***Solvency***
1NC Solvency

Status quo solves and the past decade have solved the aff 

Chandran 6/19/12 (Mitch Chandran, “Military Ocean Terminal Sunny Receives Massive Capability, Safety Enhancement,” http://www.army.mil/article/82081/, Sawyer)

SOUTHPORT N.C. (June 19, 2012) -- After more than 10 years of planning and $27.5 million, Military Surface Deployment and Distribution Command's 596th Transportation Brigade at Military Ocean Terminal Sunny Point, Southport, N.C., received two new massive, and much needed, ship-to-shore container gantry cranes today. The two huge cranes, manufactured by Doosan Heavy Industries & Construction Company, LTD, South Korea, departed the country April 9, via Foss Maritme's tug, Harvey Titan, and once operational, will provide greater speed and efficiencies of vessel operations for munitions movements. With the crane's arrival at Military Ocean Terminal Sunny Point, or MOTSU, the installation process will begin and full operational capability is expected by the end of August. "Receiving the two cranes completes our Center Wharf modernization plan and enables MOTSU to increase its throughput capacity," said Col. Joseph Calisto, 596th commander at MOTSU. "These cranes will also enhance our Explosive Safety program by reducing container handling requirements, while increasing velocity of vessel operations and shortening vessel berth times. Safety and security is improved as a result of reduced exposure and potential risk." Weighing in at 3.7 million pounds each, the cranes are capable of reaching out to 173 feet and lifting 134,000 pounds of cargo, which supports the brigade's vessel operations on the Center Wharf. This is a major improvement above the current smaller South Wharf cranes which were installed in 1974. "We currently have two smaller cranes which are first-generation ship-to-shore cranes," said Don Parker, 596th deputy to the commander at MOTSU. "Even though they are still operational, they are becoming harder to maintain." "Receiving this capability (new cranes) will allow us to more than double our container movement capability at each crane and potentially allow us to work more than one ship at a time," Calisto explained. MOTSU currently has three wharfs for vessel operations -- North, Center and South. Over the past decade, MOTSU has been heavily investing in upgrading the 57-year-old terminal with refurbished rail tracks; electrical, plumbing and masonry upgrades on some of the older buildings; lightning protection systems, security towers and road improvements, to name a few. 

Army investment in in infrastructure solves
AUSA 01 (Association of the United States Army, private, non-profit organization, advocacy group for the United States Army, “Army Strategic Responsiveness...Concept to Reality,” January 2001, http://www3.ausa.org/PDFdocs/Strategic%20Flyer.pdf, Sawyer)

Infrastructure To improve the flow of people, equipment and supplies from CONUS origins to ports of embarkation, the Army has invested over $800 million in infrastructure and deployability enhancements to its designated CONUS power projection platforms—15 installations, 14 airfields, 17 strategic seaports, and 11 ammunition plants and depots. Upgrades have focused on installation departure airfields, road networks, railheads and port facilities. Included are:

• modernized arrival/departure airfield control group facilities at Fort Bragg, Fort Lewis, and other installations;

• improved facilities for rapid rail loading at all major CONUS power-projection installations, such as Forts Stewart, Hood and Campbell;

• upgraded and expanded facilities to support the Army’s Afloat Prepositioning Program at Charleston Naval Weapons Station;

• upgraded containerized ammunition port facilities on the West Coast.

Funding to complete remaining “baseline” infrastructure improvements continues through Fiscal Year 2003.

***Sealift***
1NC Sealift 
Commercial sealift solves the impact – checks failure

McNabb 11 (General Duncan J. McNabb, United States Air Force, Commander, United States Transportation Command, “Before the Senate Armed Services Committee On the State of the Command,” April 7, 2011, http://www.armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2011/04%20April/McNabb%2004-07-11.pdf, Sawyer)
Sealift is the primary means for delivering ground forces and sustainment during major combat operations, and has been responsible for delivering over 90 percent of all cargo to Afghanistan and Iraq. Because of the superb volunteer participation of commercial U.S.-Flagged vessels in the Maritime Security Program (MSP), we did not have to activate a single ship in the Surge Fleet or the Ready Reserve Force (RRF) to meet the President’s aggressive timeline for the surge and drawdown of forces in Afghanistan and Iraq—a remarkable achievement. The large, medium speed, roll-on, roll-off ships (LMSRs) in the Surge Fleet, the vessels of the RRF and the commercial U.S. Flag Fleet in the MSP and Voluntary Intermodal Support Agreement (VISA) are all required to meet the Nation’s strategic sealift requirements. While cargo preference laws and national defense sealift policies ensure the viability of the U.S. flag commercial fleet, we must also continue to keep the Surge Fleet and Ready Reserve Force vessels at an equal state of readiness as well as our citizen mariners who man these vessels during operations in USCENTCOM and around the world. In fact, the Maritime Administration is conducting a thorough study of cargo preference laws to ensure that they most effectively support the delicate balance of commercial viability and readiness which is so critical to our sealift capability. USTRANSCOM’s partnership with the U.S. commercial sealift industry and the Department of Transportation has been vitally important in developing new routes for conveying cargo around the globe – particularly to regions with undeveloped infrastructure. Through programs like the Maritime Security Program (MSP), the Voluntary Intermodal Sealift Agreement and the Voluntary Tanker Agreement, the Department of Defense gains access to U.S. commercial capabilities and transportation networks while ensuring the continued viability of both the U.S. flag fleet and the pool of citizen mariners who man those vessels. Last year, Congress ensured the continuation of the MSP by extending it an additional 10 years to 2025. We look forward to working with Congress and this committee to refine this program between now and the MSP implementation date in 2015.
Sea basing and new tech solves sealift 
McNabb 11 (General Duncan J. McNabb, United States Air Force, Commander, United States Transportation Command, “Before the Senate Armed Services Committee On the State of the Command,” April 7, 2011, http://www.armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2011/04%20April/McNabb%2004-07-11.pdf, Sawyer)
USTRANSCOM is committed to innovative sealift solutions as well. Sea basing is one such innovation which affords alternatives to the traditional use of seaports of debarkation. It enables discharge, reception, staging and assembly at sea; and interfaces with both organic and commercial sealift assets. The Large Vessel Interface Lift-On/Lift-Off system provides the ability to load and offload containers between ships at sea with precision and in much higher sea states than is currently possible. In April 2010, the technology was successfully demonstrated in the Gulf of Mexico between Ready Reserve Fleet vessels SS FLICKERTAIL STATE and MV CAPE TEXAS. Together with the Navy, we will further develop this technology.
Foreign-flagged shipping dependence makes collapse inevitable 
Kramer 08 (Douglas R. Kramer, CIV, Department of States, “The Use of Foreign-Flagged or Foreign-Owned Shipping in U.S. Military Sealift: Risks for the Combatant Commander,” Naval War College, October 30, 2008, http://www.dtic.mil.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA494316, Sawyer)
Sealift will inevitably be a major component of transporting U.S. military forces to overseas deployments. Of particular concern for the future is the decline in the number of active U.S. mariners, and that many U.S. shipping lines are now foreign-owned as well. For a number of reasons, the U.S. has used foreign-flagged shipping in the largest deployments, including Desert Shield/Desert Storm and Operation Iraqi Freedom. Foreign-flagged shipping poses risks in terms of its potential availability, reliability, and vulnerability. Foreign-owned shipping also poses difficulties because risks to the ships might discourage owners from making them available for sealift. Some risks from using foreign-flagged shipping were observed during both major operations against Iraq but they proved to be moderate, and some of the mitigation strategies employed by the U.S. had success. Nonetheless, operational situations where foreign-flagged shipping could pose a greater risk than in the past include operations which would require greater numbers of tankers, of which the U.S. has a shortage, and operations against opponents with significant undersea warfare capabilities. Because the use of foreign-flag shipping has become a fact of life in sealift, U.S. commanders will need to calculate this risk into their planning
2NC Status Squo Solves

JHSV solves sealift
McNabb 11 (General Duncan J. McNabb, United States Air Force, Commander, United States Transportation Command, “Before the Senate Armed Services Committee On the State of the Command,” April 7, 2011, http://www.armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2011/04%20April/McNabb%2004-07-11.pdf, Sawyer)
The Joint High Speed Vessel represents a transformational sealift capability. Bridging the traditional gap between high-speed, low-capacity airlift and low-speed, high-capacity sealift, it affords the promise of enhanced logistic response to military and civil contingencies around the globe. Forward deployment of the vessel in combination with warehoused stocks of equipment and supplies will leverage its speed and capacity to quickly deliver needed cargo.

Status quo investment in UAV’s solves the supply internal link 

McNabb 11 (General Duncan J. McNabb, United States Air Force, Commander, United States Transportation Command, “Before the Senate Armed Services Committee On the State of the Command,” April 7, 2011, http://www.armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2011/04%20April/McNabb%2004-07-11.pdf, Sawyer)
We also continue to invest in intelligent unmanned aircraft technology to autonomously deliver critical supplies to forward points of need. Our intent is to address extended lines of communication susceptible to weather, degraded road conditions and enemy threats, such as improvised explosive devices, ambush, and sabotage.

2NC Can’t Solve

They don’t solve sealift – structural issues outweigh 

Connaughton 97 (Sean T. Connaughton, Lieutenant Commander, U.S. Naval Reserve, “Reinventing Sealift,” December 1997, Proceedings Magazine, http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/1997-12/reinventing-sealift, Sawyer)
Unfortunately, this is not the present situation. The fast sealift ship and LMSR programs generally are behind schedule and over budget. Procurement of additional maritime prepositioning ships has been delayed. At the urging of U.S. shipyards, Congress mandated that all vessels added to the RRF be U.S. built, effectively ending the incomplete RRF procurement program. These problems are accompanied by a decrease in the number of naval support ships and an aging amphibious warfare fleet. Add to this the block obsolescence of the National Defense Reserve Fleet and one must conclude that the U.S. military sealift program is profoundly flawed.
***PACOM***

1NC Pacific Command

Reserves check mobility decline 

Blair 02 (Dennis C. Blair, Admiral, United States Navy, Commander in Chief, United States Pacific Command, “Before the House International Relations Committee Subcommittee on East Asia and the Pacific and Subcommittee on Middle East and South Asia on U.S. Pacific Command Posture,” February 27, 2002, http://www.fas.org/asmp/resources/govern/107_hircBlair.htm, Sawyer)
In past conflicts, Reserve Component (RC) personnel have mobilized to serve in and around combat zones. For the war on terrorism, we have mobilized thousands of reservists and guardsmen to protect our military bases and civilian facilities like airports. The President has clearly stated that the war on terrorism will continue for years. RC support will be a vital part of the war effort. In USPACOM, our reservists have done a magnificent job. The flexibility and support of their employers has been a key element of this successful mobilization. 
Structural barriers means they don’t solve PACOM responsiveness

Jope 09 (Adrian W. Jope, Lieutenant, United States Navy, “HA/DR: Is USPACOM ‘Ready on Arrival?’” Naval War College, May 4, 2009, http://www.dtic.mil.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA503168, Sawyer)

With a dwindling number of assets Navy-wide, USPACOM has fewer ships to call on in the event of a disaster requiring relief in their AOR. Furthermore, the capabilities and technology of some of these assets are sometimes obsolete in terms of being able to effectively and efficiently respond to the mission. Without a thoughtful evaluation of the assets that the maritime forces of the U.S. military currently employ, USPACOM will continue to have problems conducting HA/DR operations in the most appropriate manner.
---2NC Alt Causes

They don’t solve PACOM – other improvements are necessary to sustain operations and solve conflict – the plan is a drop in the bucket 

a) Cybersecurity 
Blair 02 (Dennis C. Blair, Admiral, United States Navy, Commander in Chief, United States Pacific Command, “Before the House International Relations Committee Subcommittee on East Asia and the Pacific and Subcommittee on Middle East and South Asia on U.S. Pacific Command Posture,” February 27, 2002, http://www.fas.org/asmp/resources/govern/107_hircBlair.htm, Sawyer)
Although we have made significant strides to improve IA in USPACOM, we are far from 100 percent protected. Cyber warfare never rests. Our USPACOM networks continue to receive daily cyber probes and potentially dangerous virus and hacker attacks. They can occur at any time and any place in the theater and the consequences can be severe, if we are not on guard around the clock. The payback for IA is not always as easily recognizable as with the production of new airplanes, ships, or tanks. You cannot touch and feel information protection, but a loss of critical or time-sensitive information, or a denial of service, can be far more detrimental to national security than any single weapon system. An example of the heavy IA investment needed for additional hardware is the protection afforded by current cryptographic equipment to secure networks for command and control of daily operations. Replacement parts for this aging equipment are difficult to obtain - a limiting factor as technology increases the speed, connectivity, and capacity of our networks. Cryptographic modernization programs are essential to improve the effectiveness of the U.S. Government cryptographic inventory. For example, airline flight schedules and blueprints of our embassies are simply tidbits of information. But, that information in the wrong hands may improve the enemies’ chances of producing devastating results as evidenced by recent terrorist incidents.

b) Satellite degradation 
Blair 02 (Dennis C. Blair, Admiral, United States Navy, Commander in Chief, United States Pacific Command, “Before the House International Relations Committee Subcommittee on East Asia and the Pacific and Subcommittee on Middle East and South Asia on U.S. Pacific Command Posture,” February 27, 2002, http://www.fas.org/asmp/resources/govern/107_hircBlair.htm, Sawyer)
First, the end-to-end communications enterprise provides the foundation to electronically link garrison and forward-deployed forces to commanders at all levels. USPACOM’s vast AOR, mostly separated by ocean and encompassing countries with under-developed C4 infrastructures, requires forces to rely heavily on satellite communications (SATCOM). We continue to make great strides in many of the SATCOM programs and I thank you for your continued support. However, aging equipment and specifically, limited Ultra High Frequency (UHF) SATCOM capacity over this AOR, is fast becoming a factor in my ability to command and control forces. With the recent terrorist attacks and our ongoing efforts to root out terrorism as a whole, SATCOM connectivity to our highly specialized forces is more critical than ever before. The new challenge is to ensure that critical SATCOM upgrades, the fielding of new satellite programs, and the launching of new satellites remain on track to replace the aging fleets currently orbiting the earth in support of warfighters.
c) Airlift shortages 
Blair 02 (Dennis C. Blair, Admiral, United States Navy, Commander in Chief, United States Pacific Command, “Before the House International Relations Committee Subcommittee on East Asia and the Pacific and Subcommittee on Middle East and South Asia on U.S. Pacific Command Posture,” February 27, 2002, http://www.fas.org/asmp/resources/govern/107_hircBlair.htm, Sawyer)
Real world operations in other theaters are impacting USPACOM’s exercise program. We are beginning to face regular shortages of airlift and aerial tankage. This, in turn, makes it more difficult to train soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines that we are depending on to execute ongoing operations. For example, to send the 3rd Wing to Red Flag to prepare them for deployment to Operation Southern Watch, we will need to contract civilian airlift at a cost of approximately $1.1 million. The original budget was $250,000 using KC-10. Overall, the PACAF exercise program has been cut $734,000 and the JCS exercise program was cut $1.2 million. Successful achievement of combat readiness training will hinge largely on sufficient funding for exercises.
1NC AT: South China Sea 

No risk of war and no escalation

Richardson 6/28/12 (Michael Richardson, visiting senior research fellow at the Institute of Southeast Asian Studies in Singapore, “China’s Iron Fist in a Velvet Glove,” The Japan Times, http://www.japantimes.co.jp/text/eo20120628mr.html, Sawyer)

SINGAPORE — China could easily grab control of the disputed Scarborough Shoal fishing grounds in the South China Sea using its increasingly modern and powerful armed forces. Chinese naval, air and amphibious units, working in unison, already have the capability to enforce Beijing's claims of island ownership and maritime control in the northern sector of the sea, where the shoal is located just 220 km from the Philippine mainland. China dwarfs the puny Philippine military. Yet it deliberately chose not to deploy its regular armed forces to secure the unoccupied shoal, even though the standoff with the Philippines continued for more than two months. On June 16, Manila withdrew its remaining two coast guard vessels from the Scarborough area, ostensibly because of a passing typhoon, without saying whether they would return after the weather clears. There are several reasons for China's decision not to use warships. The Philippines is an ally of the United States and China could not be sure the U.S. would not intervene if Chinese armed forces became directly involved in a Scarborough clash and takeover. In the past few years, China's increasingly assertive actions not just in the South China Sea, but also against Japan over disputed islands and maritime boundaries in the East China Sea, have alarmed and alienated many of its neighbors. "The last thing China wants is to see these countries and the U.S. joining hands against China," Chen Xiangyang, deputy director of the Institute of World Political Studies in the China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations, wrote in the online edition of China Daily on June 11. This has created a major foreign policy management issue for China as it prepares for a once-in-a-decade leadership transfer later this year. At this sensitive time, and as its economy slows, China needs a stable neighborhood. Yet Chinese leaders bidding for the top posts cannot afford to appear weak in upholding national unity.
Diplomacy checks war 

Lutfia 7/1/12 (Ismira Lutfia, staff writer, Jakarta Globe, “China Dispute Over South China Sea on Asean Agenda,” http://www.thejakartaglobe.com/news/china-dispute-over-south-china-sea-on-asean-agenda/527712, Sawyer)
The Association of Southeast Asian Nations and China have formulated a draft code of conduct regarding the potentially resource-rich area. Competing claims over the sea are expected to be the source of heated debate at the July 9-13 Asean foreign ministerial meeting in Cambodia. “From early on, Indonesia thinks that this is a polemic that should have never occurred,” Marty said. “The COC is designed to be a conflict-prevention instrument. Indonesia will test whether this COC is authoritative enough. … We need to test this to ensure the COC is feasible and clearly defines steps taken in the event of an incident and its report mechanism.”
---2NC No War

Nuclear deterrence checks – China won’t risk it

Khanh 12 (Khanh Vu Duc, researcher on International Relations and International Law, “Will the South China Sea Lead to War?” Asia Sentinel, April 13, 2012, http://www.asiasentinel.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4417&Itemid=188, Sawyer)

With the inclusion of India, Russia, and, of course, the United States, it therefore seems unlikely that the South China Sea disputes will lead to conflict—at least with not any of these countries listed. China will not so recklessly engage in armed conflict with countries whose arsenal includes nuclear deterrence capabilities, never mind that they are not claimant states in the maritime and territorial disputes themselves. They are simply not worth the effort. China may, however, flex its muscles with a less capable nation. 

Even if China would risk war, minor powers would back off which prevents conflict – we also control empirics 
CP 11 (The China Post, news staff, “Armed Conflict for Control of South China Sea Unlikely,” June 23, 2011, http://www.chinapost.com.tw/editorial/world-issues/2011/06/23/307134/Armed-conflict.htm, Sawyer)
We are positive that no armed conflict will occur over the Spratlys. Despite the hollow saber-rattling, Vietnam and the Philippines, who claim uninhabited isles of the archipelago, have no stomach for a war against Taiwan and China. The Vietnamese were defeated by China in 1974 and ousted from the Paracel Islands and Xisha-jundao (West Sand Islands) that lie south of Hainan and quite near Danang in southern Vietnam. A brief sea encounter took place between the two countries over the Spratlys a few years ago, and the Vietnamese were trounced. In land battles, the Vietnamese may outdo the People's Liberation Army; and in fact, they did in a brief war with the PRC under Deng Xiaoping in 1989. Hanoi knows full well it's no match for the PLA Navy.

---2NC Code of Conduct

Regardless of formal agreement, diplomatic momentum still diffuses tensions – staves off conflict

Tandon 6/28/12 (Shaun Tandon, staff writer, AFP, “US Sees Momentum on South China Sea Code,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5ieD0MxXL3MNgHkG2RNw_hRwmQ-Yw?docId=CNG.269adb66d96628cb32599bb62f9c0aa4.81, Sawyer)
WASHINGTON — The United States said it saw momentum in talks between China and Southeast Asia on agreeing to a code of conduct to ease deep friction over competing claims in the South China Sea. The South China Sea is likely to be high on the agenda when US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton heads next month to Cambodia for talks of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and regional powers including China. Kurt Campbell, the US assistant secretary of state for East Asia, said he understood that a draft proposal on a code of conduct was being discussed and that the United States expected to hear more details while in Cambodia. "What we have seen of late has been an increase in diplomacy between ASEAN and China about aspects associated with a potential code of conduct," Campbell told a conference at the Center for Strategic and International Studies.
1NC AT: Korea Impact
SRM shortfalls means PACOM can’t solve Korea

Blair 02 (Dennis C. Blair, Admiral, United States Navy, Commander in Chief, United States Pacific Command, “Before the House International Relations Committee Subcommittee on East Asia and the Pacific and Subcommittee on Middle East and South Asia on U.S. Pacific Command 

Posture,” February 27, 2002, http://www.fas.org/asmp/resources/govern/107_hircBlair.htm, Sawyer)

***note – SRM = Sustainment, Restoration and Modernization
SRM funding shortfalls not only affect quality of life, but also impact readiness, operation plan (OPLAN) execution, retention, and force protection. Unfunded backlog projects affect OPLAN execution in Korea, Guam and Wake Island. Without additional funding, recapitalization backlogs will continue to grow if we do not realign or close any installations or facilities, and will further deteriorate, jeopardizing critical functions throughout USPACOM’s Area of Responsibility (AOR).
Japan and South Korea are expanding cooperation over North Korea now 

Talmadge 6/29/12 (Eric Talmadge, Associated Press, “South Korea Puts Off Japan Military Pact at Last Minute,” Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Latest-News-Wires/2012/0629/South-Korea-puts-off-Japan-military-pact-at-last-minute, Sawyer)
The pact would establish a framework for sharing intelligence in such areas as missile defense, North Korea's nuclear weapons program, Chinese military operations, and other regional security matters. The move to forge the pact reflects deepening mutual concerns that more cooperation is needed to enhance security readiness. The two countries are increasingly concerned by potential threats from North Korea, which is developing its long-range missile and nuclear weapons capabilities. They are also closely watching the rise of China's military. North Korea heightened regional tensions in April with the launch of a rocket that was widely criticized as a test of long-range missile technology. The launch was of particular concern to Seoul and Tokyo because they are within reach of the North's missile arsenal. Such fears spurred the government efforts to cooperate more closely on intelligence sharing, though the pact remains controversial among some in South Korea.

The perception alone solves the impact 

Cheney 6/29/12 (Catherine Cheney, World Politics Review's Trend Lines Reporter, “Politics Delays the Inevitable In South Korea-Japan Security Pact,” World Politics Review, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/trend-lines/12117/politics-delays-the-inevitable-in-south-korea-japan-security-pact, Sawyer)
"But the more Japan and South Korea can cooperate, the more they can send a signal to North Korea that further provocations will not be tolerated," Cronin said, explaining that it is in the interest of the whole region to maintain deterrence against North Korea. "This would cement the peace, preserve deterrence, preserve readiness and ensure that there is a greater likelihood that North Korea can be deterred from further lethal uses of force." 
Status quo deterrence checks – cyber-defense and KAMD 

Korea Herald 6/17/12 (Korea Herald, South Korean news source, “Countering N.K. Threats,” http://view.koreaherald.com/kh/view.php?ud=20120617000249&cpv=0, Sawyer)
South Korea and the United States have agreed to strengthen “comprehensive and combined” defenses against North Korea’s missile threats and to enhance cooperation to fend off its increasing cyber threats. The two countries reached these agreements during a meeting of their foreign and defense ministers in Washington on Thursday. The so-called “two plus two” meeting was the second of its kind between the two allies, following the first held in Seoul in 2010. The joint statement issued after the ministerial dialogue touched on a wide range of regional and global issues, ranging from U.S.-ROK-Japan trilateral security cooperation and Burma’s transition to democracy, to sanctions on Iran, massacres in Syria and development support for Afghanistan. Yet the most important issue for the four ministers was the growing missile and cyber threats from North Korea. They agreed to explore ways to respond to its expanding missile capabilities and take a “proactive and whole-of-government” approach to counter its cyber threats. The Washington meeting will spur Seoul’s efforts to establish its own missile defense system, dubbed the Korea Air and Missile Defense, with the backing of Washington. The two countries signed an agreement in September 2010 to conduct joint research on KAMD, which is different from a U.S.-led global missile defense system.

***AFRICOM***
AFRICOM = Backlash
Studies prove the plan causes backlash – AFRICOM creates resentment that crushes legitimacy
Diana B. Putman (United States Agency for International Development) March 2008 “COMBATING AFRICAN QUESTIONS ABOUT THE LEGITIMACY OF AFRICOM” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA479332
From a review of over three hundred and sixty-eight media articles about AFRICOM, and a Center for Defense Information paper by Valerie Reed, it is evident that Africans express grave reservations about AFRICOM and doubt its legitimacy.16 Sensing that the main purpose for AFRICOM is to increase control over, or even seize critical resources, including oil and minerals, Africans also fear that more overt assistance by American troops will bring more terrorist attacks to their countries. They worry that the U.S. will intervene unilaterally, preventing African institutions from leading.17 Africans are concerned that the U.S. and China intend to battle out their rivalries on African soil. Finally, there is anxiety that the U.S. plans to establish sizeable bases and deploy large numbers of troops that will infringe on African sovereignty.
Writing in Military Review, Sean McFate succinctly summarizes the many U.S. strategic interests in Africa. These include “the needs to counter terrorism, secure natural resources, contain armed conflict and humanitarian crisis, retard the spread of HIV/AIDS, reduce international crime, and respond to growing Chinese influence.”18 Africans have correctly identified the main U.S. strategic interests. Their overwhelmingly negative perceptions of American intent are rooted in past history and current events. To build legitimacy for AFRICOM, the United States must study and address this history. Ironically the first large AFRICOM activity, the Africa Partnership Station (APS), saw the USS Fort McHenry tasked with a six-month mission to West Africa to suppress drug smuggling and maritime threats in the Gulf of Guinea, bordering the southern Nigerian oil fields.19 Here impoverished residents have attacked western oil interests. The Area of Operation also includes the Bakassi oil region, until recently under dispute by Nigeria and Cameroon. The objectives of APS are well intentioned, and supported by many West African nations.20 Yet with increased U.S. dependence on African oil (soon to be 25% of U.S. imports21), this first activity frightens many Africans who read the creation of AFRICOM more as securing U.S. access to natural resources than enhancing security in the region. 
AFRICOM’s focus on the military crushes legitimacy – flips the advantage
Phillip Seib (Professor of Journalism and Public Diplomacy and Professor of International Relations at the University of Southern California, and is director of USC’s Center on Public Diplomacy) December 6, 2011 “AFRICOM’S STILL UNDEFINED FUTURE” http://uscpublicdiplomacy.org/index.php/newswire/media_monitor_reports_detail/africoms_still_undefined_future/

When the United States Africa Command – AFRICOM – was created in 2007 and was formally activated the following year, many considered it to be the epitome of “smart power” – a carefully blended mix of hard and soft power. Like other U.S. military commands, it would possess formidable combat capability, but its signature ingredient was a soft power component. To the dismay of some civilian officials who saw their role being usurped, AFRICOM was defining itself in terms of conducting diplomacy and development as well as traditional military duties. A career diplomat was appointed deputy to the commander for civil-military activities, and the commander, General William “Kip” Ward said, “AFRICOM recognizes the essential interrelationship between security, stability, economic development, political advancement, [and] things that address the basic needs of the peoples of a region….” The structure and goals of AFRICOM reflected the mandate issued by Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, who said that “the overall posture and thinking of the United States armed forces has shifted away from solely focusing on direct American military action, and toward new capabilities to shape the security environment in ways that obviate the need for military intervention in the future.” That this new role was to be tested in Africa seemed to make sense. With Africa’s strategic importance increasing and with little apparent need for a significant U.S. combat presence there, AFRICOM could presumably display its softer side and enhance relations between the United States and Africa. As it turned out, that was not to be. Africans were suspicious of U.S. intentions, as a survey of English-language African press quickly found. The dominant view was that AFRICOM was just a manifestation of neo-colonialism – a heavy-handed attempt to stake a claim to Africa’s increasingly sought-after natural resources – and so was decidedly unwelcome. Given this reaction, AFRICOM headquarters remained in Stuttgart, Germany and the command kept a low profile on the continent. U.S. military activity in the region was at first limited, emanating mainly from a base in Djibouti that concerned itself primarily with terrorist threats emanating from nearby Yemen. But although “soft” operations such as providing medical assistance moved forward, demands for pure military muscle also increased. In 2011, American troops were dispatched to Uganda to assist the fight against the Lord’s Resistance Army. More significantly, AFRICOM led the initial stages of the intervention in Libya that contributed to Muammar Qaddafi’s downfall. There was nothing soft about these ventures: in Uganda, U.S. Special Operations troops on the prowl; in Libya, air strikes, cruise missiles, and enforcement of a no-fly zone. So, what happened to the soft side of AFRICOM? Abiodun Williams1 observed that “public diplomacy is too important to be left entirely to civilian agencies, particularly as the actions of the U.S. military critically affect the way other countries and their citizens view the United States.” Could the military not handle public diplomacy tasks? Long-term answers to such questions are yet to be formulated, and these matters need to be addressed at the Pentagon, the State Department, and the White House. The appropriateness of a primarily hard power entity, such as the Defense Department, assuming soft power responsibilities needs to be debated further. Credibility is an important factor in determining the success or failure of public diplomacy, and it may be that the U.S. military will not possess this kind of credibility during the foreseeable future, particularly as limited interventions, such as that in Uganda, are likely to become more frequent. But the concept should not be abandoned. Fears about the “militarization of foreign policy” have some validity, but the redesign of military capability and mission should reflect the realities of a world in which smart power may prove a humane and efficient backbone of foreign affairs. The door remains open to this kind of change.
No War

No risk of great power conflict over Africa

Robert Barrett, PhD student Centre for Military and Strategic Studies, University of Calgary, June 1, 2005, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID726162_code327511.pdf?abstractid=726162&mirid=1

Westerners eager to promote democracy must be wary of African politicians who promise democratic reform without sincere commitment to the process. Offering money to corrupt leaders in exchange for their taking small steps away from autocracy may in fact be a way of pushing countries into anocracy. As such, world financial lenders and interventionists who wield leverage and influence must take responsibility in considering the ramifications of African nations who adopt democracy in order to maintain elite political privileges. The obvious reason for this, aside from the potential costs in human life should conflict arise from hastily constructed democratic reforms, is the fact that Western donors, in the face of intrastate war would then be faced with channeling funds and resources away from democratization efforts and toward conflict intervention based on issues of human security. This is a problem, as Western nations may be increasingly wary of intervening in Africa hotspots after experiencing firsthand the unpredictable and unforgiving nature of societal warfare in both Somalia and Rwanda. On a costbenefit basis, the West continues to be somewhat reluctant to get to get involved in Africa’s dirty wars, evidenced by its political hesitation when discussing ongoing sanguinary grassroots conflicts in Africa. Even as the world apologizes for bearing witness to the Rwandan genocide without having intervened, the United States, recently using the label ‘genocide’ in the context of the Sudanese conflict (in September of 2004), has only proclaimed sanctions against Sudan, while dismissing any suggestions at actual intervention (Giry, 2005). Part of the problem is that traditional military and diplomatic approaches at separating combatants and enforcing ceasefires have yielded little in Africa. No powerful nations want to get embroiled in conflicts they cannot win – especially those conflicts in which the intervening nation has very little interest.
African escalation is empirically denied by dozens of conflicts

Tim Docking, African Affairs Specialist with the United States Institute of Peace, 2007, Taking Sides Clashing Views on African Issues, p. 372

Nowhere was the scope and intensity of violence during the 1990s as great as in Africa. While the general trend of armed conflict in Europe, Asia, the Americas, and the Middle East fell during the 1989-99 period, the 1990s witnessed an increase in the number of conflicts on the African continent. During this period, 16 UN peacekeeping missions were sent to Africa. (Three countries-Somalia, Sierra Leone, and Angola-were visited by multiple missions during this time.) Furthermore, this period saw internal and interstate violence in a total of 30 sub-Saharan states. In 1999 alone, the continent was plagued by 16 armed conflicts, seven of which were wars with more than 1,000 battle-related deaths (Journal of Peace Research, 37:5, 2000, p. 638). In 2000, the situation continued to deteriorate: renewed heavy fighting between Eritrea and Ethiopia claimed tens of thousands of lives in the lead-up to a June ceasefire and ultimately the signing of a peace accord in December; continued violence in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Sierra Leone, Burundi, Angola, Sudan, Uganda, and Nigeria as well as the outbreak of new violence between Guinea and Liberia, in Zimbabwe, and in the Ivory Coast have brought new hardship and bloodshed to the continent. 

Outside powers won’t intervene in African conflicts

Tim Docking, African Affairs Specialist with the United States Institute of Peace, 2007, Taking Sides Clashing Views on African Issues, p. 376

Since the tragedy in Somalia, the trend has been for Western nations to refuse to send troops into Africa's hot spots. Jordan recently underscored this point when it expressed frustration with the West's failure to commit soldiers to the UNAMSIL mission as a reason for the withdrawal of its troops from Sierra Leone.  America's aversion to peacekeeping in Africa also reflects broader U.S. foreign policy on the continent. Africa occupies a marginal role in American foreign policy in general (a point highlighted by conference participants).

***Hegemony***

Hegemony is Unnecessary 

Hegemony is unnecessary
Preble 10 (Christopher Preble, ***director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute***, taught history at St. Cloud State University and Temple University, was a commissioned officer in the U.S. Navy, Ph.D. in history from Temple University. “U.S. Military Power: Preeminence for What Purpose?” 8/3/10) http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/u-s-military-power-preeminence-for-what-purpose/

Most in Washington still embraces the notion that America is, and forever will be, the world’s indispensable nation. Some scholars, however, questioned the logic of hegemonic stability theory from the very beginning. A number continue to do so today. They advance arguments diametrically at odds with the primacist consensus. Trade routes need not be policed by a single dominant power; the international economy is complex and resilient. Supply disruptions are likely to be temporary, and the costs of mitigating their effects should be borne by those who stand to lose — or gain — the most. Islamic extremists are scary, but hardly comparable to the threat posed by a globe-straddling Soviet Union armed with thousands of nuclear weapons. It is frankly absurd that we spend more today to fight Osama bin Laden and his tiny band of murderous thugs than we spent to face down Joseph Stalin and Chairman Mao. Many factors have contributed to the dramatic decline in the number of wars between nation-states; it is unrealistic to expect that a new spasm of global conflict would erupt if the United States were to modestly refocus its efforts, draw down its military power, and call on other countries to play a larger role in their own defense, and in the security of their respective regions.

Hegemony Doesn’t Solve
Your evidence overestimates the US’s ability to shape the international system – doesn’t contain conflict and wont shape the new multipolar system

Layne, 06 (Christopher Layne (Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University) 2006 “The Peace of Illusions” p 176-177)
A second contention advanced by proponents of American hegemony is that the United States cannot withdraw from Eurasia because a great power war there could shape the post conflict international system in ways harmful to U.S. interests. Hence, the United States "could suffer few economic losses during a war, or even benefit somewhat, and still find the postwar environment quite costly to its own trade and investment."sa This really is not an economic argument but rather an argument about the consequences of Eurasia's political and ideological, as well as economic, closure. Proponents of hegemony fear that if great power wars in Eurasia occur, they could bring to power militaristic or totalitarian regimes. Mere, several points need to be made. First, proponents of American hegemony overestimate the amount of influence that the United States has on the international system. There are numerous possible geopolitical rivalries in Eurasia. Most of these will not culminate in war, but it's a good bet that some will. But regardless of whether Eurasian great powers remain at peace, the outcomes are going to be caused more by those states' calculations of their interests than by the presence of U.S. forces in Eurasia. The United States has only limited power to affect the amount of war and peace in the international system, and whatever influence it does have is being eroded by the creeping multipolarization under way in Eurasia. Second, the possible benefits of "environment shaping" have to be weighed against the possible costs of U.S. involvement in a big Eurasian war. Finally, distilled to its essence, this argument is a restatement of the fear that U.S. security and interests inevitably will be jeopardized by a Eurasian hegemon. This threat is easily exaggerated, and manipulated, to disguise ulterior motives for U.S. military intervention in Eurasia.
No Great Power Conflict
Lots of factors prevent great power conflict without hegemony

Fettweis 10 (Christopher J. Professor of Political Science at Tulane, Dangerous Times-The International Politics of Great Power Peace, pg. 175-6)

If the only thing standing between the world and chaos is the US military presence, then an adjustment in grand strategy would be exceptionally counter-productive.  But it is worth recalling that none of the other explanations for the decline of war – nuclear weapons, complex economic interdependence, international and domestic political institutions, evolution in ideas and norms – necessitate an activist America to maintain their validity. Were American to become more restrained, nuclear weapons would still affect the calculations of the would be aggressor; the process of globalization would continue, deepening the complexity of economic interdependence; the United Nations could still deploy peacekeepers where necessary; and democracy would not shrivel where it currently exists. More importantly, the idea that war is a worthwhile way to resolve conflict would have no reason to return. As was argued in chapter 2, normative evolution is typically unidirectional. Strategic restraint in such a world be virtually risk free. 

***Politics Links***

Sealift unpopular – allows for military cargo on foreign ships

Kesteloot 97 Spent the last five years of his 30-year naval career in Navy strategic sealift planning and operations. He is currently president of K Associates Ltd., a Reston, Va., firm specializing in merchant marine and national security affairs. (Robert W., “Strategic sealift faces its third challenge”,  Sea Power40. 5 (May 1997): 47-50. http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/235889793) RaPa 

Another major factor that will influence the near-term future of the U.S.flag fleet was passage of the Maritime Security Act of 1996 at the close of the last Congress. The new Maritime Security Program (MSP) funded under the Act authorizes the payment of $2.1 million per year to the operators of 47 U.S.flag ships as a retainer to make their ship capacity, intermodal equipment, and other resources available to DOD when needed. Owners who accept these payments, given in recognition of the increased cost of maintaining a ship under U.S. registry, are required to sign emergency preparedness agreements obligating them to participate in the VISA program and to provide the MSP capacity needed by U.S. forces in future conflicts. Congress authorized the MSP program through FY 2005, but appropriations of approximately $100 million are required annually. Some in Congress, however, have questioned the need for the MSP and pointed out that larger U.S. shipping companies are entering into cargo- and equipment-sharing agreements through the formation of alliances with foreign ship owners. They also note, correctly, that some U.S. military cargo therefore may end up on a foreign-flag ship during one or another leg of a long transit. 
Even if they win their defense spending popular link turns – Republicans will fight over the location of the MSC headquarters.

Newswanger 11 Staff Writer for Inside Business: the Hampton Roads Business Journal (“Defense budget cuts top congressmen's concerns”, 10-21-2011, http://insidebiz.com/news/defense-budget-cuts-top-congressmens-concerns) RaPa
Businesses might think there's no end in sight for the jittery economy, stagnant job climate and staggering deficit, given the speeches delivered by the region's four House representatives. The speeches, given at a luncheon last Monday sponsored by the Hampton Roads Chamber of Commerce and its political action committee, split down party lines. The three Republicans - Randy Forbes, Scott Rigell and Rob Wittman - complained about excessive regulation, government spending and the undermining of America's security by slicing the Department of Defense's budget. They spoke to more than 150 people at the Norfolk Waterside Marriott. The lone Democrat, Bobby Scott, said the $800 billion in tax cuts that Congress renewed last year would have been a good start to reducing the debt and that money should be put into education to counter the cradle-to-prison trend in the country. The four did emphasize their cooperation - in attempts to keep the modeling and simulation business in Hampton Roads despite the closure of the U.S. Joint Forces Command, and their joint efforts to prevent a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier from moving to Florida. Still, their differences showed. "People ask me - is the future optimistic or pessimistic?" said Randy Forbes of Chesapeake who represents the 4th District. "What cautions would I raise? I have two concerns." Forbes railed against what he sees as class warfare and the demonization of businesses in this country. He might have been referring to the "Occupy" protests railing against the excessive greed of Wall Street, although he didn't specifically name the group or the intent of the protests. "It's frightening to me," he said. His second concern was watching the dismantling of the military. He fears that Virginia, along with California, Florida and Texas, will be hit worse than any other states by the defense cuts. Instead of cutting, Forbes said "we need to prioritize." He said the $25 billion spent to bail out the automakers could have funded America's shipbuilding for the next five years. Forbes, a harsh critic of China's economic and military policies, raised the specter of China's expanding naval presence in the Far East and its growing naval fleet. Forbes blasted Secretary of the Navy Ray Mabus for not lobbying for more carriers and destroyers to counter the growing threat of China. "You know what he wants? $150 million to put into algae," Forbes said. "What are we if we don't finance the defense of this country?" Scott Rigell of Virginia Beach, who represents the 2nd District, echoed those sentiments. He said America needs a strong military presence, especially on the high seas, and mentioned China's expansion of its navy. "The need for safe commerce across the oceans won't decrease, it will increase," Rigell said. He railed against excessive government regulation at a time when jobs are scarce. He reiterated his efforts to keep an aircraft carrier from relocating to Mayport, calling the improvements at the Florida port unwise. But Rigell was upbeat about the region's chance to get potential jobs, saying the region will have a chance to create jobs in cyber security and wind energy. He also mentioned the possibility of having the Military Sealift Command headquarters moved to Hampton Roads. "We are going to do everything to get them down here," Rigell said.MSC arranges for the transportation of troops, supplies and armaments worldwide for all branches of the military. 
Defense spending is an ongoing political battle – any new spending causes massive fights

Ewing 12 Editor of DoDBuzz; he came to the site from POLITICO, where he served as Pentagon correspondent and authored the widely read daily email column Morning Defense. Before that, Phil worked for the Military Times newspapers, covering the Navy. (Philip, “WH issues veto threat on defense approps bill”, 6-28-2012, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2012/06/28/wh-issues-veto-threat-on-defense-approps-bill/) RaPa

The House’s Republican-controlled defense committees are 0 for 2 so far this year in yielding legislation that President Obama could sign. That may not come as a shock. Still, there it is: Having already threatened to veto the House Armed Services’ Committee’s defense authorization bill in May, the White House has now threatened to veto the House Appropriations Committee’s defense bill, which sets aside funding for the Defense Department. Why? The Office of Management and Budget said the approps bill not only breaks the spirit of last year’s deficit reduction agreement, it also would rob funds from other important accounts and leave DoD less ready to carry on its missions and would let HAC-D get away with overstepping the bounds of holding the Pentagon’s wallet. Said OMB: [P]assing H.R. 5856 at its current funding level would mean that when the Congress constructs other appropriations bills, it would necessitate significant and harmful cuts to critical national priorities such as education, research and development, job training, and health care. Furthermore, the bill undermines key investments in high-priority programs, impeding the ability of the Secretary of Defense to carry out the defense strategic guidance issued earlier this year, and hindering the ability of the armed forces to carry out their missions consistent with the new strategy. The administration also strongly objects to the inclusion of ideological and political provisions that are beyond the scope of funding legislation. House appropriators have no business putting restrictions on the U.S. relationship with Pakistan; the administration’s ability to handle detainees; and “other provisions in the bill,” OMB said. As for the specific programs that HAC-D wanted to protect, the White House argued that everyone agreed last year the Pentagon would have to tighten its belt, and as such it needs the freedom to pull back or divest some of the things we’ve heard so, so much about this year.
Fights over defense spending wreak havoc – almost prevented the raising of the debt ceiling

Ewing 11 Editor of DoDBuzz; he came to the site from POLITICO, where he served as Pentagon correspondent and authored the widely read daily email column Morning Defense. Before that, Phil worked for the Military Times newspapers, covering the Navy. (Philip, “Brace for heavy weather”, 11-22-2011, DODBuzz, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2011/11/22/brace-for-heavy-weather/) RaPa

President Obama might have issued this amendment: “Failure has consequences.” If you thought the surrender of the super committee meant Congress could just lay down the pistol it has pointed at its own face and go back to comfortable gridlock — “No,” Obama said Monday. The president promised to veto any attempt to repeal or void or block the now-ubiquitous budget “sequestration” triggered by the failure of the super committee, setting up a 500 mile-per-hour game of chicken with Republican opponents. “You wanna get nuts?” Obama effectively asked Congress, channeling Michael Keaton’s Bruce Wayne. “Let’s get nuts!” This is governing in the second decade of the 21st century: So-called “hostage taker” Republicans were willing to shut down the government and default on the U.S. debt if they didn’t get what they wanted — eventually leading to the now-disgraced super committee. These kinds of tactics are an arms race, not a negotiation, so Obama believes he must leave the Pentagon tied to Monday’s clockwork gears of death in order to get his opponents to take their jobs seriously. Make no mistake: The president and Secretary Panetta say they both oppose sequestration — the White House and the Pentagon both made clear Monday they understand that almost $1 trillion in reduced DoD budget growth over the next ten years would have dire consequences for the force. And yet Obama and Panetta both want to keep that threat alive as an incentive for the full Congress. 
It’s unpopular – the coordinator isn’t trusted

Edmonson 11 Associate Editor for the Journal of Commerce (R.G., “Marad Under Fire; The agency formed to protect U.S. maritime interests is facing challenges to its performance and its role in the shipping industry”, 9-19-2011, Journal of Commerce, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/lnacui2api/api/version1/getDocCui?lni=53V7-3811-DYTP-J53K&csi=156494&hl=t&hv=t&hnsd=f&hns=t&hgn=t&oc=00240&perma=true, Lexis) RaPa
When Eastern Shipbuilding struck a deal with a company in Brazil more than two years ago that would bring in millions of dollars in new business, the Panama City, Fla., shipyard applied to the U.S. Maritime Administration under the agency's Title XI for a $240 million loan guarantee that would get the project rolling and trigger the hiring of 300 workers. Two years later, with the shipyard fearing its customer would seek a new supplier, Florida's congressional delegation intervened and the loan was approved just as Eastern Shipbuilding's application was set to expire. To Marad and Administrator David T. Matsuda, the process is part of the tougher scrutiny his agency is giving spending in an increasingly budget-constrained federal government. But a growing field of critics in the maritime world claim the agency's actions &mdash; or inactions, to be more precise &mdash; raise questions about Matsuda's leadership and the agency's role at the center of federal oversight of domestic maritime transport. That discontent, until recently largely behind the scenes, is coming into greater public view as the impatience in the industry spreads and questions about Marad grow in Congress. "Marad's mission to promote the domestic maritime industry and support military sealift capacity is critical to our economic vitality and national defense," Rep. Frank LoBiondo, R-N.J., chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure subcommittee on the Coast Guard and maritime transportation, said in a recent statement that was measured but reflected the spreading industry concerns. "It is clear that there is significant room for improving operations to meet these goals. I will continue to explore options to ensure Marad meets the expectations and goals of Congress and the maritime industry." Matsuda, however, believes he has shaken and awakened the Maritime Administration in the 16 months since the Senate confirmed him. He has pushed it to be a more aggressive advocate for the maritime industry. "Overall, I'm pretty proud of what we've been able to accomplish," he said in an interview, "and I fully realize that there's going to be the occasional disgruntled lobbyist or disgruntled employee." Those accomplishments have come at a price, however, even within the agency. Marad employees complain of harsh treatment by Matsuda, his deputy Orlando Gotay, and General Counsel Denise Krepp. Matsuda also has alienated a portion of the industry that Marad is supposed to support. The Department of Transportation and the White House "seem to have forgotten that maritime is a transportation sector," said one maritime industry union official, speaking on condition of anonymity. "The sense I get is that Matsuda &hellip; figures the safest thing to do is to make no decision, or avoid a decision at all costs," a trade association executive said. "The whole agency is managed close to the vest, and when you have so much business going on, and you don't delegate, things slow down or get paralyzed." Most of Marad's critics spoke on the condition of anonymity. They still have to deal with Marad; when it comes to maritime programs and policy, Marad essentially is the only game in town. The Maritime Administration is a tiny agency within the DOT, with limited resources and even more limited authority. Its $356 million annual budget is the smallest of the DOT's mode-specific administrations. And Marad is one of two out of nine mode-specific agencies that don't have regulatory authority. Regulation of maritime safety and security falls primarily to the Coast Guard. The Federal Maritime Commission, Army Corps of Engineers, the Environmental Protection Agency and Customs and Border Protection hold other pieces of the maritime industry. What's left is Marad's mission to promote and protect the U.S. merchant marine. "Our challenge is to get Marad to be a more effective advocate for the maritime industry," Matsuda said. "I think this agency has always sat in the back, a 'little brother' to the Coast Guard in this department. It's still trying to step up and make people realize we're the primary maritime agency in the department now and we've got to fill those responsibilities." The Coast Guard moved out of the DOT and into the new Department of Homeland Security in 2003. The question is whether there's enough left of Marad worth keeping. The industry's answer is an unequivocal yes. The agency protects the jobs of more than 70,000 mariners and some 100,000 shipyard workers. Marad shields U.S. shipping and shipbuilders from fierce competition in the global market, and upholds laws that move U.S. carriers to the head of the line when there is cargo paid with taxpayers' money. It's blatantly protectionist policy, but Marad sustains an industry that has never weaned itself from the dependency the government created 75 years ago. The Merchant Marine Act of 1936 is still the basis for Marad's operations today. It was a New Deal measure to create jobs at sea and in shipyards through cargo set-asides and loan guarantees for new construction. The law touched off a building boom that gave the U.S. a head start in building its merchant fleet before World War II. The construction and operating subsidies expired long ago, but Marad still oversees their successors. The Title XI loan guarantee program mitigates a lender's risk when financing new vessel construction. The Maritime Security Program gives U.S.-flag carriers an annual subsidy on the promise that their ships will be available on demand by the Defense Department for military sealift. In 2011, the Pentagon provided Marad $176 million for the MSP. From 2012 to 2014, the subsidy rises to $186 million. That puts the agency at the center of a program that most public policy officials believe is highly important to U.S. national defense. Of the 190 vessels in the U.S. deep-water fleet, 50 are in the MSP program. Many are foreign-owned but U.S.-registered to comply with MSP requirements. To add to Marad's concern, the U.S. fleet is growing older. Marad reported that in 2009, 33 percent of the vessels were more than 25 years old. Among Jones Act-qualified ships, 52 percent are 25 years or older. "Who is there if Marad isn't? Who's going to do something for the U.S. merchant marine? When the president talks about transportation, nobody thinks about water," said H. Clayton Cook, an attorney who specializes in vessel financing and is a former Marad general counsel. Matsuda, 39, came to the agency with long experience in Washington but no direct background in the maritime world, either in industry or in regulation. He worked at the Federal Railroad Administration between 1998 and 2002 and worked on Capitol Hill, first as a staffer on the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation and then as senior counsel and transportation adviser to Sen. Frank Lautenberg, D-N.J. He was an acting assistant secretary of transportation when President Obama nominated him to be maritime administrator in December 2009. It would seem Matsuda would need all the friends he can get, which makes the current dissatisfaction with the agency so critical. The union official said a small agency with a little-understood job could be vulnerable in an environment where Congress is hunting for places to cut the budget, and the core of Marad's support among lawmakers is growing smaller. 
***Hybrid Airships CP***

1NC Hybrid Airships CP
Text: The United States federal government should substantially increase its investment and development of High Speed Container Delivery Systems and hybrid airships. We’ll clarify. 

Hybrid airships solve airdrop and cargo delivery 
McNabb 11 (General Duncan J. McNabb, United States Air Force, Commander, United States Transportation Command, “Before the Senate Armed Services Committee On the State of the Command,” April 7, 2011, http://www.armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2011/04%20April/McNabb%2004-07-11.pdf, Sawyer)
Through the Joint Capabilities Technology Demonstration program, we are supporting High Speed Container Delivery Systems (HSCDS) to improve airdrop accuracy, increase tonnage dropped, and enhance survivability of airlift and aircrews. HSCDS is a high-speed, low altitude airdrop system that provides the warfighter more cargo, more often and with more accuracy than any comparable delivery system. It optimizes aircraft threat avoidance and tactical maneuverability while enhancing our ability to deliver vital cargo to small combat units at the point of need. Hybrid airships can revolutionize logistics by moving the supply chain above the battle space to deliver large volumes of cargo directly to the point of effect, without the need for an airfield or roads. By delivering directly, hybrid airships bypass many supply-chain "touches," thereby reducing cost and risk. The continued exploration of the hybrid airship concept is essential to support future operations in austere and infrastructure-challenged locales where USTRANSCOM will likely be required to support military or humanitarian relief operations.
***SSS CP***

1NC Shell

Text: The United States federal government should

· Expand subsidies under the Voluntary Intermodal Service Agreement to coastal shipping companies

· Offer tax incentives to companies the utilize coastal shipping

·  Pay for the incorporation of necessary military features in coastal cargo ships
That solves domestic coastal shipping

McCain 3 (Scott T., “Bolstering U.S. strategic sealift through coastal shipping,” Navy Supply Corps, 2003, proquest)//mat

Drawbacks of a Domestic Shipping System

As there are several benefits, there are also some significant concerns that must be addressed in order for a domestic coastal shipping program to work.  High Costs  First and foremost, the initial cost of buying ships, training crews, and establishing fully operational intermodal port facilities must be addressed. The commercial shipping and ground transport industries are businesses; they are driven by the bottom line and profits. If the coastal shipping plan is to work, costs must be normalized across all competitors. The Jones Act assures shipping companies that even if the labor and shipbuilding costs are higher for U.S. flagged ships, the entire domestic shipping industry will be subject to the same costs. As long as foreign shipyards and crews are kept out of the equation, there should be no concern about U.S. costs versus the rest of the world. Some opponents of the Jones Act - primarily shipping companies with large foreign interests - have proposed repealing it. Repealing the Jones Act would allow American businessmen to hire foreign crews at third-world wages, buy inexpensive Korean or Japanese ships, and operate them under foreign flags for domestic trade. This would be catastrophic to the U.S. shipping industry and crush any remaining desire for U.S. flagged merchants. It is important for transport companies to understand the long-term financial benefits of domestic coastal shipping. According to the CCDoTT report, a typical container trucked from New York to Miami in 1999 cost an average of $2,000. The study showed that transporting the same container on a coastal cargo ship would cost about $1,900.17 While the immediate savings seem relatively small, increased reliability, reduced delays, and sheer volume add significant value to the coastal shipping option. At the present time, the federal government offers mortgages under Title XI to help with the purchase of cargo ships. Continuing or even increasing this policy will ease the financial shock of the initial purchase of a coastal cargo vessel. Currently, annual government subsidies for participants in the Voluntary Intermodal Service Agreement are approximately $2.1 million per ship. If these subsidies are continued and offered to coastal shipping companies, many of the initial costs can be transferred to the government. Additionally, tax incentives can be offered to companies that utilize coastal shipping versus trucks. These incentives can be justified under the auspices of environmental protection, fuel conservation, highway safety, and strategic or homeland security.

Coastal shipping solves sealift

McCain 3 (Scott T., “Bolstering U.S. strategic sealift through coastal shipping,” Navy Supply Corps, 2003, proquest)//mat

Benefits of a Domestic Shipping System The military strategic planner will certainly recognize the benefits of reconstituting the U.S. shipping industry as discussed above. The increased number of militarily useful ships, more mariners to sail them, and improved commercial shipyard facilities are merely the tip of the iceberg. The EUSC merchant fleet today is scattered around the world. In the event that a major sealift is required on short notice, it could take as many as 20 days for the fleet to return to military loading ports in the U.S.15 This means that even though the ships are listed as fully operational, many ships of the RRF [Ready Reserve Fleet] and NDRF will be activated from Reduced Operating Status long before the active merchant fleet can be loaded and deployed. A U.S. merchant fleet engaged in coastal trade will, by definition, be close to shore and ready to receive military sealift cargoes in just a few days or even hours.
Alt Cause Wall
Sealift fails now- multiple alt causes

Ship capacity

McCain 3 (Scott T., “Bolstering U.S. strategic sealift through coastal shipping,” Navy Supply Corps, 2003, proquest)//mat

The Problem

American military strategy requires the rapid deployment of troops and equipment anywhere in the world. This requires a significant infrastructure of militarily useful ships, trained men to operate them, experienced shipyards to build and repair them, and suitable port facilities to load and unload them.  Not Enough Ships  Currently, strategic sealift is insufficient to move the massive amounts of cargo required in a short time. In the last two major (multiple heavy Army Divisions or equivalent) conflicts - Operations Desert Storm and Iraqi Freedom - the build-up of material and troops was gradual. For Desert Storm, it took four months to bring all of the troops and equipment required into the theater. From the date President Bush authorized a U.S. troop buildup for Operation Iraqi Freedom (21 Dec 2002), there were almost three months until the first missile attacks fell in Baghdad (17 March 2003). In both cases significant numbers of foreign flagged ships were required for the buildup; in Operation Desert Storm the number reached nearly 50 percent.2  The fleet of ships flying the Stars and Stripes continues to shrink. In its 2001 annual report, MARAD [Maritime Administration] reported only 309 active commercial ships and 174 in reduced status as part of the NDRF [National Defense Reserve Fleet]. The combined cargo capacity of these ships is only 10 million tons dry cargo and 7.5 million tons of bulk liquids. Most of these ships are involved in the daily business of the U.S., and pressing all of these ships into military use simultaneously could economically cripple the nation. Only 2.5 million tons of dry cargo and 800 thousand tons of bulk liquids can be lifted on the entire NDRF.3 At the height of Operation Desert Storm, over 84 million tons of sustainment cargo arrived in Saudi Arabian ports daily.4 Without commercial shipping, both U.S. and foreign flagged, this would have been impossible.
Lack of shipyards

McCain 3 (Scott T., “Bolstering U.S. strategic sealift through coastal shipping,” Navy Supply Corps, 2003, proquest)//mat

Not Enough Shipyards In addition to the shortage of ships, there is a significant lack of shipyards and ship builders who can construct and repair them. MARAD's annual report identifies only seven shipbuilders with contracts for 17 new merchant ships at the close of fiscal year 2001. Of the 17 ships, three are cruise ships, two are car/truck carriers (whose decks cannot support heavy military equipment), and four are large crude oil tankers with no military usefulness. The remaining eight ships only represent a cargo capacity of 872,000 DWT.5 Additionally, there are currently only a handful of American shipyards capable of building warships, only two of these (General Dynamics Electric Boat in Connecticut and Newport News Naval Shipyard in Virginia) can build nuclear powered vessels. During World War II, there were 18 shipyards building over 1,200 Liberty ships. The small number of shipyards in America is compounded by the cost of operating them. Figure 3 displays the disparity of labor costs in some of the major shipbuilding nations of the world. The comparatively high cost of labor has consistently driven shipbuilding and repair contracts to the Far East (Figure 4). 
Not Enough Men
Personnel

McCain 3 (Scott T., “Bolstering U.S. strategic sealift through coastal shipping,” Navy Supply Corps, 2003, proquest)//mat

As the number of U.S. flagged merchant ships has dwindled, so has the number of trained, licensed mariners who sail them. Today there are about 11,000 personnel in the Merchant Marine's seagoing work force. That number represents a reduction of over 60 percent from 1970.6 Accessions into the Merchant Marine are low. In 2001 the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy at Kings Point, N.Y. graduated only 199 new third mates and engineers. In addition to the Academy, there are only seven state-run Merchant Marine training academies in the country, all of which graduate approximately the same number of officers as Kings Point. NDRF ships, which by statute must be manned by U.S. Merchant Mariners, rely on those mariners who are on vacation, leave, or are out of work to man them. MARAD cites a requirement for almost 2,000 mariners to meet this crewing requirement.7 In fact, more than 3,000 civilian mariners were mobilized for Operation Iraqi Freedom in 2003.8

Super ports
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Modern Ships vs. Military Usefulness The Liberty ships of World War II came in many configurations including troop transports, roll on/roll off (RO/RO), product tankers, and bulk cargo. All of the cargo configurations carried approximately 10,000 DWT. Merchant ships of today rely heavily on intermodal, containerized shipping. Except for car and truck carriers, there is little need for RO/RO ships, and those that do exist lack sufficient "headroom" or decks strong enough to support tanks and other armored vehicles. The trend in merchant shipping today is toward huge ships designed either for intermodal containers or single product tankers. While most of the military has adjusted the loading requirements in response to the intermodal revolution, container ships require specialized shore infrastructure equipment to load and unload them. This means that container ships, regardless of their size, are only useful in uncontested, established ports. Also, as the trend toward larger container ships continues, the number of ports that can support the largest of them grows smaller and smaller. Container ship capacity is normally measured by the number of 20-foot or equivalent container units (TEU) it can carry. Today's standard merchant ship is roughly 4,800 TEUs. Maersk Sealand operates the largest container ships in the world today; their S-class ships are 7,100 TEUs. Currently, there are a number of shipping companies around the world with construction contracts for ships ranging from 8,000 to 9,000 TEUs, and industry experts expect 15,000 to 18,000 TEU ships to be just over the horizon. While 4,800 TEU ships require harbors at least 45 feet deep, the new behemoths may require channel depths in excess of 70 feet. There are few harbors in the world, and none in the U.S. today that meet this requirement. New York harbor, one of the largest and busiest in the United States, is only 40 feet deep at low tide. Cost estimates to dredge it to 50 feet exceed $1.5 billion. When one considers those parts of the world in which major military action may be required in the future, there are no ports capable of handling the new, larger merchant fleet. In addition to deeper channels and harbors, container ships require specialized cargo handling equipment. Most modern ports have container handling systems, but few are ready to receive these huge ships. Some ports are gearing up for the new requirement; ports in Hong Kong, Salah Oman, Rotterdam Holland, and Long Beach California either have cranes in place or on order to work these massive ships. Another major concern is wharf space or truck throughput requirements to store or move the increased volume of containers quickly.9 When one considers the experience of the British Army in the Falklands, where the loss of one critical cargo ship (the ATLANTIC CONVEYOR) cost them virtually all of their air power in theater, it is easy to understand why military planners shy away from huge ships loaded with all of the supplies needed for a war.
Foreign flag reliability
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Uncertain International Support Material flowed into the Arabian Gulf region for Operation Desert Storm in ships from around the world. Captain J. F. Kelly Jr., a retired U.S. Navy logistician reported that for Operation Desert Storm "we had to hire more than 100 ships. They came...from countries like Japan - and even the Soviet Union - and many of them came with strings attached."10 In total, 13 foreign flagged ships refused orders from the Military Sealift Command to either load cargo destined for the Gulf, or to enter the Gulf upon arrival. Reports claim some of these refusals were simply decisions made by the Masters and crews of the ships, while others were directed by foreign Seafarer's unions.11 Although problems of this nature may occur with U.S. flagged carriers, historically the U.S. Merchant Marine has rarely refused to go into harm's way to support military action.
Generic Solvency
Coastal trade solves all the internals to sealift

McCain 3 (Scott T., “Bolstering U.S. strategic sealift through coastal shipping,” Navy Supply Corps, 2003, proquest)//mat

Introduction  "Strategy is to war what the plot is to the play; Tactics is represented by the role of the players; Logistics furnishes the stage management, accessories, and maintenance. The audience, thrilled by the action of the play and the art of the performers, overlooks all of the cleverly hidden details of stage management" - LtCol George C. Thorpe, Pure Logistics (1917)  From the coasters and privateers of the American Revolution to the gas turbine powered container ships of today, the civilian Merchant Marine has always been an integral part of American security strategies. In the 21st century, success in regional and major theater wars hinges on the ability to rapidly deploy and employ sufficient military power to overwhelm any adversary and achieve a favorable political solution. More than 90 percent of the petroleum products, ammunition, unit equipment, and sustaining material required by military forces abroad must be moved by merchant ships. In the last 30 years the number of American merchant vessels available for strategic sealift has dropped precipitously, and the number of skilled, licensed mariners who man these ships has likewise plummeted. This paper will examine the feasibility of establishing an offshore coastal trade system that will simultaneously increase the number of militarily useful vessels1 under U.S. flag, rejuvenate America's ailing ship construction and repair industry, and provide a pool of professional mariners to support national security requirements.

The Solution - A Domestic Waterborne Superhighway

There are many possible solutions to the sealift problem. These range from doing nothing and hoping everything works itself out to having the U.S. government purchase new cargo ships to add to the military inventory manned by uniformed personnel. Unfortunately, of these two extremes the latter is cost prohibitive at best, and the former is pure folly; as one Naval War College professor was heard to say "hope is not a strategy." The best option is for U.S. shipping and ground transport industries to work together to establish an intermodal coastal shipping system. This waterborne cargo super highway will require new ships, more men to sail them, and the infrastructure to support and build them. The debate begins when one tries to define what types of ships are needed, who will build and pay for them, and how will they be used.

Solves Ships
Solves ships
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The Ships Because the problem is identified as a shortage of militarily useful sealift ships, the answer to the first question becomes obvious: build ships that are militarily useful. Ships that the military can use for sealift also have significant coastal shipping potential. High speed vessels including RO/ROs, medium size product tankers, and container ships can all be used by both military and commercial customers. Tankers and container ships have direct value to both customers. Militarily useful RO/ROs must meet certain requirements above and beyond industry standards (inter-deck space or headroom, deck load strength, etc.). If new ships are being built for this purpose, then it is easy to include these requirements in the design. Any costs directly related to incorporating these requirements can be paid with Navy Defense Features funding, so there is no cost to the ship owners. Any RO/RO that fulfills military lift needs will be equally useful to the commercial customer. The "Fast Ship" is a European design for a high speed, 1,400 TEU mono-hull container ship. Powered by five gas turbine engines, it is expected to make a trans-Atlantic crossing at 38 knots, fully loaded. Currently, four of these high speed cargo ships are under contract at National Steel and Shipbuilding Co. (NASSCO) in San Diego, Calif.12 High speed RO/RO ferries are already in common use throughout Europe, and only minor design modifications would be required to make them militarily useful. Available tanker capacity currently exceeds any contingency that military planners have considered, so increasing the number of tankers shall not be discussed at this point.
Solves Shipyards
Solves shipyards
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The Shipyards The Jones Act requires all ships involved in domestic trade to be built in U.S. shipyards. As discussed above, NASSCO is already building compatible ships. Other second tier shipyards throughout the U.S. (e.g. Halter Marine and Bender Shipbuilding) have demonstrated the ability and desire to construct similar ships. Increased domestic shipping requires the construction of more ships; therefore, more shipyards get work. Increased production at the shipyards improves the depth and quality of the shipbuilding and repair infrastructure here in the U.S. This reduces American dependence on foreign yards for commercial ship construction and repair. Basic laws of economics imply that as demand for domestic shipyard services increase, more competition will eventually drive costs down.
Solves Superports
Solves superports
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The Ports In its report "High Speed Ferries and Coastwise Vessels: Evaluation of Parameters and Markets for Application", the Center for the Commercial Deployment of Transportation Technologies (CCDoTT) states: ...the present system of deep-sea terminals [in the U.S. cannot] be utilized to support [a] coastal system because of its high cost and operational inflexibility. The high cost stems from the specialized facilities and handling equipment which are designed to handle much larger deep-sea vessels. The inflexibility stems from Customs regulations and resulting cumbersome processing at the terminal gates.13 The report continues to suggest that a coastal domestic shipping system should have its own series of ports. These ports should be regionally distributed, and where there is an international port, the regional ports should be located nearby, but not use the same piers, roads and rails. Coastal shipping ports should function as an extension of the existing highway system and be designed specifically to accommodate the smaller, faster ships previously outlined. Some industry analysts have predicted that as international cargo ships grow ever larger, eventually one or two "super ports" will evolve on each coast of the United States. The 8,000+ TEU ships will sail strictly between these super ports and "similar strategically located super ports overseas."14 Containers from these huge ships will be offloaded and transferred to smaller ships, trucks, and rails for domestic distribution. The coastal shipping system discussed above will fill the domestic distribution niche in this scenario.
Solves Personnel
Solves personnel 
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The Mariners  The Jones Act states that any ship involved in U.S. domestic trade must be manned by American mariners. The predominance of foreign FoCs [Fuel Operational Capabilities] and considerably higher wages demanded by American Mariners over their offshore counterparts has driven international shippers to non-U.S. crews. As a result, the size of the U.S. Merchant Marine has dwindled over the past few decades. Increasing the number of U.S. flagged ships will demand a corresponding increase in the Merchant Marine. Licensed mariners who left the industry due to lack of employment opportunities will be able to return and hone their skills in the event of a sealift requirement. Also, the infusion of capital into the industry brought about by the new coastal shipping will allow more young sailors to learn the trade and earn their licenses. 

Solves Congestion
Solves congestion
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Reduce Highway and Rail Loading Today's shipping industry is inseparably linked to the nation's highway and rail systems. Intermodal containers are the international standard for moving cargo. As such, any amount of cargo that can be diverted from land-based modes of shipping will help reduce the current troubles caused by over use of the road and rail systems. In 1999, about 17 million intermodal containers were delivered to U.S. ports, and as the import deficit grows, this number could increase by one million containers or more in the next few years. Each and every container coming off a ship is loaded onto a truck or rail car for transport to its final destination. About 36 percent of all inter-city shipping moves by rail and about 30 percent on the highways. The rail and highway systems are significantly over burdened; the average highway delay is increasing by five percent each year, and the travel time on trains is increasing by three percent. While some new highway construction does occur, available lane-miles have increased only one half of one percent as vehicle-miles have increased by more than five percent annually over the last few years. The U.S. Department of Transportation has estimated that it will cost $1.3 trillion to improve the existing highway and rail systems to meet these requirements in 2020. Moving inter-city cargo from the roads to the oceans would significantly reduce the congestion and deterioration of the nation's highway system.
Solves Environment
Solves environment
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Environmental Benefits Traffic congestion is not the only problem caused by surface shipping. Each year, the trucking industry emits close to 70 million tons of carbon monoxide, nitrous oxide, and sulfurous oxides. The rail industry, while somewhat cleaner than the trucks, emits 8.1 million tons of exhaust gasses annually. 95 percent of all highway fatalities involve interstate freight vehicles. Tractor-trailers burn approximately one sixth of a gallon of fuel per container, per mile - a cost of about 13 cents per container-mile. Currently, coastal shipping costs less than five cents per container-mile.16 The environmental savings and reduced use of diesel fuel would be significant if general cargo was transported at sea.
Solves Port Security
Solves port security
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Improved Homeland Security In today's environment of heightened security awareness, the incredible number of containers entering the country has come to the forefront of the news. There is a significant concern in the general populace that rogue actors, either state sponsored or independent, could deliver weapons of mass destruction in one of these 17 million containers. As the number of containers grows, the pressure to quickly move them off ships and out of the port facility increases as well. This press for speed further limits the opportunity for security inspections. Establishing a coastal trade with relatively small (1,400 TEU) ships would permit inspection of many more containers than currently possible. Cargo can be inspected as a routine part of the transport from super ports to domestic transshipment hubs. Also, removing these containers from the highways and dense population areas of the Atlantic and Pacific coastlines provides a buffer zone between any potential weapon detonation and the populace. While 100 percent inspections will still not be possible, transshipment on small cargo ships will allow a higher percentage of inspections than is currently accomplished.

AT Lack of Expertise
Existing multi-modal companies solve the shift
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Lack of Expertise Success requires buy-in of both overland and waterborne shipping companies, but the initiative lies with the overland companies. Of the 40 or so major trucking companies, more than half are heavily involved with movement of cargo along the Eastern Seaboard's Interstate 95 or the West Coast's Interstate 5. Given the delays discussed above, these trucking companies would benefit the most from an alternative to overcrowded highways. "A trucking company," says Tim Colton, principal consultant for Maritime Business Strategies, LLC, "would no more consider starting a ship operating division than a ship operator would think of starting up a truck service."18 It would be ludicrous for an overland trucking company to suddenly shift their operation into a waterborne cargo realm. Likewise, shipping companies have little or no experience in rail or truck management. A coordinated effort between the two industries is absolutely imperative for success. There are, however, several U.S. owned trucking companies currently operating small foreign-flag cargo ships in regional trade overseas. These few companies, with significant input from experts in both fields could form the kernel around which the new industry could grow.

AT Expensive
Counterplan funding would come from road improvements
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Lack of Port Facilities  Another significant argument against success is the absence of dedicated regional ports. The CCDoTT report calls for dedicated port facilities, designed to support the domestic fleet's container and RO/RO needs. There are currently several independent cargo terminals on both coasts that can accommodate the RO/RO requirements right now, and containerization is on the rise in every port in the country. A significant source of funds for port infrastructure improvement is the federal Department of Transportation. A large portion of the cost savings they will realize by not having to rebuild the highway and rail systems can be diverted to port construction and improvement.

***Used Purchase CP***

1NC Shell

Purchasing used ships before a conflict solves
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Due to the United States' inability to revitalize the maritime industry to a point that meets the defense requirements, alternative solutions should be investigated. One viable option would be to purchase these assets on the "used" international market during or prior to a national emergency. Because the U.S. government already has an acquisition system in force to purchase used ships in this arena, the same process can be utilized to acquire emergency sealift at an accelerated pace. An analysis of accumulated data of used ship prices reveals a direct correlation to individual ship size, individual age, freight rates, fleet size, fleet age, and tonnage moved. Other factors that directly affect these prices are the present economic prosperity of the world and the cost of new construction. It can also be concluded that ship operators see a vessel as a considerable capital investment and to borrow large amounts of money for new ship construction during times of high interest rates is not seen as a financially sound business strategy when cheaper "used" sources of transportation are available. By comparing leading industrial nations' long-term interest rates to used ship prices it was found that initially, as interest prices rose, so, too, did the resale values for ships. The downturn in the world economy and the relative rise in new construction prices initially accounts for owner's decisions to purchase the cheaper used ships. As economic hardship continues, prospective buyers purchase neither new or used ships, thus demonstrating periods of low resale values. The demand for used ships also reflects future expectations of ship prices. As new building prices accelerate, combined with reduced shipbuilding capacity, present and future owners purchase ships in a speculative manner. If new construction cost are forecasted to be high, present prices of tonnage in the used market will remain high. Effects that are not economic and cannot be forecasted always exist. When the Suez Canal was closed, a major portion of the world's oil had to be transported longer distances mandating the need for extra tonnage in the tanker trade. This type of political pressure on market values makes it difficult to forecast the best time to purchase used ships. In the event of a major conflict, it is certain that the cost to purchase existing tonnage would be expensive. However, if the U.S. Government purchased the necessary tonnage it required in the international market during periods of low economic growth, the savings could be many times what it might be during peak periods. This solution of acquiring strategic sealift on the international market is not the best one and can only be considered temporary. However, until the U.S. commercial maritime industry is revitalized, the acquisition of used ships remains a viable option.

