costs combined with low efficiency hurt the economy. The last four major price shocks (1973-74, the late 1970s/early 1980s, and early 1990's) were all followed by recessions. While today’s gasoline prices may not hit consumers as badly as peaks during the late 1980’s (due to inflation), current “record” prices are placing a significant drain on the economy—a drain that could be avoided if consumers had cars and trucks with better fuel economy.
2. Turn: Efficiency Key To Auto Industry Competitiveness

Jack Doyle, founder and director of Corporate Sources and its principal investigator 2K, Taken for a Ride, p. 446

Today, some American activists and politicians look at Detroit and worry that the mistakes and missed opportunities of the past may be repeated in the future."There's a competitive threat coming, significantly, but not exclusively driven by environmental realities that Michigan leaders, both inside and outside the auto industry, are loathe to acknowledge," says Lana Pollack, a former Michigan state senator who now heads up the Michigan Environmental Council. "Foreign manufacturers and domestic startups pioneering the new technologies could take a huge market share before the slower-moving traditional auto industry has had the opportunity to adapt and recover." Pollack is now working with labor and other interests in Michigan to persuade the automakers to heed the warning signs. "We lost market share that we never fully regained," she says, referring to the 1970s. "Now we face a similar threat. . . . Not being first out of the box could have a tremendous, more or less permanent depressive effect on the domestic auto industry. This isn't a matter of environment over economics. Either they move together, or we're going to inflict tremendous damage on ourselves."
3. Turn: Consumer Spending
A. Fuel Efficiency Increases

David Friedman is a senior transportation analyst in the UCS Clean Vehicles Program., Union of Concerned Scientists, 12.06.2002, http://www.ucsusa.org/publications/nucleus.cfm?publicationID=317

If fuel economy increases to 40 mpg by 2012, and then 55 mpg by 2020, oil use would decrease significantly. Instead of growing unchecked, by 2015 it could be brought back to what it is today. And it could keep going down. Fuel economy improvements would dwarf oil supplies from proposed expansion into environmentally sensitive areas such as the Arctic National Wildlife Reserve. By 2020, fuel savings would amount to more than four times the oil economically recoverable from the Arctic. In addition, if Americans spend less money buying fuel, they'll have more to spend elsewhere. The 9.8 billion dollars consumers could be saving by 2010 and the 28 billion by 2020 would be returned to the nation's economy. In the auto industry, investments to improve fuel economy and the money saved by consumers, could create 40,000 jobs by 2010 and 100,000 by 2020. Furthermore, the environmental benefits in decreased emissions would be significant. By 2010, carbon dioxide and other greenhouse-gas emissions from driving and providing fuel for cars and light trucks could be reduced by 273 million tons, diminishing transportation's contribution to global warming. At the same time, nearly 150 million pounds of toxic emissions and 320 million pounds of smog-forming pollutants would never find their way from refineries to our lungs. By 2020, emissions reductions would be even greater: 888 million fewer tons of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, 481 million fewer pounds of toxics, and 1,039 million fewer pounds of smog-forming pollutants.
B. Key To Economy

The Edge Malaysia, 9/13/04

Consumer debt grew by US$1 trillion, or 11%, during the 12 months ending March 31. That pace is unsustainable if interest rates are flat or rising, given that incomes are growing only by 3%. At some point, the burden of debt service will be high enough that it puts pressure on consumer spending. Home prices have been rising 8% annually, far faster than income growth, and at some point, houses will no longer be affordable and prices will stop climbing. Consumer spending has been bolstered by homeowners refinancing or tapping their home equity; higher rates or lower house prices will thwart those moves. And as the second-quarter gross domestic product (GDP) slowdown showed, the economy remains dependent on consumer spending, which accounts for about 70% of GDP, with corporate spending kicking in 15%. "It's almost impossible for corporate spending to offset the consumer," says Gordon.

4. Turn: Consumers Want Efficiency Cards

The Baltimore Sun, July 5, 2004 

The most obvious first step is a radical improvement in automotive fuel efficiency. Although the United States has given back all of the dramatic efficiency gains achieved after the Arab oil embargo 30 years ago, it wouldn't be hard to recover. Automakers already have the technology to double miles per gallon, and if the surging popularity of hybrids is any sign, consumers may be ready for a new concept in cars.  Detroit, of course, will resist. U.S. automakers fear the high costs of retooling; indeed, some commentators (myself included) believe only a massive federal bailout will get auto companies to shift gears. But the benefits would be huge. By doubling the average fuel economy of cars and trucks to 40 miles per gallon (which existing hybrid technology could do), we could save 5 million barrels of oil a day by 2015 -- or more than twice our current imports from the Middle East.

5. Tech Is Ready Now

Tony Dutzik, Frontier Group and Emily Figdor, U.S. PIRG Education Fund, Environment North Carolina, Research & Policy Center, RISING TO THE CHALLENGE: SIX STEPS TO CUT GLOBAL WARMING POLLUTION IN THE UNITED STATES, Summer 2006. Available from the World Wide Web at: www.environmentnorthcarolina.org/uploads/Ue/Sz/UeSzbzUzGX8deYBF1HJ0fg/Rising_to_the_Challenge.pdf
Most of the technologies used to achieve the fuel economy improvements and global warming pollution reductions described above are neither new nor exotic. Technologies such as six-speed automatic transmissions, continuously variable transmissions, turbocharging and cylinder deactivation are already finding their way into growing numbers of vehicles. Other more advanced technologies, such as improved electrical systems and idle-off (in which the gasoline engine is shut off during idling), can also significantly reduce emissions.

6. Gains Technologically Feasible, Cut Costs

Tony Dutzik, Frontier Group and Emily Figdor, U.S. PIRG Education Fund, Environment North Carolina, Research & Policy Center, RISING TO THE CHALLENGE: SIX STEPS TO CUT GLOBAL WARMING POLLUTION IN THE UNITED STATES, Summer 2006. Available from the World Wide Web at: www.environmentnorthcarolina.org/uploads/Ue/Sz/UeSzbzUzGX8deYBF1HJ0fg/Rising_to_the_Challenge.pdf
A variety of analyses over the past several years have found that dramatic improvements in fuel economy and per-mile global warming emissions are both technologically feasible and cost-effective. Car and Light Truck Standards The Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) has concluded that average vehicle fuel economy of 40 MPG is attainable within a 10-year timeframe, even without the widespread use of hybrid technology. In addition, UCS concluded that such standards would provide a net savings to purchasers of more-efficient light trucks, even given a relatively conservative estimate of gasoline prices ($1.75 per gallon).72 Similarly, the Consumer Federation of America concluded that a 50 MPG standard would be both feasible and cost-effective by 2030, assuming gasoline prices of $3 per gallon, using technologies that are either currently available or projected to be available soon.73

***States CP***

States Solve

Text: The Fifty Sates and all relevant territories should ____________________________________________________________________
The states can implement their own gas tax and use it more effectively than the federal government for infrastructure funding 

Utt ’11 (Ronald Utt - Ph.D. and Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow. "Federal Highway Transportation Program: Why States Should Opt Out." The Heritage Foundation. N.p., july 6, 2011. Web. 08 July 2012. <http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/07/federal-highway-transportation-program-why-states-should-opt-out>. Alyssa)

Growing dissatisfaction with federal transportation policy and government’s mismanagement of the highway trust fund have encouraged many in Congress and in state governments to seek ways to overhaul the system or to extract themselves from it. Since the mid-1990s, legislation has been introduced each year in Congress to phase out the federal highway program by shifting the existing federal taxing authority to states in a multi-year phaseout that would restore most surface transportation responsibility—and the revenues to fulfill it—to the states. Considered too extreme by some, including states that would benefit from it, this “turnback” legislation never gained much traction and has not been a serious contender to displace the increasingly dysfunctional federal program. New Plans to Restore Transportation to the States Recognizing that the all-or-nothing approach of the leading turnback proposals was a deterrent to widespread support, The Heritage Foundation in 2004 devised a hybrid proposal that would allow the existing program to continue as is but permit states to opt out of it if they decided that doing so would be to their benefit.[1] A version of the Heritage plan was proposed as a pilot project by the Bush Administration in 2008.[2] By opting out, the state—depending upon the plan—would collect or receive as a block grant all of the federal fuel tax revenues raised within its borders and would be entitled to spend them on transportation priorities of its own choosing. This year, several pieces of opt-out legislation have been introduced. These include the State Highway Flexibility Act (H.R. 1585) introduced by Representative William Lankford (R–OK); the Highway Fairness and Reform Act (H.R. 632 and S. 252) introduced by Representative Jeff Flake (R–AZ) and Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison (R–TX); and the State Act (H.R. 1737) introduced by Representative Scott Garrett (R–NJ). Dysfunctional Federal Program Funded primarily by motorists and truckers who pay a series of user taxes, federal transportation policy has lost its focus over the past few decades. Spending has been diverted to a number of non-road purposes, earmarking has escalated, and pervasive regional inequities have created financial losers and winners. As Heritage has noted elsewhere, less than two-thirds of federal surface transportation spending from the highway trust fund goes for general-purpose highways.[3] The other one-third funds costly and underutilized transit investments (transit receives 20 percent of federal funds but serves less than 2 percent of urban passengers); bike and hiking paths; metropolitan planning organizations; covered bridge restoration; historic train station conversions; cityscapes and flower planting; earmarks; U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) overhead; livability schemes; and low-valued university transportation research centers. Added to these deficiencies is the imbalance between the donee and donor states—the latter being concentrated in the South[4]—and numerous counterproductive regulations that undermine safety (CAFE standards); raise costs (Davis–Bacon); and impose delays on projects (NEPA). How Opt-Out Would Work Under an opt-out program, a state would forgo its annual authorization from the highway trust fund—with its many mandates, regulations, and dozens of specific spending allocations—and instead choose to receive its share of the federal fuel taxes collected within its borders. Depending on which bill became law, the state would either receive these revenues as a block grant from the USDOT equal to the federal fuel tax revenues collected in that state or directly collect, keep, and spend the 18.3 cents per gallon fuel tax once collected by the federal government in the state. Freed from federally imposed one-size-fits-all policies, states could use the funds to finance their own transportation priorities, not those of the many influential lobbyists and trade associations that seek to gain at taxpayers’ expense or those of the anti-road, anti-car activists who want to return America to a nostalgic vision of how they thought we lived in 1905. 
States Solvency

States should be in charge of their own HTF and gas tax – they are better at encouraging innovation and funding necessary infrastructure 

Poole ’96 (Robert W. Poole, Jr - Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow and Director of Transportation Policy at the Reason Foundation. "DEFEDERALIZING TRANSPORTATION FUNDING." The Reason Foundation. N.p., october 1996. Web. <reason.org/files/4883e8bd01480c4d96ce788feb1f2e05.pdf>. Alyssa)

A. Should Trust Funds Be Taken AOff-Budget@? HR 842 passed the House in spring 1996, with the enthusiastic backing of nearly every transportation interest group. It would take all the transportation trust funds out of the federal budget, on grounds that since these funds are derived solely from transportation user taxes, and can only be spent for transportation purposes, the recipient highway, transit, and aviation spending programs should not be constrained by federal budget-balancing efforts. As many critics have pointed out, taking these programs Aoff-budget@ would remove them from needed congressional scrutiny. One of the consequences would be that pork-barrel spending, which plagues all three modes of transportation, would be even less subject to challenge than it is today. In addition, the major inequities between Adonor@ and Arecipient@ states that are built into current allocation formulas would be preserved. And all of the defects of centralized trust funds, noted in Section II, would remain. David Luberoff of the Taubman Center at Harvard=s Kennedy School says, Instead of taking the trust funds off- budget, Congress should take a cue from the social policy debates and >devolve= them to the states and localities. Why not eliminate federal gasoline taxes and turn that taxing power over to the states? Since having good transportation is a critical factor in ensuring regional economic prosperity, states would have a great incentive to raise their gas taxes to build the infrastructure they really need.@31 Former OMB privatization director Ronald Utt, now at the Heritage Foundation, agrees.32 The Wall Street Journal editorialized against taking the trust funds off- budget, arguing that instead, when ISTEA comes up for reauthorization in 1997, Congress should consider truly taking the Highway Trust Fund off-budget by devolving the responsibility and revenue base for maintaining roads back to states and communities.A33
The federal gas tax should be returned to the states – they manage transportation infrastructure comparatively better

Poole ’96 (Robert W. Poole, Jr - Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow and Director of Transportation Policy at the Reason Foundation. "DEFEDERALIZING TRANSPORTATION FUNDING." The Reason Foundation. N.p., october 1996. Web. <reason.org/files/4883e8bd01480c4d96ce788feb1f2e05.pdf>. Alyssa)

This analysis suggests that it may be politically feasible to devolve surface transportation funding and responsibility to the state level, reducing the Federal Highway Administration to a small cadre that would maintain uniform standards for Interstate system planning and design. States and metro areas, working with the private sector as they chose, would assume all responsibilities for funding, construction, and operation of highways. The federal gasoline tax would be abolished and states would be free to increase their own gasoline taxes (or other funding sources) to raise the funds necessary to maintain their system at the desired level. The remaining federal ban on tolling Interstate highways would be repealed as part of the change-over. The benefits of such a change could be very large. Among them would be the following: ! More Productive Investment. As noted above, that portion of our highway system constructed with federal aid costs at least 21.5 percent more than highways constructed without that aid. Thus, the same total dollars invested by states and the private sector could produce more needed infrastructure; alternatively, some states might keep net investment levels the same as at present, freeing the remaining resources for other societal needs. ! Intermodalism. In conjunction with defederalization of airports (discussed below), the devolution of surface transportation responsibilities from DOT to the states and cities would get rid of the rigid Amodal@ categories of funding, in which transit funds can only be used for transit, highway funds only for highways, and airport funds only for airports. The present system has made it extremely difficult to fund truly intermodal infrastructure, such as surface transportation access to airports. Decentralizing the funding to where the needs are would facilitate the development of needed intermodal facilities. ! Freedom for Innovation. Overly prescriptive federal regulations and standards have stymied innovation in transportation infrastructure. For example, two decades of federal speed-limit mandates precluded potentially large economic gains from the time savings involved in high-speed heavy-truck-oriented tollways, such as the proposed Chicago-Kansas City Tollway and Colorado's Front Range Toll Road. ! Private Investment. The private sector has stepped up to the plate in the 12 states where the law has been amended in recent years to encourage private investment in surface transportation. Yet because of the higher costs involved, private firms have shied away from public-private partnerships involving federal highway funds. Devolving these responsibilities to the states is more likely to encourage greater private-sector investment than is further attempts to fine-tune the federal public-private partnership provisions.
***State Devolution CP***

Devolution Solves

Federal transportation infrastructure should be devolved to the states – less regulations, more private sector encouragement, and more innovation  

Poole ’96 (Robert W. Poole, Jr - Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow and Director of Transportation Policy at the Reason Foundation. "DEFEDERALIZING TRANSPORTATION FUNDING." The Reason Foundation. N.p., october 1996. Web. <reason.org/files/4883e8bd01480c4d96ce788feb1f2e05.pdf>. Alyssa)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Airports, highways, and mass transit systems are primarily state and local responsibilities. They are developed and operated by state and local governments (with increasing private-sector involvement) and funded primarily from state and local sources. Yet the federal government, by collecting transportation user taxes and using them to make grants for these systems, both raises the costs and exerts significant control over these state and local activities. Congress should devolve transportation infrastructure funding and responsibilities to cities and states, ending federal grant programs and their accompanying restrictions. Cities and states have been open to privatization, and most would welcome the flexibility and freedom from costly federal regulations which devolution would give them. Devolving transportation funding would lead to more-productive investment, greater intermodalism, more innovation, and new capital from the private sector. Conventional wisdom suggests that 21 states are net donors to the federal highway program and the rest are net recipients. But this paper's analysis, taking into account the real costs of federal funding and regulations, concludes that 33 states get back less than they contribute in highway taxes and would be better off if the funds were left in their states to begin with. By adding such major states as Illinois, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, and Virginia to the donor-state category, this assessment could change the political dynamics in favor of devolution. Abundant evidence now exists that federal transit programs have stimulated investment in unviable rail systems and have needlessly boosted transit system operating costs. The flexibility created by repeal of federal transit regulations would permit changes (such as competitive contracting of transit operations) that could save enough to offset much of the loss of federal operating subsidies. It would be up to cities and states to decide whether to continue to Ainvest@ in non-cost-effective rail transit. The only truly federal role in aviation is ensuring safety and facilitating the modernization of the air traffic control system. The latter can best be accomplished by divesting ATC to a user-funded corporation, as 16 other countries have done. Airports should be defederalized; all sizes of commercial airports could make up for the loss of federal grants with modest per-passenger charges. States could decide whether to subsidize unviable general aviation airports. Overall, the federal government would retain certain coordination and safety-regulation functions in transportation. But it would henceforth leave investment and management decisions to state, city, and private decision-makers.

HTF Devolution Solvency
Ending the HTF would lead to state innovation, private investment, and increased transparency 

Roth ’10 (Gabriel Roth - Civil Engineer and Transportation Economist. He Is Currently a Research Fellow at the Independent Institute. During His 20 Years with the World Bank, He Was Involved with Transportation Projects on Five Continents. "Federal Highway Funding | Downsizing the Federal Government." Federal Highway Funding | Downsizing the Federal Government. N.p., june 2010. Web. 08 July 2012. <http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding/>. Alyssa)
Conclusions Americans are frustrated by rising traffic congestion. In the period 1980 to 2008, the vehicle-miles driven in the nation increased 96 percent, but the lane-miles of public roads increased only 7.5 percent. The problem is that U.S. road systems are run by governments, which do not respond to the wishes of road users but to the preferences of politicians. Transportation markets need to be liberated from government control so that road users can directly finance the needed highway improvements that they are prepared to pay for. We need to recognize "road space" as a scarce resource and allow road owners to increase supply and charge market prices for it. We should allow the revenues to stimulate investment in new capacity and in technologies to reduce congestion. If the market is allowed to work, profits will attract investors willing to spend their own money to expand the road system in response to the wishes of consumers. To make progress toward a market-based highway system, we should first end the federal role in highway financing. In his 1982 State of the Union address, President Reagan proposed that all federal highway and transit programs, except the interstate highway system, be "turned back" to the states and the related federal gasoline taxes ended. Similar efforts to phase out federal financing of state roads were introduced in 1996 by Sen. Connie Mack (R-FL) and Rep. John Kasich (R-OH). Sen. James Inhofe (R-OK) introduced a similar bill in 2002, and Rep. Scott Garrett (R-NJ) and Rep. Jeff Flake (R-AZ) have each proposed bills to allow states to fully or partly opt out of federal highway financing.47 Such reforms would give states the freedom to innovate with toll roads, electronic road-pricing technologies, and private highway investment. Unfortunately, these reforms have so far received little action in Congress. But there is a growing acceptance of innovative financing and management of highways in many states. With the devolution of highway financing and control to the states, successful innovations in one state would be copied in other states. And without federal subsidies, state governments would have stronger incentives to ensure that funds were spent efficiently. An additional advantage is that highway financing would be more transparent without the complex federal trust fund. Citizens could better understand how their transportation dollars were being spent. The time is ripe for repeal of the current central planning approach to highway financing. Given more autonomy, state governments and the private sector would have the power and flexibility to meet the huge challenges ahead that America faces in highway infrastructure.

The HTF is bad – divided responsibilities, costly federal requirements, the free-money effect, unequal redistribution among states, and non-highway diversions – states are comparatively better at funding highways 

Poole ’96 (Robert W. Poole, Jr - Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow and Director of Transportation Policy at the Reason Foundation. "DEFEDERALIZING TRANSPORTATION FUNDING." The Reason Foundation. N.p., october 1996. Web. <reason.org/files/4883e8bd01480c4d96ce788feb1f2e05.pdf>. Alyssa)

A. Highways In a 1990 analysis prior to the adoption of ISTEA, transportation economist Gabriel Roth summarized the strengths and weaknesses of the Highway Trust Fund.7 Its main strength is that it has achieved its objective of greatly improving U.S. highways at relatively low cost to its users. But Roth also noted a number of weaknesses. Divided Responsibilities. Federal funding and regulations are overlaid on state highway agencies which are the actual owners, operators, and part-funders of the Afederal@ highway system. This division of responsibilities hinders sound investment decision-making and businesslike management of our highways. Costly Federal Requirements. States must comply with costly and burdensome regulations as a condition of using federal highway funds. Davis-Bacon Act wage provisions, ABuy America@ provisions, and various set- asides requirements increase construction costs by 20 percent.8 Many other requirements, such as (recently repealed) maximum speed limits and minimum drinking age, do not directly increase highway costs but may conflict with state policy priorities. Still others, such as metric conversion requirements, increase operating costs. In addition, Roth estimates that the administrative costs of federal grant programs are on the order of 1.5 percent at the federal level and 5 to 7 percent at the state level. The Free-Money Effect. The availability of 80 percent or more federal funding for a new facility leads to a certain amount of Agold-plating@ of projects funded with federal money compared with comparable projects funded solely with state funds. For example, in Phoenix, AZ those portions of the urban freeway system that are state-funded are relatively austere, whereas the federally funded portions boast landscaping, and one portion was built as a cut-and-cover tunnel with an urban park above itCat considerably greater cost. Highway engineers can provide numerous examples of this effect. Redistribution Among States. The trust fund distributes federal funds among the states according to complex formulas which significantly redistribute resources. Many states are net donors; others are net recipients. While such redistribution may have been necessary to develop the Interstate system, its continuation is questionable now that this system is complete and operational. Supply and demand more accurately reflects the real need for additional transportation investment than the trust fund's arcane formulas. Use for Non-Highway Purposes. Administrations and Congress are routinely tempted to use the trust fund for deficit-management purposes. ISTEA devoted a portion of its fuel-tax increase to federal deficit reduction rather than to the trust fund. In addition, federal budgets frequently appropriate less from the Trust Fund than is collected in a given year, in order to Ahold down the deficit,@ thereby accumulating multi-billion dollar balances in the Trust Fund. This practice tends to starve the transportation system of needed investment, even though these funds can only be spent on transportation. Moreover, as of 1996, only 12 cents out of each 18.4 cents paid by highway users in gasoline taxes actually goes for highways; 4.3 cents goes for Adeficit reduction@ and another 2 cents goes for mass transit. ! Concealment of Trust Fund Costs. Records of trust fund disbursements to the states reflect the accumulated interest earned on trust fund balances and eventually returned to the states. Over the years since 1956, the trust fund has paid out 16 percent more than states paid in, thanks to this accumulated interest. However, states themselves could have earned at least this much, and had access to the funds at times of their own choosing, had the funds been left with the states in the first place. Hence, the amounts recorded as Areturned@ to each state should be adjusted downward by 16 percent to account for the artificial nature of these earnings. In addition, the federal costs of operating the trust fund account for another one percent, requiring another downward adjustment of this amount.

Re-Direct the Revenue CP

And, there are many ways to direct the revenue the plan generates – directing it to deficit reduction avoids politics

Milne 2k8

(Janet, Professor of Law and Director of the Environmental Tax Policy Institute, Vermont Law School, South Royalton, Vermont, “The Reality Of Carbon Taxes In The 21st Century: Carbon Taxes In The United States: The Context For The Future,” Vermont Journal of Environmental Law 10 Vt. J. Envtl. L. 1, pg lexis//um-ef)

5. The Use of the Revenue: A Crucial Part of the Picture As mentioned above, revenue demands can create a motive and an opportunity for a tax. In addition, the revenue from the tax can help build a package that reduces the regressivity of the tax itself and may produce broader benefits that can have significant political and policy implications. The Clinton Administration was aware of the regressivity issue from the start. In presenting the budget proposal to Congress, President Clinton announced that the Btu tax would "cost American families with incomes under $ 30,000 nothing," n63 given the budget proposal's increases in the earned income tax credit and programs for food stamps, home energy assistance, and home weatherization that would reduce the burden on low-income [*16] taxpayers. n64 Although the revenue from the Btu tax was not specifically dedicated to these forms of relief, the total package, which included the new revenue, allowed the Administration to argue that it was protecting low income households--an issue that must be confronted for any energy-related tax.

President Clinton promoted the Btu tax as serving environmental, energy security, and deficit-reduction goals. n65 The implementation of the tax itself would serve the first two goals, and deficit reduction would be achieved by the use of its revenue. The placement of the $ 70 billion tax within a $ 500 billion deficit-reduction package allowed the Clinton Administration to present the tax in a broader light and to cite the economic advantages of deficit reduction as reasons to support the tax. The Administration pointed to benefits such as lower interest rates, n66 which would reduce capital costs for industry and mortgage interest costs for homeowners, n67 providing benefits to a broad range of taxpayers and constituents. The President argued that lower interest rates would "more than offset" the additional cost of the tax to middle income people. n68 The President's campaign promises not to raise taxes politically tarnished this net-benefit argument, n69 but the proposal nonetheless illustrates how the use of the revenue and the combined package can generate reasons to support a tax and potentially alleviate concerns. Different decisions about how to use new revenue from a climate change tax could be made at other times--such as whether to use all the revenue for offsetting tax relief on a revenue-neutral basis in order to strengthen the economy, or whether to dedicate some or all of the revenue to the environmental problem, which in turn may strengthen the economy. The point remains, however, that an assessment of the feasibility and merit of a tax is bound to the question of the use of its revenue.

***Case Answers: Solvency***

1NC Solvency Frontline

The gas tax doesn’t solve:
a. Air pollution – pollutants are already regulated 
Belzer ‘6 (Richard Belzer – PhD in Economics and Government from Harvard University, member of the American Economic Association, the American Public Health Association, and the Society for Risk Analysis. "Gas Tax Economics: Reviewing Mankiw's Proposal." ||: Neutral Source Gas Tax EconomicsReviewing Mankiw's Proposal. N.p., 20 oct 2006. Web. 01 July 2012. <http://www.neutralsource.org/content/blog/detail/677/>.)

(1) CARBON DIOXIDE ABATEMENT Mankiw writes: The burning of gasoline emits several pollutants. These include carbon dioxide, a cause of global warming. Higher gasoline taxes, perhaps as part of a broader carbon tax, would be the most direct and least invasive policy to address environmental concerns. Burning gasoline does emit "several pollutants:" including carbon monoxide and the ozone-forming volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides. But these are tightly regulated at both gasoline refining and the tailpipe, and residual damages from the remaining air pollution externally are likely to be trivial. Mankiw isn't after these so-called criteria air pollutants but carbon dioxide, a non-air pollutant responsible for an unknown share of global warming. Burning a gallon of gasoline emits about 8.78*10-3 metric ton of CO2. Carbon dioxide offsets cost no more than $10 per metric ton. Therefore, a gas tax of $.09 per gallon fully internalizes the CO2 externality. Mankiw's proposed $1 per gallon gas tax is ten times larger. See below for details. If the purpose of Mankiw's gas tax is to get market prices in line with social cost, he overshoots by a substantial amount and causes consumers to buy too little gasoline, not too much. Subsequently in his op-ed, Mankiw notes that even after his proposed tax US gas prices would "still be less than half the level in, say, Great Britain, which last I checked is still a democracy." This comparison is inapt if Mankiw's purpose is economic efficiency, for there is no basis for assuming that UK fuel policies are efficiency-based. The BBC says UK fuel taxes were "designed as a means both to raise money and discourage car use on environmental grounds." UK fuel duties rise at the rate of inflation plus 3%. UK also impose a value added tax [VAT] on both fuel and the fuel duty -- that is, a tax on a tax. Moreover, fuel taxes in Britain have been controversial, leading to blockades of refineries by truck drivers and farmers and an ongoing protest movement.
b. Congestion

Belzer ‘6 (Richard Belzer – PhD in Economics and Government from Harvard University, member of the American Economic Association, the American Public Health Association, and the Society for Risk Analysis. "Gas Tax Economics: Reviewing Mankiw's Proposal." ||: Neutral Source Gas Tax EconomicsReviewing Mankiw's Proposal. N.p., 20 oct 2006. Web. 01 July 2012. <http://www.neutralsource.org/content/blog/detail/677/>.)
(2) REDUCING ROAD CONGESTION Mankiw writes: Every time I am stuck in traffic, I wish my fellow motorists would drive less, perhaps by living closer to where they work or by taking public transport. A higher gas tax would give all of us the incentive to do just that, reducing congestion on streets and highways. Like global climate change, road congestion is indeed an externality resulting from motor vehicle use. But it is a fundamentally very different one because it's dependent on the time and place gasoline is burned. In urban areas, of course, road congestion is greatest at rush hour and absent in the middle of the night. But in rural areas, it simply does not exist. That makes a gas tax a very odd and clumsy tool for internalizing the externality of road congestion. If internalizing road congestion is the objective, there are much better policy tools available such as tolls, congestion pricing, and HOT lanes. As policy tools for congestion management go, the gas tax is a sledgehammer. Policy makers could just as easily follow Will Rogers' advice and remove from the highways all cars that aren't paid for.

c. Revenues 

Belzer ‘6 (Richard Belzer – PhD in Economics and Government from Harvard University, member of the American Economic Association, the American Public Health Association, and the Society for Risk Analysis. "Gas Tax Economics: Reviewing Mankiw's Proposal." ||: Neutral Source Gas Tax EconomicsReviewing Mankiw's Proposal. N.p., 20 oct 2006. Web. 01 July 2012. <http://www.neutralsource.org/content/blog/detail/677/>.)
(4) BALANCING THE FEDERAL BUDGET Mankiw writes: Everyone who has studied the numbers knows that the federal budget is on an unsustainable path. When baby-boomers retire and become eligible for Social Security and Medicare, either benefits for the elderly will have to be cut or taxes raised. The most likely political compromise will include some of each. A $1 per gallon hike in gas tax would bring in $100 billion a year in government revenue and make a dent in the looming fiscal gap. About 60 million gallons of motor gasoline are consumed in the US each day. That's 22 billion gallons per year. Mankiw's $100 billion in annual tax revenue requires 100 billion gallons to be sold, or five times the level of current gasoline consumption. Either he erred by a lot in his revenue estimate or he actually intends (but did not disclose) that his "gas" tax would apply to a wide variety of liquid fuels, About 330 billion gallons of liquid fuels of all types are sold in the US each year, including jet fuel (16 billion gallons), diesel (6 billion gallons), residual fuel oil (4 billion gallons), and consumer grade propane (0.5 billion gallons). Whatever the answer, revenues can't be predicted based on current consumption. Mankiw would be first to acknowledge that consumption would decline once his tax was imposed. Indeed, that's the express purpose of his tax. But that means the current base for Mankiw's $1 per gallon tax must be larger than 100 billion gallons. What's more curious is that the source of Mankiw's federal budget gap is Social Security and Medicare. Gas taxes might be useful to internalize a carbon dioxide externality, and they are a crude instrument for incentivizing road use to deter congestion, but they have no conceivable targeting purpose with respect to retirement and health care. All that can be said in favor of a gas tax is that it would not encourage baby-boomers from growing old or demanding more hip and knee replacements.

d. Oil 

Belzer ‘6 (Richard Belzer – PhD in Economics and Government from Harvard University, member of the American Economic Association, the American Public Health Association, and the Society for Risk Analysis. "Gas Tax Economics: Reviewing Mankiw's Proposal." ||: Neutral Source Gas Tax EconomicsReviewing Mankiw's Proposal. N.p., 20 oct 2006. Web. 01 July 2012. <http://www.neutralsource.org/content/blog/detail/677/>.)
(5) BURDEN-SHARING WITH OIL PRODUCERS SUCH AS SAUDI ARABIA AND VENEZUELA Mankiw writes: A basic principle of tax analysis -- taught in most freshman economics courses -- is that the burden of a tax is shared by consumer and producer. In this case, as a higher gas tax discouraged oil consumption, the price of oil would fall in world markets. As a result, the price of gas to consumers would rise by less than the increase in the tax. Some of the tax would in effect be paid by Saudi Arabia and Venezuela. It's an interesting empirical question what effect Mankiw's gas tax would have on the world price of crude oil, but to think about this we assume that Mankiw intends his "gas" tax to be applied to all petroleum-based liquid fuels, even though he didn't say so. The US consumes 21 percent of world oil production, about one-third of which is produced domestically and two-thirds are imported. Initially, US prices would rise to cover the tax but not by the full amount, depending on the relative elasticities of supply and demand. From the perspective of both US and foreign oil producers, Mankiw's tax provides an incentive to sell outside the US. That would increase the supply of oil in overseas markets and thereby reduce overseas prices. But the change in prices would be small because the tax would be a small faction of the world market price of crude oil. See below for details. Whatever the magnitude of this price change, why Mankiw picks on Saudi Arabia and Venezuela is easy to explain politically -- for different reasons each is are perceived as a "bad actor" -- but hard to explain economically. They are, respectively, the third and fourth largest countries of origin for imported crude oil. Canada and Mexico are the top two, and their combined share of US imports is 31%. Thus, to the extent that the incidence of Mankiw's gas tax falls on countries exporting oil to the US, it would effect them all in proportion to their exports.. So while it's true that "[s]ome of the tax would in effect be paid by Saudi Arabia and Venezuela," more of it would be paid by our closest trading partners. This may explain why self-described "policy wonk" economists like Mankiw are often excluded from political discussions.

e. National Security  

Belzer ‘6 (Richard Belzer – PhD in Economics and Government from Harvard University, member of the American Economic Association, the American Public Health Association, and the Society for Risk Analysis. "Gas Tax Economics: Reviewing Mankiw's Proposal." ||: Neutral Source Gas Tax EconomicsReviewing Mankiw's Proposal. N.p., 20 oct 2006. Web. 01 July 2012. <http://www.neutralsource.org/content/blog/detail/677/>.)
(7) ENHANCED NATIONAL SECURITY Mankiw writes: Alan Greenspan called for higher gas taxes recently. "It's a national security issue," he said. It is hard to judge how much high oil consumption drives U.S. involvement in Middle Eastern politics. But Mr. Greenspan may well be right that the gas tax is an economic policy with positive spillovers to foreign affairs. Unlike his erstwhile boss, Mankiw apparently believes that the Iraq war is all about oil and not about combating terror. But if that's his real reason for promoting a gas tax, then Mankiw should drop each of his previous justifications. His proposal is overblown for the problem (climate change), grossly targeted for the problem (road congestion), not targeted at all at the problem (budget policy), or targeted on innocent bystanders (ostensibly shifting the burden to Saudi Arabia and Venezuela). A gas tax might be better than CAFE, but Mankiw doesn't propose to repeal CAFE in trade for the tax. And his paean to consumption taxes is belied by the gas tax's narrow base. Furthermore, if national security is really the issue, then Mankiw's tax clearly must be applied to all liquid fuels and not just gasoline, and if possible, on imports from those countries of origin believed to pose a threat to national security. Presumably, neither Canada nor Mexico pose such a threat. It's not at all clear that Canada and Mexico would welcome the opportunity to share the burden of Mankiw's gas tax. Mankiw thinks it's possible for "policy wonks" such as himself to prevail over campaign consultants, who he says would never advise their candidates to embrace policies such as dramatically increased gas tax. The gas tax is, he says, "a wacky idea you won't often hear from our elected leaders." On that point, he may be right. Campaign consultants may have better economic intuition than Harvard professors.
f. Kills the Economy

Loris ‘9 (Nicolas Loris. "Cap and Trade: A $3.6 Trillion Gas Tax." The Foundry: Conservative Policy News Blog from The Heritage Foundation. The Heritage Foundation, october 21, 2009. Web. 01 July 2012. <http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/21/cap-and-trade-a-36-trillion-gas-tax/>.)

Here in Washington, people are discussing two things: Jim Zorn’s job security as the Washington Redskins’ head coach and health care, in that order. But there’s a $3.6 trillion gas tax on the table that already passed the House and is making its way through the Senate, and cap and trade has Americans all over the country concerned. The $3.6 trillion gas tax figure, which includes gasoline and diesel gas, comes from a new report from Senators Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX) and Kit Bond (R-MO) on the effects of climate change legislation. And the energy tax has rippling economic effects, as Senators Hutchison and Bond explain in their Washington Times op-ed:   Americans will be double-hit by the gas tax when it raises the costs of goods and services such as groceries and utilities they must continue to purchase. Energy costs are among businesses’ top operational expenses already. While companies face a variety of energy expenses, ranging from heating and cooling their work space to powering equipment and lighting, operating their vehicles is the most costly. Every company, from the small-town local florist to a package delivery service with nationwide operations, will be hard hit. In order for these businesses to withstand the heavier tax burden and to remain profitable, they will be forced to pass these energy cost increases along to consumers through higher prices.” Some industries are more energy-intensive than others, and farmers and ranchers are hit particularly hard. Heritage Senior Policy Analyst Ben Lieberman writes, “In addition to higher diesel fuel and electricity costs, prices for natural gas-derived fertilizers and other chemicals will also rise. Everything else affecting agriculture, from the cost of constructing farm buildings to the price of tractors and other farm equipment, will also go up.” According to the Hutchison-Bond report, U.S. farmers and ranchers will incur higher fuel costs of $550 million in 2020. That figure will jump to $1.65 billion by 2050. According to The Heritage Foundation’s cap and trade analysis, farm profits are expected to decline by 28 percent in 2012 and will be an average 57 percent lower from 2012-2035. Congress is attempting to buy the farm vote by touting them as the beneficiaries of a carbon offset program because farmers can use cleaner technology, reduce nitrous oxide emissions, or simply not grow crops. However, the revenue gained from offset revenue will pale in comparison to lost income from cap and trade. Economic gains and environmental improvements aren’t mutually exclusive goals; in fact, they often go hand-in-hand. Hutchison and Bond say, “We can improve the environment and economy through American ingenuity and technological advancement, not with taxes and mandates that increase costs and burden American families and businesses.” Instead, cap and trade significantly reduces the amount of resources the private sector can invest in newer, cleaner technology. The full report is available here.

Solvency: Wasteful Spending

Raising gas taxes won’t solve anything – the problem is wasteful federal spending 

Huston ‘8 (Warner Todd Huston - Chicago Based Freelance Writer, Has Been Writing Opinion Editorials and Social Criticism since Early 2001. "Raising Federal Gas Taxes Raised To... Stop Terrorism?" Raising Federal Gas Taxes Raised To... Stop Terrorism? N.p., 2008. Web. 02 July 2012. <http://www.conservativecrusader.com/articles/raising-federal-gas-taxes-raised-to-stop-terrorism>.)

The Washington Post is directing a December 8 plea to the incoming Obama administration. The Post wants to raise the federal gas tax so high that it will stop people from driving. The Post thinks this will serve our national security purposes and add more money to rebuild our nation's roads. Apparently, the Washington Post has the foolishly mistaken notion that federal gas tax receipts actually go where our Congress initially claimed it was going to go; our nation's roads. In fact, nearly half of the federal gas tax receipts go to pork instead of roads and infrastructure. But, despite the waste by government, here is the Washington Post trying to soak America's drivers even more by suggesting Congress raise the federal gas tax by 46 cents a gallon. The Post thinks that recently falling gas prices offers a "golden opportunity" for the government to emulate Europe and pile taxes high on each gallon purchased. The Post is obviously unaware that the US did not become the greatest nation on earth by emulating Europe! So, what does the Post think will be accomplished by raising the gas tax? They think we will suddenly be safer, as if paying confiscatory taxes like Europe will suddenly make terrorism go away. Not only that, but high taxes will, in the Post's opinion, "improve highway safety," too. This step would stimulate the market for new fuel-efficient cars; defund mischief-making petro-states; and cut carbon emissions. Not only that, it would reduce traffic, curb urban sprawl and, by giving drivers an incentive to drive more slowly, improve highway safety. All dubious claims, for certain. Sadly, the Post seems willfully ignorant of what federal gas taxes actually end up paying for. The Post seems to imagine that Congress can be trusted to take this windfall gas tax and actually spend it on our nation's roads and bridges. The Post is completely innocent of any thought that this money will just fuel more profligate Congressional spending instead of fueling a positive change in our infrastructure and driving habits. It's hard to believe that a national newspaper of the prominence of the Washington Post could be so filled with naiveté. The entirety of federal gas tax does not go to the upkeep and building of the nation's highways. In fact, it goes to things that have nothing at all to do with the safety and repair of our highways. Often times as much as 42% of these taxes end up going to pork barrel spending and earmarks. In 2005, for instance, well over one million dollars of gas taxes went to several museums around the country to pay for building projects. And that is just some of the $12 billion in pork and wasteful projects funded by federal transportation spending during that year... not to mention every year before and after. Then the Washington Post makes the most idiotic suggestion I've yet seen. The Post thinks we should soak the driver with a gas tax all year, yet then turn around and rebate it with income tax refunds on April 15th. But surely voters can understand that, even if Congress were to triple the tax to 55.2 cents, gas would still be cheaper, in real terms, than it was in 2005. The increase could be rebated through the income tax system. So, what exactly would be the purpose of soaking every driver in America every day, to steal his money, but then turn around and give the taxes back at the end of the tax season? How does that even make any logical sense? Would the money spent on infrastructure magically reappear in time to refund it to the tax payer? How does spent money just magically reappear? The Post sums up their little fantasy world with an awful lot of bald faced assumptions without any real proof to back them up. Whenever anyone mentions the gas tax, politicians are quick to warn their constituents about the costs; rarely do they mention the benefits. A higher gas tax would buy valuable public goods: national security; a cleaner environment; and safer, less congested streets. No matter what, Americans will have to pay for all of that. Why not do it the simple, straightforward way? Sorry, Washington Post. But all a higher federal gas tax will do is give the piggies at the trough in Washington D.C. more money than ever to waste on pet projects and pork barrel spending. Sure higher taxes will stop people from driving. It will also raise the costs of transportation, food, entertainment and everything else that is connected with the trucking and shipping industry -- which is just about everything. Higher taxes will not build roads, make highways safer, or eliminate the threat of terrorism from petro-dollar infused outlaw Muslim states. The problem with Congress isn't that they don't get enough taxes. It's that they waste most of what they already get. But you go on with your little fantasy world, there, Washington Post. Forget about the reality that stares us all right in then face. The belief in big government is pathological with these people.

Solvency: Kills State Innovations

Federal intervention in highway funding discourages state innovation

Roth ’10 (Gabriel Roth - Civil Engineer and Transportation Economist. He Is Currently a Research Fellow at the Independent Institute. During His 20 Years with the World Bank, He Was Involved with Transportation Projects on Five Continents. "Federal Highway Funding | Downsizing the Federal Government." Federal Highway Funding | Downsizing the Federal Government. N.p., june 2010. Web. 08 July 2012. <http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding/>. Alyssa)

6. Innovation Is Discouraged One of the promising advances to relieving urban congestion is High-Occupancy or Toll (HOT) highways. Networks of HOT lanes can be structured for use by vehicles with payment of variable tolls combined with buses at no charge. The tolls are collected electronically and set at levels high enough to ensure acceptable traffic conditions at all times. A current obstacle to expanding HOT lane programs is that it is difficult to add tolls to roads constructed with federal funds. The first HOT lanes in the United States were introduced in 1995 on California's State Route 91 near Anaheim. The California Private Transportation Company conceived, designed, financed, constructed, and opened two pairs of "express lanes" in the median of a 10-mile stretch of the highway.40 Express lane users pay tolls by means of identifiers, similar to those used by EZPass systems, with the payments debited electronically from accounts opened with the company. Following the lead of the private sector, California's public sector implemented a similar project on Route I-15 north of San Diego. It has also proven popular. The rates charged on the I-15 lanes are varied automatically in real time to respond to traffic conditions. HOT lanes have also been implemented in Denver and Minneapolis, and are planned for the Washington, D.C., area. Payments for the use of roads can now be made as easily as payments for the use of telephones, without vehicles having to stop. Such changes in payment methods can have profound effects on the management and financing of roads. If the federal government removed itself from highway financing, direct payments for road use could be made directly to state governments through tolls. These sorts of tolls are already in place in New York and New Jersey. An even better solution would be payment of tolls for road use directly to private highway companies, which would cut out government financing completely. This is now technically feasible. Following the success of the HOT lanes in Southern California, many other projects are being pursued across the country. One project is in Northern Virginia. Fluor-Transurban is building and providing most of the funding for HOT lanes on a 14-mile stretch of the Capital Beltway. Drivers will pay to use the lanes with electronic tolling, which will recoup the company's roughly $1 billion investment. HOT lane projects are attractive to governments because they can make use of existing capacity and because the tolls can pay for all or most of the costs.41 Such networks offer congestion-free expressways for those wanting to pay a premium price, in addition to reducing congestion on other roads and creating faster bus services. There are many exciting technological developments in highways, and ending federal intervention would make state governments more likely to seek innovative solutions. Technological advances—such as electronic tolling—have made paying for road services as simple as paying for other sorts of goods. In a world where a fuel tax that is levied on gasoline is an imperfect measure of the wear-and-tear each driver puts on roads, it is vital to explore better ways to finance highways.

Solvency: Kills Private Innovation

Federal highway funding discourages private sector innovation  
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5. Private Solutions Are Discouraged By subsidizing the states to provide seemingly "free" highways, federal financing discourages the construction and operation of privately financed highways. A key problem is that users of private highways are forced to pay both the tolls for those private facilities and the fuel taxes that support the government highways. Another problem is that private highway companies have to pay taxes, including property taxes and income taxes, while government agencies do not. Furthermore, private highways face higher borrowing costs because they must issue taxable bonds, whereas public agencies can issue tax-exempt bonds. The Dulles Greenway is a privately financed and operated highway in Northern Virginia, which cost investors about $350 million to build.37 The Greenway must compete against nearby "free" state highways. It has been tough going, but the Greenway has survived for 15 years. Typical users of the Greenway pay 36 cents in federal and state gasoline taxes per gallon to support the government highways, plus they pay Greenway tolls, which range from $2.25 to $4.15 per trip for automobiles using electronic tolling.38 If the Greenway and other private highways were credited the amounts paid into state and federal highway funds, their tolls could be lowered and more traffic would be attracted to them. That would make better use of private capacity as it could develop in coming years and relieve congestion on other roads. Unfortunately, the proposed version of new highway legislation by the chairman of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure would add new federal regulatory barriers to toll roads in the states.39 Section 1204 of the bill would create a federal "Office of Public Benefit" to ensure "protection of the public interest in relation to highway toll projects and public-private partnership agreements on federal-aid highways." This new office would be tasked with reviewing and approving or disapproving proposed toll rate increases on these projects, among other interventionist activities. This would completely flip around the idea of road tolling as a decentralized market-based mechanism and turn it into a central planning mechanism.

Solvency: State Inequity

HTF funds are allocated unequally among states 
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4. Funds are Misallocated Across States Some states persistently receive more federal highway funding than they pay into the federal Highway Trust Fund. The Federal Highway Administration publishes Highway Statistics each year, showing the amounts the fund receives from each state and the allocation paid to each state from the fund.31 Supporters of federal highway financing use these figures to demonstrate how supposedly beneficial the current system is to all states. However, the receipts-and-allocations data presented in Highway Statistics are misleading. The FHWA divides the dollar amounts of the apportionments and allocations for each state by the amount of revenue paid into the fund by each state. The result is a ratio that overstates the benefits of the federal highway system to individual states for a number of reasons: Interest. Larger amounts are taken out of the trust fund than paid in —in other words, the grand total ratio exceeds 100 percent. For the whole period 1956–2008, the excess from the FHTF was around 13 percent, and for 2008 it was 32 percent.32 The excess is the result of interest earned on the fund's balances. But the interest on unspent balances does not represent additional resources that the federal government provides to the states. Minimum guarantee. The 1998 TEA-21 legislation included a "minimum guarantee" that no state would receive less than 90.5 percent of the amount it paid into the trust fund. The 2005 SAFETEA-LU reauthorization raised the minimum guarantee to 92 percent. To implement the guarantee from 1998, $35 billion—16 percent of the total authorized—was set aside to increase the shares of those states that, under the traditional formulas, received less than 90.5 percent of what they paid into the fund. Yet some of this money also went to states that were already receiving more than they paid into the fund, thereby doing little to remedy prior disparities. As there was no such guarantee before 1998, this rule's effect on total distributions over time cannot be gauged from data provided by the Federal Highway Administration. Exclusion of Mass Transit Account and non-road uses. The FHWA data excludes payments that are transferred to the Mass Transit Account and to other non-road uses. As these make up over 30 percent of fuel tax revenues, the data from the FHWA overstate the benefits of the federal highway program. A better way of showing the inequities between the states is to compare each state's share of money taken out of the highway trust fund as a ratio of the share it paid in.33 If a state's receipts were 3 percent of the whole, and its contribution 2 percent, the share ratio would be 1.5. I have presented such calculations elsewhere and found that there are substantial winner and loser states from the Highway Trust Fund.34 Similarly, a recent analysis by Ronald Utt found that half of the states are shortchanged by the current highway trust fund allocations.35 The Congressional Research Service notes that struggles over recent highway bills have focused on these interstate inequities (rather than on ways to make federal expenditures more productive), with the donor states tending to be in the South and Midwest and the donee states tending to be in the Northeast, Pacific Rim, and West.36 Finally, note that these analyses do not take into account the increased costs in every state from federal regulations and administrative costs. If these were taken into account, road users in very few states would derive any net benefits from federal highway financing.
Solvency: Funds Diverted

HTF funds are diverted away from highways  
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2. Funds Diverted to Non-Highway Activities Since 1982, increasing amounts of revenues from the FHTF have been diverted to non-highway uses. The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 raised the federal gas tax by five cents, with one-fifth of the increase dedicated to urban transit. The 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act substituted "flexibility" and "intermodalism" for the "dedication" of fuel taxes to highways. That wording change meant that any transportation-related activity could lay claim to highway money. Under the most recent highway authorization—SAFETEA-LU of 2005—transportation scholar Randal O'Toole figures that only about 59 percent of highway trust fund dollars will be spent on highways.25 Funds from the FHTF will go to mass transit (21 percent), earmarks (8 percent), and a hodge-podge of other activities such as bicycle paths (12 percent). Note, however, that some of the earmark funds will also go to highways. The main diversion is to rail transit, which can be a very inefficient mode of transportation, as discussed in a related essay. Most Americans do not use rail transit and should not have to subsidize expensive subways and rail systems in a small number of major cities that prohibit the use of more modern and effective transit methods, such as shared taxis. As the FHWA table (www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/safetea- lu_authorizations.xls) indicates, Congress allocates highway money to truck parking facilities, anti-racial profiling programs, magnetic levitation trains, and dozens of other non-road activities. O'Toole finds that the House version of upcoming transportation authorization legislation would reduce the highway portion of FHTF spending to just 20 percent. It would add high-speed rail at 10 percent, fund transit at 20 percent, and provide about 50 percent of the funds to the states to spend on "flexible" projects and earmarks.26

Federal intervention in highway funding leads to wasteful spending and increased costs 
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3. Federal Intervention Increases Highway Costs The flow of federal funding to the states for highways comes part-in-parcel with top-down regulations. The growing mass of federal regulations makes highway building more expensive in numerous ways. First, federal specifications for road construction standards can be more demanding than state standards. But one-size-fits-all federal rules may ignore unique features of the states and not allow state officials to make efficient trade-offs on highway design. A second problem is that federal grants usually come with an array of extraneous federal regulations that increase costs. Highway grants, for example, come with Davis-Bacon rules and Buy America provisions, which raise highway costs substantially. Davis-Bacon rules require that workers on federally funded projects be paid "prevailing wages" in an area, which typically means higher union wages. Davis-Bacon rules increase the costs of federally funded projects by an average of about 10 percent, which wastes billions of dollars per year.27 Ralph Stanley, the entrepreneur who created the private Dulles Greenway toll highway in Virginia, estimated that federal regulations increase highway construction costs by about 20 percent.28 Robert Farris, who was commissioner of the Tennessee Department of Transportation and also head of the Federal Highway Administration, suggested that federal regulations increase costs by 30 percent.29 Finally, federal intervention adds substantial administrative costs to highway building. Planning for federally financed highways requires the detailed involvement of both federal and state governments. By dividing responsibility for projects, this split system encourages waste at both levels of government. Total federal, state, and local expenditures on highway "administration and research" when the highway trust fund was established in 1956 were 6.8 percent of construction costs. By 2002, these costs had risen to 17 percent of expenditures.30 The rise in federal intervention appears to have pushed up these expenditures substantially.
Solvency: HTF Bad

The HTF has evolved into the nation’s largest “spoils system”—putting transportation projects behind special interests 

Utt ‘3 (Ronald Utt, Ph.D. and Dr. Ronald Utt. "Reauthorization of TEA-21: A Primer on Reforming the Federal Highway and Transit Programs." The Heritage Foundation, april 7, 2003. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2003/04/reauthorization-of-tea-21>.)

America's Greatest Spoils System Having largely completed its core mission of building the interstate highway system nearly two decades ago, the federal highway program has evolved into the nation's largest spoils system. As it is currently operated, issues of enhanced mobility for ordinary citizens take a back seat to efforts to accommodate the interests of politically influential constituencies and financially connected businesses and individuals.64 Whereas all of the revenues flowing into the trust fund are derived from motorists and truck operators, more than a third of the spending is siphoned off by non-highway programs for the benefit of special interests. Transit systems for example, which are largely concentrated in a small number of urban areas, receive nearly 20 percent of the trust fund's annual expenditure for the purpose of expanding service and keeping fares low. Elsewhere in the highway program, funds are diverted increasingly to non-transportation uses, such as hiking trails, while more and more of the money is earmarked by Congress for specific projects that would otherwise never by built by states or communities. Because of these and other financial diversions, and despite the highest federal fuel excise tax ever levied and recent record levels of trust fund spending, America's motorists confront worsening congestion. This congestion will remain largely unrelieved for the foreseeable future as a result of financial misallocations mandated or contemplated by the current highway program as authorized by TEA-21. More to the point, America's degree of mobility will get much worse before it ever begins to improve, and those who oversee the federal highway program have no solution to reverse this trend beyond reverting to a more aggressive tax-and-spend policy.

The HTF is plagued with wasteful spending and political corruption 

Utt ‘3 (Ronald Utt, Ph.D. and Dr. Ronald Utt. "Reauthorization of TEA-21: A Primer on Reforming the Federal Highway and Transit Programs." The Heritage Foundation, april 7, 2003. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2003/04/reauthorization-of-tea-21>.)

In continuous operation for nearly five decades and now spending close to $40 billion per year on a variety of objectives and costly projects, the federal highway program has created a broad constituency of influential special interests who benefit financially from the program. The motorist who pays the fees that fund the system, however, is not one of these influential special interests. Consequently, the goal of enhanced mobility is not a high priority when Members of Congress, the DOT, unions, state transportation departments, construction and engineering companies, and lobbyists sit down every six years to divide the pie. Past efforts to implement reform through the existing statutory structure have yielded only modest changes to placate reformers and have allowed the participants to pose as creative and thoughtful public officials. Innovative finance tools are circumscribed and heavily regulated and then are cut back substantially when potential users show an interest. Privatization and commercialization have fared no better, despite several presidential directives of support, and have been limited largely to hard-to-implement pilot projects. State-imposed tolls on existing interstates are still prohibited by law. The prospect that Congress and the Administration would stop wasting money appears even more remote, as both currently seem comfortable with the status quo. Indeed, if the trends toward greater diversion of money that emerged with ISTEA and TEA-21 are any indication of future patterns, the practice of diverting money to non-road uses is likely to expand. If meaningful reform within the existing institutional structure is unlikely this year, then the better solution is simply to scrap the program and shift both the revenues and the unencumbered authority to spend them to the states. While state officials, in general, are no more reform-minded than their federal colleagues, they are not subject to the same program-distorting political pressures. They are also closer to the problems and thus more accountable to the voters and less accountable to lobbyists and special interests that loom ever larger in Washington. More important, it is unlikely that each of the 50 states will utilize its new freedom exactly as every other state does. As a result, some will be bolder than others in adopting reform options discussed previously and, in doing so, will serve as demonstration projects for the others. Ultimately, through a process of experimentation, trial and error, success and failure, and rejection and emulation, a new and better transportation system will emerge. Of course, getting Congress and the federal bureaucracy to surrender this much power could be viewed by some skeptics as far more difficult than implementing meaningful reforms within the current institutional structure. But against this considerable obstacle is the fact that the current system creates perennial losers among about half the states, and at some point the elected representatives from those states are going to be compelled by their frustrated voting motorists to seek a more equitable arrangement. While it is easy to view the inequities simply as a potential fight between donors and recipients, many recipients at the margin would be better off with less money if it was returned to them with fewer mandates, regulations, prohibitions, and micromanaging directives. If governors and state legislatures were motivated to demand such change, Congress and the President might find it difficult to resist. At some point, for example, Senators and Representatives from a poor state like Mississippi will find it increasingly difficult to justify their support for a system that ships their money to one of the richest, like Connecticut. When that point arrives, the system will be changed.

The Highway Trust Fund is bad – the federal government is inefficient and wasteful, and states can solve highway infrastructure without federal intervention
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Overview The federal government plays a large role in transportation policy through subsidy programs for state governments and a growing array of regulatory mandates. Modern federal highway aid to the states began in 1916. Then the interstate highway system was launched in 1956 and federal involvement in transportation has been growing ever since. Today, the interstate highway system is long complete and federal financing has become an increasingly inefficient way to modernize America's highways. Federal spending is often misallocated to low-value activities, and the regulations that go hand-in-hand with federal aid stifle innovation and boost highway costs. The Department of Transportation's Federal Highway Administration will spend about $52 billion in fiscal 2010, of which about $11 billion is from the 2009 economic stimulus bill.1 FHWA's budget mainly consists of grants to state governments, and FHWA programs are primarily funded from taxes on gasoline and other fuels.2 Congress implements highway policy through multi-year authorization bills. The last of these was passed in 2005 as the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). Congress will likely be reauthorizing highway programs in 2011, and it is currently pursuing many misguided policy directions in designing that legislation. One damaging policy direction involves efforts to reduce individual automobile travel, which will harm the economy and undermine mobility choice. Another damaging policy direction is the imposition of federal "livability" standards in transportation planning. Such standards would federalize land-use planning and pose a serious threat to civil liberties and the autonomy of local communities. Finally, ongoing federal mandates to reduce fuel consumption have the serious side effect of making road travel more dangerous. The federal government pursues these misguided goals by use of its fiscal powers and regulatory controls, and by diverting dedicated vehicle fuel taxes into less efficient forms of transportation. This essay reviews the history of federal involvement in highways, describing the evolution from simple highway funding to today's attempts to centrally plan the transportation sector. It describes why federal intervention reduces innovation, creates inefficiencies in state highway systems, and damages society by reducing individual freedom and increasing highway fatalities. Taxpayers and transportation users would be better off if federal highway spending, fuel taxes, and related regulations were eliminated. State and local governments can tackle transportation without federal intervention. They should move toward market pricing for transportation usage and expand the private sector's role in the funding and operation of highways.

The gas tax has run amok with the rise of federal intervention and the HTF
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The Rise in Federal Intervention Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution gives Congress the power "to establish Post Offices and post Roads." In 1806, Congress approved funding from the proceeds of land sales to construct the "National Road" westward from Maryland.9 But there were doubts about whether the federal government was allowed to fund such "internal improvements" under the limited powers granted it under the Constitution. President Thomas Jefferson requested Congress to amend the Constitution to allow such expenditures, but Congress declined to do so. In 1817, President James Madison vetoed a bill that would have provided federal aid to construct roads and canals.10 He was followed by Presidents Monroe, Jackson, Tyler, Polk, Pierce, and Buchanan, who all vetoed transportation bills on the grounds that they were unconstitutional. However, by the late 19th century the federal government was occasionally providing grants of land to the states to raise funds for road construction.11 The highway laws of 1916 and 1921 were the first major federal interventions into road financing. These laws authorized regular federal grants to the states for highways and established the Federal Bureau of Public Roads, the predecessor to the Federal Highway Administration. The laws were passed after years of intense lobbying by road building companies and state highway interests.12 With the federal grants came the beginning of top-down regulatory controls of America's roads from Washington.13 The origins of the Interstate Highway System can be traced to the presidency of Franklin Roosevelt. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1938 directed the Bureau of Public Roads to study the feasibility of a six-route toll network. The subsequent report rejected toll highways and proposed a non-toll interregional highway network which was later established as the 41,250-mile "Interstate and Defense Highway System."14 President Dwight Eisenhower had long been interested in national highways and participated in a 1919 transcontinental motor convoy from Washington D.C. to San Francisco. Subsequently he was impressed by the German autobahn network, which he saw and used during World War II. In 1954 the Eisenhower administration unveiled a $50 billion proposal to create a national highway network within a 10-year period. The subsequent Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 was designed to create a national 41,250-mile highway system to be completed by 1969. The law authorized $25 billion to finance 90 percent of the cost, with funds disbursed to the states by Congress from a federal Highway Trust Fund created for the purpose. The powers under the 1956 Act were supposed to expire in 1972, but that sun never set. The highway program was repeatedly renewed and the length of the Interstate Highway System was increased.15 Construction was formally completed in 1996, but federal financing was then directed to a brand new 160,000-mile "National Highway System."16 The primary sources of federal highway funds are fuel taxes. After a number of initiatives to establish a federal gas tax beginning in 1914, a tax was enacted in 1932 at 1 cent per gallon. The tax was supposed to be a one-year source of funds to deal with a temporary federal budget deficit, but like many "temporary" government measures, the gasoline tax became part of permanent federal law.17 Congress increased the gasoline tax rate over the years, and it reached the current 18.4 cents per gallon in 1994.18 The tax rate on diesel fuel is currently 24.4 cents per gallon. State governments impose their own fuel taxes, and in 2009 the average state gasoline tax was 18.5 cents per gallon.19 Initially, revenues from the gasoline tax flowed into the federal government's general fund. But in 1956, the Federal Highway Trust Fund (FHTF) was established to finance the construction of the Interstate Highway System. However, Congress has increasingly spent FHTF monies on non-highway uses, such as urban transit. The sources and uses of revenues in the FHTF have become ever more complicated, and the spending allocations across the 50 states and different types of activities illustrate central planning run amok.20

Federal HTF money is spent inefficiently and used for special interests 
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Six Disadvantages of Federal Funding Today, gasoline taxes and other revenues flowing into the FHTF total about $36 billion annually. Congress spends the money on highways and many other activities, often inefficiently. The following sections discuss six disadvantages of federal highway financing, and thus indicate the advantages of devolving highway financing to the states and private sector.1. Funds Used Inefficiently and Diverted to Lower-Priority Projects Federal aid typically covers between 75 and 90 percent of the costs of federally supported highway projects. Because states spend only a small fraction of their own resources on these projects, state officials have less incentive to use funds efficiently and to fund only high-priority investments. Boston's Central Artery and Tunnel project (the "Big Dig"), for example, suffered from poor management and huge cost overruns.21 Federal taxpayers paid for more than half of the project's total costs, which soared from about $3 billion to about $15 billion.22 Federal politicians often direct funds to projects in their states that are low priorities for the nation as a whole. The Speaker of the House of Representatives in the 1980s, "Tip" O'Neill, represented a Boston district and led the push for federal funding of the Big Dig. More recently, Representative Don Young of Alaska led the drive to finance that state's infamous "Bridge to Nowhere," discussed below. The inefficient political allocation of federal dollars can be seen in the rise of "earmarking" in transportation bills. This practice involves members of Congress slipping in funding for particular projects requested by special interest groups in their districts. In 1982, the prohibition on earmarks in highway bills in effect since 1914 was broken by the funding of 10 earmarks costing $362 million. In 1987, President Ronald Reagan vetoed a highway bill partly because it contained 121 earmarks, and Congress overrode his veto.23 Since then, transportation earmarking has grown by leaps and bounds. The 1991 transportation authorization bill (ISTEA) had 538 highway earmarks, the 1998 bill (TEA-21) had 1,850 highway earmarks, and the 2005 bill (SAFETEA-LU) had 5,634 highway earmarks.24 The earmarked projects in the 2005 bill cost $22 billion, thus indicating that earmarks are consuming a substantial portion of federal highway funding. The problem with earmarks was driven home by an Alaska bridge project in 2005. Rep. Don Young of Alaska slipped a $223 million earmark into a spending bill for a bridge from Ketchikan—with a population of 8,900—to the Island of Gravina—with a population of 50. The project was dubbed the "Bridge to Nowhere" and created an uproar because it was clearly a low priority project that made no economic sense.
Solvency: GT No Transition

A.  Gases do nothing to stop oil consumption – this fuels terrorism


Alan Durning, founder and executive director of Northwest Environment Watch, Grist: Environmental news and commentary, 3/29/2005, “Feebates, not fuel taxes, are key”, strikes and ellipses in original, http://gristmill.grist.org/story/2005/3/29/165716/905, EGM

Thomas Friedman's usually pitch-perfect commentary on energy and security hit some high notes Sunday, but it also went off key twice, in disappointing ways. First, the sweetest passage from his New York Times column: By doing nothing to lower U.S. oil consumption, we are financing both sides in the war on terrorism and strengthening the worst governments in the world. That is, we are financing the U.S. military with our tax dollars and we are financing the jihadists--and the Saudi, Sudanese and Iranian mosques and charities that support them--through our gasoline purchases. The oil boom is also entrenching the autocrats in Russia and Venezuela....Finally, by doing nothing to reduce U.S. oil consumption we are only hastening the climate change crisis. Now, the ear splitters:  We need a gasoline tax that would keep pump prices fixed at $4 a gallon, even if crude oil prices go down. At $4 a gallon (premium gasoline averages about $6 a gallon in Europe), we could change the car-buying habits of a large segment of the U.S. public, which would make it profitable for the car companies to convert more of their fleets to hybrid or ethanol engines, which over time could sharply reduce our oil consumption. What's wrong with that? I like the sound of it and the general drift. And I don't take issue with very high fuel taxes, if they are offset with cuts in conventional taxes and if their regressivity is offset. But Friedman goes sharp here in one important detail: he suggests that fuel taxes are mostly about changing car-buying habits. In fact, they're a pretty poor instrument for influencing purchases. (They do a better job of influencing day-to-day driving decisions, but even there, other things might be more effective, such as pay-as-you-drive insurance.)  The reason fuel taxes fall down as an incentive for buying more-efficient vehicles is that consumers are notoriously short-sighted in their estimates of the value of future energy savings. Typically, consumers will only pay extra for vehicle fuel economy if the investment pays itself off within three years. (In economic lingo, their "discount rate" is well about 50 percent for future energy savings.) According to Rocky Mountain Institute (huge pdf, see page 139), consumers underinvest in fuel economy by roughly 60 percent--at any given fuel prices. 

***Politics***

1NC Link

Politicians only care about the public response – they’ll HATE the plan 

Turgeon 2k10

(Evan N. Turgeon, Legal Associate at the Cato Institute; J.D.University of Virginia School of Law 2009; B.A. Tufts University 2004, “Triple-Dividends: Toward Pigovian Gasoline Taxation,” Journal of Land, Resources, & Environmental Law 2010, pg lexis//um-ef)

1. The American Public As it currently stands, Americans do not perceive climate change as a severe threat. Consequently, Americans are unwilling to incur significant costs to mitigate this risk, especially if those costs come in the form of higher gasoline taxes. [*173] Simply put, "the fuel tax is perhaps one of the most resented in our society." n187 It seems that the public's hostility to fuel taxes exceeds its general opposition to excise taxes in general, n188 which suggests that opposition more reflects the item being taxed than the method of taxation. Indeed, the public accepts other instances of federal government price manipulation in the name of economic efficiency as a matter of course. The Federal Reserve, for example, routinely adjusts the discount rate and thereby the cost of borrowing to influence consumer pur-chasing decisions. This suggests that gasoline taxation provokes an emotional, rather than an analytical, response. That gasoline is widely consumed, that price drives consumer preference, and that prices are visible and volatile likely contribute to this phenomenon. n189 More important still, the car is freighted with notions of "freedom," given the sprawling development of American society and widespread dependence on cars, almost as the exclusive method of transportation. Increasing the cost of car use is seen as constraining individual freedom of movement. n190 Public attachment to cars by the public partly explains economically inefficient government policies focused on making trips cleaner rather than fewer in number. 2. Elected Representatives But public sentiment is only half the battle; politicians must be convinced of Pigovian fuel taxation's benefits as well. Even more so than their constituencies, short-term incentives govern the behavior of lawmakers. "In reality politicians are moved by concerns which are entirely different from those of social welfare maximization[,]" n191 namely satisfying certain constituent groups in order to survive an upcoming election. So, although the public may demand action on a given issue, an ineffective government response will likely result if politicians are not independently motivated to act. n192 Consequently, "an important means for a government to ensure survival is to finance government expenditures with as little popular resistance as possible." n193 Political concerns also motivate the method of government action adopted. "[Politicians] prefer direct interventions via  [*174]  commands and controls, which have the added advantage that any successes can more easily be attributed to the government's actions." n194

Indeed, the United States' inefficient but politically useful energy policies reflect these motivations. Tepid public desire to secure energy independence and improve the environment provided politicians an opportunity to increase concentrated spending for biofuel subsidies and military operations. Policies that broadly advance societal welfare through economic efficiency enjoy markedly less support from lawmakers. For example, "the Clinton Administration achieved an increase in the federal gasoline tax rate of only [$ .04 per gallon] in 1993, despite a major effort." n195 Large but diffuse benefits thus tend to take a backseat to small but concentrated benefits. n196

Links: GT Unpop

Raising the gas tax is both politically unfeasible and doesn’t solve the root of the trust fund’s problems 

Hurst and Boyd ’12 (Nathan Hurst and John D. Boyd, CQ Staff. "Which Way to Turn on Transportation Issues?" CQ WEEKLY – COVER STORY. N.p., june 9, 2012. Web. <http://public.cq.com/docs/weeklyreport/weeklyreport-000004103026.html>. Alyssa)
No Trust in the Fund Story Photo Shifting the Burden to the States: Click here to view chart All evidence suggests that Congress once again will defer difficult decisions about highway financing that it has been ducking for a decade. Experts charged with finding solutions have spelled out the options. But talk of raising gasoline taxes or moving to a conceivably more sustainable mode of transportation financing is entirely missing from the current debate. Plainly, despite repeated efforts to put new ideas on the table, Congress has no appetite for the subject. “It’s a disaster,” says Robert D. Atkinson, president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, who says lawmakers are acting in ways that will only make the situation worse. For two years, Atkinson chaired the congressionally chartered National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission. Its February 2009 final report called for major changes in the way national transportation programs are financed, including a switch to a mileage tax. “They simply don’t understand or are unwilling to confront the problem,” Atkinson says. Such criticisms aside, there is broad agreement about the need to overhaul the Highway Trust Fund — which spent $44 billion more from 2001 to 2011 than it took in through tax receipts — just no consensus about how to accomplish it. A Congressional Budget Office estimate last month lent new urgency to the call for action, projecting that the gap between highway revenue and spending will grow to about $147 billion over the next decade and that new fuel efficiency mandates will make the hole even deeper. Once fully implemented, CBO says fuel economy rules will reduce gasoline tax receipts by 21 percent. Raising the existing taxes on gasoline and diesel purchases would be the most straightforward way to boost revenue quickly, but that’s a non-starter in a weak economy and anti-tax political climate. Gasoline taxes also give the owners of electric cars and high-mileage hybrid vehicles a free ride, undercutting the “user pays” principle that has been the foundation of the federal highway program since it was created in 1956. At the same time, a mileage tax raises concerns that the electronic devices installed to record road use — and conceivably even assess higher charges for travel on the most congested roads or at peak times — also might allow the government to track a motorist’s every movement. A small but growing group of conservative Republicans would like to get the federal government out of the business of building roads and bridges entirely and turn the responsibility over to the states — including the need to pay for infrastructure improvements. So far, that idea lacks broad support, and many Republicans who are small-government advocates still regard transportation spending as one of the few things Washington should be doing. It was, after all, Republican President Dwight D. Eisenhower who sold the construction of a nationwide Interstate Highway System as a national security imperative. The resulting stalemate has paralyzed efforts to enact another multi-year authorization since the last highway bill expired in 2009 and has frustrated the broad coalition of business and labor groups advocating big investments in transportation infrastructure. Times have changed since Eisenhower was promoting the Interstate system. “We’re past that point and the goals aren’t as clear,” says Jack L. Schenendorf, a transportation lobbyist who was a Republican chief of staff on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee and served on a second commission charged with looking into the issue in the past decade. Schenendorf worries that the financing issue is “so toxic that none of the real solutions are viable right now.” That doesn’t mean Congress should continue to defer the debate, he says. “It’s crystal clear that the gas tax is not going to be a viable way to pay for infrastructure going forward.”

Raising the gas tax is a political non-starter 

Thomasson ’12 (Scott Thomasson, President, NewBuild Strategies LLC. "Encouraging U.S. Infrastructure Investment: Policy Innovation Memorandum No. 17." Council on Foreign Relations. N.p., april 2012. Web. 08 July 2012. <http://www.cfr.org/infrastructure/encouraging-us-infrastructure-investment/p27771>. Alyssa)
. Even if Congress passes a new highway bill, the country's infrastructure debacle is hardly resolved. Transportation is only one part of the problem, and the pending bills do not even raise investment in this sector from previous, insufficient levels. Nor do they address the biggest long-term problem for transportation—inadequate funding from the Highway Trust Fund. Since the mid-1950s, federal gas tax revenues have been deposited into the Highway Trust Fund and then allocated to states for transportation improvements. But the gas tax is not tied to inflation and has not been raised since 1993. At current spending and revenue levels, the trust fund will be insolvent within two years. Raising the gas tax would alleviate the funding problem, but both parties consider that and other new taxes to be political nonstarters. Unlocking Progress There is no shortage of good proposals to encourage infrastructure investment. For example, President Obama has endorsed the idea of creating a national infrastructure bank to leverage federal funds and encourage PPPs. Bipartisan negotiations in the Senate produced a bill for a scaled-down version of the bank, focused on low-cost federal loans to supplement state financing and private capital. The bill is not supported by House Republican leaders, however, and is unlikely to pass this year. There are also important transportation reforms in both pending highway bills where Republicans and Democrats are on common ground: expanding the popular Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan program, streamlining the Department of Transportation bureaucracy to speed approval of new projects, and eliminating congressional earmarks—a huge step toward smarter project selection based on merit rather than political interests. But if the highway bill does not pass, none of these reforms will happen. 

GT Unpopular

Raising the gas tax would spark political uproar – overwhelming Republican opposition 

Loveday ’11 (Eric Loveday. "Next Congressional Battle: Renewing the Federal Gas Tax." AutoblogGreen. N.p., aug 11th 2011. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://green.autoblog.com/2011/08/11/next-congressional-battle-renewing-the-federal-gas-tax/>.)

If the U.S. economy wasn't in shambles, renewing the federal excise tax on gasoline would be routine. But, as Congress intensely debated the national debt recently, the gas tax got moved to the back burner. This is a potential problem. With most of the 18.4-cent per gallon gasoline tax set to expire at the end of September, renewing it could spark political uproar and further divide Congress. According to Politico, the level of "partisan vitriol and anti-spending sentiment" has hit an all-time high. This, is some sort of twisted political way, means that the gas tax – the primary source of the nation's road funds – could fall victim to budget cuts. Doug Heye, former spokesman for the Republican National Committee, told Politico: The White House is going to make a move to renew it. We'll see – but there will be Republicans who will be resistant to that. Heye says gas prices are "really affecting families" and that Republicans may vote against renewing any tax that furthers the pain felt at the pump. One thing is certain, with the gas tax set to expire in less than two months, Congress had better get crackin', or else minor procedural delays could cause the tax to lapse. Infrastructure is already ailing in the U.S., and we don't need political shenanigans to make it worse

Plan is a political firestorm- Past senators in house ones prove

Hurst and Boyd 12 
[ Nathan and John are transportation reporters for CQ. “Which way to turn on Transportation Issues?” http://public.cq.com/docs/weeklyreport/weeklyreport-000004103026.html] H. Kenner

Less than a month after his 2009 confirmation, Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood in one step embraced President Obama’s promise to change the way Washington worked and at the same time ran headlong into the reason change is so elusive. LaHood, a Republican who represented Illinois in the House for 14 years, already had said he was open to new ways of financing highway construction, a perennial issue that is becoming increasingly acute as Americans buy ever-more-efficient cars and gasoline tax collections slump. But when he mused about switching to a mileage-based highway tax, LaHood instantly stoked fears that the Obama administration was plotting to boost taxes and spy on the travels of motorists. That prompted an immediate admonishment from the White House, and the mileage tax idea was shelved. The episode underscored the perils of even discussing ways to reverse chronic transportation revenue shortfalls and helps explain why a vehicle mileage tax — or even a simple increase in current fuel taxes — is missing from the current highway bill debate. The absence of discussion about the revenue issue is all the more surprising because the architect of a five-year extension of highway programs, House Transportation and Infrastructure Chairman John L. Mica, says he first planted the idea of a mileage-based tax with LaHood. But the Florida Republican never so much as floated the idea of a new taxing scheme in his legislation. And a scaled-down, two-year highway bill that House-Senate conferees are trying to wrap up this month will need billions of dollars in budget transfers to maintain its spending levels because the subject of money isn’t being addressed. All evidence suggests that Congress once again will defer difficult decisions about highway financing that it has been ducking for a decade. Experts charged with finding solutions have spelled out the options. But talk of raising gasoline taxes or moving to a conceivably more sustainable mode of transportation financing is entirely missing from the current debate. Plainly, despite repeated efforts to put new ideas on the table, Congress has no appetite for the subject. “It’s a disaster,” says Robert D. Atkinson, president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, who says lawmakers are acting in ways that will only make the situation worse. For two years, Atkinson chaired the congressionally chartered National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission. Its February 2009 final report called for major changes in the way national transportation programs are financed, including a switch to a mileage tax. “They simply don’t understand or are unwilling to confront the problem,” Atkinson says. Such criticisms aside, there is broad agreement about the need to overhaul the Highway Trust Fund — which spent $44 billion more from 2001 to 2011 than it took in through tax receipts — just no consensus about how to accomplish it. A Congressional Budget Office estimate last month lent new urgency to the call for action, projecting that the gap between highway revenue and spending will grow to about $147 billion over the next decade and that new fuel efficiency mandates will make the hole even deeper. Once fully implemented, CBO says fuel economy rules will reduce gasoline tax receipts by 21 percent. Raising the existing taxes on gasoline and diesel purchases would be the most straightforward way to boost revenue quickly, but that’s a non-starter in a weak economy and anti-tax political climate. Gasoline taxes also give the owners of electric cars and high-mileage hybrid vehicles a free ride, undercutting the “user pays” principle that has been the foundation of the federal highway program since it was created in 1956. At the same time, a mileage tax raises concerns that the electronic devices installed to record road use — and conceivably even assess higher charges for travel on the most congested roads or at peak times — also might allow the government to track a motorist’s every movement. A small but growing group of conservative Republicans would like to get the federal government out of the business of building roads and bridges entirely and turn the responsibility over to the states — including the need to pay for infrastructure improvements. So far, that idea lacks broad support, and many Republicans who are small-government advocates still regard transportation spending as one of the few things Washington should be doing. It was, after all, Republican President Dwight D. Eisenhower who sold the construction of a nationwide Interstate Highway System as a national security imperative. The resulting stalemate has paralyzed efforts to enact another multi-year authorization since the last highway bill expired in 2009 and has frustrated the broad coalition of business and labor groups advocating big investments in transportation infrastructure. Times have changed since Eisenhower was promoting the Interstate system. “We’re past that point and the goals aren’t as clear,” says Jack L. Schenendorf, a transportation lobbyist who was a Republican chief of staff on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee and served on a second commission charged with looking into the issue in the past decade. Schenendorf worries that the financing issue is “so toxic that none of the real solutions are viable right now.” That doesn’t mean Congress should continue to defer the debate, he says. “It’s crystal clear that the gas tax is not going to be a viable way to pay for infrastructure going forward.” 

Plan is Unpopular and creates a larger political divide by the day

Hurst and Boyd 12 [ Nathan and John are transportation reporters for CQ. “Which way to turn on Transportation Issues?” http://public.cq.com/docs/weeklyreport/weeklyreport-000004103026.html] H. Kenner

Gasoline taxes were last increased in 1993 to 18.4 cents a gallon and diesel taxes to 24.4 cents, and, because they weren’t indexed to rise with consumer prices, the tax receipts paid into the Highway Trust Fund have lost ground to inflation ever since. But two other trends are amplifying the erosion of the trust fund: Americans are driving less and their vehicles are more efficient. Total annual miles driven peaked at 3.03 trillion in 2007 before falling to 2.98 trillion in 2008, when gasoline prices surged and the economy imploded. In 2011, miles driven slipped further to 2.93 trillion, the fewest since 2003. Meanwhile, the EPA reports that 2011 model year cars and light trucks got an average of 22.8 miles per gallon, an 18 percent increase over the 2004 model year. John Horsley, executive director of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, says habits began to change in 2008 when gasoline prices broke the psychological barrier of $4 a gallon. Before 2007, Horsley says, total miles driven “was increasing at 2 or 3 percent a year for nearly 30 years, which meant perpetually higher gas tax revenue.” But, he says, “That’s no longer the case.” New fuel-economy standards that Obama, with the support of automakers, unions and environmental groups, rolled out in July 2011 promise to speed up the trend. By 2025, the rules will require a fleetwide average mileage of 54.5 miles a gallon, almost double what is in place today. That’s a far cry from the 13.1 miles-per-gallon fleetwide average in 1975, when President Gerald R. Ford signed the first fuel economy standards into law. Consumer demand is encouraging automakers to roll out more fuel-efficient vehicles ahead of the mandates. General Motors has reported better-than-projected sales of its Chevrolet Volt plug-in hybrid and introduced its American-made Chevrolet Sonic subcompact in the current model year. Toyota, meanwhile, is expanding the lineup of its flagship hybrid Prius model, while Ford plans all-electric and clean diesel versions of its popular Focus small sedan. Korea’s Hyundai announced in January that the cars it sold in 2011 already attained a fleetwide average of 36 miles a gallon, which beats the requirement for 2016. This is good news for anyone who cares about greenhouse gasses and pollutants. The EPA reports that carbon dioxide emissions from passenger cars and light trucks fell 15 percent from the 2004 to 2010 model years. Improved fuel economy is also helping the United States reduce its dependence on imported oil. Petroleum imports fell in 2011 to the lowest level since 1999. CBO’s projections show an inexorable decline in fuel-tax receipts, although the budget office estimates it will take as long as 30 years for the full effect to be felt. Still, there’s a long history behind calls for closing the gap between highway spending and revenue. One of two commissions created by the 2005 law reauthorizing federal highway programs recommended a 10-cents-per-gallon increase in the federal gasoline tax and a 15-cents-per-gallon increase in diesel taxes. The other commission proposed a gasoline tax increase of as much as 40 cents over five years. And a year after those commissions reported in 2009, a presidential deficit reduction commission led by former Republican Sen. Alan K. Simpson of Wyoming and former Clinton White House Chief of Staff Erskine Bowles recommended a 15-cent gasoline tax increase. Lawmakers and administration officials rejected those recommendations out of hand. Obama took a motor fuels tax increase off the table shortly after moving into the White House, arguing it would be counterproductive to raise the burden on consumers during a recession. Congressional Republicans have generally opposed tax increases of all types, and the election of tea party-backed freshman lawmakers in 2010 only strengthened that opposition. Still, the shortfall is already acute, and has forced lawmakers to scale back their ambitions for a transformative highway authorization bill for the next five years. Mica had initially wanted to spend $1.5 trillion over that period on surface transportation infrastructure improvements, but the bill being negotiated in a House-Senate conference committee is likely to assume a small fraction of that level of spending. Expectations are for a short-term extension of existing highway programs that hew close to the Senate’s two-year, $109 billion blueprint. Even that will require lawmakers to find an estimated $13.9 billion in revenue from spending offsets to cover the trust fund shortfall, according to CBO. Rather than look to a gasoline tax increase, however, lawmakers have been exploring a variety of financing patches, including many that have little or no connection to highway usage. These include draining $4.7 billion from a trust fund intended to cover cleanup costs for leaking underground fuel storage tanks and withholding the passports of tax scofflaws to make them pay up. Many of those measures are one-shot revenue sources, and some would pay for two years of highway spending with money collected over a decade. The net effect is to avoid addressing the financing shortfall directly, an approach that the conservative Competitive Enterprise Institute has said amounts to using “every last-ditch funding trick available.” Making Users Pay Improved Efficiency ... and Less Driving ... Reduces Fuel Use: Click here to view chart Many opponents of using increased fuel taxes to finance the rising cost of road construction raise concerns that electric-car owners wouldn’t be assessed for their highway use and that hybrids and other high-efficiency vehicles would benefit from a big discount because their fuel use is so low. It’s an argument that cuts to the heart of the highway program and harks back to its creation. And it also speaks to the transition toward higher fuel economy that CBO and other experts warn about. As long ago as 2009, the congressionally mandated National Surface Transportation Financing Commission said reliance on fuel taxes for highway improvements “is not sustainable in the long term and is likely to erode more quickly than previously thought.” 

Plan Unpopular: AT: New Transpo Bill

Raising the gas tax is still a political non-starter even after the transportation bill passed 

Ross 7-2 (Bruce Ross. "Bruce Ross' BlogÂ Â Â ." Bruce Ross' Blog. N.p., july 2, 2012. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://blogs.redding.com/bross/archives/2012/07/congress-wrecks.html>.)

A correspondent, who might be showing up momentarily to say publicly why I'm full of beans, relays this Daily Caller story as evidence of another "'union' pension bailout" by the federal government. The massive $109 billion highway bill snaking through Congress now includes a measure to disguise pension funding shortfalls. Months of negotiations in the House and Senate have led to a compromise on the massive bill. Section 40312 of Senate Bill 1813 allows "pension smoothing," an accounting trick whereby pension managers downplay funding shortfalls by spreading losses across several years while overestimating projected investment returns. I agree that accounting trick is bad news. This sort of thing keeps up, private pensions soon will be in as bad of shape as perennial "smoother" CalPERS. But what's going on here is actually interesting. Congress has not raised the federal gasoline tax -- currently 18.4 cents per gallon -- since the early years of the Clinton administration. That's a fixed tax, yet the cost of building highways has increased substantially since then. The math is brutal, and federal blue-ribbon panels have been earnestly considering how to solve the "problem" for years now. Of course, Congress could just raise the tax by a penny every few years to keep up with inflation, but one party is kept on a short leash by Grover Norquist and the other is so spineless they refuse to tell the American people the truth that things cost money. So we've pretty much had a free-lunch transportation policy, and the recent delays over approving the new federal highway bill have been based on Congress' attempt to continue to provide free lunch. So what did they find? And what does this have to do with pension plans? Back to the Caller: The move is intended to generate $9.5 billion over 10 years for the Highway Trust Fund by reducing the amount an employer will contribute toward tax-free pension fund assets, in turn increasing the total amount of taxable income, Politico reports. Follow the ball there: Congress is encouraging companies to short their underfunded pensions so that the government can collect taxes sooner. Congress is encouraging companies to take extra risks with their pension funds -- risks that might turn out well if the markets cooperate, or might blow up entirely, leaving the federal Pension Benefit Guarantee Corp. -- read, the taxpayers -- to pick up shortfalls while retired telephone company operators and longeshoremen see their monthly benefits cut. Meanwhile, those communists at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce have been encouraging a gas-tax increase, much like the one that communist Ronald Reagan signed as president. Good thing we have sensible leaders today. 

Plan Unpop: GT

Raising the federal gas tax has lost all legislative and public support – over-politicization and non-highway diversions 

Istook ’12 (Ernest Istook. "Congress Wrecked America's Road System." Newsmax. N.p., 20 jun 2012. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.newsmax.com/ErnestIstook/Congress-fuel-tax-traffic/2012/06/20/id/442921>.)

Why are our roads so congested? It’s because of a wreck. By spending fuel tax money on things other than roads, Washington has wrecked the way we pay for highways. With dedicated revenue now drained away, roads are clogged due to wasteful practices by government. traffic-in-california-2012.jpg A Treasury Department report finds that Americans are wasting close to 1.9 billion gallons of gasoline each year sitting in traffic. (Getty Images) Congested roads hurt our entire economy by slowing people and goods from getting where they need to go. This creates new forms of road rage. Contractors, state and local governments are angry because new transportation plans were due from Congress over 30 months ago. October of 2009 was the deadline to renew the legislation that governs roads, highways, rail and mass transit. The latest extension (#9) runs out on June 30. Lawmakers are stalemated. This became inevitable years ago when Congress violated the trust of drivers who pay fuel taxes. What began in 1983 as a trickle of diversion is now a flood. Over a third of gas tax money is siphoned off for the insatiable appetites of those who want free or subsidized travel. As noted by The Heritage Foundation’s Ron Utt: “only about 65 percent of federal surface transportation spending is used to support general-purpose roads, while the remaining 35 percent is diverted to high-cost, underutilized programs like trolley cars, transit, covered bridges, hiking trails, earmarks, administrative overhead, streetscapes, flower planting, hiking and bicycle paths, museums, ‘transportation enhancements,’ tourist attractions, and archaeology.” One alternative that’s gathering support is to give fuel tax dollars back to the states so they can allocate the money. States might also politicize how it’s spent, but they can’t do worse than Washington has. Our once-viable Highway Trust Fund is effectively broke while roads remain crammed, in disrepair, or both. Any talk of raising fuel taxes is beaten down by consumers. Drivers will pay higher prices if they must; but they rebel at higher gasoline taxes because they know the system misuses that money. With trust funds almost empty, most Senators and Democrats are ready to break the logjam by borrowing billions so they can continue to shove money out the door in the same old manner. But a phalanx of House Republicans stands in the way. They insist on at least partial reforms before a new transportation bill is passed — reforms that won’t fix all the problems but at least will address some of the waste. Here’s how bad the drainage of the trust fund has gotten: The U.S. Department of Transportation for years tracked federal subsidies to different forms of travel. Recognizing that different vehicles carry different numbers of people, and for trips of differing lengths, USDOT measured the subsidies per passenger per each 1,000 miles travelled. The results: Highway users paid $1.91 per thousand passenger-miles. “Passenger rail received . . . $186.35 per thousand passenger-miles. “[Mass] transit received $118.26 [per thousand passenger-miles].” The abuse became so embarrassing that the Transportation Department quit calculating the subsidies a few years ago. And Amtrak has stopped filing its monthly disclosures of per passenger subsidies on each train route. (They claim it’s caused by a “financial system conversion” that curiously has taken a year so far.) The diversion of fuel taxes into non-road projects destroyed public confidence and public support for transportation taxes. The move away from the principle of “user pays” began in 1983 with applying some of the fuel tax dollars toward public transit. That trickle has become a flood of projects and non-drivers who ride at the expense of road users. That’s why transit fares are so cheap. Fares paid by transit users typically are less than half of a system’s operating costs and zero of its construction and capital costs. Transit advocates deceptively claim they reduce congestion by not driving. They never mention that they enjoy subsidized rides even while they take away the money that could have improved the roads and eased the flow of traffic. The diversion did more than create our backlog of needed highway projects. It also destroyed possible public support for raising fuel taxes — because people know the money would go into a tank that is riddled with holes. Some of those leaks are the waste: Ever-rising construction costs are worsened by red tape such as environmental regulations, “prevailing wage” laws, union-protecting “project labor agreements” and the like. When the governing principle of “user pays” is removed, our transportation system stalls and breaks down. Congress is mired in a political dogfight because too many want to receive while somebody else pays. It’s a prime example of what happens if we follow the credo of the Occupy movement. So when you’re stuck in traffic, remember that somebody has been hurt in a wreck. That somebody is you, the driver who carries the load for everyone else. Read more on Newsmax.com: Congress Wrecked America’s Road System Important: Do You Support Pres. Obama's Re-Election? Vote Here Now! 
Congress is at a standstill with raising taxes – it’s politically infeasible

Hybrid Cars ’11 (August 12, 2011. "Forget Raising the Federal Gas Tax, Congress May Let It Lapse." New Hybrid Reviews, News & Hybrid Mileage (MPG) Info. N.p., n.d. Web. 02 July 2012. <http://www.hybridcars.com/news/forget-raising-federal-gas-tax-congressional-republicans-may-let-it-lapse-30665.html>.)

For years, many transportation and fuel efficiency advocates have called for a hike in the federal gas tax that would put fuel prices in the United States on a more even ground with countries like Germany and the UK, where taxes are several times higher than the 18.4 cents tacked onto every gallon of gas sold here. If fuel costs were higher the argument goes, Americans would be more reluctant to buy gas guzzlers, and look more to vehicles that can get them from point A to point B while using as little gas as possible. Indeed, surveys and consumer behavior both strongly indicate that fuel efficiency becomes a higher priority for car buyers the more expensive gas gets. Earlier this year, the presidents of the AFL-CIO and U.S. Chamber of Commerce—usually natural enemies in Washington—came together to encourage the Senate to raise the national gasoline tax for the first time since 1993. Though participants at the hearing acknowledged the limited political feasibility of such a measure, it was clear that quiet support for new tax hike that would increase revenue to the federal Highway Trust Fund to rebuild road infrastructure, has been building. In January, General Motors CEO Dan Akerson told The Detroit News he favors raising the tax by as much as $1 per gallon to help encourage consumers to buy more efficient vehicles. Now, in the aftermath of a national debt ceiling battle that saw anti-tax advocates victorious in their call that no new tax revenue be raised to help balance the federal budget, a new fight over the nearly 80-year-old federal gas tax seems to be on the horizon. Grover Norquist, the influential president of Americans for Tax Reform—who has seen a new wave of Republican lawmakers take up his fight to drastically slash both taxes and federal spending—told Politico last week he'd like to see the tax expire, and favors leaving the funding of transportation infrastructure to individual states. Though few elected officials are on the record calling for an outright elimination of the gas tax, the idea of reducing it or temporarily suspending it has been raised several times over the years when gas prices have spiked. And with Congress at a standstill on a range of funding and taxation issues, rumors have been circulating that Republicans may dig their heels in yet again over extending the tax, which expires on September 30. If the tax is reduced or allowed to lapse, states would be left to increase their own gas taxes and take on a greater role in funding their own infrastructure repairs. But in states like Georgia, where Gov. Nathan Deal has chosen to block a scheduled increase in the state fuel tax in an effort to hold down gas prices, that could prove to be politically difficult in itself. The fight re-raises an issue that has come up time and time again in battles over the expansion of domestic oil production, Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards, and even labeling schemes for vehicle tires: do small, short-term cost savings outweigh the need to improve the longterm efficiency of American vehicles? Would establishing a gas price floor (with the difference made up by the gas tax) help bring stability to the economy and vehicle market? Those debates may be coming down the road, but for the time being, the question on the minds of many transportation advocates is whether the gas tax will even exist anymore come October.
Both Congress and Obama are against the gas tax 

Freigenbaum ’12 (Baruch Feigenbaum - Transportation Policy Analyst. "Reason Foundation." - ATA Wrong on Bingaman Amendment. N.p., may 25, 2012. Web. 02 July 2012. <http://reason.org/news/printer/ata-wrong-on-bingaman-amendment>.)

Over the last few years the American Trucking Association (ATA) has not exactly been the best team player in the transportation world. Earlier this month ATA President Bill Graves sent a letter to Congress outlining his priorities for a new transportation bill. Many of the association’s priorities are excellent. ATA wants to preserve the New National Freight Program; the group recommends refraining from using highway funding for non-highway purposes; ATA also recommends a fair compliance program from FMCSA. However, there is one significant area where the group is putting its interests above the rest of the U.S. transportation community. This is ATA’s support for the Bingaman amendment. The trucking group has written several letters to Congress justifying the Bingaman amendment. Opposing the Bingaman amendment is a coalition including Brookings, the Bipartisan Policy Center, Building America’s Future, Reason, former U.S. DOT Secretary Mary Peters, AASHTO, ARTBA, a number of state DOT’s and many others who wrote a joint-letter stating their opposition. Transportation revenue is declining while transportation needs are increasing. The main federal transportation funding resource is the gas tax. The federal gas tax has not been increased since 1992. As a result of inflation and more fuel-efficient vehicles, the gas tax raises less than half the actual revenue it raised in 1992. Currently there is no political will to raise the gas tax. Congress is against it; President Obama is against it. (One of the President’s advisors falsely attacked Governor Romney for raising the gas tax in Massachusetts. Romney increased the environmental clean up fund by two cents not the actual gas tax. And the actual out of pocket increase to drivers was 9% not 400% as Obama’s surrogates complain.) Even if we increased the gas tax 15 cents and indexed it to inflation, (which has a zero percent chance of happening) it would still be only a temporary solution because of increasing fuel efficiency. As the federal government is either unwilling or unable to act, States should be allowed to use any and all resources to improve and maintain their highway networks. 

Plan Unpopular: GT

No political support for raising the gas tax, even if we are short on transportation revenues 

Wollack ’12 (Leslie Wollack, National League of Cities. "Future of Transportation Legislation Uncertain As Congress Returns." Future of Transportation Legislation Uncertain As Congress Returns. N.p., april 16, 2012. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.gmanet.com/BreakingNews.aspx?CNID=70805>.)

Transportation advocates continue to watch for hopeful signs that Congress can enact a long-term transportation authorization bill before the November elections, despite the ongoing difficulty of finding a consensus. When Congress returns from its two-week recess, it must take action before the current and ninth short-term extension expires on June 30. The transportation bill funding federal highway, transit and bridge programs expired in 2009 and the Congressional Budget Office recently projected that funding for the program will run out next year at the current rate of spending. Extensions typically continue current spending levels. With gas tax revenues falling far short of spending levels and no political support for raising the gas tax, Congress is left with trying to fund a long-term bill without the money to fund it. The federal gas tax has remained at 18.4 cents per gallon since 1993, while state and local governments have been scrambling to find the revenues to fund transportation programs. There was some optimism after the Senate adopted a bipartisan, two-year bill, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century. But the House voted down an effort to consider the Senate’s $109-billion measure and opted instead for a 90-day extension of the current program. NLC supports passage of a long-term transportation bill that would rebuild America’s roads and bridges, modernize transit systems and create or save good-paying jobs.

The gas tax is a political non-starter 

Plumer ’11 (Plumer, Brad. "Gas-tax Aversion Is Tying Congress in Knots." Washington Post. The Washington Post, 08 Nov. 2011. Web. 02 July 2012. <http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/gas-tax-aversion-is-tying-congress-in-knots/2011/11/08/gIQA5qrt1M_blog.html>.)

Right now, the House and Senate are trying to extend federal transportation funding — the money that goes to build and rebuild roads and bridges — for the next few years. Both chambers are grappling with the same dilemma. Americans have been cutting back on driving lately. That means there’s not enough gas-tax revenue to pay for the highway bills. Yet no one wants to raise the gas tax. And that means that legislators have to devise ever-more byzantine — and often problematic — ways to rustle up funds. (David Paul Morris/Bloomberg) In the House, the Republican leadership has been hunting around for more money after its initial six-year, $230 billion highway bill was blasted for cutting spending 33 percent below existing levels. Recently, Speaker John Boehner hinted that Republicans had found a solution: They’d use royalties from new oil and gas drilling to help bankroll a bigger infrastructure bill. (Boehner’s office hasn’t released details, but two House members have introduced proposals along these lines.) The problem, critics say, is that this could make a mess of infrastructure spending. For one, oil and gas royalties are currently used to fund other parts of government. “This is revenue that’s supposed to go to the general fund,” says Steve Ellis of Taxpayers for Common Sense. So if the bill just uses existing royalties, it will increase the deficit. Granted, it’s possible that tying energy production to infrastructure will foster more drilling than would otherwise be the case — let’s say it somehow spurs Florida to open up its coasts to oil and gas development, bringing in more revenue than anticipated. But, Ellis notes, that’s a big if. “They’re taking revenues way down the road, speculative at best, to pay for roads and bridges we’re building right now.” The Senatedoesn’t get off lightly, either. Senate Democrats are hunting around for about $12 billion to supplement gas-tax revenue and fund their highway bill, which would maintain spending at current levels for two years. (Originally they were going to use some agreed-on savings in the health reform law, but those were swiped away to pay for a contractor withholding provision.) But even if the Senate does find this extra money, the Senate’s bill would bring the balance of the Highway Trust Fund down to zero over the next two years. And that, Ellis explains, is a risky move. Congress did the same thing in its 2005 highway bill, despite ample warnings that existing gas-tax revenue could come in below expectations. In the end, the worriers were right and Congress had to chip in an extra $34.5 billion from the general fund to maintain highway spending. The current bills, Ellis notes, also leave no margin for error. If, say, the price of oil shoots up unexpectedly and Americans start driving less, there won’t be money to fund all the planned infrastructure. And true, Congress could avoid many of these elaborate contortions if a gas tax hike were on the table and the Highway Trust Fund could get replenished. But it’s not. 

There is growing opposition against the gas tax – Republicans lawmakers and its failure to cover all costs 

Cowan ’11 (Cowan, Richard. "Congress Faces Tough Decisions on Gasoline Tax." Reuters. Thomson Reuters, 12 Aug. 2011. Web. 02 July 2012. <http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/08/12/us-usa-taxes-gasoline-idUSTRE77B5PL20110812>.)

(Reuters) - A multibillion-dollar gasoline tax to maintain U.S. highways and mass transit will be in jeopardy when Congress resumes in early September in the wake of bruising budget and aviation funding battles. An 18.4-cents-per-gallon gasoline tax paid by consumers at the pump is set to expire on September 30, but Democrats and Republicans have been unable to advance legislation ensuring a fix. While chances are good for a temporary extension of the tax, according to congressional aides, conservative Republicans aim to use the debate to open another front in their battle to shrink the size and scope of the federal government. "Instead of burdening states and micromanaging local transportation decisions from Washington, states like Oklahoma should be free to choose how their transportation dollars are spent," Republican U.S. Senator Tom Coburn said. Coburn and some of his fellow conservatives want to let states opt out of the federal highway program, giving them more control over how the tax revenue is spent on transportation projects. According to a spokeswoman, Coburn intends to offer up such legislation as an amendment to the gasoline tax extension when it is considered in the Senate. While it's not likely to succeed, the Senate votes will "set markers" for building support for the initiative, said anti-tax, conservative advocate Grover Norquist, head of Americans for Tax Reform. Besides giving states more control of transportation projects, Norquist wants to choke off federal funds that he says go to "unionized guys in New York and Boston" for work on mass transit projects and the "ridiculous pensions" he said those retired workers are paid. His argument echoes the ongoing dispute between the two major political parties on aviation funding, with Republicans trying to roll back a federal rule making it easier to organize labor unions at airlines. NORQUIST SAYS OK In the meantime, Norquist said that an extension of the current gasoline tax would not necessarily draw fire from his group. "As long as it's not a tax increase ... it doesn't break the pledge" Republican lawmakers have signed against new taxes, Norquist told Reuters. Lawmakers also will have to solve another problem that could push the gasoline tax to the brink of failure: the tax no longer covers the government's transportation maintenance and construction costs. Although the tax is expected to generate approximately $245 billion over the next six years, Americans are driving less due to the 2008 economic downturn and the cars they own use less gasoline -- which means that revenues aren't keeping up with construction costs for the first time in the program's 55-year history. With lawmakers loathe to add to U.S. budget deficits hovering around $1.5 trillion a year, they are struggling to find savings in other programs to plug the funding gap and keep highway and subway construction projects -- and the jobs that go with them -- running. Meanwhile, Democrats like U.S. Senator John Kerry and U.S. Representative Peter DeFazio are hoping to beef up Washington's investment in infrastructure projects. "We know that every $1 billion invested in just transportation infrastructure, creates or sustains over 34,000 jobs and produces $6.2 billion in economic activity," DeFazio wrote President Barack Obama in June. Kerry is hoping to find a way to expand investment in highways and other infrastructure, but to do so with minimal use of taxpayer dollars. He hopes to be able to attach to the gasoline tax bill legislation creating an infrastructure bank using revolving funds to spur investment. But even that would require some new domestic spending -- an idea that could find tough opposition from members of Congress aligned with the conservative Tea Party movement.

Raising the gas tax is a political non-starter – Republicans and the Tea Party oppose all tax increases 

Shesgreen ’11 (Deirdre Shesgreen. "Next Congressional Crisis: The Federal Gas Tax?" The Connecticut Mirror. N.p., august 23, 2011. Web. 02 July 2012. <http://www.ctmirror.org/story/13661/gastaxfight>.)
WASHINGTON -- Talk about a bumpy road ahead. When Congress gets back to Washington next month, lawmakers face a possible legislative pile-up over the federal gas tax, an important source of funds to Connecticut and every other state with transportation infrastructure needs. That 18.4-cent levy on every gallon expires on Sept. 30. And it could quickly become a focal point for a fresh fight over taxes and spending, as lawmakers rev up the debate over debt reduction this fall. At the end of last year, President Barack Obama's bipartisan fiscal commission recommended a gradual 15-cent hike in the federal gas tax starting in 2013. Other debt-reduction groups have similarly looked at ways to shore up funding for the federal Highway Trust Fund, which currently does not take in enough revenue to cover the nation's transportation spending levels. But raising the gas tax is a non-starter in this Congress, where House Republicans, filled with Tea Party fervor, have opposed any tax increases. And indeed, some conservative groups have even signaled that they would like to see the gas nixed all together, and they see the looming deadline as an opportunity to move in that direction. "In general, we support the concept of eliminating the federal gas tax and letting the states fund transportation," said Barney Keller, a spokesman for the Club for Growth, an influential conservative group. Keller said the Club has not taken any position on legislation to extend the current gas tax yet, because they first want to see what kind of long-term transportation bill Congress comes up with. That legislation will map out federal highway spending for the next several years, to be paid for by any extension of the gas tax. Meanwhile transportation advocates are scrambling to shore up support for the gas tax and nervously eyeing the crunched congressional calendar. "There are 11 legislative days in September before the current extension expires," noted Tony Dorsey, a spokesman for American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). "That gives you a sense of the urgency of this. They've got to move." Donald Shubert, a spokesman for Keep CT Moving, a transportation advocacy coalition, said he's asked Gov. Dannel Malloy's administration to consider pushing for a "safety valve" provision at the state level that would increase Connecticut's gas tax to compensate in case the federal gas tax lapses. He noted that Tennessee has a statute on its books that automatically adjusts the state tax upwards if the federal tax declines or ends, so the state can maintain its transportation revenue stream. "I'm hoping our governor's office will consider something like this," Shubert said, in case Congress deadlocks over the tax. 

Plan Unpopular: Budget Concerns

There is no support for the plan at best it will be slapped down due to Budgetary concerns

Hurst and Boyd 12 

[ Nathan and John are transportation reporters for CQ. “Which way to turn on Transportation Issues?” http://public.cq.com/docs/weeklyreport/weeklyreport-000004103026.html] H. Kenner

The commission said the “consensus choice” for a long-term solution is a vehicle mileage tax, an idea that CBO also has called the most fair and “efficient” way of charging for highway use. But a mileage tax may be even more difficult to enact than a simple fuel tax increase. For a mileage tax to be levied, vehicles could be equipped with electronic devices similar to the EZ-Pass transponders that allow tolls to be assessed electronically. Besides capturing highway use by high-efficiency vehicles, such a system might be devised to account for highway congestion, by imposing higher charges for driving at rush hour. Other variables might include setting higher charges for heavier vehicles that cause more wear and tear on roads. The idea isn’t new. Under President George W. Bush, Transportation Secretary Mary E. Peters was bullish on the concept, and Oregon has run pilot programs for several years. Former Transportation secretaries Norman Y. Mineta and Samuel K. Skinner also have endorsed the idea. Rural lawmakers object to the notion, saying their constituents would be disproportionately taxed since they tend to drive more. And CBO has said most motorists would end up paying “substantially more than they do now — perhaps several times more” under a vehicle mileage tax. The biggest concerns, however, center on privacy. Critics worry that the devices installed to clock mileage would also make it easy for “big brother” to keep track of where individuals drive. Indiana GOP Gov. Mitch Daniels told reporters last month at the National Press Club that privacy concerns led him to dismiss the idea that Oregon had been testing. “Like so much else government does, unintended consequences would kill it,” said Daniels, who served as director of the White House Office of Management and Budget under Bush. “People might think it was OK as a way to raise highway money, but it would kill the small motels of Oregon.” Just expressing interest in the idea during the first days of Obama’s presidency got LaHood in trouble. The White House press secretary and a spokesman for LaHood’s own department publicly disowned the idea and said it was not administration policy. But the concept of a mileage tax resurfaced last year in an unofficial draft of surface transportation legislation that the Transportation Department circulated among lobbyists and congressional aides. Conservative bloggers and talk show commentators erupted with outrage. “Big Brother Barry wants to track your every move,” conservative blogger Jim Hoft said in a post, in a reference to Obama. Former Arkansas Gov. Mike Huckabee issued a Twitter post that the idea was “ridiculous.” And Lou Dobbs of Fox News referred to proponents as “idiots.” The National Republican Senatorial Committee posted a petition accusing Democrats of wanting to “tax you for every mile you drive.” Mileage tax supporters dismiss the privacy arguments, saying the technology can be designed to protect privacy. For example, Atkinson says trip logs could be erased once charges are assessed when a driver fills up. LaHood hadn’t forgotten the public rebuke he suffered two years earlier and wasted no time rejecting the idea. “Listen to me very carefully,” he said at a May 2011 news conference. “I am not in favor, the administration is not in favor, of vehicle miles traveled.” What About the States? The Trust Fund’s Ups And (Mostly) Downs: Click here to view chart There is a third option, but it would entail a wholesale reversal in the federal government’s role in shaping national surface transportation priorities — and handing the responsibility to the states. Supporters of preserving the federal role in transportation financing call the idea an abdication, but a growing group of congressional Republicans sees merit in the proposal. This idea, which its adherents refer to as “devolution,” has been a dream of several conservative and libertarian think tanks for years. At its most extreme, the notion is to take Washington out of the road-building business entirely, turning over to the states the choice of how and when to collect taxes and spend the money on infrastructure. Until recently, there was relatively little support for the idea on Capitol Hill, even among Republicans. A 1998 proposal by Reps. John R. Kasich of Ohio and Connie Mack of Florida to hand most non-interstate highway and transit programs to the states was rejected on a 98-318 vote, with fewer than two of every five Republicans in support. Opponents, including Pennsylvania Republican Bud Shuster, chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee at the time, said the nation needed a coordinated transportation program and there was no guarantee the states would raise their taxes to offset reduced federal aid. But the idea is gaining traction. South Carolina Republican Sen. Jim DeMint offered an amendment to the highway bill earlier this year that would have cut the federal gasoline tax over five years to 3.7 cents a gallon from the current 18.4 cents. DeMint called the idea “commonsense” reform that would “empower states” and remove costly regulations. His amendment drew 30 “yea” votes — still a minority, but almost two-thirds of DeMint’s fellow Republicans joined him. In the House, meanwhile, a bloc of devolution advocates pressed for including in their highway bill at least a pilot program to let some states opt out of the federal system. “Many members want more of a commitment to devolution,” says Scott Garrett, the New Jersey Republican who pushed the idea. “Whenever you spend more money that you take in, that makes it harder to return the program to the states. If there is some compromise, we want progress toward devolution.” The effort contributed to the impasse among House Republicans that forced Speaker John A. Boehner of Ohio to abandon the planned five-year highway bill that Mica had written and that he had embraced. Devolution is certain to be part of the conversation whenever Congress next tackles a full highway programs authorization bill. A 2008 report from the Government Accountability Office said that states would face fiscal challenges in deciding whether to fully replace lost federal aid by raising their own gasoline taxes. “With states deciding what type of programs to continue there is no way to predict which federal programs would be replaced with equivalent state programs,” GAO reported. The GAO’s analysis of a scenario where virtually all transportation programs were turned back to states and the national tax on motor fuels was eliminated found that 27 states could maintain current highway and transit programs with a net per-gallon reduction in the combined state and federal gasoline taxes. But 24 states plus the District of Columbia would need increases above the current total state and federal tax burdens to maintain the same level of financing — some by significant amounts. The federal government has used the stick of reduced highway aid and the carrot of additional grants to encourage states to enact such safety measures as a 21-year-old minimum drinking age, mandatory seat belt requirements and minimum blood-alcohol levels to determine impaired driving. Eliminating federal highway aid programs would remove that tool to influence state policies. That’s one of the main selling points for devolution supporters, who chafe at what they see as federal meddling in state affairs. The devolution concept dovetails with broader conservative goals of shrinking the federal government and tilting power back to states. Dan Holler, communications director for Heritage Action for America, an advocacy group affiliated with the conservative Heritage Foundation, says the use of transportation bills to drive other policy agendas has “highly politicized” the process. While Holler acknowledges it would take big conservative Republican majorities in both chambers plus an ally in the White House to devolve transportation spending fully to the states, his group says it’s time to begin the process. But much of the Republican establishment, along with GOP-leaning business groups such as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the National Association of Manufacturers, remains committed to a robust federal surface transportation program. Even some of the party’s most fiscally conservative members see a leading federal role in financing transportation. Critics Call Devolution Impractical “There are two areas where I am a big spender,” says Sen. James M. Inhofe of Oklahoma, the top Republican on the Environment and Public Works Committee, who likes to call himself the most conservative member of the Senate. “One is in national defense, and one is in our infrastructure.” Sean McNally, spokesman for the American Trucking Association, says transportation infrastructure is a “national problem, and it needs a national solution.” The group’s president, former Kansas Gov. Bill Graves, a Republican, says even the highway bill that Congress is now considering is “woefully inadequate,” and would push more road cost pressures “downstream” onto states. Devolution critics from the other side of the aisle say it is simply impractical. Peter A. DeFazio of Oregon, the top Democrat on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Highways and Transit, accuses devolutionists of wanting to return to a time when one state’s super highway ended in a neighboring state’s cornfields. “They are so dyspeptic on their side, they’re arguing over whether or not the federal government should be involved in transportation,” DeFazio said. “That’s nuts. We settled that debate 60 years ago when Dwight David Eisenhower said this doesn’t work.” If the current highway bill debate has proven anything, though, it’s that nothing about transportation financing is even close to being settled. The financing structure constructed more than half a century ago no longer works, but none of the main alternatives enjoys a sufficient mass of political support. Lawmakers will probably patch together a short-term bill to keep surface transportation program operating through the next fiscal year, but there are no signs that the next Congress will be better positioned to resolve the fundamental disagreements. And that, the National Surface Transportation Financing Commission warned in 2009, will have long-term consequences: “If the federal government fails to act now, and to act dramatically, we will only compound these problems for future administrations and Congresses.” 
GT Unpopular

It’s incredibly unpopular – Tea Party and public backlash

Rafey, 10 – student at Harvard University and writer for the Harvard Political Review

[William, 6/1, “How to Pass a Gas Tax”, Harvard Political Review, http://hpronline.org/united-states/how-to-pass-a-gas-tax/, AL]
 The Anti-Tax Establishment Perhaps the most fundamental reason why a higher gas tax is so controversial is because it hits everybody, and hits them in a very public way. William Gale, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution and co-director of the Tax Policy Center, told the HPR that the anti-tax movement “will seize on every tax,” and the gas tax is an easy target. Represented by vocal advocacy groups such as Americans for Tax Reform and the various Tea Parties, the anti-tax movement “does not make a distinction between distortionary and distortionary-correcting taxes,” Gale said. “They just hate all taxes,” he continued, “and every attempt at an increase in taxes becomes an opportunity for [their] political gain.” Looking closer at the particulars of the gas tax raises an equally problematic obstacle: the culture of low energy prices. According to Henry Lee, director of the Environment and Natural Resources Program at Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, America’s energy policy has been governed by a single goal for the last 40 years. “Americans for almost two generations have lived under the idea of cheap energy,” he explained, making it almost impossible to pass laws involving price increases. At this point, such laws could seem almost un-American. 

No turns – the structure of American politics makes it impossible for a gas tax to be popular
Rafey, 10 – student at Harvard University and writer for the Harvard Political Review

[William, 6/1, “How to Pass a Gas Tax”, Harvard Political Review, http://hpronline.org/united-states/how-to-pass-a-gas-tax/, AL]
America’s short, two-year election cycle is a major barrier to passing a higher gas tax. Politicians tend to ignore proposals that involve an immediate, perceivable cost and provide less tangible, long-term benefits. Thomas Sterner, former president of the European Association of Environmental and Resource Economists, told the HPR that this is the “big problem” of gas tax politics. In countries with short electoral cycles of two to four years, attempts to increase the gas tax “will only cause protests,” Sterner said. It can be very difficult to promote farsighted, technocratic solutions in a political environment defined by short-term gratification. 

GT Unpop

And, new gas revenue sources unpopular – elections, taxes

Huffington Post 2/15

(“With Gas Tax Money Vanishing, Transportation Bills Mum On What Comes Next,” pg online @ http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/02/15/gas-tax-transportation-bills_n_1280172.html //um-ef)

WASHINGTON -- As both chambers of Congress continued to debate dueling surface transportation bills on Wednesday, Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) announced that a vote on the House's transportation bill would be postponed until late February. The Republican leader's hesitation underscores the deep difficulties lawmakers in both parties have had in facing up to an uncomfortable fact: gas tax revenues are running dry, and nobody wants to find a new source of cash to make up for them -- least of all as the economy still struggles and an election nears.
No one supports gas tax increases in an election year

Huffington Post 2/15

(“With Gas Tax Money Vanishing, Transportation Bills Mum On What Comes Next,” pg online @ http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/02/15/gas-tax-transportation-bills_n_1280172.html //um-ef)

Last week, Sen. Mike Enzi (R-Wyo.), supported by Sen. Tom Coburn (R-Oka.), introduced a surprise amendment to the Senate Finance Committee's part of the transportation bill that would have taken the small step of pegging the gas tax to inflation. That would have somewhat replenished the Highway Trust Fund over the long term, but committee chairman Max Baucus (D-Mont.) quickly shot them down, saying that it wasn't the time.  Enzi and Coburn, Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood said Thursday, were "two very brave souls" for even bringing the subject up. But neither the Obama administration nor either chamber will include gas tax bumps in their transportation plans. The reason is simple, LaHood said: "People don't want to raise taxes in an election year."
And, no one supports an increase in the gas tax

Huffington Post 2/15

(“With Gas Tax Money Vanishing, Transportation Bills Mum On What Comes Next,” pg online @ http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/02/15/gas-tax-transportation-bills_n_1280172.html //um-ef)

Although some states faced with transportation deficits are beginning to consider raising their own gas taxes, almost nobody at the federal level seems willing to seriously contemplate raising the politically charged gas tax. Especially with the average gallon in the United States ringing in at $3.52, up 38 cents from a year ago.
TI Spending Unpop

Plan is hella unpopular
Boyd 11 

[John is a transportation reporter for the Journal of Commerce Online. “A stimulating Impasse; In Washington’s heated Political environment, movement on transport spending may be hard to come by.” Lexis] H. Kenner
If President Obama and his GOP adversaries in Congress are going to hammer out any agreement this fall on new investment in transportation systems, the mood in Washington will have to change considerably. Ahead of Obama's Sept. 8 speech to a joint session of Congress over his infrastructure-heavy jobs plan, John Mica, chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, chastised the president and Democratic lawmakers for failing to tend to transport programs up to now. "They neglected aviation legislation for more than four years and left major transportation legislation in the ditch for more than a year," the Florida Republican said. The ranking Republican on the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee, James Inhofe of Oklahoma, is even tougher on the administration's progress on infrastructure. Obama's record, he said, "is abysmal," with the president periodically offering ideas but never sending a specific transportation proposal to Congress. "Obama continues to talk the talk without walking the walk &mdash; and that is why the current environment on transportation spending is so toxic," Inhofe said. That there is a toxic environment around just about everything in Washington is pretty much the only thing the two parties agree on, and even the transportation programs that used to be areas of thoroughly collegial agreement now are moving to the center of the bitter political warfare. Many Democrats believe hard-right Republicans are preparing to take the long-delayed, long-extended surface transportation reauthorization plan as the next point of battle to follow the epic fight over the summer over the debt ceiling and, surprisingly, the Federal Aviation Administration reauthorization. The federal fuel tax is due for renewal at the end of September and any measure addressing revenue &mdash; or taxes, in another word &mdash; is a likely target for partisan warfare. Related:&nbsp; Super-Sizing Transport Needs . Obama seemed to try to be getting ahead of the debate, and to set the stage for stimulus spending in a faltering economy, in an Aug. 31 Rose Garden statement prodding Congress over extending soon-to-expire legislation to reauthorize Federal Aviation Administration and Highway Trust Fund programs. Calling for a "clean extension" of the transportation programs, he said, "It's time to stop the political gamesmanship that can actually cost us hundreds of thousands of jobs." Mica threw down a gauntlet of sorts, saying he would agree "to one additional highway program extension," the eighth, but before agreeing to the 22nd FAA extension, he said he would first huddle with House GOP leaders. Inhofe said the president has been absent while the transportation programs have been debated, saying, "The question that must be asked is, where has he been?" Pointing to some mild progress in both houses of Congress, Inhofe said, "Maybe it's better that he has stayed out of the discussions." Industry groups are showering Congress with letters and press releases backing the president's play over extending transportation programs. Ever since the summer crises over the debt ceiling and FAA programs, policy specialists have feared a new political slugfest over highway programs could kill thousands of projects nationwide, destabilize state transportation programs and throw perhaps 1 million people out of work. But extending the programs is one thing; raising money to increase transportation spending is another. Many observers say the real focus will be on what a new congressional super-committee decides about future investments. And that panel's prime directive is to cut at least $1.2 trillion from the deficit over the next 10 years. Rep. Eric Cantor, R-Va., the House majority leader who helped maneuver Obama into a debt ceiling deal that cut spending without raising taxes, already rules out new stimulus spending through transportation projects. However, after a dismal August jobs report, even Cantor seems to have taken a step in Obama's direction. He could agree with Obama on giving states more control over their infrastructure projects and making reforms to cut waste, Cantor said, "which will boost economic growth without increasing spending." Cantor suggests ending a requirement that states put 10 percent of their federal transportation funds aside for "transportation museums, education, and preservation." They could instead "devote these monies to high-priority infrastructure projects, without adding to the deficit," he said. 
*****Elections D.A.*****
1NC

And, the plan will become the centerpoint of the GOP Election Campaign – they’ll slam Obama

IB Times 3/21/12

(“Obama, On The Road, Redoubles Focus On Energy Policy, Gas Prices,” pg online @ http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/317589/20120321/obama-energy-oil-xl-pipeline-gas-prices.htm //um-ef)

President Barack Obama is embarking on a national tour to tout his administration's energy policies, reflecting how rising gas prices have moved to the forefront of the presidential race. Obama will visit a solar panel facility in Nevada, oil and gas drilling rigs in New Mexico, a section of Oklahoma containing the southern half of the highly politicized Keystone XL pipeline and an advanced energy research and development center at Ohio State University. The choices are meant to symbolize the president's "all of the above" approach to energy that includes increased and expanded oil and natural gas drilling, cultivating alternative energy and hiking fuel efficiency standards. Obama has dismissed a barrage of attacks by Republican presidential candidates on his energy policy as partisan electioneering. No 'Quick Fix' To High Gasoline Prices "It's easy to promise a quick fix when it comes to gas prices," Obama said in his weekly address Saturday. "There just isn't one. Anyone who tells you otherwise -- any career politician who promises some three-point plan for $2 gas - they're not looking for a solution. They're just looking for your vote." Follow us The men vying for the Republican presidential nomination have stepped up their attacks on the issue, increasingly incorporating rising gas prices into a critique of the president. Mitt Romney said on "Fox News Sunday" that members of the Obama administration had conspired to keep gas prices high and called for their resignation. "When [President Obama] ran for office, he said he wanted to see gasoline prices go up," Romney said. "He said that energy prices would skyrocket under his views, and he selected three people to help him implement that program. The secretary of energy, the secretary of interior and EPA administrator. And this gas hike trio has been doing the job over the last three-and-a-half years, and gas prices are up."
2NC links

Public will hate it  -looks to constrain freedoms and increase taxes

Turgeon 2k10

(Evan N. Turgeon, Legal Associate at the Cato Institute; J.D.University of Virginia School of Law 2009; B.A. Tufts University 2004, “Triple-Dividends: Toward Pigovian Gasoline Taxation,” Journal of Land, Resources, & Environmental Law 2010, pg lexis//um-ef)

Despite the potential for Pigovian gasoline taxes to yield triple-dividends, the individual risk perception and preoccupation with short-term effects discourages such policies. Empirical evidence indicates that a risk's visibility, certainty, and moral outrage are factors determinant of whether the public will demand that lawmakers act. n184 In the case of climate change, all three factors deter the public from demanding environmental legislation. As a result, politicians have little incentive to impose the long-term burdens of environmental regulation on industry in the absence of short-term political rewards by voters. n185 Thus, "there is indeed some reason to worry about the ability of a democratic political system to handle environmental problems in a rational manner." n186 However, acknowledging these hurdles suggests how the public and their elected representatives might be convinced to implement efficient, beneficial policies. A. The Target Audience 1. The American Public As it currently stands, Americans do not perceive climate change as a severe threat. Consequently, Americans are unwilling to incur significant costs to mitigate this risk, especially if those costs come in the form of higher gasoline taxes. [*173] Simply put, "the fuel tax is perhaps one of the most resented in our society." n187 It seems that the public's hostility to fuel taxes exceeds its general opposition to excise taxes in general, n188 which suggests that opposition more reflects the item being taxed than the method of taxation. Indeed, the public accepts other instances of federal government price manipulation in the name of economic efficiency as a matter of course. The Federal Reserve, for example, routinely adjusts the discount rate and thereby the cost of borrowing to influence consumer pur-chasing decisions. This suggests that gasoline taxation provokes an emotional, rather than an analytical, response. That gasoline is widely consumed, that price drives consumer preference, and that prices are visible and volatile likely contribute to this phenomenon. n189 More important still, the car is freighted with notions of "freedom," given the sprawling development of American society and widespread dependence on cars, almost as the exclusive method of transportation. Increasing the cost of car use is seen as constraining individual freedom of movement. n190 Public attachment to cars by the public partly explains economically inefficient government policies focused on making trips cleaner rather than fewer in number.
Gas tax unpopular- public 
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Although a TGR system includes the market system in its methodology, it is hindered by heavy involvement of the government, particularly in identifying the target quantity of gasoline consumption and allo- cating gas among consumers. An alternative approach requiring less government involvement is to increase the excise tax levied on the sale of gas (Yergin 1980). In general, Americans have had a strong bias in favor of cheap and plentiful gasoline. Fear of voter backlash makes politicians shun raising gasoline taxes. A New York Times /CBS News poll in February 2006 concluded that Americans are overwhelmingly opposed to a higher gasoline tax. However, a significant number of respondents would go along with an increase if it reduced global warming or made the United States less dependent on foreign oil. Of the 1,018 adults polled, 85 percent opposed an increase in the gasoline tax, suggesting that politicians have good reason to steer away from so unpopular a mea- sure. But 55 percent said they would support an increase in the tax if it did in fact reduce dependence on foreign oil, while 59 percent were in favor if the result was less gasoline consumption and less global warming. 
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