**Competitive Loans**

TICGP

1NC

Text: The United States Federal Government should establish the transformational infrastructure competitive grant program and issue competitive loans for [plan]
CP results in competitive infrastructure spending – in compliance with EPA regulations and solves the aff
Higgins, 12-

(Part of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, “H.R.4352 -- Nation Building Here at Home Act of 2012 (Introduced in House - IH),” http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c112:H.R.4352.IH:) 

TRANSFORMATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE COMPETITIVE GRANT PROGRAM. (a) Establishment- Not later than 270 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Transportation shall establish a transformational infrastructure competitive grant program to assist infrastructure projects with the potential to significantly impact a metropolitan area, a region, or all of the United States. (b) Grant Authority- In carrying out the program established under subsection (a), the Secretary may make a grant, on a competitive basis, to any of the following: (1) A State government. (2) A local government. (3) A transit agency. (4) A port authority. (c) Eligible Projects(1) IN GENERAL- A grant made under subsection (b) may be used for any of the following, if the Secretary determines that the project will significantly impact a metropolitan area, a region, or all of the United States: (A) A highway or bridge project eligible under title 23, United States Code, including interstate rehabilitation, improvements to the rural collector road system, the reconstruction of overpasses and interchanges, bridge replacements, bridge painting, seismic retrofit projects for bridges, and road realignments. (B) A public transportation project eligible under chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code, including investment in a project participating in the New Starts or Small Starts programs that will expedite the completion of that project and its entry into revenue service. (C) A passenger or freight rail transportation project. (D) A port infrastructure investment, including a project that connects ports to other modes of transportation and improves the efficiency of freight movement. (E) An aviation infrastructure project. (F) A water infrastructure project. (2) COORDINATION- With respect to a project described in paragraph (1)(F), the Secretary shall coordinate any grant for such a project with the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency and the Secretary of the Army (acting through the Chief of Engineers). (d) Applications and Criteria for Grant Awards(1) APPLICATIONS- To be eligible for a grant made under subsection (b), an entity described in paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (4) of that subsection shall submit to the Secretary an application in such form, at such time, and containing such information as the Secretary determines appropriate. (2) CRITERIA FOR GRANT AWARDS- Not later than 90 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall issue regulations specifying the criteria that the Secretary will use to make grants on a competitive basis under subsection (b). (3) FINANCIAL COMMITMENTS- The criteria specified by the Secretary under paragraph (2) shall include criteria for the consideration of-(A) whether there are financial commitments in place with respect to a proposed project; (B) the degree of certainty with respect to such financial commitments; and (C) whether such financial commitments are from non-Federal sources. (e) Federal Share- The Federal share of the cost of a project assisted with a grant made under subsection (b) may not exceed 100 percent of that cost. (f) Considerations- In making grants under subsection (b), the Secretary shall ensure, to the extent practicable, that the grants-(1) are distributed geographically in an equitable manner; (2) address the needs of both urban and rural areas appropriately; (3) promote the training and employment of veterans, including by having applicable contractors provide to veterans a preference during the hiring and referral of laborers; and (4) are utilized in a manner that ensures an appropriate percentage of grant amounts are expended through small business concerns owned and controlled by socially and economically disadvantaged individuals (as determined by the Secretary). (

Tiger Loans 

1NC 

Text: The Untied States Federal Government Should issue a competitive Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery loans for [plan]
The cp sets up a competitive-merit based approach for transportation infrastructure investment – solves the aff
Herr, 11-

(Phillip, “Competitive Grant Programs Could Benefit from Increased Performance Focus and Better Documentation of Key Decisions,” http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11234.pdf) 

The TIGER program represented an important step toward investing in projects of regional and national significance on a merit-based, competitive basis. Allocating federal funding for surface transportation based on performance in general, and directing some portion of federal funds on a competitive basis to projects of national or regional significance in particular, is a direction we have recommended to more effectively address the nation’s surface transportation challenges. TIGER—and the TIGER II program that followed—was a novel approach to funding surface transportation in that it distributed funds across many modes of transportation and allowed projects like ports and freight railroads that rarely compete for existing federal transportation funds to participate. While Congress, when it enacted TIGER II, and the Administration have expressed an interest in this new approach, the role of discretionary grants in the funding the nation’s overall surface transportation program is evolving. Formula funding is—and will likely continue to be—the primary mechanism for distributing federal funds for surface transportation. Congress has struck a careful balance in formula programs to achieve equity among the states in how surface transportation funds—in particular, highway funds—are distributed and to allow states to select projects that reflect state and local priorities. There is a natural tension between providing funding based on merit and performance and providing funds on a formula basis to achieve equity among the states. Consequently, meritorious projects of national or regional significance, in particular those involving multiple modes of transportation or those that cross geographic boundaries, may not compete well at the state level for formula funds. Given that the Recovery Act was intended to create and preserve jobs and promote economic recovery nationwide, Congress believed it important that TIGER grant funding be geographically dispersed. In the future, however, surface transportation competitive grant programs provide Congress the opportunity to consider the appropriate balance between funding projects based on merit and performance and providing funds to achieve equity among the states. Conclusions TIGER was a new program for DOT, and the Recovery Act set short time frames for establishing and administering the program. DOT met these deadlines and developed a sound set of criteria to evaluate the merits of applications and select grants that would meet the goals of the program Furthermore, it maintained good documentation of the criteria-based evaluation conducted by its Evaluation Teams in the technical review and effectively communicated information about its criteria to applicants—an important step in promoting competition and fairness. By thoroughly documenting how its technical teams considered and applied the criteria, clearly communicating selection criteria to applicants, and publicly disclosing some information on the attributes of the projects that were selected, DOT took important steps to build the framework for future competitive programs and its institutional capacity to administer them. This foundation is important if there are going to be future rounds of TIGER or similarly structured programs. Congress needs to have the best information on how well the TIGER program has worked, and DOT needs to gain the confidence of Congress and the public so that it can fairly and expertly administer a multi-modal, multi-billion dollar discretionary program. 

FYI About the Process

Herr, 11-

(Phillip, “Competitive Grant Programs Could Benefit from Increased Performance Focus and Better Documentation of Key Decisions,” http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11234.pdf) 

 DOT used 10 Evaluation Teams of five reviewers each—primarily career 

employees with technical knowledge—who represented the different DOT 

operating administrations, including the Federal Highway Administration, 

Federal Railroad Administration, Federal Transit Administration, the 

Maritime Administration, and the Office of the Secretary of Transportation 

(OST). This team design meant that applications were reviewed by an 

intermodal team that included members with subject matter expertise 

from several different transportation modes. Although applications were 

assigned randomly, DOT did ensure that at least one team member had 

expertise in the mode presented in the application. The teams assessed 

over 1,450 applications that requested almost $60 billion, and each team 

evaluated approximately 150 applications. 

Evaluation Teams 

Evaluation Team members were directed to select projects that they 

judged had the greatest potential to meet the primary and secondary 

criteria. Individual team members provided a rating of “highly 

recommended,” “recommended,” “not recommended,” or “negative” for 

each of the elements defining the primary and secondary criteria—for 

instance, state of good repair, livability, and others—and an overall score 

based on these criteria. Individuals also drafted short narratives 

 Once the team members completed their individual evaluations, the team 

met as a whole to come to consensus on an overall team rating for each 

application and a narrative describing their assessment of each project. 

The Evaluation Teams prioritized applications receiving an overall team 

rating of highly recommended and advanced these projects to the Review 

Team for further evaluation. 

In determining the overall project rating, DOT’s guidance encouraged 

Evaluation Teams to identify and advance for further review projects that 

best met the merit-based criteria. These applications were to be ranked 

“highly recommended” and were to be subject to additional review by 

additional teams on a wide range of factors—a time-consuming process 

that needed to be reserved for a smaller group of applications. DOT’s 

guidance to individual Evaluation Team members indicated they should in 

general give an overall rating of highly recommended to projects that 

receive a highly recommended in multiple selection criteria and that a 

negative score on any of the selection criteria reduced the likelihood that 

the project would receive a highly recommended overall rating. 

Furthermore, DOT’s guidance stated that Evaluation Teams generally 

should advance projects that received an overall highly recommended 

score from four to five of the individual team members. Those receiving 

three highly recommended overall scores were to be advanced only on a 

case-by-case basis in consultation with other teams involved in the review 

process. Projects receiving one to two highly recommended overall scores 

 generally were not to be advanced. Finally, DOT’s guidance noted that 

Evaluation Teams should not advance any project unable to demonstrate a 

likelihood of significant long-term benefits in the long-term outcome 

criterion. 

As the Evaluation Teams’ primary responsibility was to conduct a meritbased technical review of applications based on the criteria DOT 

developed, according to DOT officials, they were not responsible for 

addressing other factors in the TIGER review: 

• The Evaluation Teams were directed to consider information presented in 

the applications—including project benefits and costs and the project’s 

completion of National Environmental Policy Act

15

 requirements—but not 

confirm its accuracy. Evaluation Teams were told that separate Economic 

Analysis and Environmental Teams would determine the accuracy of the 

benefits and costs and would validate projects’ environmental readiness. 

• The Evaluation Teams were not responsible for ensuring that applications 

selected would meet the Recovery Act’s statutory requirements, including 

achieving an equitable geographic distribution of funds and balancing the 

needs of urban and rural communities. The teams did contribute to 

prioritizing projects expected to be completed within the 3-year time 

frame as part of project readiness, but they did not have to ensure projects 

met this requirement. Finally, with regard to prioritizing applications in 

which TIGER funding would complete a funding package, while the 

Evaluation Teams could make recommendations on funding levels and 

whether segments of a project (rather than the entire project) should be 

funded, determining what level of funding to present to the Secretary of 

Transportation as part of an award fell primarily to the senior-level Review 

Team. 

A Control and Calibration Team—led by a Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

Policy with two staff members from OST’s Office of Policy—also reviewed 

and advanced applications, and it did so both during the Evaluation 

Teams’ assessments as well as later in the process when the Review Team 
 identified projects for award. According to DOT officials, the Control and 

Calibration Team advanced applications primarily in two ways: It used a 

statistical analysis to assess the ratings across the 10 Evaluation Teams 

and ensure that projects of similar types and quality were advanced 

consistently to the Review Team. This analysis was also intended to make 

certain that there were no significant disparities in ratings among the 

different transportation modes—an issue that, while not a requirement in 

TIGER, officials believed was worth monitoring given TIGER’s unique 

approach. 

The Control and Calibration Team also advanced projects at the request of 

the Review Team. In several cases, the Review Team asked to assess 

projects of similar types in an effort to ensure that the most meritorious 

projects of this type were selected for award. For instance, the Review 

Team requested an analysis of the effect on port projects of the expansion 

of the Panama Canal as well as a side-by-side comparison of all streetcar 

applications and projects on Indian Reservations and federal lands. The 

Review Team also asked the Control and Calibration Team to identify 

additional projects to help them meet statutory requirements such as 

geographic distribution and providing some funding in the form of credit 

assistance. In response, the Control and Calibration Team, in consultation 

with the Evaluation Team leads, identified additional projects beyond 

those initially advanced by the Evaluation Teams for the Review Team to 

consider, which resulted in additional projects being advanced that 

received an overall ranking from the Evaluation Teams of recommended 

rather than highly recommended. 

Generic Solvency 
Cp solves the aff --- 

a. highest yields to federal investment 
Herr, 11-

(Phillip, “Competitive Grant Programs Could Benefit from Increased Performance Focus and Better Documentation of Key Decisions,” http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11234.pdf) 

Developing rigorous criteria for discretionary grants is important because criteria focus the competitive selection process and helps agencies, like DOT, address national and regional priorities and achieve the highest possible return on federal investments. As we have reported, many federal surface transportation programs do not effectively address key challenges because federal goals and roles are unclear, programs lack links to performance, and some programs do not use the best tools and approaches to ensure effective investment decisions. 9 For these and other reasons, surface transportation funding remains on GAO’s high-risk list. 10 Our previous work has called for a more performance-oriented approach to funding surface transportation, and in particular policies that ensure that goals are well-defined and focused on the federal interest and that recipients of federal funds are accountable for results. 11 Specifically, we have recommended that a criteria-based selection approach—like that developed in TIGER—be used to direct a portion of federal funds in programs designed to select transportation projects with national and regional significance.
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b. jobs and stimulus
Herr, 11-

(Phillip, “Competitive Grant Programs Could Benefit from Increased Performance Focus and Better Documentation of Key Decisions,” http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11234.pdf) 

TIGER selection criteria reflected federal interest in specific goals, such as improving the state of repair of transportation infrastructure. Specifically, DOT developed and applied two primary criteria—(1) long-term outcomes and (2) job creation and economic stimulus—and two secondary criteria— innovation and partnerships. DOT further defined its primary and secondary criteria with the concepts described in table 1 to help TIGER reviewers determine how well a proposed project aligned with each criterion. DOT described these criteria in its final Notice of Funding Availability, noting that primary criteria were weighted more heavily than secondary criteria, while the concepts defining each selection criterion were weighted equally. 
c. results in transpo infrastructure
DOT, 11-
(Department of Transportation, “TIGER Discretionary Grant Program: In n o v a t Io n a n d Pr o j e c t de l I v e r y,” http://www.dot.gov/tiger/docs/Fact%20Sheet-%20Innovation%20and%20Project%20Acceleration.pdf) 

The TIGER programs encouraged applicants to develop robust and innovative financing structures to compete for Federal funds. DOT gives priority to projects that demonstrate significant partnership between State and local governments and private entities, including nonprofit and other non-traditional partners. The St. Paul, MN, Union Depot project joins a $35 million TIGER investment with $208 million in local, State and other Federal money to renovate the city’s historic Union Depot as a multi-modal transit hub linking rail, bus, light-rail, auto and bicycle trips. Similarly, the Tower 55 project in Fort Worth, TX, will use a $34 million TIGER II grant to complete a $91.2 million funding package for rail capacity enhancements at one of the most significant rail bottlenecks in the country, providing substantial benefits for the Nation and the local community. Like many of the projects funded through TIGER, this is a strong public-private partnership, with freight railroads funding a significant portion of the project’s costs. In the first round of TIGER, grantees matched each dollar of TIGER investment with more than two dollars from other sources. Through TIGER, DOT challenged grantees to make their funds go further, often in new and creative ways. The Colorado DOT was awarded a $10 million TIGER grant for the U.S. 36 Managed Lanes/BRT project, which will accommodate bus rapid transit, bikeways and congestion-reducing managed lanes between Denver and Boulder, CO. To better leverage these funds, the Department also offered Colorado the opportunity to use the $10 million to support a significantly more robust Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan which can cover up to a third of the project’s full cost. Together additional State and local money, the project sponsors currently expect to take advantage of the TIFIA loan to complete the project’s innovative financing package which is in the $160-260 million range. DOT will also provide a $546 million TIGER TIFIA loan to complete the $1.7 billion Crenshaw/LAX LightRail Transit Corridor project, an integral piece of Los Angeles’s 30/10 Initiative to build 12 city-transforming mass transit projects in 10 years rather than 30. Los Angeles’s broad vision, coupled with its willingness to dedicate significant local resources for the project through the voter-approved Measure R half cent sales tax, made this innovative financing proposal a good fit for the TIGER II competition; its success, and the success of the 30/10 Initiative generally, will provide new examples of innovative ways to think about financing local transportation priorities. 

d. efficient and timely
DOT, 11-

(Department of Transportation, “TIGER Discretionary Grant Program: In n o v a t Io n a n d Pr o j e c t de l I v e r y,” http://www.dot.gov/tiger/docs/Fact%20Sheet-%20Innovation%20and%20Project%20Acceleration.pdf) 

In addition to financing, TIGER creates incentives for project sponsors to pursue innovation and best practices in the way transportation projects are delivered. TIGER encourages rigorous cost and schedule control through a statutory deadline for obligating funds (“use them or lose them”) and through fixed dollar awards that limit the funds provided through the TIGER program. These incentives have encouraged many grantees to execute design-build contracts and other arrangements that can accelerate project delivery and reduce costs. The MiltonMadison Bridge Project, which received a $20 million TIGER I grant to connect Milton, KY, and Madison, IN, is using a design-build contracting approach to deliver the $103 million project. The winning bid submitted for the design-build contract was 15 percent below the original estimate, and the bridge will be open to traffic on September 15, 2012 and reduce the bridge closure period from 1 year to just 10 days. Mike Hancock, the Kentucky Secretary of Transportation, called the project “a poster child for how to do things right.” Of the 13 TIGER I grants administered by the Federal Transit Administration, five projects are expected to use a design-build approach, as opposed to the more traditional design-bid-build, and three projects are expected to use a construction manager at risk or construction manager/ general contractor approach to contracting. Both methods require greater collaboration from construction managers to deliver projects on time and on schedule. DOT expects these contracting approaches to significantly enhance the grantees’ ability to control costs and schedules for the TIGER projects. The TIGER program provides DOT with a proving ground for new approaches to financing and delivering infrastructure projects. TIGER, through its encouragement of innovation and broad scope, has seen grantees create and foster important partnerships; make significant local public and private investments that will transform their communities; and explore methods to improve the speed and effectiveness of project delivery. Proven solutions for financing and accelerating project delivery can help DOT, States and local governments invest limited public funds most effectively. 

e. avoids all solvency turns 
UNCTD, 11-

(United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, “Promoting investment for development: Best practices in strengthening investment in basic infrastructure in developing countries – a summary of UNCTAD’s research on FDI in infrastructure,” http://unctad.org/en/docs/ciid12_en.pdf) 

Open the bidding stage to as many investors as possible. In most cases of private infrastructure investment, the government should have a competitive bidding or auctioning process to determine which investor can offer the best deal in terms of investment commitments, delivery of goods and services, price reductions, contribution to public revenues, etc. A highly competitive bidding stage maximizes the benefits accruing to infrastructure users and the government, making it imperative that the process be relatively free of barriers that could limit the number of bidders. These barriers often come in the form of requirements that bidders must meet, such as minimum standards related to company size or past experience, or a series of costly administrative procedures that must be undertaken during the bidding process. It is also important that the process be transparent, so that opportunities for favouritism towards certain bidders are limited. For example, bidding for Nigeria’s port terminals was open to any foreign and domestic investors. They received 110 initial applications, which resulted in 59 qualified bids for 13 terminals. Of these, the preferred bidders entered into negotiations with the Government, where more detailed agreements were produced. This multi-step approach allowed the investors to enter the initial bidding stages with minimal administrative hurdles. As the bidding process progressed, remaining investors were required to produce more detailed financial and technical plans. Another option, as seen in Peru’s approach to road concessions, is for the Government to subsidize a portion of the bid costs. 

HSR Solvency

Competitive bidding process solves HSR 

Mica, 11-

(Chairman on the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, “MICA, SHUSTER ROLL OUT HIGH-SPEED & INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL PLAN,” http://transportation.house.gov/news/PRArticle.aspx?NewsID=1310) 

Washington, DC – A dramatic new direction that focuses on bringing competition to high-speed and intercity passenger rail service across the country was presented today during a national briefing by Committee leaders. The plan incorporates competitive bidding and private sector involvement to bring high-speed rail to the Northeast Corridor and improve intercity passenger rail service nationwide. U.S. Rep. John L. Mica (R-FL), Chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, and U.S. Rep. Bill Shuster (R-PA), Chairman of the Railroads, Pipelines and Hazardous Materials Subcommittee, presented their new direction for U.S. passenger rail service to national and state transportation officials and passenger rail stakeholders across the country, and enable their participation via webcast and teleconference. The Mica/Shuster initiative is called the “Competition for Intercity Passenger Rail in America Act.” “After 40 years of costly and wasteful Soviet-style operations under Amtrak, this proposal encourages private sector competition, investment and operations in U.S. passenger rail service,” Mica said. “Competition in high-speed and intercity passenger rail will cut taxpayer subsidies, improve service, and bring our nation into the 21st century of passenger rail transportation. “Our plan will create jobs by finally bringing real high-speed rail to the one region of the country where it makes the most sense – the Northeast Corridor – and do so in a dramatically shorter time than Amtrak’s 30-year plan, at a fraction of their proposed $117 billion cost,” Mica said. “Amtrak has repeatedly bungled development and operations in the Northeast Corridor, and their new long-term, expensive plan to try to improve the corridor is simply unacceptable,” Mica continued. “The nation cannot afford to continue throwing money away on this highly subsidized, ineffective disaster. “It is time for a new direction. Around the world, other nations and the private sector have successfully competed to develop high-speed and passenger rail service,” Mica said. “There is no reason we cannot do the same in our most densely populated and congested region. By giving the private sector the opportunity to bring its resources and expertise to the table, we can lower costs, increase efficiency, and improve high-speed and intercity passenger rail service across the country.” 

Roads Solvency

TIGER Solves for Roads; New Mexico Proves 
U.S. Department of Transportation No Date (TIGER Discretionary Grant Program: Safety & State of Good Repair, http://www.dot.gov/tiger/docs/Fact%20Sheet%20-%20Safety%20and%20SoGR.pdf)
DOT takes seriously its responsibility to ensure the Nation’s transportation networks are as safe as possible. Through the TIGER programs, DOT focuses investments on projects with broad safety benefits. The TIGER program provided funds for several road projects, including rural roads, with exceptional safety concerns. The U.S. 491 highway in New Mexico provides North-South connections for the Navajo Nation and local and long-distance trucking in an extremely rural and economically distressed area in northwest New Mexico. Prior to construction, this stretch of highway experienced fatality rates between two and three and a half times the state average. TIGER funds will enable the Navajo DOT to construct two additional lanes and to separate northsouth traffic on this corridor, limiting fatal accidents. The U.S. 491 project will also improve safety at intersections along the route with turn lanes for acceleration and deceleration and other intersection improvements.

Bridges Solvency

TIGER Solves for Bridges: Oklahoma proves

U.S. Department of Transportation No Date (TIGER Discretionary Grant Program: Safety & State of Good Repair, http://www.dot.gov/tiger/docs/Fact%20Sheet%20-%20Safety%20and%20SoGR.pdf)
Both rounds of TIGER focused on the state of our Nation’s bridges, including a handful of the large projects that State and local governments have trouble funding. While there are many examples of bridges from around the country that are unfortunately deteriorating and in great need of repair, with limited TIGER funds DOT focused its investments on bridges that not only exhibited acute need, but also demonstrated substantial State and local support for repair and incorporated broad multimodal goals in their design and reconstruction. King County, WA sought TIGER I funds to replace the South Park Bridge – one of only two river crossings on the high-traffic freight and commuter corridor south of Seattle – and avoid its forced closure for safety concerns. While the application was compelling, relying on the bridge’s last sufficiency rating of 4 (out of 100) King County was ultimately not successful in the first round of TIGER. After missing out on the TIGER award King County closed the South Park Bridge for safety reasons. For TIGER II, however, King County presented an exceptionally broad coalition of partners – and funding commitments – including the Cities of Seattle and Tukwila, the State of Washington, the Port of Seattle, the Puget Sound Regional Council and private companies. Financial commitments from these partners totaled $94 million of the $130 million construction cost. The South Park Bridge Replacement was awarded TIGER II funding which will complete the funding package to restore this vital bridge, strengthening economic competitiveness for the region while improving commuter connectivity and reducing congestion. The Oklahoma DOT received TIGER I funding to upgrade the structure of Tulsa’s I-244 bridge over the Arkansas River. Structural improvements will minimize operations and maintenance expenditures and replace an existing facility rated as one of the five worst bridges in Oklahoma, and will also help address the City’s broad multi-modal objectives. The reconstructed bridge will expand transportation options in Tulsa to accommodate high-speed intercity and commuter rail, pedestrian and bicycle use in addition to highway traffic. Bringing the I-244 bridge into a state of good repair is a vital piece in Tulsa’s plans for economic development through freight and commuter traffic and transit-oriented development including multiple modes of transportation.
Disabilities Solvency

TIGER Solves Disability Access 

Rubin 12( Karen, June 22, Transportation Secretary awards $500 million in TIGER grants, but demand is huge, http://www.examiner.com/article/transportation-secretary-awards-500-million-tiger-grants-but-demand-is-huge) 
TIGER has enjoyed overwhelming demand since its creation, a trend continued by TIGER 2012. Applications for this most recent round of grants totaled $10.2 billion, far exceeding the $500 million set aside for the program. In all, the Department received 703 applications from all 50 states, U.S. territories and the District of Columbia. The grants will fund a wide range of innovative transportation projects in urban and rural areas across the country: • Of the $500 million in TIGER 2012 funds available for grants, more than $120 million will go to critical projects in rural areas. • Roughly 35 percent of the funding will go to road and bridge projects, including more than $30 million for the replacement of rural roads and bridges that need improvements to address safety and state of good repair deficiencies. • 16 percent of the funding will support transit projects like the Wave Streetcar Project in Fort Lauderdale. • 13 percent of the funding will support high-speed and intercity passenger rail projects like the Raleigh Union Station Project in North Carolina. • 12 percent will go to freight rail projects, including elements of the CREATE (Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency) program to reduce freight rail congestion in Chicago. • 12 percent will go to multimodal, bicycle and pedestrian projects like the Main Street to Main Street Multimodal Corridor project connecting Memphis and West Memphis. • 12 percent will help build port projects like the Outer Harbor Intermodal Terminal at the Port of Oakland. • Three grants were also directed to tribal governments to create jobs and address critical transportation needs in Indian country. TIGER projects will also improve accessibility for people with disabilities to health care, education and employment opportunities.
Solvency Turn NB 

Transportation causes race to the bottom and contracts that fail 
Perez and Stovall, 12-

(Jessica and Tess, March, The Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, “Coming in on Budget: Infrastructure Contracting Reform,” http://content.thirdway.org/publications/509/Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_Coming_in_On_Budget_Infrastructure_Contracting_Reform.pdf) 

Additionally, the lowest-bid system used in fielding contracts makes it difficult for contractors to compete fairly. States often are statutorily required to choose the lowest bid on a project, in effect, creating a “race to the bottom.” Because contractors know that their competitors will offer a low initial bid to secure the contract and then make up their profit margin through cost overruns, they are forced to do the same to have a chance at winning the project. This results in contracts that sometimes significantly undershoot the actual total cost of the project when it’s finished. When the government agrees to pay for additional costs up front, there is no risk associated with this underbidding—the liability rests solely with taxpayers. 14 
Politics NB (Cost Overruns)

Congress hates wasteful spending 
Henneberg, 9-

(Fox News, “Republican Senators Blast GAO Report on Wasteful 'Transportation' Spending”  http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2009/07/30/republican-senators-blast-gao-report-wasteful-transportation-spending/#ixzz1z1hBmrUu) 

Two Republican senators are accusing the federal government of misusing $78 billion in Highway Trust Funds on scenic beautification and other low-priority projects rather than committing money to essential programs to restore major highways and bridges. Sens. John McCain of Arizona and Tom Coburn of Oklahoma say the Government Accounting Office report released Thursday shows that the nearly bankrupt fund wasted billions over the past five years when it should have been using money earned by the federal fuel tax to maintain the nation's highways and bridges. "Congress has wasted billions of dollars on low-priority projects like bike paths while bridges are in disrepair. In today's economy, it's inexcusable to continue business as usual when Congress could be supporting state priorities that would save lives, save taxpayer funds, create jobs and truly stimulate the economy," Coburn said in a written statement. The Highway Trust Fund -- created in 1956 to maintain the country's highways and bridges -- allocated $2 billion to preserve 5,547 facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, including $878,000 for a pedestrian and bicycle bridge for a Minnesota town of 847 people. The fund also allotted $850 million for 2,772 "scenic beautification" landscaping projects along interstate highways from 2004 to 2008, according to the GAO report. The report also found that $488 million of the fund's dollars went toward "behavioral research" to study and improve safe driving, while $28 million was used to fund the nation's transportation museums. And $121 million was used to fund 63 ferry projects and ferry terminal facilities, which included $1.6 million for a ferry boat program in Oklahoma featuring morning cartoon cruises with Bugs Bunny on the ferry's flat screen television, the report found. Click here to see photos. While the funding of projects unrelated to highway and bridge maintenance is legal, McCain and Coburn are calling for periodic reviews of such projects they say amount to earmarks that drain a fund that went bankrupt last year. The government is expected to save the HTF from bankruptcy again this year by doling out another $5 billion. "Congress is about to pass another bailout of the Highway Trust Fund because we have refused to make wise choices about transportation spending," Coburn said. McCain, a vehement critic of wasteful government spending, said Thursday that the number of highway bill earmarks has "exploded" over the past five years. "GAO's analysis only confirms that Congress is frivolously spending the Highway Trust Fund for pet projects like walkways and bicycle paths, at the expense of our nation's roads and bridges. Now Congress wants to bail out the Trust Fund by saddling future generations with even more debt. Doing so is irresponsible," McCain said.

Republicans hate wasteful transpo spenidng
Neely, 12

(Brett, February 3, 2012, “U.S. House digs into transportation issues,” http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2012/02/03/congress-transportation/) 

Republicans initially proposed ending the $193 million program, citing low traffic and high per-passenger costs. After drawn-out negotiations (and a partial shutdown of the FAA last summer) both parties agreed to preserve the EAS program but cut spending levels over the next three years. But an analysis by the watchdog group Taxpayers for Common Sense suggests that the bill may contain an off-budget funding mechanism that could lead to an increase in funds for EAS. "Over the next four years, Congress' "cut" in EAS funding will actually add up to $44 million to one of the most wasteful programs imaginable," wrote Steve Ellis, vice president of Taxpayers for Common Sense. ELECTION YEAR POLITICS After a year of brinksmanship on Capitol Hill, House Republicans see the highway bill as a chance to take up President Barack Obama's call to renew the country's decaying infrastructure while leaving a conservative mark on a program that has developed a reputation for sometimes wasteful spending. While Democrats and Republicans were able to find consensus on the FAA bill and ultimately pass a long-term reauthorization, it's not clear the highway bill proposed by House Republicans will experience the same fate. 

Congress hates wasteful spending – transportation funding for that reason is unpopular
AP, 12-

(April 14, “Recess fight over GOP budget preview of fall races,” http://htpolitics.com/2012/04/14/recess-fight-over-gop-budget-preview-of-fall-races/)

President Barack Obama has called the GOP budget a backward “radical vision” and “thinly veiled social Darwinism” that would let many people struggle while the rich benefit. Republicans say their plan is a sober approach to dealing with out-of-control government spending and higher taxes in an era that demands fiscal austerity. The debate underscores the broader dispute between the two parties about the role and size of government. From town halls to job fairs to meet-and-greets with voters during Congress’ two-week recess, Democrats and Republicans focused on the budget in a preview of the seven-month campaign to November. The economy and jobs are voters’ priorities, and how the budget debate plays out could prove critical in the fall, with control of the White House, Senate and House at stake. Obama and likely GOP presidential nominee Mitt Romney have both signaled that the budget plan will be an element in their race. The House plan would make deep cuts to government programs. Everything from food stamps to transportation is on the chopping block. It calls for shrinking the current six income-tax rate system to just two and lowering the top rate to 25 percent from the current 35 percent. 

The GOP dislikes wasteful transpo projects
Clawson, 11-

(Daily Kos, October 31, 2011, “Surprise! Republicans lie about 'wasteful' transportation spending,” http://www.dailykos.com/story/2011/10/31/1031749/-Surprise-Republicans-lie-about-wasteful-transportation-spending)

When Oklahoma Sen. Tom "Dr. No" Coburn and his partners in intransigence want to depict funding for transportation enhancements as wasteful, they take two deceptive approaches, an AP fact check finds. First, they exaggerate the amount spent, saying that states are required to spend 10 percent of federal transportation money on the transportation enhancements program. In fact, it's 10 percent of one specific piece of federal aid, which amounts to just 2 percent of total federal transportation money. Then they really go to work, spinning tales of specific outrages that have wasted federal transportation funding while our bridges crumble. The big problem with that is that, as the AP's Joan Lowy details, Coburn and allies like John McCain start with a list of 39 allegedly wasteful projects, out of more than 25,000 done in the program's nearly 20 year history, and even so many of their examples are false: 

Environment NB

DOT requires environmental reviews and assesments
Herr, 11-

(Phillip, “Competitive Grant Programs Could Benefit from Increased Performance Focus and Better Documentation of Key Decisions,” http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11234.pdf) 

DOT required applicants to include a description of the status of environmental approvals as well as information on the project’s benefits and costs. Applications advanced to the Review Team were reviewed by an Environmental Analysis Team that assessed each advanced project’s ability to substantially meet federal environmental readiness requirements. 

Maritime transportation infrastructure has large environmental impacts – disrupts biodiversity and puts keystone species like sea turtles at risk 

USACE, 4/2 – US Army Corps of Engineers ( U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization Strategy Options for the Future,” http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Options_for_the_Future_Working_Draft_v1_2012_
Apr_01.pdf)
 All forms of transportation have an environmental footprint. Development and maintenance of navigation-based transportation systems in the United States have contributed significantly to altered air, water, land and biological characteristics of waterways, coastlines, and rail and highway corridors. Sources of such environmental impacts include channel and basin excavation, maintenance dredging, lock and dam structures, intermodal links and vehicular/vessel emissions. Since the 1970s, implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act, Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act and other regulatory legislation have contributed to reducing the persistent impacts of many previous practices. Coastal ports and inland waterways occur within proximity of two of the scarcest ecosystem categories—free flowing rivers and estuarine wetlands. Further unmitigated impact is unlikely to be accepted. Any modernization strategy must consider possible alteration of the environmental footprint. Locks and dams have contributed substantially to the imperilment of numerous freshwater species by totally changing their riverine habitat. Excavation and dredging of navigation channels reduce abundances of submerged aquatic vegetation and various commercial, recreational and threatened animal species. In general, dredging of nontoxic bottoms impacts coastal and riverine benthic organisms temporarily and bottoms typically colonize quickly following disturbance. Dredging also has had more persistent effects, including some unavoidable taking of imperiled species (e.g. sea turtles). In 1992 USACE was authorized to beneficially use dredge material for environmental improvement. Since then, dredged material has also been used for habitat creation and other beneficial uses at other project sites. The specific environmental ramifications must be weighed for a dredged site or for a site that will environmentally benefit from the dredged material. Comparing navigation to other forms of transportation, however, navigation’s footprint can be viewed favorable to truck and rail for many types of impacts. 
Transportation infrastructure destroys biodiversity 
CSF, NDG – Conservation Strategy Funds (“Biodiversity Understanding in Infrastructure and Landscape Development (BUILD),” http://conservation-strategy.org/en/project/biodiversity-understanding-infrastructure-and-landscape-development-build) //GRIMACE

 Over the next three years, CSF staff will focus on the backbones of economic development that often drive biodiversity loss: energy and transportation infrastructure. Although big infrastructure can augment the competitiveness of economic activities and increase people’s access to health care, education and other services, these projects also flood, fragment and often destroy ecosystems. To balance biodiversity conservation with infrastructure development, countries must better understand economic and ecological trade-offs. 
Transportation infrastructure destroys species
USACE, 4/2 – US Army Corps of Engineers ( U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization Strategy Options for the Future,” http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Options_for_the_Future_Working_Draft_v1_2012_
Apr_01.pdf) //GRIMACE

Despite many benefits, the transformation of the American landscape by human use has come at substantial environmental cost. It has degraded numerous commercial and recreational uses of water and associated land area ([references]), contributed to health and safety concerns and also contributed to the probable or possible extinction of at least 240 American species and decline of many more (Master et al. 2000). The freight transportation system has directly impacted a small percentage of the nation’s geographic area, intensively and with effects that extend beyond the area of direct impact 

Biodiversity collapse results in extinction

FAO Report, 2008 

(Food and Agricultural Organization of the United States.) http://www.fao.org/newsroom/en/news/2008/1000788/index.html. February 18. “Biodiversity is vital for human survival and livelihoods,” FAO Deputy Director-General says) 
BIODIVERSITY is vital for human survival and livelihoods and we need to conserve it for future generations. At the same time, the unacceptable scale of hunger and rural poverty in our small planet calls for urgent remedial action. This was underlined by FAO deputy director general James G. Butler. He was addressing the opening session of the thirteenth meeting of the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice of the Convention on Biological Diversity (February 18-22. )

Ultimately, at the global level, this event – which involves FAO, the Convention on Biological Diversity and their partners – is aimed at meeting the challenges of sustainable agricultural production to ensure food security for all peoples, “especially the rural poor – often the managers and custodians of our biodiversity,” as Mr Butler put it. The Rome meeting focuses on the implementation of the programmes of work on agricultural biodiversity and forest biodiversity; the application of sustainable use principles and guidelines to agricultural biodiversity; the linkages between agricultural biodiversity and climate change; marine, coastal and inland water ecosystems biodiversity; invasive alien species; and other scientific and technical issues.

“Mainstreaming biodiversity into the food and agriculture, livestock fisheries and forestry sectors will be critical to provide humankind with opportunities for increasing food availability and stability, while maintaining a healthy natural capital for future generations,” Mr Butler said.

Sea turtles are a keystone species, the consequences of their extinction are unpredictable

South African Journal of Science, 2/06

(“A review of migratory behaviour of sea turtles off southeastern Africa,” 

The survival of sea turtles is threatened by modern fishing  methods, exploitation of eggs and habitat destruction. Forming  keystone species in the ocean, their extinction would disrupt the  marine food chain in ways as yet unknown. The Indian Ocean has  many breeding areas for sea turtles, the southernmost ones being  on the Maputaland coast of KwaZulu-Natal, where loggerhead and  leatherback turtles nest in large numbers thanks to long-lasting   protection programmes. For the leatherback this is the only known  nesting site in the entire western Indian Ocean. At the end of the  reproductive season, both loggerheads and leatherbacks under-  take migrations towards disparate feeding areas. To contribute to  their conservation, the migratory behaviour of these animals needs  to be understood. Here we review 10 years studying this behaviour  using transmitters that telemeter data via satellite. 

Economy NB

Does economic reviews based off of the plan
Herr, 11-

(Phillip, “Competitive Grant Programs Could Benefit from Increased Performance Focus and Better Documentation of Key Decisions,” http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11234.pdf) 

In addition, an Economic Analysis Team composed of nine DOT economists—including the Chief Economist and economists from relevant operating administrations—assessed the economic analysis from each advanced application to determine whether the analysis was “useful” or “not useful” in its presentation of information and variables considered and whether the total benefits of a proposed project were reasonably likely to outweigh its costs. DOT required applicants to provide different types of information of benefits and costs depending on the amount the application requested. Specifically, projects requesting more than $100 million were required to calculate the net benefits of a project, indicate the value assigned to qualitative benefits, and describe the methodology used to arrive at this calculation. DOT directed applicants requesting more than $20 million and less than $100 million to provide estimates of expected benefits in the five long-term outcomes. Applicants requesting less than $20 million did not have to submit a benefit-cost analysis. The Economic Analysis and Environmental Analysis Teams presented their findings to the Review Team, which considered this information along with other factors in its assessment of applications. 

Cost Overruns NB (Spending)

Cost overruns stunt economic growth

Perez and Stovall, 12-

(Jessica and Tess, March, The Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, “Coming in on Budget: Infrastructure Contracting Reform,” http://content.thirdway.org/publications/509/Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_Coming_in_On_Budget_Infrastructure_Contracting_Reform.pdf) 

 American businesses suffer because of the United States’ inferior infrastructure. Economic losses due to inefficiencies in our public infrastructure system currently amount to $195 billion per year. Traffic jams cost truckers $33 billion in fuel in 2009, significantly adding to the shipping costs of American manufacturers. 6 These inefficiencies also take a bite out of family budgets. The average American spends an extra $335 per year on expenses related to unmaintained roads. 7 The state of our infrastructure stems from a declining commitment to investment. U.S. infrastructure investment as a share of GDP has fallen 50% in the past 50 years. 8 And our eroding infrastructure spells trouble for the thousands of American companies and millions of workers that rely on our infrastructure to move their goods and services quickly and easily. Without significant infrastructure improvements, economic growth will be stunted. 

Cost Overruns NB (Link)

Federally ran transportation projects lead to cost-overruns 
Edwards, 9- 
(Director of tax policy at the Cato Institute, Chris, “Government Cost Overruns,” http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/government-cost-overruns) 
People tend not to spend other people's money as carefully as they spend their own. In governments, policymakers and administrators deal with large amounts of other people's money, and so wasteful spending is a big problem. One manifestation is the pattern of cost overruns on procurement and large government projects — projects that begin with a price tag of $1 billion often end up costing $2 billion. Federal cost overruns are chronic in budget areas such transportation, energy, defense, and technology. The problem of cost overruns is widely recognized, but policymakers seem unable or unwilling to stop it. This essay provides examples of the problem and suggests reasons why it occurs. A table at the end includes a sampling of cost overruns on large federal projects. Cost overruns are illustrative of the persistent failures of federal management and provide one justification to downsize the government. Chronic Problem Areas Transportation. Large cost overruns are routine on federally funded transportation projects. A good example was the Springfield, Virginia, highway interchange project. When initiated, Virginia officials claimed that the project would cost $241 million, but it ended up costing $676 million by the time it was completed in 2007.1 To add insult to injury, Virginia officials said that the project was finished "on time and under budget," but the Washington Post correctly pointed out that "the final cost was nearly three times what was first projected."2 The most infamous budget buster in highway history was probably Boston's "Big Dig," or Central Artery project. In 1985, government officials claimed that the Big Dig would cost $2.6 billion and that it would be completed by 1998. The project's cost ballooned to $14.6 billion and it was finally completed in 2005.3 The federal share of the cost was $8.5 billion. What happened? The Big Dig was grossly mismanaged, as the Boston Globe revealed in a detailed investigation.4 One problem was that the state government bailed out bungling Big Dig contractors on more than 3,000 separate occasions rather than demanding accountability from them. Contractors were essentially rewarded for delays and overruns with added payments and guaranteed profits. Auditors warned state politicians about developing problems, but they did not seem to care.5 As a final blow to the public, hundreds of leaks were found in the project's tunnels after it was completed, and a tunnel ceiling collapsed on a motorist. Not all government highway projects are as mismanaged as the Big Dig, but cost overruns and delays are routine. A Government Accountability Office study found that half of the federal highway projects it examined had cost overruns of more than 25 percent.6 Similar problems plague other government transportation projects. One example was the grossly over-budget Denver International Airport. In 1989, both Congress and Denver voters agreed to the construction of a new $1.7 billion airport. But by the time the airport was opened in 1995 the cost had mushroomed to $4.8 billion.7 
Federal investment in infrastructure fails – bureaucratic, overruns – turns solvency and the economy
Edwards, 11-

(Joint Economic Committee United States Congress, Chris, November 16, 2011, “Federal Infrastructure Investment,”http://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/federal-infrastructure-investment) 

Thus, the important thing about infrastructure is to focus on allocating funds efficiently, not to maximize the amount of government spending. If infrastructure funding flows to low-value activities, it doesn't aid economic growth, nor does it help industries such as manufacturing. Experience shows that Washington often does a poor job at allocating infrastructure spending, in part because its decisions are far removed from market-based demands and price signals. Most federal nondefense infrastructure spending today is for activities that are state, local, and private in nature. Federal budget data for fiscal 2011 show that nondefense infrastructure spending was about $162 billion, including both direct spending and aid to the states.6 Some of that spending which was state, local, and private in nature included: $42.0 billion for highways, $16.8 billion for water and power projects, $14.3 billion for urban transit, $12.5 billion for community development, $12.5 billion for housing, and $3.5 billion for airports. Problems with Federal Infrastructure Investment There are calls today for more federal spending on infrastructure, but advocates seem to overlook the downsides of past federal efforts. Certainly, there have been federal infrastructure successes, but there has also been a history of pork barrel politics and bureaucratic bungling in federal investment spending. A substantial portion of federal infrastructure spending has gone to low-value and dubious activities. I've examined spending by the two oldest federal infrastructure agencies — the Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation.7 While both of those agencies constructed some impressive projects, they have also been known for proceeding with uneconomic boondoggles, fudging the analyses of proposed projects, and spending on activities that serve private interests rather than the general public interest. (I am referring to the Civil Works part of the Corps here). Federal infrastructure projects have often suffered from large cost overruns.8 Highway projects, energy projects, airport projects, and air traffic control projects have ended up costing far more than originally promised. Cost overruns can happen on both public and private infrastructure projects, but the problem is exacerbated when multiple levels of government are involved in a project because there is less accountability. Boston's Big Dig — which exploded in cost to five times the original estimate — is a classic example of mismanagement in a federal-state project.9 Perhaps the biggest problem with federal involvement in infrastructure is that when Washington makes mistakes it replicates those mistakes across the nation. Federal efforts to build massive public housing projects in dozens of cities during the 20th century had very negative economic and social effects. Or consider the distortions caused by current federal subsidies for urban light-rail systems. These subsidies bias cities across the country to opt for light rail, yet rail systems are generally less efficient and flexible than bus systems, and they saddle cities with higher operating and maintenance costs down the road.10 When the federal government subsidizes certain types of infrastructure, the states want to grab a share of the funding and they often don't worry about long-term efficiency. High-speed rail is a rare example where some states are rejecting the "free" dollars from Washington because the economics of high-speed rail seem to be so poor.11 The Obama administration is trying to impose its rail vision on the nation, but the escalating costs of California's system will hopefully warn other states not to go down that path.12 Even if federal officials were expert at choosing the best types of infrastructure to fund, politics usually intrudes on the efficient allocation of dollars. Passenger rail investment through Amtrak, for example, gets spread around to low-population areas where passenger rail makes no economic sense. Indeed, most of Amtrak's financial loses come from long-distance routes through rural areas that account for only a small fraction of all riders.13 Every lawmaker wants an Amtrak route through their state, and the result is that investment gets misallocated away from where it is really needed, such as the Northeast corridor. Another problem is that federal infrastructure spending comes with piles of regulations. Davis-Bacon rules and other federal regulations raise the cost of building infrastructure. Regulations also impose one-size-fits-all solutions on the states, even though the states have diverse needs. The former 55-mph speed limit, which used to be tied to federal highway funds, is a good example. Today, federal highway funds come with requirements for the states to spend money on activities such as bicycle paths, which state policymakers may think are extraneous.14 

Cost Overruns NB (Elections Link Turn)

Public hates cost overruns
Perez and Stovall, 12-

(Jessica and Tess, March, The Schwartz Initiative on American Economic Policy, “Coming in on Budget: Infrastructure Contracting Reform,” http://content.thirdway.org/publications/509/Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_Coming_in_On_Budget_Infrastructure_Contracting_Reform.pdf) 

Cost overruns erode public trust in infrastructure spending. Polling reveals broad support for modernizing our nation’s infrastructure. Even in today’s harshly partisan environment, a recent survey showed that 74% of Democrats, 71% of Republicans, and 66% of self-identified Tea Party voters expressed support for infrastructure improvements. Yet, 90% of those polled also supported increased accountability to ensure that projects come in on time and on budget. Cost overruns betray the public’s trust that the government will act as wise stewards of their infrastructure dollars. Construction expert Barry LePatner puts it simply: “If there’s anything that Americans are more cynical about than politics, it’s construction.”
Cost Overruns NB (CP Solves)
The cp resolves cost overruns 

Snyder, 11-
(Governor of Michigan, Rick, October 26, 2011,  “A Special Message from Governor Rick Snyder: Reinventing Michigan’s Infrastructure: Better Roads Drive Better Jobs,” http://www.michigan.gov/documents/snyder/102611InfrastructureMessage_367113_7.pdf)

All agencies should be required to meet performance criteria as a condition for receiving state transportation revenue. These best practices should ensure administrative cost-saving results from the state’s requirement that employees pay 20 percent of their health care premiums and that new employees are placed on a defined contribution pension plan. In addition, transportation agencies should be required to meet a minimum number of best practices including development of an asset management plan for federal-aid highways and bridges, a safety plan, competitive bidding on contracts to any public or private sector organizations, fulfillment of consolidation plans and an internet dashboard on operating and financial statistics to improve accountability. I ask the Legislature to make the changes to allow for consolidation among larger jurisdictions or counties that might want to make similar arrangements to reduce costs or improve their road maintenance. To further improve the value received for taxpayer investment in transportation, I ask the Legislature to change the old transportation revenue act to allow open, competitive bidding for road maintenance and construction for all roads across the state. 
Bidding is key to solve cost overruns 

Wurfel, 11-

(Michigan Governors Office, Rick, “Governor says revitalized infrastructure is road to Michigan's success,” http://www.michigan.gov/snyder/0,4668,7-277-59151-264676--,00.html) 

While noting the state's continued innovations in transportation infrastructure and new technology, Snyder called for further cost savings and efficiencies through additional reforms and best practices. Proposals include: Allowing counties to absorb their county road commissions to ensure greater accountability. Michigan is the only state with county road agencies. Giving the state the authority to audit county road agencies. Updating Public Act 51 of 1951 to remove cities and villages that receive less than $50,000 in transportation funding from the distribution of P.A. 51 funds. Rather than go to jurisdictions, money will stay with the road so it can be distributed to whatever larger road agency maintains those roads and bridges. Ensuring that agencies covered under P.A. 51 conform to Michigan's new law requiring employees to contribute 20 percent of their health care premiums, and have new employees placed on defined contribution retirement plans. Allow agencies covered by P.A. 51 to open construction and maintenance contracts to competitive bidding from the public and private sectors. 

AT: CP Links to Politics

Grants are popular between Politicians 

Gramlich No date (Edward, Haw Shauld Public Infrastructure Be Financed, http://www.bos.frb.org/economic/conf/conf34/conf34g.pdf)
In discussing these issues with legislators, it becomes clear quickly that many results that seem wildly perverse to an economist often seem quite acceptable, indeed desirable, to legislators. Examples of this phenomenon will be described later, but first it should be noted that what Gramlich calls capped grants--I prefer to call them rationed grants--have an evil effect not noted by Gramlich. Many are very susceptible to corruption. Indeed, some beg to have money stolen from them. The recurring cycle of scandals in the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is, in my judgment, due in no small part to the rationed nature of grants under most HUD programs. The design of the subsidy has a two-pronged effect. First, the rationing mechanism often gives enormous discretionary power to bureaucrats and low-level political appointees who are susceptible both to bribery and to political influence from above. Second, the extreme generosity of the per project grant makes it worthwhile to try to steal from the program. Why, then, are programs with such bad and inefficient results so popular with legislators? First, the programs can be very seductive because they often convey a great deal of discretionary power to the bureaucracy and to the legislators on the appropriate subcommittees.240 Rudolph G. Penner People do like having power. But I am one who usually defends politicians and bureaucrats against the charge that they are powerhungry people. They are not completely crass. Most truly believe in public service. Rationed grants are also politically appealing because they reduce the uncertainty facing politicians. If Gramlich’s truly open-ended, low cost-sharing grants were used, the government would be uncertain as to total costs and the geographical distribution of the funds. Bureaucratic discretion in determining the latter is often constrained by formula, and when a generous subsidy is combined with a limited budget, the government knows with virtual certainty that no more or less than all of the spending authority will be spent.
Congress likes the cp
Berman, 10-

(Group News Editor for Supply Chain Management Interview, “Transportation infrastructure: DOT awards nearly $600 million in TIGER II funding,” http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/transportation_infrastructure_dot_awards_nearly_600_million_in_tiger_ii_fun/) 

In terms of next possible steps for the TIGER program, LaHood said that TIGER is included as part of the federal transportation DOT/HUD bill, which recently was passed in both the House and Senate. Although the funding levels are different in the House and Senate, LaHood said he is pleased that Congress realizes that the TIGER program allows for creative and innovative opportunities that don’t fall under the traditional formulas that have been used by the DOT. “I think Congress gets it, and we are pleased and grateful that Congress understands this is an important program,” said LaHood. In an interview with LM earlier this year, Mort Downey, senior advisor at infrastructure firm Parsons-Brinkerhoff, described the TIGER grant award winners as the “cream of the crop.” 

Republicans like the cp
Mica, 12-

(Chairman of the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, John, “Saving Taxpayers Money,” http://www.transportation.house.gov/singlepages.aspx/768) 

 The Transportation and Infrastructure Committee is working to save taxpayer dollars by eliminating bureaucratic waste, finding cost effective solutions to building our nation’s infrastructure, and providing Americans with jobs. “Sitting on Our Assets: The Federal Government’s Misuse of Taxpayer-Owned Assets,” is a report prepared by the Committee's Republican staff that identifies billions of dollars in potential savings to the taxpayer through improved management of federal assets and the elimination of waste in agencies and programs under the Committee’s jurisdiction. Click here to learn more about this report. Such efforts will be critical to reducing wasteful spending and better utilizing our limited resources. Over the years and continuing into the 112th Congress, Republican Members of the Committee have supported numerous initiatives to reduce waste, eliminate bureaucracy, improve federal programs and save taxpayers' money. 

AT: Perm do both

1. Links to the net benefits 
2. Causes private sector crowd-out 

Roth, 10

(Downsizing the Government, “Federal Highway Funding,” http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding) 

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

Roth, 10

(Downsizing the Government, “Federal Highway Funding,” http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding) 

If the federal government removed itself from highway financing, direct payments for road use could be made directly to state governments through tolls. These sorts of tolls are already in place in New York and New Jersey. An even better solution would be payment of tolls for road use directly to private highway companies, which would cut out government financing completely. This is now technically feasible. Following the success of the HOT lanes in Southern California, many other projects are being pursued across the country. One project is in Northern Virginia. Fluor-Transurban is building and providing most of the funding for HOT lanes on a 14-mile stretch of the Capital Beltway. Drivers will pay to use the lanes with electronic tolling, which will recoup the company's roughly $1 billion investment. HOT lane projects are attractive to governments because they can make use of existing capacity and because the tolls can pay for all or most of the costs.41 Such networks offer congestion-free expressways for those wanting to pay a premium price, in addition to reducing congestion on other roads and creating faster bus services. There are many exciting technological developments in highways, and ending federal intervention would make state governments more likely to seek innovative solutions. Technological advances—such as electronic tolling—have made paying for road services as simple as paying for other sorts of goods. In a world where a fuel tax that is levied on gasoline is an imperfect measure of the wear-and-tear each driver puts on roads, it is vital to explore better ways to finance highways. 
AT: Perm do the CP

The permutation is illegitimate --- 

1. Increase means to make greater
Encarta Online Dictionary. 2006.  ("Increase." <http://encarta.msn.com/encnet/features/dictionary/DictionaryResults.aspx?refid=1861620741>.)

in·crease [ in krss ]
transitive and intransitive verb  (past and past participle in·creased, present participle in·creas·ing, 3rd person present singular in·creas·es)Definition: make or become larger or greater: to become, or make something become, larger in number, quantity, or degree
b. the cp doesn’t guarantee an increase an increase in transportation infrastructure, it is conditional on if investors want to invest --- empirics prove that if competitive grants don’t have any bidders, no transpo investment happens

Thomas and Grant, 12-
(May 25, **Zindia Local Government Section / Office of the Attorney General AND ** Local Government Section / Office of the Attorney General, “2012 Texas Municipal Procurement Laws MADE EASY,” https://www.oag.state.tx.us/AG_Publications/pdfs/procurement_easy.pdf) 

What options does the city have if the city receives no bids in response to a request? If competitive bids or proposals are required by Chapter 252 of the Local Government Code, there is no exception which would allow the city to avoid the statutory requirements due to a lack of bids. If a city receives no response to a request, the city must either re-advertise or decide not to undertake the contract. 
c. this interpretation is best --- it is necessary for neg ground to guarantee links to cp and disads by ensuring and increase in investment --- only way to maintain equitable --- it is also key to limits by cutting out affs that just remove a barrier in investment, which are effects t --- that is necessary to maintain higher quality debates instead of a race to generics 
2. transportation infrastructure investment  - it requires federal funding
Warner, 11 – US Senator who introduced this bill into the Senate (introduced by Mark Warner and Mark Kirk, “S. 1968: A bill to require the Secretary of Transportation to establish a pilot program to increase accountability with respect to outcomes of transportation investments, and for other purposes,” December 8, 2011, http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/112/s1968/text)//RD
‘(5) TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENT- The term ‘transportation investment’ means Federal funding for a project included in a transportation program. ‘(6) TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM- The term ‘transportation program’ means a plan or strategy prepared by a metropolitan planning organization or a State for transportation systems and facilities in the metropolitan planning area or the State, including a transportation plan, transportation improvement program, statewide transportation plan, or statewide transportation improvement program developed under section 5303 or 5304 of this title or section 134 or 135 of title 23.

b. competitive loans are used to stimulate private investment and minimize federal funds 
UNCTD, 11-

(United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, “Promoting investment for development: Best practices in strengthening investment in basic infrastructure in developing countries – a summary of UNCTAD’s research on FDI in infrastructure,” http://unctad.org/en/docs/ciid12_en.pdf) 

Open the bidding stage to as many investors as possible. In most cases of private infrastructure investment, the government should have a competitive bidding or auctioning process to determine which investor can offer the best deal in terms of investment commitments, delivery of goods and services, price reductions, contribution to public revenues, etc. A highly competitive bidding stage maximizes the benefits accruing to infrastructure users and the government, making it imperative that the process be relatively free of barriers that could limit the number of bidders
c. this interpretation is best --- all neg cp and disad ground is predicated off of increasing investment in the infrastructure rather than just altering it or changing --- it is also key to limit down the topic, otherwise there are variety of affs that would be justified like doing any alterations, regulations or changes to transpo infrastructure --- any aff that would meet our interpretation would be anti-topical
AT: Delay 

Not true --- it is timely 
OECD, 8-

(“TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT Options for Efficiency,” http://www.internationaltransportforum.org/Pub/pdf/08InfrInvest.pdf) 

 Many PPPs involve the outsourcing of financing. This means that the private partner(s) provide up-front investment, usually based on some mix of equity capital and commercial loans. Asking the contracting parties to invest directly in the project can be a means of increasing their commitment and reducing their leverage over government in later renegotiations, depending on the contract design. If the private partner is reimbursed for initial construction costs over the life cycle of the project, either by user charges or government payments, this means that it risks greater losses in the event of project failure, and any renegotiations with government are more likely to occur on a more even footing. In contrast, an agent that is reimbursed for construction costs immediately and subsequently only receives annual payments for maintenance costs has less to lose. The outsourcing of financing is, in this sense, an instrument to increase the likelihood that the scheme will be a true partnership. However, a key issue is the extent to which the partners are truly exposed financially by the nature of their investment – for example, borrowing by a special purpose vehicle may shield some partners from the full consequences of failure. The participation of commercial lenders can also prompt outside oversight, as banks will want to ascertain that the concessionaire is demonstrating due diligence in order to reduce the risk of default. The interest paid by a private partner can thus be partly seen as payment to the lenders for their monitoring of the agreement. An important question, though, is the degree of bank expertise where transport infrastructure projects are concerned. Commercial financing can also provide incentives to open a new piece of infrastructure earlier than would otherwise have occurred using “traditional” public budgeting processes based on annual allotments. The private builder will be motivated to open the facilities as soon as possible in order to commence receiving related payments. 
AT: Kills Investors

Serves as an anchor for private investment 
Reinhardt, 11-

(William, Transportation Development Foundation, “The Role of Private Investment in Meeting U.S. Transportation Infrastructure Needs,” http://www.artba.org/mediafiles/transportationp3whitepaper.pdf)

 One of the inherent differences between traditional infrastructure development and this type of P3 is the risk-allocation through financial structures. The private sector isolates and allocates specific project risks to the P3 development team and to investors, who suffer losses if construction cost estimates or traffic forecasts are wrong. The public sector is left standing alone when trouble strikes and allocates risk to users or taxpayers in the community at-large. In a concession, a project company is formed to create a transportation enterprise that is intended to make a profit, currently targeted at about 12 percent, over many years. The company is a stand-alone entity seeking to build and operate one asset. Only forecasted cash flows from that asset will be available to repay lenders, so they typically require significant equity contributions from the project company’s owners (for toll projects, typically 20-40 percent of total project costs, and for availability pay projects, about 10 percent) in order to provide a cushion if the project does not meet forecasted revenues. Neither the creditors nor the project company are typically given rights to increase tolls in the event of a shortfall in cash flows (see P3 Contractual Provisions). Tolls are required to be maintained within the parameters set forth in the original concession agreement. Therefore, when a road underperforms, there is no tangible effect on the users of the facility or the community at-large. In a worst-case scenario, the developer can file for bankruptcy or default on the loan at which point the lease may revert back to the state or the procuring agency. This is currently the situation occurring on the South Bay Expressway (SBE) in southern California. 

**Matching Funds**
1NC

CP Text: The United States Federal Government should offer a matching grant for [plan]

Matching funds anchor private investment 

Cooper, 12-

(Donna, American Progress, “Meeting the Infrastructure Imperative An Affordable Plan to Put Americans Back to Work Rebuilding Our Nation’s Infrastructure,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/pdf/infrastructure.pdf)

Our plan recommends that current federal requirements for state matching fundprescribed by the federal transportation and water infrastructure programs accompany new federal investments. 9 If this is the case, then the federal government will need to increase its direct spending on infrastructure by $48 billion a year, which will trigger $11 billion in new state matching investments. On top of direct federal expenditures, this plan proposes approximately $10 billion in new federal loan authority annually. (The cost of the credit subsidies to support these loans is included in the proposed $48 billion increase in federal investment.) This increase is federal investment represents a 52 percent increase over the approximately $92 billion in FY 2010 federal appropriations for capital infrastructure investments distributed as grants, credit subsidies, and tax expenditures for infrastructure. Although strenuous efforts must be taken to balance the federal budget, we believe they should be done in a manner that permits this increase to be achieved. Based on the 2010 budget, doing so would increase federal spending by less than 1.3 percent compared to the FY 2010 federal budget. 10 (see Figure 1) Under our plan, the federal government will shoulder less than 50 percent of the cost of this heightened investment, and we propose specific new sources of revenues and shifts in existing infrastructure spending to pay for the federal share. To pay for the federal share, which we estimate should be $48 billion, we propose the following three new sources of revenue: • Impose an oil import fee set as a $9.6 per-barrel tax on imported oil, which can generate approximately $36 billion annually. 11 • End oil tax breaks by eliminating the $4.1 billion in oil production tax subsidies. 12 • Update the structure of infrastructure user fees, which can generate $8 billion annually. 13 Further funding can come by modernizing how federal funds are made available for infrastructure improvements, thereby attracting more private funds to finance projects—and reducing the strain on federal, state, and local government treasuries for critical projects. Infrastructure projects offer private investors the opportunity to make long-term investments that offer a predictable rate of return. For instance, if they finance the building of an airport and lease the airport to a regional authority, the terms of the lease will guarantee the investor regular payments that in turn cover their cost of the loan, its interest, and a rate of return or profit to the investors. 
**Solvency**

2NC – Generic
Cp solves the aff --- 
a. increase private productivity 
ACI, 6-

(Agrifood Consulting International, “PROGRAM CONCEPT NOTE,” http://www.agrifoodconsulting.com/ACI/uploaded_files/project_report/project_22_1031691477.pdf) 

The capital made available through the matching grant scheme will assist funding semi-public goods and would not crowd out the financial system. By improving the human and physical assets of stakeholders through investments in services and infrastructure, the matching grants will increase the productivity potential of stakeholders and assist in the achievement of higher economies of scale. Through the improved capacity that the matching grants make possible, stakeholders will become more attractive to the financial institutions as viable borrowers. 

b. economies of scale
ACI, 6-

(Agrifood Consulting International, “PROGRAM CONCEPT NOTE,” http://www.agrifoodconsulting.com/ACI/uploaded_files/project_report/project_22_1031691477.pdf) 

 Matching Grants. This tool facilitates the financing of semi-public goods to encourage the formation of value chain linkages and economies of scale. The management of the matching grant fund would require clear governance rules and well defined mechanisms of supervision and control. The outcome of the matching grant investments would be a system of more developed value chains that benefit more productive smallholder farmers, workers, and entrepreneurs. The matching grant scheme would increase human and physical assets (e.g. irrigation and marketing infrastructure) of stakeholders that would make them more productive and therefore more attractive customers for the commercial banking system 
c. serves as an anchor for private investment capital
Cooper, 12-

(Donna, American Progress, “Meeting the Infrastructure Imperative An Affordable Plan to Put Americans Back to Work Rebuilding Our Nation’s Infrastructure,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/pdf/infrastructure.pdf) 

 CAP’s analysis in this report finds that in sum, federal investments represented by federal appropriation levels, alongside federally mandated matching funds from state and local governments, and the estimated level of private investment in capital improvements to our infrastructure that was attracted by federal appropriations was approximately $132.9 billion in 2010. 6 For this paper, to ensure consistency among all data sources, we use FY 2010 as the base year for our analysis. (See the Appendix on page 79 for a breakdown of the methodology used to make our calculations in this paper.) To meet our country’s infrastructure capital repair and improvement needs, CAP analysis estimates that an additional $129.2 billion a year in new capital investment is warranted over the next 10 years. 7 This research also indicates that investing at this level for each of the next 10 years will appropriately address the backlog in infrastructure repairs and fund needed capacity improvements. Doing so would bring the total level of infrastructure investment up to $262.1 billion annually, which our research indicates is the minimum required. This paper describes how we arrived at this figure and it recommends a specific set of proposals to generate the funds to pay for this increased level of federal spending and the essential policy changes needed to ensure that our existing and new investments are wisely spent. 
d. creates a 50/50 mathcing grant program --- solves the aff 
AASHTO, 8

(Passenger Rail, “PASSENGER RAIL NEEDS IN THE UNITED STATES,”) 

In the FFY 2008 Consolidated Appropriations Act, Congress also provided $30 million for the FRA’s Intercity Passenger Rail Grant Program to be administered as 50/50 matching grants to states for capital investment in intercity passenger rail service. Projects must be included in a state’s transportation improvement program at the time of application to be eligible for funding. Priority will be given to projects that: • improve the safety and reliability of intercity passenger trains, • involve a commitment by freight railroads to an enforceable on-time performance of passenger trains of 80 percent or greater, • involve a commitment by freight railroads of financial resources commensurate with the benefit expected to their operations, • improve or extend service on a route that requires little or no federal assistance for its operations, and • involve a commitment by states or railroads of financial resources to improve the safety of highway/rail grade crossings over which the passenger service operates. Another provision of the FFY 2008 Consolidated Appropriations Act provides $20 million for grants to states for rail line relocation and improvement. This program was authorized in SAFETEA-LU, with funds appropriated for the first time in FFY 2008. About one-fourth of the funds are directed to specific state projects. 
Solvency NB

Current systems management fails – private investment is neccessary
Primack, 11-

(CNN Money Writer, “Why Obama can't save infrastructure,” http://finance.fortune.cnn.com/2011/02/17/why-obama-cant-save-infrastructure/) 

First, we've already established that our current system isn't working. Again, $2.2 trillion in infrastructure needs. And if you haven't seen a crumbling or rusted out bridge somewhere, then you haven't been looking. Second, it's counter-intuitive to think that a private investment firm wouldn't do everything in its power to make its transportation assets safe and efficient. Toll roads, airports and the like are volume businesses. One giant accident, and the return on investment could be irreparably harmed. This isn't to say that all of these projects will be successful -- there have been fiascos, like with Chicago's parking system -- but this is no longer a choice between private and public funding. It's a choice between private funding and woefully insufficient funding. Third, local governments have the ability to structure these leases any way they see fit. For example, the Chicago Skyway deal includes an annual engineering checkup, and the private owners are obligated to make any recommended repairs. This also goes for pricing. In a failed privatization deal for the Pennsylvania Turnpike, prospective buyers agreed to certain parameters on future toll increases. 
The federal government cannot do it by themselves – resources and needs
Cooper, 12-

(Center for American Progress, “Meeting the Infrastructure Imperative,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/infrastructure.html) 

Together these policies will also stimulate sizable new private investment in public infrastructure projects to help close the gap between needs and the resources available. In our plan the proposed new level of federal investment is fully paid for by reasonable increases in specific sources of revenues, including a fee on imported oil, elimination of antiquated and expensive oil tax breaks, and modest increases to a limited number of infrastructure user fees. Aside from the strong economic impact of elevated spending on infrastructure, the need to do so is indisputable. The state of disrepair of every element of transportation, drinking water and wastewater, and dams and levees systems is well documented, as this paper details in the pages ahead. To a great extent these basic public assets are decades past their useful life or are currently being used far beyond their expected or engineered capacity. Meanwhile our energy infrastructure is woefully outdated 

Politics NB 

The plan is unpopular – congress doesn’t like increase transpo infrastructure with government funds
Kilcarr, 11-

(Sean, Fleet Owner, “Congress battling over infrastructure privatization,” http://fleetowner.com/management/news/congress-battling-infrastructure-privatization-0622) 

Two competing bills being drafted by Senators Dick Durbin (D-IL) and Mark Kirk (R-IL) are clashing over the issue of privatizing transportation infrastructure – with many in the trucking industry remaining opposed to such efforts. Sen. Kirk’s bill – dubbed the Lincoln Legacy Infrastructure Development Act – seeks to “mobilize,” in his words, over $100 billion in private investment funds to build new roads, airports and railroads by using public-private partnerships without new federal borrowing. According to the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study commission, noted Sen. Kirk, current highway, bridge, public transit, freight and passenger rail funding needs are approximately $225 billion per year through 2055, while current spending is less than $90 billion per year. That’s why he said private investment would be required to rectify this critical shortfall in infrastructure funding without increasing taxes “Our roads, rail, transit and airports are facing unprecedented funding shortfalls,” Sen. Kirk said during a speech at the Union League Club transportation summit this week in Chicago. “We should not further burden working families with higher gas taxes. Instead, we should look to our own economic history to find a solution.” 

AT: Links to Politics
Privatization is popular and provides a solution 
Primack, 11-

(CNN Money Writer, “Why Obama can't save infrastructure,” http://finance.fortune.cnn.com/2011/02/17/why-obama-cant-save-infrastructure/) 

Most importantly, infrastructure privatization provides a solution to the current standoff between Obama and House Republicans -- by providing for investment to repair and maintain existing infrastructure, without requiring tax increases or enabling parochial pork But the benefits go far beyond the obvious. Privatization also may mean up-front payments that local governments can use to pay down existing project debt, while thoughtful leaders could set aside part of the proceeds to fund other infrastructure needs. Moreover, taxpayers no longer are on the hook for infrastructure-related risk (maintenance costs, liabilities, etc.). 
GOP likes privatizing and having partnerships with the private sector 

Edwards, 10-

(November 5, Chris, CATO Institute, “Republican Agenda? : Privatization of Tax Payer Funded White Elephants,” http://brendabowers.wordpress.com/2010/11/05/republican-agenda-privatization-cato-liberty/) 

 In coming months, new Republican members of Congress will be looking for ways to cut the budget deficit and also to increase economic growth. One way to do both is to privatize government assets, such as the U.S. Postal Service, Amtrak, and the air traffic control system. Privatization can reduce deficits from the one-time gain of an asset sale and from the elimination of annual taxpayer subsidies. Privatization can spur economic growth by moving resources from moribund government agencies to the higher-productivity and more innovative private sector. A new report by a trade magazine specializing in privatization confirms that the United States lags many nations on innovative infrastructure financing. Public Works Financing has been tallying data on “public-private partnerships” around the world since 1985. PPP is sort of half way toward the full privatization of government assets such as highways. I prefer full privatization (such as this highway), but PPP has swept the world in recent years and it is a step in the direction of market reform 
Empirically, congress likes matching gratns
GMGP, 8-

(August 22, General Matching Grants Program, “General Matching Grants Program,” http://www.coralreef.gov/grants/nfwf/NFWFG_MatchingGrants05_RFP.pdf) 

 The Foundation awards matching grants utilizing federal funds provided by annual Congressional appropriations and agreements with federal agencies including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Agency for International Development, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and USDA-Forest Service. The Foundation also receives and awards contributions from select foundations, corporations, and other non-federal entities. 
Congress likes the private sector maintaining and developing infrastructure 
WSDOT, 12-

(June 23, Washington State “What Role For Private Funding of Public Infrastructure?,” http://wsdotfederalfunding.blogspot.com/2011/01/what-role-for-private-funding-of-public.html) 

The National Journal observes that "both the Obama administration and Republicans in Congress say they want to marshal the power of the private sector in developing and maintaining the nation's infrastructure" and poses the following questions: "What is the appropriate role for businesses in government infrastructure? Can public-private partnerships be leveraged to bring forth projects that otherwise would languish for lack of funding? Are there barriers that keep businesses from stepping up to invest in major infrastructure? If so, what can be done to remove them? Public-private partnerships can mean different things to different people,notes the Journal, observing that "Most transportation lobbyists are referring to some type of tolling when they speak of public-private partnerships. The administration has a slightly more expansive view with its proposed infrastructure fund, believing that businesses can involve themselves in all manner of government projects, such as putting up loans and contracting parts of projects." 

AT: Perm do the CP

The permutation is illegitimate --- 

1. Increase means to make greater
Encarta Online Dictionary. 2006.  ("Increase." <http://encarta.msn.com/encnet/features/dictionary/DictionaryResults.aspx?refid=1861620741>.)

in·crease [ in krss ]
transitive and intransitive verb  (past and past participle in·creased, present participle in·creas·ing, 3rd person present singular in·creas·es)Definition: make or become larger or greater: to become, or make something become, larger in number, quantity, or degree
b. the cp doesn’t guarantee an increase an increase in transportation infrastructure, it is conditional on if investors want to invest --- empirics prove that if competitive grants don’t have any bidders, no transpo investment happens

FAA, 3/9- 

(“Space Transportation Infrastructure Matching Grants Program,” https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2012/03/09/2012-5706/space-transportation-infrastructure-matching-grants-program) 

The FAA/AST intends to continue funding the Space Transportation Infrastructure Matching Grants Program for FY 2012. However, funding has not been determined at this time. In order for the FAA/AST to swiftly execute grant awards within FY 2012, should funding be available, the FAA/AST is requesting grant applications at this time. The FAA/AST intends to receive, process, and evaluate the applications in a timely manner, and in accordance with the notional schedule listed below, so should there be available funding, the recipients will already be selected and the awards can be made within FY 2012. There remains the possibility that no funds will be available in FY 2012 for the Space Transportation Infrastructure Matching Grants Program. If no funds are available, no grant applications submitted in response to this Notice will be approved and funded. 
c. this interpretation is best --- it is necessary for neg ground to guarantee links to cp and disads by ensuring and increase in investment --- only way to maintain equitable --- it is also key to limits by cutting out affs that just remove a barrier in investment, which are effects t --- that is necessary to maintain higher quality debates instead of a race to generics 

2. transportation infrastructure investment  - it requires federal funding

Warner, 11 – US Senator who introduced this bill into the Senate (introduced by Mark Warner and Mark Kirk, “S. 1968: A bill to require the Secretary of Transportation to establish a pilot program to increase accountability with respect to outcomes of transportation investments, and for other purposes,” December 8, 2011, http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/112/s1968/text)//RD
‘(5) TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENT- The term ‘transportation investment’ means Federal funding for a project included in a transportation program. ‘(6) TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM- The term ‘transportation program’ means a plan or strategy prepared by a metropolitan planning organization or a State for transportation systems and facilities in the metropolitan planning area or the State, including a transportation plan, transportation improvement program, statewide transportation plan, or statewide transportation improvement program developed under section 5303 or 5304 of this title or section 134 or 135 of title 23.

b. matching grants are used to stimulate private investment and minimize federal funds 

Meer and Nordham, 4-

(The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank, “The Use of Grants to Address Market Failures A Review of World Bank Rural Development Projects,” http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTARD/Resources/Use_of_Grants.pdf) 

Grants to stimulate private sector investment in  equipment, training, technology and innovation are 

usually matching grants used to complement funding by the investor for purposes ineligible for support.

c. this interpretation is best --- all neg cp and disad ground is predicated off of increasing investment in the infrastructure rather than just altering it or changing --- it is also key to limit down the topic, otherwise there are variety of affs that would be justified like doing any alterations, regulations or changes to transpo infrastructure  --- any aff that would meet our interpretation would be anti-topical
---Ext: Not Investment

Infrastructure matching grants are used to stimulate private sector development 
Cooper, 12-

(Donna, American Progress, “Meeting the Infrastructure Imperative An Affordable Plan to Put Americans Back to Work Rebuilding Our Nation’s Infrastructure,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/pdf/infrastructure.pdf)

13 Further funding can come by modernizing how federal funds are made available for infrastructure improvements, thereby attracting more private funds to finance projects—and reducing the strain on federal, state, and local government treasuries for critical projects.
**Direct Loans**

FYI 

CADOT, 11-

(“Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) of 1998,” http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/innovfinance/tifia.htm) 

 Secured Direct Loans:

A debt obligation of the US DOT as the lender, and a non-Federal project sponsor as the borrower;

Must not exceed 33% of reasonably anticipated eligible project costs;

Interest is charged at the Treasury rate of similar maturity;

Maximum term for repayment is 35 years after completion, flexible with deferrals up to 10 years; and

Claim on revenue as security for repayment of loan.

Loan Guarantees:

Any guarantees or pledges by the US DOT to pay all or part of the principal and/or interest on a loan or other debt obligation of a project sponsor to a guaranteed lender;

Must not exceed 33% of reasonably anticipated eligible project costs;

Interest is charged at a taxable rate that is negotiated between guaranteed lender and borrower, subject to consent from the US DOT;

Maximum term for repayment is 35 years after completion, flexible with deferrals up to 10 years; and

Claim on revenue as security for repayment of loan.

Standby Lines of Credit:

Represent a secondary source of funding in the form of contingent direct loans that may be drawn upon to supplement project revenues, if needed, during the first 10 years of a project's operation;

Must not exceed 33% of reasonably anticipated eligible project costs (maximum of 20% may be drawn per year);

Available for 10 years after project completion;

Interest is charged at the rate of a 30-Year Treasury note;

Maximum term of 25 years after end of availability period; and

Claim on revenue as security for repayment of loan. 
1NC 

Text: The United States Federal Government should expand the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Authority Act to provide direct loan, loan guarantees and lines of credit for [plan]

TIFIA gives direct loans and anchors private investment 

FHWA, 11-

(Federal Highway Administration, “TIFIA,” http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/tifia/) 

 The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program provides Federal credit assistance in the form of direct loans, loan guarantees, and standby lines of credit to finance surface transportation projects of national and regional significance. TIFIA credit assistance provides improved access to capital markets, flexible repayment terms, and potentially more favorable interest rates than can be found in private capital markets for similar instruments. TIFIA can help advance qualified, large-scale projects that otherwise might be delayed or deferred because of size, complexity, or uncertainty over the timing of revenues. Many surface transportation projects - highway, transit, railroad, intermodal freight, and port access - are eligible for assistance. Each dollar of Federal funds can provide up to $10 in TIFIA credit assistance - and leverage $30 in transportation infrastructure investment. 

2NC Solvency 
Solves the aff ---
a. secures private investment capital
FTA, 6/25-
(Federal Transit Association, “Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) Program,” http://www.fta.dot.gov/grants/12861.html) 

 The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act of 1998 (TIFIA), as amended, established a Federal credit program for eligible surface transportation projects of regional or national significance under which the U.S. Department of Transportation may provide three forms of credit assistance – secured (direct) loans, loan guarantees, and standby lines of credit. The program's fundamental goal is to attract new investment capital to projects capable of generating revenues through user charges or dedicated funding sources and to complement existing funding sources by filling market gaps, thereby leveraging substantial private capital for critical improvements to the nation's surface transportation system. The DOT awards credit assistance to eligible applicants, which include state departments of transportation, transit operators, special authorities, local governments, and private entities. Credit assistance is based on a variety of factors including the project’s regional and national significance, the extent to which TIFIA participation will foster innovative public-private partnerships, and the project’s environmental benefits (see Chapter 5 of the TIFIA Program Guide for a complete list of evaluation criteria and their current weights). 
b. accurately and efficiently conducts transportation projects 
FTA, 6/25-

(Federal Transit Association, “Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) Program,” http://www.fta.dot.gov/grants/12861.html) 

TIFIA assistance can provide a funding source when there is no market liquidity, improved access to capital markets, flexible repayment terms and, in many cases, more favorable interest rates than can be found in the capital markets for similar instruments. TIFIA can help accelerate nationally and regionally significant transportation investments that otherwise might be delayed or deferred because of size, complexity or uncertainty over the timing of revenues. TIFIA assistance can provide a funding source when there is no market liquidity, improved access to capital markets, flexible repayment terms and, in many cases, more favorable interest rates than can be found in the capital markets for similar instruments. TIFIA can help accelerate nationally and regionally significant transportation investments that otherwise might be delayed or deferred because of size, complexity or uncertainty over the timing of revenues 
c. requires little federal investment 
Poole, 11-

(Reason Foundation, “Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) Policy Brief,” http://reason.org/files/transportation_infrastructure_finance_brief.pdf) 

The federal government has entered a new era of fiscal constraints in which traditional grant-based funding will no longer be able to play as large a role. That sort of constraint especially affects federal programs dependent on general revenues. But funding limitations are also appearing in the programs supported by the Highway Trust Fund, which depends not on general revenues but on transportation user taxes, primarily motor fuel taxes. Fuel tax revenues are no longer growing at historical rates, thanks to factors such as increased vehicle fuel efficiency (meaning fewer gallons are needed to go the same number of miles), the higher price of fuel (meaning individuals and companies economize on the amount of driving), and energy and environmental policy changes (which lead to federal support for alternative fuels and means of propulsion). With no increase in the federal gasoline or diesel tax, and no further general fund bailouts of the Highway Trust Fund, federal highway and transit spending this decade is likely to be significantly lower than in the previous decade. Traditionally, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) highway grant funds supported 80% of a highway project’s cost (90% for Interstate highways). And Federal Transit Administration (FTA) capital grants under its New Starts program typically fund up to 50% of eligible transit project costs. With both highway and transit funds becoming more limited, it makes sense for Congress to begin shifting more toward loans rather than grants for such capital investments. That is what TIFIA is all about TIFIA is considered an important tool for project finance. The term “finance” is used here in its technical sense and does not mean “funding.” When you finance a large capital expenditure such as a car or a house, you typically make a down payment and arrange for one or more loans to pay the balance of the initial cost. As long as you have the resources to make the required payments over the life of the loan(s), financing such a large purchase makes sense. It is a long-lived asset, and you are paying for it during the time period in which you enjoy its benefits. Large-scale transportation infrastructure projects are likewise long-lived assets, whose benefits extend over their entire useful lives 

2NC Solvency Advocate 

Congress should expand the budget for TIFIA
Poole, 11-

( director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation, the free market think tank he founded. Poole, an MITtrained engineer Reason Foundation, “Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) Policy Brief,” http://reason.org/files/transportation_infrastructure_finance_brief.pdf) 

 Based on the discussion above, the most important change Congress can make is to increase the annual TIFIA budget authority to at least $500 million for each year of the reauthorization period. A larger sum might make it possible to support all project loan requests that meet the statutory criteria, but this nearly five-fold increase from the current $122 million would go a long way toward meeting the demand. Second, Congress should remove the non-statutory criteria of “livability” and “sustainability” and remind DOT that it must select projects based solely on the criteria that Congress sets forth in statutory language. Congress could also make the existing criteria of national significance and creditworthiness the primary evaluation factors, letting others (such as environmental protection) be treated simply as pass/fail criteria. In the event that the number of qualified project applicants exceeds whatever amount of budget authority Congress agrees to provide, Congress could direct DOT to give preference (or bonus points) to projects meeting the following additional criteria: n Agreeing to pay the subsidy cost of the loan, thereby scoring that loan at zero; n Supporting its primary and secondary debt service with user-fee revenue; n Including private sector equity for at least 10% of the project budget. 

Solvency Turn 

Government ran infrastructure is bureaucratic --- independent financing solves
Anderson, 11-

(Progressive Policy Institute, “The Case For The Kerry-Hutchison Infrastructure Bank,” http://progressivepolicy.org/the-case-for-the-kerry-hutchison-infrastructure-bank) 

First, the role of the infrastructure bank is catalytic rather than managerial. Rather than creating a large bureaucracy, the bank would assemble a corps of focused professionals: engineers, financiers, economists and what I term strategic leaders — people who get things done, driven by a vision to make this country more competitive. Their job will be to set projects in motion, then to make sure that those projects meet or exceed guidelines. Monitor, not manage; act strategically, not operationally. Move fast, don’t get bogged down, get the job done. The result will be an elite, rapid, infinitely smaller and infinitely more qualified leadership team than what we have today, an instructive model for other infrastructure related agencies at every level of government.

Politics NB 

Indirect loans unpopular

Open Secrets 09

(Capital Eye Report: Direct or Indirect Loans? Either Way, It's Win-Win Deal for Major Political Contributor Sallie Mae,

http://www.opensecrets.org/news/2009/07/direct-or-indirect-loans-eithe.html)

 

Legislation empowering the government to become a larger student-loan provider without a so-called middleman sailed through Miller's committee Tuesday and now awaits the full House's vote. The bill has President Barack Obama's strong support. Proponents of the Federal Family Education Loan Program, however, oppose this reform. This 40-year-old system allows lenders such as Sallie Mae, while no longer an explicitly government-sponsored enterprise, to collect big profits on Treasury-backed loans. As a result, Sallie Mae-officially known as SLM Corporation-has long tried to maintain FFELP and block the expansion of direct-loan programs.The company has backed these policy stances with big money.

AT: Fannie Mae

FCRA solves
LIKOSKY ‘11 – a senior fellow at the Institute for Public Knowledge, New York University (Michael B., July 12, “Banking on the Future”, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/13/opinion/13likosky.html)

A recent survey by the Rockefeller Foundation found that Americans overwhelmingly supported greater private investment in infrastructure. Even so, there is understandable skepticism about public-private partnerships; Wall Street has not re-earned the trust of citizens who saw hard-earned dollars vacuumed out of their retirement accounts and homes. An infrastructure bank would not endanger taxpayer money, because under the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, passed after the savings and loan scandal, it would have to meet accounting and reporting requirements and limit government liability. The proposed authority would not and could not become a Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac. It would be owned by and operated for America, not shareholders. 

**Public-Private Partnership**

1NC

Investors are already on board – PPP would work better than the plan and avoid the net benefits

Tisch 12 (Jonathan, Chairman & CEO, Loews Hotels and Co-Chairman Loews Corp, How to Pay for Infrastructure, April 17th, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/jonathan-tisch/how-to-pay-for-infrastruc_b_1432181.html)

With Congress back in Washington, taking action on a long-term transportation bill is now at the top of the agenda. But when it comes to fixing our nation's crumbling infrastructure, Washington is "just out of money," House Majority Leader Eric Cantor explained in delaying a recent vote on the $109 billion legislation. But what if the answer -- and the dollars -- could be found outside the Beltway? Across America, innovative public-private efforts are showing our nation's leaders not only how to upgrade aging infrastructure, but, more importantly, how to pay for it. No component of our infrastructure has suffered more than aviation. Consider New York City. Last summer, the Port Authority, which owns the region's three major airports, delayed plans to rebuild LaGuardia's Central Terminal Building due to budget constraints. When that terminal opened nearly 50 years ago, it was designed to handle 8 million passengers per year traveling on a generation of smaller airplanes. In 2011, the terminal was flooded with over 24 million passengers on larger jets that struggle to navigate its tight gates. Rather than bow to an empty checkbook, the Port Authority issued a bold call for cost-effective financing solutions to this $3.6 billion infrastructure challenge. To the surprise of many, 15 bidders lined up with new ideas, including proposals by investors, airport construction firms, concession developers and several international companies. The Port Authority is already planning on seeking similar ideas to upgrade Newark's terminal -- a move that could ease delays nationwide and spur economic growth in the region. Today, a traveler arriving at any of the region's three major airports stands a greater than one in three chance of being late. These delays cascade through the air transportation system; in fact, nearly 75 percent of delays nationwide are attributable to problems originating in New York airspace. Flight delays don't just inconvenience travelers, they also impose huge economic costs. A study by the Partnership for New York City found that delays at JFK, LaGuardia and Newark cost the regional economy $2.6 billion in economic losses due to airport congestion and delays. By 2025, the study projects a cumulative loss of $79 billion, including 5,600 full-time jobs that will not be created, $16 billion in lost output and $5.5 billion in lost wages. Can innovative thinking and creative private sector involvement overcome partisan politics, wary taxpayers, and over-stretched government budgets? There is some reason for optimism. Private capital is a largely untapped source of infrastructure funding. One study released in August 2011 estimated $250 billion in private capital is available for infrastructure investments, including funds from some of America's most prominent investment banks and private equity firms. Through public-private partnerships, these funds could be leveraged to a very promising $650 billion -- about $225 billion more than President Obama proposes in his 2013 budget. In Chicago, government and business leaders have teamed up to establish the Chicago Infrastructure Trust, recently launched by Mayor Rahm Emanuel and former President Bill Clinton. Private investment firms have made an initial pledge of $1 billion for public infrastructure projects, which could serve as a model for future infrastructure modernization efforts. In addition to private investment firms, nearly 50 pension funds with $38 billion in capital have also expressed an interest in infrastructure investment. Attracted by low volatility and steady returns from big assets, the California Public Employees' Retirement System (CalPERS) recently announced it planned to invest $4 billion in domestic infrastructure projects. Other funds are establishing new infrastructure allocations or adding to existing investments, including the Oregon Investment Council and Alaska Permanent Fund. The urgent economic need to invest in infrastructure, as our competitors have been doing for decades, has united the strangest of bedfellows -- the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the AFL-CIO -- behind a plan for a national infrastructure bank that would leverage traditional public funding with private investment to pump billions into infrastructure. When it comes to meeting America's infrastructure challenge, it's time to look beyond the Beltway. While China currently invests about 9% of its GDP in transportation infrastructure and Europe about 5%, government spending on infrastructure is just 1.7% in the U.S. In order to catch up to our competitors we need to stop waiting for federal funds that may never come. Instead, government and the private sector should explore solutions that can address urgent infrastructure needs and drive economic growth. By relying on public-private collaboration, innovation, and investment, America may still be able to meet this challenge -- and even pay for it. 

Solvency

2NC Solvency – Generic

PPPs at the state level will be succesful

Puentes 11 (Robert, senior fellow with the Brookings Institution’s Metropolitan Policy Program where he also directs the Program's Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative. The Initiative was established to address the pressing transportation and infrastructure challenges facing cities and suburbs in the United States and abroad. A Path to Public Private Partnerships for Infrastructure, December 11th, http://www.brookings.edu/up-front/posts/2011/12/09-infrastructure-puentes-istrate)

Often when making the case for U.S. infrastructure investment, someone will point overseas to Europe or Asia and wonder aloud why other countries have world-class, economy-shaping infrastructure and the United States doesn’t. There are obviously many reasons but a key problem is that, unlike other nations, the United States is still over-reliant on the public sector for delivering infrastructure projects. Today, those public resources are strained, especially for transportation projects. On the federal level, the Congressional Budget Office estimates that the highway trust fund will be unable to meet obligations sometime next summer, if not sooner. And while money from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act provided roughly $335 billion to support the physical infrastructure, those funds are largely spent with little prospect for additional dollars anytime soon. State funding sources are also shrinking. In addition to the 21 states that saw transportation program cuts in fiscal year 2010, more are proposed for the next fiscal year. While states have spent billions on energy efficiency and renewable energy programs over the decade, these programs are also under budgetary microscopes and short term prospects for funding are strained. Other state sources--such as revenue from sales taxes--that are earmarked for infrastructure projects are also in decline due to the recession. So what to do? To paraphrase the physicist Ernest Rutherford, “We’ve run out of money; it’s time to start thinking.” The kind of economy shaping next generation infrastructure we need will require a new way to deliver projects. In an ideal world, the federal government would set a strong platform for transformative investments by establishing new vehicles for infrastructure finance and by radically overhauling the regulatory and administrative barriers that stifle innovation and execution. But the likelihood of meaningful federal action in today’s environment of polarized partisanship is slim. So we must create a new norm and practice of transformative investments the hard way--from the ground up, despite political odds and fiscal obstacles. For one, the United States needs to take better advantage of and facilitate the use of public/private partnerships (PPPs) for investments. A poll by the financial advisory firm Lazard shows strong willingness for public entities to consider private investment in infrastructure. However, our recent Brookings report shows that the United States lags in this area. In the quarter-century from 1985 and 2011, there were 377 PPPs in the U.S., a scant 9 percent of total amount of infrastructure PPPs around the world. The problem is not just the unwillingness to consider these arrangements. Increasingly, it seems to be an institutional challenge as public entities are ill-equipped to execute such deals while at the same time fully protecting the public interest. As a result, nothing gets done. Today the private sector is seeking more legislative certainty prior to bidding on projects and has little appetite for negotiating transactions that are subject to legislative or other major political approvals. While 31 states have PPP enabling legislation for highways, roads and bridges, and 21 for transit projects, the wide differences between them makes it time-consuming and costly for private partners wishing to engage in PPPs in multiple states to handle the different procurement and management processes. The United States should learn from the experiences of the 31 other countries that have established specialized units throughout various governmental agencies to assist with the expanding opportunities for PPPs. These so‐called PPP Units fulfill different functions such as quality control, policy coordination, and promotion. In the U.S., the primary purpose would be to provide technical, non‐binding information, assistance and advice to states and metropolitan governments. But while the federal government can certainly be helpful, the real action is going to come from the states. Today three states (Virginia, California, and Michigan) have established dedicated PPP units. While too early to tell if they are successful, states are rapidly learning that they need to build capacity for development of PPP projects. We learned at a recent Brookings event that private sector firms and investors focus on what they call “can-do” states. Those are not just the ones where they can work unfettered, but those where they know the public policy risk is minimized by a fruitful legislative and institutional environment. They need to know they’ll get a fair shake and deals won’t be scuttled at the last moment.

Public-private partnerships solve the case better. 

Schmitt 2011 (Angie, Newspaper reporter-turned planner/advocate who manages the Streetsblog Network, “The Public Interest and Private-Sector Involvement in High-Speed Rail,” July 20th, http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/07/20/the-public-interest-and-private-sector-involvement-in-high-speed-rail/)

The issue of privatization of public infrastructure was polarizing enough before the recent House proposal to take the Northeast Corridor away from Amtrak and turn it over to private firms. The privatization plan has its champions, who say it’s the only way to save high-speed rail, and its detractors, who call it a death knell for even the rail service we currently have. In the middle are those who acknowledge that high-speed rail can’t be built in this country without some private funds, but that the government should still carefully control the process. A new report from the U.S. Public Interest Research Group, released yesterday, walks that center line. Better yet, it gives examples from around the world of how privatization has worked — and how it hasn’t. And it maintains that the question is not so much whether or not to involve the private sector, but how to craft the terms of the agreement so that the partnership adds value — not increased risk — for the taxpayer. “Private financing can be a supplement but not a substitute for public support of high-speed rail,” said Phineas Baxandall of U.S. PIRG. Indeed, it is clear that public and private actors are going to have to cooperate in order for the U.S. to realize its high-speed rail ambitions in California and elsewhere. But the government agencies negotiating the terms of these agreements will have to be very diligent to avoid compromising the interests of public-sector investors (taxpayers) and the purpose of the project overall, says PIRG. “It’s attractive to politicians who may want to be champs for high-speed rail but who at the same time want to be against spending any new money for it,” said Baxandall. “Public-private partnerships have been a way to wave a magic wand to say ‘we’re going to build it, we’re just not going to pay for it. Somebody else is.’” What this report shows, he said, is that the public sector has to be the “anchor” in these projects. “Public-private partnership isn’t just an easy way to make something happen without effort,” he said. “It takes a lot of planning.” And private capital comes with some inherent risks. For example, in Great Britain in the 1980s, a public-private partnership which granted private control over rail lines established contracts in a way that incentivized private companies to delay maintenance. Ultimately, this led to a train derailment that killed four people. Meanwhile in Taiwan, over-reliance on private investors forced the government to bail out the majority owner of its national high-speed rail line when a financial crisis interrupted private capital markets in the late 1990s. The terms of the debt the private firm had incurred were much less favorable than the terms a public entity would have gotten, driving the costs up. Unraveling the layers of liability after the fact with teams of lawyers ended up costing far more than it would have for the government to have run the system itself in the first place. For a country trying to build rail lines with exclusively private funding, this was a hard lesson in the pitfalls of private participation. Given the myriad potential pitfalls, it’s not surprising that internationally, public-private rail projects have a mixed track record. To help government agencies sort through these complicated agreements, PIRG has issued a series of recommendations for protecting the public interest in public-private rail partnerships. For example, PIRG says that government agencies must reconcile the profit motivations of private-sector investors with the motivations of the public for improved transportation infrastructure. This can be accomplished through the use of detailed, rigorous standards governing contractor performance. Furthermore, the report notes, public agencies should not pursue public-sector investment unless it can be determined that such investment will add public value to the project. This can be impartially determined using a public sector comparator (PSC) test, a sort of cost-benefit analysis. The report warns about “illusory” savings provided by private firms simply by avoiding wage requirements, a tactic which simply “externalizes costs” and “transfers benefits.” In addition, PIRG says, government entities must ensure that they are entering a public-private partnership for the right reasons — not just to foist politically unpopular decisions onto an unaccountable private actor.
PPPs would be successful at the state level

FHWA 7 (U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, User Guidebook on Implementing Public Private Partnerships for Transportation Infrastructure Projects in the United States, July 7th, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/pdfs/ppp_user_guidebook_final_7-7-07.pdf)
Highway transportation agencies across the United States face fiscal challenges caused by the growing gap between the costs of providing and preserving highway infrastructure and available highway program funding. The inability of motor fuel taxes to provide adequate funds has prompted transportation policymakers to consider alternative ways to develop needed transportation projects. Public-private partnerships (PPPs) represent a wide variety of project financing and delivery approaches which offer the potential to expedite projects and cost effectively operate and maintain the resulting facilities and services. By leveraging scarce public funds for transportation facilities, PPPs can help transportation agencies do more with less. The common element of a PPP is that public sponsors of transportation projects engage the private sector to a greater degree in the performance of certain functions previously handled by the public sector. This can range from contract maintenance to life-cycle finance, development, operations, and preservation. The U.S. Department of Transportation and its surface transportation administrations are encouraging their counterparts at the state and local government levels to consider the use of PPP approaches to accomplish more projects in their work programs. This document provides guidance in the application of PPPs to transportation projects based on the experiences of transportation agencies in the U.S. and other countries that have applied these delivery approaches. The guidebook is aimed at both early practitioners of PPP projects as well as those agencies just beginning to consider the possibility of instituting PPP approaches for projects currently stalled for lack of available resources. 

Privatizing transportation infrastructure is key to economic growth, effective innovation and efficiency

Edwards 9 (Chris, director of tax policy studies at Cato, top expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, “Privatization,” February 2009, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/privatization)
Governments on every continent have sold off state-owned assets to private investors in recent decades. Airports, railroads, energy utilities, and many other assets have been privatized. The privatization revolution has overthrown the belief widely held in the 20th century that governments should own the most important industries in the economy. Privatization has generally led to reduced costs, higher-quality services, and increased innovation in formerly moribund government industries. The presumption that government should own industry was challenged in the 1980s by British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and by President Ronald Reagan. But while Thatcher made enormous reforms in Britain, only a few major federal assets have been privatized in this country. Conrail, a freight railroad, was privatized in 1987 for $1.7 billion. The Alaska Power Administration was privatized in 1996. The federal helium reserve was privatized in 1996 for $1.8 billion. The Elk Hills Petroleum Reserve was sold in 1997 for $3.7 billion. The U.S. Enrichment Corporation, which provides enriched uranium to the nuclear industry, was privatized in 1998 for $3.1 billion. There remain many federal assets that should be privatized, including businesses such as Amtrak and infrastructure such as the air traffic control system. The government also holds billions of dollars of real estate that should be sold. The benefits to the federal budget of privatization would be modest, but the benefits to the economy would be large as newly private businesses would innovate and improve their performance. The Office of Management and Budget has calculated that about half of all federal employees perform tasks that are not "inherently governmental." The Bush administration had attempted to contract some of those activities to outside vendors, but such "competitive sourcing" is not privatization. Privatization makes an activity entirely private, taking it completely off of the government's books. That allows for greater innovation and prevents corruption, which is a serious pitfall of government contracting. Privatization of federal assets makes sense for many reasons. First, sales of federal assets would cut the budget deficit. Second, privatization would reduce the responsibilities of the government so that policymakers could better focus on their core responsibilities, such as national security. Third, there is vast foreign privatization experience that could be drawn on in pursuing U.S. reforms. Fourth, privatization would spur economic growth by opening new markets to entrepreneurs. For example, repeal of the postal monopoly could bring major innovation to the mail industry, just as the 1980s' breakup of AT&T brought innovation to the telecommunications industry. Some policymakers think that certain activities, such as air traffic control, are "too important" to leave to the private sector. But the reality is just the opposite. The government has shown itself to be a failure at providing efficiency and high quality in services such as air traffic control. Such industries are too important to miss out on the innovations that private entrepreneurs could bring to them.
Federal implementation creates huge cost overruns and fails -- private sector control solves better. 

DeHaven 12 (Tad, budget analyst on federal budget issues for the Cato Institute, “Earmarks are a Symptom of the Problem”, Cato Institute, February 7th, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/earmarks-are-a-symptom-problem)
A Washington Post investigation identified dozens of examples of federal policymakers directing federal dollars to projects that benefited their property or an immediate family member. Members of Congress have been enriching themselves at taxpayer expense? In other news, the sun rose this morning. According to the Post, “Under the ethics rules Congress has written for itself, this is both legal and undisclosed”: By design, ethics rules governing Congress are intended to preserve the freedom of members to direct federal spending in their districts, a process known as earmarking. Such spending has long been cloaked in secrecy and only in recent years has been subjected to more transparency. Although Congress has imposed numerous conflict-of-interest rules on federal agencies and private businesses, the rules it has set for itself are far more permissive. Lawmakers are required to certify that they do not have a financial stake in the actions they take. In the cases The Post examined, not one lawmaker mentioned that he or she owned property that was near the earmarked project or had a relative who was employed by the company or institution that received the earmark. The reason: Nothing in congressional rules requires them to do so, and the rules do not address proximity. With the fox guarding the henhouse, the most one can hope to accomplish is to limit the carnage. Many pundits, politicians, and policy wonks argue that a permanent ban on earmarks would be an effective limit. Unfortunately, that’s just wishful thinking as earmarks are merely a symptom of the real problem: Congress can spend other peoples’ money on virtually anything it wants. Take the example of Rep. Candace Miller (R-MI): In Harrison Township, Mich., Rep. Candice S. Miller’s home is on the banks of the Clinton River, about 900 feet downstream of the Bridgeview Bridge. The Republican lawmaker said when she learned local officials were going to replace the aging bridge, she decided to make sure the new one had a bike lane. “I told the road commission, ‘I am going to try to get an earmark for the bike path,’” Miller said, recalling that she said, “If we don’t put a bike path on there while you guys are reconstructing the bridge, it will never happen.” A member of the House Transportation Committee, Miller in 2006 was able to secure a $486,000 earmark that helped add a 14-foot-wide bike lane to the new bridge. That lane is a critical link in the many miles of bike paths that Miller has championed over the years. When the bridge had its grand reopening in 2009, Miller walked over from her home. “People earmark for all kinds of things,” she said. “I’m pretty proud of this; I think I did what my people wanted. Should I have told them, ‘We can never have this bike path complete because I happen to live by one section of it’? They would have thrown me out of office.” Forget how the federal money made it to Harrison Township, Michigan. As I’ve discussed before, the more important concern is that the federal government is funding countless activities that are not properly its domain: There just isn’t much difference between the activities funded via earmarking and the activities funded by standard bureaucratic processes. The means are different, but the ends are typically the same: federal taxpayers paying for parochial benefits that are properly the domain of state and local governments, or preferably, the private sector. As a federal taxpayer, I’m no better off if the U.S. Dept. of Transportation decides to fund a bridge in Alaska or if Alaska’s congressional delegation instructs the DOT to fund the bridge. As a taxpayer, it disgusts me that Rep. Miller steered federal dollars to a project in her district that she personally benefited from. But would I be any better off had the money for a bike path in Harrison Township, Michigan come from a grant awarded by the Department of Transportation? If Harrison Township wanted a bike path, then it should have been paid for with taxes collected by the appropriate unit of local government. Better yet, a private group could have raised the funds. Either way, I don’t see how it’s possible to argue that the U.S. Constitution gives Congress the authority to spend taxpayer money on such activities. Invoking the General Welfare Clause doesn’t pass the laugh test as the bike path obviously doesn’t benefit the rest of the country. The Commerce Clause? Please.

Privatization empirically solves best -- results in new market entrants and competition that raises efficiency.
Winston 2000 (Clifford, fellow at the AEI-Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory Studies and a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, “Government Failure in Urban Transportation.”, November, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=259788)
The deregulation experience has also shown that new market entrants, such as Southwest Airlines, often become the most efficient firms in a deregulated industry. In 28 Indianapolis is one of the few U.S. cities that has privatized its transit system. Karlaftis and McCarthy (1999) estimate that although the system is producing more vehicle miles and passenger miles, its operating costs have declined 2.5 percent annually since privatization. These savings are primarily efficiency gains, not transfers from transit labor. 29 See, for example, Volpe National Transportation Systems Center, Autonomous Dial-a-Ride Transit, U.S. Department of Transportation, Washington, D.C., November 1998. 15 the transit industry, privatization could lead to intense competition supplied by paratransit operations, such as jitneys, and other low-cost operations, such as minibuses. Competition among these new entrants and conventional bus, rail, taxi, and auto modes would insure that cost reductions would become fare reductions.30 Unlike airlines and trucks, railroads were deregulated because of their poor financial performance under regulation. It was expected that in pursuit of greater profitability the deregulated railroad industry would substantially reduce its operations, raise rates on much of its bulk freight, and cede a lot of manufactured freight to truck. Railroads have indeed pruned their systems, but they have also become more efficient and responsive to customers—offering lower (contract) rates and better service. Thus instead of losing market share, deregulated railroads are actually carrying more freight, regaining market share, and increasing their earnings. Depending on the behavior of new entrants and what is done with the established transit authorities, there are numerous possibilities for how a privatized transit industry would supply peak and off-peak service.31 Nonetheless, the railroads’ experience suggests that an efficient transformation of the transit industry’s operations, technology, pricing, and service could increase transit use and relieve taxpayers of subsidizing transit’s operations.

Private sector action provides more efficient and effective solutions. 

Mica 11 (John, chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, “How to fix American transportation”, May 23rd, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0511/55448.html) 

The federal government must not stand in the way of private-sector investment in our infrastructure. While public-private partnerships will not solve all of our problems, private-sector resources and expertise can play a larger role in building transportation projects for our nation more efficiently and with fewer tax dollars. By better defining their roles and limiting the impact of the federal bureaucracy, our states, local governments and the private sector can provide better, more cost-effective solutions for addressing our transportation needs. With bipartisan and bicameral support, we can move America’s transportation in a new direction.

Private companies are more efficient and reduce costs. 
Blake, 1 (Stephen, The Thomas Jefferson Institute for Public Policy, “VISION 2001: ~VIRGINIA’S TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM FOR THE NEW MILLENNIUM”, http://heartland.org/sites/all/modules/custom/heartland_migration/files/pdfs/3783.pdf)
Privatization. The privatization of transportation planning, design, construction and maintenance will enhance the efficiencies and effectiveness of the government sponsored transportation system. This can be accomplished through innovative financing mechanisms, particularly the development of public-private partnerships and privatization initiatives that move the financial burden away from sole dependence on government to a sharing of financial responsibility between government and the private sector. The current privatization legislation needs to be strengthened to provide incentives for the transportation industry to assume greater responsibility and for the state Department of Transportation to yield responsibility to the private sector. The adequacy of the private sector to provide this assistance must be addressed as the role of the public sector is reduced. Opportunities to privatize government activities should be pursued. An example of this privatization is the project conducted by the motor pool at the state. This project resulted in the hiring of Enterprise Rent-A-Car to provide a back up source of vehicles for state employees who travel, this allowed the motor pool to more efficiently manage the state cars and allowed a substantial savings over reimbursing state employees for using their personal vehicles for travel. This year Richmond Car and Truck Rental won the bid and reduced the cost from $25/per vehicle and 19 cents a mile to $18.95 and unlimited mileage. Other examples include; contracting out of maintenance functions by VDOT, and in Fairfax County and the City of Alexandria bus service is now provided through contracts with private transportation management companies.
Private workers work more efficiently than public workers – incentives

Kennedy 01 (Joseph V., Hoover Institute, “A Better Way to Regulate,” http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/7073/)
Not all regulations are directed at the private sector. Many are meant to prevent abuses of agency discretion. Having created a large bureaucracy, elected officials must try to control it. Private firms know from experience that good management requires a delicate balance between supervisory control and employee initiative. Most of the knowledge that an organization possesses remains with its front-line workers. Especially in a changing environment, competitive firms are forced to give employees freedom to take advantage of this knowledge on their own initiative. On the other hand, employees quickly build up bureaucratic interests that can conflict with those of the broader organization. Thus, every business has management controls that either limit the freedom of workers or provide them with incentives that link their well-being to that of the company. In recent decades, companies have pushed profit and loss responsibility down to lower management levels while creating internal auditing departments that ensure corporate directives are followed. A key component of these controls is the careful design of performance measurements linked to pay incentives such as stock options and profit-sharing plans to reward employees according to their contribution to the overall success of the firm. The problems faced by government are more extreme. First, even without pay incentives, employees in private firms face two important checks on how they act. Their positions are subject to ongoing competition by other individuals within and outside the firm and can be terminated with relatively few formalities. In addition, if the firm ceases to be competitive, its operations will shrink and workers are likely to lose their jobs. Government employees face neither of these pressures to the same degree. Although promotions are competitive and agencies are increasingly subject to tighter budget constraints, government workers still enjoy a high degree of job security: It is extremely difficult to demote or fire poor performers. This need not be. Encouraging competition among different agencies, especially those charged with offering services to the general public, would increase the tie between job performance and job security. More important, it would increase the pressure to improve performance over time. The growing movement toward housing vouchers and charter schools reflects this trend. Just as important, statutes governing federal employment should be rewritten to allow agencies to weed out nonperformers and reward overachievers. Employment practices that treat everyone the same only encourage mediocrity. In many areas, deeper government reform will have to occur. Federal purchasing rules are exceedingly complex largely because the government is unwilling or unable to hold individual purchasers accountable for their decisions. Instead, it limits their discretion with regulations that add to the cost of the final items in an effort to reduce the scope for fraud. The fact that the federal government, an entity that holds monopsony purchasing power in many markets, is afraid that smaller suppliers will take advantage of it surely indicates the existence of a structural problem. If the government structured itself more like the purchasing departments of major manufacturing firms, which have often reduced costs by over 25 percent without any reduction in quality, the need for complex regulations would diminish and purchasing costs would fall.

PPPs successful now

FHWA 12 (Project Profiles, May 24th, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/project_profiles/fl_i595.htm)
The I-595 corridor was opened to traffic in 1989, coordinating the movement of high traffic volumes between the developable areas in the western parts of the Southeast Florida region with the established north-south freeway and principal roadways to the east, including I-75, Florida's Turnpike, SR 7, I-95 and US 1. However, travel demand within the corridor has increased at a pace where the long-range traffic forecasts for the current highway would be reached in the short term. The I-595 Corridor Roadway Improvements project consists of the reconstruction and widening of the I-595 mainline and all associated improvements to frontage roads and ramps from the I-75/Sawgrass Expressway interchange to the I-595/I-95 interchange, for a total project length of approximately 10.5 miles. The project passes through, or lies immediately adjacent to, six jurisdictions: City of Sunrise; Town of Davie; City of Plantation; City of Fort Lauderdale; Town of Dania; and unincorporated areas of Broward County. A major component of the project is the construction of three at-grade reversible express toll lanes to be known as 595Express, serving express traffic to/from the I-75/Sawgrass Expressway from/to east of SR 7, with a direct connection to the median of Florida's Turnpike. These lanes will be operated as managed lanes with variable tolls to optimize traffic flow, and will reverse directions in peak travel times (eastbound in the AM and westbound in the PM). The project is being implemented as a public-private partnership between FDOT and a private concessionaire to design, build, finance, operate, and maintain the roadway for a 35-year term. FDOT will provide management oversight of the contract; will install, test, operate and maintain all tolling equipment for the express lanes; and will set the toll rates and retain the toll revenue.

2NC Solvency – Warming

Privatizing Amtrak is critical to solve warming and avoids politics. 
Baker 2007 (Dean, Co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research (CEPR). “For the Sake of the Planet, Privatize Amtrak,” April 23rd, http://www.cepr.net/index.php/op-eds-&-columns/op-eds-&-columns/for-the-sake-of-the-planet-privatize-amtrak/)

Al Gore and the world's scientists have finally managed to convince most of the public that global warming is real and that we have to do something about it. Unfortunately, at this point the politicians are still abstractly talking about doing "something" as opposed to being concrete about steps we can take to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. (Pleas for individuals to be more conservation-minded are nice, but the point is to implement policies that will stop global warming, not find ways for people to feel good about themselves.) One item that should be near the top of anyone's list is promoting intercity train travel. The reason is simple: train travel is far more energy efficient than plane or car travel. If we can get car drivers and airplane passengers into trains, we can have substantial cuts in emissions. While we are unlikely to have people taking trains from coast to coast, there is no reason that a large portion of intercity travel cannot be done by train. Europe and Japan have had trains that travel 180 miles per hour for more than a quarter century. At that speed, the travel time from New York City to Chicago is 4.5 hours. This is very competitive with a two-hour plane flight that requires an hour of advanced check-in, plus commutes to and from suburban airports. For shorter trips, such as travel between major cities on the east coast, fast trains would almost certainly be faster than planes. This means we could reduce greenhouse gas emissions and save time on our travel. But instead of expanding and improving, our rail system is sinking further into a rut. Most regions of the country have no serious passenger train system, and even the Northeast corridor between Washington and Boston - the one area that actually does have reasonably good train service - is seeing the quality of its service deteriorate in recent years. The basic problem is that it would take a large capital investment to get the train system up to speed. To effectively use high speed trains, it is necessary to lay or relay track and restructure roadbeds to ensure that they can safely accommodate trains running at 170-180 miles per hour. The Acela trains now running in the Northeast corridor actually have a maximum speed of 150 miles per hour. However, they can only attain this speed for a small portion of their routes because the track and roadbeds are not in good enough condition. Amtrak, as a public corporation, cannot simply go out and borrow the tens of billions of dollars that would be needed to modernize its tracks. Such a move would have to be authorized by Congress. This is why Amtrak needs to be privatized. Anyone who has taken Amtrak and flown on the airlines in the last few years knows that privately run companies don't have any obvious advantages in efficiency. (Ask the Jet Blue hostages, who sat on runways for hours last winter, about the efficiency of the private sector.) But the private sector does have one big advantage over public corporations: they can lobby Congress. When the airlines took a big hit after the September 11 attacks, their lobbyists wasted no time in running to Congress and procuring a $5 billion handout from the government. The airlines could do this because they spend millions of dollars buying presidential candidates and members of Congress. This meant that when disaster hit, they could count on a serious payback. Until the trains are also run by greedy sleaze buckets who can buy their own political influence, train travel doesn't have a prayer. Who's going to lobby for it, the environmental groups? There will certainly be problems associated with privatizing Amtrak. At the top of the list is the state of its current workforce, which would come under attack from private owners. But the best route would be to try to secure the protection of workers as much as possible in a transition, not leave our train system to deteriorate even further. It's unfortunate that US politics are in their current state, but ignoring reality is not a serious political strategy. If train travel is ever going to get the government support it needs to become competitive, it will need some powerful actors to push its case. This means having private corporations run the train system.
2NC Solvency – Private Investment

CP solves and avoids debt issues later

Primack 11 (Dan, Why Obama can't save infrastructure, February 17th, http://finance.fortune.cnn.com/2011/02/17/why-obama-cant-save-infrastructure/)

Luckily, there is a solution: State and municipal governments should get off their collective butts, and begin to seriously move toward partial privatization of their infrastructure assets. Remember, the federal government doesn't actually own America's roads, bridges or airports (well, save for Reagan National). Instead, it's basically a piggy-bank for local governments and their quasi-independent transportation authorities. Washington is expected to provide strategic vision -- like Eisenhower's Interstate Highway System or Obama's high-speed rail initiative -- but actual implementation and maintenance decisions are made much further down the food chain. Almost every state and municipal government will tell you that it doesn't have enough money to adequately maintain its existing infrastructure, let alone build new infrastructure. And, in many cases, existing projects are over-leveraged from years of bond sales. At the same time, private investment firms are clamoring to fill the void. Nearly $80 billion has been raised by U.S.-based private equity infrastructure funds since 2003, and another $30 billion currently is being raised to focus on North American projects, according to market research firm Preqin. Each of one those dollars would be leveraged with bank debt, and none of that includes the billions more available from public pension systems and foreign infrastructure companies. For example, Highstar Capital last year signed a 50-year lease and concession agreement to operate the Port of Baltimore's Seagirt Marine Terminal. The prior year, private equity firm The Carlyle Group signed a 35-year lease to redevelop, operate and maintain Connecticut's 23 highway service areas. And in 2005, an Australian and Spanish company teamed up to lease The Chicago Skyway for $1.83 billion. That same tandem later acquired rights to the Indiana toll road. But those are exceptions to the America's transportation infrastructure rule, which says that everything should be government-owned and operated. It's a rule grounded in fears that private investors will put profits over safety, plus a hefty dose of inertia. Well, it's time for us to get over it. First, we've already established that our current system isn't working. Again, $2.2 trillion in infrastructure needs. And if you haven't seen a crumbling or rusted out bridge somewhere, then you haven't been looking. Second, it's counter-intuitive to think that a private investment firm wouldn't do everything in its power to make its transportation assets safe and efficient. Toll roads, airports and the like are volume businesses. One giant accident, and the return on investment could be irreparably harmed. This isn't to say that all of these projects will be successful -- there have been fiascos, like with Chicago's parking system -- but this is no longer a choice between private and public funding. It's a choice between private funding and woefully insufficient funding. Third, local governments have the ability to structure these leases any way they see fit. For example, the Chicago Skyway deal includes an annual engineering checkup, and the private owners are obligated to make any recommended repairs. This also goes for pricing. In a failed privatization deal for the Pennsylvania Turnpike, prospective buyers agreed to certain parameters on future toll increases. Most importantly, infrastructure privatization provides a solution to the current standoff between Obama and House Republicans -- by providing for investment to repair and maintain existing infrastructure, without requiring tax increases or enabling parochial pork. But the benefits go far beyond the obvious. Privatization also may mean up-front payments that local governments can use to pay down existing project debt, while thoughtful leaders could set aside part of the proceeds to fund other infrastructure needs. Moreover, taxpayers no longer are on the hook for infrastructure-related risk (maintenance costs, liabilities, etc.). I'm obviously not saying that any of this is easy. There are big barriers to privatization, including objections from those who currently run our toll roads, bridges, etc. (just ask those who lost the fight to lease out the Pennsylvania Turnpike in 2008). But it's the best path forward for a nation that really could use more, and safer, paths.

CP is the only way to bring investors on board

Cooper 12 (Donna, a Senior Fellow with the Economic Policy team at the Center for American Progress. Meeting the Infrastructure Imperative, February 16th, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/infrastructure.html)

American families and communities are suffering from the consequences of anemic economic growth and high unemployment. Meanwhile, aging roads, bridges, water systems, and other key public assets are putting our public safety and national economic competitiveness at risk. The challenges present an obvious opportunity for bipartisan action: Boost infrastructure investments that build permanent public assets, generate business for small- and medium-sized companies, create jobs, and enhance our global competitiveness. The need to repair our infrastructure is not in dispute. In a rare move, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the AFL-CIO issued a joint statement in January 2011 calling for Congress to focus on upgrading our national infrastructure: “With the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the AFL-CIO standing together to support job creation, we hope that Democrats and Republicans in Congress will also join together to build America’s infrastructure.” Sadly, that hasn’t happened—yet. Among the tools at the government’s disposal to boost jobs, rebuilding our infrastructure is one of the options with the greatest impact. After President Barack Obama proposed the American Jobs Act, Mark Zandi, chief economist at Moody’s Analytics, found in 2011 that new federal spending for infrastructure improvements to highways and public schools would generate $1.44 of economic activity for each $1 spent. In reviewing the economic impact of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, the Congressional Budget Office found that infrastructure investments and purchases by the federal government for goods and services had the largest jobs multiplier impact of all the stimulus elements. We need to do something similar beginning this year. The plan presented in this paper proposes a reasonable level of new federal investment and how to pay for it, enabling significant progress in bringing our infrastructure up to par. In addition, this paper outlines a set of critical reforms to how the federal government funds, prioritizes, finances, and plans for infrastructure improvements. These reforms can stretch the impact of each dollar invested. Together these policies will also stimulate sizable new private investment in public infrastructure projects to help close the gap between needs and the resources available. In our plan the proposed new level of federal investment is fully paid for by reasonable increases in specific sources of revenues, including a fee on imported oil, elimination of antiquated and expensive oil tax breaks, and modest increases to a limited number of infrastructure user fees. Aside from the strong economic impact of elevated spending on infrastructure, the need to do so is indisputable. The state of disrepair of every element of transportation, drinking water and wastewater, and dams and levees systems is well documented, as this paper details in the pages ahead. To a great extent these basic public assets are decades past their useful life or are currently being used far beyond their expected or engineered capacity. Meanwhile our energy infrastructure is woefully outdated. Before summarizing our proposal, however, let’s first examine what’s holding us back. In large part, the problem is a false perception that the cost of repairing America’s infrastructure requires trillions of dollars in new federal spending. In fact, our plan shows that the most pressing needs of infrastructure can be addressed by improving our use of current funds, making reasonable changes in how users of infrastructure pay for it, and increasing federal spending by roughly $48 billion a year, according to this new analysis by the Center for American Progress. This paper sets a spending target of the total level of investment needed by subcategory of infrastructure—roads, bridges, mass transit, rail, ports, airports, inland waterways, drinking water, wastewater, and energy—by comparing the detailed and credible needs assessments prepared by respected technical research institutes and federal agencies and comparing that level of needed spending against the amount of federal funds appropriated and funds leveraged by federal investment for the major infrastructure capital investment programs in 2010. For the purpose of this federal infrastructure plan, we have not examined the need for federal investment in public school buildings. CAP points out in “Spurring Job Creation in the Private Sector” that federal investment in school rehabilitation offers a wise use of federal funds that both addresses a social good and stimulates the private sector. CAP’s analysis in this report finds that in sum, federal investments represented by federal appropriation levels, alongside federally mandated matching funds from state and local governments, and the estimated level of private investment in capital improvements to our infrastructure that was attracted by federal appropriations was approximately $132.9 billion in 2010. For this paper, to ensure consistency among all data sources, we use FY 2010 as the base year for our analysis. (See the Appendix on page 79 for a breakdown of the methodology used to make our calculations in this paper.) To meet our country’s infrastructure capital repair and improvement needs, CAP analysis estimates that an additional $129.2 billion a year in new capital investment is warranted over the next 10 years. This research also indicates that investing at this level for each of the next 10 years will appropriately address the backlog in infrastructure repairs and fund needed capacity improvements. Doing so would bring the total level of infrastructure investment up to $262.1 billion annually, which our research indicates is the minimum required. This paper describes how we arrived at this figure and it recommends a specific set of proposals to generate the funds to pay for this increased level of federal spending and the essential policy changes needed to ensure that our existing and new investments are wisely spent. If the policies we propose are adopted, CAP’s analysis indicates that private capital investment in infrastructure can be expected to increase to roughly $60 billion per year. The balance of the new investment must come from the public sector. Our plan recommends that current federal requirements for state matching funds prescribed by the federal transportation and water infrastructure programs accompany new federal investments. If this is the case, then the federal government will need to increase its direct spending on infrastructure by $48 billion a year, which will trigger $11 billion in new state matching investments. On top of direct federal expenditures, this plan proposes approximately $10 billion in new federal loan authority annually. (The cost of the credit subsidies to support these loans is included in the proposed $48 billion increase in federal investment.) Figure 1 This increase is federal investment represents a 52 percent increase over the approximately $92 billion in FY 2010 federal appropriations for capital infrastructure investments distributed as grants, credit subsidies, and tax expenditures for infrastructure. Although strenuous efforts must be taken to balance the federal budget, we believe they should be done in a manner that permits this increase to be achieved. Based on the 2010 budget, doing so would increase federal spending by less than 1.3 percent compared to the FY 2010 federal budget. (see Figure 1) Under our plan, the federal government will shoulder less than 50 percent of the cost of this heightened investment, and we propose specific new sources of revenues and shifts in existing infrastructure spending to pay for the federal share. To pay for the federal share, which we estimate should be $48 billion, we propose the following three new sources of revenue: * Impose an oil import fee set as a $9.6 per-barrel tax on imported oil, which can generate approximately $36 billion annually. * End oil tax breaks by eliminating the $4.1 billion in oil production tax subsidies. * Update the structure of infrastructure user fees, which can generate $8 billion annually. Further funding can come by modernizing how federal funds are made available for infrastructure improvements, thereby attracting more private funds to finance projects—and reducing the strain on federal, state, and local government treasuries for critical projects. Infrastructure projects offer private investors the opportunity to make long-term investments that offer a predictable rate of return. For instance, if they finance the building of an airport and lease the airport to a regional authority, the terms of the lease will guarantee the investor regular payments that in turn cover their cost of the loan, its interest, and a rate of return or profit to the investors. Private investors have partnered with state or local governments to build roads, expand highway systems, and build or repair bridges. Typically in this case the private investor pays the public entity upfront an estimated market value for the transportation asset, and then is required under an agreement to cover the cost of improving the asset. In addition, these agreements permit the investor to charge tolls or receive dedicated tax payments while also establishing clear maintenance requirements. Investors enter into these agreements where the tolls or dedicated taxes are projected to cover all costs and profits and are most attractive to investors when the level of earnings has the potential to exceed projections. Federal credit subsidies lower the overall project costs, which in turn reduces the pressure on tolls and/or dedicated taxes, which then has the positive results of making a project more politically and financially feasible. Private investment in energy infrastructure works very differently. In this sector, investors expect public funds to reduce the risk that their private market product cannot cover its costs in the short run. For instance, while a private investor may be confident that they can recoup their costs and earn a profit from the construction of a wind farm overtime, it can take several years before a wind farm is generating enough revenue to cover operating costs plus debt and profits. Public financing reduces overall project costs and thereby shortens the length of time that a private investor has to wait to begin to receive reasonable returns on an investment. In each of these critical infrastructure sectors, increased federal resources made available in the form of credit subsidies or tax expenditures can increase the level of private-sector investment. With this sort of federal support, private investors borrow funds to pay for needed repairs or construction and get paid back over time. Our plan estimates indicate that it’s reasonable to expect $60 billion a year in new privately financed improvements in infrastructure annually if the right federal policies and economic conditions make possible this level of investment. Figure 2 Roy Kienitz, the former under secretary of transportation, points out, “It’s important to note that most transportation infrastructure projects are not viable candidates for private investment and therefore must rely entirely on public funds backed by federal- or state-imposed user fees or general tax revenues.” Nick Debenedictus, CEO of Aqua America Inc., a New York Stock Exchange-listed water company with 3 million customers across 13 states, makes a similar point with respect to water infrastructure: With respect to water and energy infrastructure, the lion’s share of investment is already privately financed, but even in these sectors there are infrastructure gaps, such as combined sewer overflows in many of our older cities, where private investors are not willing to invest because the payback is too risky or too far off in the future. By ratcheting up infrastructure investment by $129.2 billion per year, sizable job-creation gains will be realized. In 2009 the University of Massachusetts Political Economic Research Institute released an analysis of infrastructure spending increases. The study offers the most recent sector-specific analysis of job creation through infrastructure investment. As such it can help us estimate what the sector-by-sector increases in investments would have been had this level of increased investment occurred in 2009. Since the University of Massachusetts report was released, the United States has experienced encouraging job gains. The economy has grown since the beginning of 2010, adding 2.55 million jobs. We’ve also seen positive economic growth as measured by the nation’s GDP, which as of the third quarter of 2011 was $15.2 trillion compared to $13.9 trillion at the start of 2009. As the economy improves, the job creation and economic growth impact of infrastructure investments can be offset in reduced levels of investment or consumption elsewhere in the economy. Still, the University of Massachusetts study makes a persuasive case that after accounting for offsets in spending in other sectors, public investment in infrastructure contributes to significant GDP growth and jobs gains. Figure 3In preparing this report, CAP estimated the level of increased investment infrastructure needed within each subsector of infrastructure based on that analysis. We recommend that the $129.2 billion be distributed among the subsectors in infrastructure as detailed in Figure 3. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act included strong “Buy America” provisions that required, to the extent possible, that all materials used for infrastructure construction be manufactured and purchased in America. These provisions helped ensure that Stimulus infrastructure investments made the greatest possible impact on employment and business performance in the United States. The impressive number of jobs that can be generated by increased levels infrastructure spending are more likely to be achieved if similar Buy America provisions are built into each federal statute that allocates funds for surface transportation, aviation, water and energy capital improvements. Reforms are as essential as new funds Improving how the government approaches planning for, paying for, and financing infrastructure can increase the impact of every dollar spent and result in higher levels of private investment. Given that so much of this plan relies on more private-sector investment, the reforms necessary to attract this level of investment are essential to achieving our goal. If the reforms we propose are adopted, CAP projects that nearly $60 billion per year in private investments could materialize. We estimate that most of the new private-sector investment will be directed in the energy sector. With carefully calibrated federal incentives including loans, loan guarantees, grants, and tax credits, we estimate that as much as $40 billion in new annual private investment will enable the build-out of the smart grid as well as expanded renewable energy generation and distribution capacity to desired levels. The balance of the private investment is likely to occur in the transportation sector. In this sector, new private investment will most likely occur through the formation of new entities where the public sector and private sector join forces to undertake large-scale infrastructure improvements financed with private capital and where the projects generate revenues that can pay back private investors while the private investor and the government share the risk of the project being financially viable. The most likely candidates for this approach to financing are airports, ports, inland waterways, new tolled roads, some existing roads that might be tolled, and tolled bridges. To reach the desired level of upfront private investment, the public must have a deeper understanding and trust that the government and private partners jointly share the risk and responsibility for a high-quality infrastructure. These models will need to rely on creative partnership structures that offer private investors the opportunity to earn a rate of return beyond interest on their investment. Likewise, partnership agreements need to ensure that the taxpayers are assured that high expectations of performance must be met and are enforceable, users are not exploited to cover costs and profits, risk is appropriately shared among all parties, and workers are not shortchanged in an effort to maximize profits. In addition, increased private financing opportunities focused on transportation will also require the federal government to more rapidly and readily approve tolling on roads in the federal highway system so that investors can rely on predictable revenues for repayment and earnings. It also will require the creation of a national intermediary such as an Infrastructure Bank that can expertly and expeditiously package high-priority and multistate infrastructure financing projects together with private investors. Increased federal guidance can promote models that protect wages, collective bargaining rights, and the taxpayers and users who are at risk if private partners fail to manage the project responsibly.

More cp solvency

Marks 11 (Allan, partner in Milbank, Tweed, Hadley & McCloy’s Global Project Finance and Latin America Practice Groups, US Infrastructure: Challenges, Politics, and Opportunities, April 11th, http://www.milbank.com/images/content/6/6/6634/MARKS-US-Infrastructure-Infrastructure-Journal-04-11-2011-.pd.pdf)

Despite ongoing reports from analysts about the ailing state of infrastructure in the United States, the US Congress continues to focus more on the federal budget deficit than the infrastructure deficit. Although securing financing for new infrastructure projects can be a challenge, the recession has created an excellent opportunity to take advantage of historically low interest rates and underutilized construction capacity to invest in critically needed infrastructure upgrades. Because there has been less and less money available from traditional funding sources to meet the ever-growing need, both for new capacity and to repair and upgrade aging facilities, governments at federal, state, and local levels have been reluctant to invest in many new projects and have stalled existing projects. Fortunately, public-private partnerships (PPPs) offer an attractive tool to bridge this gap. In countries in Europe, Asia, and Latin America, and in Canada, PPPs are an established solution to deliver high quality infrastructure projects. Under contracts between the government and private entities, funding for projects often comes from a combination of government money and private investment. More importantly, innovative risk allocation unlocks value, adds efficiencies, and improves quality of service. The private entities involved are generally responsible for construction, operation and maintenance of the project and receive a certain amount of revenue in return, sufficient to cover operating costs, cost of capital, and a reasonable return to incentivize reliable performance to contractual standards. In this way, the risk for projects is shared between the public and private sectors. Unlike in the rest of the world, PPPs have not been as widely accepted in the United States. PPPs still remain a somewhat misunderstood mechanism that the public views with skepticism and, as a result, politicians may not be as willing to promote. Further, potential lenders and investors are concerned about pursuit costs and the high degree of political risk and uncertainty in the procurement process. In particular, the lack of political will to select PPP projects that are economically viable and to execute concessions after lengthy bid processes makes these projects risky. Even when there has been political support in the procurement process, projects are sometimes cancelled after bids are awarded due to a lack of political will or coordination. So, the pace of privatization of the infrastructure market in the United States has not reached the level seen in many other countries. Yet, it has been growing in fits and starts. Encouraging the development of PPPs in the United States can be one of the keys to spurring further infrastructure investment and to spending infrastructure dollars more wisely. The political challenges faced by PPPs exist at all levels of government. Regardless of whether an infrastructure project is at the local or state level, the potential political pitfalls it may encounter are often the same. The public continues to hold misperceptions that PPPs result in selling public assets to foreign companies, excess profits, lack of transparency, diminished environmental protections or a decrease in jobs. While certain areas of the country, such as the states of Virginia, Texas, and Florida, may have a longer history of successfully implementing PPPs as a result of state enabling statutes and bi-partisan support for these partnerships, most states are not in quite so supportive situation, and many lack PPP enabling statutes altogether. Even aside from state politics, federal policy has been weak in supporting states seeking to use PPPs as a procurement vehicle for infrastructure. Only for certain surface transportation projects does the federal government play a critical role in facilitating PPP transactions, mainly through the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act of 1998 (TIFIA). Under TIFIA, which is administered by the US Federal Highway Administration in the Department of Transportation (DOT), federal credit assistance in the form of secured loans, loan guarantees, and standby lines of credit is provided to finance surface transportation projects at both national and regional levels. The purpose of TIFIA is to leverage federal funds to attract co-investment from private and non-federal sources in surface transportation infrastructure projects. Although TIFIA has been instrumental in funding qualified projects that may not have otherwise been able to get off the ground, it is limited in scope. Only transportation, and not other types of infrastructure, falls under its purview, and its capital is limited. The amount of funding available for any particular project is capped at 33 per cent of total project costs. In order for the federal government to facilitate more infrastructure projects, changes are needed in the current system, and newer programs will likely need to be implemented. In examining the existing system, simple improvements could be made to TIFIA with this goal in mind. For instance, TIFIA could be modified to facilitate longer term planning and staging of projects. Currently, the DOT issues a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) each fiscal year to alert applicants as to the estimated amount of funding available for that year. If a multi-year NOFA program were instituted, it would eliminate some of the guesswork involved in estimating which projects may be ready for TIFIA consideration. Even better, TIFIA could be expanded to include a wider ambit of qualified projects. Proposals from President Obama and Senators John Kerry (Dem-Mass) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (Rep-Texas) would create a self-funding National Infrastructure Bank, modeled somewhat on existing federal loan programs like US Eximbank and TIFIA, to match federal loans with credit-worthy infrastructure projects that are both regionally significant and economically viable. Instead of limiting eligibility to transportation projects, federal assistance would be provided outside DOT for other infrastructure needs, such as water and wastewater systems, flood control and social infrastructure. Similarly, giving funding priority to larger scale, revenue risk, and PPP projects and making these priorities consistent in evaluations of potential projects would increase the pace of infrastructure building. The federal government through TIFIA today provides not just a source of funding for infrastructure projects but also general expertise in the PPP area. This knowledge is largely wasted and should be compiled and disseminated in a more coherent way. No national center of expertise exists in the United States (compared to, say, Canada or the United Kingdom) to foster PPPs. Because the federal government has the experience of witnessing infrastructure deals made across the country, it is in an ideal position to accumulate best practices. Complete standardization of the types of deals that merit approval based on a “value for money” analysis or other rubric would not be desired. Regional experimentation and innovation are critical. However, at a minimum, identifying best practices and establishing model templates and suggested procedures for state and local governments would streamline the PPP procurement and contacting process and avoid having to reinvent the wheel each time new enabling legislation or a new project at the state or local level is on the table. Aside from providing expertise on the PPP process in general, the federal government can facilitate the building of infrastructure by stepping up its role in encouraging states to look more seriously at PPPs. While TIFIA has sometimes been the last resort for states that have been unable to secure funding elsewhere for their projects, the statute can be an even more effective tool for bridging the “investment gap” for states. With some expansion of the current provisions of TIFIA, and an increase in its capital, PPPs can become more of a part of institutional knowledge and more widely used to move state infrastructure projects forward by leveraging private capital to lower life cycle costs. The 2009 economic stimulus package provided needed funding for the nation’s infrastructure, but that “stimulus” is ending. Gasoline tax revenues are falling, while congestion is increasing. Water systems and levies are crumbling, yet there is little consensus on how best to fund infrastructure investments over the long term. Since 2009, the United States has extended earlier legislation on a short-term, stop-gap basis to continue appropriations for surface transportation projects, but so far has failed to enact a new, long-term transportation authorization bill. Most recently, in September 2011, the House and Senate approved a six-month extension of aviation and highway funding and programs at current levels through March 31, 2012. The US Senate on November 1, 2011, approved further legislation to fund federal transportation programs for 2012, a significantly larger package of transportation funding, yet to be reconciled with the House. Lack of agreement on a longer term solution hinders long-term planning for needed infrastructure improvements to be funded by federal dollars. In July 2011, the House GOP leadership (including House Transportation & Infrastructure Committee Chairman John Mica (Rep-Fla)) expressed support for future transportation investment only up to the level of Highway Trust Fund revenues, which could result in funding at 30 per cent less than current levels of investment. The Highway Trust Fund depends mainly on fuel taxes and will be insufficient to meet anticipated needs at projected revenue levels. More recently, Chairman Mica has indicated that he and his colleagues may consider a six-year surface transportation reauthorization bill, which would maintain current levels of federal highway and public transportation investment, but there remains no agreement on how to pay for it and no appetite to raise federal gasoline taxes. Nonetheless, this development may be indicative of a bipartisan shift in the House and Senate in favor of greater levels of transportation investment. Still, with 2012 being an election year, progress toward a long term reauthorization bill is caught in the tricky political balance of weighing job creation, congestion relief, and long term economic growth against fiscal pressures, revenue constraints, and the need for deficit reduction. On September 8, 2011, President Obama urged the creation of a National Infrastructure Bank and discussed his plans to spend US$10 billion on infrastructure, such as transportation, water and energy projects, in a speech before Congress. While the planned National Infrastructure Bank originated from the Kerry-Hutchison bipartisan legislation in the Senate, it also has opponents on both sides. Some opponents believe the plan does not devote enough resources to infrastructure projects. Other opponents think supporting state infrastructure banks or adding capacity to TIFIA are better (or at least quicker) solutions than creating a new institution. Perhaps the most important criterion for predicting PPP success is project selection. In evaluating the type of project that is more suitable for a PPP, as opposed to conventional procurement, there are a few criteria that tend to increase the likelihood of success. Conventional methods of financing to maintain and build essential infrastructure have not kept up with growing demand. The strongest projects typically meet pent-up demand or relieve congestion. Of course, projects with local political support also tend to have higher success rates. Project selection may encompass a variety of other key considerations, including environmental compliance and benefits, network synergies and potential economic return both to investors and the region. As with projects financed conventionally, PPP projects must comply with all relevant laws, including environmental, land use, zoning, and mitigation requirements. For projects that may cross interstate lines, such as high speed passenger railway systems and interstate highways, environmental clearances may be required at both federal and state levels. State and local governments that develop expertise and carefully target private sector partners with a clear understanding of how the PPP process works are more likely to build successful partnerships. Understanding the necessary ingredients of a successful partnership before entering into one can avoid future problems. In other words, institutional capacity reduces risk. A key aspect of project selection is attracting potential private investment by considering which projects will have the best chances of an economic return. Private investors in PPPs typically profit by reserving the right to collect revenue or to receive payment from a public agency for the use of an asset. Toll-based systems in congested urban areas, such as the high occupancy toll (HOT) lanes used in Virginia and the SR-91 managed lanes in California, and dynamic tolling both reduce congestion and provide more robust revenue forecasts. In addition to serving as a source of revenue for private investment partners, tolling also allows states with limited resources to expand their capacities to fund other projects. In evaluating potential economic return, the maturity of the market area in which a project is set to be built, projected economic growth, demographic trends, and available alternatives all matter. Construction of infrastructure in an established, metropolitan market with a stable, diversified economy is the ideal situation for investors seeking a long-term investment. The high volume of traffic or demand in such areas is sufficient to generate a corresponding level of revenue and stable cash flows. Hand in hand with market maturity, the essentiality of the asset to the area is another factor that may be a good predictor of economic return. Even projects funded by future availability payments from the government rather than tolls should demonstrate essentiality. From a credit perspective, asset essentiality often determines viability as a PPP, whether for transportation, water or social infrastructure. It is for this reason that investors have confidence in essential, recent US PPP projects like the Long Beach Court House, the Capital Beltway managed lanes, and the Port of Miami Access Tunnel. Regardless of the political climate or how financeable a project may be, the supply of public sector revenue to support the building and maintenance of infrastructure is limited. A more aggressive approach to seeking private sources of capital remains the only realistic way that infrastructure investment can be substantially accelerated these days. Thus, PPPs can supplement, rather than replace, traditional funding sources (like federal grants, tax revenues and tax-exempt bonds) to speed project delivery. Private capital through PPPs brings with it discipline in cost control and project selection based on economic, not purely political, criteria. And the risk allocation PPPs require reduces life cycle costs, increases budgetary certainty, and spurs greater efficiency, transparency and accountability. Despite the challenges, the US infrastructure market is a growing market with definite opportunities for experienced, creative and tenacious investors. With the aid of greater consistency on a national level to support infrastructure construction, maintenance and development, together with more consistent and widespread state support, a more vibrant and mature market would develop, showing that the use of PPPs can be beneficial for both the public and private sectors.

AT: No Funding

PPPs at the state level will be succesful

Puentes 11 (Robert, senior fellow with the Brookings Institution’s Metropolitan Policy Program where he also directs the Program's Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative. The Initiative was established to address the pressing transportation and infrastructure challenges facing cities and suburbs in the United States and abroad. A Path to Public Private Partnerships for Infrastructure, December 11th, http://www.brookings.edu/up-front/posts/2011/12/09-infrastructure-puentes-istrate)

Often when making the case for U.S. infrastructure investment, someone will point overseas to Europe or Asia and wonder aloud why other countries have world-class, economy-shaping infrastructure and the United States doesn’t. There are obviously many reasons but a key problem is that, unlike other nations, the United States is still over-reliant on the public sector for delivering infrastructure projects. Today, those public resources are strained, especially for transportation projects. On the federal level, the Congressional Budget Office estimates that the highway trust fund will be unable to meet obligations sometime next summer, if not sooner. And while money from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act provided roughly $335 billion to support the physical infrastructure, those funds are largely spent with little prospect for additional dollars anytime soon. State funding sources are also shrinking. In addition to the 21 states that saw transportation program cuts in fiscal year 2010, more are proposed for the next fiscal year. While states have spent billions on energy efficiency and renewable energy programs over the decade, these programs are also under budgetary microscopes and short term prospects for funding are strained. Other state sources--such as revenue from sales taxes--that are earmarked for infrastructure projects are also in decline due to the recession. So what to do? To paraphrase the physicist Ernest Rutherford, “We’ve run out of money; it’s time to start thinking.” The kind of economy shaping next generation infrastructure we need will require a new way to deliver projects. In an ideal world, the federal government would set a strong platform for transformative investments by establishing new vehicles for infrastructure finance and by radically overhauling the regulatory and administrative barriers that stifle innovation and execution. But the likelihood of meaningful federal action in today’s environment of polarized partisanship is slim. So we must create a new norm and practice of transformative investments the hard way--from the ground up, despite political odds and fiscal obstacles. For one, the United States needs to take better advantage of and facilitate the use of public/private partnerships (PPPs) for investments. A poll by the financial advisory firm Lazard shows strong willingness for public entities to consider private investment in infrastructure. However, our recent Brookings report shows that the United States lags in this area. In the quarter-century from 1985 and 2011, there were 377 PPPs in the U.S., a scant 9 percent of total amount of infrastructure PPPs around the world. The problem is not just the unwillingness to consider these arrangements. Increasingly, it seems to be an institutional challenge as public entities are ill-equipped to execute such deals while at the same time fully protecting the public interest. As a result, nothing gets done. Today the private sector is seeking more legislative certainty prior to bidding on projects and has little appetite for negotiating transactions that are subject to legislative or other major political approvals. While 31 states have PPP enabling legislation for highways, roads and bridges, and 21 for transit projects, the wide differences between them makes it time-consuming and costly for private partners wishing to engage in PPPs in multiple states to handle the different procurement and management processes. The United States should learn from the experiences of the 31 other countries that have established specialized units throughout various governmental agencies to assist with the expanding opportunities for PPPs. These so‐called PPP Units fulfill different functions such as quality control, policy coordination, and promotion. In the U.S., the primary purpose would be to provide technical, non‐binding information, assistance and advice to states and metropolitan governments. But while the federal government can certainly be helpful, the real action is going to come from the states. Today three states (Virginia, California, and Michigan) have established dedicated PPP units. While too early to tell if they are successful, states are rapidly learning that they need to build capacity for development of PPP projects. We learned at a recent Brookings event that private sector firms and investors focus on what they call “can-do” states. Those are not just the ones where they can work unfettered, but those where they know the public policy risk is minimized by a fruitful legislative and institutional environment. They need to know they’ll get a fair shake and deals won’t be scuttled at the last moment.

Public-private partnerships solve the case better. 

Schmitt 2011 (Angie, Newspaper reporter-turned planner/advocate who manages the Streetsblog Network, “The Public Interest and Private-Sector Involvement in High-Speed Rail,” July 20th, http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/07/20/the-public-interest-and-private-sector-involvement-in-high-speed-rail/)

The issue of privatization of public infrastructure was polarizing enough before the recent House proposal to take the Northeast Corridor away from Amtrak and turn it over to private firms. The privatization plan has its champions, who say it’s the only way to save high-speed rail, and its detractors, who call it a death knell for even the rail service we currently have. In the middle are those who acknowledge that high-speed rail can’t be built in this country without some private funds, but that the government should still carefully control the process. A new report from the U.S. Public Interest Research Group, released yesterday, walks that center line. Better yet, it gives examples from around the world of how privatization has worked — and how it hasn’t. And it maintains that the question is not so much whether or not to involve the private sector, but how to craft the terms of the agreement so that the partnership adds value — not increased risk — for the taxpayer. “Private financing can be a supplement but not a substitute for public support of high-speed rail,” said Phineas Baxandall of U.S. PIRG. Indeed, it is clear that public and private actors are going to have to cooperate in order for the U.S. to realize its high-speed rail ambitions in California and elsewhere. But the government agencies negotiating the terms of these agreements will have to be very diligent to avoid compromising the interests of public-sector investors (taxpayers) and the purpose of the project overall, says PIRG. “It’s attractive to politicians who may want to be champs for high-speed rail but who at the same time want to be against spending any new money for it,” said Baxandall. “Public-private partnerships have been a way to wave a magic wand to say ‘we’re going to build it, we’re just not going to pay for it. Somebody else is.’” What this report shows, he said, is that the public sector has to be the “anchor” in these projects. “Public-private partnership isn’t just an easy way to make something happen without effort,” he said. “It takes a lot of planning.” And private capital comes with some inherent risks. For example, in Great Britain in the 1980s, a public-private partnership which granted private control over rail lines established contracts in a way that incentivized private companies to delay maintenance. Ultimately, this led to a train derailment that killed four people. Meanwhile in Taiwan, over-reliance on private investors forced the government to bail out the majority owner of its national high-speed rail line when a financial crisis interrupted private capital markets in the late 1990s. The terms of the debt the private firm had incurred were much less favorable than the terms a public entity would have gotten, driving the costs up. Unraveling the layers of liability after the fact with teams of lawyers ended up costing far more than it would have for the government to have run the system itself in the first place. For a country trying to build rail lines with exclusively private funding, this was a hard lesson in the pitfalls of private participation. Given the myriad potential pitfalls, it’s not surprising that internationally, public-private rail projects have a mixed track record. To help government agencies sort through these complicated agreements, PIRG has issued a series of recommendations for protecting the public interest in public-private rail partnerships. For example, PIRG says that government agencies must reconcile the profit motivations of private-sector investors with the motivations of the public for improved transportation infrastructure. This can be accomplished through the use of detailed, rigorous standards governing contractor performance. Furthermore, the report notes, public agencies should not pursue public-sector investment unless it can be determined that such investment will add public value to the project. This can be impartially determined using a public sector comparator (PSC) test, a sort of cost-benefit analysis. The report warns about “illusory” savings provided by private firms simply by avoiding wage requirements, a tactic which simply “externalizes costs” and “transfers benefits.” In addition, PIRG says, government entities must ensure that they are entering a public-private partnership for the right reasons — not just to foist politically unpopular decisions onto an unaccountable private actor.
PPPs would be successful at the state level

FHWA 7 (U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, User Guidebook on Implementing Public Private Partnerships for Transportation Infrastructure Projects in the United States, July 7th, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/pdfs/ppp_user_guidebook_final_7-7-07.pdf)
Highway transportation agencies across the United States face fiscal challenges caused by the growing gap between the costs of providing and preserving highway infrastructure and available highway program funding. The inability of motor fuel taxes to provide adequate funds has prompted transportation policymakers to consider alternative ways to develop needed transportation projects. Public-private partnerships (PPPs) represent a wide variety of project financing and delivery approaches which offer the potential to expedite projects and cost effectively operate and maintain the resulting facilities and services. By leveraging scarce public funds for transportation facilities, PPPs can help transportation agencies do more with less. The common element of a PPP is that public sponsors of transportation projects engage the private sector to a greater degree in the performance of certain functions previously handled by the public sector. This can range from contract maintenance to life-cycle finance, development, operations, and preservation. The U.S. Department of Transportation and its surface transportation administrations are encouraging their counterparts at the state and local government levels to consider the use of PPP approaches to accomplish more projects in their work programs. This document provides guidance in the application of PPPs to transportation projects based on the experiences of transportation agencies in the U.S. and other countries that have applied these delivery approaches. The guidebook is aimed at both early practitioners of PPP projects as well as those agencies just beginning to consider the possibility of instituting PPP approaches for projects currently stalled for lack of available resources. 

Privatizing transportation infrastructure is key to economic growth, effective innovation and efficiency

Edwards 9 (Chris, director of tax policy studies at Cato, top expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, “Privatization,” February 2009, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/privatization)
Governments on every continent have sold off state-owned assets to private investors in recent decades. Airports, railroads, energy utilities, and many other assets have been privatized. The privatization revolution has overthrown the belief widely held in the 20th century that governments should own the most important industries in the economy. Privatization has generally led to reduced costs, higher-quality services, and increased innovation in formerly moribund government industries. The presumption that government should own industry was challenged in the 1980s by British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and by President Ronald Reagan. But while Thatcher made enormous reforms in Britain, only a few major federal assets have been privatized in this country. Conrail, a freight railroad, was privatized in 1987 for $1.7 billion. The Alaska Power Administration was privatized in 1996. The federal helium reserve was privatized in 1996 for $1.8 billion. The Elk Hills Petroleum Reserve was sold in 1997 for $3.7 billion. The U.S. Enrichment Corporation, which provides enriched uranium to the nuclear industry, was privatized in 1998 for $3.1 billion. There remain many federal assets that should be privatized, including businesses such as Amtrak and infrastructure such as the air traffic control system. The government also holds billions of dollars of real estate that should be sold. The benefits to the federal budget of privatization would be modest, but the benefits to the economy would be large as newly private businesses would innovate and improve their performance. The Office of Management and Budget has calculated that about half of all federal employees perform tasks that are not "inherently governmental." The Bush administration had attempted to contract some of those activities to outside vendors, but such "competitive sourcing" is not privatization. Privatization makes an activity entirely private, taking it completely off of the government's books. That allows for greater innovation and prevents corruption, which is a serious pitfall of government contracting. Privatization of federal assets makes sense for many reasons. First, sales of federal assets would cut the budget deficit. Second, privatization would reduce the responsibilities of the government so that policymakers could better focus on their core responsibilities, such as national security. Third, there is vast foreign privatization experience that could be drawn on in pursuing U.S. reforms. Fourth, privatization would spur economic growth by opening new markets to entrepreneurs. For example, repeal of the postal monopoly could bring major innovation to the mail industry, just as the 1980s' breakup of AT&T brought innovation to the telecommunications industry. Some policymakers think that certain activities, such as air traffic control, are "too important" to leave to the private sector. But the reality is just the opposite. The government has shown itself to be a failure at providing efficiency and high quality in services such as air traffic control. Such industries are too important to miss out on the innovations that private entrepreneurs could bring to them.
Federal implementation creates huge cost overruns and fails -- private sector control solves better. 

DeHaven 12 (Tad, budget analyst on federal budget issues for the Cato Institute, “Earmarks are a Symptom of the Problem”, Cato Institute, February 7th, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/earmarks-are-a-symptom-problem)
A Washington Post investigation identified dozens of examples of federal policymakers directing federal dollars to projects that benefited their property or an immediate family member. Members of Congress have been enriching themselves at taxpayer expense? In other news, the sun rose this morning. According to the Post, “Under the ethics rules Congress has written for itself, this is both legal and undisclosed”: By design, ethics rules governing Congress are intended to preserve the freedom of members to direct federal spending in their districts, a process known as earmarking. Such spending has long been cloaked in secrecy and only in recent years has been subjected to more transparency. Although Congress has imposed numerous conflict-of-interest rules on federal agencies and private businesses, the rules it has set for itself are far more permissive. Lawmakers are required to certify that they do not have a financial stake in the actions they take. In the cases The Post examined, not one lawmaker mentioned that he or she owned property that was near the earmarked project or had a relative who was employed by the company or institution that received the earmark. The reason: Nothing in congressional rules requires them to do so, and the rules do not address proximity. With the fox guarding the henhouse, the most one can hope to accomplish is to limit the carnage. Many pundits, politicians, and policy wonks argue that a permanent ban on earmarks would be an effective limit. Unfortunately, that’s just wishful thinking as earmarks are merely a symptom of the real problem: Congress can spend other peoples’ money on virtually anything it wants. Take the example of Rep. Candace Miller (R-MI): In Harrison Township, Mich., Rep. Candice S. Miller’s home is on the banks of the Clinton River, about 900 feet downstream of the Bridgeview Bridge. The Republican lawmaker said when she learned local officials were going to replace the aging bridge, she decided to make sure the new one had a bike lane. “I told the road commission, ‘I am going to try to get an earmark for the bike path,’” Miller said, recalling that she said, “If we don’t put a bike path on there while you guys are reconstructing the bridge, it will never happen.” A member of the House Transportation Committee, Miller in 2006 was able to secure a $486,000 earmark that helped add a 14-foot-wide bike lane to the new bridge. That lane is a critical link in the many miles of bike paths that Miller has championed over the years. When the bridge had its grand reopening in 2009, Miller walked over from her home. “People earmark for all kinds of things,” she said. “I’m pretty proud of this; I think I did what my people wanted. Should I have told them, ‘We can never have this bike path complete because I happen to live by one section of it’? They would have thrown me out of office.” Forget how the federal money made it to Harrison Township, Michigan. As I’ve discussed before, the more important concern is that the federal government is funding countless activities that are not properly its domain: There just isn’t much difference between the activities funded via earmarking and the activities funded by standard bureaucratic processes. The means are different, but the ends are typically the same: federal taxpayers paying for parochial benefits that are properly the domain of state and local governments, or preferably, the private sector. As a federal taxpayer, I’m no better off if the U.S. Dept. of Transportation decides to fund a bridge in Alaska or if Alaska’s congressional delegation instructs the DOT to fund the bridge. As a taxpayer, it disgusts me that Rep. Miller steered federal dollars to a project in her district that she personally benefited from. But would I be any better off had the money for a bike path in Harrison Township, Michigan come from a grant awarded by the Department of Transportation? If Harrison Township wanted a bike path, then it should have been paid for with taxes collected by the appropriate unit of local government. Better yet, a private group could have raised the funds. Either way, I don’t see how it’s possible to argue that the U.S. Constitution gives Congress the authority to spend taxpayer money on such activities. Invoking the General Welfare Clause doesn’t pass the laugh test as the bike path obviously doesn’t benefit the rest of the country. The Commerce Clause? Please.

Privatization empirically solves best -- results in new market entrants and competition that raises efficiency.
Winston 2000 (Clifford, fellow at the AEI-Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory Studies and a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, “Government Failure in Urban Transportation.”, November, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=259788)
The deregulation experience has also shown that new market entrants, such as Southwest Airlines, often become the most efficient firms in a deregulated industry. In 28 Indianapolis is one of the few U.S. cities that has privatized its transit system. Karlaftis and McCarthy (1999) estimate that although the system is producing more vehicle miles and passenger miles, its operating costs have declined 2.5 percent annually since privatization. These savings are primarily efficiency gains, not transfers from transit labor. 29 See, for example, Volpe National Transportation Systems Center, Autonomous Dial-a-Ride Transit, U.S. Department of Transportation, Washington, D.C., November 1998. 15 the transit industry, privatization could lead to intense competition supplied by paratransit operations, such as jitneys, and other low-cost operations, such as minibuses. Competition among these new entrants and conventional bus, rail, taxi, and auto modes would insure that cost reductions would become fare reductions.30 Unlike airlines and trucks, railroads were deregulated because of their poor financial performance under regulation. It was expected that in pursuit of greater profitability the deregulated railroad industry would substantially reduce its operations, raise rates on much of its bulk freight, and cede a lot of manufactured freight to truck. Railroads have indeed pruned their systems, but they have also become more efficient and responsive to customers—offering lower (contract) rates and better service. Thus instead of losing market share, deregulated railroads are actually carrying more freight, regaining market share, and increasing their earnings. Depending on the behavior of new entrants and what is done with the established transit authorities, there are numerous possibilities for how a privatized transit industry would supply peak and off-peak service.31 Nonetheless, the railroads’ experience suggests that an efficient transformation of the transit industry’s operations, technology, pricing, and service could increase transit use and relieve taxpayers of subsidizing transit’s operations.

Private sector action provides more efficient and effective solutions. 

Mica 11 (John, chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, “How to fix American transportation”, May 23rd, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0511/55448.html) 

The federal government must not stand in the way of private-sector investment in our infrastructure. While public-private partnerships will not solve all of our problems, private-sector resources and expertise can play a larger role in building transportation projects for our nation more efficiently and with fewer tax dollars. By better defining their roles and limiting the impact of the federal bureaucracy, our states, local governments and the private sector can provide better, more cost-effective solutions for addressing our transportation needs. With bipartisan and bicameral support, we can move America’s transportation in a new direction.

Private companies are more efficient and reduce costs. 
Blake, 1 (Stephen, The Thomas Jefferson Institute for Public Policy, “VISION 2001: ~VIRGINIA’S TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM FOR THE NEW MILLENNIUM”, http://heartland.org/sites/all/modules/custom/heartland_migration/files/pdfs/3783.pdf)
Privatization. The privatization of transportation planning, design, construction and maintenance will enhance the efficiencies and effectiveness of the government sponsored transportation system. This can be accomplished through innovative financing mechanisms, particularly the development of public-private partnerships and privatization initiatives that move the financial burden away from sole dependence on government to a sharing of financial responsibility between government and the private sector. The current privatization legislation needs to be strengthened to provide incentives for the transportation industry to assume greater responsibility and for the state Department of Transportation to yield responsibility to the private sector. The adequacy of the private sector to provide this assistance must be addressed as the role of the public sector is reduced. Opportunities to privatize government activities should be pursued. An example of this privatization is the project conducted by the motor pool at the state. This project resulted in the hiring of Enterprise Rent-A-Car to provide a back up source of vehicles for state employees who travel, this allowed the motor pool to more efficiently manage the state cars and allowed a substantial savings over reimbursing state employees for using their personal vehicles for travel. This year Richmond Car and Truck Rental won the bid and reduced the cost from $25/per vehicle and 19 cents a mile to $18.95 and unlimited mileage. Other examples include; contracting out of maintenance functions by VDOT, and in Fairfax County and the City of Alexandria bus service is now provided through contracts with private transportation management companies.
PPPs solve the current funding problems

Engel, Fisher, et. al. 11 (Eduardo Engel, Ricardo Fisher, Alexander Galetovic, Engel is Professor of Economics at Yale University and research associate at the NBER and the University of Chile (CEA). Engel holds a Ph.D. in Economics from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, a Ph.D. in Statistics from Stanford University, and an engineering degree from the University of Chile. Fischer is a Professor at the Industrial Engineering Department of the University of Chile, Santiago. He has a degree in mathematical engineering from the University of Chile and a PhD in Economics from the University of Pennsylvania. Galetovic is Professor of Economics at the Universidad de los Andes in Santiago. He has been a Research Scholar at the International Monetary Fund, a Visiting Professor at Stanford and a Rita Ricardo-Campbell National Fellow at the Hoover Institution. “Public-Private Partnerships to Revamp U.S. Infrastructure”, February, http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2011/02/~/media/Research/Files/Papers/2011/2/partnerships%20engel%20fischer%20galetovic/02_partnerships_engel_fischer_galetovic_paper.PDF)

The ways that governments allocate new funding for infrastructure projects and the ways they build, operate, and maintain those projects has contributed to the problem. New spending often flows to less valuable new construction at the expense of funding maintenance on existing infrastructure. Further hindering efficiency, the traditional process for building infrastructure decouples the initial investment—the actual building of a highway, for example—from the ongoing costs of maintaining that highway. As a result, the contractor building the highway often has little incentive to take steps to lower future operations and maintenance costs. Such inefficiencies likely contribute to falling rates of return on public capital investments. One solution to these incentive problems is to bundle construction with operations and maintenance in what is known as a public-private partnership (PPP). Indeed, many governments around the world are turning to PPPs as a way to tap these efficiencies and to leverage private sector resources to augment or replace scarce public investment resources. Such partnerships between the public and private sectors have clearly caught on in governments abroad. As Figure 1 shows, PPPs in Europe increased sixfold, on an annual basis, between 1990 and 2005–2006. In certain countries, such as the United Kingdom and Portugal, PPPs now account for 32.5 and 22.8 percent, respectively, of infrastructure investment during the 2001–2006 period (see Table 1).1 While the transportation sector is the largest beneficiary of PPP investments, European countries have used PPPs for projects in defense, environmental protection, government buildings, hospitals, information technology, municipal services, prisons, recreation, schools, solid waste, transport (airports, bridges, ports, rail, roads, tunnels, and urban railways), tourism, and water. The United States is a relative newcomer to PPPs. Even though there is an old nineteenth-century tradition of privately provided public infrastructure and even of private tolled roads and bridges, the United States still depends almost exclusively on the government for its public transport infrastructure (with the important exception of railroads).2 The two-decade trend toward PPPs that has revitalized the ways that many countries provide infrastructure has gained only little traction in the United States. Whereas the United Kingdom financed $50 billion in transportation infrastructure via PPPs between 1990 and 2006, the United States, an economy more than six times as large as that of the United Kingdom, financed only approximately $10 billion between those years. The use of PPPs to provide U.S. infrastructure increased fivefold between 1998-2007 and 2008-2010, however, in the immediate aftermath of the Great Recession (see Figure 2).

PPPs ensure that funding support continues throughout the entire process

Gilroy and Kenny 12 (Leonard and Harris, Gilroy is the director of government reform and Harris is a policy analyst at Reason Foundation, “States and Cities Going Private With Infrastructure Investment”, May 17th, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2012/05/17/states_and_cities_going_private_with_infrastructure_investment_99671.html)
As public debts grow, cities and states simultaneously face pressing needs to repair and modernize critical infrastructure assets that can't wait if citizens hope to keep goods and services moving in the economy. For example, many interstate highways, which are owned and maintained by states, are reaching the end of their useful lives and will cost tens of billions of dollars to reconstruct. Yet, projected federal and state fuel tax revenues will come nowhere close to covering the bills. When factoring in similarly large investment needs in water, aviation, schools and other public infrastructure facilities, it becomes abundantly clear that new infrastructure financing models and sources of capital will be the only viable option to support and sustain growth. Enter the private sector, where investors are demonstrating a willingness and capability to partner with governments to modernize and expand infrastructure, according to Reason Foundation's recent Annual Privatization Report 2011. The report finds that the amount of capital available in private infrastructure equity investment funds reached a new all-time high last year. And since 2006, the 30 largest global infrastructure investment funds have raised a total of $183.1 billion dedicated to financing infrastructure projects; the bulk coming from U.S., Australian and Canadian inventors. In fact, eight major privately financed transportation projects were under construction in the U.S. in 2011 totaling over $13 billion. For a preview of the future, just look to Puerto Rico, where innovative infrastructure financing has been a priority of Governor Luis Fortuño's administration. Prior to his tenure, massive budget deficits and weak credit ratings left the territory with a limited ability to finance infrastructure. In fact, public infrastructure investment (as a share of GDP) had been on a steep decline in Puerto Rico since 2000. Put simply, if Puerto Rico was going to maintain-much less expand and modernize-its infrastructure, it was going to need outside help. Policymakers proactively adopted a 2009 law authorizing government agencies to partner with private firms for the design, construction, financing, maintenance and/or operation of public facilities across a wide spectrum that includes transportation, ports, schools and other asset classes. The law also established a Public Private Partnership Authority (PPPA), a new unit of the Government Development Bank, to conduct due diligence on these infrastructure partnerships and take worthy projects to market in competitive procurements. So far it's been a smashing success. Last fall the PPPA finalized its first major highway deal, closing on a 40-year, $1.5 billion lease of two toll highways to a private concessionaire now responsible for operating the facilities and making major capital investments in pavement, signage, lighting and other safety enhancements. Lawmakers are also poised to privatize operations of San Juan's Luis Muñoz Marin International Airport this summer. Two weeks ago PPPA officials selected two consortia eligible to compete for a $1 billion, 50-year lease expected next month. The deal pays off $900 million in public debt, and results in a virtual reconstruction of the entire airport, pursuant to officials' goal of turning the airport into the preeminent gateway to the Caribbean. PPPA is also in the middle of a new K-12 school modernization program whereby officials are contracting with private developers to design, build and maintain a package of approximately 100 schools in 78 municipalities across the territory. This effort will address a severe need to upgrade aging, deteriorating schools and tackle chronic deferred maintenance. Puerto Rico isn't alone though. For example, Chicago Mayor and former Obama chief of staff Rahm Emanuel stood with former President Bill Clinton last month to propose an ambitious $7.2 billion infrastructure program that will rely heavily on public-private partnerships and private financing for a broad spectrum of projects including roads, water, transit and more. To implement this program, city policymakers recently created a new Chicago Infrastructure Trust, a nonprofit infrastructure bank that can package deals and blend public and private financing to advance projects. Early pledges of up to $1 billion in private capital from several financial institutions, including Citibank, Macquarie and JPMorgan suggest the model may be viable. Elsewhere, both Texas and Connecticut enacted broad-ranging laws to authorize private sector financing for state and local assets in 2011. In New York, The Yonkers Public Schools recently hired a team of financial, legal and technical consultants to evaluate the potential to tap private financing to help deliver a $2 billion K-12 school modernization program. Like Puerto Rico, Yonkers has a number of aging facilities over 70 years old that need reconstruction, yet lacks the ability to undertake large-scale renovation through traditional taxes and bonds given current fiscal and financial constraints. Ultimately, policymakers are beginning to realize that the status quo of financing infrastructure through taxes and municipal debt is broken. Fortunately the private sector is poised and ready to invest in infrastructure, with hundreds of billions of dollars in privately sourced capital sitting on the sidelines looking for worthy public infrastructure projects in which to invest. While governments continue to struggle even with the basics of balancing budgets, much less long-term crises like entitlement spending and underfunded public pensions, the question is not if, but when, will more policymakers like Fortuño and Emanuel step up and embrace the private sector? Infrastructure represents the arteries and capillaries of our economy, and if we let those deteriorate, the heart itself will soon follow.

Elections NB 

The American public wants better transportation infrastructure through privatization. 

Cassidy 11 (William, managing editor of the Journal of Commerce, “Survey Reveals Strong Support for Infrastructure Deal,” February 14th, Journal of Commerce)

A strong majority of Americans want better roads and bridges, but they want someone else to pay for them, according to a survey released Monday. The survey found strong support for infrastructure investment and compromise on Capitol Hill, even among Tea Party members, and for private highway funding. Half of those surveyed said roads and bridges were inadequate, and 80 percent thought infrastructure investment would boost local economies and create jobs. The poll of 1,001 registered voters found 71 percent placed a high priority on transportation improvements, but 73 percent were opposed to raising fuel taxes. Nearly half of those surveyed also thought federal fuel taxes were raised every year, when in fact they haven't risen since 1993. The respondents were much more open to privatization, with 78 percent supporting greater private investment in transportation infrastructure. However, they stressed the need for greater accountability in the funding process as well as reform and innovation if the U.S. pays for transportation infrastructure.

AT: Theory 

CP is predictable – PPPs are happening all the time at the state level and learning about them is educational

FHWA 7 (U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, User Guidebook on Implementing Public Private Partnerships for Transportation Infrastructure Projects in the United States, July 7th, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/pdfs/ppp_user_guidebook_final_7-7-07.pdf)

As more states have begun to undertake PPPs, lessons are being learned about the opportunities and challenges of PPP approaches and how impediments to implementing PPPs once thought to be insurmountable can be addressed. Moreover, the U.S. is entering a new phase in surface transportation investment, and PPPs are likely to be increasingly relied upon by state and local governments to finance transportation infrastructure improvements. Understanding the PPP landscape and the lessons learned from prior or current PPP projects are valuable for transportation agencies considering or beginning to use PPP approaches to project delivery. 

**Build America Bonds**

How Build America Bonds Work
Build America Bonds (BABs) are a type of tax-credit bond that were created as a part of the 2009 Recovery Act (ARRA). BABs allow state and local governments to issue bonds, in the form of their own debt, to investors. The bonds can only be used for public capital projects, such as transportation infrastructure, hospitals, or public schools. 

BABs state and local governments finance capital projects at a lower cost due to the government subsidization of interest paid. The interest subsidy is a rate of 35%. The hope is that issuers will create new jobs and stimulate the economy with new projects without having to go into further debt, but rather are profitable for state and local governments because of the low borrowing cost.

*A subsidy is a sum of money granted by the government or a public body to assist an industry or business so that the price of a commodity or service may remain low or competitive. Note how the subsidy is granted to the investor, not to the states or to the projects themselves.
1NCs
General
Text: The United States Federal Government should issue Build America Bonds for the financing of <insert>.

Using BABs for transportation infrastructure is popular

National Journal 11 (“Build America Bonds for Transportation,” March 7, 2011, http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2011/03/build-america-bonds-for-transp.php) 
You've got to give Sen. Ron Wyden, D-Ore., credit for trying. He wants to revive the administration's popular Build America Bonds program, which gave bond issuers generous tax credits and federal subsidies for infrastructure investments before it expired last year. Wyden has proposed limiting the bonds to transportation investments, thinking that a narrowly tailored program would garner bipartisan support and ease the pain of paying for a six-year surface transportation bill. He's gotten some interest from Sen. John Thune, R-S.D. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood has said he will advocate for such a program with the administration.
BABs can be used to fund all modes of transportation

Wyden 7 (Ron, Oregon US Senator, “Wyden: "Build America Bonds,”

September 6, 2007, http://www.oregonwatchdog.com/pressrelease/

index.php/324) 

As a former Secretary of Transportation, I know how vital it is for states to have adequate transportation infrastructure, said Dole. Increased funding for our roads, bridges, railroads and waterways directly translates into economic growth and more jobs. Even more importantly, it helps ensure that our infrastructure is safe, thereby preventing injuries and deaths. 

Build America Bonds would be available to corporate and individual investors for purchase in different denominations, so that all Americans can have the opportunity to support upgrading America's transportation infrastructure. The resulting funds would be controlled by the states and could not be earmarked for Congressional pet projects. The Act ensures that money will be distributed in an equitable manner by requiring that each state receive at least 1 percent of the funds. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation estimates that for every $1 billion in new transportation funding nearly 50,000 jobs created and an estimated $5.7 billion in economic activity is generated. In addition to creating jobs and roughly $285 billion in economic activity, the $50 billion infusion of cash from Build America Bonds can be applied to projects on all modes of transportation including roads, rail, ports, waterways and transit.

HSR

Text: The United States Federal Government should issue Build America Bonds for the financing of an express train infrastructure system.
Using BABs for transportation infrastructure is popular

National Journal 11 (“Build America Bonds for Transportation,” March 7, 2011, http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2011/03/build-america-bonds-for-transp.php) 
You've got to give Sen. Ron Wyden, D-Ore., credit for trying. He wants to revive the administration's popular Build America Bonds program, which gave bond issuers generous tax credits and federal subsidies for infrastructure investments before it expired last year. Wyden has proposed limiting the bonds to transportation investments, thinking that a narrowly tailored program would garner bipartisan support and ease the pain of paying for a six-year surface transportation bill. He's gotten some interest from Sen. John Thune, R-S.D. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood has said he will advocate for such a program with the administration.
BABs can fund projects including passenger rail

AASHTO 7 (American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, “Revenue Sources to Fund Transportation Needs,” September 2007, http://financecommission.dot.gov/Documents/Background%20Documents/AASHTO_Report_on_Funding_Issues_9-07.pdf) 
Tax credit Bonds. In 2005, Senators Talent, Wyden, Coleman, and Corzine introduced a “Build America Bonds” program which would have made $50 billion in tax credit bonds available through a transportation finance corporation. AASHTO had developed a similar concept. The U.S. Chamber, AGC, ARTBA, and the AFL-CIO Building Trades have all expressed interest in this concept. The tax credit bonds would be long-term debt issued by a federally-chartered, non-profit Transportation Finance Corporation (TFC). Instead of interest payments, investors would receive an annual tax credit which they could use to offset their federal tax liabilities. The proceeds from the $50 billion in bonds the TFC could be authorized by Congress to issue would go to fund projects including freight rail and intercity passenger rail improvements, highway corridors of national significance, freight bottleneck solutions such as the CREATE project in Chicago, and Transit New Starts. $8 billion to $10 billion annually could be made available through this six-year program. It could be used to jump-start many badly needed projects of national significance. High-speed rail lobbies support BABs BLET 10 (Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and Trainmen, “VP & NLR John Tolman named to high speed rail panel,” July 9, 2010, http://www.ble-t.org/pr/news/pf_newsflash.asp?id=5002) One of the group’s goals is to ensure workforce development initiatives that identify, train and support American workers to design, build operate and maintain America’s high speed and regional passenger rail network. The group’s mission is similar to that advocated by the BLET in its High Speed Rail position paper and comments regarding the National Rail Plan. “I am proud and humbled to accept this appointment,” Vice President Tolman said. “I look forward to lobbying on behalf of BLET members as well as our fellow Brothers and Sisters in the Teamsters Rail Conference, making sure that high speed rail creates good, safe jobs for all of Rail Labor.” Additionally, the Alliance will leverage its resources and relationships to: • Support the proposed $50 billion authorization for High Speed Rail in the SAFETEA-LU re-authorization legislation, and work with Congress to identify a dedicated source of funding to appropriate towards this authorization; • Modify existing federal funding and financing programs such as RRIF, TIFIA, and Build America Bonds to ensure eligibility for High Speed Rail investments; • Promote innovative tools that incentivize private sector participation in High Speed Rail financing including public/private partnerships and the development of a national infrastructure investment bank; • Support enactment of freight rail investment tax credits that benefit the development of High Speed Rail;

Army Corps/Ports
Text: The United States Federal Government should issue Build America Bonds for the funding of waterway development projects.

Using BABs for transportation infrastructure is popular

National Journal 11 (“Build America Bonds for Transportation,” March 7, 2011, http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2011/03/build-america-bonds-for-transp.php) 
You've got to give Sen. Ron Wyden, D-Ore., credit for trying. He wants to revive the administration's popular Build America Bonds program, which gave bond issuers generous tax credits and federal subsidies for infrastructure investments before it expired last year. Wyden has proposed limiting the bonds to transportation investments, thinking that a narrowly tailored program would garner bipartisan support and ease the pain of paying for a six-year surface transportation bill. He's gotten some interest from Sen. John Thune, R-S.D. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood has said he will advocate for such a program with the administration.
Army Corps ineffective– communication problems
Garrison, 10 (Joey, Nashville City Paper, “Army Corps Acknowledges May Flood communication failures”, 11-23-10, http://nashvillecitypaper.com/content/city-news/army-corps-acknowledges-may-flood-communication-failures)
In a report released nearly seven months after May’s historic flood, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers admits it failed to communicate effectively with the National Weather Service during critical moments as the disaster unfolded in Middle Tennessee. “That was a blunt, brutal fact,” said Maj. Gen. John Peabody, commander of the corps’ Great Lakes Division, who delivered a similar message during a special U.S. Senate hearing in July on the region’s record flood. The acknowledgement is a recurrent theme among many of the 20 recommendations for improvement found in a 200-page After Action Review Report released on Tuesday by the corps. The study, which tapped corps officials from the Nashville district and outside the area, is a more comprehensive version of a preliminary account of the corps’ actions during May’s flood unveiled over the summer. “This event clearly exposed inadequacies in our system of flood response, primarily but not exclusively in the area of communications,” Peabody said. “I’m responsible for this. We’re going to fix this.”
BABs can be used to fund ports and waterways
Wyden 7 (Ron, Oregon US Senator, “Wyden: "Build America Bonds,”

September 6, 2007, http://www.oregonwatchdog.com/pressrelease/

index.php/324) 

As a former Secretary of Transportation, I know how vital it is for states to have adequate transportation infrastructure, said Dole. Increased funding for our roads, bridges, railroads and waterways directly translates into economic growth and more jobs. Even more importantly, it helps ensure that our infrastructure is safe, thereby preventing injuries and deaths. 

Build America Bonds would be available to corporate and individual investors for purchase in different denominations, so that all Americans can have the opportunity to support upgrading America's transportation infrastructure. The resulting funds would be controlled by the states and could not be earmarked for Congressional pet projects. The Act ensures that money will be distributed in an equitable manner by requiring that each state receive at least 1 percent of the funds. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation estimates that for every $1 billion in new transportation funding nearly 50,000 jobs created and an estimated $5.7 billion in economic activity is generated. In addition to creating jobs and roughly $285 billion in economic activity, the $50 billion infusion of cash from Build America Bonds can be applied to projects on all modes of transportation including roads, rail, ports, waterways and transit.

Disabilities
Text: The United States Federal Government should issue Build America Bonds for the financing of transportation infrastructure accessibility.

Using BABs for transportation infrastructure is popular

National Journal 11 (“Build America Bonds for Transportation,” March 7, 2011, http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2011/03/build-america-bonds-for-transp.php) 
You've got to give Sen. Ron Wyden, D-Ore., credit for trying. He wants to revive the administration's popular Build America Bonds program, which gave bond issuers generous tax credits and federal subsidies for infrastructure investments before it expired last year. Wyden has proposed limiting the bonds to transportation investments, thinking that a narrowly tailored program would garner bipartisan support and ease the pain of paying for a six-year surface transportation bill. He's gotten some interest from Sen. John Thune, R-S.D. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood has said he will advocate for such a program with the administration.
BABs can be used to fund all modes of transportation

Wyden 7 (Ron, Oregon US Senator, “Wyden: "Build America Bonds,”

September 6, 2007, http://www.oregonwatchdog.com/pressrelease/

index.php/324) 

As a former Secretary of Transportation, I know how vital it is for states to have adequate transportation infrastructure, said Dole. Increased funding for our roads, bridges, railroads and waterways directly translates into economic growth and more jobs. Even more importantly, it helps ensure that our infrastructure is safe, thereby preventing injuries and deaths. 

Build America Bonds would be available to corporate and individual investors for purchase in different denominations, so that all Americans can have the opportunity to support upgrading America's transportation infrastructure. The resulting funds would be controlled by the states and could not be earmarked for Congressional pet projects. The Act ensures that money will be distributed in an equitable manner by requiring that each state receive at least 1 percent of the funds. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation estimates that for every $1 billion in new transportation funding nearly 50,000 jobs created and an estimated $5.7 billion in economic activity is generated. In addition to creating jobs and roughly $285 billion in economic activity, the $50 billion infusion of cash from Build America Bonds can be applied to projects on all modes of transportation including roads, rail, ports, waterways and transit.

2nc Blocks  

2nc Solvency  

2nc Overview   

The CP solves all of the affirmative-it creates a framework for the state to sell their debt to foreign and domestic investors in the form of bonds-the investors then use these bonds and the 35% interest paid to them to build infrastructure projects-that’s AASHTO 7  
Even if we don’t win our Keynes bad arguments the counterplan solves their stimulus advantages the same way they do-the private sector would create the same amount of jobs that the federal government would-the implementation of HSR would link up the mega regions and solve their housing internal Link 

It solves their Oil Advantage as well-as long as HSR is implemented oil dependence will decrease and we will be able to make the switch to other forms of energy solving all of their scenarios. 
BAB solves HSR 

BLET 10 (Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and Trainmen, “VP & NLR John Tolman named to high speed rail panel,” July 9, 2010, http://www.ble-t.org/pr/news/pf_newsflash.asp?id=5002) 
One of the group’s goals is to ensure workforce development initiatives that identify, train and support American workers to design, build operate and maintain America’s high speed and regional passenger rail network. The group’s mission is similar to that advocated by the BLET in its High Speed Rail position paper and comments regarding the National Rail Plan. “I am proud and humbled to accept this appointment,” Vice President Tolman said. “I look forward to lobbying on behalf of BLET members as well as our fellow Brothers and Sisters in the Teamsters Rail Conference, making sure that high speed rail creates good, safe jobs for all of Rail Labor.” Additionally, the Alliance will leverage its resources and relationships to: • Support the proposed $50 billion authorization for High Speed Rail in the SAFETEA-LU re-authorization legislation, and work with Congress to identify a dedicated source of funding to appropriate towards this authorization; • Modify existing federal funding and financing programs such as RRIF, TIFIA, and Build America Bonds to ensure eligibility for High Speed Rail investments; • Promote innovative tools that incentivize private sector participation in High Speed Rail financing including public/private partnerships and the development of a national infrastructure investment bank; • Support enactment of freight rail investment tax credits that benefit the development of High Speed Rail;

Solvency
Generic
BABs give states the capital to rebuild vital infrastructure

CNN Money 10 (“Another blow to state budgets: Build America Bonds end,” December 22, 2010, http://money.cnn.com/2010/12/22/news/economy/build
_america_bonds/index.htm)
Under the Build America Bonds program, the agencies issue taxable bonds with the federal government subsidizing 35% of the interest payments. The money has been used to rebuild highways, shore up bridges, upgrade rail systems and put up college dormitories. "In some cases, it allowed them to go ahead with vital infrastructure projects that they needed," said Daniel Berger, senior market strategist at Thomson Reuters Municipal Market Data. "This has given them access to capital to fund these projects."
BABs can fund roads, rail lines, and bridges

Thune 7 (John, US Senator-South Dakota, “Thune/Wyden Announce Legislation to Address America's Aging Transportation Infrastructure,” September 7, 2007, http://www.thune.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/press-releases?ID=454d6e5a-6410-4cc3-8df9-4c17be730c2c) 

Washington, D.C. - Senators John Thune (R-SD) and Ron Wyden (D-OR) today announced an effort to fund much needed new transportation construction and repair of our nation's aging roads, rail lines, and bridges. The "Build America Bonds" Act would provide $50 billion in additional Federal transportation funding, and would empower states across the country to complete critical infrastructure projects, including many throughout South Dakota and Oregon. Other original cosponsors of the legislation include Senators Norm Coleman (R-MN), Susan Collins (R-ME), Elizabeth Dole (R-NC), Amy Klobuchar (D-MN), and David Vitter (R-LA). Build America Bonds would raise $50 billion for transportation infrastructure through a one-time bonding program. This amount would be spent on various transportation projects across all modes of transportation including roads, bridges, transit, rail, and waterways. In lieu of interest, bond holders would receive tax credits. The bonds would be available to corporate and individual investors for purchase at different denominations, providing all Americans with the opportunity to invest in upgrading America's transportation infrastructure.

Airports
Several airports have already been built using BABs
USDOT 10 (United States Department of Transportation, “
The Recovery Act also includes provisions for Build America Bonds. These bonds provide funding for state and local governments to complete capital projects at lower borrowing costs through a federal subsidy equal to 35% of interest paid. Again, airports are using reduced interest payments on bonds to extend the improvement power of their capital investments.

Many airports are issuing taxable Build America Bonds instead of traditional municipal tax-free bonds to reduce their debt payments. Between March 2009 and June 2010, 43 airport sponsors issued approximately $14 billion in bonds, and 75% of those bonds benefit from Recovery Act provisions.

BABs solves airport infrastructure
Principato 11 (Greg, President, Airports Council International-North America, “Extending AMT is an even better idea,” March 7, 2011, http://www.aci-na.org/blog/2011/03/07/extending-amt-is-an-even-better-idea/) 
We were pleased to hear Sen. Ron Wyden (D-Ore.) talk about resurrecting the Build American Bonds program for the transportation industry during the Budget Committee’s hearing on Thursday.  Airports utilized roughly $2 billion in Build American Bonds for large-scale projects during 2009 and 2010 and would welcome an authorization for the program during 2011.  Airports’ use of the Build American Bonds program was limited since these bonds can only be used for projects deemed public purpose.  An expansion of the types of infrastructure projects that could be funded by Build American Bonds would also be welcome by the airport community.

Airports are increasingly turning to bonds as a means of financing projects; however, in most cases airports use private activity bonds.  During 2009 and 2010, these bonds were exempt from the Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT), which significantly lowered the cost of debt.  In fact, over the course of the two years, airports sold over $11 billion in such bonds with savings totaling $1 billion.  As Senator Wyden and his collegues look to help the transportation industry leverage bonds, they need to look no further than exempting private activity bonds from the AMT to help build and maintain airport infrastructure.


Bridges

BABs funded 40-50 bridge repairs three times faster

CDOT 11 (Colorado Department of Transportation, “CDOT Launches Website for Colorado Bridge Enterprise Projects,” http://www.coloradodot.info/news/2011news/10-2011/cdot-launches-website-for-colorado-bridge-enterprise-projects) 

In December 2010, the CBE issued $300 million in federally subsidized Build America Bonds. With the FASTER dollars and bonds, the CBE estimates that it will repair or replace 40-50 bridges by the end of 2013.  Without bonding, work would have progressed more slowly as it would be limited to the funding available from the yearly collection of bridge safety registration fees.  This pay-as-you-go approach could take two to three times longer.
High-Speed Rail
High-speed rail lobbies support BABs
BLET 10 (Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and Trainmen, “VP & NLR John Tolman named to high speed rail panel,” July 9, 2010, http://www.ble-t.org/pr/news/pf_newsflash.asp?id=5002) 
One of the group’s goals is to ensure workforce development initiatives that identify, train and support American workers to design, build operate and maintain America’s high speed and regional passenger rail network. The group’s mission is similar to that advocated by the BLET in its High Speed Rail position paper and comments regarding the National Rail Plan. “I am proud and humbled to accept this appointment,” Vice President Tolman said. “I look forward to lobbying on behalf of BLET members as well as our fellow Brothers and Sisters in the Teamsters Rail Conference, making sure that high speed rail creates good, safe jobs for all of Rail Labor.” Additionally, the Alliance will leverage its resources and relationships to: • Support the proposed $50 billion authorization for High Speed Rail in the SAFETEA-LU re-authorization legislation, and work with Congress to identify a dedicated source of funding to appropriate towards this authorization; • Modify existing federal funding and financing programs such as RRIF, TIFIA, and Build America Bonds to ensure eligibility for High Speed Rail investments; • Promote innovative tools that incentivize private sector participation in High Speed Rail financing including public/private partnerships and the development of a national infrastructure investment bank; • Support enactment of freight rail investment tax credits that benefit the development of High Speed Rail;

Highways
BABs solve highway upgrades-Illinois proves

FHA 10 (Federal Highway Administration (US Department of Transportation), “Project Finance Primer 2010,” http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/finance/
resources/general/index.htm#babs) 
The Illinois State Toll Highway Authority (ISTHA) issued $780 million in BABs in 2009 (two separate issuance) to finance a portion of its Congestion Relief Program (CRP) Open Roads for a Faster Future. The total cost of the program, which was initiated in 2005, is currently estimated at $6.1 billion (Illinois Tollway, 2009). The plan of finance for the program is $3.5 billion from bond proceeds, all of which have been issued, and the remainder is from authority funds.

CRP investments to the ISTHA system include (a) converting the entire system to open road tolling (complete), (b) adding capacity by widening 88 miles of the system, (c) rebuilding or rehabilitating over 95 percent of existing pavement, (d) extending I-355 south from I-55 to I-80 (complete), and (e) upgrading and adding interchanges to meet the needs of local communities (Loop Capital Partners & J.P. Morgan, 2009).

As of September 2009, $4.7 billion of the program had been awarded, and completion of the program is scheduled for 2016 (Illinois Tollway, 2009). ISTHA's 2010 budget included $227.5 million in expenditures for the CRP in 2010. ISTHA estimates that using BABs resulted in savings of $90 million.
Passenger Rail/Freight
BABs can fund projects including freight and passenger rail

AASHTO 7 (American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, “Revenue Sources to Fund Transportation Needs,” September 2007, http://financecommission.dot.gov/Documents/Background%20Documents/AASHTO_Report_on_Funding_Issues_9-07.pdf) 
Tax credit Bonds. In 2005, Senators Talent, Wyden, Coleman, and Corzine introduced a “Build America Bonds” program which would have made $50 billion in tax credit bonds available through a transportation finance corporation. AASHTO had developed a similar concept. The U.S. Chamber, AGC, ARTBA, and the AFL-CIO Building Trades have all expressed interest in this concept. The tax credit bonds would be long-term debt issued by a federally-chartered, non-profit Transportation Finance Corporation (TFC). Instead of interest payments, investors would receive an annual tax credit which they could use to offset their federal tax liabilities. The proceeds from the $50 billion in bonds the TFC could be authorized by Congress to issue would go to fund projects including freight rail and intercity passenger rail improvements, highway corridors of national significance, freight bottleneck solutions such as the CREATE project in Chicago, and Transit New Starts. $8 billion to $10 billion annually could be made available through this six-year program. It could be used to jump-start many badly needed projects of national significance.
Public Transit

BABs can be used to fund public bus and rail systems
Bloomberg 10 (“Dallas Transit Authority's Borrowing Cost May Fall Even After Rating Cut,” September 27, 2010, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-09-27/dallas-transit-authority-s-borrowing-cost-may-fall-even-after-rating-cut.html)

Dallas Area Rapid Transit, which hauls 220,000 passengers a day across 700 square miles, is selling $729 million of taxable Build America Bonds to expand its bus and rail system in the week’s largest municipal bond offering.

Rural Roads

BABs meet specific rural road needs

CSG 11 (Council of State Governments, “Rural Transportation Needs,” January 2011, http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/drupal/system/files/Rural_Transportation

_Needs.pdf) 

Funding Transportation: With the continuing erosion of the gas tax as the main revenue source to fund transportation improvements, some states and localities around the country are experimenting with alternative finance. But rural transportation advocates are concerned that some of the most commonly mentioned ones—tolling, congestion pricing, public-private partnerships and vehicle miles traveled charges—might not work for rural states and communities. Collection costs and the lack of traffic density in rural states make it unlikely that they would be able to raise significant funds from tolling unless tolls were set very high, in which case motorists would likely divert to other roads. For the same reasons, private companies would not be able to get a return on investment from funding toll road projects in these areas as part of public-private partnerships. Charging motorists a fee for each mile they travel—rather than each gallon of gas they buy— would also be problematic for rural states because of the long distances residents must often travel. From a new federal authorization bill, rural states will seek proportionate funding growth, increased funding, greater flexibility on the use of federal funds and more programs like Build America Bonds, which stand to benefit both urban and rural areas.

Water Pipelines

BABs awarded more than $100 million to water pipelines

ENR Mountain States 4/23 (news corporation serving Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Utah and Wyoming, “Southern Delivery System Pipeline Working Its Way Toward Colorado Springs,” April 23, 2012, http://mountainstates.construction.com/
mountainstates_construction_projects/2012/0423-water-supply-boostfor-southern-colorado.asp) 
The SDS will bring Arkansas River water stored in the Pueblo Reservoir, located west of the city of Pueblo, north to Colorado Springs by means of a 62-mile underground steel pipeline. That water will serve the cities of Colorado Springs, Fountain, Security and Pueblo West.

More than 100 Colorado companies are already at work on the project, which is owned by Colorado Springs Utilities (CSU), and more than $100 million in contracts have been awarded. Funding comes from Build America Bonds and rate hikes for area water users.

BABs Good
Key support for reviving BABs

Office of Congressman Connolly 12 (“Release: Congressman Connolly Introduces Build America Bonds Bill in House of Representatives to Spur Infrastructure Investment and Job Creation,” February 10, 2011, http://connolly.house.gov/news/

release-congressman-connolly-introduces-build-america-bonds-bill-in-house-of-representatives-to-spur-infrastructure-investment-and-job-creation/) 
Congressman Gerry Connolly today introduced legislation to reinstate the Build America Bonds program to help state and local governments finance infrastructure improvements, including roads, transit, water systems, hospitals, and bricks and mortar projects, and create private-sector jobs. Connolly’s legislation – H.R. 11 – would revive for two years the highly-successful bond program that expired at the end of 2010. Connolly noted that the public dollars invested in the bonds don’t reflect the actual value of the bonds, which are leveraged with private-sector funds to provide as much as 40 times their face value for infrastructure funding, and to create jobs. The bill has the support of business, the construction industry, state and local governments, and the administration. Time Magazine called the program “one of the economic recovery effort’s biggest successes,” while the Wall Street Journal labeled the program a “success story.”

Foreign Investors NB

Foreign investor’s interest in BABs is growing

Reuters 10 (http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/06/17/us-property-summit-buildamerica-bonds-idUSTRE65G5G520100617) 
Over the last seven or eight months, foreign investors' interest has grown too, Brett said. A foreign investor's BABs inquiry jump-started a nearly $1 billion California deal last November, according to Brett. Now investors in Europe, Asian financial centers such as Hong Kong and even the Middle East are looking into the bonds, including sovereign funds and central banks, he added. The initial focus has been on big muni issuers such as Illinois and California, the leading BABs-sellers, mostly because deals totaling more than $250 million are the most cost-effective to sell abroad, Brett said. Another California BABs deal of a total $3.4 billion in March saw "significant demand" from Europe and Asia, Brett said, adding that Citigroup had marketed the deal in 29 countries. Overseas demand is ramping up despite political impasses over dealing with big budget holes in several states, including California, Illinois and New York.
Foreign investors will invest in US infrastructure if bonds are created

AGC of America 11 (Associated General Contractors of America, “THE CASE FOR INFRASTRUCTURE & REFORM,” May 20, 2011, http://www.agc.org/galleries/news/Case-for-Infrastructure-Reform.pdf) 
International commercial banks, pension funds, life insurance companies and other similar institutions that cannot benefit from and/or hold tax-exempt private activity bonds have billions of dollars that they would love to invest in U.S. infrastructure. Given the overall economic, political and legal stability within the U.S., infrastructure investments represent the kind of guaranteed, low risk, long-term returns these institutions crave. Establishing Public Benefit Bonds would allow these institutions to invest their billions in U.S. infrastructure, instead of in overseas infrastructure projects, as many of them currently do.

China

China looking to invest in U.S. infrastructure

Reuters 11 (“Foreigners want America’s public assets,” December 5, 2011, http://blogs.reuters.com/muniland/2011/12/05/foreigners-want-americas-public-assets/) 
It seems like foreign governments and corporations are craving U.S. public assets like toll roads, electrical grids and railways. In the case of our largest creditor, the Chinese government, they don’t want any more U.S. Treasuries, but they do want to own the hard assets that comprise our nation’s infrastructure. Reuters Beijing bureau reported: China may channel part of its huge pool of foreign exchange reserves into investment in U.S. infrastructure, including rail and transportation networks, Commerce Minister Chen Deming said on Friday. “China is unwilling to take on too much U.S. government debt. We are willing to turn that money into investment,” he told U.S. Ambassador to China Gary Locke and U.S. businessmen. Chen did not elaborate on how China might channel some of the country’s war chest of $3.2 trillion foreign currency reserves to invest in U.S. infrastructure, such as rail and transportation systems.
Increased foreign investment safeguards US-China conflict and increases relations

Rosen and Hanemann 11(Daniel H., Adjunct Associate Professor at Columbia University on the Chinese economy at the School of International and Public Affairs, and Thilo, Research Director at the Rhodium Group focusing on China’s macroeconomic development and the implications for global trade and investment flows, “An American Open Door? Maximizing the Benefits of Chinese Foreign Direct Investment,” May 2011, http://www.ogilvypr.com/files/anamerican
opendoor_china_fdi_study.pdf) 
In the liberal worldview, FDI fosters economic interdependence between countries and, by aligning economic interests, makes conflict less likely. Firms can stop trading with one another, and short-term portfolio investments can be withdrawn, but direct investments in factories and warehouses cannot be moved quickly. From this perspective, the likelihood of conflict between two countries is lower if there are high cross-border holdings of FDI. 66 Exchange between firms and people in one another’s economies, instead of through trade relations, fosters 62 trust and understanding. Perceptions of Japan in the United States morphed from “yellow peril” to reliable long-term partner as Toyota, Sony, and many other companies invested in communities instead of just exporting to U.S. households. In this sense, Chinese investment in the United States has great potential to promote better bilateral relations. Consider the efforts of American multinationals with operations in China in lobbying Washington for moderate China policies, and imagine a future in which Chinese multinationals do the same in Beijing to protect the value of their U.S. operations.
Relations prevent war over Taiwan
Desperes 1 (Senior Fellow at the RAND Corporation (John, China, the United States, and the Global Economy, p. 227-8) 
Nevertheless, America's main interests in China have been quite constant, namely peace, security, prosperity, and a healthy environment. Chinese interests in the United States have also been quite constant and largely compatible, notwithstanding sharp differences over Taiwan, strategic technology transfers, trade, and human rights. Indeed, U.S.-Chinese relations have been consistently driven by strong common interests in preventing mutually damaging wars in Asia that could involve nuclear weapons; in ensuring that Taiwan's relations with the mainland remain peaceful; in sustaining the growth of the U.S., China, and other Asian-Pacific economies; and, in preserving natural environments that sustain healthy and productive lives. What happens in China matters to Americans. It affects America's prosperity. China's growing economy is a valuable market to many workers, farmers, and businesses across America, not just to large multinational firms like Boeing, Microsoft, and Motorola, and it could become much more valuable by opening its markets further. China also affects America's security. It could either help to stabilize or destabilize currently peaceful but sometimes tense and dangerous situations in Korea, where U.S. troops are on the front line; in the Taiwan Straits, where U.S. democratic values and strategic credibility may be at stake; and in nuclear-armed South Asia, where renewed warfare could lead to terrible consequences. It also affects America's environment. Indeed, how China meets its rising energy needs and protects its dwindling habitats will affect the global atmosphere and currently endangered species. China’s economic growth has slowed, while its social and environmental challenges have continued to mount. It faces difficult choices. The gains from economic liberalization have been waning. Painful institutional and political changes will be needed to sustain growth. Most immediately, political leaders will need to dismantle their counterproductive controls over the allocation of scarce capital, particularly through the state banking system. To restrain corruption, reform the tax system, and raise the revenues needed to pay for essential public works and services, China’s political leaders, lawmakers, regulators, and other officials will need to be made more openly and directly accountable to the people whose interests they claim to serve.

Conflict over Taiwan will escalate to global nuclear war

Hunkovic 9 – American Military University [Lee J, 2009, “The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict

Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”, http://www.lamp-method.org/eCommons/Hunkovic.pdf]

A war between China, Taiwan and the United States has the potential to escalate into a nuclear conflict and a third world war, therefore, many countries other than the primary actors could be affected by such a conflict, including Japan, both Koreas, Russia, Australia, India and Great Britain, if they were drawn into the war, as well as all other countries in the world that participate in the global economy, in which the United States and China are the two most dominant members. If China were able to successfully annex Taiwan, the possibility exists that they could then plan to attack Japan and begin a policy of aggressive expansionism in East and Southeast Asia, as well as the Pacific and even into India, which could in turn create an international standoff and deployment of military forces to contain the threat. In any case, if China and the United States engage in a full-scale conflict, there are few countries in the world that will not be economically and/or militarily affected by it. However, China, Taiwan and United States are the primary actors in this scenario, whose actions will determine its eventual outcome, therefore, other countries will not be considered in this study.

US Economy

Foreign investment sustains the US economy-increased exports
Zhang, 5- 

(Kevin, Department of Economics, Illinois State University, “How Does FDI Affect a Host Country’s Export Performance? The Case of China,” http://faculty.washington.edu/karyiu/confer/xian05/papers/zhang.pdf) 

An empirical assessment of the role of foreign direct investment (FDI) in a host country’s export performance is important, since exports have been for a long time viewed as an engine of economic growth. There is a widely shared view that FDI promotes exports of host countries by (a) augmenting domestic capital for exports, (b) helping transfer of technology and new products for exports, (c) facilitating access to new and large foreign markets, and (d) providing training for the local workforce and upgrading technical and management skills.
Economic growth is vital to prevent the collapse of U.S. hegemony.

Khalilzad 11 — Zalmay Khalilzad, Counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, served as the United States ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and the United Nations during the presidency of George W. Bush, served as the director of policy planning at the Defense Department during the Presidency of George H.W. Bush, holds a Ph.D. from the University of Chicago, 2011 (“The Economy and National Security,” National Review, February 8th, Available Online at http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/print/259024, Accessed 02-08-2011)

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

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

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

Such scenarios would reshape the international order. It was the economic devastation of Britain and France during World War II, as well as the rise of other powers, that led both countries to relinquish their empires. In the late 1960s, British leaders concluded that they lacked the economic capacity to maintain a presence “east of Suez.” Soviet economic weakness, which crystallized under Gorbachev, contributed to their decisions to withdraw from Afghanistan, abandon Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, and allow the Soviet Union to fragment. If the U.S. debt problem goes critical, the United States would be compelled to retrench, reducing its military spending and shedding international commitments.

We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation.

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

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

As rival powers rise, Asia in particular is likely to emerge as a zone of great-power competition. Beijing’s economic rise has enabled a dramatic military buildup focused on acquisitions of naval, cruise, and ballistic missiles, long-range stealth aircraft, and anti-satellite capabilities. China’s strategic modernization is aimed, ultimately, at denying the United States access to the seas around China. Even as cooperative economic ties in the region have grown, China’s expansive territorial claims — and provocative statements and actions following crises in Korea and incidents at sea — have roiled its relations with South Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asian states. Still, the United States is the most significant barrier facing Chinese hegemony and aggression.

Given the risks, the United States must focus on restoring its economic and fiscal condition while checking and managing the rise of potential adversarial regional powers such as China. While we face significant challenges, the U.S. economy still accounts for over 20 percent of the world’s GDP. American institutions — particularly those providing enforceable rule of law — set it apart from all the rising powers. Social cohesion underwrites political stability. U.S. demographic trends are healthier than those of any other developed country. A culture of innovation, excellent institutions of higher education, and a vital sector of small and medium-sized enterprises propel the U.S. economy in ways difficult to quantify. Historically, Americans have responded pragmatically, and sometimes through trial and error, to work our way through the kind of crisis that we face today.

The policy question is how to enhance economic growth and employment while cutting discretionary spending in the near term and curbing the growth of entitlement spending in the out years. Republican members of Congress have outlined a plan. Several think tanks and commissions, including President Obama’s debt commission, have done so as well. Some consensus exists on measures to pare back the recent increases in domestic spending, restrain future growth in defense spending, and reform the tax code (by reducing tax expenditures while lowering individual and corporate rates). These are promising options.   

The key remaining question is whether the president and leaders of both parties on Capitol Hill have the will to act and the skill to fashion bipartisan solutions. Whether we take the needed actions is a choice, however difficult it might be. It is clearly within our capacity to put our economy on a better trajectory. In garnering political support for cutbacks, the president and members of Congress should point not only to the domestic consequences of inaction — but also to the geopolitical implications.

As the United States gets its economic and fiscal house in order, it should take steps to prevent a flare-up in Asia. The United States can do so by signaling that its domestic challenges will not impede its intentions to check Chinese expansionism. This can be done in cost-efficient ways.

While China’s economic rise enables its military modernization and international assertiveness, it also frightens rival powers. The Obama administration has wisely moved to strengthen relations with allies and potential partners in the region but more can be done.

Some Chinese policies encourage other parties to join with the United States, and the U.S. should not let these opportunities pass. China’s military assertiveness should enable security cooperation with countries on China’s periphery — particularly Japan, India, and Vietnam — in ways that complicate Beijing’s strategic calculus. China’s mercantilist policies and currency manipulation — which harm developing states both in East Asia and elsewhere — should be used to fashion a coalition in favor of a more balanced trade system. Since Beijing’s over-the-top reaction to the awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize to a Chinese democracy activist alienated European leaders, highlighting human-rights questions would not only draw supporters from nearby countries but also embolden reformers within China.  

Since the end of the Cold War, a stable economic and financial condition at home has enabled America to have an expansive role in the world. Today we can no longer take this for granted. Unless we get our economic house in order, there is a risk that domestic stagnation in combination with the rise of rival powers will undermine our ability to deal with growing international problems. Regional hegemons in Asia could seize the moment, leading the world toward a new, dangerous era of multi-polarity.
R&D

FDI increases U.S. research and development-spurs innovation
Icosa 11 (“Invest in America,” August 2, 2011, http://www.theicosamagazine.com/foreign-direct-investment) 
Another significant impact of FDI on the U.S. economy is the continued growth of its assets in research and development (R&D) and innovation. Already a world leader in R&D, the U.S. is further enhanced by FDI occurring in this sector. In 2008, over $40 billion was spent on R&D by U.S. subsidiaries of foreign firms. Recently, the National Science Foundation (NSF) collected business data gathered by the NSF, the U.S. Census Bureau, and the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis to find that U.S. affiliates of foreign firms have a growing share of R&D investments in the United States. Firms recognize the hospitable climate the U.S. provides for product research and development, intellectual property rights protection, and commercialization.

Increasing the rate of science and tech innovation is key to prevent extinction
Barker 2k [BRENT is manager of corporate communications, having earlier served as manager of strategic and executive communications and for12 years as the Journal's editor-in-chief, Technology and the Quest for Sustainability, EPRI Journal, nexis]
Sustainability has been the subject of much discussion and a steady stream of policy forums since the World Commission on Environment and Development, headed by Dr. Gro Brundtland, put it on the world stage in 1987. The Brundtland Commission defined sustainable development as growth that meets the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs. Assuch, sustainability carries with it the distinct feeling of a modern problem. But it is not. We have been on a seemingly unsustainable course for hundreds of years, but the rules, stakes, and speed of the game keep changing, in large part because of our ability to use technology to extend limits and to magnify human capabilities. As long as the population continues to consume a finite store of resources, we must continue to change our course or fail. If, with the global population approaching 9-10 billion people by midcentury, we were to lock in current technologies and development patterns, we would likely find ourselves heading toward environmental disaster or worse. Our best hope--perhaps our only hope--is to evolve rapidly enough, using our ingenuity, our technology, and our growing ethical framework of inclusiveness and respect for the diversity of life, to stay ahead of the proverbial wolf. Despite the environmental pessimism of the current age, there are a handful of signs that suggest we are struggling in fits and starts in the right direction, possibly even gaining more ground than we are losing. Farm productivity is one of the most significant of the great reversals in human fortune that have occurred in recent times, reversals that offer both hope and strategic guidance. Largely as a result of crop yields growing at 1-2% per year, the millenniaold pattern of clearing forests and grassland for farms and pastures has begun to be reversed in some regions of the world. According to one of the world's leading scholars on technological change, Arnulf Grubler of the International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis, some 18 million hectares (45 million acres) of cropland in Europe and North America have been reconverted to forest and grassland between 1950 and 2000, while agricultural output in those regions has continued to grow. Great reversals are also beginning to occur in areas as diverse as population, resource utilization, energy, and transportation. Fertility rates continue to drop below the replacement level (2.1 children per woman) in affluent nations. First evident in France more than a century ago, the preference for smaller families is spreading throughout the world as economic development expands. As a result, roughly 90% of the population growth in the next 50 years will occur in today'spoorest nations. Overall, we are looking at a new demographic dynamic in which population is exploding in some parts of the world while imploding in others. Nevertheless, it is significant that year after year the United Nations continues to crank down its projection of global population in the twenty-first century, suggesting greater certainty that the population is leveling off. Although the consumption of resources continues to grow with population and economic prosperity in all parts of the world, there are some intriguing counter-trends. Technology continues to expands [sic] the menu of material resources--for example, alloys, composites, and ceramics--as well as to increase the efficiency with which we use them. Both trends help keep resource depletion at bay Moreover, usage patterns are now rapidly shifting, at least in the developed nations, toward lighter materials (aluminum, plastics, paper) and toward the recycling of heavier materials (steel, copper, zinc) and of manufactured components. Perhaps most important for the future, however, is the trend toward the "immaterial." The information age is rapidly knitting together a new economy based on immaterial, knowledge-based assets, electronic commerce, and virtual transportation--an economy that is growing much faster than the old economy. We can barely glimpse the networked world of the future, but we can assume it will be much less dependent on natural resources. The reversal in energy use is more clearcut. Energy is in the middle of a 300-year trend away from fossil fuels. After more than 100,000 years of wood use, the global energy system began in the nineteenthcentury to move toward progressively cleaner, less carbon-intensive fuels (shifting from wood to coal to oil to gas). In fact, the decarbonization of the global energy system has been systematically proceeding at an average rate of 0.3% per year for the last 150 years, whilethe economic productivity of energy use has been improving at a rateof about 1% per year. The combined result (1.3% per year) is a healthy rate of reduction in the carbon used (and emitted) in producing a dollar of goods and services around the world. Even though the energy productivity improvements have thus far been eclipsed by the growth in energy consumption (as more people engage in more economic activity), the trend is telling. The eventual result may be the same as in agriculture, with productivity improvements overtaking aggreg ate demand. In terms of decarbonizing the energy system, the transition is likely to be complete sometime in the next 75-150 years, depending on how fast we push the innovation process toward a clean, electricity- and hydrogen-based system. We would eventually get there even without a rigorous push, but as we will see later, the urgency of the climate change issue may force us to speed up the historical trend by a factor of 2 or 3. The power of technology These historical trends in agriculture, land use, resource consumption, and energy use point to some profound opportunities for the future. There are at least four major ways in which technology has great potential for helping us achieve a sustainable balance in the twenty-first century The first area of opportunity for technology is in the acceleration of productivity growth. In agriculture, for example, corn yields in the world today average only about 4 tons per hectare, while the United States averages 7 tons per hectare and the best Iowa farmer can get 17 tons. Simply bringing the world as a whole up to today's best practices in the United States would boost farm productivity to unprecedented heights, even without considering what the biological and genetic revolutions may hold in store for agriculture in the next century As for the overall productivity growth rate in industry and business, we are finally starting to register an increase after nearly 30 years of subpar performance at around 1% growth per year. Computerization appears to be taking hold in the economy in new and fundamental ways, not just in speeding up traditional practices but in altering the economic structure itself. One historical analogy would be the introduction of electric unit drives just after World War I, setting in motion a complete reorganization of the manufacturing Floor and leading to a surge in industrial productivity during the 1920s. In the twenty-first century, industrial processes will be revolutionized by new electrotechnologies, including lasers, plasmas, microwaves, and electron beams for materials processing, as well as electrochemical synthesis and electroseparation for chemical processing. Manufacturing will be revolutionized by a host of emerging technology platforms--for example, nanotechnology, biotechnology, biomimetics, high-temperature superconductivity, and network technology including the combining of advanced sensors with information technology to create adaptive, intelligent systems and processes. Future industrial facilities using advanced network technologies will be operated in new ways to simultaneously optimize productivity energy use, materials consumption, and plant emissions. Optimization will extend beyond the immediate facility to webs of facilities supporting industrial and urban ecology with the waste of one stream becoming the feedstock of the next. In the aggregate, the penetration of all the emerging tech nologiesinto the global economy should make it possible to sustain industrial productivity growth rates above 2% per year for many decades. The same technology platforms will be used to improve the efficiency of land, energy and water use, For example, distributed sensors and controls that enable precision farming can improve crop yields and reduce land and water use. And doubling or even tripling global energy efficiency in the next century is well within our means. Given the inefficiencies that now exist at every stage in the process--from mining and drilling for fuel through the use of energy in automobiles, appliances, and processes--the overall efficiency of the energy chain is only about 5%. From a social standpoint, accelerating productivity is not an option but rather an imperative for the future. It is necessary in order to provide the wealth for environmental sustainability, to support anaging population in the industrialized world, and to provide an economic ladder for developing nations. The second area of opportunity for technology lies in its potential to help stabilize global population at 10-12 billion sometime in the twenty-first century, possibly as early as 2075. The key is economics. Global communications, from television to movies to the Internet,have brought an image of the comfortable life of the developed worldinto the homes of the poorest people, firing their own aspirations for a better quality of life, either through economic development in their own country or through emigration to other countries. If we in the developed world can make the basic tools of prosperity--infrastructure, health care, education, and law--more accessible and affordable, recent history suggests that the cultural drivers for producing large families will be tempered, relatively quickly and without coercion. But the task is enormous. The physical prerequisites for prosperity in the global economy are electricity and communications. Today, there are more than 2 billion people living without electricity, or commercial energy in any form, in the very countries where some 5 billion people will be added in the next 50 years. If for no other reason than our enlightened self-interest, we should strive for universal access to electricity, communications, and educational opportunity. We have little choice, because the fate of the developed world is inextricably bound up in the economic and demographic fate of the developing world. A third, related opportunity for technology is in decoupling population growth from land use and, more broadly, decoupling economic growth from natural resource consumption through recycling, end-use efficiency, and industrial ecology. Decoupling population from land use is well under way. According to Grubler, from 1700 to 1850 nearly 2 hectares of land (5 acres) were needed to support every child born in North America, while in the more crowded and cultivated regions of Europe and Asia only 0.5 hectare (1.2 acres) and 0.2 hectare (0.5 acre) were needed, respectively. During the past century, the amount of land needed per additional child has been dropping in all areas of the world, with Europe and North America experiencing the fastest decreases. Both crossed the "zero threshold" in the past few decades, meaningthat no additional land is needed to support additional children andthat land requirements will continue to decrease in the future. One can postulate that the pattern of returning land to nature will continue to spread throughout the world, eventually stemming and then reversing the current onslaught on the great rain forests. Time is critical if vast tracts are to be saved from being laid bare, and success will largely depend on how rapidly economic opportunities expand for those now trapped in subsistence and frontier farming. In concept, the potential for returning land to nature is enormous. Futurist and scholar Jesse Ausubel of the Rockefeller University calculates that if farmers could lift average grain yields around the world just to the level of today's average U.S. corn grower, one-half of current global cropland--an area the size of the Amazon basin--could be spared. If agriculture is a leading indicator, then the continuous drive to produce more from less will prevail in other parts of the economy Certainly with shrinking agricultural land requirements, water distribution and use around the world can be greatly altered, since nearly two-thirds of water now goes for irrigation. Overall, the technologies of the future will, in the words of Ausubel, be "cleaner, leaner, lighter, and drier"--that is, more efficient and less wasteful of materials and water. They will be much more tightly integrated through microprocessor-based control and will therefore use human and natural resources much more efficiently and productively. Energy intensity, land intensity, and water intensity (and, to a lesser extent, materials intensity) for both manufacturing and agriculture are already heading downward. Only in agriculture are they falling fast enough to offset the surge in population, but, optimistically, advances in science and technology should accelerate the downward trends in other sectors, helping to decouple economic development fromenvironmental impact in the coming century. One positive sign is the fact that recycling rates in North America are now approaching 65% for steel, lead, and copper and 30% for aluminum and paper. A second sign is that economic output is shifting away from resource-intensive products toward knowledge-based, immaterial goods and services. As a result, although the U.S. gross domestic product (GDP) increased 200-fold (in real dollars) in the twentieth century, the physical weight of our annual output remains the same as it was in 1900. If anything, this trend will be accelerating. As Kevin Kelly, the editor of Wiredmagazine, noted, "The creations most in demand from the United States [as exports] have lost 50% of their physical weight per dollar of value in only six years.... Within a generation, two at most, the number of people working in honest-to-goodness manufacturing jobs will beno more than the number of farmers on the land--less than a few percent. Far more than we realize, the network economy is pulling us all in." Even pollution shows clear signs of being decoupled from population and economic growth. Economist Paul Portney notes that, with the exception of greenhouse gases, "in the OECD [Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development] countries, the favorable experience [with pollution control] has been a triumph of technology That is, the ratio of pollution per unit of GDP has fallen fast enough in the developed world to offset the increase in both GDP per capita and the growing number of 'capitas' themselves." The fourth opportunity for science and technology stems from their enormous potential to unlock resources not now available, to reduce human limitations, to create new options for policymakers and businesspeople alike, and to give us new levels of insight into future challenges. Technically resources have little value if we cannot unlock them for practical use. With technology, we are able to bring dormant resources to life. For example, it was only with the development of anelectrolytic process late in the nineteenth century that aluminum--the most abundant metal on earth--became commercially available and useful. Chemistry unlocked hydrocarbons. And engineering allowed us to extract and put to diverse use untapped petroleum and gas fields. Over the course of history, technology has made the inaccessible accessible, and resource depletion has been more of a catalyst for change than a longstanding problem. Technology provides us with last-ditch methods (what economists would call substitutions) that allow us to circumvent or leapfrog over crises of our own making. Agricultural technology solved the food crisis of the first half of the nineteenth century. The English "steam crisis" of the 1860s, triggered by the rapid rise of coal-burning steam engines and locomotives, was averted by mechanized mining and the discovery and use of petroleum. The U.S. "timber crisis" that Teddy Roosevelt publicly worried about was circumvented by the use of chemicals that enabled a billion or so railroad ties to last for decades instead of years. The great "manure crisis" of the same era was solved by the automobile, which in a few decades replaced some 25 million horses and freed up 40 million hectares (100 million acres) of farmland,not to mention improving the sanitation and smell of inner cities. Oil discoveries in Texas and then in the Middle East pushed the pending oil crisis of the 1920s into the future. And the energy cr isis of the 1970s stimulated the development of new sensing and drilling technology, sparked the advance of non--fossil fuel alternatives, and deepened the penetration of electricity with its fuel flexibility into the global economy Thanks to underground imaging technology, today's known gas resources are an order of magnitude greater than the resources known 20 years ago, and new reserves continue to be discovered. Technology has also greatly extended human limits. It has given each of us a productive capability greater than that of 150 workers in 1800, for example, and has conveniently put the power of hundreds of horses in our garages. In recent decades, it has extended our voice and our reach, allowing us to easily send our words, ideas, images, and money around the world at the speed of light. But global sustainability is not inevitable. In spite of the tremendous promise that technology holds for a sustainable future, there is the potential for all of this to backfire before the job can be done. There are disturbing indications that people sometimes turn in fear and anger on technologies, industries, and institutions that openly foster an ever-faster pace of change. The current opposition to nuclear power genetically altered food, the globalization of the economy and the spread of American culture should give us pause. Technology has always presented a two-edged sword, serving as both cause and effect, solving one problem while creating another that was unintended and often unforeseen. We solved the manure crisis, but automotive smog, congestion, and urban sprawl took its place. We cleaned and transformed the cities with all-electric buildings rising thousands of feet into the sky. But while urban pollution was thereby dramatically reduced, a portion of the pollution was shifted to someone else's sky. Breaking limits "Limits to growth" was a popular theme in the 1970s, and a best-selling book of that name predicted dire consequences for the human race by the end of the century. In fact, we have done much better than those predictions, largely because of a factor the book missed--the potential of new technology to break limits. Repeatedly, human societies have approached seemingly insurmountable barriers only to find the means and tools to break through. This ability has now become a source of optimism, an article of faith, in many parts of the world. Today's perceived limits, however, look and feel different. They are global in nature, multicultural, and larger in scale and complexity than ever before. Nearly 2 billion people in the world are without adequate sanitation, and nearly as many are without access to clean drinking water. AIDS is spreading rapidly in the regions of the world least able to fight it. Atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases are more than 30% greater than preindustrial levels and are climbing steadily. Petroleum reserves, expected to be tapped by over a billion automobiles worldwide by 2015, may last only another 50-100 years.And without careful preservation efforts, the biodiversity of the planet could become as threatened in this coming century as it was at the end of the last ice age, when more than 70% of the species of large mammals and other vertebrates in North America disappeared (along with 29% in Europe and 86% in Australia). All these  perceived limits require innovation of a scope and intensity surpassing human kind's current commitment. The list of real-world problems that could thwart global sustainability is long and sobering. It includes war, disease, famine, political and religious turmoil, despotism, entrenched poverty, illiteracy, resource depletion, and environmental degradation. Technology can help resolve some of these issues--poverty and disease, resource depletion, and environmental impact, for example--but it offers little recourse for the passions and politics that divide the world. The likelihood is that we will not catch up and overtake the moving target of global sustainability in the coming century, but given the prospects for technology, which have never been brighter, we may come surprisingly close. We should put our technology to work, striving to lift more than 5 billion people out of poverty while preventing irreversible damage to the biosphere and irreversible loss of the earth's natural resources. We cannot see the future of technology any more clearly than our forebears did--and for much the same reason. We are approaching the threshold of profound change, moving at great speed across a wide spectrum of technology, ranging today from the Internet to the Human Genome project. Technology in the twenty-first century will be turning toward biological and ecological analogs, toward microminiature machines, toward the construction of materials atom by atom, and toward the dispersion of microprocessor intelligence into everyday objects subsequently linked into neural networks. Computing power continues to double every 18 months, as postulated in Moore's law, promising to enableus to create much more powerful tools for everyday tasks, optimize business services and processes along new lines, understand complex natural phenomena like the weather and climate, and design technical systems that are self-diagnostic, self-healing, and self-learning. The networked, digital society of the future should be capable o f exponential progress more in tune with biological models of growth than with the incremental progress of industrial societies. If history tells us anything, it is that in the long term we are much more likely to underestimate technology than to overestimate it. We are not unlike the excited crowds that in 1909 tried to imagine the future of flight as they watched Wilbur Wright loop his biplane twice around the Statue of Liberty and head back to Manhattan at the record-breaking speed of 30 miles per hour. As wild as one's imagination and enthusiasm might have been, it would have been inconceivable that exactly 60 years later humans would fly to the moon and back. Electricity's unique role Electricity lies at the heart of the global quest for sustainability for several reasons. It is the prerequisite for the networked world of the future. It will be the enabling foundation of new digital technology and the vehicle on which most future productivity gains in industry, business, and commerce will depend. And to the surprise of many, it will remain the best pathway to resource efficiency, quality of life, and pollution control. In fact, the National Academy of Engineering just voted the "vast network of electrification" the single greatest engineering achievement of the twentieth century by virtue of its ability to improve people's quality of life. It came out ahead of the automobile, the airplane, the computer, and even health care in its impact on society. The electricity grids of North America, Europe, and Japan are said to be the most complex machines ever built. Although they are not yet full networks--that is, not every node is connected to every other node--these networks have been sufficiently interconnected to become the central enabling technology of the global economy. They will have to be even more interconnected and complex to keep pace with the microprocessors and digital networks they power. In the developed world, electricity has become almost a transparent technology lost in the excitement surrounding its latest progeny--electronics, computers, the Internet, and so forth. Still, its role should be as profound in this century as it was in the last. "How and in what form global electrification goes forward in the next 50 years will determine, as much as anything, how we resolve the global 'trilemma' posed by population, poverty and pollution," says Kurt Yeager, president and CEO of EPRI. "This trilemma is destined to become a defining issue of the twenty-first century" Chauncey Starr, EPRI's founder, has captured the strong historical correlation between access to electricity economic prosperity and social choices. A large majority of the world's population is now trapped at a low economic level, where the focus of everyday life is on survival and on acquiring the basics now taken for granted in developed nations. As Starr shows, only after electricity consumption reaches a threshold of approximately 1000 kWh per capita do people turn their attention from the basics of immediate survival to the level of "amenities," including education, the environment, and intergenerational investment. Given the chicken-and-egg nature of the process of social advancement, it is not possible to point to electricity as the initial spark, but it is fair to say that economic development does not happen today without electricity. Electricity has been extended to more than 1.3 billion people over the past 25 years, with leveraged economic impact. In South Africa, for example, 10 to 20 new businesses are started for every 100 homes that are electrified. Electricity frees up human labor--reducing the time people spend in such marginal daily tasks as carrying water and wood--and provides light in the evening for reading and studying. These simple basics can become the stepping stones to a better life and a doorway to the global economy. Because electricity can be effectively produced from a wide variety of local energy sources and because it is so precise at the point of use, it is the ideal energy carrier for economic and social development. Distributed electricity generation can be used to achieve basic rural electrification goals in the developing world, thereby helping to counteract the trend toward massive urbanization. People in rural areas and villages need to have access to the opportunities and jobs that are now attainable only by migrating to large cities. Electrification should also help with efforts to improve deteriorating urban air quality in the growing megacities of the world. Mortality from respiratory infections may be as much as five times higher in developing countries than in developed countries. The health costs can be debilitating; it is estimated, for example, that the total health cost of air emissions in Cairo alone now exceeds $1 billion per year. How global electrification proceeds--on a large or a small scale, with clean or dirty technology--will influence the planet socially economically and environmentally for centuries. Ultimately our success or failure in this endeavor will bear heavily on whether we can effectively handle the issues of the habitability and biodiversity of the planet. Ironically, electricity may also become the focal point for growing animosity in the coming century, for the simple reason that it is taking on more and more responsibility for society's energy-related pollution. Electricity accounted for only about 25% of the world's energy consumption in 1970. Today in the developed countries, its share of energy consumption is nearly 40%, and by 2050 that figure may reach60-70%. If transportation is fully electrified through fuel cells, hybrids, and the like, electricity's energy share could climb even higher. This growth accentuates the need to ensure that future electricity generation and use are as clean and efficient as possible and thatbest practices and technologies are available to developing countries as well as affluent ones. Fortunately for the world, electricity has the greatest  potential of all the energy forms to deliver in the area of environmental stewardship. Roadmap's call to action The Electricity Technology Roadmap Initiative, which was launched by EPRI in 1998, began by bringing representatives of more than 150 diverse organizations together in a series of workshops and meetings to explore ways to enhance the future value of electricity to society. They staked out some ambitious destinations through time, leading tothe ultimate destination of "managing global sustainability." They also established some specific goals to ensure that the tools will be in hand by 2025 to reach various sustainability targets, including universal global electrification, by midcentury. Among these goals are the acceleration of electricity-based innovation and R&D and the benchmarking of our progress toward sustainability. Universal global electrification means bringing everyone in the world to at least the "amenities" level defined by Starr. At this level, it becomes more likely that the rich and poor nations will find common ground for pursuing sustainability policies. The roadmap stakeholders are calling for a bare minimum of 1000 kWh per person per year to be available by 2050. This would raise the average in today's developing countries to around 3000 kWh per person per year in 2050, just above the level in the United States a century earlier, around 1950. Moreover, projections suggest that it will be possible to reduce the energy intensity of economic growth by at least 50% over the next 50 years through universal electrification, with about half the reduction resulting from end-use efficiency improvements. Consequently, the 3000 kWh of 2050 will go much further in powering applications--lighting, space conditioning, industrial processes, computing, communications, and the like--than an equivalent amount of electric energy used in the United States in 1950. Already, for example, the manufacturing and widespread application of compact fluorescent lightbulbs has become a priority in China for reasons of both energy efficiency and export potential. Even with the large efficiency improvements that are anticipated in electricity generation and end use, building enough capacity to supply 9-10 billion people with power will be an enormous challenge. Total global generating capacity requirements for 2050 could reach a daunting 10,000 GW--the equivalent of bringing on-line a 1000-MW power plant somewhere in the world every two days for the next 50 years. This is a tall order, and achieving it affordably and with minimal environmental impacts will require an unusual degree of dedicated R&D, supported through public and private collaboration, to accelerate the current pace of technological development. According to the roadmap stakeholders, reaching the destinations that they have defined calls for at least an additional $4 billion peryear in electricity-related R&D by the United States alone. One of the key destinations, resolution of the energy-environment conflict, would in itself require an additional $2 billion per year in U.S. R&D over the next 10 years to speed up the development of clean power generation. This is more than double the nation's current level of funding in this area from both the public and private sectors. The rate of innovation is especially critical to sustainability. The roadmap participants have concluded that a "2% solution" is needed to support a sustainable future. By this, they mean that productivity improvements in a range of areas--including global industrial processes, energy intensity, resource utilization, agricultural yield, emissions reduction, and water consumption--have to occur at a pace of 2% or more per year over the next century. If the advances are distributed on a global basis, this pace should be sufficient to keep the world ahead of growing social and environmental threats. It will also generate the global wealth necessary to progressively eliminate the root cause of these threats and will provide the means to cope with the inevitable surprises that will arise. For example, a 2% annual increase in global electricity supply, if made broadly available in developing countries, would meet the goal of providing 1000 kWh per year to every person in the world in 2050. This means extending the benefits of electricity to 100 million new users every year. Maintaining a 2%  pace in productivity improvements for a century will be formidable. It is in line with the cumulative advancement in the United States during the twentieth century, but at least twice the world average over that period. The disparity has been particularly great in the past 25 years, as population growth has outstripped economic development in many parts of the world. The result has been massive borrowing to maintain or enhance short-term standards of living. Staying ahead of population-related challenges is now in the enlightened self-interest of all the world's peoples, and the 2% solution offers a benchmark for success. Sustaining efficiency gains of 2% per year throughout the twenty-first century would allow essential global economic development to continue while sparing the planet. This pace, for example, should help stabilize world population (to the extent that wealth is a primary determinant of population growth), limit atmospheric levels of greenhouse gases to below agreed-upon strat egic limits, provide sufficient food for the bulk of the world's people (as well as the wherewithal to buy it), and return significant amounts of land and water to their natural states. Roadmap participants envision technology and the spread of liberal capitalism as powerful agents for the 2% solution in that they can stimulate global development and foster worldwide participation in market economies. However, the participants have also expressed some concern and caution about unbridled globalization overrunning local cultures and societies and creating instability, unrest, and conflict. Atits worst, globalization could lock weaker nations into commodity-production dependencies, leading to a survival-of-the-fittest global economy in which the rich get richer and most of the poor stay poor. Establishing greater dialogue and cooperation among developed and developing nations is therefore considered critical to ensuring that globalization delivers on its promise to be a vehicle of worldwide progress that honors the diversity of nations and peoples. Targets of sustainability There is no single measure of sustainability; rather, it will require continued progress in a wide variety of areas that reflect the growing efficiency of resource utilization, broad improvements in the quality of life for today's impoverished people, and acceleration of the historical shift away from resource-intensive economic activity. The roadmap's sustainability R&D targets provide a first-order approximation of what will be required. In many cases, the targets represent a significant stretch beyond today's levels, but they are all technologically achievable. The roadmap sets an optimistic course, certain that with accelerated R&D and a much stronger technological foundation in hand by 2025, the world could be well on a path to economic and environmental sustainability by midcentury. The goals for sustainability are simply too far-reaching to be achieved solely through governmental directives or policy. Rather, they will be reached most readily via a healthy, robust global economy in which accelerated technological innovation in the private sector is strongly encouraged and supported by public policy. The challenges of bringing the world to a state of economic and environmental sustainability in the coming century are immense but not insurmountable. Technology is on the threshold of profound change, quite likely to be broader, faster, and more dramatic in its impact than that which we experienced in the twentieth century. Fortunately, the impact appears to be heading in the right direction. Much of the leading-edge technology is environmentally friendly and, from today's vantage point, is likely to lead to a global economy that is cleaner, leaner, lighter, and drier; many times more efficient, productive, and abundant; and altogether less invasive and less destructive of the natural world. History teaches us that technology can be a liberating force for humanity, allowing us to break through our own self-made limits as well as those posed by the natural world. The next steps will be to extend the benefits of innovation to the billions of people without access and, in the words of Jesse Ausubel, to begin "liberating the environment itself." This entails meeting our needs with far fewer resources by developing a "hydrogen economy, landless agriculture, and industrial ecosystems in which waste virtually disappears....and by broadening our notions of democracy, as well as our view of the ethical standing of trees, owls, and mountains." In many ways, the material abundance and extended human capabilities generated through hundreds of years of technology development have led us to a new understanding and heightened respect for the underlying "technologies of life." Offering four billion years of experience, nature will become one of our best teachers in the new century; we are likely to see new technology progressively taking on the character and attributes of living systems. Technology may even begin to disappear into the landscape as microminiaturization and biological design ensue. Still, though technology is heading in the right direction, what remains principally in question is whether the pace of innovation is adequate to stay ahead of the curve of global problems and whether new advances in technology can be quickly brought down in cost and readily distributed throughout the world. Can we achieve the 2% solution of progressive improvement in economic productivity, land and water use, recycling, emissions reduction, and agricultural yield, year after year, decade after decade, in nation after nation? It's a formidable challenge, but with better tools we just might be able to pull it off, If so, the key to success will not be found in one small corner of the world. The challenge will be met by making the basic building blocks of innovation--education, R&D, infrastructure, and law--available in full measure to future generations everywhere in the world. That future begins now.
Private Investors NB

Direct grants necessitate federal oversight alienating private investors-only tax credit bonds solve

NTL 7 (National Transportation Library, “Analysis of Alternative Financing Mechanisms and Institutional Options,” January 10, 2007, http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/33000/33400/33441/final_report/volume_3_html/technical_issues_papers/paper152d.htm?name=5a_14) 
Historically much of the investment in goods movement has been provided by the private sector. In the case of freight rail, for example, there is no existing program through which the government provides significant grant assistance, as is the case with other transportation modes. And the private rail carriers have been reluctant to seek traditional federal grants because of the concern about bureaucratic interference and other federal requirements that accompany direct government grants. Instead, they seek indirect assistance that would subsidize their high cost of capital investment.
Some observers believe that stimulating private investment in freight infrastructure presents the right circumstances for a major federal tax initiative. For freight and intermodal projects generating substantial public benefits, a tax-preferred product such as tax credit bonds could stimulate more investment with less federal intrusion than outright grants. The tax credit bonds could be used in connection with either constructing new publicly-owned projects (Alameda Corridor), or improving existing privately-owned facilities (Chicago CREATE). The challenge faced by policy makers is to design a program that effectively targets the subsidized investment to those projects where the quantifiable benefits to the public are greater than the fiscal cost of the subsidy.
Warming

Private investors key to solve U.S. competitiveness and climate change

Puentes, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, 8/23/2010
(Robert, “New Partnerships for Accelerating Infrastructure Investments,” Testimony for Mayor of Los Angeles and Senator Barbara Boxer, http://www.brookings.edu/research/testimony/2010/08/23-los-angeles-puentes)

The 30/10 plan is a prime example of the kind of 21st century compact that this country needs. It at once challenges our nation’s state and metropolitan leaders to develop deep and innovative visions to solve the most pressing transportation problems. At the same time, the federal government must become a permissive partner that also holds these places accountable for advancing their tailor-made, bottom-up vision. The reauthorization of the nation’s surface transportation law presents an important opportunity to put in place several key components of this new partnership.

There are also several megatrends that make this a salient and critical conversation today:

Our national economy is in the midst of broad and intensive restructuring. This is partially unintentional and precipitated by the most severe economic crisis in more than a generation. The reverberations from the Great Recession are still strongly felt. In response, major attention is being given to moving away from the over-leveraged, consumption-driven economy that preceded the recession to one focused on globalization, technology, and production.[1] Los Angeles exemplifies this trend with its post-recession emphasis on exports, low carbon infrastructure, and innovation.[2]

At the same time, the U.S. is undergoing the most remarkable socio-demographic changes it has seen in nearly a century. The number of seniors and boomers already exceeds 100 million, and racial and ethnic minorities accounted for 83 percent of our population growth this last decade. But unlike our international counterparts in Europe and parts of Asia, the U.S. is also growing rapidly overall. Our population exceeded 300 million in 2006, and we are on track to hit 350 million in the next 15 years.[3]

Cities and large metropolitan areas—Los Angeles, in particular—are leading this transformation and will, in many ways, determine the path forward. America's 100 largest metros already account for two-thirds of our population and generate 75 percent of our gross domestic product. Comparing Los Angeles’ metro economy to that of other entire nations, it is just about the size of Turkey: the world’s 17th largest.[4] What is more is that most of the future growth of the U.S. is expected to occur in these places. About 60 percent of the future residential growth will be in just the 50 largest metros. Any path to prosperity will run directly through our metropolitan areas.[5]

The challenge is for us to connect this macro vision to metro reality, the macro to the metro. We need to leverage the market energy and creativity found in our metros with smart, game-changing federal and state actions. Because how, where, and in what form we build in the future carries far-reaching implications for the health of our environment, our energy and economicsecurity, and will continue to be a barrier to our metropolitan areas' economic success and ourability to compete globally.

But it also demands that we follow a different path than the one pursued in the past decade.Significant new constraints have emerged that will require us to throw out the old 20th century playbook and devise fundamentally new approaches for how we think about the built environment, growth and development patterns, and the quality of place.

One is the imperative of lower carbon. The world economy is rapidly moving away from carbon-based fuels and towards new sources of energy, driven in part by state, national, and international goals and agreements. Current discussions are too narrow have obscured how profound and market-driving a transition this will be.

Another is our nation’s current fiscal situation. After several years of national economic uncertainty, a tense new climate of austerity has sharpened debates over government spending, economic development, and the physical growth of states and metropolitan areas. Leaders in this environment are eager for fiscally prudent ways to simultaneously invest in what matters, stimulate their economies, create and retain jobs, and operate smarter and more efficiently.

The U.S. is also facing unprecedented constraints when it comes to its natural resources. Driven by cheap land, abundant water, and low cost energy, American development patterns over the last several decades followed the same sprawling, consumption-oriented style as our national economy. Accommodating future growth will require a long-time partnership of all relevant actors—public, private, and non-profit—to design the kinds of accessible and sustainable communities the market is increasingly demanding.

The CP becomes a model for all infrastructure investments- furthers warming solvency

Marks, guest editor of Infrastructure Journal and partner in Milbank Tweed Hadley and McCloy’s Global Project Finance, 4/11/2011
(Allan, “U.S. Infrastructure: Challenges, Politics and Opportunities,” http://www.milbank.com/images/content/6/6/6634/MARKS-US-Infrastructure-Infrastructure-Journal-04-11-2011-.pd.pdf)

The federal government through TIFIA today provides not just a source of funding for infrastructure projects but also general expertise in the PPP area. This knowledge is largely wasted and should be compiled and disseminated in a more coherent way. No national center of expertise exists in the United States (compared to, say, Canada or the United Kingdom) to foster PPPs. Because the federal government has the experience of witnessing infrastructure deals made across the country, it is in an ideal position to accumulate best practices. Complete standardization of the types of deals that merit approval based on a “value for money” analysis or other rubric would not be desired. Regional experimentation and innovation are critical. However, at a minimum, identifying best practices and establishing model templates and suggested procedures for state and local governments would streamline the PPP procurement and contacting process and avoid having to reinvent the wheel each time new enabling legislation or a new project at the state or local level is on the table. Aside from providing expertise on the PPP process in general, the federal government can facilitate the building of infrastructure by stepping up its role in encouraging states to look more seriously at PPPs. While TIFIA has sometimes been the last resort for states that have been unable to secure funding elsewhere for their projects, the statute can be an even more effective tool for bridging the “investment gap” for states. With some expansion of the current provisions of TIFIA, and an increase in its capital, PPPs can become more of a part of institutional knowledge and more widely used to move state infrastructure projects forward by leveraging private capital to lower life cycle costs.
US Economy
P3s spur economic growth
Shediac et al 08 (consultants for Booz & Company-the leading global management consulting firm, helping the world’s top businesses, governments, and organizations, “Public–Private Partnerships A New Catalyst for Economic Growth,” http://www.booz.com/media/uploads/Public-Private-Partnerships.pdf) 
Infrastructure PPPs can be a significant force for powering economic growth and development. PPPs have proven an effective means of bridging the gaps between demand and resources, quality and accessibility, and risk and benefit. The ability to share risk with the private sector, tap external financial resources, and profit from private-sector investments and intellectual capital gives public-sector policymakers greater flexibility in allocating both human and financial resources. Emerging and rapidly growing economies, especially in the MENA region, stand to benefit from the economic development that is generated by infrastructure PPPs.
Economic growth is vital to prevent the collapse of U.S. hegemony.

Khalilzad 11 — Zalmay Khalilzad, Counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, served as the United States ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and the United Nations during the presidency of George W. Bush, served as the director of policy planning at the Defense Department during the Presidency of George H.W. Bush, holds a Ph.D. from the University of Chicago, 2011 (“The Economy and National Security,” National Review, February 8th, Available Online at http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/print/259024, Accessed 02-08-2011)

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

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

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

Such scenarios would reshape the international order. It was the economic devastation of Britain and France during World War II, as well as the rise of other powers, that led both countries to relinquish their empires. In the late 1960s, British leaders concluded that they lacked the economic capacity to maintain a presence “east of Suez.” Soviet economic weakness, which crystallized under Gorbachev, contributed to their decisions to withdraw from Afghanistan, abandon Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, and allow the Soviet Union to fragment. If the U.S. debt problem goes critical, the United States would be compelled to retrench, reducing its military spending and shedding international commitments.

We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation.

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

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

As rival powers rise, Asia in particular is likely to emerge as a zone of great-power competition. Beijing’s economic rise has enabled a dramatic military buildup focused on acquisitions of naval, cruise, and ballistic missiles, long-range stealth aircraft, and anti-satellite capabilities. China’s strategic modernization is aimed, ultimately, at denying the United States access to the seas around China. Even as cooperative economic ties in the region have grown, China’s expansive territorial claims — and provocative statements and actions following crises in Korea and incidents at sea — have roiled its relations with South Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asian states. Still, the United States is the most significant barrier facing Chinese hegemony and aggression.

Given the risks, the United States must focus on restoring its economic and fiscal condition while checking and managing the rise of potential adversarial regional powers such as China. While we face significant challenges, the U.S. economy still accounts for over 20 percent of the world’s GDP. American institutions — particularly those providing enforceable rule of law — set it apart from all the rising powers. Social cohesion underwrites political stability. U.S. demographic trends are healthier than those of any other developed country. A culture of innovation, excellent institutions of higher education, and a vital sector of small and medium-sized enterprises propel the U.S. economy in ways difficult to quantify. Historically, Americans have responded pragmatically, and sometimes through trial and error, to work our way through the kind of crisis that we face today.

The policy question is how to enhance economic growth and employment while cutting discretionary spending in the near term and curbing the growth of entitlement spending in the out years. Republican members of Congress have outlined a plan. Several think tanks and commissions, including President Obama’s debt commission, have done so as well. Some consensus exists on measures to pare back the recent increases in domestic spending, restrain future growth in defense spending, and reform the tax code (by reducing tax expenditures while lowering individual and corporate rates). These are promising options.   

The key remaining question is whether the president and leaders of both parties on Capitol Hill have the will to act and the skill to fashion bipartisan solutions. Whether we take the needed actions is a choice, however difficult it might be. It is clearly within our capacity to put our economy on a better trajectory. In garnering political support for cutbacks, the president and members of Congress should point not only to the domestic consequences of inaction — but also to the geopolitical implications.

As the United States gets its economic and fiscal house in order, it should take steps to prevent a flare-up in Asia. The United States can do so by signaling that its domestic challenges will not impede its intentions to check Chinese expansionism. This can be done in cost-efficient ways.

While China’s economic rise enables its military modernization and international assertiveness, it also frightens rival powers. The Obama administration has wisely moved to strengthen relations with allies and potential partners in the region but more can be done.

Some Chinese policies encourage other parties to join with the United States, and the U.S. should not let these opportunities pass. China’s military assertiveness should enable security cooperation with countries on China’s periphery — particularly Japan, India, and Vietnam — in ways that complicate Beijing’s strategic calculus. China’s mercantilist policies and currency manipulation — which harm developing states both in East Asia and elsewhere — should be used to fashion a coalition in favor of a more balanced trade system. Since Beijing’s over-the-top reaction to the awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize to a Chinese democracy activist alienated European leaders, highlighting human-rights questions would not only draw supporters from nearby countries but also embolden reformers within China.  

Since the end of the Cold War, a stable economic and financial condition at home has enabled America to have an expansive role in the world. Today we can no longer take this for granted. Unless we get our economic house in order, there is a risk that domestic stagnation in combination with the rise of rival powers will undermine our ability to deal with growing international problems. Regional hegemons in Asia could seize the moment, leading the world toward a new, dangerous era of multi-polarity.
A2: Perm do Both
1. Only tax credit bonds alone solve- major solvency deficits from direct grants

NTL 7 (National Transportation Library, “Analysis of Alternative Financing Mechanisms and Institutional Options,” January 10, 2007, http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/33000/33400/33441/final_report/volume_3_html/technical_issues_papers/paper152d.htm?name=5a_14) 
Advocates of tax credit bonds believe this potential tool offers several advantages over other federal policy mechanisms such as direct grants or credit assistance: DEPTH OF SUBSIDY. Long-term tax credit bonds can provide a present value financial subsidy of as much as 75 percent, which is much deeper than other tax incentives and approaches that of traditional highway and transit grant programs. EFFICIENCY OF SUBSIDY. As a technical matter, taxable tax credits are more economically efficient than other forms of tax incentives because the project sponsor (borrower) receives 100 percent of the financial subsidy.10 MARKET DISCIPLINE. Tax credit bonds will only be issued for projects with dependable repayment streams, subjecting the investment to a degree of financial discipline. Unlike federal loan and loan guarantee programs, tax credit bonds do not expose the government to credit risk of the project. LESS ADMINISTRATION. Similar to tax-exempt bonds, the issuance of tax credit bonds by state and local governments should not require the same level of federal management or oversight of the program as direct grant or federal loan programs. BUDGET LEVERAGING. Tax credits do not require discretionary budget resources; their fiscal effect is calculated annually in the form of tax expenditures (affecting the "mandatory" side of the budget). Therefore, the scored 10-year budgetary cost of a tax credit bond program may equal 25-50 percent of the face amount of bonds issued, as opposed to 100 percent scoring of discretionary grants. Effectively, the budget cost of tax credits is amortized over the term of the bonds rather than scored up-front or over the construction period as is the case with grants.
2. Links to the net-benefits-
A2: Perm do the CP

1. They’re entirely different actions – unlike consult we don’t compete on severing certainty – a) no part of the counterplan EVER fiats the plan is done - it’s creates bonds for investors to invest in whether they invest or not is up for debate 

Severs certainty – reject 2 reasons

· Key neg ground – all disads assume it

· Key aff ground – otherwise they’d always lose on politics rolls back the case

· Voter for even introducing the argument

2.  They can’t perm to do the CP because the CP is not USFG investment in transportation infrastructure and the CP and plan are distinctly different

The USFG doesn’t invest in the infrastructure they invest in the private companies or foreign investors through the 35% subsidy. The investors buy the bonds from the states as a way of buying that state’s debt. There is no relationship between the USFG and building infrastructure.

SIFMA 10 (The Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association, “A New Kind of Bond in the Municipal Bond Market,” http://www.investinginbonds.com/learnmore.asp?catid=8&subcatid=92) 
Build America Bonds may attract additional bond investors — including foreign investors such as foreign banks and pension funds — that might have previously been interested only in Treasury, agency or corporate bonds. Pricing is likely to be somewhere between a comparable corporate bond and the tax-equivalent yield of a municipal bond. Most BABs are issued for debt of twenty years and longer. An investor will be purchasing a taxable bond whose interest rates are partially subsidized by the U.S. Government. This can help diversify a portfolio with bonds that have the security of 35 percent of the interest being paid by the federal government; are issued for long term; could provide yield benefit over other bonds in some cases; and in general are considered more secure than conventional municipal bonds with lower default rates than comparable corporate bonds. Some investors may also choose to invest in BABs because they are financing public infrastructure such as roads, bridges and schools. Institutional investors, such as pension plans, money managers and mutual funds, are purchasing BABs due to their long term nature and for situations where they do not need tax-exempt income.
The money never goes through the state- USFG to private investors only

Klein 9 (Michael, Senior Vice President of Citi Bank, “Tax Credit Bonds,” June 11, 2009, http://www.citibank.com/transactionservices/home/securities_svcs/

docs/taxcreditbonds.pdf) 

Build America Bonds. Under the ARRA, issuers can elect to issue either taxable tax-credit in lieu of tax-exempt bonds for governmental purposes for bonds issued in 2009 and 2010. The taxable bond option allows issuers either to receive a 35% reimbursement of interest paid from the federal government or to provide a tax credit to investors equal to 35% of coupon interest. All of the tax laws applicable to tax-exempt bond s apply to the taxable tax-credit governmental bonds.
(insert case specific “CP is not the plan”)

2. Guaranteeing investment in tax credit bonds steals our DA links, which are key negative ground. If they fiat creating the bonds, we can’t get our spending links. With the CP there’s a risk foreign countries and private investors won’t buy the bonds.

3. Perm severs out of “increase”

Increase requires making larger
Collins English Dictionary, ’09 [Collins English Dictionary - Complete & Unabridged 10th Edition 2009, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/increase]

to make or become greater in size, degree, frequency, etc; grow or expand

4. Perm severs out of transportation infrastructure investment- bonds stimulate investment, they are not innate to investment in infrastructure

Using the private sector is classified as negative investment – the aff can’t be the sale of a government asset 
Heller, ’09 [July 2009, Peter S. Heller is the Senior Adjunct Professor of International Economics @ Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at The Johns Hopkins University, “Public Investment: Vital for Growth and Renewal, but Should it be a Countercyclical Weapon?”, http://www.unctad.org/en/Docs/webdiae20091_en.pdf]
The challenge of classifying public investment is rendered even more complex in the context of privatization efforts, where the sale of a government asset is classified, in budgetary terms, as a “negative investment”, though in fact the transaction simply represents a reclassification of ownership.2 The complexities of measuring public investment and the changes in the definitions that have occurred over time has led the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), in its recent effort to analyze the linkage between public investment and growth, to rely on indicators of physical stock rather than measures of the financial value of public investment or the net value of its capital stock. Rather than being misled by a narrow budgetary classification, what is important to recognize are the ways in which governments have a responsibility in the creation of capital goods and their need to intervene, particularly when market failure leads to underspending on goods vital for the realization of public policy objectives.
5. Perm severs “its”- cross-apply that the USFG invests in private companies, not the infrastructure. Granting the affirmative private-public partnerships steal negative DA and CP ground, which are uniquely important neg ground for this topic.

It’s means possession

The American Heritage® Dictionary of the English Language, 2009, Fourth Edition, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/its 

its (ĭts) adj. The possessive form of it. Used as a modifier before a noun: The airline canceled its early flight to New York.
6. Allowing affirmatives to sever out of the ground that competes with the CP means that no CP would ever compete killing key negative ground. Severance is a voter for fairness and ground.

7. Neg interpretation is superior- allowing affirmatives access to these distinctly negative actors and mechanisms explodes the topic to any number of undeniable affirmatives, creates an unbearable neg burden, and allows for effects topical affirmatives.

Tax-exempt Bonds

There’s a distinct difference between tax-exempt bonds and tax credit bonds

Fisher 00 (Robert, B.B.A. and M.S. degrees in Accounting from Texas Tech University and a J.D. from the William and Mary School of Law, “Better America Bonds: Better Is in the Eye of the Beholder,” Wm. & Mary Envtl. L. & Pol'y Rev, Volume 25, Issue 8, http://scholarship.law.wm.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?
article=1235&context=wmelpr) 
Touched upon briefly above is the difference between tax-exempt bonds and tax-credit bonds such as Better America Bonds. A more detailed analysis of the differences and the similarities is in order. From a purely financial standpoint the difference for the issuer is quite striking. As previously mentioned, an issuer borrows money at a lower rate of interest when issuing a tax-exempt bond. 6° For the investor, the lower interest received is compensated for by the fact that the interest received is not subject to federal income tax. 6 ' In effect, the federal government subsidizes the savings for the issuer. 62 Compare tax-credit bonds, where the federal government is subsidizing the entire interest payment. Stated another way, the issuer is able to borrow money for free. Leonard Burman, Deputy Assistant Treasury Secretary for Tax Analysis, explained the difference as follows:

Direct Grants

Tax credit bonds are distinct from direct grants

NTL 7 (National Transportation Library, “Analysis of Alternative Financing Mechanisms and Institutional Options,” January 10, 2007, http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/33000/33400/33441/final_report/volume_3_html/technical_issues_papers/paper152d.htm?name=5a_14) 
Advocates of tax credit bonds believe this potential tool offers several advantages over other federal policy mechanisms such as direct grants or credit assistance:

DEPTH OF SUBSIDY. Long-term tax credit bonds can provide a present value financial subsidy of as much as 75 percent, which is much deeper than other tax incentives and approaches that of traditional highway and transit grant programs.

EFFICIENCY OF SUBSIDY. As a technical matter, taxable tax credits are more economically efficient than other forms of tax incentives because the project sponsor (borrower) receives 100 percent of the financial subsidy.10

MARKET DISCIPLINE. Tax credit bonds will only be issued for projects with dependable repayment streams, subjecting the investment to a degree of financial discipline. Unlike federal loan and loan guarantee programs, tax credit bonds do not expose the government to credit risk of the project.

LESS ADMINISTRATION. Similar to tax-exempt bonds, the issuance of tax credit bonds by state and local governments should not require the same level of federal management or oversight of the program as direct grant or federal loan programs.
BUDGET LEVERAGING. Tax credits do not require discretionary budget resources; their fiscal effect is calculated annually in the form of tax expenditures (affecting the "mandatory" side of the budget). Therefore, the scored 10-year budgetary cost of a tax credit bond program may equal 25-50 percent of the face amount of bonds issued, as opposed to 100 percent scoring of discretionary grants. Effectively, the budget cost of tax credits is amortized over the term of the bonds rather than scored up-front or over the construction period as is the case with grants.

A2: Not Enough Money

In 2009, $129 billion were issued in BABs-that’s enough to do your plan at least twice

Center for American Progress 10 (“Why We Need a Permanent Build America Bonds Program,” October 19, 2010, http://www.americanprogress.org/

issues/2010/10/america_bonds.html) 
Direct subsidy Build America Bonds are taxable bonds in which the federal government makes a direct payment to the issuer in order to offset borrowing costs. That is, the government directly subsidizes the issuer in an amount equal to a percent of the interest on the bonds issued. In making direct payments to the issuer the federal government is able to ensure that 100 percent of foregone federal revenue benefits state and local governments alone. Since the program was launched on April 3 of 2009, $129 billion worth of Build America Bonds have been issued and they now constitute 20 percent of the municipal bond market.
HSR
A national HSR network only costs $53 billion

Bloomberg 11 (“Obama Seeks $53 Billion Over Six Years To Build High-Speed Rail Networks,” February 8, 2011, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-02-08/obama-seeks-53-billion-over-six-years-to-build-high-speed-rail-networks.html) 

President Barack Obama will ask Congress next week to approve a six-year, $53 billion program for construction of a national high-speed and intercity rail network, Vice President Joe Biden said.
Waterways
Waterways cost $380 million per year-BABs could do the plan for the next 339 years

Waterways Council 5/9 (“Inland Waterways Capital Development Plan,” May 9, 2012, http://www.waterwayscouncil.org/index/capitalplansupport.pdf) 
Business leaders and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers worked together for 18 months to develop a comprehensive, consensus package of recommendations to improve the continued vitality of this critical system.  The Capital Development Plan, unanimously endorsed by the congressionally established Inland Waterways Users Board, and included in the WAVE 4 bill (introduced March 30, 2012) will: 

 Prioritize the completion of navigation projects across the entire system; 

 Improve the Corps of Engineers’ project management and processes to deliver projects on time and on budget;  

 Reform project cost allocations; 

 Deliver 25 modernization projects and $8 billion of job creation;  

 Recommend an affordable user fee funding mechanism to meet the system’s needs, and 

 Realize a sustainable annual appropriation of $380 million.  
Transportation Bill
The newest transportation bill only appropriated $100 billion for MULTIPLE transportation projects

Huffington Post 6/29 (“House, Senate Pass Transportation Bill, Extend Current Student Loan Rates,” June 29, 2012, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/

29/transportation-bill-student-loans_n_1638116.html) 

The bill sent for President Barack Obama's signature enables just over $100 billion to be spent on highway, mass transit and other transportation programs over the next two years, projects that would have expired Saturday without congressional action. It also ends a bare-knuckle political battle over student loans that raged since spring, a proxy fight over which party was best helping voters muddle through the economic downturn.

**Affirmative Answers**

**Competitive Grants**

2AC – Tiger Loans Suck

TIGER Grants to the Private Sector Fail; Multiple Challenges 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 10 (AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT OF 2009 AGENCY AND PROGRAM PLANS UPDATE SECOND QUARTER 2010, http://www.dot.gov/recovery/docs/performanceupdate.pdf
Challenge 1: Local Public Agency (LPA) Oversight - Challenge - This risk includes lack of experience of some LPAs in handling Federal aid projects and the lack of oversight by some State DOTs in ensuring proper management of Federal-aid projects. There will be time pressure on local projects that may be less ready-to-go than State DOT projects. The temptation will be to circumvent procurement and bidding procedures, and/or to use other non-compliant procedures that are more familiar. Other concerns are that LPAs may have inadequate quality assurance and inspection procedures and may violate other requirements such as Davis Bacon and Buy America, and may use funds for ineligible purposes." Challenge 2: Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) Quality - With aggressive project obligation schedules there was the potential for increased errors and omissions leading to change orders, cost overruns, delays, permit violations, and substandard products. With most projects authorized and moving into the construction phase, Plan, Specification & Estimates is no longer considered as a key agency challenge. Challenge 3: Contract Administration - This risk area includes the areas of procurement, bidding, and the management of contract terms and changes. In the rush to get projects out the door, appropriate procurement processes may be circumvented. The large influx of dollars may limit competition and industry may have inadequate capacity to handle the work leading to price escalation and delays. There may be an increased potential for price fixing and bid rigging. This risk area also includes managing the risks of inadequate local and State oversight and management of contract changes that could lead to cost increases and time delays. This area is of particular concern because of the high dollar values involved. Challenge 4: Quality Assurance - The quality of construction and materials continues to be a high-risk area. Where there are weak procedures in place, potentially untrained or inadequate inspection personnel, and a time and material squeeze on contractors, there may be substandard material acceptance and construction. Increased funding levels may stress the quality assurance programs of States who generally handle this well. In addition to waste, fraud, or abuse impacts, this area threatens the service life of facilities, environmental compliance, and the safety of the traveling public. Challenge 5: Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Program -With a substantially increased program, there could be difficulties in meeting DBE goals. Where there is inadequate industry capacity, there may be attempts by contractors to avoid or the States to relax scrutiny of good faith efforts, and temptation to use front companies. The Commercially Useful Function requirement is an area of known risk for fraud and abuse. Challenge 6: Eligibility/Improper Payments - Where there are weak internal controls for the segregation, expenditure, and billing of Federal funds, ineligible costs may be billed and paid, resulting in non-compliance with requirements of the legislation. Challenge 7: Achievement of Program Goals - Public expectations are high regarding the Recovery Act. FHWA has an opportunity to either build or lose credibility depending on how well the Recovery Act projects are managed. With the major milestones for fund obligation successfully achieved, this overarching area is no longer considered a key challenge. Challenge 8: Indian Reservation Roads (IRR) Program - Indian Reservation Roads (IRR) Program - The IRR Program has previously been identified as high risk by FLH, and is high risk for Recovery Act. Reasons driving the high risk include: the program uses a tribal share regulatory formula resulting in Recovery Act funds being made available proportionally to all 562 federally recognized tribes; complex political and sovereignty issues, including Tribal rights of first refusal for contract performance; varied tribal levels of transportation expertise, and the nationwide effort required by the Federal Government to carry out the program stewardship and oversight on the Tribes. Challenge 9: (New) Work Zone Safety and Mobility – With over 12,000 Recovery funded projects and construction expected to peak in 2010, there will be active work zones all over the country. This will increase the risk of ineffective work zone traffic control leading to unsafe situations for workers and drivers. In addition, there is a risk of non-compliance with the Work Zone Final Rule, particularly on locally administered projects. Challenge 10: (New) Data Quality and Integrity – The data reporting requirements with ARRA have been significant. With emphasis on transparency and timely reporting, there will be external weaknesses in the timeliness and accuracy of reporting, and internal risks regarding the capacity for system development, data accessibility, reporting, and analysis. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 10 (AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT OF 2009 AGENCY AND PROGRAM PLANS UPDATE SECOND QUARTER 2010, http://www.dot.gov/recovery/docs/performanceupdate.pdf
Challenge 1: Local Public Agency (LPA) Oversight - Challenge - This risk includes lack of experience of some LPAs in handling Federal aid projects and the lack of oversight by some State DOTs in ensuring proper management of Federal-aid projects. There will be time pressure on local projects that may be less ready-to-go than State DOT projects. The temptation will be to circumvent procurement and bidding procedures, and/or to use other non-compliant procedures that are more familiar. Other concerns are that LPAs may have inadequate quality assurance and inspection procedures and may violate other requirements such as Davis Bacon and Buy America, and may use funds for ineligible purposes." Challenge 2: Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) Quality - With aggressive project obligation schedules there was the potential for increased errors and omissions leading to change orders, cost overruns, delays, permit violations, and substandard products. With most projects authorized and moving into the construction phase, Plan, Specification & Estimates is no longer considered as a key agency challenge. Challenge 3: Contract Administration - This risk area includes the areas of procurement, bidding, and the management of contract terms and changes. In the rush to get projects out the door, appropriate procurement processes may be circumvented. The large influx of dollars may limit competition and industry may have inadequate capacity to handle the work leading to price escalation and delays. There may be an increased potential for price fixing and bid rigging. This risk area also includes managing the risks of inadequate local and State oversight and management of contract changes that could lead to cost increases and time delays. This area is of particular concern because of the high dollar values involved. Challenge 4: Quality Assurance - The quality of construction and materials continues to be a high-risk area. Where there are weak procedures in place, potentially untrained or inadequate inspection personnel, and a time and material squeeze on contractors, there may be substandard material acceptance and construction. Increased funding levels may stress the quality assurance programs of States who generally handle this well. In addition to waste, fraud, or abuse impacts, this area threatens the service life of facilities, environmental compliance, and the safety of the traveling public. Challenge 5: Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Program -With a substantially increased program, there could be difficulties in meeting DBE goals. Where there is inadequate industry capacity, there may be attempts by contractors to avoid or the States to relax scrutiny of good faith efforts, and temptation to use front companies. The Commercially Useful Function requirement is an area of known risk for fraud and abuse. Challenge 6: Eligibility/Improper Payments - Where there are weak internal controls for the segregation, expenditure, and billing of Federal funds, ineligible costs may be billed and paid, resulting in non-compliance with requirements of the legislation. Challenge 7: Achievement of Program Goals - Public expectations are high regarding the Recovery Act. FHWA has an opportunity to either build or lose credibility depending on how well the Recovery Act projects are managed. With the major milestones for fund obligation successfully achieved, this overarching area is no longer considered a key challenge. Challenge 8: Indian Reservation Roads (IRR) Program - Indian Reservation Roads (IRR) Program - The IRR Program has previously been identified as high risk by FLH, and is high risk for Recovery Act. Reasons driving the high risk include: the program uses a tribal share regulatory formula resulting in Recovery Act funds being made available proportionally to all 562 federally recognized tribes; complex political and sovereignty issues, including Tribal rights of first refusal for contract performance; varied tribal levels of transportation expertise, and the nationwide effort required by the Federal Government to carry out the program stewardship and oversight on the Tribes. Challenge 9: (New) Work Zone Safety and Mobility – With over 12,000 Recovery funded projects and construction expected to peak in 2010, there will be active work zones all over the country. This will increase the risk of ineffective work zone traffic control leading to unsafe situations for workers and drivers. In addition, there is a risk of non-compliance with the Work Zone Final Rule, particularly on locally administered projects. Challenge 10: (New) Data Quality and Integrity – The data reporting requirements with ARRA have been significant. With emphasis on transparency and timely reporting, there will be external weaknesses in the timeliness and accuracy of reporting, and internal risks regarding the capacity for system development, data accessibility, reporting, and analysis. 
TIGER Fails; Vague Metrics 

Feigenbaum 12 (Baruch, April, Evaluating and Improving TIGER Grants, http://reason.org/files/improving_transportation_tiger_grants.pdf) 

Despite DOT’s emphasis on “rigorous” selection criteria and “project-specific performance measurement,” the quality of analysis was poor. While DOT provided general explanations for its requirements, its definitions were vague and lacked quantitative metrics. Some concepts, such as Livability, were difficult to rank, but quantitative metrics have nonetheless been developed and reviewed by subject experts for each criterion. Therefore, DOT should have included at least two quantitative metrics for each ranked criterion. For example, in the Livability section statement, DOT could have revised metric (I) from, “Will significantly enhance user mobility through the creation of more convenient transportation options for travelers” to the metric, “Will provide missing links in the network providing connectivity. This will reduce travel times by an average of five minutes per trip.” Metric (II) could change from, “Will improve existing transportation choices by enhancing points of modal connectivity on existing modal assets” to “Will enhance the highway mode resulting in increased throughput.” In Economic Competitiveness, the quality of the analysis was particularly problematic. The Department references, “The quality of jobs supported will be considered as well as number of jobs.” In the Atlanta Streetcar Project, the largest project funded by TIGER II, the forecast for the number of jobs created was greatly inflated. This occurred in part because the DOT confused jobyears with jobs. Additionally, PolitiFact, an independent fact reviewer, highlighted that, contrary to the claims of streetcar proponents, the project would only create 23 jobs to operate the trolleys and 467 jobs to build the rail line, all of them temporary. 20 The temporary employees would create other temporary jobs in restaurants and retailers, but those jobs would be considerably fewer than the 4,000 claimed by proponents. Despite the problems with the application, DOT used the inflated numbers in a press release. Problems existed for other projects and other elements of the metrics. Further, as reported by the DOT Inspector General, “DOT’s planned method to separate indirect jobs from total jobs in future reports did not consider factors such as wage increases that can reduce indirect jobs—which means DOT’s indirect jobs estimates could be overstated. In addition, the report did not state exactly how DOT calculated the total number of jobs funded or note whether jobs were created or sustained.” 21 Clearly, DOT needs to develop a better system to accurately measure the number of new jobs.6 | Reason Foundation The weighting of each criterion was another problem. There were no specific instructions that detailed the percentage weight of the primary or the secondary criteria. The lack of numerical guidance created scoring discrepancies among the Evaluation Teams, forcing the Control and Calibration and Review Teams to interpret different scores. With ten Evaluation Teams in TIGER I, and without quantitative instructions for the reviewers, all ten teams could not have placed the exact same weight on each criterion. Even within teams there were discrepancies. For example, one team member could review projects so that each long-term outcome constituted 9% of the score, Job Creation and Economic Stimulus 18% each and Innovation and Partnership 14% each. Another team member could review projects so that Job Creation and Economic Stimulus received 24% each of the score and Innovation and Partnership 8% each. The scoring could vary by project or by Evaluation Team. This could certainly lead to different scores.
TIGER Fails; Review Process 

Feigenbaum 12 (Baruch, April, Evaluating and Improving TIGER Grants, http://reason.org/files/improving_transportation_tiger_grants.pdf) 

DOT’s review process was complicated and did not adequately ensure that projects were reviewed equally. Project review began with the Evaluation Teams.22 Each of the five members of each Evaluation Team ranked each project individually against each of the selection criteria. Then the Evaluation Teams discussed the projects in a group setting to arrive at a consensus agreement. Highly ranked projects were advanced to the Review Team. Projects not ranked highly were rejected. Then the Control and Calibration Team “selectively” reviewed and advanced projects, including some rejected by the Evaluation Teams, supposedly to ensure consistency. There was no explanation for how the Control and Calibration Teams chose projects to review or any definition for what “selectively” means. The Review Team chose projects advanced by both the Evaluation Teams and the Control and Calibration Team and sent the final list to the Secretary. The Secretary could have made further changes to the list but did not. During the TIGER I grants review process, when the Evaluation Teams had employees from each DOT division, projects may have been reviewed by only one subject expert. A highway project could have been reviewed by one Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) employee, one Federal Transit Administration (FTA) employee, one Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) employee, one Maritime Administration official and one Office of the Secretary of Transportation employee. Four DOT officials with limited knowledge of highways could reject a project over the objection of the one subject matter expert from the FHWA. To its credit, DOT fixed this problem in TIGER II and TIGER III by creating dedicated Evaluation Teams. One Evaluation team analyzed all highway projects, another Evaluation team all port projects, etc. Also troubling was the composition of the Review Team. The Team’s 12 staff members were all political employees. While some political appointees were necessary, the Review Team could have included at least some career professionals. Political appointees were more likely to approve transportation projects beneficial to the president regardless of their merits in other respects. Why did the DOT award so many Recommended projects over Highly Recommended projects? During the TIGER I grant process, 115 of the 1,457 applications received a grade of Highly Recommended. Those projects requested $7.7 billion in funding, five times the allocated $1.5 billion. Yet only 26 of the 51 projects that were awarded funding were Highly Recommended projects. The other 25 were Recommended projects. Of the 115 Highly Recommended applications advanced by the Evaluation Teams, only 26 were awarded funds. The Control and Calibration 8 | Reason Foundation Team advanced 50 applications that were rated Recommended and one, the Cincinnati Streetcar Project, which was rated Not Recommended.23 The projects advanced by the Control and Calibration Team had significantly poorer merits than the projects advanced by the Evaluation Teams. Control and Calibration Team projects received a Highly Recommended rating less than 25% of the time; Evaluation Team projects received a Highly Recommended score about 67% of the time. Despite these ratings only 26 of the 115 Evaluation team projects (23%) received funding, yet half of the Calibration Team projects (25 out of 50) were funded.

TIGER Fails; Poor Documentation 

Feigenbaum 12 (Baruch, April, Evaluating and Improving TIGER Grants, http://reason.org/files/improving_transportation_tiger_grants.pdf) 

While the DOT documented the Evaluation Teams’ reasons for decisions and assessment, it neither documented nor explained the Control and Calibration Team’s or the Review Team’s decisions.24 Nor did the DOT document the Review Team’s meetings where the final decisions were made. Any record of the proceedings was limited to draft minutes that were neither finalized nor approved. While some of the draft minutes focused on financial commitments or considered whether the project was ready to proceed, many others noted that a specific project that received funding was no more compelling than other similar projects that did not receive funding. As there was no internal documentation, DOT did not demonstrate the reasons for its award selections. Further, as DOT did not provide documentation, some experts believe DOT could have met all of its criteria while choosing only Highly Recommended projects.25 The DOT acknowledges that documentation of activities is vital for the accountability of its decision-making. Yet in regards to the TIGER Grants, DOT did not provide any substantial written record of decision-making. DOT’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) had previously raised questions about discretionary grant selections, noting that projects that scored the highest in technical review were often not the projects selected.26 The OIG recommended that when DOT decided to fund projects that scored relatively lower in technical review than other projects, a more thorough review was required and documentation was necessary. In TIGER I, DOT did not follow these steps. In March 2009, during Ray LaHood’s early months as Secretary, DOT produced a Financial Guidance Manual that provided a standardized set of procedures for processing and awarding grants and requiring documentation when DOT decided not to fund projects with the highest priority. DOT violated its own guidelines when it funded projects with lower review scores without explaining its reasoning.

TIGER Fails; Geographic Requirements 

Feigenbaum 12 (Baruch, April, Evaluating and Improving TIGER Grants, http://reason.org/files/improving_transportation_tiger_grants.pdf) 

Part of the explanation for the failure to allocate funding to Highly Recommended projects over Recommended projects arose from Congress’ insistence in TIGER I and DOT’s insistence in TIGER II and TIGER III that the grants be awarded proportionally to the four geographic areas (Northeast, Midwest, South, West) of the country. While political realities required that a certain amount of funding be allocated to each of the four geographic regions, it seemed unlikely that complete regional equality was necessary. A better alternative would have been to guarantee 12% funding to each of the four regions and allocate the other 52% to the best projects regardless of location. In TIGER I, the agency rejected several Highly Recommended projects in the West and Midwest to award Recommended projects in the South. However, the South had 23 Highly Recommended projects. Of the 23 projects, only two were selected by the Review Team for funding. 27 The Review Team insisted that the other 21 Highly Recommended projects were denied for financial or other reasons. Thus, of the eight TIGER I projects awarded to the South, only two were Highly Recommended projects while six were merely Recommended projects. In the absence of any publicly available explanatory notes, the Review Team’s justification was difficult to understand. Regardless, if the Review Team believed that projects in the South were not qualified, it should have dedicated more funds to other regions of the country.

TIGER Fails; Limited Information on Selected Process Available and Released to Public

Feigenbaum 12 (Baruch, April, Evaluating and Improving TIGER Grants, http://reason.org/files/improving_transportation_tiger_grants.pdf) 

While DOT explains the grants process and criteria satisfactorily, the reasons for funding certain projects are explained poorly. DOT does not publish the reasons for the Review Team’s decisions, including any explanation as to why some applicants with similar scores are selected and others denied.28 While technical analysis explaining other federal agencies’ decisions to award grants is also lacking, the DOT, unlike many of these agencies, has a model program from which to work. In the New Starts program the DOT publishes all scores for each application and uses these scores exclusively as the determination for distributing awards. DOT could use this process for the TIGER grants. The Department of Education’s Race to the Top program that releases its scores to the public is considered a model for effective public information. In TIGER II and TIGER III DOT has not significantly increased its information disclosure to the public. Although DOT officials admit this would increase transparency, show accountability, and offer an opportunity to improve applications, the DOT is worried that releasing this information could hamper deliberation in future discretionary grant processes. All decisions have advantages and disadvantages. Since the advantages of a more transparent process outweigh the disadvantages of DOT making minor changes to its evaluation process, more public information should be released.

TIGER Fails; Democratic Congressional Districts Receive More Funding than Republican Congressional Districts

Feigenbaum 12 (Baruch, April, Evaluating and Improving TIGER Grants, http://reason.org/files/improving_transportation_tiger_grants.pdf) 

Independent analysis indicated that Democratic House districts received 29 percent more Stimulus funding than Republican House districts. While the grants were supposed to fund projects based on project qualification and not the political identification of the district, this was not reality. The first table shows the political representation of the districts where the grants were funded. The second table shows the political representation of relevant elected state and federal officials. Some of the Tiger II Planning grants were jointly administered by DOT and the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Additionally, over 40% of the funds in the TIGER I, TIGER II Capital and TIGER II Planning grants were awarded to Republican members on the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. 29 The four highest-ranking Democrats on the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee also received at least one grant for their districts. TIGER III grants were awarded during the first session of the 112 th Congress. In this Congress 53% of the members were Republicans and 47% of the members were Democrats, yet districts represented by Democrats still received 61% of the funds. 30 The party controlling Congress typically receives more funding in discretionary grant processes. This tilts the process toward favoring the most influential politicians rather than the most needed projects. So what happened in TIGER III? There are several theories. The first theory is that Democratic constituents favor stimulus-style spending, therefore cities and counties in Democratic districts usually apply for more grants. However, in TIGER I an equal number of projects in districts represented by Democrats and Republicans applied for grants. 31 Second, Democratic districts are often located in central cities with a more critical need for infrastructure. To counter these effects Congress in TIGER I required that at least 20% of the funding be awarded to rural areas. The DOT in TIGER II and TIGER III required that at least $140 million of the funds be given to rural areas. In reality, DOT awarded $258 million in TIGER II and $227 million in TIGER III to rural districts. 32 Republican districts received 2/3 of these rural grants. 33 Third, Republicans controlled the House but Democrats controlled the Senate, limiting the effect of either party. As Republicans held a 50-seat lead in the House while Democrats held a two-seat lead in the Senate, this should have led either to an equal number of grants for D emocratic and Republican districts or a larger number of grants for Republican districts. During TIGER I and TIGER II, Democrats controlled both the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee and the Senate Environmental and Public Works and Banking Committees. 34 Yet for the TIGER III grants when the House was under Republican control, Democrats continued to receive substantially more than 50% of the grants. From 2008–2010 there were 25 Democratic governors and 25 Republican governors. The 2010 elections changed the balance to 29 Republican governors, 20 Democratic governors and one Independent governor. State leadership remained consistently more Republican than congressional representation. 35 According to the National Council of State Legislators, after the 2008 elections Democrats controlled 27 states, Republicans 14 states with the remaining 8 split. 36 After the 2010 elections the numbers reversed; Democrats controlled 15, Republicans controlled 26 and 8 were split. 37 Democrats outnumbered Republicans on both Senate and House Transportation Committees in 2009. As a result of the 2010 elections, Republicans gained the lead on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. 38 The Democrats’ large advantage in Committee membership may have increased the discrepancy in grants and funds awarded to the two parties. The 2011 Transportation and Infrastructure Committee had 33 Republicans and 26 Democrats. Other factors are challenging to document. States have different forms of governments. In some states the DOT takes the lead role in applying for TIGER grants; in others cities, counties or MPOs made most of the applications. 39 Some states, such as Texas, are very conservative yet have Democratic areas such as downtown San Antonio whose local policy makers may view things differently than policy makers in suburban Dallas The DOT should fund the best projects. If projects in Democratic districts are substantially better than projects in Republican districts then that could explain the difference. If projects in the Northeast are substantially better than projects in the South then that could explain the difference. If projects in urban areas are substantially better than projects in suburban areas then that could explain the difference. However none of these hypotheticals are reality in the TIGER grants. Considering all of the above, there were no definitive factors other than politics that explained how Democrats received 80% of the funding despite controlling only 58% of the seats during TIGER I and TIGER II. It is equally mystifying how Democrats received 69% of the funding while controlling only 47% of the seats during TIGER III. Even a Democratic president, Democratic state assemblies, Democratic governors and Democratic local officials should not tip the funding balance this much.
TIGER Fails; Poor Quality of Economic Analysis
Feigenbaum 12 (Baruch, April, Evaluating and Improving TIGER Grants, http://reason.org/files/improving_transportation_tiger_grants.pdf) 

According to Jack Wells, chief economist of the Department of Transportation, the quality of the general economic analysis of the TIGER grants was “pretty bad.” 40 Dr. Wells analyzed the different projects using a cost-benefit analysis on a scale of 1–4 where 1 was not useful at all and 4 was very useful. For the first round of TIGER grants, the average score of a project that received funding was 2.20, which translated to marginally useful. For the second round of TIGER grants the average score of a project that received funding was 2.30. An average score of 2.30 on a 1–4 scale suggested that many marginal projects were funded. Despite the additional TIGER II guidance, the Artist rendering of CSX train14 | Reason Foundation average score of funded projects in the TIGER II round only increased 0.10 over the average score of funded projects in the TIGER I round. The quality of analysis had little to do with the size of the applicant; some large cities prepared poor cost-benefit analyses while some small towns prepared good cost-benefit analyses. Dr. Wells believes in the importance of all agencies conducting cost-benefit analyses. Mediocre analyses are better than no analyses. 41 Still, with real budget constraints, it may be unrealistic in the future to expect smaller agencies to perform this analysis. In the future this could result in a disproportionately large share of the grants being awarded to bigger cities.

TIGER Fails; Rural Areas Receive Special Exceptions
Feigenbaum 12 (Baruch, April, Evaluating and Improving TIGER Grants, http://reason.org/files/improving_transportation_tiger_grants.pdf) 

TIGER grants are ostensibly intended to complement existing sources of funding. Projects for urban areas can be funded up to 80% of their total costs, although the projects that receive the most funding contribute substantially more than the 20% minimum local share. However, TIGER I grants in rural areas are permitted to fund up to 100% of a project’s total costs. 42 If projects are 100% federally funded, there is less incentive for local government officials to keep costs down or to prioritize projects that add the most value. The Department should require all projects to have some local co-funding. This increases the likelihood that only the highest-priority projects are funded and also increases incentives to control costs.

2AC – Less Competition 

PPP results in less competition 

Rodrigue, 6/24- 

(Jean-Paul, The Geography of Transport System, “The Financing of Transportation Infrastructure,” http://people.hofstra.edu/geotrans/eng/ch7en/appl7en/ch7a2en.html) 

 Innovations. Since a PPP results in less competition as the private company is securing an intrinsic monopoly, there are limited incentives to innovate, particularly for the purpose of reducing operating costs. Innovations, such as new management methods and new infrastructures, may also be impaired by regulations and conditions related to the contract. Therefore, as long as the contract remain effective, inertia (status quo) will endure, which means that long term contracts can become factors delaying innovation. It can also be expected that investment capital commonly the outcome of the accumulation of profits would come from the public sector. Since governments often put maximum profits clauses in contracts (windfall profits), there are limited incentives to use innovations to increase productivity and profits above the arbitrary threshold. 
2AC – Bidding Fails

Bidding process fail – incentives to mismanage 
Daily Kos, 12-

(April 24, “GOP seeks to privatize American infrastructure with taxpayer backed guaranteed corporate profits,” http://www.dailykos.com/story/2012/04/24/1085717/-GOP-seeks-to-privatize-American-infrastructure-with-taxpayer-backed-guaranteed-corporate-profits) 

 So the GOP is busy make jobs worse and blaming it on Obama, holding up construction projects and delaying transportation investment while they blame it on Obama. For the GOP it is a win/win, they get to screw with public services, making them worse and delaying them which will generate public outrage, then they will blame the government and demand less government and lower taxes, which will result in worse services and bigger deficits, and on and on it goes. Taking something the public owned and giving it to a private individual, and then mandating that if the private individual mismanages his new investment the tax payer will rush to him with arms full of free money, this creates an incentive to mismanage, it is corporate welfare, and that sums up the problem in a nutshell. Corporate welfare is costing us EVERYTHING. This Shock Doctrine is slowly destroying us.

2AC – Permutation 

Perm do both solves – key to private investment 

UNCTD, 11-

(United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, “Promoting investment for development: Best practices in strengthening investment in basic infrastructure in developing countries – a summary of UNCTAD’s research on FDI in infrastructure,” http://unctad.org/en/docs/ciid12_en.pdf) 

Private and State-owned players can co-exist within a competitive framework. For strategic reasons, countries may be reluctant to fully privatize their infrastructure sectors. Beyond maintaining State control over natural monopolies, governments may also wish to retain control over some infrastructure assets within competitive segments. In New Zealand, SOEs operate alongside foreign investors in the electricity generation and retail segments, with competitive outcomes. 36. Yet there are risks to having SOEs compete directly with FDI. Foreign investors place a premium on a country’s reputation for establishing and applying regulations to govern competition among public and private firms in a fair, transparent and effective manner. Developing countries need to consider carefully whether they can assure investors of impartial regulation in a system that retains significant State ownership. 
2AC – Government Control Good

The government is key to efficiency and getting shit done
OECD, 8-

(“TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT Options for Efficiency,” http://www.internationaltransportforum.org/Pub/pdf/08InfrInvest.pdf) 

 Governments’ ability to provide infrastructure is inherently limited by the availability of resources. The resource restriction must, in particular, be seen in the light of infrastructure being just one of the needs that governments must satisfy using public money; other essential public policy objectives include health care, education, safety, national security, etc. The provision of infrastructure is, therefore, always restricted by the scarcity of resources, meaning that all needs are not likely to be satisfied. Precisely because of these resource limitations, the pursuit of efficiency – i.e. the best possible use of available resources – is at the core of the decision regarding which model to employ for the provision of infrastructure. If infrastructure services are efficiently provided, society’s resources are employed in the best possible way, satisfying, to the greatest extent, society’s wants and needs. Apart from facilitating mobility, other policy objectives are linked to the provision of infrastructure. These include economic development, regional equality, social cohesion, safety, security, and environmental sustainability, among others. Moreover, a key government responsibility is to promote overall efficiency by encouraging the existence of a competitive market for transport services, involving competition and interconnections between the modes. Therefore, no particular mode of transport should be seen in isolation. These various objectives form the context in which decisions regarding models for the provision of surface transport infrastructure are taken. However, the choice of one model over others ultimately must reflect its greater efficiency in reaching these stated goals at the lowest possible costs. 

Government control is key to efficiency 

OECD, 8-

(“TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT Options for Efficiency,” http://www.internationaltransportforum.org/Pub/pdf/08InfrInvest.pdf) 

The virtues of the various models for the devolution of control are also, potentially, their failings. Models that provide a high degree of direct political accountability are also most likely to be subject to political interference in operational decision-making, and have the least incentives for efficiency. Those with the greatest independence are the hardest to hold accountable. It is always important to keep in mind that surface transport infrastructure comprises key public assets, typically created using significant public contributions, and which have enormous consequences for the rest of society. This is why the public sector typically must maintain a strong interest – the question is to what extent and how. Government agencies allow for a high degree of public oversight and remain closely beholden to political decision-making, especially with regard to financing, and are still subject to many government rules with regard to internal processes. Fully or partially state-owned companies are also subject to oversight by way of their ownership, and this can limit their leeway in taking decisions on a strictly commercial basis, such as in decisions to cut services or staff. The agency, state-owned company and private, not-for-profit models do not involve the inherent discipline and drive for efficiency that should result from the need to report to shareholders, although they have the advantage that all revenues can be reinvested in the infrastructure. The further the devolved entity’s operational decision-making is from direct political control, the more important it is to have a solid legal and regulatory framework in place to ensure that the public interest is taken into consideration. This is particularly the case where the entity essentially operates as a monopoly. Developing and maintaining this framework requires the government to build up appropriate competencies, and supposes costs 
**Direct Loans**
The cp fails

DeMint, 12-

(Fox News, “ The Senate must say 'no' to another big government construction program that isn't properly vetted,” http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2012/03/07/senate-must-say-no-to-another-big-government-construction-program-that-isnt/#ixzz1z9iKE7gM) 

TIFIA is a federal program created in 1996 that hands-out loans and loan guarantees to build private and public roads around the country. If that type of program sounds familiar, it should. From Fannie Mae & Freddie Mac to Solyndra, taxpayers have learned the hard way that loan guarantee programs aren’t a safe bet. The Senate highway bill explodes TIFIA's funding by 820 percent, from $122 million to $1 billion, and giving the program the authority to loan $10 billion per year. The bill also ends the programs merit-based decision making, transforming TIFIA into a first come first serve feeding trough, which will allow wasteful pork projects to be funded. 

The cp would result in another Fannie Mae 
WSJ, 11-

(Wall Street Journal, “Bank of Political Works,” http://online.wsj.com/article_email/SB10001424053111904140604576498542439217056-lMyQjAxMTAxMDMwMTEzNDEyWj.html?mod=wsj_share_email) 

Here's a novel idea: Have Congress create a "bank" that could borrow huge sums with only a small federal outlay and would be independent of any political interference. If you believe in this miracle, you probably thought Fannie Mae was a private company that wouldn't cost taxpayers a dime. We're referring to Washington's latest marketing tool to sell spending to a skeptical public, a new federal "infrastructure bank." For the low, low price of $30 billion or so, President Obama says Congress can conjure hundreds of billions in new "grants and loans" to rebuild "roads, bridges, and ports and broadband lines and smart grids." He says the bank would put "all those construction workers" back to work and "be good for the economy not just for next year or the year after that, but for the next 20 or 30 years." In a cats and dogs living together moment, the Chamber of Commerce and the AFL-CIO are both in favor. Since both unions and construction companies would be beneficiaries, this alone ought to give taxpayers pause. This is the Fannie Mae model applied to public works. The new bank would be a government-sponsored enterprise, or GSE, whether or not anyone admits it. The bank would have an implicit subsidy for its debt because it is backed by the government. And the debt it issued would be "off-budget," which means it wouldn't show up in annual outlays. When she first proposed the concept in 2008, Connecticut Democrat Rosa DeLauro explicitly described the bank as a "public private partnership like Fannie Mae." 

Links to politics

Turner, 12-

(“A Federal Infrastructure Bank? Not if Congress Has Anything to Say About it,” http://www.turnergpa.com/federal-infrastructure-bank-not-if-congress-has-anything-say-about-it) 

President Obama recently unveiled a new $50 billion stimulus package to create construction jobs and rebuild the nation's crumbling infrastructure. Opponents, including some Democrats, immediately questioned the plan, wondering if this latest stimulus package will have any more success than early packages which have so far failed to rev America's still idling economic engines. But what really scared lawmakers on Capitol Hill was a common-sense proposal that was part of the latest plan that would create a National Infrastructure Bank, a panel of independent experts that would weigh each infrastructure program to make sure the funds are not wasted on pork. Whether or not you believe further stimulus spending will help reverse America's economic decline, there's no doubt that the federal government needs to end waste. And basing federal spending decisions on cost benefit analysis rather than politics is clearly a worthy idea. Seriously, do we need any more bridges to nowhere? Unveiling the plan last week in Milwaukee, Obama said it would rebuild 150,000 miles of roads, maintain 4,000 miles of railway and restore 150 miles of airport runways. "We want to cut waste and bureaucracy and consolidate and collapse more than 100 different programs that too often duplicate each other. So we want to change the way Washington spends your tax dollars. We want to reform a haphazard, patchwork way of doing business. We want to focus on less wasteful approaches than we've got right now. We want competition and innovation that gives us the best bang for the buck," Obama said. But lawmakers were unconvinced. Members of Congress are, of course, very protective of their political power and the establishment of an independent agency to oversee federal spending would strip Congress of the power to direct money into projects for their home states and districts. Opponents have suggested the plan will simply shift the power to dictate pork barrel spending to the White House, which presumably would exercise some control over the decision-makers it appoints to oversee the bank. Sadly, the plan seemed doomed just a week after leaving the drawing board, with even some Democrats balking at the idea of adding to the deficit to pump more cash into the economy.

Cp links to politics

Snyder, 5/16-

(Bloomberg, “Loan-Guarantee Winners Back Loans as Republicans Complain,” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-05-16/loan-guarantee-winners-back-loans-as-republicans-complain) 

 Executives from four renewable-energy companies defended a U.S. Energy Department loan-guarantee program that House Republicans said showed failures in President Barack Obama’s job-creating efforts. John Woolard, chief executive officer of BrightSource Energy Inc. (BRSE) (BRSE), told lawmakers today that a $1.6 billion guarantee for a solar-generating facility in California will create 1,400 construction jobs at its peak. Without the backing, the company probably would have invested more overseas, he said. Executives said the program encouraged investment, and that the projects were awarded after rigorous U.S. review. Republicans led by Representative Jim Jordan of Ohio, chairman of the Oversight and Government Reform Committee stimulus oversight panel, said government shouldn’t pick “who wins and who loses.” 

**PPP**

2AC – Links to Politics

The counterplan links to politics and elections -- massively unpopular. 

Lord 10 (Nick, financial journalist, commentator and analyst, “Privatization: The road to wiping out the US deficit,” April 2012, http://www.euromoney.com/Article/2459161/Privatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html?p=2)

Overcoming impediments There are five main reasons why the US infrastructure market has not yet taken off: politics, public perception, the unions, the municipal bond market and the gap between buyers and sellers. Each of these problems is either being addressed or has simply stopped being an issue. And it is this removal of impediments that is causing so many to get excited about the prospects. Perhaps the most intractable problem facing the market has been political opposition to both selling assets and setting up long-t erm regulatory regimes. Politics is the lifeblood of the US, where every office holder from the president down to the local dog-catcher has to seek election at least every four years. It is extremely difficult to match this electoral timescale with the life cycle of infrastructure assets, which often have a 20-, 30- or 40-year lifespan. Selling assets has been a way to lose elections. "The politics surrounding deals is the hardest thing to manage," says Heap at UBS. "Privatizing assets is simply a way to lose votes." However he thinks that there is a simple equation to understand why the political landscape has now shifted. "The moment the political pain from cutting services is more than the votes lost in selling assets, this market will take off." There is now abundant evidence that at a grass-roots level that political pain threshold has been reached. In big states such as California, Texas and Florida, P3s are now regularly used whenever new services are needed. Even governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in California has said that state assets from prisons to roads and windfarms are on the block as the state lurches through another budget crisis. Politicians across the country are looking at states such as Indiana and cities such as Chicago that have been early adopters of privatization of infrastructure. Because Indiana sold the Indiana Toll Road in 2006 to Cintra and Macquarie for $3.8 billion, it is one of only two states in the union that does not have a budget deficit. In Chicago, mayor Richard Daley has embraced asset sales with a fervour not matched anywhere else. He sold a 99-year lease to run the Skyway in 2005 for $1.83 billion to a consortium also comprising Macquarie and Cintra. He subsequently tried to sell Chicago's Midway Airport for $2.5 billion in 2008 and in 2009 successfully sold the city's parking system in a deal that raised $1.1 billion. The success of that deal has led mayors across the country to look at similar parking deals, with transactions now reportedly under way in Hartford, Harrisburg, Indianapolis, Pittsburg, Las Vegas and Los Angeles. Politicians realize that the political cost in not doing this is greater than in doing it. The tipping point has been reached. But there is still political pain to be negotiated. The Chicago parking deal was a huge success in every way but one: the transition from public to private ownership caused massive disruption and a public outcry from residents. Managing such transitions better will be the key duty for politicians looking to engage the private sector in infrastructure.

2AC – Illegal

PPPs on transportation are illegal in over 25 states

FHWA 7 (U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, User Guidebook on Implementing Public Private Partnerships for Transportation Infrastructure Projects in the United States, July 7th, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/pdfs/ppp_user_guidebook_final_7-7-07.pdf)
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2AC – Government Efficient 

Government can be more efficient
Oum et. al. 6 (Tae H. Oum1*, Nicole Adler**, and Chunyan Yu*., Sauder School of Business, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, V6T 1Z2, Canada **Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Mt. Scopus, 91905 Jerusalem, Israel, “Privatization, Corporatization, Ownership Forms and their Effects on the  Performance of the World’s Major Airports,” http://www.trforum.org/forum/downloads/2006_6A_MajorAirports_paper.pdf)
The effects of ownership on firms’ productive efficiency have been an important research topic in both the economic and management literatures. The agency theory and strategic management literature suggest that ownership influences firm performance because different owners pursue distinctive goals and possess diverse incentives. Under government ownership, a firm is run by bureaucrats who maximize an objective function that is a weighted average of social welfare and his/her personal agenda. Under private ownership, by contrast, the firm is run for the maximization of profit (shareholder value). A common-sense view is that government-owned firms are less productively efficient than their private sector counterparts operating in similar situations. The main arguments supporting this view are: (1) the objectives given to the managers of government owned firms are vaguely defined, and tend to change as the political situation and relative strengths of different interest groups change (Levy, 1987; De Alessi, 1983; Backx et al., 2002); (2) “the diffuseness and non-transferability of ownership, the absence of a share price, and indeed the generic difficulty residual claimants would have in expressing ‘voice’ (much less choosing ‘exit’), all tend to magnify the agency losses” (Zeckhauser and Horn, 1989).  Neither empirical nor theoretical evidence presented in the vast management and economics literature is conclusive with respects to the above view despite its general acceptance in the popular press. De Fraja (1993) questioned the logic of the main arguments, and showed, through a principal-agent model, that government ownership “is not only not necessarily less productively efficient, but in some circumstances more productively efficient”. Vickers and Yarrow (1991) suggest that private ownership has efficiency advantages in competitive conditions, but not necessarily in the presence of market power. They further suggest that even under competitive market conditions, government ownership is not inherently less efficient than private ownership, and that competition is the key to efficiency rather than ownership per se; in markets with monopoly elements, the major factor that appears to be at work is regulatory policy.  
2AC – Perm do both 

Perm do both solves – federal investment key to get private sector on board

OR

Privatization wont solve – need federal commitment

Cox 11 (John, Assistant Editor and Business Reporter for Bakersfield, “Private sector lines up to invest in high-speed rail,” April 18th, http://www.bakersfield.com/news/business/economy/x833057566/Private-sector-lines-up-to-invest-in-high-speed-rail)

Challenges ahead But it remains unclear exactly how and when private sector deals might come together. Also, doubts persist as to whether the rail authority will be able to reassure would-be investors that the project will be fully built as proposed. Uncertainty with regard to the projects public sector financing poses a significant hurdle. The Obama administration’s budget deal with Congressional Republicans earlier this month slashed all $2.5 billion in 2011 high-speed rail funding, though van Ark insisted that his agency retains access to $5.5 billion in state and federal money — enough to build the initial segment from north of Fresno to about Bakersfield starting next year. Some say the lack of a federal commitment to finish the project will jeopardize private investment. “It’s very difficult to put a long-term plan together not knowing if you’re going to be funded next year,” said Stephen Buschmeyer, vice president of business development at Tutor Perini Corp., a large, Sylmar-based construction firm that he said has tentatively offered to perform and finance some of the system’s construction in exchange for an equity stake in the project. This dilemma — private sector reluctance to invest in California high-speed rail without adequate public sector commitment, and vice versa — came up last year in a highly critical report to the state Legislature by an industry peer review group.

2AC – Cp Fails

Private involvement fails for a laundry list of reasons
Dutzik et al. 11 (Tony Dutzik with Jordan Schneider and Phineas Baxandall, “High-Speed Rail:

Public, Private or Both? Assessing the Prospects, Promise and Pitfalls of Public-Private Partnerships,” http://uspirg.org/sites/pirg/files/reports/HSR-PPP-USPIRG-July-19-2011.pdf)
Public-private rail partnerships have the potential to unlock access to private capital, expertise, technology and economies of scale, and can also help mitigate the risk of high-speed rail projects to taxpayers. However, PPPs also come with a number of risks and costs, including: • Higher costs for capital, as well as costs related to the profits paid to private shareholders. • Heightened risk for the public once a project has begun, due to the ability of private-sector actors to hold projects hostage and demand increased subsidies or other concessions from government. • The costs of hiring and retaining the lawyers, financial experts and engineers needed to protect the public interest in the negotiation of PPP agreements and to enforce those agreements over time. • Loss of control over the operation of the high-speed rail line, which can result in important transportation assets being operated primarily to boost private profit rather than best advance public needs. • Delays in the early stages of a project, as government and private partners engage in the difficult and complex task of negotiating PPP agreements. High-speed rail PPPs and efforts toward rail privatization abroad have a mixed track record.

2AC – Links to Politics

The counterplan links to politics and elections -- massively unpopular. 

Lord 10 (Nick, financial journalist, commentator and analyst, “Privatization: The road to wiping out the US deficit,” April 2012, http://www.euromoney.com/GatewayAd.aspx?Redirect=http%3a%2f%2fwww.euromoney.com%2fArticle%2f2459161%2fCategory%2f14%2fChannelPage%2f14%2fPrivatization-The-road-to-wiping-out-the-US-deficit.html%3fsingle%3dtrue)

Overcoming impediments There are five main reasons why the US infrastructure market has not yet taken off: politics, public perception, the unions, the municipal bond market and the gap between buyers and sellers. Each of these problems is either being addressed or has simply stopped being an issue. And it is this removal of impediments that is causing so many to get excited about the prospects. Perhaps the most intractable problem facing the market has been political opposition to both selling assets and setting up long-term regulatory regimes. Politics is the lifeblood of the US, where every office holder from the president down to the local dog-catcher has to seek election at least every four years. It is extremely difficult to match this electoral timescale with the life cycle of infrastructure assets, which often have a 20-, 30- or 40-year lifespan. Selling assets has been a way to lose elections. "The politics surrounding deals is the hardest thing to manage," says Heap at UBS. "Privatizing assets is simply a way to lose votes." However he thinks that there is a simple equation to understand why the political landscape has now shifted. "The moment the political pain from cutting services is more than the votes lost in selling assets, this market will take off." There is now abundant evidence that at a grass-roots level that political pain threshold has been reached. In big states such as California, Texas and Florida, P3s are now regularly used whenever new services are needed. Even governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in California has said that state assets from prisons to roads and windfarms are on the block as the state lurches through another budget crisis. Politicians across the country are looking at states such as Indiana and cities such as Chicago that have been early adopters of privatization of infrastructure. Because Indiana sold the Indiana Toll Road in 2006 to Cintra and Macquarie for $3.8 billion, it is one of only two states in the union that does not have a budget deficit. In Chicago, mayor Richard Daley has embraced asset sales with a fervour not matched anywhere else. He sold a 99-year lease to run the Skyway in 2005 for $1.83 billion to a consortium also comprising Macquarie and Cintra. He subsequently tried to sell Chicago's Midway Airport for $2.5 billion in 2008 and in 2009 successfully sold the city's parking system in a deal that raised $1.1 billion. The success of that deal has led mayors across the country to look at similar parking deals, with transactions now reportedly under way in Hartford, Harrisburg, Indianapolis, Pittsburg, Las Vegas and Los Angeles. Politicians realize that the political cost in not doing this is greater than in doing it. The tipping point has been reached. But there is still political pain to be negotiated. The Chicago parking deal was a huge success in every way but one: the transition from public to private ownership caused massive disruption and a public outcry from residents. Managing such transitions better will be the key duty for politicians looking to engage the private sector in infrastructure.

2AC – HSR Solvency Deficit

Federal funding is key to HSR 

Snyder 11 (Tanya, Streetsblog's Capitol Hill editor, “The Economist Issues a Reality Check to Rail Privatization Proponents”, June 27th, http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/06/27/the-economist-issues-a-reality-check-to-rail-privatization-proponents/)

The Economist’s blog on business travel, Gulliver, has a short post this morning about Rep. John Mica’s proposal to privatize the Northeast Corridor. Blogger “N.B.” has a healthy dose of skepticism for arguments on either side but does significantly more damage to Mica’s argument that that of his opponents. Gulliver strikes a blow at the very idea that private companies can accomplish what Mica hopes they will: Surely the congressman is aware that most high-speed systems elsewhere in the first world were built with enormous investments of government money (not to mention exercises of government power, including eminent domain seizures to find land for new routes). Major infrastructure projects, be they airports, highways, or railroads, are more often than not undertaken with significant government support. Privatisation of established rail lines has been successful before and can be again. But Americans shouldn’t trick themselves into thinking that private investors will willingly foot the bill for massively upgrading the nations high-speed rail infrastructure. The post also questions the anti-privatization argument that the proposal would leave less profitable routes without an important source of funding. “Economics, not nostalgia or politics, should determine where Amtrak operates,” N.B. writes. “Right now, it’s often the opposite. Is it really necessary that Amtrak service Dodge City, Kansas (pop. 27,340)?” Of course, the blog also says the obvious: this proposal isn’t going anywhere. House members can argue about it all they want, but the Senate isn’t having it, and neither is the president. It was wise of Mica to introduce the bill separately from the rest of the reauthorization, to avoid the risk of letting this controversial idea sink the rest of the bill.

2AC – HSR Permutations 

Perm solves HSR

Dutzik et al. 11 (Tony Dutzik with Jordan Schneider and Phineas Baxandall, Members of PIRG, “High-Speed Rail: Public, Private or Both? Assessing the Prospects, Promise and Pitfalls of Public-Private Partnerships,” http://uspirg.org/sites/pirg/files/reports/HSR-PPP-USPIRG-July-19-2011.pdf)
The construction of high-speed rail in the United States will inevitably involve both the public and the private sector. Effective “partnerships” between the public and private sectors are critical if the nation is to get the high-speed rail network it deserves at a price it can afford.

Public funding is key to private successes
Schmitt 11 (Angie, newspaper reporter with a masters in urban planning, “The Public Interest and Private-Sector Involvement in High-Speed Rail,” July 20th,  http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/07/20/the-public-interest-and-private-sector-involvement-in-high-speed-rail/)
In the middle are those who acknowledge that high-speed rail can’t be built in this country without some private funds, but that the government should still carefully control the process. A new report from the U.S. Public Interest Research Group, released yesterday, walks that center line. Better yet, it gives examples from around the world of how privatization has worked — and how it hasn’t. And it maintains that the question is not so much whether or not to involve the private sector, but how to craft the terms of the agreement so that the partnership adds value — not increased risk — for the taxpayer. “Private financing can be a supplement but not a substitute for public support of high-speed rail,” said Phineas Baxandall of U.S. PIRG. Indeed, it is clear that public and private actors are going to have to cooperate in order for the U.S. to realize its high-speed rail ambitions in California and elsewhere. But the government agencies negotiating the terms of these agreements will have to be very diligent to avoid compromising the interests of public-sector investors (taxpayers) and the purpose of the project overall, says PIRG. “It’s attractive to politicians who may want to be champs for high-speed rail but who at the same time want to be against spending any new money for it,” said Baxandall. “Public-private partnerships have been a way to wave a magic wand to say ‘we’re going to build it, we’re just not going to pay for it. Somebody else is.’” What this report shows, he said, is that the public sector has to be the “anchor” in these projects. “Public-private partnership isn’t just an easy way to make something happen without effort,” he said. “It takes a lot of planning.”

2AC – Rail Permutations 
**BAB**

BABs create more state debt, a bigger burden on the federal government, and drain resources from the private sector

Mitchell 10 (Daniel, top expert on tax reform and supply-side tax policy at the Cato Institute, holds a B.A. and masters in economics from the University of Georgia and a Ph.D. in economics from George Mason University. “Killing Obama’s ‘Build America Bonds’ Is a Big Reason to Like the Tax Deal,” December 11, 2010, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/killing-obamas-build-america-bonds-is-a-big-reason-to-like-the-tax-deal/) 

Build America Bonds are a back-door handout for profligate state and local governments, allowing them to borrow more money while shifting some of the resulting interest costs to the federal government.

But states already are in deep trouble because of too much spending and debt, so encouraging more spending and debt with federal tax distortions was a very bizarre policy.

Moreover, the policy also damaged the economy by creating an incentive for investors to allocate funds to state and local governments rather than private sector investments.That’s a very bad idea, unless you somehow think (notwithstanding all the evidence) that it is smart to make the public sector bigger at the expense of the private sector.

In one fell swoop, Build America Bonds increased the burden of the federal government, encouraged a bigger burden of state and local government, and drained resources from the productive sector of the economy.

That’s stupid, even by Washington standards. So whatever we think of the overall package, let’s savor the death of this destructive provision.
BABs Suck

BABs are a bailout, not stimulus – makes states dependent

Seeking Alpha 10 (provides potential investors with information abou investment options, “Uncertain Future for Build America Bond ETFs,” November 17, 2010, http://seekingalpha.com/article/237350-uncertain-future-for-build-america-bond-etfs) 
Opponents of an extension for the Build America Bond program argue that the subsidies should be reeled in and could perhaps be put to better use elsewhere. David Reilly writes:

The best course would be for legislators to end what is essentially just another bailout. State and local governments need incentives to get their financial houses in order, as painful as that might be. By subsidizing the cost of borrowing with this program, the federal government reduces the incentive to do so.

According to the Congressional Budget Office, the program was expected to cost $36 billion in the ten years following its creation. But some have argued that the actual cost will be much higher due to the holding of BABs by tax deferred or tax exempt investors–reducing government collections stemming from the projects. Others have argued that local governments don’t create the types of jobs that foster economic recovery.
BABs put states into further debt will collapse once investors lose interest

Miller 11 (Girard, Public Money columnist for GOVERNING and a senior strategist at the PFM Group, “Are Build America Bonds Up for Grabs?,” http://www.governing.com/columns/public-money/build-america-bonds-up-grabs.html) 
So what's the catch? Not everybody loves BABs. Influential Republican Sen. Charles Grassley doubts the wisdom of encouraging more state and local debt on general conservative principles. He became especially exorcised when he learned that BABs bond underwriters were pulling down large concessions and spreads in the earliest issuances. Given the public's antipathy toward Wall Street investment bankers, it was an easy issue to demagogue. However, he was inarguably right that there was some profiteering from "flipping BABs" in the early days when these taxable bonds first hit the market -- a time when investors were still shell-shocked from the market meltdown of 2008-09.

On the issuers' side, there are still a number of skeptical local government officials who worry that there will come a day when the cash-strapped U.S. government loses the confidence of investors globally, moves toward extreme austerity and begins to cut back on popular subsidies --from entitlement programs such as Medicare and Medicaid to BABs subsidies. There is no constitutional guarantee that subsidies will continue, even on deals already sold. It would arguably be easier to pull the plug on BABs subsidies to states and localities than the tax exemptions enjoyed by traditional muni bond investors who vote and make big campaign contributions.

A2: Foreign Investors

High Now

Foreign direct investment is high now and rising

O’Brien 4/12 (Economics Editor for the Irish Times, “Foreign investment up 16% in 2011,” April 12, 20120, http://www.irishtimes.com/newspaper/breaking/2012/0412/breaking7.html) 

Global foreign direct investment (FDI) rose by 16 per cent last year to an estimated $1.66 trillion, the first time it surpassed pre-crisis levels of 2007, the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development said.

This was the first time that flows surpassed the pre-crisis levels of 2007, the agency’s Global Investment Trends Monitor reported.

Foreign direct investment has maintained steady despite the economic crisis

Icosa 11 (“Invest in America,” August 2, 2011, http://www.theicosamagazine.com/foreign-direct-investment) 
Even through the global economic volatility in recent years, FDI in the United States has remained steady. Preliminary data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) shows that approximately $190 billion in FDI flowed into the United States in 2010, almost a 30 percent increase from 2009. Overall, the $2.3 trillion stock of FDI in the United States is nearly 16 percent of our total GDP. In numerous confidence indices, the U.S. is consistently ranked among the top. A.T. Kearney ranks the U.S. as second in FDI confidence, and the World Economic Forum has ranked the U.S. fourth in global manufacturing competitiveness. Meanwhile, the World Bank names the United States fifth in its “ease of doing business” index. Given the sheer size and industrial diversity of the U.S. economy, it is impressive to secure uniformly high rankings in business benchmarks.
Hurts the Economy
FDI hurts the economy- kills domestic growth and jobs

Žilinskė 10 (Asta, Kaunas University of Technology, Lithuania, “NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE EFFECTS OF FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT,” June 28, 2010, http://www.ktu.lt/lt/mokslas/zurnalai/ekovad/15/

1822-6515-2010-332.pdf) 
Increased competition may be beneficial for the host economy, however, not always. Coming international corporations may push out potentially more productive local business as they are yet not able to compete. In that case many jobs might be lost instead of creating. According to Loungani & Razin (2001) and Kazlauskaite & Buciuniene (2008), therefore government protection of local activities is needed. 

When attracting FDI governments can use tax cuts, subsidies and many other means. When deciding to slow down the volume of incoming foreign capital governments most commonly use institutional barriers of FDI: ownership restrictions, rate of return restrictions, project approval requirements, trade and financial restrictions etc. China’s government proved as very rational decision maker in attracting FDI when economic rationale suggested they should and hampering the flow foreign capital when positive effects approached the apex (Blakman and Wu, 1998). 

However, often it is difficult for developing country governments to manage foreign investment to their advantage as there is a large asymmetry in bargaining power between core countries investors on the one hand and host governments - especially those from countries that are poor, lack scarce natural resources and/or small - on the other (Han X.Wo, 2004). 

Countries not clearly understanding all the effects that FDI can bring to their economies sometimes engage in such kind of actions which ultimately can actually hamper growth. Epstein (1999) claims that countries trying to attract investment by subsidies and tax breaks can lead to substantial reduction of government revenues which could otherwise be used to invest in education and infrastructure what ultimately creates attractive environment to FDI it self, fastens economic growth and increases total welfare. Such environment may be even more important than tax breaks. Finally, the country finds it self in a situation when it is not attractive to FDI though their actions should have attracted it.
Economy

No impact to economic collapse – empirics 

Gordon 08 - historian specializing in business and financial history, full-time writer for the last nineteen years, Gordon's articles have been published in, among others, Forbes, Forbes FYI, Worth, The New York Times Book Review, The New York Times's and The Wall Street Journal's Op-Ed pages, and The Washington Post's Book World and Outlook  Panics and Politics
(John, 10/22/08, Journal of the American enterprise institute, Panics and Politics http://www.american.com/archive/2008/october-10-08/panics-and-politics)

Will the current financial crisis spur a major political realignment? If history is any guide, the answer is probably no. America has experienced recurrent financial meltdowns since its birth in the late 18th century. Indeed, there were severe credit crunches and Wall Street collapses in 1792, 1819, 1837, 1857, 1873, 1893, 1907, 1929, 1987, and now 2008. Most of these panics have not been followed by seismic political shifts. To be sure, President Martin Van Buren, who took office a month before the stock market crash of 1837, lost badly when he ran for reelection in the depression year of 1840. But Van Buren was an unpopular and ineffective president, and his defeat did not signal a realignment.

Economic Collapse doesn’t lead to war – only hurts internal growth, 2008 proves

PEW 10 (Summarizing the PEWs report of the 2008 economic collapse by Phillip Swagel, 4/28/10, The Impact of the September 2008 Economic Collapse, http://www.pewtrusts.org/our_work_report_detail.aspx?id=58695)

SUMMARY U.S. households lost on average nearly $5,800 in income due to reduced economic growth during the acute stage of the financial crisis from September 2008 through the end of 2009.[1] Costs to the federal government due to its interventions to mitigate the financial crisis amounted to $2,050, on average, for each U.S. household. Also, the combined peak loss from declining stock and home values totaled nearly $100,000, on average per U.S. household, during the July 2008 to March 2009 period. This analysis highlights the importance of reducing the onset and severity of future financial crises, and the value of market reforms to achieve this goal. KEY FINDINGS Income – The financial crisis cost the U.S. an estimated $648 billion due to slower economic growth, as measured by the difference between the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) economic forecast made in September 2008 and the actual performance of the economy from September 2008 through the end of 2009. That equates to an average of approximately $5,800 in lost income for each U.S. household. Government Response – Federal government spending to mitigate the financial crisis through the Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP) will result in a net cost to taxpayers of $73 billion according to the CBO. This is approximately $2,050 per U.S. household on average. Home Values – The U.S. lost $3.4 trillion in real estate wealth from July 2008 to March 2009 according to the Federal Reserve. This is roughly $30,300 per U.S. household. Further, 500,000 additional foreclosures began during the acute phase of the financial crisis than were expected, based on the September 2008 CBO forecast. Stock Values – The U.S. lost $7.4 trillion in stock wealth from July 2008 to March 2009, according to the Federal Reserve. This is roughly $66,200 on average per U.S. household. Jobs – 5.5 million more American jobs were lost due to slower economic growth during the financial crisis than what was predicted by the September 2008 CBO forecast.

Economic collapse doesn’t lead to war – empirics prove
Ferguson 2006, -  MA, PHD, the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University,  resident faculty member of the Minda de Gunzburg Center for European Studies,  Senior Reseach Fellow of Jesus College, Oxford University, and a Senior Fellow of the Hoover Institution, Stanford University 

(Niall, Foreign Affairs, Sept/Oct)

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.
US-China War
No China war - US military deters it
Ross, 9 – professor of political science at Boston College 

(Robert, The National Interest, “Myth”, 9/1, http://nationalinterest.org/greatdebate/dragons/myth-3819)

Yet China does not pose a threat to America's vital security interests today, tomorrow or at any time in the near future. Neither alarm nor exaggerated assessments of contemporary China's relative capabilities and the impact of Chinese defense modernization on U.S. security interests in East Asia is needed because, despite China's military advances, it has not developed the necessary technologies to constitute a grave threat. Beijing's strategic advances do not require a major change in Washington's defense or regional security policy, or in U.S. policy toward China. Rather, ongoing American confidence in its capabilities and in the strength of its regional partnerships allows the United States to enjoy both extensive military and diplomatic cooperation with China while it consolidates its regional security interests. The China threat is simply vastly overrated. AMERICA'S VITAL security interests, including in East Asia, are all in the maritime regions. With superior maritime power, the United States can not only dominate regional sea-lanes but also guarantee a favorable balance of power that prevents the emergence of a regional hegemon. And despite China's military advances and its challenge to America's ability to project its power in the region, the United States can be confident in its ability to retain maritime dominance well into the twenty-first century.

No China war – China advancing but not in key areas 
Ross, 9 – professor of political science at Boston College 

(Robert, The National Interest, “Myth”, 9/1, http://nationalinterest.org/greatdebate/dragons/myth-3819)

East Asia possesses plentiful offshore assets that enable the United States to maintain a robust military presence, to contend with a rising China and to maintain a favorable balance of power. The U.S. alliance with Japan and its close strategic partnership with Singapore provide Washington with key naval and air facilities essential to regional power projection. The United States also has developed strategic cooperation with Malaysia, Indonesia and the Philippines. Each country possesses significant port facilities that can contribute to U.S. capabilities during periods of heightened tension, whether it be over Taiwan or North Korea. The United States developed and sustained its strategic partnerships with East Asia's maritime countries and maintained the balance of power both during and after the cold war because of its overwhelming naval superiority. America's power-projection capability has assured U.S. strategic partners that they can depend on the United States to deter another great power from attacking them; and, should war ensue, that they would incur minimal costs. This American security guarantee is as robust and credible as ever. The critical factor in assessing the modernization of the PLA's military forces is thus whether China is on the verge of challenging U.S. deterrence and developing war-winning capabilities to such a degree that East Asia's maritime countries would question the value of their strategic alignment with the United States. But, though China's capabilities are increasing, in no way do they challenge U.S. supremacy. America's maritime security is based not only on its superior surface fleet, which enables it to project airpower into distant regions, but also on its subsurface ships, which provide secure "stealth" platforms for retaliatory strikes, and its advanced command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (C4ISR) capabilities. In each of these areas, China is far from successfully posing any kind of serious immediate challenge. CHINA IS buying and building a better maritime capability. However, the net effect of China's naval advances on U.S. maritime superiority is negligible. Since the early 1990s-especially later in the decade as the Taiwan conflict escalated and following the 1996 U.S.-China Taiwan Strait confrontation-Beijing focused its maritime-acquisitions program primarily on the purchase of modern submarines to contribute to an access-denial capability that could limit U.S. operations in a Taiwan contingency. It purchased twelve Kilo-class submarines from Russia and it has developed its own Song-class and Yuan-class models. These highly capable diesel submarines are difficult to detect. In addition, China complemented its submarine capability with a coastal deployment of Russian Su-27 and Su-30 aircraft and over one thousand five hundred Russian surface-to-air missiles. The combined effect of these deployments has been greater Chinese ability to target an American aircraft carrier and an improved ability to deny U.S. ships and aircraft access to Chinese coastal waters. Indeed, American power-projection capabilities in East Asia are more vulnerable now than at any time since the end of the cold war. We can no longer guarantee the security of a carrier. Nevertheless, the U.S. Navy is acutely aware of Chinese advances and is responding with measures to minimize the vulnerability of aircraft carriers. Due to better funding, improved technologies and peacetime surveillance of Chinese submarines, the American carrier strike group's ability to track them and the U.S. Navy's antisubmarine capabilities are constantly improving. The U.S. strike group's counter-electronic-warfare capabilities can also interfere with the PLA Navy's reconnaissance ability. Improved Chinese capabilities complicate U.S. naval operations and require greater caution in operating an aircraft carrier near the Chinese coast, particularly in the case of a conflict over Taiwan. A carrier strike force may well have to follow a less direct route into the area and maintain a greater distance from China's coast to reduce its vulnerability to Chinese capabilities. But such complications to U.S. operations do not significantly degrade Washington's ability to project superior power into maritime theaters. The United States still possesses the only power-projection capability in East Asia.

No US-China war – regional stability 

Ackerman 5/10 – quoting former admiral Timothy Keating, the official blog of the Armed Forces Communication and Electronics Association 

(Robert, 5/10/11, War Between China, U.S. Not Likely, http://www.afcea.org/signal/signalscape/index.php/2011/05/10/11510/)
The United States and China are not likely to go to war with each other because neither country wants it and it would run counter to both nations’ best interests. That was the conclusion of a plenary panel session hosted by former Good Morning America host David Hartman at the 2011 Joint Warfighting Conference in Virginia Beach. Adm. Timothy J. Keating, USN (Ret.), former head of the U.S. Pacific Command, noted that China actually wants the United States to remain active in the Asia-Pacific region as a hedge against any other country’s adventurism. And, most of the other countries in that region want the United States to remain active as a hedge against China. Among areas of concern for China is North Korea. Wallace “Chip” Gregson, former assistant secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs, said that above all China fears instability, and a North Korean collapse or war could send millions of refugees streaming into Manchuria, which has economic problems of its own. As for Taiwan, Adm. Keating offered that with each day, the likelihood of a Chinese attack on Taiwan diminishes. Economic ties between the two governments are growing, as is social interaction. He predicts that a gradual solution to reunification is coming. The United States can hasten that process by remaining a powerful force in the region, he added.
No US-China war, too much at stake

Asia Sentinel 10 - Independent news and analysis about Asia's politics, economics, culture and more 

(Ehsan Ahrani, 9/17/10,  China, the US and Clashing Aims, http://www.asiasentinel.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=2701&Itemid=171)

Despite the rising spirals of competition between them, neither the US nor China appears disposed to seek confrontation that has a high potential of rapidly escalating. Both – especially the latter – have a lot to lose if a war breaks out between the two. China has accomplished much in the past three decades. It is the "world's largest trading nation." In the words of Zheng Bijian of the China Reform Forum, "The most significant strategic choice the Chinese have made was to embrace economic globalization rather than detach themselves from it." And it has not shown any intention of risking such magnificent gains. In view of their clashing aspirations, their mutual ties "will never be warm. But they could well be 'workmanlike."
A2: Private Investors

Warming

Alternate causality—China 

Wortzel ‘8 (Former Director of Asian Studies at the Heritage Foundation (Larry et al, Report to Congress of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, Nov, p. google)

China argues that developed countries are the primary cause of climate change and therefore places primary responsibility for re ducing emissions on those countries rather than on China and other developing countries, a concept identified as ‘‘common but differentiated responsibilities.’’ 190 The United States is the largest historical greenhouse gas emitter and far exceeds China in emissions per capita.191 However, in the past two years China has overtaken the United States in total production of greenhouse gas emissions. All projections indicate that, in the absence of major energy consumption changes in China, both China’s aggregate emissions and its share of global emissions will continue to increase dramatically for the foreseeable future. The consequent reality is that it will be impossible for the international community to resolve the climate change problem by sufficiently reducing emissions unless China contributes to the effort. The solution also is unachievable unless the United States—as currently the world’s second largest emitter and the largest historical emitter of greenhouse gases— makes a substantial contribution. Any efforts to address this problem will require global participation by developed and developing nations.

Doesn’t cause extinction

Stampf ’7 

[Olaf, Staff Writer for Spiegel Online, May 5, “Not the End of the World as we Know it,” http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/0,1518,481684,00.html]

But even this moderate warming would likely have far fewer apocalyptic consequences than many a prophet of doom would have us believe. For one thing, the more paleontologists and geologists study the history of the earth's climate, the more clearly do they recognize just how much temperatures have fluctuated in both directions in the past. Even major fluctuations appear to be completely natural phenomena. Additionally, some environmentalists doubt that the large-scale extinction of animals and plants some have predicted will in fact come about. "A warmer climate helps promote species diversity," says Munich zoologist Josef Reichholf. Also, more detailed simulations have allowed climate researchers to paint a considerably less dire picture than in the past -- gone is the talk of giant storms, the melting of the Antarctic ice shield and flooding of major cities. Improved regionalized models also show that climate change can bring not only drawbacks, but also significant benefits, especially in northern regions of the world where it has been too cold and uncomfortable for human activity to flourish in the past. However it is still a taboo to express this idea in public. For example, countries like Canada and Russia can look forward to better harvests and a blossoming tourism industry, and the only distress the Scandinavians will face is the guilty conscience that could come with benefiting from global warming. 

Hurts the Economy
FDI hurts the economy- kills domestic growth and jobs

Žilinskė 10 (Asta, Kaunas University of Technology, Lithuania, “NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE EFFECTS OF FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT,” June 28, 2010, http://www.ktu.lt/lt/mokslas/zurnalai/ekovad/15/

1822-6515-2010-332.pdf) 
Increased competition may be beneficial for the host economy, however, not always. Coming international corporations may push out potentially more productive local business as they are yet not able to compete. In that case many jobs might be lost instead of creating. According to Loungani & Razin (2001) and Kazlauskaite & Buciuniene (2008), therefore government protection of local activities is needed. 

When attracting FDI governments can use tax cuts, subsidies and many other means. When deciding to slow down the volume of incoming foreign capital governments most commonly use institutional barriers of FDI: ownership restrictions, rate of return restrictions, project approval requirements, trade and financial restrictions etc. China’s government proved as very rational decision maker in attracting FDI when economic rationale suggested they should and hampering the flow foreign capital when positive effects approached the apex (Blakman and Wu, 1998). 

However, often it is difficult for developing country governments to manage foreign investment to their advantage as there is a large asymmetry in bargaining power between core countries investors on the one hand and host governments - especially those from countries that are poor, lack scarce natural resources and/or small - on the other (Han X.Wo, 2004). 

Countries not clearly understanding all the effects that FDI can bring to their economies sometimes engage in such kind of actions which ultimately can actually hamper growth. Epstein (1999) claims that countries trying to attract investment by subsidies and tax breaks can lead to substantial reduction of government revenues which could otherwise be used to invest in education and infrastructure what ultimately creates attractive environment to FDI it self, fastens economic growth and increases total welfare. Such environment may be even more important than tax breaks. Finally, the country finds it self in a situation when it is not attractive to FDI though their actions should have attracted it.

Economy

No impact to economic collapse – empirics 

Gordon 08 - historian specializing in business and financial history, full-time writer for the last nineteen years, Gordon's articles have been published in, among others, Forbes, Forbes FYI, Worth, The New York Times Book Review, The New York Times's and The Wall Street Journal's Op-Ed pages, and The Washington Post's Book World and Outlook  Panics and Politics
(John, 10/22/08, Journal of the American enterprise institute, Panics and Politics http://www.american.com/archive/2008/october-10-08/panics-and-politics)

Will the current financial crisis spur a major political realignment? If history is any guide, the answer is probably no. America has experienced recurrent financial meltdowns since its birth in the late 18th century. Indeed, there were severe credit crunches and Wall Street collapses in 1792, 1819, 1837, 1857, 1873, 1893, 1907, 1929, 1987, and now 2008. Most of these panics have not been followed by seismic political shifts. To be sure, President Martin Van Buren, who took office a month before the stock market crash of 1837, lost badly when he ran for reelection in the depression year of 1840. But Van Buren was an unpopular and ineffective president, and his defeat did not signal a realignment.

Economic Collapse doesn’t lead to war – only hurts internal growth, 2008 proves

PEW 10 (Summarizing the PEWs report of the 2008 economic collapse by Phillip Swagel, 4/28/10, The Impact of the September 2008 Economic Collapse, http://www.pewtrusts.org/our_work_report_detail.aspx?id=58695)

SUMMARY U.S. households lost on average nearly $5,800 in income due to reduced economic growth during the acute stage of the financial crisis from September 2008 through the end of 2009.[1] Costs to the federal government due to its interventions to mitigate the financial crisis amounted to $2,050, on average, for each U.S. household. Also, the combined peak loss from declining stock and home values totaled nearly $100,000, on average per U.S. household, during the July 2008 to March 2009 period. This analysis highlights the importance of reducing the onset and severity of future financial crises, and the value of market reforms to achieve this goal. KEY FINDINGS Income – The financial crisis cost the U.S. an estimated $648 billion due to slower economic growth, as measured by the difference between the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) economic forecast made in September 2008 and the actual performance of the economy from September 2008 through the end of 2009. That equates to an average of approximately $5,800 in lost income for each U.S. household. Government Response – Federal government spending to mitigate the financial crisis through the Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP) will result in a net cost to taxpayers of $73 billion according to the CBO. This is approximately $2,050 per U.S. household on average. Home Values – The U.S. lost $3.4 trillion in real estate wealth from July 2008 to March 2009 according to the Federal Reserve. This is roughly $30,300 per U.S. household. Further, 500,000 additional foreclosures began during the acute phase of the financial crisis than were expected, based on the September 2008 CBO forecast. Stock Values – The U.S. lost $7.4 trillion in stock wealth from July 2008 to March 2009, according to the Federal Reserve. This is roughly $66,200 on average per U.S. household. Jobs – 5.5 million more American jobs were lost due to slower economic growth during the financial crisis than what was predicted by the September 2008 CBO forecast.

Economic collapse doesn’t lead to war – empirics prove
Ferguson 2006, -  MA, PHD, the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University,  resident faculty member of the Minda de Gunzburg Center for European Studies,  Senior Reseach Fellow of Jesus College, Oxford University, and a Senior Fellow of the Hoover Institution, Stanford University 

(Niall, Foreign Affairs, Sept/Oct)

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.
A2: California

Economy

No impact to economic collapse – empirics 

Gordon 08 - historian specializing in business and financial history, full-time writer for the last nineteen years, Gordon's articles have been published in, among others, Forbes, Forbes FYI, Worth, The New York Times Book Review, The New York Times's and The Wall Street Journal's Op-Ed pages, and The Washington Post's Book World and Outlook  Panics and Politics
(John, 10/22/08, Journal of the American enterprise institute, Panics and Politics http://www.american.com/archive/2008/october-10-08/panics-and-politics)

Will the current financial crisis spur a major political realignment? If history is any guide, the answer is probably no. America has experienced recurrent financial meltdowns since its birth in the late 18th century. Indeed, there were severe credit crunches and Wall Street collapses in 1792, 1819, 1837, 1857, 1873, 1893, 1907, 1929, 1987, and now 2008. Most of these panics have not been followed by seismic political shifts. To be sure, President Martin Van Buren, who took office a month before the stock market crash of 1837, lost badly when he ran for reelection in the depression year of 1840. But Van Buren was an unpopular and ineffective president, and his defeat did not signal a realignment.

Economic Collapse doesn’t lead to war – only hurts internal growth, 2008 proves

PEW 10 (Summarizing the PEWs report of the 2008 economic collapse by Phillip Swagel, 4/28/10, The Impact of the September 2008 Economic Collapse, http://www.pewtrusts.org/our_work_report_detail.aspx?id=58695)

SUMMARY U.S. households lost on average nearly $5,800 in income due to reduced economic growth during the acute stage of the financial crisis from September 2008 through the end of 2009.[1] Costs to the federal government due to its interventions to mitigate the financial crisis amounted to $2,050, on average, for each U.S. household. Also, the combined peak loss from declining stock and home values totaled nearly $100,000, on average per U.S. household, during the July 2008 to March 2009 period. This analysis highlights the importance of reducing the onset and severity of future financial crises, and the value of market reforms to achieve this goal. KEY FINDINGS Income – The financial crisis cost the U.S. an estimated $648 billion due to slower economic growth, as measured by the difference between the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) economic forecast made in September 2008 and the actual performance of the economy from September 2008 through the end of 2009. That equates to an average of approximately $5,800 in lost income for each U.S. household. Government Response – Federal government spending to mitigate the financial crisis through the Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP) will result in a net cost to taxpayers of $73 billion according to the CBO. This is approximately $2,050 per U.S. household on average. Home Values – The U.S. lost $3.4 trillion in real estate wealth from July 2008 to March 2009 according to the Federal Reserve. This is roughly $30,300 per U.S. household. Further, 500,000 additional foreclosures began during the acute phase of the financial crisis than were expected, based on the September 2008 CBO forecast. Stock Values – The U.S. lost $7.4 trillion in stock wealth from July 2008 to March 2009, according to the Federal Reserve. This is roughly $66,200 on average per U.S. household. Jobs – 5.5 million more American jobs were lost due to slower economic growth during the financial crisis than what was predicted by the September 2008 CBO forecast.

Economic collapse doesn’t lead to war – empirics prove
Ferguson 2006, -  MA, PHD, the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University,  resident faculty member of the Minda de Gunzburg Center for European Studies,  Senior Reseach Fellow of Jesus College, Oxford University, and a Senior Fellow of the Hoover Institution, Stanford University 

(Niall, Foreign Affairs, Sept/Oct)

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.
**Theory**

The question of investment is an important one

Guardian, 12-

(Baveystock, “State should provide mechanisms, not money, for infrastructure funding,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/public-leaders-network/2012/mar/26/nick-baveystock-infrastructure-funding) 

This follows the launch of the National Infrastructure Plan (NIP) last autumn, which set out a long term programme of work to upgrade and enhance our transport, energy, ICT, water and waste networks. The NIP put the cost of the first five years of this programme at £200bn, while some academic assessments of the UK's longer term needs suggest a figure as high as £500bn. Meeting the aspirations set out in the NIP will clearly require long term commitment so at ICE, we were encouraged to see the prime minister map out the next steps. Securing this level of investment won't be about old fashioned battles to win infrastructure's share of heavily constrained public expenditure. Energy, the sector with the biggest investment need, is in private hands but the government must, to quote the prime minister, "use the power of the state to unlock the dynamism of the market". The NIP has an important role to play here – it can provide a long term vision and a stable framework for potential private investors. Importantly, it can also provide visibility of the actual pipeline of work in the short to medium term. A first iteration of this pipeline was published alongside the NIP and the single most important thing the government can do is make investors and the civil engineering supply chain have faith in these two documents. A permanent forum to facilitate regular, ministerial level reporting to key stakeholders is another way to build confidence with potential investors. Such a forum has been helpful in maintaining confidence in the nuclear new build programme and similar arrangements for the wider NIP programme should be considered. This of course still leaves two vital questions: who will provide the money and by what mechanism will they get a return? There isn't a simple answer to these questions. Different investors have different needs and appetites for risk. The news that the first £2bn wave of funding from the pensions industry has been secured following the signing of the memorandum of understanding last year, is a positive step. However pension funds are (rightly) risk averse and are looking for steady, stable rates of return. The prime minister's announcement of a feasibility study into turning parts of the roads network into a regulated utility may be a way of managing down risk and making these assets more attractive and we welcome the government's willingness to tackle this. Elsewhere, we have funding proposals such as tax increment financing. This would work by using the predicted increase in business rates generated through a specific piece of infrastructure to finance the upfront costs of the scheme – allowing investors to capture some of the wider value created by their project. In practice we expect to see a patchwork of funders and financing models put in place and even sometimes a mixture of contributions for the same project, as is the case with Crossrail. But it all comes down to industry and investors trusting the UK government, which must build on its progress and build confidence by removing the obstacles that hinder investment in infrastructure 
Debates over funding are more important than one-sided case debates

Cook 11 - J.D. Candidate, Fordham University School of Law (Christopher T., “FUNDING PORT-RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE AND DEVELOPMENT: THE CURRENT DEBATE AND PROPOSED REFORM” 38 Fordham Urb. L.J. 1523, lexis)

II. Addressing the Funding Problem 
There is minimal dispute over the need for investment in port-related infrastructure and development. n125 Instead, the debate focuses on how to best generate new funding mechanisms for this investment. n126 The shipping industry has voiced two primary concerns: (1)  [*1543]  who will absorb short-term costs n127 and (2) which regulatory authority will administrate the funding mechanism - federal, state, or local? n128
Questions of funding mechanisms are more important now that funding for transportation infrastructure is inevitable

Mongelluzzo 08 – foremost expert in transportation and trade, specializing in the Trans-Pacific trade lanes, covered shipping industry news information for over 30 years (Bill, “New view on fees,” JoC Week, August 18, 2008, http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2/summary_0286-35240648_ITM) 
For years, the freight transportation industry's attitude toward user fees designed to fund infrastructure projects was one of denial. Shippers and carriers hoped that if they ignored user fee proposals, they would just go away.
During the last year, transportation providers and users have changed their attitude. Proposals at the local, state and national levels indicate that user fees are inevitable, and the debate now centers on how to structure them and whether a national fee is preferable to a series of state and local fees.

Congress has a variety of funding mechanisms --- policy education must consider 
Mallett, 11-

(Specialist in Transportation Policy, William, “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42115.pdf) 

 The federal government already uses a wide range of direct expenditures, grants, loans, loan guarantees, and tax preferences to expand infrastructure investment. A national infrastructure bank would be another way to provide federal credit assistance, such as direct loans and loan guarantees, to sponsors of infrastructure projects. To a certain extent, a new institution may be duplicative with existing federal programs in this area, and Congress may wish to consider the extent to which an infrastructure bank should supplant or complement existing federal infrastructure efforts. It is unclear how much new nonfederal investment would be encouraged by a national infrastructure bank, beyond the additional budgetary resources Congress might choose to devote to it. The bank may be able to improve resource allocation through a rigorous project selection process, but this could have consequences that Congress might find undesirable, such as an emphasis on projects that have the potential to generate revenue through user fees and a corresponding de-emphasis on projects that generate broad public benefits that cannot easily be captured through fees or taxes. As with other federal credit assistance programs, the loan capacity of an infrastructure bank would be large relative to the size of the appropriation. The bank is unlikely to be self-sustaining, however, if it is intended to provide financing at below-market interest rates. The extent to which the bank is placed under direct congressional and presidential oversight may also affect its ability to control project selection and achieve financial self-sufficiency. More generally, Congress may wish to consider the extent to which greater infrastructure investment is economically beneficial. Advocates of increased investment in infrastructure typically assert that high-quality, well maintained infrastructure increases private-sector productivity and improves public health and welfare. Congress may want to weigh the benefit of the increased spending on physical infrastructure against the benefit generated by alternative types of spending 

