A2: Inherency

1NC Frontline 

1. SQ Solves - Passing a 6-year transportation bill solves better than focusing on only the plan

BAF, 2011 (“Falling Apart and Falling Behind”; FAS) pg.41

This period of ongoing economic insecurity demands a long-term federal commitment to infrastructure investment. The Congressio​nal Budget Office has estimated that direct, well-targeted government spending of $185 billion a year on infrastructure would generate economic and social benefits that would exceed the cost.4 Federal Reserve Chair Benjamin Bernanke has repeatedly urged Congress to continue investing in infrastructure even as it focuses on reducing the deficit. The long-overdue re-authorization of a federal multi-year transportation bill is a critical opportunity for Washington to increase investment and inject some common sense into our transportation policy. Of course, before Congress can justify increasing the levels of investment in transportation, there must be wholesale reform of the current funding system. A sensible new transportation bill should come with a series of hard choices: about national priorities, about which initiatives get funded, and about how to pay for these vital investments.

1NC 1 Exts - US Funding Now

Money allocated for High Speed Rail

Centre Dailey Times, news source, 6/29/2012 (Associated Press, Obama signs stop-gap highway, student loan bill, 6/29/2012, http://www.centredaily.com/2012/06/29/3247086/obama-signs-stop-gap-highway-student.html, Access: 7/2/12) AGI
{WASHINGTON — President Barack Obama has signed a short-term bill that avoids interest rate increases on new loans to millions of college students and maintains jobs on transportation projects across the nation. Obama signed a one-week extension of the measure to give time for the full legislation, approved Friday by Congress, to reach his desk. The president is expected to sign the full law in the coming days. The bill allows more than $100 billion to be spent on highway, mass transit and other transportation programs during the next two years. Those projects would have expired Saturday.}
A2: Competitiveness Adv
1NC Frontline

1. No Competitiveness Now - China is way ahead of us in competitiveness

Green Chip Stocks, 7-3-2012, (Green Chip Stocks, High-Speed Rail: Getting Back on Track, 2012, http://www.greenchipstocks.com/report/high-speed-rail-getting-back-on-track/450, July 3, 2012, pg 1; FAS)
(In addition to high speed rail, the partnership also advances passenger rail transport with medium-speed passenger trains and transit rail vehicles for America's urban areas. This most recent partnership is yet another step forward toward that goal. While the U.S. is just breaking ground on high speed rail projects, China continues to reinforce their fast rise to dominance. China has the most miles of high-speed rail of any country in the world, and the projected completion date of the major Beijing-Shanghai HSR line has been revised twice—to come earlier! The Middle Kingdom is on track to spend upwards of $100 billion per year on high-speed rail, and Chinese officials are committed to making their mark on U.S. rail travel, too.)

2. Alt cause: competitiveness stems from multiple sources plan cant solve
Department of Commerce, 2012 (Department of Commerce, “The Competitiveness and Innovative Capacity of the United States”, January, http://www.commerce.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2012/january/competes_010511_0.pdf, 7/2/12) EIL

Alarms While the United States exited the 20th century as the undisputed economic and innovation leader, the competitive landscape was shifting.7 As the economies of more countries around the world grew and developed, these countries became stronger competitors to the United States. Though there are benefits to the United States from these changes, alarms are being raised about these trends and there is also growing angst that the United States is no longer competing as strongly on the world economic stage. One recent poll found that 47 percent of Americans “strongly agree” and 43 percent “somewhat agree” with the statement that the United States is in danger of losing its global competitive edge in innovation.8 Another survey found that 71 percent of Americans believe that our high schools are falling short when it comes to preparing students for science and engineering jobs and 76 percent believe that if the next generation does not work to improve its science and math skills, it risks becoming the first one that is worse off than its parents’ generation.9 Alarm 1: Jobs The United States’ ability to create jobs has deteriorated during the past decade. Employment increased at an annual rate of just 0.6 percent between the February 2001 and January 2008 employment peaks (figure 1.2). This rate is one‐third as fast as the 1.8 annual rate of employment growth between the June 1990 and February 2001 employment peaks. A recent study by McKinsey Global Institute found that the United States has been experiencing increasingly lengthy jobless recoveries: “it took roughly 6 months for employment to recover to its prerecession level after each postwar recession through the 1980s, but it took 15 months after the 1990–91 recession and 39 months after the 2001 recession.”10 Alarm 2: Wages and the Middle Class The middle class in the United States has struggled as incomes and wages have generally stagnated. One commonly referenced measure of the financial well‐being of the middle class is real median household income; that is, the income of households in the middle of the income distribution after adjusting for inflation. From 1980 to its peak in 1999, real median household income increased about 20 percent (see figure 1.3). Since that peak, real median household income has stalled, and even before the Great Recession, real median household income fell from $53,252 in 1999 to $52,823 in 2007 (in 2010 dollars). Individuals at the very top of the income distribution have fared better during this time than others; one study found that between 1993 and 2008, income grew almost 4 percent per year for those with incomes in the top 1 percent of the income distribution.11 The lack of income growth echoes the lack of earnings growth workers have experienced over recent decades. With few exceptions (such as the second half of the 1990s), the typical American worker has experienced long stretches of flat or even declining earnings for full‐time work, despite an incredible rise in his or her productivity. Between the fourth quarter 1979 and the fourth quarter 2010 (that is, essentially over the length of a generation), real median weekly earnings of full‐time wage and salary workers edged up just 4.9 percent, while workers’ productivity increased 90.9 percent. Reasons offered for these wage trends include the decline in the fraction of workers covered by collective bargaining, increased international competition, technological change, immigration, and minimum wages, among others.12 Regardless of the reasons, this stagnation makes it impossible for many Americans to increase their financial standard of living and feeds the perception that the next generation will be no better off than its parents’ generation. Alarm 3: Manufacturing These employment and wage trends also roughly coincide with the increased pressure from abroad faced by the U.S. manufacturing sector (though the manufacturing sector has increasingly relied on foreign markets). The manufactured goods trade balance has worsened. In 2010, the trade deficit in manufactured goods was $565.4 billion and is on track to exceed that amount in 2011, even with strong export growth.13 The United States continues to lose ground in key manufacturing sectors, including those sectors that are likely to drive our economy in the future. The United States ran a trade surplus in “advanced technology products,” which includes biotechnology products, computers, semiconductors, and robotics, until 2002 (see figure 1.4).14 In 2010, however, the United States ran an $81 billion trade deficit in this critically important sector.15 Alarm 4: Innovation After reviewing 16 key indicators—such as the number of scientists and engineers, corporate and government R&D, venture capital, productivity, and trade performance—the July 2011 Atlantic Century report indicated that the United States had made little or no progress in its competitiveness since 1999 and now ranks fourth in innovation‐based competitiveness.16 A report from 2005, Rising Above the Gathering Storm—a volume authored by a committee convened in 2005 by the National Academy of Sciences—expressed deep concern that the scientific and technological building blocks critical to the economic leadership of the United States were eroding at a time when many other nations were actively laying strong foundations in these same areas.17 In their 2010 follow‐up report, that same committee unanimously stated that “our nation’s outlook has not improved but rather has worsened.”18 Alarm 5: Education The United States is struggling to prepare U.S. students in math and science. In 2009, U.S. 15‐year‐olds had an average score of 487 on the mathematics literacy scale, which was lower than the OECD average score of 496 (see figure 1.5). Seventeen OECD countries ranked above the United States in math, and some 11 other countries had scores that were not significantly different from the U.S. math score. Additionally, science and reading scores were only average and on an earlier assessment of student problem solving ability (2003 Program for International Student Assessment (PISA)), U.S. students scored behind most of the other developed nations in the world.19 Alarm 6: Infrastructure Delays at airports, time lost in traffic jams, bridges in need of repair, and ports that cannot handle the newest ships exemplify how traditional infrastructure in the United States has failed to keep pace with its growing population. The result is higher costs for businesses and inconvenience for all. Digital infrastructure, though stellar in some respects, has not yet reached large portions of our population, making it difficult for them to participate in the 21st century economy. Large and disturbing differences in broadband adoption still persist by income, race and ethnicity, and education. Also, some communities are disadvantaged with respect to broadband access and use. For example, those living in urban areas were much more likely to have access to broadband Internet connections relative to rural consumers (see figure 1.6).
3. Plan doesn’t solve investor confidence – looking for vulnerability

Mackey, 10 (Maureen, The Fiscal Times, http://articles.businessinsider.com/2010-10-18/strategy/30037323_1_new-businesses-tft-kauffman-foundation, 6/25/12; EIL)

· {It defies fiscal common sense — but a bad economy is often a terrific time to start a company. Consider this: Nearly 60 percent of Fortune 500 companies began business in a bear market, according to a recent report from the Kauffman Foundation. "Proctor & Gamble survived the panic of 1837, then the worst recession in our young nation's history, while General Electric came out of the economic chaos of 1872 and Hewlett Packard was born in the Great Depression," says Adam L. Penenberg in Tech Crunch. With today's tremendous challenges for new businesses, The Fiscal Times spoke with Bill Murphy, Jr., author of a new book, The Intelligent Entrepreneur (Henry Holt, $27.50). Murphy shares tips and insights for the aspiring entrepreneur and profiles three graduates of Harvard Business School who went on to make millions from their ideas and who are doing quite well, even in today's climate. Their passion, planning, commitment and entrepreneurial mindset — plus their ability to attract investors to their cause — are what sets them apart. [image: image1.png]


 In 2003, Marc Cenedella founded TheLadders.com, the world's leading online marketplace for executive level jobs. Chris Michel founded two companies, including www.miltary.com, now the country's largest military membership organization (in 2004 it was acquired by Monster). And Marla Beck started Bluemercury, Inc., which sells luxury beauty products. The Fiscal Times (TFT): As impressive as these people are, could any of them have started their businesses today, in an economy with flat job growth, persistent unemployment, cautious investors and tight credit? Bill Murphy, Jr. (BMJr): I don't want to sound too Pollyannish, but they'd be better prepared to start now, because of the tight economy. TFT: How so? BMJr: People generally think that what holds them back is a lack of money. But the tough economy actually weeds out those who don't have the stomach for new ventures. If there's a lot of money out there, it's easier for anyone to get into the game — it's how we got into the 'get-big-fast' mentality. But when money is tighter, the truly committed entrepreneurs with a great idea are able to leverage the resources they have — time and people — to demonstrate what they can do. They also have less competition. There are fewer people writing checks, but there are also far fewer people asking for checks. There's actually a lot of benefit to starting something in hard times. TFT: Of course there's also the satisfaction of watching one's creation take off — and it's usually the new businesses, the small businesses, that provide most of the new jobs. BMJr: Yes. Marc Cenedella's company, The Ladders, employs about 200 people today, and Marla Beck's company, bluemercury, has about 300 employees. Chris Michel is in a different category because he sold military.com for $39 million to Monster in 2004. And it's still running really well, with annual revenue that's about six or seven times that now. But while there's great personal satisfaction in working for yourself, making the big sale, reeling in the big customer, and developing the product and so on, you need a deep reservoir of commitment to be an entrepreneur, almost more than the commitment to your idea itself.[image: image2.png]


 TFT: Let's talk about the costs of starting a new business, which can give more than a few people pause. BMJr: It's so much cheaper now. Things that would have cost $1 million, $2 million just five years ago can be put together for $50,000 to 60,000 or less. For example, a colleague of mine started a business-to-business internet company in 1999. To get the word out about it required a marketing campaign and 50,000 direct mail pieces back then. All that adds up. Today, you're on Facebook and Twitter, and with a few well-placed social media dollars you've got a core of people. I don't want to oversimplify, but anything that is computer-based is far cheaper now.}
4. Even if they win they increase hegemony in the short-term, other countries are gaining the ability to block U.S. power, making it politically impossible to advance U.S. hegemony 

Gvosdev, is the former editor of the National Interest, and a frequent foreign policy commentator in both the print and broadcast media. He is currently on the faculty of the U.S. Naval War College, 2010 (Nikolas K. World Politics Review “Finding a New Model of American July 13, 2010Leadership,”http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/6023/finding-a-new-model-of-american-global-leadership) SM

As a result, the United States must play an exceedingly challenging hand in the current environment. The first card in that hand is that it is becoming easier for other countries to block U.S. power or to raise the costs for Washington to act, to the point that, although action might still be feasible on paper, it becomes politically impossible. The net result of these developments, as Judah Grunstein argues will be to create "political constraints [that] will more likely channel American foreign and defense policy into a more modest period of restraint." As Ramesh Thakur observeda recent conference held at the U.S. Institute of Peace, rising powers like China and India will not be content in a world where they are rule-abiders, rather than agenda-setters. The U.S. is fast losing its ability to impose its vision should other powers actively choose to resist. But even when there is no deliberate pushback, merely a lack of support and compliance, Washington is finding it harder to advance its agenda.
5. Benefits of High Speed Rail will never overcome operating costs

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom,Accessed 6/8/12] SM

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

The United States is being surpassed by its competitors

BAF, 2011 (“Falling Apart and Falling Behind”; FAS) pg.10 

(In the last decade, our global economic competitors have led the way in planning and building the transportation networks of the 21st century. Leading countries around the world have not only started spending more than the United States does today, but they made those financial commitments—of both public and private dollars—on the basis of 21st-century strategies that will equip them to make commanding strides in economic growth over the next 20–25 years. These decisions have put them on a cycle of investment and economic growth that will improve their standard of living and improve their citizens’ quality of life. Unless we make significant changes in our course and direction, the foreign competi​tion will pass us by and a real opportunity to restore America’s economic strength will be lost.)

Other countries are developing HSR now - This counterbalances competitiveness 

Kunz, president and CEO of the U.S. High Speed Rail Association, 3/10/2011 (Andy, U.S. High-Speed Rail: Time to Hop Aboard or Be Left Behind, 3/10/2011, http://e360.yale.edu/feature/us_high-speed_rail_time_to_hop_aboard_or_be_left_behind/2378/, Access: 6/28/2012) AGI

{Worldwide, nations not normally associated with the bullet train revolution — India, Brazil, Argentina, and Morocco, among others — are making plans to build high-speed rail networks. They understand that rapid, inter-city rail systems will be essential to developing competitive 21st-century economies as oil supplies dwindle, highways and airports face increasing congestion, and pressure to reduce carbon emissions rises. And the United States? For the past several months the news on the high-speed rail front has been dominated by several governors, swept into power by the Tea Party movement, proudly proclaiming that they will have nothing to do with high-speed rail projects, which they contend are boondoggles. Indeed, the governors of Florida, Wisconsin, and Ohio have collectively rejected $3.6 billion in federal funds that would have covered nearly all of the cost of building rail lines on such routes as Orlando} 
1NC 2 Exts – Alternative Causality to US Competitiveness

Nuclear Energy Development key to competitiveness

Ostermayer, 2012

(Jeff, National Association of Manufacturers, “Manufacturers: Nuclear Energy Is Key to Competitiveness”, 2/9 http://www.nam.org/Communications/Articles/2012/02/Manufacturers-Nuclear-Energy-Is-Key-to-Competitiveness.aspx, 7/2/12) EIL

Washington, D.C., 02/09/12 - National Association of Manufacturers (NAM) President and CEO Jay Timmons issued this statement on the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s (NRC) approval of the new Vogtle nuclear power plant: “This decision today by the NRC is a welcome step toward affordable energy production in the United States and a boost to jobs. An ‘all-of-the-above’ approach to energy must include the continued development of nuclear energy, and we are hopeful that the NRC will move forward with the streamlined licensing and permitting process to allow for the construction of additional plants throughout the country. Manufacturers use one-third of the energy consumed in the Unites States, so building new reliable sources of energy is essential to our competitiveness. Building new nuclear power plants also means the creation of quality jobs for Americans at a time when we need them the most. The Vogtle plant alone will create 5,000 new jobs and will have a tremendous positive impact for the many jobs in the nuclear energy supply chain. 

1NC 3 Exts –Investors Don’t Perceive
Plan doesn’t solve investor confidence – looking for vulnerability

Mackey, 10 (Maureen, The Fiscal Times, http://articles.businessinsider.com/2010-10-18/strategy/30037323_1_new-businesses-tft-kauffman-foundation, 6/25/12; EIL)

[image: image3.png]


{It defies fiscal common sense — but a bad economy is often a terrific time to start a company. Consider this: Nearly 60 percent of Fortune 500 companies began business in a bear market, according to a recent report from the Kauffman Foundation. "Proctor & Gamble survived the panic of 1837, then the worst recession in our young nation's history, while General Electric came out of the economic chaos of 1872 and Hewlett Packard was born in the Great Depression," says Adam L. Penenberg in Tech Crunch. With today's tremendous challenges for new businesses, The Fiscal Times spoke with Bill Murphy, Jr., author of a new book, The Intelligent Entrepreneur (Henry Holt, $27.50). Murphy shares tips and insights for the aspiring entrepreneur and profiles three graduates of Harvard Business School who went on to make millions from their ideas and who are doing quite well, even in today's climate. Their passion, planning, commitment and entrepreneurial mindset — plus their ability to attract investors to their cause — are what sets them apart. [image: image4.png]


 In 2003, Marc Cenedella founded TheLadders.com, the world's leading online marketplace for executive level jobs. Chris Michel founded two companies, including www.miltary.com, now the country's largest military membership organization (in 2004 it was acquired by Monster). And Marla Beck started Bluemercury, Inc., which sells luxury beauty products. The Fiscal Times (TFT): As impressive as these people are, could any of them have started their businesses today, in an economy with flat job growth, persistent unemployment, cautious investors and tight credit? Bill Murphy, Jr. (BMJr): I don't want to sound too Pollyannish, but they'd be better prepared to start now, because of the tight economy. TFT: How so? BMJr: People generally think that what holds them back is a lack of money. But the tough economy actually weeds out those who don't have the stomach for new ventures. If there's a lot of money out there, it's easier for anyone to get into the game — it's how we got into the 'get-big-fast' mentality. But when money is tighter, the truly committed entrepreneurs with a great idea are able to leverage the resources they have — time and people — to demonstrate what they can do. They also have less competition. There are fewer people writing checks, but there are also far fewer people asking for checks. There's actually a lot of benefit to starting something in hard times. TFT: Of course there's also the satisfaction of watching one's creation take off — and it's usually the new businesses, the small businesses, that provide most of the new jobs. BMJr: Yes. Marc Cenedella's company, The Ladders, employs about 200 people today, and Marla Beck's company, bluemercury, has about 300 employees. Chris Michel is in a different category because he sold military.com for $39 million to Monster in 2004. And it's still running really well, with annual revenue that's about six or seven times that now. But while there's great personal satisfaction in working for yourself, making the big sale, reeling in the big customer, and developing the product and so on, you need a deep reservoir of commitment to be an entrepreneur, almost more than the commitment to your idea itself.[image: image5.png]


 TFT: Let's talk about the costs of starting a new business, which can give more than a few people pause. BMJr: It's so much cheaper now. Things that would have cost $1 million, $2 million just five years ago can be put together for $50,000 to 60,000 or less. For example, a colleague of mine started a business-to-business internet company in 1999. To get the word out about it required a marketing campaign and 50,000 direct mail pieces back then. All that adds up. Today, you're on Facebook and Twitter, and with a few well-placed social media dollars you've got a core of people. I don't want to oversimplify, but anything that is computer-based is far cheaper now.}
1NC 4 Exts – Counterbalancing

Other countries are developing HSR now – Counterbalance competitiveness 

Kunz, president and CEO of the U.S. High Speed Rail Association, 3/10/2011
(Andy, U.S. High-Speed Rail: Time to Hop Aboard or Be Left Behind, 3/10/2011, http://e360.yale.edu/feature/us_high-speed_rail_time_to_hop_aboard_or_be_left_behind/2378/, Access: 6/28/2012) AGI

{Worldwide, nations not normally associated with the bullet train revolution — India, Brazil, Argentina, and Morocco, among others — are making plans to build high-speed rail networks. They understand that rapid, inter-city rail systems will be essential to developing competitive 21st-century economies as oil supplies dwindle, highways and airports face increasing congestion, and pressure to reduce carbon emissions rises. And the United States? For the past several months the news on the high-speed rail front has been dominated by several governors, swept into power by the Tea Party movement, proudly proclaiming that they will have nothing to do with high-speed rail projects, which they contend are boondoggles. Indeed, the governors of Florida, Wisconsin, and Ohio have collectively rejected $3.6 billion in federal funds that would have covered nearly all of the cost of building rail lines on such routes as Orlando}

HSR -  No competitiveness – Other Countries

BAF, 2011 (“Falling Apart and Falling Behind”; FAS) pg.35

Nearly 15,000 miles of high-speed rail is in operation around the world—essentially none of which is in the United States. The stunning size and scope of other countries’ investments in cutting-edge rail networks dwarfs the Obama Administration’s prelimi​nary plans: China has invested a staggering $300 billion in its intercity rail network featuring the fastest trains in the world. At this rate, China will soon have more high-speed rail track than the rest of the world combined,26 and its goal is to have 11,185 miles of high-speed rail track laid by 2020—enough to go almost halfway around the world.27 Most recently completed are the $4.4 billion, 220-mph train between Shanghai and Hangzhou, which makes the 200-mile trips in 45 minutes, and the $32.5 billion line from Beijing to Shanghai. Opened a year ahead of schedule, the Beijing-Shanghai line covers 820 miles in 5 hours—farther than the train ride between New York and Chicago, which takes 17 hours.28 Japan, home of the world’s oldest bullet train, which opened in 1964, is still innovat​ing and updating its world-class rail system; four new lines are currently under construc​tion. In 2009, Japan announced plans to build a 5.1 trillion yen ($61.4 billion) Maglev train between Tokyo and Nagoya. At 300 mph, the train would cover the distance between Boston and New York in under an hour.29 Korea opened its first high-speed rail line in 2004 and is now building a new 218-mph line connecting Seoul to Gwangju and Mokpo in the southwest, covering the 200-mile trip in about an hour and a half. Construction began in 2009 and is sched​uled to be completed in 2013 at the cost of 11.3 trillion won ($10.1 billion).30 Spain has been building high-speed rail since 2002 and in 2010 became the world’s third-leading nation in high-speed track mileage, behind China and Japan. Spain spends a stunning 1% of its GDP a year on inter-city and urban rail infrastructure. The 2005 Strategic Plan for Infrastructure and Transport allocated ¤109 billion (44% of the funds) toward rail development, largely dedicated to increasing the high-speed rail network to 6,200 miles by 2020 and putting 90% of the Spanish population within 30 miles of a station.31 France, which opened its first high-speed rail line in 1981, continues to upgrade its service and expand its network within France and out to neighboring countries. In the last two years, three new lines have opened, running to Amsterdam, Antwerp, and Catalonia, Spain. Two other lines are currently under construction, and THE POTENTIAL OF HIGH-SPEED RAIL IN THE U.S. Source: Amtrak, China Ministry of Railways, 2011 If the U.S. were to have true high-speed rail, a trip from New York to Chicago would take less than 5 hours—but now takes 17 hours.BEIJING – SHANGHAINEW YORK – CHICAGO711 MILES/42 MPH/17 HOURS:819 MILES/168 MPH/5 HOURS1700:0500 More than 15,000 miles of high-speed rail is running around the world—while U.S. passenger trains run at slower speeds than they did half a century ago.Building America’s Future: Falling Apart & Falling Behind 3 another 12 lines will be built in the next several years. The UK recently announced plans to build High Speed 2, a £12.5 billion ($19.4 billion) high-speed rail line that would link London to Birmingham and, eventually, Manchester and Leeds and connect these cities to High Speed 1 running from London to the Channel Tunnel to Belgium and France. Saudi Arabia is currently building a $1.8 billion, 200-mph high-speed rail line between Medina and Mecca. The Medina station is projected to move 13,200 passengers from 11 trains moving in and out of the station per hour (the equivalent of 26 jumbo jets); the Jeddah station will move more passengers a year than all five terminals of Heathrow airport combined.32 Brazil has begun developing a $19.7 billion, 223-mph high-speed rail line between Sao Paulo and Rio de Janeiro, expected to be running by 2014. The line, financed entirely by the Brazilian National Development Bank (BNDES) and other private investors without any public funds, will link the international airports in each city and a cargo airport in the city of Campinas. In June 2010, Morocco began constructing the $2.3 billion, 200-mph Tangier-Casablan​ca high-speed rail line, the first link in the government’s master plan to build nearly 1000 miles of new rail lines by 2035.33 Qatar, for its successful bid to host the 2022 World Cup, announced a $24 billion transportation infrastructure plan that includes the construction of high-speed rail lines to Bahrain and Saudi Arabia.34 A global consensus has emerged that high-speed rail is the transport of the 21st century: a high-speed, high-capacity, and low-energy solution for the high-tech, low-carbon economy of the future. To stay competitive, countries large and small are investing now to build true high-speed rail. )

1NC 5 Exts – US HSR Hurts Efficient Economy
High Speed Rail will be equivalent to throwing government subsidies into a black hole – crushes the US economy

Utt, Ph. D. & Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, February 11, 2011 [The Heritage Foundation - Ronald, “Time to End Obama’s Costly High Speed Rail Program,” %20Topic/HSR%20Neg/Time%20to%20End%20the%20Costly%20High%20Speed%20Rail%20Program.webarchive, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Advocates for more spending on passenger rail, including HSR, often point to Europe and Japan as role models and aspirational goals for American policy. This Euro-envy manifests itself in the promotional statements of America’s rail hobbyists and the foreign companies that hope to sell billions of dollars of equipment, consulting, project management, and engineering services.For example, in an April 2009 press conference, President Obama played the envy card, arguing, “Now, all of you know this is not some fanciful, pie-in-the-sky vision of the future. It is now. It is happening right now. It has been happening for decades. The problem is that it’s been happening elsewhere, not here.” Obama went on to extol HSR systems in France, Spain, China, and Japan and concluded, “There’s no reason why we can’t do this. This is America. There’s no reason why the future of travel should lie somewhere else beyond our borders.”[17]If one’s knowledge of European travel preferences comes from Time, The New York Review of Books, and Pink Panther movies, then the President’s statement would seem to ring true. Sadly, the reality is quite different. European and Asian governments have paid staggering sums to subsidize a mode of travel that only a small and shrinking share of their populations uses.[18]In its most recent report on European travel patterns, the European Commission noted that passenger rail’s share of the European market (EU-27) declined from 6.6 percent in 1995 to 6.3 percent in 2008, reaching a low of 5.9 percent in 2004. Market shares for autos and buses also fell over the period, while the airlines’ market share jumped. In effect, Europeans are adopting more American modes of travel, despite massive taxpayer subsidies for rail. They are shifting their travel to unsubsidized, taxpaying airlines, which expanded their market share from 6.5 percent in 1995 to 8.6 percent in 2008. Indeed, by 2008, passenger rail’s share of the transportation market was the lowest of all modes, except travel by sea and motorcycles.[19]Although the total size and scope of European subsidies for passenger rail are not known, a recent report by Amtrak’s Inspector General indicated that they are sizable and likely exceed what the U.S. government pays for highways. One purpose of the review was to address the contention that passenger rail in other countries, especially HSR, operates at a profit (that is, without subsidies).For 1995–2006, the study found that the governments of Germany, France, the United Kingdom, Spain, Denmark, and Austria spent “a combined total of $42 billion annually on their national passenger railroads.”[20] These six countries have a combined population of 269 million, and their expenditure of $42 billion on passenger rail in 2006[21] is roughly proportional to the $54.8 billion that the government of the United States (population of 309 million) spent on all forms of transportation, including highways, rail, aviation, water transport, and mass transit.[22]Data from individual countries reveal the financial catastrophes that the U.S. could confront if it embraces Euro-style passenger rail programs. According to the left-leaning The Economist, passenger rail subsidies reached $8.9 billion in 2008– 2009, and the magazine wondered:It is not clear why the public should be heavily subsidizing a mode of transport that accounts for a tiny minority of all travel: 8% of the total distance travelled in Britain during 2009, compared with 85% by cars and vans. The relatively few who use railways often are disproportionately well-off: three-fifths of the traffic is concentrated in the wealthy commuting counties of the south-east.[23]Despite these massive subsidies, rail ticket prices are still comparatively high. At present, two people traveling from Heathrow airport to downtown London can hire a limousine that meets them at the baggage claim and takes them directly to their destination for less than the cost of taking the Heathrow Express to Paddington Station and then taking the Tube or a taxi to their final destination.Although the U.K. system is mostly low-speed rail, the nation’s one foray into HSR—the Channel Tunnel Link connecting London to Paris and Brussels—has been a costly experience. The infrastructure cost of connecting London’s St. Pancras station with Folkstone (a distance of 67 miles, including 15 miles of tunnels) at the Channel tunnel entrance totaled ₤6.9 billion ($11 billion), including $8.3 billion in loans and $2.7 billion in grants to the original private contractor that built and operated the line. That contractor has since relinquished its ownership of the line, and the U.K. government expects to sell it for $2.4 billion, for a potential loss of $8.6 billion.[24]Meanwhile the signature Eurostar London–Paris– Brussels service that runs on the line has never exceeded half of what was projected in the project’s feasibility study.
Not a tangible economic impact to HSR- only risks failure
BAF, 2011

(“Falling Apart and Falling Behind”; FAS) pg.35

(Comparatively speaking, the U.S. is practi​cally sitting the high-speed rail competition out. The Obama Administration has an​nounced a vision of a nation-wide high-speed rail network. But $10 billion in initial funding pales in comparison with our competitors’ investments. And spreading that $10 billion around 36 states runs the risk of achieving nothing at all. As we watch states change course after the 2010 election and decline some of the high-speed rail funds they had been awarded, we must concede that President Obama is not all right on this issue, and the new governors are not all wrong. Some states are planning trains that will not run at truly high speeds—in which case they won’t create genuinely attractive travel options to ease our air and road congestion problems. Some states are planning to improve existing passenger lines, rather than build new dedicated high-speed lines—which means the passenger trains will still have to share the tracks with freight and be accordingly subjected to delays. And some states are planning projects that simply don’t make economic sense—or at least should not be considered a top national priority. High-speed is not an area in which small pet projects can serve as models that will invite larger commitments in the future; instead, smaller projects are less likely to attract ridership and recoup their investments. Throwing smaller amounts of money at slower and smaller high-speed rail projects that are unlikely to succeed is setting ourselves up for failure. For instance, in the long run, a high-speed link connecting Chicago to cities like Minneapolis and Cincinnati could be a boon for businesses in multiple states. One hundred million people live within 500 miles of Chicago, creating a HIGH-SPEED RAIL IN THE WORLD Source: UIC (International Union of Railways), 2010 More than 15,000 miles of true high-speed rail is in operation around the world, with more than 11,000 miles under construction—none of which is in the U.S. True high-speed rail runs on dedicated track at speeds of at least 155 mph, with top speeds in China now exceeding 200 mph. America’s fastest train, the Acela Expressrunning between Boston and Washington, D.C., has a top speed of 150 mph but averages 68 mph.BELGIUM 131FRANCE 1,323GERMANY 1,039ITALY 577THE NETHERLANDS 75SPAIN 2,389SWITZERLAND 67UNITED KINGDOM 71CHINA 6,649JAPAN 3,776KOREA 374TAIWAN 216TURKEY 466EUROPE 5,672 MILES OF TRACKASIA 11,481 MILES OF TRACK*IN OPERATION AND CONSTRUCTION The stunning size and scope of other countries’ investment in high-speed rail dwarfs America’s preliminary plans.Building America’s Future: Falling Apart & Falling Behind vast pool of travelers within the magic distance at which high-speed rail success​fully cuts into short-haul airplane travel. )
A2: Economy Adv
1NC Frontline
1. No Solvency – California proves- implementation and lack of use at worst hurts jobs and at best only wastes money

Brownfield, Assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, 5/12/2011
(Mike, Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail, 5/12/2011, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail/, 6/28/2012) AGI
{In reality, no high-speed trains—those that travel at 150 mph or more—will be constructed. The money is going to subsidize freight railroads and slow-speed Amtrak trains. (In Ohio, Amtrak averages 39 mph, slower than Ford’s Model T.) Some dreams are better left unrealized, anyhow. Heritage’s Ronald Utt details some serious problems with high-speed rail, including high cost, the need for perpetual government subsidies, and wasted money from lack of ridership. Add that to false claims that the projects create jobs and empty promises that the trains will help the environment by getting cars off the road, and America has plenty of reasons not to get on board. California provides a perfect example. Greg Pollowitz at National Review Online writes that the day after the federal government granted the Golden State $300 million for high-speed rail, the independent agency overseeing the state’s high-speed infrastructure spending shot down the project, calling for it to be put on hold due to questions over funding and project management. The rail plan has been estimated to cost $43 billion—and to date, the state has only $6.3 billion in place ($3.5 billion of that is federal dollars). The Orange County Register reports that those costs are going even higher, and an independent estimate pegs it at $81.4 billion.}
2. Benefits of High Speed Rail will never overcome operating costs

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom,Accessed 6/8/12] SM

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

Infrastructure stimulus does not effectively create jobs.

Associated Press, 2010 (Associated Press, “Stimulus for roads no path to help joblessness”, 1/11/10, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/34802254/ns/business-stocks_and_economy/t/stimulus-roads-no-path-help-joblessness/#.T-0IkJHi6So, 6/28/10)EIL

WASHINGTON — Ten months into President Barack Obama's first economic stimulus plan, a surge in spending on roads and bridges has had no effect on local unemployment and only barely helped the beleaguered construction industry, an AP analysis has found. Spend a lot or spend nothing at all, it didn't matter, the AP analysis showed: Local unemployment rates rose and fell regardless of how much stimulus money Washington poured out for transportation, raising questions about Obama's argument that more road money would address an "urgent need to accelerate job growth." Obama wants a second stimulus bill from Congress that relies in part on more road and bridge spending, projects the president said are "at the heart of our effort to accelerate job growth." Construction spending would be a key part of the Jobs for Main Street Act, a $75 billion second stimulus to revive the nation's lethargic unemployment rate and improve the dismal job market for construction workers. The House approved the bill 217-212 last month after House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., worked the floor for an hour; the Senate is expected to consider it later in January. AP's analysis, which was reviewed by independent economists at five universities, showed that strategy hasn't affected unemployment rates so far. And there's concern it won't work the second time. For its analysis, the AP examined the effects of road and bridge spending in communities on local unemployment; it did not try to measure results of the broader aid that also was in the first stimulus like tax cuts, unemployment benefits or money for states. "My bottom line is, I'd be skeptical about putting too much more money into a second stimulus until we've seen broader effects from the first stimulus," said Aaron Jackson, a Bentley University economist who reviewed AP's analysis. Even within the construction industry, which stood to benefit most from transportation money, the AP's analysis found there was nearly no connection between stimulus money and the number of construction workers hired or fired since Congress passed the recovery program. The effect was so small, one economist compared it to trying to move the Empire State Building by pushing against it. "As a policy tool for creating jobs, this doesn't seem to have much bite," said Emory University economist Thomas Smith, who supported the stimulus and reviewed AP's analysis. "In terms of creating jobs, it doesn't seem like it's created very many. It may well be employing lots of people but those two things are very different." Too small of a pebble Transportation spending is too small of a pebble to quickly create waves in the nation's $14 trillion economy. And starting a road project, even one considered "shovel ready," can take many months, meaning any modest effects of a second burst of transportation spending are unlikely to be felt for some time. "It would be unlikely that even $20 billion spent all at once would be enough to move the needle of the huge decline we've seen, even in construction, much less the economy. The job destruction is way too big," said Kenneth D. Simonson, chief economist for the Associated General Contractors of America. Few counties, for example, received more road money per capita than Marshall County, Tenn., about 90 minutes south of Nashville. Obama's stimulus is paying the salaries of dozens of workers, but local officials said the unemployment rate continues to rise and is expected to top 20 percent soon. The new money for road projects isn't enough to offset the thousands of local jobs lost from the closing of manufacturing plants and automotive parts suppliers. "The stimulus has not benefited the working-class people of Marshall County at all," said Isaac Zimmerle, a local contractor who has seen his construction business slowly dry up since 2008. That year, he built 30 homes. But prospects this year look grim. Projects going to a few heavy hitters Construction contractors like Zimmerle would seem to be in line to benefit from the stimulus spending. But money for road construction offers little relief to most contractors who don't work on transportation projects, a niche that requires expensive, heavy equipment that most residential and commercial builders don't own. Residential and commercial building make up the bulk of the nation's construction industry. "The problem we're seeing is, unfortunately, when they put those projects out to bid, there are only a handful of companies able to compete for it," Zimmerle said. The Obama administration has argued that it's unfair to count construction jobs in any one county because workers travel between counties for jobs. So, the AP looked at a much larger universe: The more than 700 counties that got the most stimulus money per capita for road construction, and the more than 700 counties that received no money at all. For its analysis, the AP reviewed Transportation Department data on more than $21 billion in stimulus projects in every state and Washington, D.C., and the Labor Department's monthly unemployment data. Working with economists and statisticians, the AP performed statistical tests to gauge the effect of transportation spending on employment activity. There was no difference in unemployment trends between the group of counties that received the most stimulus money and the group that received none, the analysis found. Despite the disconnect, Congress is moving quickly to give Obama the road money he requested. The Senate will soon consider a proposal that would direct nearly $28 billion more on roads and bridges, programs that are popular with politicians, lobbyists and voters. The overall price tag on the bill, which also would pay for water projects, school repairs and jobs for teachers, firefighters and police officers, would be $75 billion. "We have a ton of need for repairing our national infrastructure and a ton of unemployed workers to do it. Marrying those two concepts strikes me as good stimulus and good policy," White House economic adviser Jared Bernstein said. "When you invest in this kind of infrastructure, you're creating good jobs for people who need them." Highway projects have been the public face of the president's recovery efforts, providing the backdrop for news conferences with workers who owe their paychecks to the stimulus. But those anecdotes have not added up to a national trend and have not markedly improved the country's broad employment picture. Some parts of first stimulus worked The stimulus has produced jobs. A growing body of economic evidence suggests that government programs, including Obama's $700 billion bank bailout program and his $787 billion stimulus, have helped ease the recession. A Rutgers University study on Friday, for instance, found that all stimulus efforts have slowed the rise in unemployment in many states. But the 400-page stimulus law contains so many provisions — tax cuts, unemployment benefits, food stamps, state aid, military spending — economists agree that it's nearly impossible to determine what worked best and replicate it. It's also impossible to quantify exactly what effect the stimulus has had on job creation, although Obama points to estimates that credit the recovery program for creating or saving 1.6 million jobs. Politically, singling out transportation for another round of spending is an easier sell than many of the other programs in the stimulus. The money can be spent quickly and provides a tangible payoff. Even some Republicans who have criticized the stimulus have said they want more transportation spending. Spending money on roads also ripples through the economy better than other spending because it improves the nation's infrastructure, said Bernstein, the White House economist. But that's a policy argument, not a stimulus argument, said Daniel Seiver, an economist at San Diego State University who reviewed AP's analysis. "Infrastructure spending does have a long-term payoff, but in terms of an immediate impact on construction jobs it doesn't seem to be showing up," Seiver said. "A program like this may be justified but it's not going to have an immediate effect of putting people back to work."

No Solvency – Europe proves – increases congestion

Brownfield, Assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, 5/12/2011

(Mike, Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail, 5/12/2011, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail/, 6/28/2012) AGI

{The Obama Administration maintains that infrastructure spending creates jobs and is a great stimulus, but Associated Press and Congressional Research Service reports show that it does not. In fact, it can even have a negative effect. As for the environmental argument—that high-speed trains will get people off the streets and into mass transit—the reality is much different. Heritage’s Kate Nix writes: Despite its cost, high-speed rail will be ineffective at achieving its goals, if Europe’s experiences are any indicator. High-speed rail is expected to reduce auto and air travel, but in Europe, the trend is actually the opposite: Despite huge government subsidies, travelers are opting more and more to take non-subsidized and less expensive forms of travel. High-cost projects that don’t reap any rewards? The better choice would be to let this train pass by.}
1NC 2 Exts - US HSR Hurts Economic Productivity/Efficiency
No Solvency – California proves- implementation and lack of use at worst hurts jobs and at best only wastes money

Brownfield, Assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, 5/12/2011
(Mike, Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail, 5/12/2011, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail/, 6/28/2012) AGI
{In reality, no high-speed trains—those that travel at 150 mph or more—will be constructed. The money is going to subsidize freight railroads and slow-speed Amtrak trains. (In Ohio, Amtrak averages 39 mph, slower than Ford’s Model T.) Some dreams are better left unrealized, anyhow. Heritage’s Ronald Utt details some serious problems with high-speed rail, including high cost, the need for perpetual government subsidies, and wasted money from lack of ridership. Add that to false claims that the projects create jobs and empty promises that the trains will help the environment by getting cars off the road, and America has plenty of reasons not to get on board. California provides a perfect example. Greg Pollowitz at National Review Online writes that the day after the federal government granted the Golden State $300 million for high-speed rail, the independent agency overseeing the state’s high-speed infrastructure spending shot down the project, calling for it to be put on hold due to questions over funding and project management. The rail plan has been estimated to cost $43 billion—and to date, the state has only $6.3 billion in place ($3.5 billion of that is federal dollars). The Orange County Register reports that those costs are going even higher, and an independent estimate pegs it at $81.4 billion.}

High Speed Rail will be equivalent to throwing government subsidies into a black hole – crushes the US economy

Utt, Ph. D. & Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, February 11, 2011 [The Heritage Foundation - Ronald, “Time to End Obama’s Costly High Speed Rail Program,” %20Topic/HSR%20Neg/Time%20to%20End%20the%20Costly%20High%20Speed%20Rail%20Program.webarchive, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Advocates for more spending on passenger rail, including HSR, often point to Europe and Japan as role models and aspirational goals for American policy. This Euro-envy manifests itself in the promotional statements of America’s rail hobbyists and the foreign companies that hope to sell billions of dollars of equipment, consulting, project management, and engineering services.For example, in an April 2009 press conference, President Obama played the envy card, arguing, “Now, all of you know this is not some fanciful, pie-in-the-sky vision of the future. It is now. It is happening right now. It has been happening for decades. The problem is that it’s been happening elsewhere, not here.” Obama went on to extol HSR systems in France, Spain, China, and Japan and concluded, “There’s no reason why we can’t do this. This is America. There’s no reason why the future of travel should lie somewhere else beyond our borders.”[17]If one’s knowledge of European travel preferences comes from Time, The New York Review of Books, and Pink Panther movies, then the President’s statement would seem to ring true. Sadly, the reality is quite different. European and Asian governments have paid staggering sums to subsidize a mode of travel that only a small and shrinking share of their populations uses.[18]In its most recent report on European travel patterns, the European Commission noted that passenger rail’s share of the European market (EU-27) declined from 6.6 percent in 1995 to 6.3 percent in 2008, reaching a low of 5.9 percent in 2004. Market shares for autos and buses also fell over the period, while the airlines’ market share jumped. In effect, Europeans are adopting more American modes of travel, despite massive taxpayer subsidies for rail. They are shifting their travel to unsubsidized, taxpaying airlines, which expanded their market share from 6.5 percent in 1995 to 8.6 percent in 2008. Indeed, by 2008, passenger rail’s share of the transportation market was the lowest of all modes, except travel by sea and motorcycles.[19]Although the total size and scope of European subsidies for passenger rail are not known, a recent report by Amtrak’s Inspector General indicated that they are sizable and likely exceed what the U.S. government pays for highways. One purpose of the review was to address the contention that passenger rail in other countries, especially HSR, operates at a profit (that is, without subsidies).For 1995–2006, the study found that the governments of Germany, France, the United Kingdom, Spain, Denmark, and Austria spent “a combined total of $42 billion annually on their national passenger railroads.”[20] These six countries have a combined population of 269 million, and their expenditure of $42 billion on passenger rail in 2006[21] is roughly proportional to the $54.8 billion that the government of the United States (population of 309 million) spent on all forms of transportation, including highways, rail, aviation, water transport, and mass transit.[22]Data from individual countries reveal the financial catastrophes that the U.S. could confront if it embraces Euro-style passenger rail programs. According to the left-leaning The Economist, passenger rail subsidies reached $8.9 billion in 2008– 2009, and the magazine wondered:It is not clear why the public should be heavily subsidizing a mode of transport that accounts for a tiny minority of all travel: 8% of the total distance travelled in Britain during 2009, compared with 85% by cars and vans. The relatively few who use railways often are disproportionately well-off: three-fifths of the traffic is concentrated in the wealthy commuting counties of the south-east.[23]Despite these massive subsidies, rail ticket prices are still comparatively high. At present, two people traveling from Heathrow airport to downtown London can hire a limousine that meets them at the baggage claim and takes them directly to their destination for less than the cost of taking the Heathrow Express to Paddington Station and then taking the Tube or a taxi to their final destination.Although the U.K. system is mostly low-speed rail, the nation’s one foray into HSR—the Channel Tunnel Link connecting London to Paris and Brussels—has been a costly experience. The infrastructure cost of connecting London’s St. Pancras station with Folkstone (a distance of 67 miles, including 15 miles of tunnels) at the Channel tunnel entrance totaled ₤6.9 billion ($11 billion), including $8.3 billion in loans and $2.7 billion in grants to the original private contractor that built and operated the line. That contractor has since relinquished its ownership of the line, and the U.K. government expects to sell it for $2.4 billion, for a potential loss of $8.6 billion.[24]Meanwhile the signature Eurostar London–Paris– Brussels service that runs on the line has never exceeded half of what was projected in the project’s feasibility study.
No Solvency – Europe proves – increases congestion

Brownfield, Assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, 5/12/2011

(Mike, Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail, 5/12/2011, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail/, 6/28/2012) AGI

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

Jobs isn’t an economic Indicator
Bloomberg News June 5, 2012 [“US economy’s repeat pattern has a silver lining,” http://www.tampabay.com/news/business/markets/us-economys-repeat-pattern-has-silver-lining/1233638]bg

Stocks plunged Friday on news that American employers last month added the fewest workers to their payrolls in a year while the jobless rate rose. After the jobs report, Michael Feroli, chief U.S. economist at JPMorgan Chase in New York, lowered his forecast for third-quarter economic growth to 2 percent from 3 percent. Allen Sinai, chief executive officer of Decision Economics in New York, bumped up his odds of a recession next year to 15 percent from 10 percent. The decline in jobs growth to 69,000 last month from a high this year of 275,000 in January was reminiscent of the labor market cooling that occurred in both 2010 and 2011. Repeating the pattern of the last two years, Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke and his fellow central bankers are likely to respond to the job-market weakness by announcing further steps to stimulate growth. The moves could come when the Fed meets on June 19-20 to decide monetary strategy, Feroli said in a note to clients. Sinai said the United States is in "better shape" to weather the global economic tremors than it was in the past. He sees U.S. growth picking up to 2.5 to 3 percent in the second half of this year as consumer spending expands, encouraging employers to take on more workers. Consumers are benefiting from easier credit terms as financial institutions seek to put the money they've earned to work. U.S. banks "eased standards on credit card, auto and other consumer loans," according to the Fed's quarterly survey of senior loan officers, released April 30. Investor nervousness over the world economy has pluses and minuses for U.S. households. On the negative side, it has lowered stock prices, reducing household net worth. On the positive side, it has helped bring down gas prices and mortgage rates. 
No impact-- Neofunctionalism prevents another Great depression

Wade Dokken, co-founder of WealthVest Marketing, December 13, 2010 (“Ten Major Differnces between the Great Depression and Today’s Recession,” accessed 4/29/11 http://www.wealthvest.com/blog/wade-dokken/4191/)

The first significant difference between the Great Depression and our Great Recession is that there is a significantly larger amount of neo-functionalism today than there was during the Great Depression. Simply put, there has been a growth of technical economic institutions that have required the growth of political institutions as a result. This need to compensate economic markets with governance is known as the “spill-over” effect. Brue Bartlett of Forbes elaborated on October 2009, Policymakers were united in their desire to make sure this didn’t happen if humanly possible. Many postwar institutions such as the World Bank, General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade and International Monetary Fund were created to fix various problems thought to be responsible for the Great Depression. Congress even passed a law, the Employment Act of 1946, which requires the president to do everything in his power to prevent another depression. These institutions have played a vital role in alleviating the severity of bust cycles. The dollar has always been one of the more stable currencies in modern times, but the European Union and the creation of a common, standard currency for the EU has positively increased the stability of the major currencies. This has prevented the massive hyperinflation experienced in the German and Hungarian currencies that occurred during the global Great Depression. Increased political coordination through international institutions has also increased response time and readiness to handle international economic crises. 
No Domestic Investment

Japan and France act as a key test case for the US – high-speed rail empirically fails to attract enough consumers 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Though France has Europe’s best-developed high- speed rail network, the average resident of France rides high-speed rail less than 400 miles per year, about the same as the average Japanese. The French travel more than the Japanese (or most other Euro- peans), so high-speed rail carries less than 4 percent of French passenger travel.55 Just as in Japan, high-speed rail has not perceptibly slowed the growth of auto driving in Europe. In 1980, when only a few high-speed rail lines were in operation, intercity rail accounted for 8.2 percent of passenger travel in the EU-15. By 2000, it had declined to 6.3 per- cent, and has continued to decline since then. Mean- while, the share of European travel using automobiles increased from 76.4 percent to 78.3 percent and the share flying increased from 2.5 to 5.8 percent.56 Rail’s declining importance in Europe has come about despite onerous taxes on driving and huge subsidies to rail transportation. Much of the reve- nue from those taxes is effectively used to subsidize rail. “Rail is heavily subsidized,” says French econo- mist Rémy Prud’Homme, adding that taxpayers “pay about half the total cost of providing the service.” Prud’Homme estimates that rail service in the EU-15 receives about 68 billion euros—or about $100 bil- lion—of subsidies each year.57 Nor has the introduction of new high-speed rail service helped relieve highway congestion. “Not a single high-speed track built to date has had any perceptible impact on the road traffic carried by par- allel motorways,” says Ari Vatanen, a member of the European Parliament.58 However, the introduction of subsidized high-speed rail has caused some for- profit airlines to end service on parallel routes, which should hardly be a cause for joy.59 Europe’s passenger travel mix is similar to that of the United States (table 3). The big difference is that Eu- ropean intercity rail carries a 5.8 percent share of the travel market compared with Amtrak’s 0.1 percent. But it is not even clear that this is due to the mas- sive subsidies Europe is pouring into high-speed rail, since rail’s percentage is steadily declining despite those subsidies. Instead, it may be that Europe’s low- er incomes and high taxes on autos and fuel has sim- ply slowed the growth of driving. European planners predict that rail and bus’s combined share will con- tinue to decline between now and 2030.60 
A2: Oil Dependence Adv
1NC Frontline
1. Demand solves world oil supply

Oil and Gas Journal, July 2, 2012 ((Oil and Gas Journal, New views of oil supply, July 2, 2012, http://www.ogj.com/articles/print/vol-110/issue-07/regular-features/editorial/new-views-of-oil-supply.html, July 4, 2012; FAS)

(Expectations have followed this trajectory. By 2006, EIA was projecting worldwide liquids consumption in 2020 at a level 15.5 million b/d below what it had forecast 5 years earlier. Against average demand in the year of that forecast of 84.5 million b/d, the supply challenge, measured as projected vs. contemporaneous consumption, had shrunk to 19.6 million b/d. Last year it narrowed again, to 10.02 million b/d, as EIA forecast global liquids consumption in 2020 at 98 million b/d. Demand thus does its part to solve a problem that 20 years ago looked insurmountable. But what about supply? Geology hasn't changed much since 2001. Resources are still depleting. Does the world not still face a 10 million b/d problem? Not if it can add 17.6 million b/d of production capacity in the next 8 years, as Leonardo Maugeri says it might do. Maugeri, a research fellow at the Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, has published results of research, based on field-by-field analysis, indicating supply capacity is increasing so fast it might outrun consumption.)
2. Renewable Energy is on the rise and has bipartisan support in congress- Solar industry proves

Market Watch, June 28, 2012 (Market Watch, The Wall Street Journal, Danfoss EnVisioneering Symposium Finds Jobs, Economic Growth Probable With Renewable Energy Adoption, June 28, 2012, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/danfoss-envisioneering-symposium-finds-jobs-economic-growth-probable-with-renewable-energy-adoption-2012-06-28, July 4, 2012; FAS)

(Congressman Peter Welch (D-VT) opened the symposium with an update on energy efficiency and renewable energy policy in Congress, including the HOMES Act, a bill with strong bi-partisan support recently introduced by Congressmen Welch and McKinley (R-WV) that supports American manufacturers, creates jobs in construction and helps Americans save money on their energy bills. High-efficiency heating and cooling products represent one measure that could help homeowners achieve the 20 percent energy reduction, Congressman Welch noted. Addressing the commercial building sector at a reception prior to the symposium, Congressman Charles Bass (R-NH) discussed how the Smart Energy Act could help save money and energy by improving the U.S. federal government's energy use through private industry technologies and systems. Current state of renewables Buildings account for 70 percent of electricity consumption, 40 percent of energy use and 40 percent of all CO2 emissions in the United States. Greater adoption of smart building design and technology could yield $40 to 50 billion in gross national savings by 2020. Renewable sources will come into play as city and state governments mandate zero-energy buildings, since, even though energy efficiency remains a cornerstone of the energy future, net zero buildings will not be realized on efficiency alone. "Reaching our nation's energy targets requires both energy efficiency and renewable energy resources, and renewables play a key role in driving sustainable growth," said Robert Wilkins, vice president, public affairs for Danfoss North America. Steven Lindenberg, senior advisor for renewable energy at the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), presented an overview of renewable energies, including hydro, wind, solar, hydrogen, geothermal, next generation hydro and biomass. He also discussed current DOE research and projects designed to push renewable energy production forward in the United States. Solar energy, the fastest growing alternative energy source, grew by 109 percent in 2011. The barriers to renewables are being overcome and the country is now on the cusp of a new era of power generation. Scott Hennessey, director of legislative affairs and general counsel at Solar Energies Industries Association, revealed how the current market is driving the solar industry and explained that third-party ownership is the single biggest innovation in the industry. A range of government policies and financing incentives currently support solar, but once the proper scale is achieved, the industry itself will accelerate development. "The ability for the solar PV industry to keep investments off buildings' balance sheets and provide energy to the building is a brilliant financing model that helps overcome the historical challenges of first-cost investments," Hennessey said. With the cost of solar continuing to decline, more homes and businesses are installing solar technology. This steady increase in installations has helped more Americans, including those in the HVAC industry, find jobs in the solar industry. In 2011, the industry accounted for more than 100,000 jobs, which is double the number of solar-related jobs in 2009. )

3. HSR doesn’t solve congestion or environment – studies prove

Brownfield, assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, 2011
(Mike, The Heritage Foundation, May 12, 2011, “Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail”, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail/, 6/28/12) EIL

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

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 13-14; FAS)
(True high-speed trains save energy by using lighter equipment, but the energy cost of higher speeds party offsets the savings from hauling less weight. Any remaining operational savings are not likely to be sufficient to recover the huge amounts of energy Consumed and greenhouse gases released during construction of new rail lines.71)
1NC 1 Exts – US Has Low Oil Use/Demand
The United States has the largest oil reserves in the world.

Johnston, June 29 2012 (Michael, Commodity HQ, “USA Oil Reserves: The World’s Largest?”, http://commodityhq.com/2012/america-home-to-the-worlds-largest-oil-reserve/, 7/4/12) 

The story is nothing new, it has been known for quite some time that the U.S. may hold the largest oil reserve ever. That reserve, dubbed the Green River Formation, stretches across western states Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming, and is sitting on mostly federal lands, making it much easier for the government to drill for the resource. So how big is the biggest reserve ever? It is estimated that this area contains a massive three trillion barrels of oil, half of which is currently recoverable. To give you an idea for how significant that number actually is, three trillion is approximately equivalent to the rest of the world’s proven reserves combined. But if this discovery is old news, why isn’t anyone talking about it? [see also 25 Things Every Financial Advisor Should Know About Commodities]. Physically getting to the reserve seems to be one of the issues at hand, and one of the reasons why this deposit is not making headlines around the world. Developing oil shale and fracking technologies seems to be necessary before this reserve can be effectively tapped. In recent years, however, oil technologies have been rapidly improving, and accessing this reserve seems to be a legitimate possibility in the coming years. Many are already discussing the benefits of job creation as well as the ability for the U.S. to become the world’s largest producer of crude oil. This of course would match up well with the fact that we are by far the biggest consumers of the fossil fuel, burning nearly 19 million barrels of oil per day [see also 25 Ways To Invest In Crude Oil]. 
1NC 2 Exts – US Transitioning to Alternative Energy Now
The United States is increasing its alternative energy use

Quilty, Staff Writer at Revmodo.com, Founder & Publisher at The Good Human, 2012 (David, Renewables Could Supply 80% of U.S. Electricity By 2050, June 26, 2012, http://revmodo.com/2012/06/26/renewables-could-supply-80-of-u-s-electricity-by-2050/, July 4, 2012; FAS) 

(A new study published last week by the Department of Energy’s National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) states that even using today’s technology the United States could supply most of its power needs from renewables within the next 40 years. All the country would have to do is commit to building the necessary infrastructure to support the currently available technology. Titled “Renewable Electricity Futures Study,” the study takes a look at the country’s potential for using renewable energy sources to meet electricity demands of the future. It focuses on obtaining 80 percent of our needs from alternative sources, stating that such a percentage would be attainable by 2050 using technology commercially available today. By meeting such a goal, it also stated that the U.S. could also see dramatic reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and water use. The study is the largest and most comprehensive one ever done on the subject, compiled from data provided by contributors and organizations with interests in renewable technology, including the federal government, industry representatives, universities, and non-governmental organizations. Researchers focused on the extent to which renewable energy solutions such as wind, solar, biomass, and geothermal could power the nation, but also on the role in which so-called clean technologies like clean coal and nuclear power could play. In order to meet a goal of 80 percent from renewables, the study looked at the characteristics of all available technologies, how geography can affect the capacity of each, and how the grid could be adapted to supply this renewable electricity to the entire country. It expects wind and solar together to be able to provide at least 50 percent of the total energy generation needed, with other sources filling in the gaps.)

1NC 3 Exts – US HSR Not Fuel Efficient

HSR only as efficient as cars

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 13; FAS)
 (Automobiles consume a huge amount of energy, but that’s because they provide so much travel: more than 4 trillion passenger miles a year, and about 85 percent of all passenger travel in the United States. When considered on a per-passenger-mile basis, au​tomobiles are very close to passenger trains. Many analyses presume that the average auto on the road carries 1.6 people, and based on this Amtrak is more energy efficient than cars. In fact, 1.6 people per car is an average of urban and intercity travel, while intercity autos tend to carry more people. An independent analysis for the California High-Speed Rail Authority found that intercity autos average 2.4 people.63 At 2.4 people per vehicle, Amtrak is only 8 percent more energy efficient than light trucks and 15 per​cent less energy efficient than cars (table 5). Amtrak doesn’t come close to fuel-efficient cars like the Toy​ota Prius, even one carrying only 1.6 people.)

HSR does not solve for its advantages as well as cars

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 14; FAS)

 (It is far more cost-effective to save energy by encour​aging people to drive more fuel-efficient cars than to build and operate high-speed rail. Moreover, in places that do generate electricity from renewable sources, it would be more cost-effective to use that electricity to power electric or plug-in hybrid cars than high-speed rail.)

HSR will be less efficient in the long run

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 3; FAS)
(Not only are autos as energy efficient as Amtrak to​day, long-term trends favor autos and airlines over trains. Since 1975, airlines have cut the energy they use per passenger mile by more than half, while Amtrak’s energy efficiency has grown by just 25 per​cent (table 6). Automobile energy efficiencies grew rapidly when gas prices were high, more slowly when prices were low. But even when prices were low, auto manufacturers improved the energy effi​ciencies of engines so that the number of ton-miles per gallon continued to increase.65 the airline industry and auto manufacturers expect their energy efficiencies to continue to in​crease. Boeing promises its 787 plane will be 20 per​cent more fuel efficient than comparable planes today.66 Jet engine makers expect to double fuel effi​ciency by 2020.67 Automakers signed on to President Obama’s 2016 fuel-efficiency targets.68 If they meet those targets, the average cars and light trucks on the road in 2025 will be 30 percent more energy effi​cient than they are today, even if the fuel-efficiencies of new cars do not increase after 2016.)
Short lifecycles makes cars and buses more energy efficient

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 13; FAS)

 (Steven Polzin, of the University of South Florida’s Center for Urban Transportation Research, points out that autos and buses have relatively short life cycles, so they can readily adapt to the need to save energy or reduce pollution. Rail systems “may be far more difficult or expensive to upgrade to newer, more ef​ficient technologies,”Polzin adds.70) leave states obligated to fund billions of dollars of re​habilitation costs.)
No Solvency – Europe proves – increases congestion

Brownfield, Assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, 5/12/2011

(Mike, Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail, 5/12/2011, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail/, 6/28/2012) AGI

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

Even the most optimistic assumptions are not more efficient than cars and airplanes 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 15; FAS)

 (Even with these optimistic assumptions, high-speed rail reduces corridor transportation energy consump​tion by only 8.3 percent. This means the operational energy and greenhouse gas savings fall to zero if we assume instead that automobiles and airplanes are, by 2025, just 8.3 percent more energy efficient than they are today. If automakers meet Obama’s fuel-effi​ciency standards, autos will be more than 30 percent more efficient in 2025 than they are today, so high​speed rail will actually be wasting energy.)

High speed rail does not have environmental benefits

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

2. Environmental Benefits. (The environmental benefits of high-speed rail would be negligible at best. President Obama's moderate-speed trains are expected to be powered by diesel locomotives, which burn petroleum and emit pollutants and greenhouse gases. Even electrically powered, true high-speed rail is unlikely to be clean. California rated its proposal as environmentally sound only by projecting impossibly high ridership numbers and unrealistically assuming that future automobiles and airplanes would be no more energy-efficient than they are today. In 2005, Florida's High-Speed Rail Authority proposed a 125-mph rail line between Tampa and Orlando. The environmental impact statement for the proposal estimated that the trains would produce more nitrogen oxide pollution and volatile organic compounds than would be saved by the automobiles taken off the road.35 It also calculated that operating and maintaining the gas-turbine locomotives would consume 3.5 to 6.0 times as much energy as would be saved by the cars replaced.36 The statement concluded that "the environmentally preferred alternative is the No Build Alternative" because it "would result in less direct and indirect impact to the environment."37 The Tampa-Orlando proposal was subsequently killed, only to be revived by the Obama administration. In January, the Department of Transportation announced that Florida will receive $1.25 billion of the $8 billion in high-speed rail stimulus funding for the route.)
HSR is not an efficient way to reduce CO2

Plumer, Writer for Washington Post that focuses on climate and environmental issues, 2012 (Brad, A fast train can be beaten, April 20, 2012, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 2

 [Some rough numbers help show this: The California High Speed Rail Authority claims that by 2030, if the train ran entirely on renewable energy, then it would start reducing the state's carbon emissions by about 5.4 million metric tons per year. That would mean the rail network would cut California's emissions at a cost of at least $250 per ton of carbon dioxide over the ensuing 50 years, given the system's current price tag. (And this is being extremely generous, since it ignores the energy used to build the system - by some estimates, high-speed rail would actually increase emissions in its first few decades.) That's a pricey way to cut carbon. To put this in perspective, research has suggested that you could plant 100 million acres of trees and help reforest the United States for a cost of somewhere between $21 and $91 per ton of carbon dioxide. Alternatively, a study by Dan Kammen of UC-Berkeley found that it would cost somewhere between $59 and $87 per ton of carbon dioxide to phase out coal power in the Western United States and replace it with solar, wind and geothermal. If reducing greenhouse gases is your primary goal, then there are more cost-effective ways to do it than building a bullet train.)

Proponents of High Speed Rail suffer from optimism bias – energy savings from rail development fall to zero over time in reality – future innovations within the current transportation sector solves 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Such analyses are rarely objective, however. The Cali- fornia High-Speed Rail Authority claims that high- speed rail would save energy and reduce green- house gas emissions.75 But these claims are based on highly optimistic assumptions for rail and pessimistic assumptions for autos and airlines: The Los Angeles-to-San Francisco line would • carry more than more than three times as many August 2009 The High Cost of High-Speed Rail passengers in 2025 as Amtrak now carries in the Boston-to-Washington corridor, even though that corridor serves more people than the Cali- fornia corridor is expected to have in 2025;76 Neither automobiles nor airplanes will become • more energy efficient or cleaner than they are today;77 The authority never mentions the energy and • pollution cost of replacing trains and reconstruct- ing track and electrical facilities every 30 years; The authority calculates the energy cost of build- •ing high-speed rail, but not the greenhouse gas emissions. These assumptions are all examples of what Dan- ish planning professor Bent Flyvbjerg calls “optimism bias.”78 Such bias, says Flyvbjerg, typically afflicts pro- ponents of megaprojects, which is why large public works projects almost inevitably cost more and pro- duce smaller benefits than originally promised. Based on these optimistic assumptions, the author- ity estimates that operational energy savings will re- pay the energy cost of building high-speed rail in 13 years, after which the rail line will save 11.75 trillion British thermal units (BTUs) per year.79 The rail line is also projected to save 7.5 million metric tons of car- bon dioxide emissions per year, or about 1.4 percent of the state’s projected output in 2025.80 Even with these optimistic assumptions, high-speed rail reduces corridor transportation energy consump- tion by only 8.3 percent. This means the operational energy and greenhouse gas savings fall to zero if we assume instead that automobiles and airplanes are, by 2025, just 8.3 percent more energy efficient than they are today. If automakers meet Obama’s fuel-effi- ciency standards, autos will be more than 30 percent more efficient in 2025 than they are today, so high- speed rail will actually be wasting energy. 
Time frame for congestion and emissions means no real impact 

Utt, former director of the housing finance division at the Department of Housing and Urban Development , 10
(Ronald,The Heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, DKE)

<<From another perspective, the Obama transportation team apparently thinks that shaving a few minutes here and a few minutes there from a handful of intercity trips will soften the pain of the Great Recession and propel the economy forward. Yet achieving these modest goals will require a number of years, $8 billion in federal taxpayer money today, another $5 billion in federal money over the next five years, and an even greater sum from the unfortunate taxpayers of the states that are receiving these federal awards.>> 
High Speed Rail runs on electricity generated from fossil fuels, consuming similar amounts of energy and causing the same emissions as SUV’s 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Electrically powered high-speed trains produce less greenhouse gases only if that electricity is generated from renewable power sources. Most electricity in the U.S. comes from fossil fuels, with the result that urban rail transit systems in such cities as Baltimore, Denver, Cleveland, Miami, and Washington generate as much or more greenhouse gases, per passenger mile, as driving an SUV, much less an ordinary car.73 It is far more cost-effective to save energy by encour- aging people to drive more fuel-efficient cars than to build and operate high-speed rail. Moreover, in places that do generate electricity from renewable sources, it would be more cost-effective to use that electricity to power electric or plug-in hybrid cars than high-speed rail. 
Current transportation sector is comparatively beneficial for energy efficiency – future innovations within the pre-existing infrastructure solve 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Not only are autos as energy efficient as Amtrak to- day, long-term trends favor autos and airlines over trains. Since 1975, airlines have cut the energy they use per passenger mile by more than half, while Amtrak’s energy efficiency has grown by just 25 per- cent (table 6). Automobile energy efficiencies grew rapidly when gas prices were high, more slowly when prices were low. But even when prices were low, auto manufacturers improved the energy effi- ciencies of engines so that the number of ton-miles per gallon continued to increase.65 Both the airline industry and auto manufacturers improved the energy effi- ciencies of engines so that the number of ton-miles per gallon continued to increase.65 Both the airline industry and auto manufacturers expect their energy efficiencies to continue to in- crease. Boeing promises its 787 plane will be 20 per- cent more fuel efficient than comparable planes today.66 Jet engine makers expect to double fuel effi- ciency by 2020.67 Automakers signed on to President Obama’s 2016 fuel-efficiency targets.68 If they meet those targets, the average cars and light trucks on the road in 2025 will be 30 percent more energy effi- cient than they are today, even if the fuel-efficiencies of new cars do not increase after 2016.69 Steven Polzin, of the University of South Florida’s Center for Urban Transportation Research, points out that autos and buses have relatively short life cycles, so they can readily adapt to the need to save energy or reduce pollution. Rail systems “may be far more difficult or expensive to upgrade to newer, more ef- ficient technologies,” Polzin adds.70 In other words, the American auto fleet almost com- pletely turns over every 18 years, and the airline fleet turns over every 21 years, so both can quickly be- come more fuel-efficient. But builders of rail lines are stuck with whatever technology they select for at least three to four decades. This means that any energy comparisons of moderate- or high-speed rail with air or auto travel must compare rails with air- line or auto efficiencies in 15 to 20 years, not those today. 

Rail operates on diesel and savings can’t offset emissions released from construction or energy consumption – rail development won’t save any energy at all

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

It is unlikely that moderate-speed train operations will save any energy at all. Such trains will mostly be Diesel-powered, and increasing speeds from 79 to 110 mph will significantly increase the energy con- sumption and greenhouse gas emissions of those trains. Saving energy requires that trains acceler- ate slowly and coast into stations rather than brake heavily, but such practices reduce the timesavings offered by higher top speeds. True high-speed trains save energy by using lighter equipment, but the energy cost of higher speeds party offsets the savings from hauling less weight. Any remaining operational savings are not likely to be sufficient to recover the huge amounts of energy consumed and greenhouse gases released during construction of new rail lines.71 After studying high-speed rail proposals in Britain, Professor Roger Kemp of Lancaster University con- cluded that the construction costs dwarf any savings in operations unless the rail lines are used to their full capacity.72 With a round-the-clock average of just one train an hour in each direction, and no more than two trains a hour during the busiest times of day, even Amtrak’s New York-to-Washington corridor is far from full capacity. 
High Speed Rail has no environmental or energy benefit whatsoever 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

When announcing his high-speed rail vision, Presi- dent Obama promised high-speed rail would pro- vide “clean, energy-efficient transportation.”62 Many people take it for granted that trains use significantly less energy and produce less pollution and green- house gas emissions than other forms of travel. In fact, however, passenger rail’s environmental ben- efits are negligible and costly. Automobiles consume a huge amount of energy, but that’s because they provide so much travel: more than 4 trillion passenger miles a year, and about 85 percent of all passenger travel in the United States. When considered on a per-passenger-mile basis, au- tomobiles are very close to passenger trains. Many analyses presume that the average auto on the road carries 1.6 people, and based on this Amtrak is more energy efficient than cars. In fact, 1.6 people per car is an average of urban and intercity travel, while intercity autos tend to carry more people. An independent analysis for the California High-Speed Rail Authority found that intercity autos average 2.4 people.63At 2.4 people per vehicle, Amtrak is only 8 percent more energy efficient than light trucks and 15 per- cent less energy efficient than cars (table 5). Amtrak doesn’t come close to fuel-efficient cars like the Toy- ota Prius, even one carrying only 1.6 people. As an analysis by the Department of Energy conclud- ed, “intercity auto trips tend to be relatively efficient highway trips with higher-than-average vehicle oc- cupancy rates—on average, they are as energy- efficient as rail intercity trips.”64 If we really wanted to save energy using mass transportation, intercity buses use far less energy per passenger mile than passenger trains. 

1NC 4 Exts - US HSR Increases Oil Dependence

HSR could never be a cost effective mechanism to reduce Co2 emissions – it would only tradeoff with more effective and cost effective technologies at combating energy efficiency 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

In addition, nearly 1 million pounds of the project- ed annual reduction of CO2 came from the North- east Corridor, which is not part of the FRA plan and so should have been deducted by the FRA in its an- nouncement.89 That means the plan itself is project- ed to save only 2.3 million metric tons per year. In the unlikely event that all of these assumptions turn out to be correct and high-speed rail does save 2.3 million metric tons of CO2 per year, it is still not a cost-effective way of reducing greenhouse gas emis- sions. McKinsey & Company estimates the United States can cut its greenhouse gas emissions in half by 2030 by investing in technologies that cost no more than $50 per metric ton of abated emissions. Many technologies, McKinsey reported, would actu- ally save money because the fuel savings would re- pay the capital investment. Significantly, none of the technologies that McKinsey considered cost-effec- tive had anything to do with urban transit or intercity rail, through several included improvements in auto- mobile designs.90 If the FRA high-speed rail plan costs $90 billion, as estimated in table 2, then the annualized cost will be about $7.2 billion plus operational subsidies.91 This means high-speed rail will cost more than $3,100 per ton of abated greenhouse gas emissions. For every ton abated, more than 60 tons of abatement would be foregone because the money was not invested in programs that could reduce CO2 at a cost of $50 a ton or less. Correcting any of the study’s assump- tions, of course, would significantly reduce CO2 sav- ings and increase the cost per ton of CO2 abated. (For comparison, estimates of the cost of CO2 abated by the California high-speed rail project range from $2,000 to $10,000 per ton.92) 
No solvency, HSR hurts the environment

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 2; FAS)
(Far from being an environmental savior, high- and moderate-speed trains are likely to do more harm to the environment than good. In intercity travel, auto​mobiles are already as energy-efficient as Amtrak, and the energy efficiencies of both autos and airliners are growing faster than trains. The energy cost of con​structing new high-speed rail lines will dwarf any op​erational savings. As the state of Florida concluded in 2005, “the environmentally preferred alternative is the No Build Alternative.”)

High Speed Rail runs on electricity generated from fossil fuels, consuming similar amounts of energy and causing the same emissions as SUV’s 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Electrically powered high-speed trains produce less greenhouse gases only if that electricity is generated from renewable power sources. Most electricity in the U.S. comes from fossil fuels, with the result that urban rail transit systems in such cities as Baltimore, Denver, Cleveland, Miami, and Washington generate as much or more greenhouse gases, per passenger mile, as driving an SUV, much less an ordinary car.73 It is far more cost-effective to save energy by encour- aging people to drive more fuel-efficient cars than to build and operate high-speed rail. Moreover, in places that do generate electricity from renewable sources, it would be more cost-effective to use that electricity to power electric or plug-in hybrid cars than high-speed rail. 
US Oil Dependence Doesn’t Cause Resource Wars

No impact Resource wars won’t happen – they are a net resource loss to wage – plus there are alt. causes to war, such as failure of governance. Countries will negotiate for resources.

Victor 08 (David G., writer for the National Interest, “Smoke and Mirrors,” Jan-Feb 2008 issue, http://nationalinterest.org/article/smoke-and-mirrors-1924)

MY ARGUMENT is that classic resource wars-hot conflicts driven by a struggle to grab resources-are increasingly rare. Even where resources play a role, they are rarely the root cause of bloodshed. Rather, the root cause usually lies in various failures of governance. That argument-in both its classic form and in its more nuanced incarnation-is hardly a straw man, as Thomas Homer-Dixon asserts. Setting aside hyperbole, the punditry increasingly points to resources as a cause of war. And so do social scientists and policy analysts, even with their more nuanced views. I've triggered this debate because conventional wisdom puts too much emphasis on resources as a cause of conflict. Getting the story right has big implications for social scientists trying to unravel cause-and-effect and often even larger implications for public policy. Michael Klare is right to underscore Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait, the only classic resource conflict in recent memory. That episode highlights two of the reasons why classic resource wars are becoming rare-they're expensive and rarely work. (And even in Kuwait's case, many other forces also spurred the invasion. Notably, Iraq felt insecure with its only access to the sea a narrow strip of land sandwiched between Kuwait on one side and its archenemy Iran on the other.) In the end, Saddam lost resources on the order of $100 billion (plus his country and then his head) in his quest for Kuwait's 1.5 million barrels per day of combined oil and gas output. By contrast, Exxon paid $80 billion to get Mobil's 1.7 million barrels per day of oil and gas production-a merger that has held and flourished. As the bulging sovereign wealth funds are discovering, it is easier to get resources through the stock exchange than the gun barrel.
US Oil Dependence Doesn’t Shape Iran Relations 
No impact—tensions de-escalating between US and Iran

National Post 3/2/12
http://business.financialpost.com/2012/03/02/oil-declines-as-obama-reduces-iran-tension/?__lsa=6a178ad9  accessed tm 3/3

Oil fell the most since December as President Barack Obama said a pre-emptive strike on Iran might generate “sympathy” for the Persian Gulf country, easing concern that an attack would take place. Prices fell as much as 2.8 percent after Obama said in an interview with The Atlantic magazine that a strike without warning might allow Iran to portray itself as a victim. Futures also declined as the dollar rose before reports next week that may show U.S. economic growth. “Obama is saying that we don’t want to attack Iran prematurely and that’s alleviating some concern,” said Phil Flynn, an analyst at PFGBest in Chicago. “An imminent attack is probably less likely based on the article and we seem to be reducing the Iran risk premium.”
Adv: Free Trade

No Impact – A2 Economy
Free Trade doesn’t Solve economic collapse

Buchanan, nationally syndicated columnist, 2012
(Patrick, Global free trade a bad deal for America, June 20, 2012, http://www.app.com/article/20120621/NJOPINION03/306210005/BUCHANAN-Global-free-trade-bad-deal-America?odyssey=nav%7Chead, July 4, 2012; FAS)

(And, surprise! The U.S. trade deficit with Korea tripled in one month. Imports from South Korea jumped 15 percent to $5.5 billion in April, while U.S. exports to South Korea fell 12 percent to $3.7 billion. Suddenly, the U.S. trade deficit with Seoul surged to an annual rate of $22 billion. Shades of NAFTA. When it passed in 1993, we had a $1.6 billion trade surplus with Mexico. By 2010, our trade deficit with Mexico had reached $61.6 billion. There is other news of interest in those trade figures for those who chronicle the industrial decline of the United States. In 2011, America ran the largest trade deficit ever with a single nation, $295.4 billion, with China. But this year, the U.S. trade deficit with China is running 12 percent ahead of 2011. And the U.S. trade deficit with the world is now back up over $600 billion a year. What do these mammoth and mounting deficits mean? A deepening dependence on foreign nations for the necessities of our national life. A steady erosion of our manufacturing base. A continued stagnation in the real wages of the middle class. And an unending redistribution of U.S. wealth to foreign lands. These trade deficits helped to precipitate the Great Recession and helped to prevent our rescue from it. For just as a trade surplus adds to the gross domestic product of a nation, a trade deficit subtracts from it, substituting foreign goods for U.S.-made goods)

Adv: US - China Relations

1NC Frontline

1. Alt Cause: US worker aid programs key to free trade

Abrams, Associated Press, Sep 19, 2011 (Jim, Yahoo! News, http://news.yahoo.com/us-worker-aid-program-key-free-trade-deals-230134556.html;DKE)

[A half-century-old program that helps workers who lose their jobs to foreign trade holds the key to whether Congress may finally approve three long-delayed free trade agreements viewed by both the Obama White House and congressional Republicans as a way to invigorate the economy and create jobs.]

1NC 1 Exts – Alternative Causalities to Relations

Alt cause: Human Rights key to U.S.-China relations.

Cohen, co-director of NYU School of Law’s US-Asia Law Institute and adjunct senior fellow for Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations , 2010 (Jerome, New York University School of Law – U.S. Asia Law Institute “Human Rights and U.S.-China Relations” , February 16, http://www.usasialaw.org/?p=2867, 7/3/12) EIL

President Barack Obama’s meeting with the Dalai Lama and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s recent speech condemning China’s internet censorship have added to the complications plaguing Sino-American relations, rekindling debate over the role of human rights in U.S. policy toward China. Last week’s commentary in the Wall St.Journal by the distinguished American expert on Chinese law, Stanley Lubman, helps to crystallize the arguments. Lubman criticizes Clinton’s attack on internet censorship as unnecessarily damaging because such foreign rebukes are unlikely to modify China’s policies. “Sino-American relations”, he writes, “would be less roiled if the Obama administration muted its disapproval of conduct within China that foreigners cannot change.” Lubman acknowledges that “some Chinese clearly desire the strengthening of democratic values” and notes “the chaos of competing values that currently marks Chinese society.” Yet, since the country’s Communist leaders vigorously oppose political democracy and “any tendencies toward pluralism,” he suggests that “the Obama administration should avoid criticism that Beijing characterizes as ‘ideological war’.” Instead, he urges, it should focus “on practices that can be more realistically affected by foreign pressures and influences.” He favors supporting “reforms that quietly work to strengthen the rule of law in China,” such as improvements in government transparency, rights consciousness and legal aid. He also endorses renewal of the oft-interrupted U.S.-China official dialogues concerning human rights and law. Of course, such activities are desirable. Many foreign governments, non-governmental organizations and universities have been involved in law reform cooperation with China for decades. As experience in Taiwan and South Korea demonstrated, such programs lay the groundwork for significant long-run progress and, in the interim, encourage rule of law aspirations and incremental improvements. Lubman concedes these are “modest examples.” Yet, he writes, “nothing bolder appears likely to have even mild and long term impact” on Communist Party attitudes toward reform.. This takes too narrow a view of the benefits of foreign protests, and it fails to address the challenges that China daily presents to foreign governments and human rights advocates. Although China’s entry into the WTO deprived the U.S.of the leverage previously used to extract from Chinese prison political dissidents and other unfairly-convicted people, it still is important for foreign governments and others to protest, in public as well as private, cases of injustice in China. First of all, such protests continue to have an effect in certain cases. For example, the outcry over the “disappearance” of lawyer-dissident Gao Zhisheng has stimulated an embarrassed Chinese government to offer a series of evasions about Gao’s fate and may deter the regime from similar lawlessness. Also, widespread dismay over the detention for espionage of Chinese-Australian businessman Stern Hu and his Rio Tinto Chinese colleagues surely led to reduction of the original charges. Even if official and non-official foreign protests may no longer have their former impact upon an increasingly powerful Chinese government, they serve at least three other major purposes. Despite the regime’s censorship efforts, they bolster the sagging morale of all those in China who hope for freedom and due process of law, as the country’s beleaguered rights lawyers and activists emphasize. Moreover, they give the world a fuller picture of contemporary China than that provided by the Olympics, the Confucius Institutes that the government has established abroad and its mind-boggling economic accomplishments. China’s quest for “soft power” — international influence based on more than military and economic coercion — will always be frustrated so long as there are continuing foreign protests against abuses suffered by dissidents, religious figures, criminal defense lawyers and others. Finally, if stated with requisite humility, public reaffirmation of the basic human decencies that every government should accord its own citizens as well as foreigners reminds all countries, including the U.S., of the importance of practicing what we preach to China. So I was delighted when the U.S. and the European Union refused to remain silent about the extraordinarily harsh eleven-year sentence recently meted out to Liu Xiaobo, one of China’s leading democratic intellectuals, for “inciting subversion” by helping to organize Charter ’08, a moving manifesto for freedom that attracted some 10,000 courageous signers. Foreign protests will not secure Liu’s freedom and certainly were regarded as “ideological war” by the Politburo. But the benefits of branding this political persecution a violation of international human rights standards outweigh the costs. All of us who worry about roiling Sino-American relations should urge the Chinese government to cease such persecutions.

Relations Tanked 

US-Sino Relations tanked inevitably – diplomatic rows

Zhong, Editor for Asia Times regarding China, 6-13-2012 (Wu, Asia Times, US and China: a mutual mistrust endures, June 13, 2012, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/NF13Ad02.html, July 3, 2012; FAS)

(Under such circumstances, this means that diplomatic rows between China and the US inevitably will become more frequent. Recently we have seen Beijing condemn the US Embassy in Beijing for taking in blind legal activist Chen Guangcheng, furiously reject a demand by US Department of State to release more details about the June 4 Tiananmen crackdown, and demand the US Embassy in Beijing's data about local air quality. Not to mention potential tensions between China and the US over bigger and more sensitive issues such as Taiwan and South China Sea. )
Adv: US – EU Relations

1NC Frontline

1. US-EU relations alternative causalities - ICC

Dr. Gunilla Herolf, The Swedish Institute of International Affairs, Date unknown
(Gunilla Herolf, EU AND THE USA. SPECIAL RELATIONS?, date unknown, www.lcd.lu/cere/f/groupe/Herolf%20Gunilla.doc, pg 1;FAS)

(Few would describe the present relations as good, but still we need to have a sober view on relations over the years between the US and Europe. Many of us remember the situation in the autumn of 1994 – during what many now see as the good old days of democratic rule in the US. At that time Europe and the US clashed in their views on what should be done in Bosnia, and West European countries fumed over US unilateralism on the matter of NATO enlargement where US actions had been taken over the heads of Europeans. A common expression was that this was the worst crisis ever of NATO and some saw the decline of the organization as following from it. So what makes the present situation seem so acute? The background is well known – American unilateralism, the decision on the Iraq war, supported by some but not all European countries, are among them. Other crucial issues have been the treatment of the prisoners at Guantánamo Bay and the American attitude towards the International Criminal Court (ICC). Furthermore, the US view on environmental matters and on the United Nations differs sharply from that of most European states.)

1NC 1 Exts – Alternative Causalities to Relations

Free Trade and Investment Key to US-EU relations

European Commision, July 4 2012 (European Commision, United States, July 4, 2012, http://ec.europa.eu/trade/creating-opportunities/bilateral-relations/countries/united-states/, July 4, 2012; FAS)
(The EU and the US enjoy the most integrated economic relationship in the world, illustrated by unrivalled levels of mutual investment stocks, reaching over €2.1 trillion. Total US investment in the EU is three times higher than in all of Asia and EU investment in the US is around eight times the amount of EU investment in India and China together. Investments are thus the real driver of the transatlantic relationship, contributing to growth and jobs on both sides of the Atlantic. This can also be illustrated with approximately 15 million jobs linked to the transatlantic economy. It is estimated that a third of the trade across the Atlantic actually consists of intra-company transfers.)

Adv: US – India Relations

1NC Frontline

1. Alternative Causality: Iran is the key issue for India-US Relations 

Fontaine, Senior Advisor at the Center fora New American Security and the co-author of ‘Natural Allies: A Blueprint for the Future of U.S.-India Relations, 2012 (Richard, The Coming U.S.-India Train Wreck, January 26, 2012, http://thediplomat.com/2012/01/26/the-coming-u-s-india-train-wreck/?all=true, July 3, 2012, pg 2; FAS)


(In New Delhi, the picture looks very different. India imports roughly 12 percent of its oil from Iran, and because Pakistan blocks Indian commerce through Afghanistan to Central Asia, Iran forms a key transit Indian transit route. Indian Shia comprise a relatively small percentage of the population, but represent an important swing vote in elections. India and Iran have long cultural and population ties, and in 2006, Prime Minister Manmohan Singh went so far as tell an American interviewer that, “Our relations with Iran, we cherish a great deal.” Yet this has begun to change around the edges. The talk of cherishing ties has faded, and India has begun increasing its purchases of Saudi oil. Singh has said explicitly that India opposes an Iranian nuclear weapon, and New Delhi voted to censure Iran at the International Atomic Energy Agency. Still, the new U.S.-led sanctions push may put Washington and New Delhi on opposite sides of this critical issue. Asked about America’s new sanctions, Indian Foreign Secretary Ranjan Mathai said this past week: “We have accepted sanctions which are made by the United Nations. Other sanctions do not apply to individual countries. We don’t accept that position.” Indeed, he went further, noting that an Indian delegation would travel to Iran to “work out a mechanism for uninterrupted purchase of oil from Iran.” And India and Iran have reportedly agreed to settle some of their oil trade in rupees to avoid restrictions on dollar-denominated trade. Thus far, Washington and New Delhi have chosen to emphasize the areas of agreement – the IAEA votes, their shared opposition to an Iranian nuclear weapon – and downplay the disagreement on how to achieve that objective. But with the issue heating up in Washington and other world capitals, and with the new U.S. sanctions poised to go into effect, there’s the danger of a real impasse. Members of the U.S. Congress will be dismayed if India appears to stand outside a concerted international effort to press Iran at a critical inflection point. Members of the Indian parliament, for their part, will not particularly appreciate being publicly goaded to get tough on Iran. The collateral damage could be the U.S.-India relationship. A falling out over Iran could infect other elements of the budding strategic partnership, and make everything else – from trade to defense cooperation to diplomatic coordination – more difficult.)

1NC 1 Exts – Alternative Causalities to Relations 
The economy is key to U.S. – India Relations.

Porter, No date given (Keith, About.com, “The Relationship of the United States with India”, http://usforeignpolicy.about.com/od/countryprofile1/p/usindia.htm, 7/4/12) EIL

Non-Alignment/Cold War: As was the case with many other countries U.S.-Indian relations during the Cold War was colored by the bipolarity of the international system. Despite India being one of the main founding countries in the Non-Aligned Movement it tended to, as did many post-colonial countries, lean towards more populist/socialist policies, creating tension with the United States. Economic Liberalization: In the early 1990's, India realized that the "planned economy" system had run its course and that a change towards an open market approach was needed. The United States, in cooperation with the major international economic institutions, offered India support in its economic transformation by reducing protectionist policies and opening up the country for foreign investment. India has since become one of the fastest growing economies in the world and a major American trading partner. 

Iran key to US-India relations

Chellaney, Professor of Strategic Studies at the New Delhi-based Center for Policy Research,: Asia’s New Battleground, 2012(Brahma, Project Syndicate, http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/india-s-american-friends-and-iranian-partners; FAS)

(Brahma, India’s American Friends and Iranian Partners, July 4, 2012, http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/india-s-american-friends-and-iranian-partners, July 4, 2012; FAS) (The United States recently took the Iran-sanctions monkey off India’s back: it granted India an exemption from Iran-related financial sanctions in exchange for significant cuts in Indian purchases of Iranian oil. Nevertheless, Iran continues to cast a pall over an otherwise brightening US-India relationship. India’s perspective, Iran is an important neighbor with which it can ill afford to rupture its relationship. Indeed, India already seems locked geographically in an arc of failing or dysfunctional states, confronting it with external threats from virtually all directions. If India joined the US containment strategy against Iran, it would have to bear serious strategic costs. For starters, it would lose access to Afghanistan via Iran, which has served as a conduit for the substantial flow of Indian aid to Kabul. Moreover, containment would undermine India’s energy interests. countries are as dependent on the Persian Gulf region’s hydrocarbons as is India, which imports almost 80% of its consumption. Iran is the world’s third-largest net oil exporter (with the world’s second-largest natural-gas reserves as well), and it is a strategically located gateway to other energy suppliers in Central Asia and the Middle East. Iraq and Iran used to be India’s principal oil suppliers. But the first fell prey to a long US occupation, and the second currently faces a US-led oil-export embargo designed to throttle it financially. As a result, America’s efforts to give international effect to its new Iran Sanctions Act constitute a double whammy for India. , it threatens to sabotage India’s energy-import diversification strategy by making it overly dependent on the Islamist-bankrolling oil monarchies – including Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, and Qatar – which have managed to ride out the Arab Spring. Second, further isolation of Iran will make it very difficult for India to play a more active role in Afghanistan at a time when the US is hastening its military disengagement there and seeking to cut a deal with the Taliban.)

Adv: Manufacturing Industry Adv
Manufacturing Industry Not Key to the Economy

Manufacturing sector Failed – Contraction proves no impact

Hsu, writes about business for the LA Times, 7-2-2012 (Tiffany, U.S. manufacturing sector contracts for first time in 3 years, July 2, 2012, http://www.latimes.com/business/money/la-fi-mo-manufacturing-20120702,0,2706615.story, July 2, 2012; FAS)

(After being touted months ago as a main driver of the recovery, the U.S. manufacturing sector contracted for the first time in nearly three years last month amid tepid demand and an unpredictable economy. A factory index calculated by the Institute for Supply Management slid to 49.7 in June from 53.5 a month earlier, the lowest reading since July 2009. Any level below 50 denotes tightening in the sector; anything above signifies growth. The stock market promptly took a nosedive after the report was released at 10 a.m. on the East Coast and is still struggling to recoup its early morning gains. New orders tumbled below the 50 mark for the first time since April 2009, reaching 47.8 in the seventh largest monthly plunge ever. Production levels continued to grow, though the rate of expansion plummeted to a three-year low of 51. Costs for raw materials continue to fall. Blame the financial crisis and vague policies in Europe, as well as slowing growth in China, which are tamping down demand for American-made goods. Exports, at 47.5, are also at three-year lows. Last month, research group Markit found that U.S. manufacturing grew at its slowest pace in nearly a year. The shift in fortunes has manufacturers watching their expenses and cautiously managing their inventory, with some potentially cutting their workforce.)

US HSR Doesn’t affect the Manufacturing Industry

Infrastructure stimulus does not effectively create jobs in Manufacturing industry.

Associated Press, 2010 (Associated Press, “Stimulus for roads no path to help joblessness”, 1/11/10, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/34802254/ns/business-stocks_and_economy/t/stimulus-roads-no-path-help-joblessness/#.T-0IkJHi6So, 6/28/10)EIL

WASHINGTON — Ten months into President Barack Obama's first economic stimulus plan, a surge in spending on roads and bridges has had no effect on local unemployment and only barely helped the beleaguered construction industry, an AP analysis has found. Spend a lot or spend nothing at all, it didn't matter, the AP analysis showed: Local unemployment rates rose and fell regardless of how much stimulus money Washington poured out for transportation, raising questions about Obama's argument that more road money would address an "urgent need to accelerate job growth." Obama wants a second stimulus bill from Congress that relies in part on more road and bridge spending, projects the president said are "at the heart of our effort to accelerate job growth." Construction spending would be a key part of the Jobs for Main Street Act, a $75 billion second stimulus to revive the nation's lethargic unemployment rate and improve the dismal job market for construction workers. The House approved the bill 217-212 last month after House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., worked the floor for an hour; the Senate is expected to consider it later in January. AP's analysis, which was reviewed by independent economists at five universities, showed that strategy hasn't affected unemployment rates so far. And there's concern it won't work the second time. For its analysis, the AP examined the effects of road and bridge spending in communities on local unemployment; it did not try to measure results of the broader aid that also was in the first stimulus like tax cuts, unemployment benefits or money for states. "My bottom line is, I'd be skeptical about putting too much more money into a second stimulus until we've seen broader effects from the first stimulus," said Aaron Jackson, a Bentley University economist who reviewed AP's analysis. Even within the construction industry, which stood to benefit most from transportation money, the AP's analysis found there was nearly no connection between stimulus money and the number of construction workers hired or fired since Congress passed the recovery program. The effect was so small, one economist compared it to trying to move the Empire State Building by pushing against it. "As a policy tool for creating jobs, this doesn't seem to have much bite," said Emory University economist Thomas Smith, who supported the stimulus and reviewed AP's analysis. "In terms of creating jobs, it doesn't seem like it's created very many. It may well be employing lots of people but those two things are very different." Too small of a pebble Transportation spending is too small of a pebble to quickly create waves in the nation's $14 trillion economy. And starting a road project, even one considered "shovel ready," can take many months, meaning any modest effects of a second burst of transportation spending are unlikely to be felt for some time. "It would be unlikely that even $20 billion spent all at once would be enough to move the needle of the huge decline we've seen, even in construction, much less the economy. The job destruction is way too big," said Kenneth D. Simonson, chief economist for the Associated General Contractors of America. Few counties, for example, received more road money per capita than Marshall County, Tenn., about 90 minutes south of Nashville. Obama's stimulus is paying the salaries of dozens of workers, but local officials said the unemployment rate continues to rise and is expected to top 20 percent soon. The new money for road projects isn't enough to offset the thousands of local jobs lost from the closing of manufacturing plants and automotive parts suppliers. "The stimulus has not benefited the working-class people of Marshall County at all," said Isaac Zimmerle, a local contractor who has seen his construction business slowly dry up since 2008. That year, he built 30 homes. But prospects this year look grim. Projects going to a few heavy hitters Construction contractors like Zimmerle would seem to be in line to benefit from the stimulus spending. But money for road construction offers little relief to most contractors who don't work on transportation projects, a niche that requires expensive, heavy equipment that most residential and commercial builders don't own. Residential and commercial building make up the bulk of the nation's construction industry. "The problem we're seeing is, unfortunately, when they put those projects out to bid, there are only a handful of companies able to compete for it," Zimmerle said. The Obama administration has argued that it's unfair to count construction jobs in any one county because workers travel between counties for jobs. So, the AP looked at a much larger universe: The more than 700 counties that got the most stimulus money per capita for road construction, and the more than 700 counties that received no money at all. For its analysis, the AP reviewed Transportation Department data on more than $21 billion in stimulus projects in every state and Washington, D.C., and the Labor Department's monthly unemployment data. Working with economists and statisticians, the AP performed statistical tests to gauge the effect of transportation spending on employment activity. There was no difference in unemployment trends between the group of counties that received the most stimulus money and the group that received none, the analysis found. Despite the disconnect, Congress is moving quickly to give Obama the road money he requested. The Senate will soon consider a proposal that would direct nearly $28 billion more on roads and bridges, programs that are popular with politicians, lobbyists and voters. The overall price tag on the bill, which also would pay for water projects, school repairs and jobs for teachers, firefighters and police officers, would be $75 billion. "We have a ton of need for repairing our national infrastructure and a ton of unemployed workers to do it. Marrying those two concepts strikes me as good stimulus and good policy," White House economic adviser Jared Bernstein said. "When you invest in this kind of infrastructure, you're creating good jobs for people who need them." Highway projects have been the public face of the president's recovery efforts, providing the backdrop for news conferences with workers who owe their paychecks to the stimulus. But those anecdotes have not added up to a national trend and have not markedly improved the country's broad employment picture. Some parts of first stimulus worked The stimulus has produced jobs. A growing body of economic evidence suggests that government programs, including Obama's $700 billion bank bailout program and his $787 billion stimulus, have helped ease the recession. A Rutgers University study on Friday, for instance, found that all stimulus efforts have slowed the rise in unemployment in many states. But the 400-page stimulus law contains so many provisions — tax cuts, unemployment benefits, food stamps, state aid, military spending — economists agree that it's nearly impossible to determine what worked best and replicate it. It's also impossible to quantify exactly what effect the stimulus has had on job creation, although Obama points to estimates that credit the recovery program for creating or saving 1.6 million jobs. Politically, singling out transportation for another round of spending is an easier sell than many of the other programs in the stimulus. The money can be spent quickly and provides a tangible payoff. Even some Republicans who have criticized the stimulus have said they want more transportation spending. Spending money on roads also ripples through the economy better than other spending because it improves the nation's infrastructure, said Bernstein, the White House economist. But that's a policy argument, not a stimulus argument, said Daniel Seiver, an economist at San Diego State University who reviewed AP's analysis. "Infrastructure spending does have a long-term payoff, but in terms of an immediate impact on construction jobs it doesn't seem to be showing up," Seiver said. "A program like this may be justified but it's not going to have an immediate effect of putting people back to work."

Manufacturing Industry Tanked

Manufacturing sector Failed – Contraction proves no impact

Hsu, writes about business for the LA Times, 7-2-2012 (Tiffany, U.S. manufacturing sector contracts for first time in 3 years, July 2, 2012, http://www.latimes.com/business/money/la-fi-mo-manufacturing-20120702,0,2706615.story, July 2, 2012; FAS)

(After being touted months ago as a main driver of the recovery, the U.S. manufacturing sector contracted for the first time in nearly three years last month amid tepid demand and an unpredictable economy. A factory index calculated by the Institute for Supply Management slid to 49.7 in June from 53.5 a month earlier, the lowest reading since July 2009. Any level below 50 denotes tightening in the sector; anything above signifies growth. The stock market promptly took a nosedive after the report was released at 10 a.m. on the East Coast and is still struggling to recoup its early morning gains. New orders tumbled below the 50 mark for the first time since April 2009, reaching 47.8 in the seventh largest monthly plunge ever. Production levels continued to grow, though the rate of expansion plummeted to a three-year low of 51. Costs for raw materials continue to fall. Blame the financial crisis and vague policies in Europe, as well as slowing growth in China, which are tamping down demand for American-made goods. Exports, at 47.5, are also at three-year lows. Last month, research group Markit found that U.S. manufacturing grew at its slowest pace in nearly a year. The shift in fortunes has manufacturers watching their expenses and cautiously managing their inventory, with some potentially cutting their workforce.)

Adv: Congestion

1NC Frontline

1. Won’t decrease congestion – public will prefer other modes of travel – Europe Proves

Utt, PhD. contributor to the American Heritage Foundation, 11 (Ronald, American Heritage Foundation, February 11, 2o11 “Time to end Obama’s Costly High-Speed Rail Program”, 6/26/12, LexisNexis) EIL

[Learning from Europe's Mistakes Advocates for more spending on passenger rail, including HSR, often point to Europe and Japan as role models and aspirational goals for American policy. This Euro-envy manifests itself in the promotional statements of America's rail hobbyists and the foreign companies that hope to sell billions of dollars of equipment, consulting, project management, and engineering services. For example, in an April 2009 press conference, President Obama President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysplayed the envy card, arguing, "Now, all of you know this is not some fanciful, pie-in-the-sky vision of the future. It is now. It is happening right now. It has been happening for decades. The problem is that it's been happening elsewhere, not here." Obama Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Dayswent on to extol HSR systems in France, Spain, China, and Japan and concluded, "There's no reason why we can't do this. This is America. There's no reason why the future of travel should lie somewhere else beyond our borders."[17] If one's knowledge of European travel preferences comes from Time, The New York Review of Books, and Pink Panther movies, then the President's statement would seem to ring true. Sadly, the reality is quite different. European and Asian governments have paid staggering sums to subsidize a mode of travel that only a small and shrinking share of their populations uses.[18] In its most recent report on European travel patterns, the European Commission noted that passenger rail's share of the European market (EU-27) declined from 6.6 percent in 1995 to 6.3 percent in 2008, reaching a low of 5.9 percent in 2004. Market shares for autos and buses also fell over the period, while the airlines' market share jumped. In effect, Europeans are adopting more American modes of travel, despite massive taxpayer subsidies for rail. They are shifting their travel to unsubsidized, taxpaying airlines, which expanded their market share from 6.5 percent in 1995 to 8.6 percent in 2008. Indeed, by 2008, passenger rail's share of the transportation market was the lowest of all modes, except travel by sea and motorcycles.[19] Although the total size and scope of European subsidies for passenger rail are not known, a recent report by Amtrak's Inspector General indicated that they are sizable and likely exceed what the U.S. government pays for highways. One purpose of the review was to address the contention that passenger rail in other countries, especially HSR, operates at a profit (that is, without subsidies). For 1995-2006, the study found that the governments of Germany, France, the United Kingdom, Spain, Denmark, and Austria spent "a combined total of $42 billion annually on their national passenger railroads."[20] These six countries have a combined population of 269 million, and their expenditure of $42 billion on passenger rail in 2006[21] is roughly proportional to the $54.8 billion that the government of the United States (population of 309 million) spent on all forms of transportation, including highways, rail, aviation, water transport, and mass transit.[22] Data from individual countries reveal the financial catastrophes that the U.S. could confront if it embraces Euro-style passenger rail programs. According to the left-leaning The Economist, passenger rail subsidies reached $8.9 billion in 2008- 2009, and the magazine wondered: It is not clear why the public should be heavily subsidizing a mode of transport that accounts for a tiny minority of all travel: 8% of the total distance travelled in Britain during 2009, compared with 85% by cars and vans. The relatively few who use railways often are disproportionately well-off: three-fifths of the traffic is concentrated in the wealthy commuting counties of the south-east.[23] Despite these massive subsidies, rail ticket prices are still comparatively high. At present, two people traveling from Heathrow airport to downtown London can hire a limousine that meets them at the baggage claim and takes them directly to their destination for less than the cost of taking the Heathrow Express to Paddington Station and then taking the Tube or a taxi to their final destination. Although the U.K. system is mostly low-speed rail, the nation's one foray into HSR-the Channel Tunnel Link connecting London to Paris and Brussels-has been a costly experience. The infrastructure cost of connecting London's St. Pancras station with Folkstone (a distance of 67 miles, including 15 miles of tunnels) at the Channel tunnel entrance totaled a,6.9 billion ($11 billion), including $8.3 billion in loans and $2.7 billion in grants to the original private contractor that built and operated the line. That contractor has since relinquished its ownership of the line, and the U.K. government expects to sell it for $2.4 billion, for a potential loss of $8.6 billion.[24] Meanwhile the signature Eurostar London-Paris- Brussels service that runs on the line has never exceeded half of what was projected in the project's feasibility study.]

2. HSR doesn’t solve congestion or environment – studies prove

Brownfield, assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, 2011
(Mike, The Heritage Foundation, May 12, 2011, “Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail”, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail/, 6/28/12) EIL

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

3. High-speed rails have been empirically proven to have accidents

Watt, 7/23/11 (Joyce, ABC News, Associated Press, http://abcnews.go.com/International/wireStory?id=14142278#.T-k6kJE2aSo, 6/25/12, EIL)

{A bullet train crashed into another high-speed train in eastern China, killing at least 35 people, injuring 191 others and once again raising safety concerns about the country's fast-expanding rail network. The first train was traveling south from the Zhejiang provincial capital of Hangzhou on Saturday evening when it lost power in a lightning strike and stalled, before being hit from behind by the second train in Wenzhou city, the official Xinhua News Agency said. The first four carriages of the moving train fell about 65 to 100 feet (20 to 30 meters) off the viaduct onto the ground below. One carriage ended up in a vertical position, leaning against the viaduct. The Ministry of Railways said in a statement on Sunday that the first four carriages of the moving train and the last two carriages of the stalled train derailed. It was the first derailment on China's high-speed rail network since the country launched bullet trains with a top speed of 155 miles (250 kilometers) per hour in 2007, the China Daily reported. It is an embarrassment for China, which plans to massively expand its bullet train network to link together its far-flung regions and show off its rising wealth and technological prowess. It is also trying to sell its trains to Latin America and the Middle East. Last month, it launched to great fanfare the Beijing to Shanghai high-speed line, whose trains travel at a maximum speed of 186 miles (300 kilometers) per hour. The speed was cut from the originally planned 217 mph (350 kph) after questions were raised about safety. In less than four weeks of operation, power outages and other malfunctions have plagued the showcase 820-mile (1,318-kilometer) line. The Railways Ministry has apologized for the problems and said that summer thunderstorms and winds were the cause in some cases.}
1NC 1 Exts - US HSR Causes Congestion

No Solvency – Europe proves – increases congestion
Brownfield, Assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, 5/12/2011

(Mike, Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail, 5/12/2011, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail/, 6/28/2012) AGI

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

SQ Urban transit more effectively solves urban issues of congestion and greenhouse gases.
Haider, teacher of transportation planning and urban infrastructure investment at McGill University, 2003
(Murtaza, The Gazette,  July 21, 2003, “Slow down that fast train: If the goals are to reduce traffic congestion, cut emissions and expand affordable transportation choices, urban transit - not a shiny new intercity service - is the solution”, LexisNexis) EIL

With our urban-transit infrastructure falling apart and our cities facing gridlock, it would be prudent for the federal government to direct its resources to urban transit. Though intercity routes are open, the bridges of Montreal and highways of Toronto turn into parking lots during rush hour. The solution is more urban transit. Although transit isn't cheap, its cost pales beside the impact clogged cities have on the economic and environmental bottom line of businesses, governments and households. Canada's transit operators and municipal governments, after a decade of provincial cost-cutting and "downloading," can't do it alone. Sure, intercity rail is environmentally friendly. But so is urban transit. Intercity trips by car and light truck are the second-largest source of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in Canada, second only to auto-based trips in urban centres. John Lawson at Transport Canada has estimated the impact of a shift from the automobile to public transport. Doubling intercity rail service in Canada would save 6 million litres of fuel. Doubling intercity bus service would save 490 million litres of fuel and 1.2 million tonnes of GHG emissions. A two-fold increase in urban transit service, though, would save 690 million litres of fuel and 1.8 million tonnes of GHG emissions. Rehabilitating urban transit would have the greatest impact on our GHG emissions and deserves a share of the $2 billion Kyoto fund. Collenette's HSR proposal assumes an unmet demand for downtown-to-downtown service. This might have been true a few decades ago, but Canada's contemporary suburban realities suggest otherwise. The latest figures show a rapid increase in the suburban population, meaning relatively few intercity trips start or end in downtowns. Given years of underinvestment in transit - and overinvestment in the urban highways that drive suburban sprawl - getting downtown isn't getting easier. For those who live in our fast-growing outer suburbs, such as Markham in Toronto or Laval in Montreal, a trip to a downtown train station would be the biggest hassle of a high-speed intercity commute. The proposal for HSR also assumes 80 per cent of the potential HSR ridership will switch over from other modes of intercity transport. But these projections have overlooked the freedom of mobility offered by the automobile, a powerful attraction for North American consumers. Why haul downtown and shell out for a train ticket when your car is waiting in the garage? Scarce resources should always be put to their best use. If the goals are to reduce traffic congestion, cut emissions and expand affordable transportation choices, urban transit - not a shiny new intercity service - is the solution. Murtaza Haider teaches transportation planning and urban infrastructure investment at McGill University.} 
No Solvency – wont stop aviation congestion – its inevitbale

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

5. Mobility Benefits. (The mobility benefits of high-speed rail are negligible. Despite huge subsidies, the average residents of France and Japan ride their TGVs and bullet trains just 400 miles a year. With slower trains connecting lower-density cities and regions, the Obama administration's proposed high-speed rail system would be lucky to reach even 100 miles per capita of travel. Even a much more comprehensive, truly high-speed network is unlikely to approach 400 miles per capita because, unlike Europe and Japan, the United States has few major city pairs located close enough for high-speed trains to compete with airlines.) High-speed rail's inability to draw more riders should be no surprise considering rail's inherent disadvantages compared with driving and air travel. Driving offers point-to-point convenience, while rail drops most travelers miles from their final destinations. Air service is at least twice as fast as the fastest trains and—since most Americans no longer live or work downtown—leaves average travelers no farther from their destinations than downtown train stations. Though high-speed rail is somewhat competitive on trips of 200 miles or so, it is not the optimal transportation mode at any distance In sum, a cost-effective high-speed rail system is a fantasy. Modern airliners go much faster than the fastest trains and they do not require expensive infrastructure along their entire routes. Even with a massive government investment, high-speed rail would not likely capture more than about 1 percent of the nation's market for passenger travel. High-speed rail should be killed before it diverts tens of billions of transportation dollars into a black hole, producing negligible benefits. .)
1NC 2 Exts – Congestion Inevitable
Highway congestion inevitable – no escalation – empirically proven
Schrank, Associate Research Scientist, et al, 2011 (David, TTI’s 2011 URBAN MOBILITY REPORT, pg2; FAS) 

(Congestion is a significant problem in America’s 439 urban areas. And, although readers and policy makers may have been distracted by the economy-based congestion reductions in the last few years, the 2010 data indicate the problem will not go away by itself – action is needed. First, the problem is very large. In 2010, congestion caused urban Americans to travel 4.8 billion hours more and to purchase an extra 1.9 billion gallons of fuel for a congestion cost of $101 billion. (see Exhibit 1) Second, 2008 was the best year for congestion in recent times (see Exhibit 2); congestion was worse in 2009 and 2010. Third, there is only a short-term cause for celebration. Prior to the economy slowing, just 4 years ago, congestion levels were much higher than a decade ago; these conditions will return with a strengthening economy.)

Congestion is also a problem at other hours

Schrank, Associate Research Scientist, et al, 2011 (David, TTI’s 2011 URBAN MOBILITY REPORT, pg6; FAS) 

(Approximately 40 percent of total delay occurs in the midday and overnight (outside of the peak hours of 6 to 10 a.m. and 3 to 7 p.m.) times of day when travelers and shippers expect free-flow travel. Many manufacturing processes depend on a free-flow trip for efficient production; it is difficult to achieve the most desirable outcome with a network that may be congested at any time of day.)

Time frame for congestion and emissions means no real impact 

Utt, former director of the housing finance division at the Department of Housing and Urban Development , 10
(Ronald,The Heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, DKE)

<<From another perspective, the Obama transportation team apparently thinks that shaving a few minutes here and a few minutes there from a handful of intercity trips will soften the pain of the Great Recession and propel the economy forward. Yet achieving these modest goals will require a number of years, $8 billion in federal taxpayer money today, another $5 billion in federal money over the next five years, and an even greater sum from the unfortunate taxpayers of the states that are receiving these federal awards.>> 
No Ridership inevitable – social norm to use highways

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<<If the ridership on an expensive new rail system was very large, the high costs would seem more reasonable. But, unlike the interstate highway system, which is heavily used by almost all Americans, only a small elite would use high-speed rail. In 2007, the average American traveled 4,000 miles and shipped 2,000 ton-miles of freight over the interstate highways.13 By comparison, total annual use of a high-speed rail system would not likely be much more than 100 miles per person. And considering the premium fares charged to ride high-speed rail, most users would likely be higher-income white-collar workers.>>>

Plan doesn’t solve congestion

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<<High-speed rail is not a grand solution to America's congestion and mobility problems, as it is often alleged to be. While high-speed trains in Europe and Japan are technologically impressive, nearly all the routes in those jurisdictions lose money and need large subsidies to stay afloat. America's geography is even less suited for a successful high-speed rail system than Europe or Japan because our cities are less dense and spaced farther apart.>>

Congestion is worse in areas of every size – it is not just a big city problem

Schrank, Associate Research Scientist, et al, 2011 (David, TTI’s 2011 URBAN MOBILITY REPORT, pg7; FAS) 

The growing delays also hit residents of smaller cities (Exhibit 3). Regions of all sizes have problems implementing enough projects, programs and policies to meet the demand of growing population and jobs. Major projects, programs and funding efforts take 10 to 15 years to develop.


HSR does not shorten commute or reduce congestion significantly – no ridership

Utt, former director of the housing finance division at the Department of Housing and Urban Development , 10
(Ronald,The Heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, DKE)

 [The supposed benefits do not even begin to justify the exorbitant costs. Along the Northeast Corridor, Amtrak's Acela pretends to provide high-speed train service. The U.S. Department of Transportation's Inspector General estimates that reducing travel time between Washington, D.C., and New York City and between New York City and Boston by 30 minutes each will cost $14 billion while reducing auto ridership along the corridor by less than 1 percent.[7]]

HSR doesn’t solve congestion – nobody switches

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<<And because of the limited ridership on high-speed rail, it has done little to relieve highway congestion. "Not a single high-speed track built to date has had any perceptible impact on the road traffic carried by parallel motorways," says Ari Vatanen, a member of the European Parliament, in his summary of a 2005 conference on European transport.27>>>
1NC 3 Exts – Accidents

Commercial trucks cause a significant number of traffic fatalities.

Whistler, July 2 2012 (Deborah, Fleet Owner, “Researchers sift through crash statistics”, LexisNexis, 7/3/12) EIL

More truck crashes occur during the day and nearly three-quarters involve the driver failing to give the proper time and attention to the task at hand. That is the conclusion of the first phase of a research project by two Kansas State University civil engineers studying five year's worth of crash statistics in Kansas. The researchers are looking at crashes involving commercial trucks in hopes of making highways safer by reducing the number and severity of vehicular crashes that involve large, cargo-carrying trucks. Sunanda Dissanayake, associate professor of civil engineering, and Siddhartha Kotikalapudi, master's student in civil engineering, India, are currently in the second phase of their study, titled "Study of characteristics and evaluation of factors associated with large truck crashes," which is being funded by the Mid-America Transportation Center. The researchers said they became interested in the topic of truck crashes based on statistics that show highway fatalities are more likely to occur in accidents involving commercial trucks. Although large trucks account for just 3% of registered vehicles in the U.S., truck-related crashes tend to be more severe than non-truck crashes, they said. "In 2009 the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration recorded that one out of every 10 traffic fatalities in the U.S. was a result from collisions involving large trucks," Dissanayake said. "When you consider that between 30,000 to 35,000 people die each year in all motor vehicle crashes, it's a pretty significant issue." Using information from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration's Fatality Analysis Reporting System - a comprehensive database with statistics about fatal crashes - the researchers analyzed truck-related fatalities throughout the nation for the first phase. Currently, they are analyzing Kansas data from 2004-2008 and identifying the characteristics and factors that contributed to the crashes. A total of 18,919 crashes involving large trucks were recorded in the state throughout those five years. Of those accidents involving another vehicle, 81% ended with fatalities to occupants in the other vehicles, Dissanayake said. To find the cause of these truck crashes, the engineers studied the driver, road, vehicle and environmental characteristics involved in the accident. Researchers found that among the 18,919 truck crashes in Kansas, 13,260 - or 73% - had contributory causes related to the truck driver. Failing to give enough time and attention to the task being completed - such as switching lanes, passing another vehicle, etc. - was the biggest contributor to truck driver-related crashes. Similarly, speeding, failing to yield the right of way, improper lane changes and following another vehicle too closely made up the top five contributors. "Even though it may not feel that way, there are a lot of processes going on when you drive," Dissanayake said. "Your brain is getting lots of information and processing it to determine what your action will be. So if a driver misses a detail or doesn't give enough time to process that information related to what they are doing, it could lead to a crash." Other causes contributing to truck crashes included: environmental-related, such as animals or rain - 13%; road-related, such as ice or wet asphalt - 7.8%; and vehicle-related, such as falling cargo or defective brakes - 6.1%. Additionally, researchers found: Nearly 78% of truck-crashes happened during daylight and with no adverse weather conditions like rain or snow. A majority of the truck crashes happened between noon and 3 p.m. More truck crashes happened in locations with a high speed limit. 

No Impact

Time frame for congestion and emissions means no real impact 
Utt, former director of the housing finance division at the Department of Housing and Urban Development , 10
(Ronald,The Heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, DKE)

<<From another perspective, the Obama transportation team apparently thinks that shaving a few minutes here and a few minutes there from a handful of intercity trips will soften the pain of the Great Recession and propel the economy forward. Yet achieving these modest goals will require a number of years, $8 billion in federal taxpayer money today, another $5 billion in federal money over the next five years, and an even greater sum from the unfortunate taxpayers of the states that are receiving these federal awards.>> 
Adv: Climate Change

1NC Frontline
1. HSR is not an efficient way to reduce CO2

Plumer, Writer for Washington Post that focuses on climate and environmental issues, 2012 (Brad, A fast train can be beaten, April 20, 2012, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 2

 [Some rough numbers help show this: The California High Speed Rail Authority claims that by 2030, if the train ran entirely on renewable energy, then it would start reducing the state's carbon emissions by about 5.4 million metric tons per year. That would mean the rail network would cut California's emissions at a cost of at least $250 per ton of carbon dioxide over the ensuing 50 years, given the system's current price tag. (And this is being extremely generous, since it ignores the energy used to build the system - by some estimates, high-speed rail would actually increase emissions in its first few decades.) That's a pricey way to cut carbon. To put this in perspective, research has suggested that you could plant 100 million acres of trees and help reforest the United States for a cost of somewhere between $21 and $91 per ton of carbon dioxide. Alternatively, a study by Dan Kammen of UC-Berkeley found that it would cost somewhere between $59 and $87 per ton of carbon dioxide to phase out coal power in the Western United States and replace it with solar, wind and geothermal. If reducing greenhouse gases is your primary goal, then there are more cost-effective ways to do it than building a bullet train.)

2. HSR only as efficient as cars

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 13; FAS)
 (Automobiles consume a huge amount of energy, but that’s because they provide so much travel: more than 4 trillion passenger miles a year, and about 85 percent of all passenger travel in the United States. When considered on a per-passenger-mile basis, au​tomobiles are very close to passenger trains. Many analyses presume that the average auto on the road carries 1.6 people, and based on this Amtrak is more energy efficient than cars. In fact, 1.6 people per car is an average of urban and intercity travel, while intercity autos tend to carry more people. An independent analysis for the California High-Speed Rail Authority found that intercity autos average 2.4 people.63 At 2.4 people per vehicle, Amtrak is only 8 percent more energy efficient than light trucks and 15 per​cent less energy efficient than cars (table 5). Amtrak doesn’t come close to fuel-efficient cars like the Toy​ota Prius, even one carrying only 1.6 people.)
1NC 1 Exts – HSR Doesn’t Decrease Emissions/Pollution
HSR Fails – Efficiency fails to meet environmental standard

Hall, 6-28-2012 

(C.B., Crosscut, “A high-speed rail dream unrealized”, 6/28, http://crosscut.com/2012/06/28/op-ed/109354/high-speed-rail-energy-america-europe/, 7-1) EIL

Then there is HSR's "green problem." Rail is only green insofar as it is wholesale, rather than retail, transportation. A train carrying 130 passengers, as corridor trains do on average, is far from wholesale, however. The volume of fuel that a 3200-horsepower locomotive weighing 12 times its human payload uses to move one of those 130 passengers dwarfs what an intercity bus uses for the same result. At HSR's envisioned speeds, typically defined as a sustained 110 mph, the efficiency worsens with the additional mechanical effort needed to overcome greater air resistance. My own calculations, based on data for an actual Amtrak service, indicate that high-speed trains using today's diesel locomotives would not save any carbon emissions, and could in fact increase emissions by 15 percent or more. That's an optimistic calculation — a Danish researcher indicated the increase could be as high as 66 percent. Indeed, the most efficient speed for a train appears to be the same as a car: around 50 mph. Electric propulsion is an appealing alternative on the face, but in most parts of the United States electricity comes from fossil fuels. Washington enjoys the advantages of largely hydroelectric power generation, but that merely gets us to the next hurdle: the challenge of stringing hundreds of miles of catenary, the overhead wires that power trains, along the track. Most tracks Amtrak use are privately owned, and owners are less than excited about a massive transformation of the infrastructure. The alternative is to create new, publicly owned rights-of-way and put catenary on them. A great idea, until NIMBYs such as those in Lakewood, the San Francisco suburbs, or the Connecticut exurbs jump on it, maul it, and leave it dead on the political ground.

HSR does not reduce CO2 emissions-2 Reasons

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 14-15; FAS)

 (Meanwhile, the FRA’s high-speed rail vision claimed that its plan would reduce carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions by 6 billion pounds per year.81 The first clue that there is something wrong with this number is the fact that it is expressed in pounds instead of met​ric tons, which are the more usual unit for national CO2 emissions. In 2007, energy-related CO2 emis​sions in the United States totaled 6.0 trillion metric tons, of which 6 billion pounds, or 2.7 million metric tons, represents less than 0.05 percent.82 The second clue something is wrong with the claimed 6 billion pounds is that the number came from a study by the pro-rail Center for Clean Air Pol​icy and Center for Neighborhood Technology. With​out documentation or attribution, the report’s first paragraph claims that high-speed rail “can reduce congestion on roads and at airports, is cost effective and convenient, improves mobility and has environ​mental benefits.”83 This is hardly a sign of objectivity.)

No solvency, HSR does not solve CO2 as well as other methods

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 15; FAS)

 (In addition, nearly 1 million pounds of the project​ed annual reduction of CO2 came from the North​east Corridor, which is not part of the FRA plan and so should have been deducted by the FRA in its an​nouncement.89 That means the plan itself is project​ed to save only 2.3 million metric tons per year. In the unlikely event that all of these assumptions turn out to be correct and high-speed rail does save 2.3 million metric tons of CO2 per year, it is still not a cost-effective way of reducing greenhouse gas emis​sions. McKinsey & Company estimates the United States can cut its greenhouse gas emissions in half by 2030 by investing in technologies that cost no more than $50 per metric ton of abated emissions. Many technologies, McKinsey reported, would actu​ally save money because the fuel savings would re​pay the capital investment. Significantly, none of the technologies that McKinsey considered cost-effec​tive had anything to do with urban transit or intercity rail, through several included improvements in auto​mobile designs.90)
No solvency. HSR is one of the least effective ways to reduce CO2

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 15; FAS)

 (If the FRA high-speed rail plan costs $90 billion, as estimated in table 2, then the annualized cost will be about $7.2 billion plus operational subsidies.91 This means high-speed rail will cost more than $3,100 per ton of abated greenhouse gas emissions. For every ton abated, more than 60 tons of abatement would be foregone because the money was not invested in programs that could reduce CO2 at a cost of $50 a ton or less. Correcting any of the study’s assump​tions, of course, would significantly reduce CO2 sav​ings and increase the cost per ton of CO2 abated. (For comparison, estimates of the cost of CO2 abated by the California high-speed rail project range from $2,000 to $10,000 per ton.92))
No solvency, HSR hurts the environment

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 2; FAS)
(Far from being an environmental savior, high- and moderate-speed trains are likely to do more harm to the environment than good. In intercity travel, auto​mobiles are already as energy-efficient as Amtrak, and the energy efficiencies of both autos and airliners are growing faster than trains. The energy cost of con​structing new high-speed rail lines will dwarf any op​erational savings. As the state of Florida concluded in 2005, “the environmentally preferred alternative is the No Build Alternative.”)

SQ Urban transit more effectively solves urban issues of congestion and greenhouse gases.
Haider, teacher of transportation planning and urban infrastructure investment at McGill University, 2003
(Murtaza, The Gazette,  July 21, 2003, “Slow down that fast train: If the goals are to reduce traffic congestion, cut emissions and expand affordable transportation choices, urban transit - not a shiny new intercity service - is the solution”, LexisNexis) EIL

With our urban-transit infrastructure falling apart and our cities facing gridlock, it would be prudent for the federal government to direct its resources to urban transit. Though intercity routes are open, the bridges of Montreal and highways of Toronto turn into parking lots during rush hour. The solution is more urban transit. Although transit isn't cheap, its cost pales beside the impact clogged cities have on the economic and environmental bottom line of businesses, governments and households. Canada's transit operators and municipal governments, after a decade of provincial cost-cutting and "downloading," can't do it alone. Sure, intercity rail is environmentally friendly. But so is urban transit. Intercity trips by car and light truck are the second-largest source of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in Canada, second only to auto-based trips in urban centres. John Lawson at Transport Canada has estimated the impact of a shift from the automobile to public transport. Doubling intercity rail service in Canada would save 6 million litres of fuel. Doubling intercity bus service would save 490 million litres of fuel and 1.2 million tonnes of GHG emissions. A two-fold increase in urban transit service, though, would save 690 million litres of fuel and 1.8 million tonnes of GHG emissions. Rehabilitating urban transit would have the greatest impact on our GHG emissions and deserves a share of the $2 billion Kyoto fund. Collenette's HSR proposal assumes an unmet demand for downtown-to-downtown service. This might have been true a few decades ago, but Canada's contemporary suburban realities suggest otherwise. The latest figures show a rapid increase in the suburban population, meaning relatively few intercity trips start or end in downtowns. Given years of underinvestment in transit - and overinvestment in the urban highways that drive suburban sprawl - getting downtown isn't getting easier. For those who live in our fast-growing outer suburbs, such as Markham in Toronto or Laval in Montreal, a trip to a downtown train station would be the biggest hassle of a high-speed intercity commute. The proposal for HSR also assumes 80 per cent of the potential HSR ridership will switch over from other modes of intercity transport. But these projections have overlooked the freedom of mobility offered by the automobile, a powerful attraction for North American consumers. Why haul downtown and shell out for a train ticket when your car is waiting in the garage? Scarce resources should always be put to their best use. If the goals are to reduce traffic congestion, cut emissions and expand affordable transportation choices, urban transit - not a shiny new intercity service - is the solution. Murtaza Haider teaches transportation planning and urban infrastructure investment at McGill University.} 
No Solvency – Europe proves – increases congestion

Brownfield, Assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, 5/12/2011

(Mike, Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail, 5/12/2011, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail/, 6/28/2012) AGI

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

High speed rail does not have environmental benefits

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

2. Environmental Benefits. (The environmental benefits of high-speed rail would be negligible at best. President Obama's moderate-speed trains are expected to be powered by diesel locomotives, which burn petroleum and emit pollutants and greenhouse gases. Even electrically powered, true high-speed rail is unlikely to be clean. California rated its proposal as environmentally sound only by projecting impossibly high ridership numbers and unrealistically assuming that future automobiles and airplanes would be no more energy-efficient than they are today. In 2005, Florida's High-Speed Rail Authority proposed a 125-mph rail line between Tampa and Orlando. The environmental impact statement for the proposal estimated that the trains would produce more nitrogen oxide pollution and volatile organic compounds than would be saved by the automobiles taken off the road.35 It also calculated that operating and maintaining the gas-turbine locomotives would consume 3.5 to 6.0 times as much energy as would be saved by the cars replaced.36 The statement concluded that "the environmentally preferred alternative is the No Build Alternative" because it "would result in less direct and indirect impact to the environment."37 The Tampa-Orlando proposal was subsequently killed, only to be revived by the Obama administration. In January, the Department of Transportation announced that Florida will receive $1.25 billion of the $8 billion in high-speed rail stimulus funding for the route.)
Rail operates on diesel and savings can’t offset emissions released from construction or energy consumption – rail development won’t save any energy at all

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

It is unlikely that moderate-speed train operations will save any energy at all. Such trains will mostly be Diesel-powered, and increasing speeds from 79 to 110 mph will significantly increase the energy con- sumption and greenhouse gas emissions of those trains. Saving energy requires that trains acceler- ate slowly and coast into stations rather than brake heavily, but such practices reduce the timesavings offered by higher top speeds. True high-speed trains save energy by using lighter equipment, but the energy cost of higher speeds party offsets the savings from hauling less weight. Any remaining operational savings are not likely to be sufficient to recover the huge amounts of energy consumed and greenhouse gases released during construction of new rail lines.71 After studying high-speed rail proposals in Britain, Professor Roger Kemp of Lancaster University con- cluded that the construction costs dwarf any savings in operations unless the rail lines are used to their full capacity.72 With a round-the-clock average of just one train an hour in each direction, and no more than two trains a hour during the busiest times of day, even Amtrak’s New York-to-Washington corridor is far from full capacity. 
Proponents of High Speed Rail suffer from optimism bias – energy savings from rail development fall to zero over time in reality – future innovations within the current transportation sector solves 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Such analyses are rarely objective, however. The Cali- fornia High-Speed Rail Authority claims that high- speed rail would save energy and reduce green- house gas emissions.75 But these claims are based on highly optimistic assumptions for rail and pessimistic assumptions for autos and airlines: The Los Angeles-to-San Francisco line would • carry more than more than three times as many August 2009 The High Cost of High-Speed Rail passengers in 2025 as Amtrak now carries in the Boston-to-Washington corridor, even though that corridor serves more people than the Cali- fornia corridor is expected to have in 2025;76 Neither automobiles nor airplanes will become • more energy efficient or cleaner than they are today;77 The authority never mentions the energy and • pollution cost of replacing trains and reconstruct- ing track and electrical facilities every 30 years; The authority calculates the energy cost of build- •ing high-speed rail, but not the greenhouse gas emissions. These assumptions are all examples of what Dan- ish planning professor Bent Flyvbjerg calls “optimism bias.”78 Such bias, says Flyvbjerg, typically afflicts pro- ponents of megaprojects, which is why large public works projects almost inevitably cost more and pro- duce smaller benefits than originally promised. Based on these optimistic assumptions, the author- ity estimates that operational energy savings will re- pay the energy cost of building high-speed rail in 13 years, after which the rail line will save 11.75 trillion British thermal units (BTUs) per year.79 The rail line is also projected to save 7.5 million metric tons of car- bon dioxide emissions per year, or about 1.4 percent of the state’s projected output in 2025.80 Even with these optimistic assumptions, high-speed rail reduces corridor transportation energy consump- tion by only 8.3 percent. This means the operational energy and greenhouse gas savings fall to zero if we assume instead that automobiles and airplanes are, by 2025, just 8.3 percent more energy efficient than they are today. If automakers meet Obama’s fuel-effi- ciency standards, autos will be more than 30 percent more efficient in 2025 than they are today, so high- speed rail will actually be wasting energy. 
HSR is not an efficient way to reduce CO2

Plumer, Writer for Washington Post that focuses on climate and environmental issues, 2012 (Brad, A fast train can be beaten, April 20, 2012, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 2

 [Some rough numbers help show this: The California High Speed Rail Authority claims that by 2030, if the train ran entirely on renewable energy, then it would start reducing the state's carbon emissions by about 5.4 million metric tons per year. That would mean the rail network would cut California's emissions at a cost of at least $250 per ton of carbon dioxide over the ensuing 50 years, given the system's current price tag. (And this is being extremely generous, since it ignores the energy used to build the system - by some estimates, high-speed rail would actually increase emissions in its first few decades.) That's a pricey way to cut carbon. To put this in perspective, research has suggested that you could plant 100 million acres of trees and help reforest the United States for a cost of somewhere between $21 and $91 per ton of carbon dioxide. Alternatively, a study by Dan Kammen of UC-Berkeley found that it would cost somewhere between $59 and $87 per ton of carbon dioxide to phase out coal power in the Western United States and replace it with solar, wind and geothermal. If reducing greenhouse gases is your primary goal, then there are more cost-effective ways to do it than building a bullet train.)

HSR could never be a cost effective mechanism to reduce Co2 emissions – it would only tradeoff with more effective and cost effective technologies at combating energy efficiency 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

In addition, nearly 1 million pounds of the project- ed annual reduction of CO2 came from the North- east Corridor, which is not part of the FRA plan and so should have been deducted by the FRA in its an- nouncement.89 That means the plan itself is project- ed to save only 2.3 million metric tons per year. In the unlikely event that all of these assumptions turn out to be correct and high-speed rail does save 2.3 million metric tons of CO2 per year, it is still not a cost-effective way of reducing greenhouse gas emis- sions. McKinsey & Company estimates the United States can cut its greenhouse gas emissions in half by 2030 by investing in technologies that cost no more than $50 per metric ton of abated emissions. Many technologies, McKinsey reported, would actu- ally save money because the fuel savings would re- pay the capital investment. Significantly, none of the technologies that McKinsey considered cost-effec- tive had anything to do with urban transit or intercity rail, through several included improvements in auto- mobile designs.90 If the FRA high-speed rail plan costs $90 billion, as estimated in table 2, then the annualized cost will be about $7.2 billion plus operational subsidies.91 This means high-speed rail will cost more than $3,100 per ton of abated greenhouse gas emissions. For every ton abated, more than 60 tons of abatement would be foregone because the money was not invested in programs that could reduce CO2 at a cost of $50 a ton or less. Correcting any of the study’s assump- tions, of course, would significantly reduce CO2 sav- ings and increase the cost per ton of CO2 abated. (For comparison, estimates of the cost of CO2 abated by the California high-speed rail project range from $2,000 to $10,000 per ton.92) 
High Speed Rail has no environmental or energy benefit whatsoever 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

When announcing his high-speed rail vision, Presi- dent Obama promised high-speed rail would pro- vide “clean, energy-efficient transportation.”62 Many people take it for granted that trains use significantly less energy and produce less pollution and green- house gas emissions than other forms of travel. In fact, however, passenger rail’s environmental ben- efits are negligible and costly. Automobiles consume a huge amount of energy, but that’s because they provide so much travel: more than 4 trillion passenger miles a year, and about 85 percent of all passenger travel in the United States. When considered on a per-passenger-mile basis, au- tomobiles are very close to passenger trains. Many analyses presume that the average auto on the road carries 1.6 people, and based on this Amtrak is more energy efficient than cars. In fact, 1.6 people per car is an average of urban and intercity travel, while intercity autos tend to carry more people. An independent analysis for the California High-Speed Rail Authority found that intercity autos average 2.4 people.63At 2.4 people per vehicle, Amtrak is only 8 percent more energy efficient than light trucks and 15 per- cent less energy efficient than cars (table 5). Amtrak doesn’t come close to fuel-efficient cars like the Toy- ota Prius, even one carrying only 1.6 people. As an analysis by the Department of Energy conclud- ed, “intercity auto trips tend to be relatively efficient highway trips with higher-than-average vehicle oc- cupancy rates—on average, they are as energy- efficient as rail intercity trips.”64 If we really wanted to save energy using mass transportation, intercity buses use far less energy per passenger mile than passenger trains. 

High Speed Rail runs on electricity generated from fossil fuels, consuming similar amounts of energy and causing the same emissions as SUV’s 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Electrically powered high-speed trains produce less greenhouse gases only if that electricity is generated from renewable power sources. Most electricity in the U.S. comes from fossil fuels, with the result that urban rail transit systems in such cities as Baltimore, Denver, Cleveland, Miami, and Washington generate as much or more greenhouse gases, per passenger mile, as driving an SUV, much less an ordinary car.73 It is far more cost-effective to save energy by encour- aging people to drive more fuel-efficient cars than to build and operate high-speed rail. Moreover, in places that do generate electricity from renewable sources, it would be more cost-effective to use that electricity to power electric or plug-in hybrid cars than high-speed rail. 
Current transportation sector is comparatively beneficial for energy efficiency – future innovations within the pre-existing infrastructure solve 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Not only are autos as energy efficient as Amtrak to- day, long-term trends favor autos and airlines over trains. Since 1975, airlines have cut the energy they use per passenger mile by more than half, while Amtrak’s energy efficiency has grown by just 25 per- cent (table 6). Automobile energy efficiencies grew rapidly when gas prices were high, more slowly when prices were low. But even when prices were low, auto manufacturers improved the energy effi- ciencies of engines so that the number of ton-miles per gallon continued to increase.65 Both the airline industry and auto manufacturers improved the energy effi- ciencies of engines so that the number of ton-miles per gallon continued to increase.65 Both the airline industry and auto manufacturers expect their energy efficiencies to continue to in- crease. Boeing promises its 787 plane will be 20 per- cent more fuel efficient than comparable planes today.66 Jet engine makers expect to double fuel effi- ciency by 2020.67 Automakers signed on to President Obama’s 2016 fuel-efficiency targets.68 If they meet those targets, the average cars and light trucks on the road in 2025 will be 30 percent more energy effi- cient than they are today, even if the fuel-efficiencies of new cars do not increase after 2016.69 Steven Polzin, of the University of South Florida’s Center for Urban Transportation Research, points out that autos and buses have relatively short life cycles, so they can readily adapt to the need to save energy or reduce pollution. Rail systems “may be far more difficult or expensive to upgrade to newer, more ef- ficient technologies,” Polzin adds.70 In other words, the American auto fleet almost com- pletely turns over every 18 years, and the airline fleet turns over every 21 years, so both can quickly be- come more fuel-efficient. But builders of rail lines are stuck with whatever technology they select for at least three to four decades. This means that any energy comparisons of moderate- or high-speed rail with air or auto travel must compare rails with air- line or auto efficiencies in 15 to 20 years, not those today. 
1NC 2 Exts - HSR Not Run on Alternative Energy
HSR will be less efficient in the long run

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 3; FAS)
(Not only are autos as energy efficient as Amtrak to​day, long-term trends favor autos and airlines over trains. Since 1975, airlines have cut the energy they use per passenger mile by more than half, while Amtrak’s energy efficiency has grown by just 25 per​cent (table 6). Automobile energy efficiencies grew rapidly when gas prices were high, more slowly when prices were low. But even when prices were low, auto manufacturers improved the energy effi​ciencies of engines so that the number of ton-miles per gallon continued to increase.65 the airline industry and auto manufacturers expect their energy efficiencies to continue to in​crease. Boeing promises its 787 plane will be 20 per​cent more fuel efficient than comparable planes today.66 Jet engine makers expect to double fuel effi​ciency by 2020.67 Automakers signed on to President Obama’s 2016 fuel-efficiency targets.68 If they meet those targets, the average cars and light trucks on the road in 2025 will be 30 percent more energy effi​cient than they are today, even if the fuel-efficiencies of new cars do not increase after 2016.)
Tradeoff C02 Tech

HSR could never be a cost effective mechanism to reduce Co2 emissions – it would only tradeoff with more effective and cost effective technologies at combating energy efficiency 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

In addition, nearly 1 million pounds of the project- ed annual reduction of CO2 came from the North- east Corridor, which is not part of the FRA plan and so should have been deducted by the FRA in its an- nouncement.89 That means the plan itself is project- ed to save only 2.3 million metric tons per year. In the unlikely event that all of these assumptions turn out to be correct and high-speed rail does save 2.3 million metric tons of CO2 per year, it is still not a cost-effective way of reducing greenhouse gas emis- sions. McKinsey & Company estimates the United States can cut its greenhouse gas emissions in half by 2030 by investing in technologies that cost no more than $50 per metric ton of abated emissions. Many technologies, McKinsey reported, would actu- ally save money because the fuel savings would re- pay the capital investment. Significantly, none of the technologies that McKinsey considered cost-effec- tive had anything to do with urban transit or intercity rail, through several included improvements in auto- mobile designs.90 If the FRA high-speed rail plan costs $90 billion, as estimated in table 2, then the annualized cost will be about $7.2 billion plus operational subsidies.91 This means high-speed rail will cost more than $3,100 per ton of abated greenhouse gas emissions. For every ton abated, more than 60 tons of abatement would be foregone because the money was not invested in programs that could reduce CO2 at a cost of $50 a ton or less. Correcting any of the study’s assump- tions, of course, would significantly reduce CO2 sav- ings and increase the cost per ton of CO2 abated. (For comparison, estimates of the cost of CO2 abated by the California high-speed rail project range from $2,000 to $10,000 per ton.92) 
Alternative Causalities to Climate Change
China creates more emissions than the U.S.

Rogers, Evans, data researcher for The Guardian, 2011
(Simon, Lisa, The Guardian, “World carbon dioxide emissions data by country: China speeds ahead of the rest”, January 31, http://www.guardian.co.uk/news/datablog/2011/jan/31/world-carbon-dioxide-emissions-country-data-co2#_, 7/4/12) EIL
World carbon dioxide emissions are one way of measuring a country's economic growth too. And the latest figures - published by the respected Energy Information Administration - show CO2 emissions from energy consumption - the vast majority of Carbon Dioxide produced. A reduction in global greenhouse gas emissions is not only the goal of environmentalists but also of pretty much every government in the world. Currently 192 countries have adopted the Kyoto protocol. One fo the aims is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 55% of the 1990 levels by 2012 collectively forcountries starred on this list. The map, above (you can get it as a PDF file here) is produced by Guardian graphic artists Mark McCormick and Paul Scruton. It shows a world where established economies have large - but declining - carbon emissions. While the new economic giants are growing rapidly. This newly-released data is from 2009 - the latest available. On pure emissions alone, the key points are: • China emits more CO2 than the US and Canada put together - up by 171% since the year 2000 • The US has had declining CO2 for two years running, the last time the US had declining CO2 for 3 years running was in the 1980s • The UK is down one place to tenth on the list, 8% on the year. The country is now behind Iran, South Korea, Japan and Germany • India is now the world's third biggest emitter of CO2 - pushing Russia into fourth place • The biggest decrease from 2008-2009 is Ukraine - down 28%. The biggest increase is the Cook Islands - up 66.7% But that is only one way to look at the data - and it doesn't take account of how many people live in each country. If you look at per capita emissions, a different picture emerges where: • Some of the world's smallest countries and islands emit the most per person - the highest being Gibraltar with 152 tonnes per person • The US is still number one in terms of per capita emissions among the big economies - with 18 tonnes emitted per person • China, by contrast, emits under six tonnes per person, India only 1.38 • For comparison, the whole world emits 4.49 tonnes per person There are other sources of emissions data too, if you want to compare - albeit not as up-to-date: • The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) gathers the data on world carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases. This is only available up to 2008. • the International Energy Agency (IEA) has global carbon emissions data up to 2008 But what can we say about this data and how close we are to the collective targets in the Kyoto agreement? The Kyoto protocol target emission does not include, but this EIA data does. You can't tell this from the notes on the data, but the EIA confirmed to us this was the case. We can determine what the so called 'bunker fuels' are from the data here. But only looking at carbon dioxide emissions doesn't give us the total for all greenhouse gases. So we'll have to wait until the UNFCCC publishes the results of global greenhouse gasses collated data before we can draw any firm conclusions about meeting the Kyoto agreements. 2009, TOTAL, mil tonnes 2009, per capita, tones
Adv: Poverty

1NC Frontline
1. The plan eliminates preferences, popularity of cars, and suburban settings that might appear to reflect one’s personal liberty 

Kirkman, Associate Professor of Philosophy, Science and Technology in the School of Public Policy at the Georgia Institute of Technology, Spring 2010 [Project Muse - Robert, “Did Americans Choose Sprawl,” Ethics and the Environment, Volume 15, Number 1, accessed 6/30/12] SM
The debate over the origins of sprawl hinges in part on the question of what it means to make a free choice. Prominent in the debate is an empiricist conception of choice that dates back at least to the work of Thomas Hobbes. As an empiricist, Hobbes was necessarily agnostic as to the existence of a metaphysical faculty of free will. As far as he was concerned, the notion of liberty applied only to the observable behavior of bodies in motion. "From the use of the word Freewill," writes Hobbes in Leviathan, "no liberty can be inferred to the will, desire, or inclination, but the liberty of man; which consisteth in this, that he finds no stop, in doing what he has the will, desire, or inclination to doe." (1968 [1651], 262). It does not matter to Hobbes where desires and inclinations come from, though they are very likely the result of natural necessity. What matters is only that the commonwealth afford some space, protected by covenants, in which people may pursue their desires without hindrance.Libertarian critics of the anti-sprawl position seem deeply committed to the empiricist model of free choice. For example, they may shrug at the idea that people may not be able to imagine alternatives to driving, since freedom of choice with respect to automobiles comes down to the fact that there is not (yet) any government agency actually telling people that they may not drive. Freedom is the mere absence of constraints on consumers as they pursue their preferences.At least some arguments on the anti-sprawl side seem to go along with the empiricist conception of freedom, though they are more apt to draw attention to external constraints on consumer choice. The difference is that, for the anti-sprawl side, there may be powers other than government [End Page 135] that impose such constraints. The mere absence of government coercion does not amount to much, a critic of sprawl might argue, if consumers can only choose between two brand names of the same product.When it is incorporated into the rhetoric of a contentious political issue like sprawl, the empiricist model of freedom is taken to imply that the current preferences of consumers are right and natural. Welfare economists are traditionally agnostic on the question of whether a given preference is good or bad. All that matters is that people in fact have preferences, and that the unfettered pursuit of those preference will bring about a more efficient market, that is, a market in which more people have what they want. Libertarian critics of the anti-sprawl position seem to push beyond this agnosticism, however, suggesting that any constraints on consumer choice in housing and transportation are a moral outrage perpetrated by an elite that is out of touch with the good sense of ordinary people.The systems approach as I have presented it introduces a complication at this point, since it implies that consumer preference may be as much an effect of sprawl as a cause. In short, the desire of ordinary people to drive cars and live in suburban settings is neither natural nor right, but is rather the artificial consequence of past choices and past policies. A number of proponents of the anti-sprawl position argue along these lines, being careful to cast those past choices and policies as misguided, even pernicious. In doing so, they imply that the preferences of present-day consumers are faulty and ought to be rejected, whether by consumers themselves or by planners and policy makers acting on their behalf and in their best interests.To assert that consumer preferences may be faulty, however, is to assume there is some standard according to which preferences may be judged worthy or unworthy of satisfaction. It may be possible to locate such a standard in further preferences, but doing so raises the specter of an infinite regress, as those further preferences must themselves be judged worthy or unworthy of satisfaction. The alternative is to locate the standard in some other conception of human choice and action.There is a humanist conception of moral action that is fundamentally at odds with the empiricist conception. While Hobbes characterizes freedom as the absence of physical restraints on physical movement, Rousseau, for one, characterizes freedom as a "metaphysical" feature of humanity. An animal, writes Rousseau in his Second Discourse, is "nothing but an [End Page 136] ingenious machine;" a human being is the same, but "with this difference that Nature alone does everything in the operations of the Beast, whereas man contributes to his operation in his capacity as a free agent. The one chooses or rejects by instinct, the other by an act of freedom" (Rousseau 1997 [1755], 140). Freedom is thus something other than inclination or preference. As Kant would have it, freedom is nothing less then the capacity of reason itself to give rise to action (Kant 1993 [1788], 15). In practical terms, the humanist conception of freedom implies that human beings are able to act on the basis of universal moral principles that are distinct from and not to be judged in terms of empirically observable preferences. Perhaps more to the point, it implies that human beings can choose and act deliberately, literally on the basis of reasoned deliberation about fundamental values and obligations, not just on the basis of calculations of utility.It is this last implication that interests me here. The empiricist view will tend to cast decision making as a process of observation, prediction, and tabulation: here are people's inclinations or preferences, here are the likely consequences of a given action, here is how the utilities add up. The humanist view will tend to cast decision making as a process of reasoned deliberation through which, among other things, values may themselves be called to account, privately or in public, with arguments for or against their validity subject to public standards of reasonableness. One value may be rejected in favor of another, or made subordinate to some broader and more important value. There is even a place for considering whether one value rises above all of the others as the ultimate end or the highest good to which all other values are subordinate.

2. Infrastructure in metropolitan areas would be the HSR focus – reinforces exclusion

BAF, 2011 (“Falling Apart and Falling Behind”; FAS) pg.13

(The vast majority of this increased traffic will occur in the urban centers and surround​ing suburbs where the U.S. population—and its economic activity—is overwhelmingly concentrated. The 100 largest U.S. metro​politan regions house almost two-thirds of the population and generate nearly three-quarters of our GDP. In 47 states—even those traditionally considered ‘rural,’ like Nebraska, Kansas, and Iowa—the majority of GDP is generated in metropolitan areas.13 And over the next 20 years, 94% of the nation’s economic growth will occur in metropolitan areas.14)

3. HSR isn’t accessible – no ridership

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<Rail supporters have dreams of an American high-speed train revolution in the years ahead, but this essay takes a more sober view by looking at the actual costs and benefits of such a system. The reality is that high-speed rail systems are extraordinarily expensive and serve only a small and elite group of people even in those nations that have the longest experience with them.>
1NC 1 Exts – Plan Increases Marginalization
Plan segregates different groups of people based on economic classes

Todorovich, Director of America 2050, a national urban planning initiative to develop an infrastructure and growth strategy for the United States, et al, 2011 (Petra, High Speed Rail; a lesson for U.S. policy makers, pg. 41; FAS)

(High-speed rail enhances agglomeration economies by creating greater proximity between business locations through shrinking time distances, especially when the locations are within the rail-friendly 100 to 600 mile range. Agglom​eration economies occur when firms benefit from locating close to other complementary firms and make use of the accessibility to varied activities and pools of skilled labor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . High-speed rail has also been described as altering the economic geography of megaregions. By effectively bringing eco​nomic agents closer together, high-speed rail can create new linkages among firms, sup​pliers, employees, and consumers that, over time, foster spatial concentration within re​gions (Ahlfeldt and Feddersen 2010). This interactive process creates net economic gains in addition to the other economic benefits described here.)
1NC 2 Exts – HSR Isn’t Accessible

Suburban areas would be excluded

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

4. Importance of Downtowns. (The assumption that people will want to go where new high-speed train lines would go is a big risk. New rail lines would likely go from downtown to downtown, but downtowns have been losing their importance as job centers for decades. While many people travel between, say, the San Francisco and Los Angeles areas, that does not mean that they travel between downtowns, which will be the primary points served by rail. Jobs and people are spread throughout modern cities in a fine-grained pattern. As economist William Bogart observes, only about 10 to 15 percent of metropolitan jobs are located in central city downtowns—in Los Angeles it is less than 5 percent.46 Even when suburban downtowns are counted—only a small fraction of which would be served by high-speed rail—the total is still only 30 to 40 percent.47 That means that most people won't find high-speed rail convenient for business travel.)

1NC 3 Exts – No Ridership

No Solvency - High Speed Rail has ridership problems

Utt, Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, 11 (Ronald, Time to End Obama’s High-Speed Rail Program, 2/11/2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/time-to-end-obamas-costly-high-speed-rail-program, Access: 6/29/2012) AGI

{With all of the evidence indicating that HSR is an exceptionally costly and inefficient means of travel that only a few passengers choose to use, it is difficult to explain the obsession of some, including the President and members of his Cabinet, with this mode of travel. In part, this obsession seems to have little to do with travel per se, but rather with the quality of the travel experience. Secretary LaHood apparently believes that this is an appropriate federal goal. He has observed, “People like to ride trains.… You don’t build these trains to travel faster, although sometimes you do,” and added that “people could read books, work on their computers, eat and perform other tasks on trains that are difficult or illegal to do while driving.”[25]}

HSR Fails – No ridership demand

Hall, 6-28-2012 

(C.B., Crosscut, “A high-speed rail dream unrealized”, 6/28, http://crosscut.com/2012/06/28/op-ed/109354/high-speed-rail-energy-america-europe/, 7-1) EIL

Such potential upgrades must mean much higher ridership, but to generate such ridership I see only one solution: higher gas prices. It's axiomatic that, as the much-ballyhooed "pain at the pump" sets in, Americans reach for relief. They take a bus or a train, ride a bike, or simply stay home. Then, when prices drop off, most of the gain enjoyed by the mass-transportation providers evaporates. A residual few stick with alternative modes, and perhaps for that reason transit use has increased somewhat in recent years while vehicle miles traveled (that is, in cars) have dropped. But we kid ourselves if we think that trend suffices to untangle the inadequacies, destructiveness, and illogic of our transportation system. Part of that illogic is that we tolerate price increases that hugely benefit entities such as Exxon-Mobil and the Republic of Venezuela, who own the goods. But we will not tolerate a fuels tax increase, even when it could improve transportation, generate jobs, thin out traffic jams, and reduce carbon emissions. As the chairman of the House of Representatives' Transportation and Infrastructure Committee has expressed, such a tax increase is "off the table."

No Ridership inevitable – social norm to use highways

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<<If the ridership on an expensive new rail system was very large, the high costs would seem more reasonable. But, unlike the interstate highway system, which is heavily used by almost all Americans, only a small elite would use high-speed rail. In 2007, the average American traveled 4,000 miles and shipped 2,000 ton-miles of freight over the interstate highways.13 By comparison, total annual use of a high-speed rail system would not likely be much more than 100 miles per person. And considering the premium fares charged to ride high-speed rail, most users would likely be higher-income white-collar workers.>>>

Japan and France act as a key test case for the US – high-speed rail empirically fails to attract enough consumers 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Though France has Europe’s best-developed high- speed rail network, the average resident of France rides high-speed rail less than 400 miles per year, about the same as the average Japanese. The French travel more than the Japanese (or most other Euro- peans), so high-speed rail carries less than 4 percent of French passenger travel.55 Just as in Japan, high-speed rail has not perceptibly slowed the growth of auto driving in Europe. In 1980, when only a few high-speed rail lines were in operation, intercity rail accounted for 8.2 percent of passenger travel in the EU-15. By 2000, it had declined to 6.3 per- cent, and has continued to decline since then. Mean- while, the share of European travel using automobiles increased from 76.4 percent to 78.3 percent and the share flying increased from 2.5 to 5.8 percent.56 Rail’s declining importance in Europe has come about despite onerous taxes on driving and huge subsidies to rail transportation. Much of the reve- nue from those taxes is effectively used to subsidize rail. “Rail is heavily subsidized,” says French econo- mist Rémy Prud’Homme, adding that taxpayers “pay about half the total cost of providing the service.” Prud’Homme estimates that rail service in the EU-15 receives about 68 billion euros—or about $100 bil- lion—of subsidies each year.57 Nor has the introduction of new high-speed rail service helped relieve highway congestion. “Not a single high-speed track built to date has had any perceptible impact on the road traffic carried by par- allel motorways,” says Ari Vatanen, a member of the European Parliament.58 However, the introduction of subsidized high-speed rail has caused some for- profit airlines to end service on parallel routes, which should hardly be a cause for joy.59 Europe’s passenger travel mix is similar to that of the United States (table 3). The big difference is that Eu- ropean intercity rail carries a 5.8 percent share of the travel market compared with Amtrak’s 0.1 percent. But it is not even clear that this is due to the mas- sive subsidies Europe is pouring into high-speed rail, since rail’s percentage is steadily declining despite those subsidies. Instead, it may be that Europe’s low- er incomes and high taxes on autos and fuel has sim- ply slowed the growth of driving. European planners predict that rail and bus’s combined share will con- tinue to decline between now and 2030.60 
HSR does not shorten commute or reduce congestion significantly – no ridership

Utt, former director of the housing finance division at the Department of Housing and Urban Development , 10
(Ronald,The Heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, DKE)

 [The supposed benefits do not even begin to justify the exorbitant costs. Along the Northeast Corridor, Amtrak's Acela pretends to provide high-speed train service. The U.S. Department of Transportation's Inspector General estimates that reducing travel time between Washington, D.C., and New York City and between New York City and Boston by 30 minutes each will cost $14 billion while reducing auto ridership along the corridor by less than 1 percent.[7]]

Studies predict High Speed Rail can’t work across the US, ridership not sustainable 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, October 31, 2008 [The Cato Institute - Randal, “High-Speed Rail – The Wrong Road for America,” – Policy Analysis no. 625, http://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/highspeed-rail-wrong-road-america, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Close scrutiny of these plans reveals that they do not live up to the hype. As attractive as 110-to 220-mile-per-hour trains might sound, even the most optimistic forecasts predict they will take few cars off the road. At best, they will replace for profit private commuter airlines with heavily subsidized public rail systems that are likely to require continued subsidies far into the future. Nor are high-speed rail lines particularly environmentally friendly. Planners have predicted that a proposed line in Florida would use more energy and emit more of some pollutants than all of the cars it would take off the road. California planners forecast that high-speed rail would reduce pollutionand greenhouse gas emissions by a mere 0.7 to 1.5 percent—but only if ridership reached the high end of projected levels. Lower ridership would nullify energy savings and pollution reductions. These assessments are confirmed by the actual experience of high-speed rail lines in Japan and Europe. Since Japan introduced high-speed bullet trains, passenger rail has lost more than half its market share to the automobile. Since Italy, France, and other European countries opened their high-speed rail lines, rail's market share in Europe has dwindled from 8.2 to 5.8 percent of travel. If high-speed rail doesn't work in Japan and Europe, how can it work in the United States? As megaprojects—the California high-speed rail is projected to cost $33 to $37 billion—high-speed rail plans pose serious risks for taxpayers. Costs of recent rail projects in Denver and Seattle are running 60 to 100 percent above projections. Once construction begins, politicians will feel obligated to throw good taxpayers' money after bad. Once projects are completed , most plans call for them to be turned over to private companies that will keep any operational profits,while taxpayers will remain vulnerable if the trains lose money.
Comfy or costly – there is still no ridership 

Utt, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, 11 (Ronald, the Heritage Foundation, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2011/pdf/bg2520.pdf, DKE)

{With all of the evidence indicating that HSR is an exceptionally costly and inefficient means of travel that only a few passengers choose to use, it is difficult to explain the obsession of some, including the President and members of his Cabinet, with this mode of travel. In part, this obsession seems to have little to do with travel per se, but rather with the quality of the travel experience.}
HSR costs large sums of money that’s not allocated and no ridership.

Utt, PhD. contributor to the American Heritage Foundation, 11 (Ronald, American Heritage Foundation, February 11, 2o11 “Time to end Obama’s Costly High-Speed Rail Program”, 6/26/12, LexisNexis) EIL

{Although the President offers no cost estimate for this ambitious project, which would use immense federal subsidies to undermine the existing private and tax-paying bus and air service to these communities, it would likely be one of the costliest and most underutilized federal programs in American history. As noted, California's HSR plan to connect Los Angeles with San Francisco could cost up to $80 billion, Amtrak estimates that HSR in the Northeast Corridor would cost $117 billion, and the modest Tampa to Orlando plan will come in at $3 billion or more. A federal commitment to HSR has been a key component of President Obama's President Obama's  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysdomestic policy agenda since he took office. In the first month of his Administration, President Obama  President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysused the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (the "stimulus" package) to create a new federal program to build a comprehensive HSR system. Congress agreed to dedicate $8 billion of the $787 billion in stimulus spending to begin developing HSR in the United States. In addition, Obama  Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysrequested and Congress approved an additional $5 billion over the next five years beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2010. At the same time, then-Chairman of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure James Oberstar (D-MN) announced that the next highway reauthorization bill would include an additional $50 billion for HSR.} Shortly thereafter, the many industries benefiting from massive federal spending on HSR formed the US High Speed Rail Association to lobby for the program.[2] Reflecting the excitement that gripped the new Administration, President Obama  President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysproclaimed in April 2009: What we're talking about is a vision for high-speed rail in America. Imagine boarding a train in the center of a city. No racing to an airport and across a terminal, no delays, no sitting on the tarmac, no lost luggage, no taking off your shoes.... Imagine whisking through towns at speeds over 100 miles an hour, walking only a few steps to public transportation, and ending up just blocks from your destination. Imagine what a great project that would be to rebuild America.[3] Even though the President's HSR plans have suffered several major setbacks and the federal budget faces a $1.4 trillion deficit, the Administration remains undeterred in its pursuit of this costly scheme. In mid-February, Vice President Joseph Biden provided a few more details on the President's proposal when he announced plans to spend $57 billion on HSR over the next six years.[4]}

HSR Expensive

Using optimism to dupe others, HSR activists have no definite data supporting fully funded HSR infrastructure.

O’Toole, Cato Institute writer on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues, 2009
(Randal, Cato Institute, “High-Speed Rail is not Interstate Highway 2.0”, September 9, 2009, http://www.cato.org/publications/briefing-paper/highspeed-rail-is-not-interstate-20, 6/28/12) EIL

The Financial Plan When Congress created the Interstate Highway System, it debated whether it should pay for highways using tolls or taxes on gasoline, tires, trucks, and autos.16While the latter was selected, everyone agreed that users, not general taxpayers, would pay the cost. In fact, gasoline taxes and other user fees covered 100 percent of the cost of the Interstate Highway System. In contrast, no one expects that high-speed rail fares would come close to paying for the costs of building and operating the rail lines. The California High-Speed Rail Authority anticipates that fares would exceed the costs of operating its rail line by enough to cover 19 to 22 percent of the capital costs.17 But this is based on an extremely optimistic projection that the lines would attract more than three times as many riders as Amtrak currently carries in its Boston-to-Washington corridor, even though the Amtrak corridor has more people than the California corridor is projected to have when the trains are in service.18 The Midwest Regional Rail Initiative estimates that its moderate-speed trains would eventually—though not right away—earn enough revenue to pay for their operating costs, but not enough to pay any part of the capital costs.19 Like the California plan, the Midwest plan optimistically projects that increasing top speeds from 79 to 110 mph— which means increasing average speeds from about 45 to about 65 mph—would attract four times as many riders as Amtrak currently carries on these routes. In actual practice, Amtrak fares cover operating costs only on its premium-priced highspeed Acela trains between Washington and Boston. Other Boston-to-Washington trains lost more than $11 per passenger in 2001, and the Boston-to-Washington corridor as a whole lost $2 per passenger. In that same year, 110mph trains in other Amtrak corridors lost between $8 and $72 per passenger.20 This suggests that California’s high-speed trains might come close to covering their operating costs, but moderate-speed trains in other parts of the country are not likely to do so. In short, while the Interstate Highway System was paid for out of user fees, all or nearly all of the capital costs and at least some of the operating costs of the FRA rail system would have to be covered out of general tax dollars. The fact that user fees are not going to cover these costs is a strong indication that the system is unnecessary and wasteful.

Adv: Marginalized Communities/Urbanization

HSR Isn’t Accessible

Suburban areas would be excluded

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

4. Importance of Downtowns. (The assumption that people will want to go where new high-speed train lines would go is a big risk. New rail lines would likely go from downtown to downtown, but downtowns have been losing their importance as job centers for decades. While many people travel between, say, the San Francisco and Los Angeles areas, that does not mean that they travel between downtowns, which will be the primary points served by rail. Jobs and people are spread throughout modern cities in a fine-grained pattern. As economist William Bogart observes, only about 10 to 15 percent of metropolitan jobs are located in central city downtowns—in Los Angeles it is less than 5 percent.46 Even when suburban downtowns are counted—only a small fraction of which would be served by high-speed rail—the total is still only 30 to 40 percent.47 That means that most people won't find high-speed rail convenient for business travel.)

No Ridership

HSR doesn’t solve – no ridership

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<Rail supporters have dreams of an American high-speed train revolution in the years ahead, but this essay takes a more sober view by looking at the actual costs and benefits of such a system. The reality is that high-speed rail systems are extraordinarily expensive and serve only a small and elite group of people even in those nations that have the longest experience with them.>

No Solvency - High Speed Rail has ridership problems

Utt, Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, 11 (Ronald, Time to End Obama’s High-Speed Rail Program, 2/11/2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/time-to-end-obamas-costly-high-speed-rail-program, Access: 6/29/2012) AGI

{With all of the evidence indicating that HSR is an exceptionally costly and inefficient means of travel that only a few passengers choose to use, it is difficult to explain the obsession of some, including the President and members of his Cabinet, with this mode of travel. In part, this obsession seems to have little to do with travel per se, but rather with the quality of the travel experience. Secretary LaHood apparently believes that this is an appropriate federal goal. He has observed, “People like to ride trains.… You don’t build these trains to travel faster, although sometimes you do,” and added that “people could read books, work on their computers, eat and perform other tasks on trains that are difficult or illegal to do while driving.”[25]}

Japan and France act as a key test case for the US – high-speed rail empirically fails to attract enough consumers 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Though France has Europe’s best-developed high- speed rail network, the average resident of France rides high-speed rail less than 400 miles per year, about the same as the average Japanese. The French travel more than the Japanese (or most other Euro- peans), so high-speed rail carries less than 4 percent of French passenger travel.55 Just as in Japan, high-speed rail has not perceptibly slowed the growth of auto driving in Europe. In 1980, when only a few high-speed rail lines were in operation, intercity rail accounted for 8.2 percent of passenger travel in the EU-15. By 2000, it had declined to 6.3 per- cent, and has continued to decline since then. Mean- while, the share of European travel using automobiles increased from 76.4 percent to 78.3 percent and the share flying increased from 2.5 to 5.8 percent.56 Rail’s declining importance in Europe has come about despite onerous taxes on driving and huge subsidies to rail transportation. Much of the reve- nue from those taxes is effectively used to subsidize rail. “Rail is heavily subsidized,” says French econo- mist Rémy Prud’Homme, adding that taxpayers “pay about half the total cost of providing the service.” Prud’Homme estimates that rail service in the EU-15 receives about 68 billion euros—or about $100 bil- lion—of subsidies each year.57 Nor has the introduction of new high-speed rail service helped relieve highway congestion. “Not a single high-speed track built to date has had any perceptible impact on the road traffic carried by par- allel motorways,” says Ari Vatanen, a member of the European Parliament.58 However, the introduction of subsidized high-speed rail has caused some for- profit airlines to end service on parallel routes, which should hardly be a cause for joy.59 Europe’s passenger travel mix is similar to that of the United States (table 3). The big difference is that Eu- ropean intercity rail carries a 5.8 percent share of the travel market compared with Amtrak’s 0.1 percent. But it is not even clear that this is due to the mas- sive subsidies Europe is pouring into high-speed rail, since rail’s percentage is steadily declining despite those subsidies. Instead, it may be that Europe’s low- er incomes and high taxes on autos and fuel has sim- ply slowed the growth of driving. European planners predict that rail and bus’s combined share will con- tinue to decline between now and 2030.60 
Comfy or costly – there is still no ridership 

Utt, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, 11 (Ronald, the Heritage Foundation, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2011/pdf/bg2520.pdf, DKE)

{With all of the evidence indicating that HSR is an exceptionally costly and inefficient means of travel that only a few passengers choose to use, it is difficult to explain the obsession of some, including the President and members of his Cabinet, with this mode of travel. In part, this obsession seems to have little to do with travel per se, but rather with the quality of the travel experience.}
HSR costs large sums of money that’s not allocated and no ridership.

Utt, PhD. contributor to the American Heritage Foundation, 11 (Ronald, American Heritage Foundation, February 11, 2o11 “Time to end Obama’s Costly High-Speed Rail Program”, 6/26/12, LexisNexis) EIL

{Although the President offers no cost estimate for this ambitious project, which would use immense federal subsidies to undermine the existing private and tax-paying bus and air service to these communities, it would likely be one of the costliest and most underutilized federal programs in American history. As noted, California's HSR plan to connect Los Angeles with San Francisco could cost up to $80 billion, Amtrak estimates that HSR in the Northeast Corridor would cost $117 billion, and the modest Tampa to Orlando plan will come in at $3 billion or more. A federal commitment to HSR has been a key component of President Obama's President Obama's  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysdomestic policy agenda since he took office. In the first month of his Administration, President Obama  President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysused the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (the "stimulus" package) to create a new federal program to build a comprehensive HSR system. Congress agreed to dedicate $8 billion of the $787 billion in stimulus spending to begin developing HSR in the United States. In addition, Obama  Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysrequested and Congress approved an additional $5 billion over the next five years beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2010. At the same time, then-Chairman of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure James Oberstar (D-MN) announced that the next highway reauthorization bill would include an additional $50 billion for HSR.} Shortly thereafter, the many industries benefiting from massive federal spending on HSR formed the US High Speed Rail Association to lobby for the program.[2] Reflecting the excitement that gripped the new Administration, President Obama  President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysproclaimed in April 2009: What we're talking about is a vision for high-speed rail in America. Imagine boarding a train in the center of a city. No racing to an airport and across a terminal, no delays, no sitting on the tarmac, no lost luggage, no taking off your shoes.... Imagine whisking through towns at speeds over 100 miles an hour, walking only a few steps to public transportation, and ending up just blocks from your destination. Imagine what a great project that would be to rebuild America.[3] Even though the President's HSR plans have suffered several major setbacks and the federal budget faces a $1.4 trillion deficit, the Administration remains undeterred in its pursuit of this costly scheme. In mid-February, Vice President Joseph Biden provided a few more details on the President's proposal when he announced plans to spend $57 billion on HSR over the next six years.[4]}
HSR does not shorten commute or reduce congestion significantly – no ridership

Utt, former director of the housing finance division at the Department of Housing and Urban Development , 10
(Ronald,The Heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, DKE)

 [The supposed benefits do not even begin to justify the exorbitant costs. Along the Northeast Corridor, Amtrak's Acela pretends to provide high-speed train service. The U.S. Department of Transportation's Inspector General estimates that reducing travel time between Washington, D.C., and New York City and between New York City and Boston by 30 minutes each will cost $14 billion while reducing auto ridership along the corridor by less than 1 percent.[7]]

Studies predict High Speed Rail can’t work across the US, ridership not sustainable 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, October 31, 2008 [The Cato Institute - Randal, “High-Speed Rail – The Wrong Road for America,” – Policy Analysis no. 625, http://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/highspeed-rail-wrong-road-america, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Close scrutiny of these plans reveals that they do not live up to the hype. As attractive as 110-to 220-mile-per-hour trains might sound, even the most optimistic forecasts predict they will take few cars off the road. At best, they will replace for profit private commuter airlines with heavily subsidized public rail systems that are likely to require continued subsidies far into the future. Nor are high-speed rail lines particularly environmentally friendly. Planners have predicted that a proposed line in Florida would use more energy and emit more of some pollutants than all of the cars it would take off the road. California planners forecast that high-speed rail would reduce pollutionand greenhouse gas emissions by a mere 0.7 to 1.5 percent—but only if ridership reached the high end of projected levels. Lower ridership would nullify energy savings and pollution reductions. These assessments are confirmed by the actual experience of high-speed rail lines in Japan and Europe. Since Japan introduced high-speed bullet trains, passenger rail has lost more than half its market share to the automobile. Since Italy, France, and other European countries opened their high-speed rail lines, rail's market share in Europe has dwindled from 8.2 to 5.8 percent of travel. If high-speed rail doesn't work in Japan and Europe, how can it work in the United States? As megaprojects—the California high-speed rail is projected to cost $33 to $37 billion—high-speed rail plans pose serious risks for taxpayers. Costs of recent rail projects in Denver and Seattle are running 60 to 100 percent above projections. Once construction begins, politicians will feel obligated to throw good taxpayers' money after bad. Once projects are completed , most plans call for them to be turned over to private companies that will keep any operational profits,while taxpayers will remain vulnerable if the trains lose money.

HSR doesn’t solve – no ridership

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<Rail supporters have dreams of an American high-speed train revolution in the years ahead, but this essay takes a more sober view by looking at the actual costs and benefits of such a system. The reality is that high-speed rail systems are extraordinarily expensive and serve only a small and elite group of people even in those nations that have the longest experience with them.>
HSR Fails – No ridership demand

Hall, 6-28-2012 

(C.B., Crosscut, “A high-speed rail dream unrealized”, 6/28, http://crosscut.com/2012/06/28/op-ed/109354/high-speed-rail-energy-america-europe/, 7-1) EIL

Such potential upgrades must mean much higher ridership, but to generate such ridership I see only one solution: higher gas prices. It's axiomatic that, as the much-ballyhooed "pain at the pump" sets in, Americans reach for relief. They take a bus or a train, ride a bike, or simply stay home. Then, when prices drop off, most of the gain enjoyed by the mass-transportation providers evaporates. A residual few stick with alternative modes, and perhaps for that reason transit use has increased somewhat in recent years while vehicle miles traveled (that is, in cars) have dropped. But we kid ourselves if we think that trend suffices to untangle the inadequacies, destructiveness, and illogic of our transportation system. Part of that illogic is that we tolerate price increases that hugely benefit entities such as Exxon-Mobil and the Republic of Venezuela, who own the goods. But we will not tolerate a fuels tax increase, even when it could improve transportation, generate jobs, thin out traffic jams, and reduce carbon emissions. As the chairman of the House of Representatives' Transportation and Infrastructure Committee has expressed, such a tax increase is "off the table."

Solvency

1NC Frontline
1. HSR Fails – Funding and political hurdles

Hall, 6-28-2012  (C.B., Crosscut, “A high-speed rail dream unrealized”, 6/28, http://crosscut.com/2012/06/28/op-ed/109354/high-speed-rail-energy-america-europe/, 7-1) EIL

The federal high-speed rail (HSR) program lately championed by politicians and administrators in the other Washington is fading into history. In his remarks at the March 15 launch of a $22.7-million seismic-upgrade project at Seattle's King Street Station, Federal Railroad Administration chief Joseph Szabo spoke instead about "high-performance rail." The transportation funding bill currently in the Senate makes the same emendation in referring to the measure's meager appropriation, $100 million, for passenger rail enhancements. Some experts are meanwhile using the term "higher-speed rail," downgrading the once-regnant HSR by interposing a lowly r, giving us HrSR. It adds up to a recognition of some of the idea's flaws and, some would say, of its insurmountable obstacles. First of all, the program would cost lots of money. Here in the Eugene-to-Vancouver, B.C. Pacific Northwest HSR corridor, $1.5 million gets you the preliminary engineering for an overnight parking track — not the track itself, or even its final engineering — for an Amtrak train less than 800 feet long. On the opposite side of the country, planners are pricing an expansion of HSR access from New Jersey into Manhattan in the $10-15 billion range.

2. Plan doesn’t solve – geographics and subsidies

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<<High-speed rail is not a grand solution to America's congestion and mobility problems, as it is often alleged to be. While high-speed trains in Europe and Japan are technologically impressive, nearly all the routes in those jurisdictions lose money and need large subsidies to stay afloat. America's geography is even less suited for a successful high-speed rail system than Europe or Japan because our cities are less dense and spaced farther apart.>>

3. No Solvency - High Speed Rail has ridership problems

Utt, Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, 11 (Ronald, Time to End Obama’s High-Speed Rail Program, 2/11/2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/time-to-end-obamas-costly-high-speed-rail-program, Access: 6/29/2012) AGI

{With all of the evidence indicating that HSR is an exceptionally costly and inefficient means of travel that only a few passengers choose to use, it is difficult to explain the obsession of some, including the President and members of his Cabinet, with this mode of travel. In part, this obsession seems to have little to do with travel per se, but rather with the quality of the travel experience. Secretary LaHood apparently believes that this is an appropriate federal goal. He has observed, “People like to ride trains.… You don’t build these trains to travel faster, although sometimes you do,” and added that “people could read books, work on their computers, eat and perform other tasks on trains that are difficult or illegal to do while driving.”[25]}

4. Even moderate speed rails are very expensive.

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

 (Even though moderate-speed passenger trains are less expensive than true high-speed trains, they are still very expensive. Upgrading the 12,800 miles of track in the administration's plan to moderate-speed rail standards would cost far more than the $14.5 billion the president has proposed to spend so far. The entire 12,800-mile Obama-FRA system would cost at least $50 billion.9 Rather than build the entire system, Obama's plan really just invited states to apply for funds to pay for small portions of the system. For example, the administration granted close to $1 billion to Wisconsin to upgrade existing tracks from Milwaukee to Madison to 110-mph standards. This 85-mile line is only a tiny portion of the eventual planned route from Chicago to Minneapolis, and no one knows who will pay the billions necessary to complete that route. One cautionary note on high-speed rail costs comes from California. In November 2008, California voters agreed that the state should sell nearly $10 billion worth of bonds to start constructing a 220-mile-per-hour high-speed rail line from San Francisco to Los Angeles. The state's estimated cost for the entire system jumped from $25 billion in 2000 to $45 billion by 2008.10 However, one independent analysis concluded that the rail line would cost up to $81 billion.11 Thus, the costs of a true high-speed rail system would be far higher than the costs of a medium-speed system on existing tracks, as envisioned by the Obama administration. To build a 12,800-mile system of high-speed trains would cost close to $1 trillion, based on the costs estimates of the California system.12 It is unlikely that the nation could afford such a vast expense, particularly since our state and federal governments are already in huge fiscal trouble. Also, consider how the costs would rise even higher once a new rail system gets underway. The 12,800-mile FRA network reaches only 42 states and only a handful of cities in those states. Every excluded state and city is represented by senators and representatives who will wonder why their constituents have to pay for a rail system that only serves other areas. And even in the 42 states in the plan, routes are discontinuous, with no high-speed links between many pairs of major cities such as New York and Chicago. Groups representing all the excluded routes would lobby for rail lines, and overall costs would balloon over time. And the costs mentioned are only the capital costs. Most high-speed rail lines wouldn't cover their operating costs, so there would have to be billions of dollars in ongoing subsidies to the system.)

5. Freight Tradeoff

a. High Speed Rail trades off with freight usage, causes a spike in truck usage 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

On the other hand, in both Europe and Japan, the emphasis on using rails for moving passengers has had a profound effect on the movement of freight. While a little more than a quarter of American freight goes on the highway and well over a third goes by rail, nearly three-fourths of European freight goes on the road and just one-sixth goes by rail (table 4). Moreover, rail’s share of freight movement is declin- ing in Europe—it was 22 percent in 1980—while it increased in the United States from 27 percent in 1980 to 40 percent in 2006.61 Rail’s poor performance at carrying freight in both Ja- pan and Europe suggests that Obama’s hope of get- ting both people and freight off the highways and onto trains may be a pipedream; a country or region can apparently use its rail system for passengers or freight, but not both. The fact that American freight railroads are profitable while European passenger lines are not suggests that freight, not passenger, is the highest and best use of a modern railroad in most places. Spending tens of billions of dollars per year on passenger rail might get a small percentage of cars off the road—but one possible consequence is to greatly increase the number of trucks on the road.
b. Commercial trucks cause a significant number of traffic fatalities.

Whistler, July 2 2012 (Deborah, Fleet Owner, “Researchers sift through crash statistics”, LexisNexis, 7/3/12) EIL

More truck crashes occur during the day and nearly three-quarters involve the driver failing to give the proper time and attention to the task at hand. That is the conclusion of the first phase of a research project by two Kansas State University civil engineers studying five year's worth of crash statistics in Kansas. The researchers are looking at crashes involving commercial trucks in hopes of making highways safer by reducing the number and severity of vehicular crashes that involve large, cargo-carrying trucks. Sunanda Dissanayake, associate professor of civil engineering, and Siddhartha Kotikalapudi, master's student in civil engineering, India, are currently in the second phase of their study, titled "Study of characteristics and evaluation of factors associated with large truck crashes," which is being funded by the Mid-America Transportation Center. The researchers said they became interested in the topic of truck crashes based on statistics that show highway fatalities are more likely to occur in accidents involving commercial trucks. Although large trucks account for just 3% of registered vehicles in the U.S., truck-related crashes tend to be more severe than non-truck crashes, they said. "In 2009 the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration recorded that one out of every 10 traffic fatalities in the U.S. was a result from collisions involving large trucks," Dissanayake said. "When you consider that between 30,000 to 35,000 people die each year in all motor vehicle crashes, it's a pretty significant issue." Using information from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration's Fatality Analysis Reporting System - a comprehensive database with statistics about fatal crashes - the researchers analyzed truck-related fatalities throughout the nation for the first phase. Currently, they are analyzing Kansas data from 2004-2008 and identifying the characteristics and factors that contributed to the crashes. A total of 18,919 crashes involving large trucks were recorded in the state throughout those five years. Of those accidents involving another vehicle, 81% ended with fatalities to occupants in the other vehicles, Dissanayake said. To find the cause of these truck crashes, the engineers studied the driver, road, vehicle and environmental characteristics involved in the accident. Researchers found that among the 18,919 truck crashes in Kansas, 13,260 - or 73% - had contributory causes related to the truck driver. Failing to give enough time and attention to the task being completed - such as switching lanes, passing another vehicle, etc. - was the biggest contributor to truck driver-related crashes. Similarly, speeding, failing to yield the right of way, improper lane changes and following another vehicle too closely made up the top five contributors. "Even though it may not feel that way, there are a lot of processes going on when you drive," Dissanayake said. "Your brain is getting lots of information and processing it to determine what your action will be. So if a driver misses a detail or doesn't give enough time to process that information related to what they are doing, it could lead to a crash." Other causes contributing to truck crashes included: environmental-related, such as animals or rain - 13%; road-related, such as ice or wet asphalt - 7.8%; and vehicle-related, such as falling cargo or defective brakes - 6.1%. Additionally, researchers found: Nearly 78% of truck-crashes happened during daylight and with no adverse weather conditions like rain or snow. A majority of the truck crashes happened between noon and 3 p.m. More truck crashes happened in locations with a high speed limit. 

6. High Speed Rail  requires a massive increase in construction – astronomical costs and accidents will ensue 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

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

1NC 1 Exts – Costs

No solvency b/c maintenance and cost overruns

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 2; FAS)
(These costs include only the projected capital costs. States that decide to build moderate- or high-speed rail may be responsible for cost overruns, operating losses, and the costs of replacing and rehabilitating equipment about every 30 years. Upgrading the 640 miles of Texas tracks in the FRA plan to run trains at 110 mph would cost taxpayers more than $2.2 billion. Adding a leg between Dallas and Houston that the FRA failed to include in its plan would increase the cost to $3.1 billion, or more than $130 for every Texas resident. Subsidizing passenger trains over those routes will cost at least $70 million per year. Yet the average Texan will take a round trip on such trains only once every 25 years.)
No solvency. Construction costs have increased 35% according to conservative estimates

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 7; FAS)

Even accounting for the current recession, construc​tion costs have grown significantly since some of these estimates were made. In much of the country, construction costs have increased by nearly 50 per​cent since 2004.21 To be conservative, this paper will assume that costs estimated in 2004 have increased by 35 percent and costs estimated in 2005 have in​creased by 25 percent. Based on the estimates for the Midwest corridor, upgrading track to support 110-mph trains will cost $3.5 million per mile. If ap​plied to the Federal Railroad Administration’s entire 8,500-mile system, that would total to nearly $30 billion, or close to four times the amount of money Congress has approved for high-speed rail.)

Spending link. Plan would cost $½ trillion 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg8-9; FAS)

For example, most proposals for Texas, Las Vegas, and Rocky Mountain corridors call for true high-speed rail. Based on estimates in the California plan, build​ing the entire network to true high-speed rail stan​dards would cost between $550 billion and $700 bil​lion.27 Adding service to some or all of the 13 other states not included in the FRA plan will drive the cost even higher. Of course, once high-speed rail is built to trendy cit​ies all over the country, they will want the federal government to help them build streetcars and light-rail lines so high-speed rail travelers won’t have to sully themselves by riding buses or taxis to their fi​nal destinations. Light rail and streetcars are, after all, a part of the administration’s “livability” agenda. This will add hundreds of billions to the cost of the na​tion’s passenger rail system.)

HSR costs large sums of money and will be underused.

Utt, PhD. contributor to the American Heritage Foundation, 11

(Ronald, American Heritage Foundation, February 11, 2o11 “Time to end Obama’s Costly High-Speed Rail Program”,  6/26/12, LexisNexis) EIL

{Although the President offers no cost estimate for this ambitious project, which would use immense federal subsidies to undermine the existing private and tax-paying bus and air service to these communities, it would likely be one of the costliest and most underutilized federal programs in American history. As noted, California's HSR plan to connect Los Angeles with San Francisco could cost up to $80 billion, Amtrak estimates that HSR in the Northeast Corridor would cost $117 billion, and the modest Tampa to Orlando plan will come in at $3 billion or more. A federal commitment to HSR has been a key component of President Obama's President Obama's  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysdomestic policy agenda since he took office. In the first month of his Administration, President Obama  President Obama -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysused the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (the "stimulus" package) to create a new federal program to build a comprehensive HSR system. Congress agreed to dedicate $8 billion of the $787 billion in stimulus spending to begin developing HSR in the United States. In addition, Obama  Obama -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysrequested and Congress approved an additional $5 billion over the next five years beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2010. At the same time, then-Chairman of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure James Oberstar (D-MN) announced that the next highway reauthorization bill would include an additional $50 billion for HSR.} Shortly thereafter, the many industries benefiting from massive federal spending on HSR formed the US High Speed Rail Association to lobby for the program.[2] Reflecting the excitement that gripped the new Administration, President Obama  President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysproclaimed in April 2009: What we're talking about is a vision for high-speed rail in America. Imagine boarding a train in the center of a city. No racing to an airport and across a terminal, no delays, no sitting on the tarmac, no lost luggage, no taking off your shoes.... Imagine whisking through towns at speeds over 100 miles an hour, walking only a few steps to public transportation, and ending up just blocks from your destination. Imagine what a great project that would be to rebuild America.[3] Even though the President's HSR plans have suffered several major setbacks and the federal budget faces a $1.4 trillion deficit, the Administration remains undeterred in its pursuit of this costly scheme. In mid-February, Vice President Joseph Biden provided a few more details on the President's proposal when he announced plans to spend $57 billion on HSR over the next six years.[4]}

Using optimism to dupe others, HSR activists have no definite data supporting fully funded HSR infrastructure.

O’Toole, Cato Institute writer on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues, 2009
(Randal, Cato Institute, “High-Speed Rail is not Interstate Highway 2.0”, September 9, 2009, http://www.cato.org/publications/briefing-paper/highspeed-rail-is-not-interstate-20, 6/28/12) EIL

The Financial Plan When Congress created the Interstate Highway System, it debated whether it should pay for highways using tolls or taxes on gasoline, tires, trucks, and autos.16While the latter was selected, everyone agreed that users, not general taxpayers, would pay the cost. In fact, gasoline taxes and other user fees covered 100 percent of the cost of the Interstate Highway System. In contrast, no one expects that high-speed rail fares would come close to paying for the costs of building and operating the rail lines. The California High-Speed Rail Authority anticipates that fares would exceed the costs of operating its rail line by enough to cover 19 to 22 percent of the capital costs.17 But this is based on an extremely optimistic projection that the lines would attract more than three times as many riders as Amtrak currently carries in its Boston-to-Washington corridor, even though the Amtrak corridor has more people than the California corridor is projected to have when the trains are in service.18 The Midwest Regional Rail Initiative estimates that its moderate-speed trains would eventually—though not right away—earn enough revenue to pay for their operating costs, but not enough to pay any part of the capital costs.19 Like the California plan, the Midwest plan optimistically projects that increasing top speeds from 79 to 110 mph— which means increasing average speeds from about 45 to about 65 mph—would attract four times as many riders as Amtrak currently carries on these routes. In actual practice, Amtrak fares cover operating costs only on its premium-priced highspeed Acela trains between Washington and Boston. Other Boston-to-Washington trains lost more than $11 per passenger in 2001, and the Boston-to-Washington corridor as a whole lost $2 per passenger. In that same year, 110mph trains in other Amtrak corridors lost between $8 and $72 per passenger.20 This suggests that California’s high-speed trains might come close to covering their operating costs, but moderate-speed trains in other parts of the country are not likely to do so. In short, while the Interstate Highway System was paid for out of user fees, all or nearly all of the capital costs and at least some of the operating costs of the FRA rail system would have to be covered out of general tax dollars. The fact that user fees are not going to cover these costs is a strong indication that the system is unnecessary and wasteful.

Federal Railroad Administration proves High Speed Rail  will fail – no source of funds and demand will be miniscule

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

In February 2009, President Obama asked Congress to include $8 billion for high-speed trains in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. High- speed rail, he said, would be his “signature issue” in the stimulus program.1 Later that month, Obama’s 2010 budget proposed to spend an additional $1 billion per year for five years on high-speed rail.2 In April, Obama presented his national high-speed rail vision to the public. Under the plan, about 8,500 route-miles of high-speed trains would connect key cities in 33 states along the eastern and Gulf Coast seaboards, in the Midwest, Texas-Oklahoma-Arkan- sas, California, and the Pacific Northwest.3 In June, the Federal Railroad Administration published its guidelines for state applications for a share of the stimulus funds for local rail projects.4 The White House claims the high-speed rail plan “mir- rors that of President Eisenhower, the father of the Interstate Highway System, which revolutionized the way Americans traveled.”5 Just as Eisenhower bor- rowed his 40,000-mile interstate highway plan from an existing proposal developed years before by the Bureau of Public Roads, Obama’s 8,500 mile high- speed rail network was identical to one proposed by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) in 2001.6 But there are four crucial differences between in- terstate highways and high-speed rail. First, the Bu- reau of Public Roads gave President Eisenhower a reasonable estimate of how much the interstates would cost. But the FRA has not offered anyone an estimate of how much its high-speed rail network will cost. Second, the Bureau of Public Roads had a plan for paying for interstate highways: through gas taxes and other highway user fees. In fact, the entire sys- tem was built on a pay-as-you-go basis out of such user fees; not a single dollar of general taxpayer money was spent on the roads. In contrast, the FRA has no financial plan for high-speed rail; no source of funds; and no expectation that passenger fares will cover all of the operating costs much less any of the capital costs. The third key difference is that the interstates truly did revolutionize American travel, while high-speed rail will never be more than a tiny, but expensive, part of the American transportation network. In 2007, the average American traveled 4,000 miles—more than 20 percent of all passenger travel—and shipped 2,000 ton-miles of freight over the interstates.7 Finally, since interstate highways serve all major cities in all 50 states, it is likely that the majority of Ameri- cans travel over an interstate at least once if not sev- eral times a week. In contrast, high-speed trains will mainly be used by a relatively wealthy elite. By comparison, the most optimistic analysis proj- ects that, if the FRA high-speed rail network is com- pletely built by 2025, the average American will ride this system just 58 miles per year—about 1/70th as much as the Interstate Highway System.8 That is hardly revolutionary. Moreover, considering the pre- mium fares to ride high-speed trains and the fact that trains will mainly serve downtown areas, most of that use would be by the wealthy and by bankers, lawyers, government workers, and other downtown employees whose employers pay the fare, while all other taxpayers would share the cost. The FRA is not proposing to build 200-mph bullet trains throughout the U.S. Instead, in most places it is proposing to upgrade existing freight lines to allow passenger trains to run as fast as 110 mph— which means average speeds of only 55-75 mph. This would actually be slower than driving for any- one whose origin and destination are not both right next to a train station. Yet even true high-speed trains have not been par- ticularly successful in France or Japan. While the trains may be enjoyed by tourists who do not want to rent a car, the average residents of France and Ja- pan ride them less than 400 miles per year—barely 2 percent as much as the average American travels each year. The expenditure of tens and even hun- dreds of billions of dollars on high-speed rail has not relieved traffic congestion on any highways or pre- vented the continuing decline of rail’s importance as a mode of passenger transportation.

HSR costs large sums of money that’s not allocated and no ridership.

Utt, PhD. contributor to the American Heritage Foundation, 11 (Ronald, American Heritage Foundation, February 11, 2o11 “Time to end Obama’s Costly High-Speed Rail Program”, 6/26/12, LexisNexis) EIL

{Although the President offers no cost estimate for this ambitious project, which would use immense federal subsidies to undermine the existing private and tax-paying bus and air service to these communities, it would likely be one of the costliest and most underutilized federal programs in American history. As noted, California's HSR plan to connect Los Angeles with San Francisco could cost up to $80 billion, Amtrak estimates that HSR in the Northeast Corridor would cost $117 billion, and the modest Tampa to Orlando plan will come in at $3 billion or more. A federal commitment to HSR has been a key component of President Obama's President Obama's  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysdomestic policy agenda since he took office. In the first month of his Administration, President Obama  President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysused the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (the "stimulus" package) to create a new federal program to build a comprehensive HSR system. Congress agreed to dedicate $8 billion of the $787 billion in stimulus spending to begin developing HSR in the United States. In addition, Obama  Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysrequested and Congress approved an additional $5 billion over the next five years beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2010. At the same time, then-Chairman of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure James Oberstar (D-MN) announced that the next highway reauthorization bill would include an additional $50 billion for HSR.} Shortly thereafter, the many industries benefiting from massive federal spending on HSR formed the US High Speed Rail Association to lobby for the program.[2] Reflecting the excitement that gripped the new Administration, President Obama  President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysproclaimed in April 2009: What we're talking about is a vision for high-speed rail in America. Imagine boarding a train in the center of a city. No racing to an airport and across a terminal, no delays, no sitting on the tarmac, no lost luggage, no taking off your shoes.... Imagine whisking through towns at speeds over 100 miles an hour, walking only a few steps to public transportation, and ending up just blocks from your destination. Imagine what a great project that would be to rebuild America.[3] Even though the President's HSR plans have suffered several major setbacks and the federal budget faces a $1.4 trillion deficit, the Administration remains undeterred in its pursuit of this costly scheme. In mid-February, Vice President Joseph Biden provided a few more details on the President's proposal when he announced plans to spend $57 billion on HSR over the next six years.[4]}
Even moderate speed rails are very expensive.

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

 (Even though moderate-speed passenger trains are less expensive than true high-speed trains, they are still very expensive. Upgrading the 12,800 miles of track in the administration's plan to moderate-speed rail standards would cost far more than the $14.5 billion the president has proposed to spend so far. The entire 12,800-mile Obama-FRA system would cost at least $50 billion.9 Rather than build the entire system, Obama's plan really just invited states to apply for funds to pay for small portions of the system. For example, the administration granted close to $1 billion to Wisconsin to upgrade existing tracks from Milwaukee to Madison to 110-mph standards. This 85-mile line is only a tiny portion of the eventual planned route from Chicago to Minneapolis, and no one knows who will pay the billions necessary to complete that route. One cautionary note on high-speed rail costs comes from California. In November 2008, California voters agreed that the state should sell nearly $10 billion worth of bonds to start constructing a 220-mile-per-hour high-speed rail line from San Francisco to Los Angeles. The state's estimated cost for the entire system jumped from $25 billion in 2000 to $45 billion by 2008.10 However, one independent analysis concluded that the rail line would cost up to $81 billion.11 Thus, the costs of a true high-speed rail system would be far higher than the costs of a medium-speed system on existing tracks, as envisioned by the Obama administration. To build a 12,800-mile system of high-speed trains would cost close to $1 trillion, based on the costs estimates of the California system.12 It is unlikely that the nation could afford such a vast expense, particularly since our state and federal governments are already in huge fiscal trouble. Also, consider how the costs would rise even higher once a new rail system gets underway. The 12,800-mile FRA network reaches only 42 states and only a handful of cities in those states. Every excluded state and city is represented by senators and representatives who will wonder why their constituents have to pay for a rail system that only serves other areas. And even in the 42 states in the plan, routes are discontinuous, with no high-speed links between many pairs of major cities such as New York and Chicago. Groups representing all the excluded routes would lobby for rail lines, and overall costs would balloon over time. And the costs mentioned are only the capital costs. Most high-speed rail lines wouldn't cover their operating costs, so there would have to be billions of dollars in ongoing subsidies to the system.)

HSR doesn’t solve – only elite can afford

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<Rail supporters have dreams of an American high-speed train revolution in the years ahead, but this essay takes a more sober view by looking at the actual costs and benefits of such a system. The reality is that high-speed rail systems are extraordinarily expensive and serve only a small and elite group of people even in those nations that have the longest experience with them.>

Fare revenues and operating costs won’t even out – plan increases federal deficit

Utt, former director of the housing finance division at the Department of Housing and Urban Development , 10
(Ronald,The Heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, DKE)

<<In addition to the billions of dollars in capital costs that the federal and state governments will incur, domestic and international experience indicates that the President has committed the nation to providing a perpetual stream of substantial subsidies to offset the difference between fare revenues and operating costs of HSR and passenger rail in general. As a result, the HSR program could come to rival the nature of some entitlement programs in how much it will contribute to out-of-control annual federal deficits.>>

High Speed Rail will be equivalent to throwing government subsidies into a black hole – crushes the US economy

Utt, Ph. D. & Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, February 11, 2011 [The Heritage Foundation - Ronald, “Time to End Obama’s Costly High Speed Rail Program,” %20Topic/HSR%20Neg/Time%20to%20End%20the%20Costly%20High%20Speed%20Rail%20Program.webarchive, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Advocates for more spending on passenger rail, including HSR, often point to Europe and Japan as role models and aspirational goals for American policy. This Euro-envy manifests itself in the promotional statements of America’s rail hobbyists and the foreign companies that hope to sell billions of dollars of equipment, consulting, project management, and engineering services.For example, in an April 2009 press conference, President Obama played the envy card, arguing, “Now, all of you know this is not some fanciful, pie-in-the-sky vision of the future. It is now. It is happening right now. It has been happening for decades. The problem is that it’s been happening elsewhere, not here.” Obama went on to extol HSR systems in France, Spain, China, and Japan and concluded, “There’s no reason why we can’t do this. This is America. There’s no reason why the future of travel should lie somewhere else beyond our borders.”[17]If one’s knowledge of European travel preferences comes from Time, The New York Review of Books, and Pink Panther movies, then the President’s statement would seem to ring true. Sadly, the reality is quite different. European and Asian governments have paid staggering sums to subsidize a mode of travel that only a small and shrinking share of their populations uses.[18]In its most recent report on European travel patterns, the European Commission noted that passenger rail’s share of the European market (EU-27) declined from 6.6 percent in 1995 to 6.3 percent in 2008, reaching a low of 5.9 percent in 2004. Market shares for autos and buses also fell over the period, while the airlines’ market share jumped. In effect, Europeans are adopting more American modes of travel, despite massive taxpayer subsidies for rail. They are shifting their travel to unsubsidized, taxpaying airlines, which expanded their market share from 6.5 percent in 1995 to 8.6 percent in 2008. Indeed, by 2008, passenger rail’s share of the transportation market was the lowest of all modes, except travel by sea and motorcycles.[19]Although the total size and scope of European subsidies for passenger rail are not known, a recent report by Amtrak’s Inspector General indicated that they are sizable and likely exceed what the U.S. government pays for highways. One purpose of the review was to address the contention that passenger rail in other countries, especially HSR, operates at a profit (that is, without subsidies).For 1995–2006, the study found that the governments of Germany, France, the United Kingdom, Spain, Denmark, and Austria spent “a combined total of $42 billion annually on their national passenger railroads.”[20] These six countries have a combined population of 269 million, and their expenditure of $42 billion on passenger rail in 2006[21] is roughly proportional to the $54.8 billion that the government of the United States (population of 309 million) spent on all forms of transportation, including highways, rail, aviation, water transport, and mass transit.[22]Data from individual countries reveal the financial catastrophes that the U.S. could confront if it embraces Euro-style passenger rail programs. According to the left-leaning The Economist, passenger rail subsidies reached $8.9 billion in 2008– 2009, and the magazine wondered:It is not clear why the public should be heavily subsidizing a mode of transport that accounts for a tiny minority of all travel: 8% of the total distance travelled in Britain during 2009, compared with 85% by cars and vans. The relatively few who use railways often are disproportionately well-off: three-fifths of the traffic is concentrated in the wealthy commuting counties of the south-east.[23]Despite these massive subsidies, rail ticket prices are still comparatively high. At present, two people traveling from Heathrow airport to downtown London can hire a limousine that meets them at the baggage claim and takes them directly to their destination for less than the cost of taking the Heathrow Express to Paddington Station and then taking the Tube or a taxi to their final destination.Although the U.K. system is mostly low-speed rail, the nation’s one foray into HSR—the Channel Tunnel Link connecting London to Paris and Brussels—has been a costly experience. The infrastructure cost of connecting London’s St. Pancras station with Folkstone (a distance of 67 miles, including 15 miles of tunnels) at the Channel tunnel entrance totaled ₤6.9 billion ($11 billion), including $8.3 billion in loans and $2.7 billion in grants to the original private contractor that built and operated the line. That contractor has since relinquished its ownership of the line, and the U.K. government expects to sell it for $2.4 billion, for a potential loss of $8.6 billion.[24]Meanwhile the signature Eurostar London–Paris– Brussels service that runs on the line has never exceeded half of what was projected in the project’s feasibility study.
Benefits of High Speed Rail will never overcome operating costs

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom,Accessed 6/8/12] SM

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

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

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

Comfy or costly – there is still no ridership 

Utt, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, 11 (Ronald, the Heritage Foundation, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2011/pdf/bg2520.pdf, DKE)

{With all of the evidence indicating that HSR is an exceptionally costly and inefficient means of travel that only a few passengers choose to use, it is difficult to explain the obsession of some, including the President and members of his Cabinet, with this mode of travel. In part, this obsession seems to have little to do with travel per se, but rather with the quality of the travel experience.}

Cost concerns because of poor prognosis and federal appropriations

Schwieterman, director of Chaddick Institute for Metropolitan Development at the University of DePaul in Chicago, Scheldt, Master’s Degree in Civil Engineering, 2007 (Joseph, Justin, Journal of Transportation Law, Logistics, and Policy), pg 435EIL

<<By any reasonable accounting, however, the pace of investment in large-scale HSR infrastructure has been disappointing. The poor prognosis for major federal appropriations, concerns over costs, and the upsurge in freight traffic makes it improbable that there will be a breakthrough over the next several years. Nevertheless, the success of incremental improvements in intercity corridors and vigorous planning efforts of state governments foster optimism that political momentum may eventually shift in favor of HSR.>>
Benefits of high speed rail is overstated

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<<Proponents of high-speed rail in the United States make numerous questionable claims and assumptions regarding the technology's costs and benefits. The following are some of the aspects of rail where dubious claims are often made: 1. Costs and Ridership. Proponents of high-speed rail projects tend to overstate their benefits and understate their costs. Danish planning professor Bent Flyvbjerg has studied hundreds of government megaprojects, and he argues that project supporters suffer from "optimism bias" regarding the merits of projects, and that they often "strategically misrepresent" project details in order to gain support.30 No high-speed rail line has been built from scratch in the United States. But historically, urban passenger rail projects have, on average, gone 40 percent over their projected costs. At the same time, U.S. passenger rail planners typically overestimate ridership by an average of about 100 percent.31 California's high-speed rail authority is projecting that the San Francisco to Los Angeles line will be carrying two to three times more passengers by 2020 than Amtrak's entire Boston to Washington corridor currently carries.32 A Reason Foundation review of the state rail authority's plan called the ridership projections "the most unrealistic projections produced for a major transport project anywhere in the world."33 A report on the California project from the state's Senate Transportation Committee pointed to many major risks of the project, including inaccurate forecasting, uncertainly regarding rights-of-way, and substantial safety issues.34 Unlike running a bus system or even an airline, building a rail line requires accurate long-range forecasting. Planning and construction can take many years, and the service life of rail lines is measured in decades. A seemingly minor forecasting error—or a deliberately optimistic estimate—can turn what appears to be a sound investment into an expensive white elephant.)

1NC 2 Exts – Logistics/Tech Barriers

The source of energy for high-speed rail poses critical logistical problems 

Preston, Professor of Rail Transport @ School of Civil Engineering & Environment, University Southampton, Director of Transportation Research Group, October 2009 [John, “The Case for High Speed Rail: A Review of Recent Evidence,” Royal Automobile Club Foundation for Motoring – Report # 09128, Accessed 6/8/12]

There are also issues about the need to consider alternative uses of any proposed HSR alignment, either for alternative technology such as Maglev, or for conventional rail (either passenger and freight) that have so far only been examined by a fairly crude form of multi-criteria analysis. A West Coast HSR may pass a given BCR threshold but there is a possible concern that alternative transport investments could give better returns. Given that a London to Scotland HSR line will attract a lot of air traffic, there will be a marked reduction in domestic flights. An important issue will be the second round benefits of the freed up capacity and how that might be utilised. At its extreme, this boils down to whether serving Heathrow by HSR may act a substitute for a third runway. There is the related question of whether improved links to HS1 could reduce short haul flights from regional airports such as Birmingham to the near continent. The big unknown at this stage is what will be the precise route taken and whether there is any scope for the rights of way established to be multi-modal or multi- functional (for example also providing for the super grid or for water supply). A particular issue is the location of stations. If the exclusive model is to be pursued these would probably need to be located at edge of town locations. In such cases, connections with the classic rail network might be problematic and access/egress by car would be greater than it might otherwise be, with knock-on environmental impacts. It will be important to investigate mixed exploitation models that permit the use of existing central city stations and for multi-modal links at these stations to be improved. Work to date on HSR has been largely uni-modal, for understandable reasons, but a more multi-modal approach will be required to ensure that HSR is the most appropriate transport intervention. It is hoped that the on-going HS2 study will help resolve some of these issues. \
HSR will not work like Eisenhower highway act-4 reasons

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 3-4; FAS)
(But there are four crucial differences between in​terstate highways and high-speed rail. First, the Bu​reau of Public Roads gave President Eisenhower a reasonable estimate of how much the interstates would cost. But the FRA has not offered anyone an estimate of how much its high-speed rail network will cost. Second, the Bureau of Public Roads had a plan for paying for interstate highways: through gas taxes and other highway user fees. In fact, the entire sys​tem was built on a pay-as-you-go basis out of such user fees; not a single dollar of general taxpayer money was spent on the roads. In contrast, the FRA has no financial plan for high-speed rail; no source of funds; and no expectation that passenger fares will cover all of the operating costs much less any of the capital costs. The third key difference is that the interstates truly did revolutionize American travel, while high-speed rail will never be more than a tiny, but expensive, part of the American transportation network. In 2007, the average American traveled 4,000 miles—more than 20 percent of all passenger travel—and shipped 2,000 ton-miles of freight over the interstates.7 Finally, since interstate highways serve all major cities in all 50 states, it is likely that the majority of Ameri​cans travel over an interstate at least once if not sev​eral times a week. In contrast, high-speed trains will mainly be used by a relatively wealthy elite.)

FRA ignores 17 states – won’t go national because of technical barriers
O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

That’s only the beginning. The 8,500-mile system proposed by the FRA has some significant gaps. The Midwest High-Speed Rail Initiative proposed sever- al hundred miles of routes not included in the FRA plan. Other notable absences include proposed lines from Dallas to Houston, Jacksonville to Orlando, and Los Angeles to Las Vegas. Altogether, these repre- sent about 1,750 route miles whose cost, if brought to 110-mph standards, would be $6.1 billion. The costs are not likely to stop there. The 8,500-mile FRA network only reaches 33 states. Arizona, Colo- rado, Nevada, and Tennessee are among the fast- growing states left out of the network, and every excluded state is represented by senators and rep- resentatives who will wonder why their constituents have to pay for rail lines that only serve other states. A particularly large hole in the system can be found in the Rocky Mountains, which are ignored by the FRA plan even though Phoenix and Denver are two of America’s largest urban areas. Although Congress au- thorized the FRA to designate 11 high-speed rail corri- dors, it has identified only 10. The Rocky Mountain Rail Authority, which is funded by the Colorado Depart- ment of Transportation, has proposed an 11th corri- dor consisting of a high-speed line from Albuquerque to Cheyenne and extending west to Grand Junction, Aspen, and Craig, Colorado.23 At 110-mph standards, that adds another $3.3 billion. These additions bring the total to nearly $100 billion. For comparison, the Interstate Highway System cost about $425 billion after adjusting for inflation to to- day’s dollars.24 
HSR Fails – Funding and political hurdles

Hall, 6-28-2012 

(C.B., Crosscut, “A high-speed rail dream unrealized”, 6/28, http://crosscut.com/2012/06/28/op-ed/109354/high-speed-rail-energy-america-europe/, 7-1) EIL

The federal high-speed rail (HSR) program lately championed by politicians and administrators in the other Washington is fading into history. In his remarks at the March 15 launch of a $22.7-million seismic-upgrade project at Seattle's King Street Station, Federal Railroad Administration chief Joseph Szabo spoke instead about "high-performance rail." The transportation funding bill currently in the Senate makes the same emendation in referring to the measure's meager appropriation, $100 million, for passenger rail enhancements. Some experts are meanwhile using the term "higher-speed rail," downgrading the once-regnant HSR by interposing a lowly r, giving us HrSR. It adds up to a recognition of some of the idea's flaws and, some would say, of its insurmountable obstacles. First of all, the program would cost lots of money. Here in the Eugene-to-Vancouver, B.C. Pacific Northwest HSR corridor, $1.5 million gets you the preliminary engineering for an overnight parking track — not the track itself, or even its final engineering — for an Amtrak train less than 800 feet long. On the opposite side of the country, planners are pricing an expansion of HSR access from New Jersey into Manhattan in the $10-15 billion range.

Their estimates are subject to optimism bias -4 wrong assumptions

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 14-15; FAS)
Such analyses are rarely objective, however. The Cali​fornia High-Speed Rail Authority claims that high​speed rail would save energy and reduce green​house gas emissions.75 But these claims are based on highly optimistic assumptions for rail and pessimistic assumptions for autos and airlines: The Los Angeles-to-San Francisco line would carry more than three times as many passengers in 2025 as Amtrak now carries in the Boston-to-Washington corridor, even though that corridor serves more people than the Cali​fornia corridor is expected to have in 2025;76 Neither automobiles nor airplanes will become more energy efficient or cleaner than they are today;77 The authority never mentions the energy and pollution cost of replacing trains and reconstruct​ing track and electrical facilities every 30 years; The authority calculates the energy cost of build​ing high-speed rail, but not the greenhouse gas emissions. These assumptions are all examples of what Dan​ish planning professor Bent Flyvbjerg calls “optimism bias.”78 Such bias, says Flyvbjerg, typically afflicts pro​ponents of megaprojects, which is why large public works projects almost inevitably cost more and pro​duce smaller benefits than originally promised.)

1NC 3 Exts – Ridership

No solvency, no ridership 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow working on urban growth, public land, and transportation issues. His analysis of urban land-use and transportation issues, brought together in his 2001 book, The Vanishing Automobile and Other Urban Myths, 2009 (Randal, “The High Cost of High Speed Rail”, pg 2; FAS)

 (The average American will ride these trains less than 60 miles per year, or about 1/70th as much as the average American travels on interstate freeways. In fact, most of the taxpayers who pay for high-speed trains will rarely or never use them. Because of a premium fare struc​ture and downtown orientation, the main patrons of high-speed trains will be the wealthy and downtown workers, such as bankers, lawyers, and government of​ficials, whose employers pay the fare.)

HSR does not shorten commute or reduce congestion significantly – no ridership

Utt, former director of the housing finance division at the Department of Housing and Urban Development , 10
(Ronald,The Heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, DKE)

 [The supposed benefits do not even begin to justify the exorbitant costs. Along the Northeast Corridor, Amtrak's Acela pretends to provide high-speed train service. The U.S. Department of Transportation's Inspector General estimates that reducing travel time between Washington, D.C., and New York City and between New York City and Boston by 30 minutes each will cost $14 billion while reducing auto ridership along the corridor by less than 1 percent.[7]]

HSR doesn’t solve – no ridership

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<Rail supporters have dreams of an American high-speed train revolution in the years ahead, but this essay takes a more sober view by looking at the actual costs and benefits of such a system. The reality is that high-speed rail systems are extraordinarily expensive and serve only a small and elite group of people even in those nations that have the longest experience with them.>

Japan and France act as a key test case for the US – high-speed rail empirically fails to attract enough consumers 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Though France has Europe’s best-developed high- speed rail network, the average resident of France rides high-speed rail less than 400 miles per year, about the same as the average Japanese. The French travel more than the Japanese (or most other Euro- peans), so high-speed rail carries less than 4 percent of French passenger travel.55 Just as in Japan, high-speed rail has not perceptibly slowed the growth of auto driving in Europe. In 1980, when only a few high-speed rail lines were in operation, intercity rail accounted for 8.2 percent of passenger travel in the EU-15. By 2000, it had declined to 6.3 per- cent, and has continued to decline since then. Mean- while, the share of European travel using automobiles increased from 76.4 percent to 78.3 percent and the share flying increased from 2.5 to 5.8 percent.56 Rail’s declining importance in Europe has come about despite onerous taxes on driving and huge subsidies to rail transportation. Much of the reve- nue from those taxes is effectively used to subsidize rail. “Rail is heavily subsidized,” says French econo- mist Rémy Prud’Homme, adding that taxpayers “pay about half the total cost of providing the service.” Prud’Homme estimates that rail service in the EU-15 receives about 68 billion euros—or about $100 bil- lion—of subsidies each year.57 Nor has the introduction of new high-speed rail service helped relieve highway congestion. “Not a single high-speed track built to date has had any perceptible impact on the road traffic carried by par- allel motorways,” says Ari Vatanen, a member of the European Parliament.58 However, the introduction of subsidized high-speed rail has caused some for- profit airlines to end service on parallel routes, which should hardly be a cause for joy.59 Europe’s passenger travel mix is similar to that of the United States (table 3). The big difference is that Eu- ropean intercity rail carries a 5.8 percent share of the travel market compared with Amtrak’s 0.1 percent. But it is not even clear that this is due to the mas- sive subsidies Europe is pouring into high-speed rail, since rail’s percentage is steadily declining despite those subsidies. Instead, it may be that Europe’s low- er incomes and high taxes on autos and fuel has sim- ply slowed the growth of driving. European planners predict that rail and bus’s combined share will con- tinue to decline between now and 2030.60 
Comfy or costly – there is still no ridership 

Utt, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, 11 (Ronald, the Heritage Foundation, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2011/pdf/bg2520.pdf, DKE)

{With all of the evidence indicating that HSR is an exceptionally costly and inefficient means of travel that only a few passengers choose to use, it is difficult to explain the obsession of some, including the President and members of his Cabinet, with this mode of travel. In part, this obsession seems to have little to do with travel per se, but rather with the quality of the travel experience.}
Studies predict High Speed Rail can’t work across the US, ridership not sustainable 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, October 31, 2008 [The Cato Institute - Randal, “High-Speed Rail – The Wrong Road for America,” – Policy Analysis no. 625, http://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/highspeed-rail-wrong-road-america, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Close scrutiny of these plans reveals that they do not live up to the hype. As attractive as 110-to 220-mile-per-hour trains might sound, even the most optimistic forecasts predict they will take few cars off the road. At best, they will replace for profit private commuter airlines with heavily subsidized public rail systems that are likely to require continued subsidies far into the future. Nor are high-speed rail lines particularly environmentally friendly. Planners have predicted that a proposed line in Florida would use more energy and emit more of some pollutants than all of the cars it would take off the road. California planners forecast that high-speed rail would reduce pollutionand greenhouse gas emissions by a mere 0.7 to 1.5 percent—but only if ridership reached the high end of projected levels. Lower ridership would nullify energy savings and pollution reductions. These assessments are confirmed by the actual experience of high-speed rail lines in Japan and Europe. Since Japan introduced high-speed bullet trains, passenger rail has lost more than half its market share to the automobile. Since Italy, France, and other European countries opened their high-speed rail lines, rail's market share in Europe has dwindled from 8.2 to 5.8 percent of travel. If high-speed rail doesn't work in Japan and Europe, how can it work in the United States? As megaprojects—the California high-speed rail is projected to cost $33 to $37 billion—high-speed rail plans pose serious risks for taxpayers. Costs of recent rail projects in Denver and Seattle are running 60 to 100 percent above projections. Once construction begins, politicians will feel obligated to throw good taxpayers' money after bad. Once projects are completed , most plans call for them to be turned over to private companies that will keep any operational profits,while taxpayers will remain vulnerable if the trains lose money.
HSR costs large sums of money that’s not allocated and no ridership.

Utt, PhD. contributor to the American Heritage Foundation, 11 (Ronald, American Heritage Foundation, February 11, 2o11 “Time to end Obama’s Costly High-Speed Rail Program”, 6/26/12, LexisNexis) EIL

{Although the President offers no cost estimate for this ambitious project, which would use immense federal subsidies to undermine the existing private and tax-paying bus and air service to these communities, it would likely be one of the costliest and most underutilized federal programs in American history. As noted, California's HSR plan to connect Los Angeles with San Francisco could cost up to $80 billion, Amtrak estimates that HSR in the Northeast Corridor would cost $117 billion, and the modest Tampa to Orlando plan will come in at $3 billion or more. A federal commitment to HSR has been a key component of President Obama's President Obama's  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysdomestic policy agenda since he took office. In the first month of his Administration, President Obama  President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysused the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (the "stimulus" package) to create a new federal program to build a comprehensive HSR system. Congress agreed to dedicate $8 billion of the $787 billion in stimulus spending to begin developing HSR in the United States. In addition, Obama  Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysrequested and Congress approved an additional $5 billion over the next five years beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2010. At the same time, then-Chairman of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure James Oberstar (D-MN) announced that the next highway reauthorization bill would include an additional $50 billion for HSR.} Shortly thereafter, the many industries benefiting from massive federal spending on HSR formed the US High Speed Rail Association to lobby for the program.[2] Reflecting the excitement that gripped the new Administration, President Obama  President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysproclaimed in April 2009: What we're talking about is a vision for high-speed rail in America. Imagine boarding a train in the center of a city. No racing to an airport and across a terminal, no delays, no sitting on the tarmac, no lost luggage, no taking off your shoes.... Imagine whisking through towns at speeds over 100 miles an hour, walking only a few steps to public transportation, and ending up just blocks from your destination. Imagine what a great project that would be to rebuild America.[3] Even though the President's HSR plans have suffered several major setbacks and the federal budget faces a $1.4 trillion deficit, the Administration remains undeterred in its pursuit of this costly scheme. In mid-February, Vice President Joseph Biden provided a few more details on the President's proposal when he announced plans to spend $57 billion on HSR over the next six years.[4]}
No Ridership inevitable – social norm to use highways

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<<If the ridership on an expensive new rail system was very large, the high costs would seem more reasonable. But, unlike the interstate highway system, which is heavily used by almost all Americans, only a small elite would use high-speed rail. In 2007, the average American traveled 4,000 miles and shipped 2,000 ton-miles of freight over the interstate highways.13 By comparison, total annual use of a high-speed rail system would not likely be much more than 100 miles per person. And considering the premium fares charged to ride high-speed rail, most users would likely be higher-income white-collar workers.>>>

1NC 4 Exts – Future Costs

High Speed Rail development requires constant maintenance post development – rebuilding costs will snowball – Japan proves 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

Another hidden cost of rail transportation is that rail lines must be largely and expensively rebuilt about every 30 years. The Federal Transit Administration recently estimated that the nation’s older rail tran- sit systems are suffering from a $50 billion backlog of unfunded maintenance needs.33 Congress tends to fund “ribbons, not brooms”—that is, to fund new projects (over which they can cut ribbons) instead of maintaining existing projects. This means con- struction of moderate- or high-speed rail lines could leave states obligated to fund billions of dollars of re- habilitation costs. What will American taxpayers get for this money? To answer that question, it is important to scrutinize the highly touted high-speed trains in Europe and Japan. In 1964, Japanese National Railways began operating the world’s first high-speed train, the 135-mph Tokai- do Shinkansen, or bullet train, between Tokyo and Osaka. This is also the only high-speed train in the world that has paid for itself, and for good reasons. First, it was built across flat land at a time when Ja- pan’s property values and construction costs were far lower than today. The total cost of the 320-mile line was ¥380 billion, which (adjusting for inflation) is about $17 billion or $53 million per mile.34 More important, the Tokaido line connects three of the world’s largest and densest metropolitan areas: Tokyo, with 21 million people in 1965, 33 million to- day; Osaka, with 13 million in 1965, 17 million today; and Nagoya, with 6 million people in 1965, 9 million today.35 Few other places in the developed world have such concentrations of people located a few hundred miles apart. Furthermore, in the early 1960s, Japan did not have the problem of attracting people out of their auto- mobiles. As of 1960, when Shinkansen construction began, trains provided 77 percent of all passenger travel while autos provided just 5 percent.36 Instead, the problem was keeping people from buying and driving autos—and in this, the Shinkansen failed mis- erably. Between 1965 and 2005, per-capita driving in- creased by more than 900 percent, while per-capita rail travel increased by a meager 19 percent. Although the Tokaido line earned a profit, subse- quent Shinkansen did not. In 1960, the Japanese National Railways was a government-owned corpo- ration that actually made money. But the success of the Tokaido line led politicians in other, less-densely populated parts of Japan to demand that the com-pany build more high-speed trains to their regions. For example, when Kakuei Tanaka (who was later convicted of accepting a bribe) was prime minister, he made sure that a high-speed rail line was built into the prefecture he represented, though the line, says the University of Arizona’s Louis Hayes, “served very few passengers.” 37 High-speed trains “took on a life of their own as the ultimate pork barrel beloved of politicians,” writes an American now living in Japan, “with the result that gigantic new lines continue to expand across the nation regardless of economic need or environmen- tal impact.”38 To date, at least eight other lines have been built, each more expensive and serving fewer people than the last. For example, the 167-mile Joetsu line between Omiya and Niigata—cities of less than half a million people each—cost ¥1.7 trillion, which (adjusting for inflation) is more than $140 million per mile. Even worse was the 73-mile Nagano line between Taka- saki and Nagano, each smaller than 350,000 people. It was built through the mountains at a cost of ¥8.4 trillion, which works out to more than a billion dollars per mile!39 These and other politically driven losses put the Jap- anese National Railways in the red for the first time in its history. JNR responded by raising passenger fares, but this only pushed more people off trains and into automobiles. Despite—or because of—the bullet trains, auto travel surpassed rail travel in 1977. By 1987, expansion of bullet-train service and other below-cost operations had swelled Japanese Na- tional Railways’ debt to more than $350 billion.40 (By comparison, General Motors’ debt shortly before its bankruptcy was $35 billion.41) This led to a financial crisis that significantly contributed to the nation’s economic woes of the last two decades. To under- stand this crisis, it is important to understand Japan’s corporate system, which seemed unbeatable in the 1980s. 
Benefits of High Speed Rail will never overcome operating costs

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom,Accessed 6/8/12] SM

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

Fare revenues and operating costs won’t even out – plan increases federal deficit

Utt, former director of the housing finance division at the Department of Housing and Urban Development , 10
(Ronald,The Heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, DKE)

<<In addition to the billions of dollars in capital costs that the federal and state governments will incur, domestic and international experience indicates that the President has committed the nation to providing a perpetual stream of substantial subsidies to offset the difference between fare revenues and operating costs of HSR and passenger rail in general. As a result, the HSR program could come to rival the nature of some entitlement programs in how much it will contribute to out-of-control annual federal deficits.>>
California proves states will clamor for more funding to constantly modernize their existing infrastructure, creates an endless cycle of funding and government dependency 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

More than half of the total cost of the FRA plan is for the California lines, which make up less than 10 per- cent of the route miles. For this reason, the California High-Speed Rail Authority believes it has “every right to think we would receive the lion’s share of the” $8 billion Congress has approved for high-speed rail.25 However, if California does receive a significant share of federal funds, elected officials from other states are likely to demand that the federal government build them true high-speed lines as well. As if to forestall this possibility, Amtrak’s President Jo- seph Boardman told Illinois legislators in May 2009 that a complete network of true high-speed rail lines would be “prohibitively expensive.”26 But people in the Midwest, Texas, and other places are likely to ask, “Why is it prohibitively expensive for us to have true high-speed rail, but not California?” For example, most proposals for Texas, Las Vegas, and Rocky Mountain corridors call for true high-speed rail. Based on estimates in the California plan, build- ing the entire network to true high-speed rail stan- dards would cost between $550 billion and $700 bil- lion.27 Adding service to some or all of the 13 other states not included in the FRA plan will drive the cost even higher. Of course, once high-speed rail is built to trendy cit- ies all over the country, they will want the federal government to help them build streetcars and light- rail lines so high-speed rail travelers won’t have to sully themselves by riding buses or taxis to their fi- nal destinations. Light rail and streetcars are, after all, a part of the administration’s “livability” agenda. This will add hundreds of billions to the cost of the na- tion’s passenger rail system. All politics is local, meaning every member of Con- gress will want a piece of the high-speed rail pie. So initial funding of $8 billion effectively commits the nation to a $99 billion program, which eventually turns into a $700 billion program, whose actual costs eventually exceed $1 trillion. This doesn’t even count cost overruns, operating subsidies, and rail rehabili- tation every 30 or so years. leave states obligated to fund billions of dollars of re- habilitation costs. 
Plan doesn’t solve – geographics and subsidies

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<<High-speed rail is not a grand solution to America's congestion and mobility problems, as it is often alleged to be. While high-speed trains in Europe and Japan are technologically impressive, nearly all the routes in those jurisdictions lose money and need large subsidies to stay afloat. America's geography is even less suited for a successful high-speed rail system than Europe or Japan because our cities are less dense and spaced farther apart.>>

1NC 5 Exts – Freight Tradeoff 

Freight trucks cause a significant number of traffic fatalities.

Whistler, July 2 2012 (Deborah, Fleet Owner, “Researchers sift through crash statistics”, LexisNexis, 7/3/12) EIL

More truck crashes occur during the day and nearly three-quarters involve the driver failing to give the proper time and attention to the task at hand. That is the conclusion of the first phase of a research project by two Kansas State University civil engineers studying five year's worth of crash statistics in Kansas. The researchers are looking at crashes involving commercial trucks in hopes of making highways safer by reducing the number and severity of vehicular crashes that involve large, cargo-carrying trucks. Sunanda Dissanayake, associate professor of civil engineering, and Siddhartha Kotikalapudi, master's student in civil engineering, India, are currently in the second phase of their study, titled "Study of characteristics and evaluation of factors associated with large truck crashes," which is being funded by the Mid-America Transportation Center. The researchers said they became interested in the topic of truck crashes based on statistics that show highway fatalities are more likely to occur in accidents involving commercial trucks. Although large trucks account for just 3% of registered vehicles in the U.S., truck-related crashes tend to be more severe than non-truck crashes, they said. "In 2009 the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration recorded that one out of every 10 traffic fatalities in the U.S. was a result from collisions involving large trucks," Dissanayake said. "When you consider that between 30,000 to 35,000 people die each year in all motor vehicle crashes, it's a pretty significant issue." Using information from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration's Fatality Analysis Reporting System - a comprehensive database with statistics about fatal crashes - the researchers analyzed truck-related fatalities throughout the nation for the first phase. Currently, they are analyzing Kansas data from 2004-2008 and identifying the characteristics and factors that contributed to the crashes. A total of 18,919 crashes involving large trucks were recorded in the state throughout those five years. Of those accidents involving another vehicle, 81% ended with fatalities to occupants in the other vehicles, Dissanayake said. To find the cause of these truck crashes, the engineers studied the driver, road, vehicle and environmental characteristics involved in the accident. Researchers found that among the 18,919 truck crashes in Kansas, 13,260 - or 73% - had contributory causes related to the truck driver. Failing to give enough time and attention to the task being completed - such as switching lanes, passing another vehicle, etc. - was the biggest contributor to truck driver-related crashes. Similarly, speeding, failing to yield the right of way, improper lane changes and following another vehicle too closely made up the top five contributors. "Even though it may not feel that way, there are a lot of processes going on when you drive," Dissanayake said. "Your brain is getting lots of information and processing it to determine what your action will be. So if a driver misses a detail or doesn't give enough time to process that information related to what they are doing, it could lead to a crash." Other causes contributing to truck crashes included: environmental-related, such as animals or rain - 13%; road-related, such as ice or wet asphalt - 7.8%; and vehicle-related, such as falling cargo or defective brakes - 6.1%. Additionally, researchers found: Nearly 78% of truck-crashes happened during daylight and with no adverse weather conditions like rain or snow. A majority of the truck crashes happened between noon and 3 p.m. More truck crashes happened in locations with a high speed limit. 

Freight trades off with HSR – policy concerns

Schwieterman, director of Chaddick Institute for Metropolitan Development at the University of DePaul in Chicago, Scheldt, Master’s Degree in Civil Engineering, 2007 (Joseph, Justin, Journal of Transportation Law, Logistics, and Policy), pg 435

<<By any reasonable accounting, however, the pace of investment in large-scale HSR infrastructure has been disappointing. The poor prognosis for major federal appropriations, concerns over costs, and the upsurge in freight traffic makes it improbable that there will be a breakthrough over the next several years. Nevertheless, the success of incremental improvements in intercity corridors and vigorous planning efforts of state governments foster optimism that political momentum may eventually shift in favor of HSR.>>
Case Turn Plan tradeoff with Freight
Chima, co-editor of AltTransport, 10
(Chikodi, alt transport web publication, http://alttransport.com/2010/09/tea-party-republicans-want-to-snuff-obamas-high-speed-rail-big-rail-might-beat-them-to-the-kill/, DKE)

 [The Economist claims that running passenger rail trains on America’s freight network could kill what is arguably the most sophisticated and efficient system in the world. Politics aside, that is a much greater concern. If we rob Peter to pay Paul, the impact of high speed rail construction could be negative, or a best a net zero.]

HSR tradesoff with freight efficiency

Brownfield, assistant Director of Strategic Communications at The Heritage Foundation, 2011
(Mike, The Heritage Foundation, May 12, 2011, “Obama’s High-Speed Spending on Slow-Speed Rail”, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/05/12/obamas-high-speed-spending-on-slow-speed-rail/, 6/28/12) EIL

Want a fast way to blow some taxpayer dollars? Buy a ticket on President Barack Obama’s high-speed spending trains. High-speed rail is one of the president’s pie-in-the-sky green energy dreams, which would do little to relieve Americans who are suffering the effects of high gasoline prices. The president reaffirmed his commitment to high-speed rail in grand fashion this week with the announcement of $2.02 billion in funding for 22 projects in 15 states. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood said the cash will “[bring] President Obama’s vision of American high-speed rail one step closer to reality.” The president really has to be dreaming, though, if he thinks this money will actually go toward “high-speed rail.” In reality, no high-speed trains—those that travel at 150 mph or more—will be constructed. The money is going to subsidize freight railroads and slow-speed Amtrak trains. (In Ohio, Amtrak averages 39 mph, slower than Ford’s Model T.)

1NC 6 Exts – Construction Accidents

Commercial trucks cause a significant number of traffic fatalities.

Whistler, July 2 2012 (Deborah, Fleet Owner, “Researchers sift through crash statistics”, LexisNexis, 7/3/12) EIL

More truck crashes occur during the day and nearly three-quarters involve the driver failing to give the proper time and attention to the task at hand. That is the conclusion of the first phase of a research project by two Kansas State University civil engineers studying five year's worth of crash statistics in Kansas. The researchers are looking at crashes involving commercial trucks in hopes of making highways safer by reducing the number and severity of vehicular crashes that involve large, cargo-carrying trucks. Sunanda Dissanayake, associate professor of civil engineering, and Siddhartha Kotikalapudi, master's student in civil engineering, India, are currently in the second phase of their study, titled "Study of characteristics and evaluation of factors associated with large truck crashes," which is being funded by the Mid-America Transportation Center. The researchers said they became interested in the topic of truck crashes based on statistics that show highway fatalities are more likely to occur in accidents involving commercial trucks. Although large trucks account for just 3% of registered vehicles in the U.S., truck-related crashes tend to be more severe than non-truck crashes, they said. "In 2009 the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration recorded that one out of every 10 traffic fatalities in the U.S. was a result from collisions involving large trucks," Dissanayake said. "When you consider that between 30,000 to 35,000 people die each year in all motor vehicle crashes, it's a pretty significant issue." Using information from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration's Fatality Analysis Reporting System - a comprehensive database with statistics about fatal crashes - the researchers analyzed truck-related fatalities throughout the nation for the first phase. Currently, they are analyzing Kansas data from 2004-2008 and identifying the characteristics and factors that contributed to the crashes. A total of 18,919 crashes involving large trucks were recorded in the state throughout those five years. Of those accidents involving another vehicle, 81% ended with fatalities to occupants in the other vehicles, Dissanayake said. To find the cause of these truck crashes, the engineers studied the driver, road, vehicle and environmental characteristics involved in the accident. Researchers found that among the 18,919 truck crashes in Kansas, 13,260 - or 73% - had contributory causes related to the truck driver. Failing to give enough time and attention to the task being completed - such as switching lanes, passing another vehicle, etc. - was the biggest contributor to truck driver-related crashes. Similarly, speeding, failing to yield the right of way, improper lane changes and following another vehicle too closely made up the top five contributors. "Even though it may not feel that way, there are a lot of processes going on when you drive," Dissanayake said. "Your brain is getting lots of information and processing it to determine what your action will be. So if a driver misses a detail or doesn't give enough time to process that information related to what they are doing, it could lead to a crash." Other causes contributing to truck crashes included: environmental-related, such as animals or rain - 13%; road-related, such as ice or wet asphalt - 7.8%; and vehicle-related, such as falling cargo or defective brakes - 6.1%. Additionally, researchers found: Nearly 78% of truck-crashes happened during daylight and with no adverse weather conditions like rain or snow. A majority of the truck crashes happened between noon and 3 p.m. More truck crashes happened in locations with a high speed limit. 

High Speed Rail  requires a massive increase in construction – astronomical costs and accidents will ensue 

O’Toole, Senior Fellow w/ the Cato Institute, August 2009 [Texas Public Policy Foundation, non-partisan research institute - Randal, “The High Cost of High-Speed Rail,” – Center for Economic Freedom, Accessed 6/8/12] SM

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

Fiscal Discipline DA

Fare revenues and operating costs won’t even out – plan increases federal deficit

Utt, former director of the housing finance division at the Department of Housing and Urban Development , 10
(Ronald,The Heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, DKE)

<<In addition to the billions of dollars in capital costs that the federal and state governments will incur, domestic and international experience indicates that the President has committed the nation to providing a perpetual stream of substantial subsidies to offset the difference between fare revenues and operating costs of HSR and passenger rail in general. As a result, the HSR program could come to rival the nature of some entitlement programs in how much it will contribute to out-of-control annual federal deficits.>>

HSR costs large sums of money that’s not allocated and no ridership.

Utt, PhD. contributor to the American Heritage Foundation, 11 (Ronald, American Heritage Foundation, February 11, 2o11 “Time to end Obama’s Costly High-Speed Rail Program”, 6/26/12, LexisNexis) EIL

{Although the President offers no cost estimate for this ambitious project, which would use immense federal subsidies to undermine the existing private and tax-paying bus and air service to these communities, it would likely be one of the costliest and most underutilized federal programs in American history. As noted, California's HSR plan to connect Los Angeles with San Francisco could cost up to $80 billion, Amtrak estimates that HSR in the Northeast Corridor would cost $117 billion, and the modest Tampa to Orlando plan will come in at $3 billion or more. A federal commitment to HSR has been a key component of President Obama's President Obama's  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysdomestic policy agenda since he took office. In the first month of his Administration, President Obama  President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysused the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (the "stimulus" package) to create a new federal program to build a comprehensive HSR system. Congress agreed to dedicate $8 billion of the $787 billion in stimulus spending to begin developing HSR in the United States. In addition, Obama  Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysrequested and Congress approved an additional $5 billion over the next five years beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2010. At the same time, then-Chairman of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure James Oberstar (D-MN) announced that the next highway reauthorization bill would include an additional $50 billion for HSR.} Shortly thereafter, the many industries benefiting from massive federal spending on HSR formed the US High Speed Rail Association to lobby for the program.[2] Reflecting the excitement that gripped the new Administration, President Obama  President Obama  -Search using:
Biographies Plus News
News, Most Recent 60 Daysproclaimed in April 2009: What we're talking about is a vision for high-speed rail in America. Imagine boarding a train in the center of a city. No racing to an airport and across a terminal, no delays, no sitting on the tarmac, no lost luggage, no taking off your shoes.... Imagine whisking through towns at speeds over 100 miles an hour, walking only a few steps to public transportation, and ending up just blocks from your destination. Imagine what a great project that would be to rebuild America.[3] Even though the President's HSR plans have suffered several major setbacks and the federal budget faces a $1.4 trillion deficit, the Administration remains undeterred in its pursuit of this costly scheme. In mid-February, Vice President Joseph Biden provided a few more details on the President's proposal when he announced plans to spend $57 billion on HSR over the next six years.[4]}
Elections DA

Plan Unpopular – Public

Taxpayers and public don’t want HSR – costs outweigh benefits

Utt, former director of the housing finance division at the Department of Housing and Urban Development , 10 (Ronald,The Heritage foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, DKE)

 [While these deficiencies make the HSR program a winner for some of the President's supporters and some Members of Congress, it will be a major loser for the taxpayers who will be forced to fund this new system. Most taxpayers will continue to travel by more cost-effective and largely self-financed modes, such as cars and airplanes. They will also find that government will continue to shortchange their preferred transportation choices, notably autos and airlines, to pander to key constituencies: environmentalists, rail hobbyists, and labor unions. Given that more than 20 percent of federal transportation funding already goes to transit, which serves less than 2 percent of passengers nationwide, the federal government is quite capable of squandering even more money on additional low-value and underutilized transportation projects such as HSR.]

Plan is unpopular – disappointing prospects

Utt, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/america-s-coming-high-speed-rail-financial-disaster, 11 (Ronald, the Heritage Foundation, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2011/pdf/bg2520.pdf, DKE)

 [Given the growing opposition from the public, Members of Congress, and state and local officials to Obama’s HSR program and the uncertain and disappointing prospects for those systems targeted for federal funding, Congress should consider terminating the program or, at a minimum, placing a temporary hold on any spending for it. Once this is done, Congress should use the time to conduct comprehensive hearings on the benefits of these projects and to consider whether an HSR program makes economic sense in any region of the United States.]’
Plan Popular – Construction Lobbyist

Mass transit funding is popular with construction industry lobbyists 

Goozner, chief financial, and chief economics correspondent for the Chicago Tribune, June 25, 2012 (Merrill, Gooznews, http://gooznews.com/?p=4018; DKE)

[There was little support among construction industry lobbyists for earmarking the entire gas tax revenue stream for highways and letting mass transit fend for itself in Congress. Beth McGinn, a spokeswoman for the main lobbying group for road builders, which is now called the American Road and Transportation Builders Association, said, “There’s a ‘T’ in our name. Our members also build light rail; they build subways.”]
Unions Key to Obama Win

Labor unions key support for Obama

Dywer, digital reporter and producer for ABC News, Mar 13, 2012
(Devin, ABC News, http://abcnews.go.com/blogs/politics/2012/03/afl-cio-labor-unions-line-up-behind-obama/; DKE)

[The nation’s largest labor unions, whose support has been a mainstay of the Democratic Party, have set aside their frustrations and disappointments in President Obama and formally lined up behind his bid for a second term. Today the American Federal of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations, or AFL-CIO, the nation’s largest labor group, became the latest to endorse Obama for re-election, pledging “to work with him through the election.” “With our endorsement today, we affirm our faith in him,” said AFL-CIO president Richard Trumka in a statement.]
Unions Key to Obama Loss

Obama losing union support

Hanahel, writer on labor and employment issues for the Associated Press in Washington, 09/ 4/11
(Sam, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/09/04/obama-democrats-labor-unions_n_948319.html#; DKE) 

 [WASHINGTON — In the early days of the Obama administration, organized labor had grand visions of pushing through a sweeping agenda that would help boost sagging membership and help revive union strength. Now labor faces this reality: Public employee unions are in a drawn-out fight for their very survival in Wisconsin, Ohio and other states where GOP lawmakers have curbed collective bargaining rights. Also, many union leaders are grousing that the president they worked so hard to elect has not focused enough on job creation and other bold plans to get their members back to work. "Obama campaigned big, but he's governing small," said Larry Hanley, president of the Amalgamated Transit Union.]
Plan Popular – Teamsters

Teamsters convention proves support High Speed Rail

Teamsters, union of freight drivers and warehouse workers, 11 (International Brotherhood of teamsters, http://www.teamster.org/content/teamsters-resolve-ensure-high-speed-rail-jobs-are-union-jobs; DKE)

 (LAS VEGAS) – [A resolution to support high-speed rail and the union jobs that should go with it was passed today by delegates to the Teamsters 28th International Convention with full support from its 70,000-member Rail Conference.]
Teamsters Key to Elections

Railroad Unions – Shape all unions – very influencial

Teamsters, union of freight drivers and warehouse workers, 11 (International Brotherhood of teamsters, http://www.teamster.org/content/teamsters-resolve-ensure-high-speed-rail-jobs-are-union-jobs; DKE)

<<Pierce explained why it’s so important for railroad unions to stick together. He told the gathering that railroad carriers for generations have preyed on weak or vulnerable unions to establish “pattern settlements” that undermine stronger unions at the bargaining table
Plan Unpopular – Tea Party

Tea Party hates the plan

Kunz, president and CEO of the U.S. High Speed Rail Association, 3/10/2011
(Andy, U.S. High-Speed Rail: Time to Hop Aboard or Be Left Behind, 3/10/2011, http://e360.yale.edu/feature/us_high-speed_rail_time_to_hop_aboard_or_be_left_behind/2378/, Access: 6/28/2012) AGI

{For now, the U.S. funds rejected by governors Rick Scott of Florida, Scott Walker of Wisconsin, and John Kasich of Ohio, will be distributed to other states such as California and Illinois, which will benefit for years to come from the job creation and economic stimulus that will accompany the establishment of high-speed rail networks. In the future, the actions by these three governors will be viewed as folly, decisions that were made on ideological rather than rational grounds and that undermine the job creation that the three governors tout as central to their administrations. U.S. High Speed Rail Association U.S. high-speed rail advocates envision a 17,000-mile national rail system connecting all major cities and corridors by 2030. The decisions of the three Republican governors were not isolated acts, but rather a coordinated effort by the Tea Party and its allies to attempt to kill high-speed rail across America. Fortunately, 35 other governors — Republicans and Democrats alike — whose states were eligible for federal high-speed rail funding did accept U.S. grants for rail projects.}
Plan Popular – GOP/Fiscal Conservatives

GOP lacking coalition and mobilization to vote now – plan spurs gop voters 

Cooper, NYT Staff Writer, 2012 (Michael, For High-Speed Rail, Support in the Past From G.O.P. Presidential Hopefuls, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/03/us/politics/for-high-speed-rail-support-in-the-past-from-gop-presidential-hopefuls.html)

President Obama’s program to bring bullet trains to the United States has been left on life support by the strident opposition of Republicans in Congress and in statehouses around the nation. But the idea may carry more favor with some of the Republican candidates vying to unseat Mr. Obama, who have a history of supporting high speed rail. Newt Gingrich, a former speaker of the House, has written books and given speeches about the importance of high-speed rail in the United States, and he supported a study for a high-speed line from Atlanta to Chattanooga, Tenn., sought by local boosters when he was in Congress. Gov. Rick Perry of Texas saw a role for high-speed rail in his failed $175 billion transportation plan to build what would have been called the Trans-Texas Corridor. Even Representative Ron Paul of Texas, a small-government libertarian, signed a letter that several members of Texas’ Congressional delegation sent to federal officials in 2009 urging them to give the state money for rail studies to help it build “a truly ambitious and world-class high-speed rail network.” But Mr. Gingrich may be the most outspoken Republican presidential candidate when it comes to his support of high-speed rail. He has spoken and written admiringly of China and France, and how far ahead of the United States they were when it comes to high-speed rail. He has opined that high-speed train lines would make sense in Florida and California — places the Obama administration sought to build them — and in the Northeast, among other places. And he has spoken of a role for government to help build a national rail network.
Plan popular with GOP significant to elections

Cooper, National Reporter at NY Times, 1/2/2012

(Michael, For High-Speed Rail, Support in the Past From G.O.P. Presidential Hopefuls, 1/2/2012, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/03/us/politics/for-high-speed-rail-support-in-the-past-from-gop-presidential-hopefuls.html, Access: 6/29/12) AGI

{President Obama’s program to bring bullet trains to the United States has been left on life support by the strident opposition of Republicans in Congress and in statehouses around the nation. But the idea may carry more favor with some of the Republican candidates vying to unseat Mr. Obama, who have a history of supporting high-speed rail. Newt Gingrich, a former speaker of the House, has written books and given speeches about the importance of high-speed rail in the United States, and he supported a study for a high-speed line from Atlanta to Chattanooga, Tenn., sought by local boosters when he was in Congress. Gov. Rick Perry of Texas saw a role for high-speed rail in his failed $175 billion transportation plan to build what would have been called the Trans-Texas Corridor. Even Representative Ron Paul of Texas, a small-government libertarian, signed a letter that several members of Texas’ Congressional delegation sent to federal officials in 2009 urging them to give the state money for rail studies to help it build “a truly ambitious and world-class high-speed rail network.”}

Plan popular with GOP Platform and bipartisan

Cooper, National Reporter at NY Times, 1/2/2012

(Michael, For High-Speed Rail, Support in the Past From G.O.P. Presidential Hopefuls, 1/2/2012, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/03/us/politics/for-high-speed-rail-support-in-the-past-from-gop-presidential-hopefuls.html, Access: 6/29/12) AGI

<<Before the politics of rail was scrambled in recent years, Republican support for high-speed rail was not unusual. As recently as 2004, the Republican Party platform stated that “Republicans support, where economically viable, the development of a high-speed passenger railroad system as an instrument of economic development and enhanced mobility.” But the politics of rail changed considerably after Mr. Obama persuaded Democrats in Congress to include $8 billion for passenger rail and high-speed rail in his $787 billionstimulus plan. States initially competed fiercely for the money, but that shifted after the 2010 midterm elections swept Republicans into power in Congress and in many statehouses. New Republican governors in Ohio and Wisconsin rejected hundreds of millions of dollars in federal aid that their states had won to build up their passenger rail systems. Then Florida, which won $2.4 billion in federal money to build the nation’s first true high-speed rail system between Orlando and Tampa, sent back the money after its new Republican governor, Rick Scott, said it would be a boondoggle. Republicans in Congress have since blocked the Obama administration’s requests for more rail spending. Against that backdrop, some rail advocates said it was a hopeful sign that some Republican presidential candidates have a history of supporting high-speed rail. “I hope that we can move past high-speed rail being a partisan issue — it certainly wasn’t always that way,” said Petra Todorovich, the director of America 2050, a branch of the Regional Plan Association, an independent urban research and advocacy group. “While politicians may differ over how to structure and manage high-speed rail, politicians on both sides of the aisle have recognized that there are certain corridors in the United States where this makes sense.”>> 
Plan Unpopular – GOP/Fiscal Conservatives

GOP don’t like high speed rail – tight budgetary atmosphere

Johnson, Covers transportation for the National Journal. She has an M.A. from the Annenberg School for Communication at University of Pennsylvania and a B.A. from Bates Colleg, 2012(Fawn, High-speed rail in a Coma, January17, 2012, http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2012/01/highspeed-rail-in-a-coma.php, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

(Policymakers' appetite for high-speed rail seems to be dwindling to almost nothing. It is old news that congressional Republicans are not fans of President Obama's high-speed rail initiative. They view it as a waste of taxpayer dollars at a time when belt-tightening is of the highest order. The national conversation has not advanced much beyond that point, perhaps because the biggest fans of high-speed rail are distracted by other problems. Democrats in Congress raised only a faint protest when the fiscal 2012 appropriations bill cut funding for the Transportation Department's high-speed rail program. Republicans who ostensibly like high-speed rail said the cuts will allow rail enthusiasts to start over from scratch. The problems continue at the state level, particularly in California. The California High Speed Rail Peer Review Group recently refused to recommend that bond money be devoted to the state's high-speed rail plan. The review group said the state's business plan lacked "credible sources of adequate funding" that posed "an immense financial risk" to California. Democratic Gov. Jerry Brown proposed folding the California High-Speed Rail Authority into a broader transportation agency to save money. That move could potentially take some steam out of the state's high-speed rail initiatives as they get lumped in with other transportation priorities. Even so, more than $3.5 billion in federal funding could be at risk if the state Legislature doesn't approve funds for a high-speed rail line, according to Sen. Dianne Feinstein, D-Calif.)

GOP/Fiscal Conservatives Key to Obama Loss 

GOP lacking coalition and mobilization to vote now – plan spurs gop voters 

Cooper, NYT Staff Writer, 2012 (Michael, For High-Speed Rail, Support in the Past From G.O.P. Presidential Hopefuls, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/03/us/politics/for-high-speed-rail-support-in-the-past-from-gop-presidential-hopefuls.html)

President Obama’s program to bring bullet trains to the United States has been left on life support by the strident opposition of Republicans in Congress and in statehouses around the nation. But the idea may carry more favor with some of the Republican candidates vying to unseat Mr. Obama, who have a history of supporting high speed rail. Newt Gingrich, a former speaker of the House, has written books and given speeches about the importance of high-speed rail in the United States, and he supported a study for a high-speed line from Atlanta to Chattanooga, Tenn., sought by local boosters when he was in Congress. Gov. Rick Perry of Texas saw a role for high-speed rail in his failed $175 billion transportation plan to build what would have been called the Trans-Texas Corridor. Even Representative Ron Paul of Texas, a small-government libertarian, signed a letter that several members of Texas’ Congressional delegation sent to federal officials in 2009 urging them to give the state money for rail studies to help it build “a truly ambitious and world-class high-speed rail network.” But Mr. Gingrich may be the most outspoken Republican presidential candidate when it comes to his support of high-speed rail. He has spoken and written admiringly of China and France, and how far ahead of the United States they were when it comes to high-speed rail. He has opined that high-speed train lines would make sense in Florida and California — places the Obama administration sought to build them — and in the Northeast, among other places. And he has spoken of a role for government to help build a national rail network.
Transportation/HSR Key to Election

Neg – politics internal - HSR – Key election battle between Dems and GOP

Chima, co-editor of AltTransport, 10
(Chikodi, alt transport web publication, http://alttransport.com/2010/09/tea-party-republicans-want-to-snuff-obamas-high-speed-rail-big-rail-might-beat-them-to-the-kill/, DKE)

{Zippy high speed trains make a slow moving target for opportunistic Republican candidates hoping to stick it to the Democrats this fall. President Barack Obama has alloted more than $8 billion for the construction of a nationwide network of high speed rail trains, but the fate of plans in key states lies in the hands of politicians and hopefuls determined to score political points by throttling development.}
Agenda DA

Plan is Bipartisan

Plan has Bi-partisan support - HSR boosts economy

Durbin, assistant majority leader of the senate, September 21, 2011
(Richard, official website of Dick Durbin, http://durbin.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/pressreleases?ID=32617df5-4fc7-45b1-aefa-57dde3f4e759, DKE)

 [WASHINGTON, D.C.] - U.S. Senators Dick Durbin [image: image58.png]


(D-IL), Frank Lautenberg [image: image59.png]


(D-NJ), Dianne Feinstein (D[image: image60.png]


-CA) and Mary Landrieu [image: image61.png]


(D-LA) [today announced that the Senate Appropriations Committee has accepted their amendment on a bi-partisan basis to restore $100 million in funding for High Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail grants. As rail travel continues to grow in popularity as an alternative to other forms of transportation, this investment will create jobs by putting unemployed construction workers and private companies back to work upgrading our transportation infrastructure without adding one penny to America's debt. "High speed rail funding is more than just creating short-term construction jobs. Every dollar we spend on rail produces $3 in economic output," said Durbin, a Co-Chair and founding member of the Bi-Cameral High- Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail Caucus. "We are already seeing the impact in Illinois where a $1.1 billion Recovery Act investment is putting construction crews to work upgrading infrastructure for high speed rail service from Chicago-to-St. Louis. Congress has maintained a commitment to high speed and intercity rail for over a decade. This amendment will continue that commitment and allow more communities in Illinois to benefit from faster, more reliable passenger rail service. I am grateful for the bipartisan support this modest investment received today and thank Senators Lautenberg, Feinstein and Landrieu for their efforts."]
Plan popular with GOP Platform and bipartisan

Cooper, National Reporter at NY Times, 1/2/2012
(Michael, For High-Speed Rail, Support in the Past From G.O.P. Presidential Hopefuls, 1/2/2012, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/03/us/politics/for-high-speed-rail-support-in-the-past-from-gop-presidential-hopefuls.html, Access: 6/29/12) AGI

<<Before the politics of rail was scrambled in recent years, Republican support for high-speed rail was not unusual. As recently as 2004, the Republican Party platform stated that “Republicans support, where economically viable, the development of a high-speed passenger railroad system as an instrument of economic development and enhanced mobility.” But the politics of rail changed considerably after Mr. Obama persuaded Democrats in Congress to include $8 billion for passenger rail and high-speed rail in his $787 billionstimulus plan. States initially competed fiercely for the money, but that shifted after the 2010 midterm elections swept Republicans into power in Congress and in many statehouses. New Republican governors in Ohio and Wisconsin rejected hundreds of millions of dollars in federal aid that their states had won to build up their passenger rail systems. Then Florida, which won $2.4 billion in federal money to build the nation’s first true high-speed rail system between Orlando and Tampa, sent back the money after its new Republican governor, Rick Scott, said it would be a boondoggle. Republicans in Congress have since blocked the Obama administration’s requests for more rail spending. Against that backdrop, some rail advocates said it was a hopeful sign that some Republican presidential candidates have a history of supporting high-speed rail. “I hope that we can move past high-speed rail being a partisan issue — it certainly wasn’t always that way,” said Petra Todorovich, the director of America 2050, a branch of the Regional Plan Association, an independent urban research and advocacy group. “While politicians may differ over how to structure and manage high-speed rail, politicians on both sides of the aisle have recognized that there are certain corridors in the United States where this makes sense.”>> 

Bipartisanship Key to Agenda

Need bipartisanship to pass the most important and enduring legislative changes

Julian E. Zelizer, "Will Obama, GOP Make a Deal?" CNN, April 19, 2009, lexis.

To be sure, bipartisanship is not always good. The conservative coalition of southern Democrats and Republicans in Congress that lasted from 1938 through the 1970s did much damage in areas such as race relations by blocking progress on civil rights. But there are moments when we need bipartisan deals to be struck so that we can obtain legislation that has the most durable base of political support and long-lasting effects. This is one such moment, as we are living through an extremely volatile economic period and are struggling with structural challenges like skyrocketing health care costs. President Obama has continued to express interest in reaching agreements with the Republican Party. In his first month as president, he agreed to change the economic stimulus bill by making substantial spending cuts which his supporters thought would undermine the impact of the program. Obama did not "nationalize" the banks and instead settled on a financial bailout program that put most of the risk on average taxpayers.

Steel DA

Link Turn – Plan Key to Steel

High speed rail is key to new industrial steel transportation and development

Kunz, president and CEO of the U.S. High Speed Rail Association, 3/10/2011
(Andy, U.S. High-Speed Rail: Time to Hop Aboard or Be Left Behind, 3/10/2011, http://e360.yale.edu/feature/us_high-speed_rail_time_to_hop_aboard_or_be_left_behind/2378/, Access: 6/28/2012) AGI
{Enhancing U.S. energy security is just one reason the country needs a state-of-the-art high-speed rail system, which by 2030 could transport millions of people each day between America’s cities. A national high-speed rail system would generate millions of jobs; help revive the country’s manufacturing sector by creating a new industry producing the trains, steel, and related components; alleviate pressure on a crumbling transportation infrastructure; and lessen the ever-worsening congestion on America’s highways and at its airports, where delays cause an estimated $156 billion in losses to the U.S. economy annually. And then there is climate change and the large-scale reduction of CO2 emissions that would result from the creation of an interstate high-speed rail system and the expansion of regional commuter rail systems. As a high-speed rail network spreads across the U.S. in the coming decades, the costs of operating the national transportation system will decline each year to the point where the savings will eventually exceed the estimated $600 billion cost of building the rail system. Although public funds will be used to cover much of the construction costs, the network will perform best if operated by private companies. The U.S. must build a national high-speed rail network if it hopes to maintain its competitiveness in the world economy. China and Europe are now moving ahead with their high-speed rail networks at breakneck speed, which means that in a decade or two they will have significantly reduced their dependence on imported oil, created tens of millions of new jobs, and saved their countries trillions of dollars by vastly improving the productivity of their economies thanks to a low-carbon transportation sector that moves people and goods at speeds that could one day hit 300 miles per hour, or more.}
High-speed rail will boost the steel economy

Ngai, Trade Reporter at American Metal Market, 2011 (Catherine, September 21, “Breaking it down: How will Obama’s jobs proposal affect steel?”, LexisNexis Academic, UNT) RMR

When the President unveiled his $447-billion American Jobs Act, aimed at spurring economic development and growth in the nation, lawmakers and advocates on both the right and the left argued that some of Obama’s talking points take the wrong approach in solving the nation's problems. AMM takes a closer look at the legislation to see how it will affect the steel industry. Infrastructure: $140 billion What it does: Aims to put Americans back to work in areas key to the nation's future competitiveness and tackle the "D" grade that the American Society of Civil Engineers gave the United States for overall infrastructure conditions. Creates the National Infrastructure Bank. Modernizes at least 35,000 public schools, including maintenance and repairs, and aims to make overcrowded schools more efficient. Includes immediate $52-billion investment to jump-start critical projects through rebuilding highway, transit, passenger rail and aviation infrastructure, including $27 billion for highways, $9 billion to repair transit systems, $2 billion to improve airport safety, $10 billion to finance and invest in infrastructure and $4 billion to develop a high-speed rail corridor. What they say: This could be a boon for the steel industry-if implemented in full. "Thirteen percent of the nation's bridges are deficient and in need of rebuilding. They'll need steel in one way or another, either out of our plate mills, long product mills or even our rebar plants. All this will mean work for the steel industry," said Thomas Conway, international vice president of the United Steelworkers union.

States CP

States can engage in cross border revenue sharing to offset costs 

Ridlington & Kerth et al, policy analysts with the Frontier Group, environmental think take in affiliation with the Public Interest Network, Fall 2010 [Wisconsin Public Interest Research Group – Elizabeth & Rob, Brian Imus [Illinois PIRG Education Fund & Bruce Speight, WISPIRG Foundation “Connecting the Midwest, - How a Faster Passenger Rail Network Could Speed Travel and Boost the Economy,” Accessed 6/9/12] SM

The Midwestern Regional Rail Initiative proposal exists largely because of successful collaboration among Midwestern states, coordination that has been more effective than in any other region of the nation. Continued coordinated and complimentary effort will be necessary for the proposal to succeed. States that have received funding under the Recovery Act should recognize that their own rail investments will not realize their full value unless other states are able to construct their own sections of the regional network. States that have not yet found funding to begin their projects should recognize that, for the first time, concrete steps towards the creation of a new regional passenger network are underway, and continue to advocate for their own seg- ments of that network. In some cases, such as the rail line from Madison to the Twin Cities—which will be built in Wisconsin but provide a benefit to Minnesota—cost and revenue sharing between states may be necessary. No one state in the Midwest is capable of developing a high-speed rail network alone. The potential of such a network lies in its ability to link together an entire region, following economic ties rather than state boundaries and producing a system in which the whole is much greater than the sum of its parts. The governors of the Midwestern states have shown strong lead- ership on the issue of building a regional rail network. Strong public support by the Midwest Governors Association has helped push an integrated regional vision that has drawn federal financial support. Midwestern states and governors and the Midwestern Interstate Passenger Rail Commission should continue to collabo- rate closely in planning and constructing a rail system, ensuring that their investments are complementary and build towards an integrated regional network. 

States regional difference make for better solvency – funding can be provided

Malloy, staff writer, February 10, 2011 (Daniel, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, http://www.post-gazette.com/stories/local/region/lahood-lauds-plan-for-national-high-speed-rails-213833/?print=1; DKE)

<"There was ridicule when they started building the interstate system when they built Peoria to Bloomington," Mr. LaHood said. "It didn't go anywhere except to Peoria and Bloomington. You know what now, though? Peoria's connected to Chicago and Bloomington's connected to St. Louis by the interstate. These things take time." When asked directly about a much-discussed rail route from Pittsburgh to Cleveland, Mr. Lahood said he had a meeting scheduled this week about "some different corridors in that region." "Our investments on high-speed rail have gone to the states," he added. "They provide the match money. And, you know, some of the members in this region are interested in high-speed rail, so we're going to talk about it.">
States can solve – incremental improvements, state owned mileage, etc. 

Schwieterman, director of Chaddick Institute for Metropolitan Development at the University of DePaul in Chicago, Scheldt, Master’s Degree in Civil Engineering, 2007 (Joseph, Justin, Journal of Transportation Law, Logistics, and Policy), pg 435

<<Our analysis shows that the HSR movement can benefit greatly from incremental improvements being made by states in established rail corridors, from extensive mileage being publicly-owned (state government, Amtrak and commuter rail), and the enormous constituency that has a stake in passenger rail corridor development.>>

China CP 

China eager to assist and finance HSR

Bradsher, Hong Kong bureau chief of The New York Times, April 7, 2010
(Keith, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/08/business/global/08rail.html?pagewanted=all; DKE)

 [BEIJING — Nearly 150 years after American railroads brought in thousands of Chinese laborers to build rail lines across the West,China is poised once again to play a role in American rail construction. But this time, it would be an entirely different role: supplying the technology, equipment and engineers to build high-speed rail lines. The Chinese government has signed cooperation agreements with the State of California and General Electric to help build such lines. The agreements, both of which are preliminary, show China’s desire to become a big exporter and licensor of bullet trains traveling 215 miles an hour, an environmentally friendly technology in which China has raced past the United States in the last few years. “We are the most advanced in many fields, and we are willing to share with the United States,” Zheng Jian, the chief planner and director of high-speed rail at China’s railway ministry, said. Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger of California has closely followed progress in the discussions with China and hopes to come here later this year for talks with rail ministry officials, said David Crane, the governor’s special adviser for jobs and economic growth, and a board member of the California High Speed Rail Authority. China is offering not just to build a railroad in California but also to help finance its construction, and Chinese officials have already been shuttling between Beijing and Sacramento to make presentations, Mr. Crane said in a telephone interview.]
China already providing HSR to other nations

Bradsher, Hong Kong bureau chief of The New York Times, April 7, 2010
(Keith, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/08/business/global/08rail.html?pagewanted=all; DKE)

 [China has already begun building high-speed rail routes in Turkey, Venezuela and Saudi Arabia. It is looking for opportunities in seven other countries, notably a route sought by the Brazilian government between São Paulo and Rio de Janeiro, Mr. Zheng said. International rail experts say that China has mastered the art of building high-speed rail lines quickly and inexpensively.]
China has the technical expertise and capability to export high-speed rail systems to America markets – trade and dialogue between California and China already exists now

Bradsher, Hong Kong bureau chief of The New York Times, covering Asian business, economic, political and science news, April 7, 2010 [New York Times – Keith, “China is Eager to Bring High Speed Rail to the US,” Transportation%20Topic/HSR%20Neg/China%20Offers%20High%20Speed%20Rail%20to%20California%20-%20NYTimes.com.webarchive, Acessed 6/9/12] SM

China has already begun building high-speed rail routes in Turkey, Venezuela and Saudi Arabia. It is looking for opportunities in seven other countries, notably a route sought by the Brazilian government between São Paulo and Rio de Janeiro, Mr. Zheng said. International rail experts say that China has mastered the art of building high-speed rail lines quickly and inexpensively.“These guys are engineering driven — they know how to build fast, build cheaply and do a good job,” said John Scales, the lead transport specialist in the Beijing office of the World Bank.The California rail authority plans to spend $43 billion to build a 465-mile route from San Francisco to Los Angeles and on to Anaheim that is supposed to open in 2020. The authority was awarded $2.25 billion in January in federal economic stimulus money to work on the project.The authority’s plans call for $10 billion to $12 billion in private financing. Mr. Crane said China could provide much of that, with federal, state and local jurisdictions providing the rest. Mr. Zheng declined to discuss financial details. China’s mostly state-controlled banks had few losses during the global financial crisis and are awash with cash now because of tight regulation and a fast-growing economy. The Chinese government is also becoming disenchanted with bonds and looking to diversify its $2.4 trillion in foreign reserves by investing in areas like natural resources and overseas rail projects.“They’ve got a lot of capital, and they’re willing to provide a lot of capital” for a California high-speed rail system, Mr. Crane said.Later plans call for the California line to be extended to Sacramento and San Diego, while a private consortium hopes to build a separate route from Los Angeles to Las Vegas.Toyota is shutting a big assembly plant in Fremont, Calif., that it once operated as a joint venture with General Motors, and one idea under discussion is converting the factory to the assembly of high-speed rail equipment, said Mr. Crane, who is also a member of the state’s Economic Development Commission.Rail parts from China would then come through the nearby port of Oakland, in place of auto parts from Japan.“High-speed rail requires a lot of high technology — we would send many high-end engineers and high-end technicians” to California, Mr. Zheng said.G.E. estimates that the United States will spend $13 billion in the next five years on high-speed rail routes. China, with a much more ambitious infrastructure program, will spend $300 billion in the next three years on overall expansion of its rail routes, mainly high-speed routes, according to G.E.China’s long-term vision calls for high-speed rail routes linking Shanghai to Singapore and New Delhi by way of Myanmar, and someday connecting Beijing and Shanghai to Moscow to the northwest and through Tehran to Prague and Berlin, according to a map that Mr. Zheng keeps on a bookshelf behind his desk. He cautioned that there were no plans to start construction yet outside China.A high-speed rail link for passengers from Beijing to Shanghai will be finished by the end of 2011 or early 2012, and cut the journey to four hours, from 10 hours now, Mr. Zheng said.New York to Atlanta or Chicago is a similar distance, and takes 18 to 19 hours on Amtrak, which must share tracks with 12,000-ton freight trains and many commuter trains.For the American market, Mr. Zheng said, “we can provide whatever services are needed.”

China & US states will say yes, China has scientific capability to do so – California proves 

Bradsher, Hong Kong bureau chief of The New York Times, covering Asian business, economic, political and science news, April 7, 2010 [New York Times – Keith, “China is Eager to Bring High Speed Rail to the US,” Transportation%20Topic/HSR%20Neg/China%20Offers%20High%20Speed%20Rail%20to%20California%20-%20NYTimes.com.webarchive, Acessed 6/9/12] SM

BEIJING — Nearly 150 years after American railroads brought in thousands of Chinese laborers to build rail lines across the West, China is poised once again to play a role in American rail construction. But this time, it would be an entirely different role: supplying the technology, equipment and engineers to build high-speed rail lines. The Chinese government has signed cooperation agreements with the State of California and General Electric to help build such lines. The agreements, both of which are preliminary, show China’s desire to become a big exporter and licensor of bullet trains tra veling 215 miles an hour, an environmentally friendly technology in which China has raced past the United States in the last few years.“We are the most advanced in many fields, and we are willing to share with the United States,” Zheng Jian, the chief planner and director of high-speed rail at China’s railway ministry, said.Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger of California has closely followed progress in the discussions with China and hopes to come here later this year for talks with rail ministry officials, said David Crane, the governor’s special adviser for jobs and economic growth, and a board member of the California High Speed Rail Authority.China is offering not just to build a railroad in California but also to help finance its construction, and Chinese officials have already been shuttling between Beijing and Sacramento to make presentations, Mr. Crane said in a telephone interview.China is not the only country interested in selling high-speed rail equipment to the United States. Japan, Germany, South Korea, Spain, France and Italy have also approached California’s High Speed Rail Authority.The agency has made no decisions on whose technology to choose. But Mr. Crane said that there were no apparent weaknesses in the Chinese offer, and that Governor Schwarzenegger particularly wanted to visit China this year for high-speed rail discussions.

China already has a framework in place to bypass American market restrictions – China can license its tech, supply engineers and part of the components 

Bradsher, Hong Kong bureau chief of The New York Times, covering Asian business, economic, political and science news, April 7, 2010 [New York Times – Keith, “China is Eager to Bring High Speed Rail to the US,” Transportation%20Topic/HSR%20Neg/China%20Offers%20High%20Speed%20Rail%20to%20California%20-%20NYTimes.com.webarchive, Acessed 6/9/12] SM

The railways ministry has concluded a framework agreement to license its technology to G.E., which is a world leader in diesel locomotives but has little experience with the electric locomotives needed for high speeds. According to G.E., the agreement calls for at least 80 percent of the components of any locomotives and system control gear to come from American suppliers, and labor-intensive final assembly would be done in the United States for the American market. China would license its technology and supply engineers as well as up to 20 percent of the components. State-owned Chinese equipment manufacturers initially licensed many of their designs over the last decade from Japan, Germany and France. While Chinese companies have gone on to make many changes and innovations, Japanese executives in particular have grumbled that Chinese technology resembles theirs, raising the possibility of legal challenges if any patents have been violated. All of the technology would be Chinese, Mr. Zheng said.
Advantage CP – Aviation/Highway Reform
Aviation and highway reform solves congestion

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

<<The federal government should withdraw its support for high-speed rail, and instead focus on major aviation and highway reforms to improve the nation's mobility. America faces major transportation challenges, but throwing taxpayer funds down a high-speed rail money pit will not solve them.>> 
Administrative regulations and reform on Aviation and highways solve congestion

O’Toole, Senior writer for the Cato Institute. One of the foremost experts on modern urbanism, 2010 (Randal, High-speed rail, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/high-speed-rail, June 26, 2012) FAS pg 1

3. Automobile and Airplane Assumptions. (In considering the costs and benefits of high-speed rail, fast trains should be compared not to today's cars and planes, but to tomorrow's more efficient cars and planes. If automakers are able to meet the administration's latest fuel-economy targets, and consumers continue to replace the nation's auto fleet at the usual rate, cars and light trucks on the road in 2020 will be almost 25 percent more energy efficient than they are today, on average, and by 2030 they will be 38 percent more fuel-efficient. Meanwhile, the energy efficiency of air travel has increased an average 2 percent per year since 1980.39 Boeing promises that its 787 plane will be 20 percent more fuel efficient than comparable planes today.40 Jet engine makers have set a goal of doubling fuel efficiency by 2020.41 The California high-speed rail authority claims that high-speed trains will produce large energy savings.42 Yet the authority's own environmental impact statement (EIS) reveals that the benefits will be negligible. The EIS projects that the energy savings from operating high-speed rail will repay the energy cost of construction in just five years.43 But the EIS assumes that the energy efficiency of autos and planes won't improve.44 But if, over the lifetime of a high-speed rail project, autos and planes become 30 percent more fuel efficient, then the energy payback period for high-speed rail rises to 30 years. Since rail lines require expensive (and energy-intensive) reconstruction about every 30 years, high-speed rail is not likely to save energy at all. Steven Polzin, of the University of South Florida's Center for Urban Transportation Research, points out that automobiles and buses have relatively short life cycles, so they can readily adapt to the need to save energy or reduce pollution. By contrast, he says rail systems "may be far more difficult or expensive to upgrade to newer, more efficient technologies."45 The American auto fleet completely turns over every 18 years, and the airline fleet turns over every 21 years, so both can quickly become more fuel-efficient. With rail lines, however, we are stuck for at least three to four decades with whatever technology is selected.)

P3 CP

Solvency

P3’s solve HSR-3 reasons

Todorovich, Director of America 2050, a national urban planning initiative to develop an infrastructure and growth strategy for the United States, et al, 2011 (Petra, High Speed Rail; a lesson for U.S. policy makers, pg. 109; FAS)
(Sharing risk: Partnerships allow the public sector to share project risks related to construction, environmental review, system performance, and ridership with their pri​vate partner. Properly assigning risk to the party best able to manage it is critical to a successful project. In general, private part​ners are better able to control construction and financing risk, and public partners are better able to manage political and entitle​ment risk. Ridership risk is shared by both parties, with the opportunity for both to benefit when ridership exceeds expectations. Attention to the private entity’s susceptibil​ity to market downturns is also important. The private entity should not shoulder so much risk that it could endanger its ability to live up to the terms of the contract. Leveraging public investment: Leveraging public investment with private capital, either through the use of federal financing tools or availability payments, can help pay for high-speed rail’s large upfront costs. These mechanisms make large projects feasible without the need for the govern​ment to provide 100 percent public funding in advance. Federal financing tools include quali- fied tax credit bonds such as Build America Bonds, which can draw a wide variety of investors to contribute to transportation projects. Availability payments allow teams of construction and finance firms to begin construction of infrastructure projects through their own debt and equity. They later receive reimbursements from the government as particular milestones are reached. Faster project delivery: Private entities can draw on experience to deliver projects on time and on budget. They are also motivated by financial incentives for performance (including availability pay​ments), which can be written into the structure of the deal. )

Kritik Links
Cap Link – Elite/Tax Profit 
Plan causes elite to profit off public and corporate gain re-entrenching capitalist system

Teamsters, union of freight drivers and warehouse workers, 11 (International Brotherhood of teamsters, http://www.teamster.org/content/teamsters-resolve-ensure-high-speed-rail-jobs-are-union-jobs; DKE)

<<Fred Simpson, President of the Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employes, rebuked politicians such as Rep. John Mica, R-Fla., who want to privatize Amtrak. Simpson said Mica’s latest proposal “would give away America’s most successful rail corridor to his political friends, and provide them with massive government subsidies.” “There is no tax savings to the American people in this scheme,” Simpson said. “It will not produce improved passenger service, good paying jobs, or economic growth. But it will transfer our tax dollars into the pockets of Wall Street speculators and corporate profiteers.”<>>>
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