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NIB fails--- only requiring user fees and specifying a payback mechanism solves

Kahn and Levinson 11

(Matthew E. Kahn and David M. Levinson, Profs at UCLA and U. of Minnesota,  February 2011, “Fix It First, Expand It Second, Reward It Third: A New Strategy for America’s Highways”, Hamilton Project)

Unlike the current administration’s proposal for a National Infrastructure Bank, or the Dodd-Hagel proposal from 2007, this FHB would be a sound, publicly owned, financial institution aiming to achieve a return on investment, not a government agency for distributing grant funds. The current Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program, and the proposed National Infrastructure Bank both conflate loans and grants, and are thus handouts without any clear mechanism or necessary requirement for direct repayment of loans. We believe this missing feedback loop, the lack of a pre-specified payback mechanism, is a fatal flaw in the design of other National Infrastructure Bank proposals. By requiring user fees as the primary repayment mechanism, we move toward more-efficient allocation of scarce roads than currently exists; in addition, these user fees will help ensure reliable networks and give travelers the option to avoid congestion. 

Current Federal system of allocation is broken which negates any theoretical benefit- three reasons

Istrate and Puentes 09 <Emilia, Senior Research Analyst at the Metropolitan Policy Program and Robert, Senior Fellow and Director, Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative, Investing for Success: Examining a Federal Capital Budget and a National Infrastructure Bank, Brookings, December 2009, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2009/12/10%20infrastructure%20puentes/1210_infrastructure_puentes.pdf, SPS>
In short, the federal budgeting community agrees that federal government does not treat federal investment appropriately. While both the federal capital process and the federal grants to states have their own problems, there are three main problems plaguing the federal investment process as a whole: 1. Bias against maintenance. While federal investment allows maintenance funding, most of the investment is geared towards new capital assets. To the extent federal investment supports maintenance, state and local grantees use their transportation grants to cover major maintenance, such as major rehabilitation and repair of capital assets. However, without the funding of appropriate preventive maintenance, the useful service life of infrastructure assets is shortened unnecessarily. Analyzing data provided by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) found that maintenance of existing road infrastructure has higher net benefit than new construction, beyond a certain point. 44 Efficient resurfacing projects had an average benefit-cost ratio double that of new lane projects. 45 Through the federal capital process, federal agencies are required to conduct asset inventories that would assess the capital assets’ condition and need of maintenance. In addition, Federal Financial Accounting Standards require the agencies to report deferred maintenance. 46 The federal agencies vary in the implementation of these conditions. 47 Federal transportation grants to states for new capital assets do not have adequate maintenance clauses. Given that the grant programs allow for the inclusion of major repair and rehabilitation projects, states do not have a strong incentive to spend on preventive maintenance but rather let assets degenerate until they can qualify for more federal money. 48 This result has been reinforced by the fact that state and local governments cannot use the money resulting from a tax exempt bond issue to cover maintenance. 49 However, deferred maintenance should affect the creditworthiness of state and local governments due to its impact on the condition of the borrowers’ assets. 50 2. Flawed selection process. In general, government investment is justified if the targeted capital asset is associated with a market failure and produces a net welfare benefit to society. While the market failure is usually easily identifiable, the costs and benefits of federal government financing for a project are harder to estimate. Many have called for investment in a capital asset to be justified based on economic analysis, such as a BCA or wider BCA that would intertwine quantitative and qualitative factors. While there are legal requirements for BCA based approaches, there is no uniform implementation or estimation for a wide range of projects. The Federal Capital Investment Program Information Act of 1984 requires the federal budget to include projections of public civilian capital spending and recent assessments of public civilian physical capital needs. 51 Also, an Executive Order from 1994 clearly specifies the requirements of BCA for federal investment in infrastructure, in all federally-financed assets. 52 It refers to the estimation of market and nonmarket costs and benefits over the full life cycle of a project. Further, it directly addresses the issues of demand management, implementation of better management practices to improve the return of current projects, and involvement of states, as recipients of federal grants. Federal agencies are supposed to use these principles to justify major infrastructure investment and grant programs, those in excess of $50 million annually. With all the legal requirements in place, BCA is not done consistently by federal agencies. 53 The states themselves often do not use formal BCA in deciding among alternative projects and regular evaluations of outcomes are typically not conducted. 3. Insufficient long-term planning. A major complaint is the “short sightedness” of the federal investment process. The federal budget is released and updated annually, but there is little attention to long-term plans, and there are no mechanisms to hold policymakers accountable for the long-run effects of annual budgetary implementation. Overall, federal agencies lack comprehensive long-term capital plans. 55 While not providing a unified view at the federal government level, a federal agency’s long-term capital plan would show an agency-wide perspective to inform congressional appropriations committees. 56 Some congressional staff responsible for resource allocation and oversight of federal agencies expressed interest in receiving this type of information. 57 The federal transportation grants have contract authority that allows states to do multiyear planning and contracting. The federal surface transportation program provides an 80 percent matching grant to states to conduct statewide planning and to develop long-range statewide plans. These plans “should include capital, operations and management strategies, investments, procedures, and other measures to ensure the preservation and most efficient use of the existing transportation system.” 58 While both the federal agencies and the grantees have to develop long-term capital plans, there is no comprehensive long-term strategic view for the capital assets financed by the federal government. There is no incentive for decisionmakers to push for better long-range planning, because there is no accountability mechanism to assess the long-term results of federal investment. 

No quality control—takes out solvency
FDL ’11 (Fire Dog Lake, “Infrastructure Bank Creates More Non-Accountable Decision-Makers”. http://firedoglake.com/2011/08/04/infrastructure-bank-creates-more-non-accountable-decision-makers/)
But where would the money come from? The Iraq war drains our national resources, and the 2001 cuts in personal income, capital gains, and inheritance taxes have slashed federal revenues. Meanwhile, several presidential candidates, including the Republican nominee, Senator John McCain, were unable to resist the temptation to endorse a motor fuels tax “holiday,” which would produce negligible saving for motorists but cut even further needed federal revenues. Thus, when it comes time for investments in our future, the federal cupboard is bare.

If he were writing today, he would see the same problem, only now aggravated by the anti-tax mania of the Tea-Zombies and their Democratic enablers; the miserable financial position of the States; and by the coming fight over the fuel tax, which expires at the end of September. The fuel tax is the funding source for the nation’s highway trust fund, which finances most of the road-building, major maintenance and mass transit systems. It is on the hit list for Grover Norquist and the crazy party. Without it, there will be even less money for infrastructure.   [cont'd.]

Rohatyn says that the decision-making process is also a big a problem. We don’t have an organized process for making good decisions about major programs, what to repair, what to replace and what to create, whether it’s water treatment plants, airport expansion or highways. Instead, we have bureaucratic fiefdoms handing out whatever money they have based on their own ideas, or earmarks directed at filling the needs of congresscritters to bring home the bacon to their contributors. Or, we rely on state government to figure out the best way to handle their needs. Rohatyn wants something like an industrial policy, where the federal government picks winning and losing projects:

    No responsible body has the mission of impartially deciding whether we’d be better off with more mass transit and better train service and fewer major roads, because these are never compared when a specific proposal is under review. Moreover, the different agencies that analyze projects—if they do so—generally use different (and self-interested) criteria for determining such critical variables as the value of time, the value of new jobs created, the discount rate, the cost of capital, and so on. As a result, the public is left without the apples-to-apples comparisons that any rational investor would use to allocate a portfolio of billions of dollars of investment.

In Rohatyn’s telling, the infrastructure bank would apply meritocratic criteria to the projects it funds. And by bank he means the board of directors: unelected people like cabinet officials and people appointed by President Obama, Majority Leader Reid and Speaker Boehner. He wants us to cede control of major infrastructure completely to unelected and unaccountable people. At least, they will not be accountable to citizens. They will be solely responsible to the investors in the bank, the rich and the entitled. What else would you expect from the profoundly anti-democratic elites?

We wouldn’t have this problem if we raised taxes, but that would violate the rights of Americans not to pay taxes. Instead of taxes, we pay interest or tolls to Abu Dhabi and other clients of Goldman Sachs and JPMorgan Chase. The interests of these financiers and their clients are certainly aligned, but not with the interests of US citizens
general

Their evidence is a lie- it’s pandering to union voters and it won’t solve the infrastructure woes

The Washington Times 10 – (“Obama can't kick the stimulus habit; Another $50 billion giveaway to the unions,” September 8, 2010, Lexis)//SPS 
Move over recovery summer, it's time for fabulous fall as President Obama ups the stimulus spending ante by $50 billion. Mr. Obama announced his generosity at Monday's Laborfest pep rally in Milwaukee, Wisc. An audience of union members cheered the plan, knowing the majority of this public cash infusion would be transferred into their own pockets. That's just the thing to energize labor in advance of November elections that look increasingly bleak for Democrats. Mr. Obama promised the latest bundle of cash would be spent rebuilding roads, laying new rail lines and restoring runways. It sounds harmless until you consider that, under the Davis-Bacon Act, these public projects must pay inflated labor rates that ensure unions are the primary beneficiaries. "The bottom line is this, Milwaukee," Mr. Obama explained. "This will not only create jobs immediately, it's also going to make our economy hum over the long haul." Most Americans would say the economy has been more ho-hum in the year-and-a-half since Mr. Obama signed the $814 billion in stimulus into law. According to the administration's recovery.gov website, $210 billion in stimulus contracts, grants, loans and entitlements remains unspent. States that receive this largesse often need a great deal of time to turn the cash into the make-work projects that offer few concrete benefits to the taxpayers who are footing the bill. If the latest spending spree meant building new road capacity in the country's most congested regions, a case could conceivably be made for federal involvement. Mr. Obama's words, however, were carefully chosen. He spoke of 150,000 miles of roads that will be "repaired" or "modernized." That means existing roads would be repaved or "improved" with congestion-causing features like bicycle lanes and traffic-calming measures such as speed bumps. The administration's anti-growth leftists only want new construction for 19th-century passenger-rail technologies. As demonstrated this week in London and Paris, labor unions can hold a capital hostage when commuters are forced onto government-controlled rail lines that go on strike. The leverage in asking for higher pay and benefits is lost when employees drive themselves to work. Such drivers in the United States can expect to pay a lot more. The president has resurrected a proposal he once cosponsored as a senator to create a new federal agency to dole out cash to union-backed road projects on a permanent basis. According to the text of the infrastructure bank legislation, the agency would promote the "use of smart tolling, such as vehicle miles traveled and congestion pricing, for highway, road and bridge projects." In other words, it's a way to raise taxes on commuters without using the politically unpopular "tax" word. Taxpayer-funded roadside billboards would also be used to boost popularity. As anyone who took a road trip this holiday weekend can attest, America's highways are littered with orange cones and signs proclaiming that the stimulus is "Putting America to work." When Illinois Republican Rep. Aaron Schock proposed in July to prohibit federal funding for this electioneering, only 11 Democrats voted with him. Democratic solidarity may not last, as members grow uneasy about the prospect of voting for a costly package they will soon have to defend on the campaign trail. As none of the previous stimulus attempts succeeded, there's no reason to believe this one will be any different. The best way to put America back to work is to discard the Keynesian theories and realize our economic woes are caused by spending too much, not spending too little. 

NIB won’t be used for the bulk of necessary transportation improvements 

Orski 11-[Ken, New Geography, “Infrastructure Bank: Losing Favor with the White House,” 8/30/2011, http://www.newgeography.com/content/002408-infrastructure-bank-losing-favor-with-white-house, DKP]
If the proposed entity is to be a true bank – as proposed in a recent bill sponsored by Senators John Kerry (D-MA) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX) and endorsed by the AFL-CIO and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce– its scope would be confined to projects that can repay interest and principal on their loans with a dedicated stream of revenue — in other words, the Bank could finance only income-generating facilities such as toll roads and bridges. By all estimates, such projects will constitute only a small fraction of the overall inventory of transportation improvements needed to be financed in the years ahead, the bulk of which will be reconstruction of existing toll-free Interstate highways. Hence, a true Infrastructure Bank would be of limited help in creating jobs and reviving the economy, critics argue.

The NIB wouldn’t be insulated—Congressional pressure empirically proves bad projects will be selected

Istrate and Puentes 9 

(Istrate, Emilia,  senior research analyst and associate fellow with the Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative specializing in transportation financing, and Puentes, Robert,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative, December 2009, “Investing for Success Examining a Federal Capital Budget and a National Infrastructure Bank”, Brookings Institute)FS
Political interference in the selection process. An NIB, as envisaged by recent proposals, would be under congressional influence. It would receive annual appropriations from Congress and the board would have to submit a report to the president and the Congress at the end of each fiscal year. Evidence from the federal transportation program shows that congressional directives sometimes choose projects which are not a priority and that would not have been chosen in a competitive selection process.111 Talking about changing the U.S. transportation policy into performance driven decisionmaking, former U.S. Department of Transportation official Tyler Duvall articulated the problem: “The objective of depoliticizing transportation decisions by using the political process is a tough challenge.”112

NIB doesn’t solve- laundry list

Istrate and Puentes 09 <Emilia, Senior Research Analyst at the Metropolitan Policy Program and Robert, Senior Fellow and Director, Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative, Investing for Success: Examining a Federal Capital Budget and a National Infrastructure Bank, Brookings, December 2009, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2009/12/10%20infrastructure%20puentes/1210_infrastructure_puentes.pdf, SPS>
 Filling the capital structure of infrastructure projects. Although the United States has the deepest capital markets in the world, they are not always providing the full array of investment capital needed —especially for large infrastructure projects with certain credit profiles. This has been even more obvious during the current recession, with the disruptions in the capital markets. An NIB could help by providing more flexible subordinate debt for big infrastructure projects. Generally bonds get investment-grade ratings, and have ready market access, only if they are senior obligations with secure repayment sources. For more complicated project financings that go beyond senior debt, there is a need for additional capital, such as equity capital or subordinated debt. However, this market gap is relatively small relatively to federal investment. An NIB would build upon the current Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) by providing subordinated debt to public or private entities in leveraging private co-investment. However, an NIB is not a silver bullet for the problems of the federal investment. An entity that is not self-sufficient over time and relies on Congress appropriations, by definition, will be under Congress’ influence. In this case, it will be hard to entirely remove the political criterion from the selection process. If NIB is a shareholder-owned corporation, its cost of borrowing would be higher and the entity might experience similar problems to those of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Lack of a clear federal role, performance based selection criteria, and a lack of emphasis on loan repayment, may render an NIB into another federal earmarks program. These issues are discussed below. Political interference in the selection process. An NIB, as envisaged by recent proposals, would be under congressional influence. It would receive annual appropriations from Congress and the board would have to submit a report to the president and the Congress at the end of each fiscal year. Evidence from the federal transportation program shows that congressional directives sometimes choose projects which are not a priority and that would not have been chosen in a competitive selection process. Talking about changing the U.S. transportation policy into performance driven decisionmaking, former U.S. Department of Transportation official Tyler Duvall articulated the problem: “The objective of depoliticizing transportation decisions by using the political process is a tough challenge.” Debt and cost of borrowing. The NIB would add to the federal debt and budget deficit if it were to use debt to finance its activities and if there were not cuts in federal spending taken elsewhere. There is also a trade-off between independence from political influence and cost of borrowing. If an NIB is a federal agency, it may draw upon Treasury’s low interest rates to finance its activities. If it is a shareholder–owned entity, it would incur higher costs of borrowing than Treasury, so the loans going to recipients would have to be at higher interest rates Loan repayment. An issue of discussion is the revenue source required to repay an NIB loan. There is a concern is that only revenue producing projects, such as toll roads, would be able to obtain funding from an NIB. The TIFIA awards track record shows that while tolls are the main revenue source, there are alternatives. Awardees may use other sources of funding to reimburse the loan or secure the loan guarantee, such as availability payments. The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority secured a loan guarantee with its gross revenues as well as payments provided by the local area governments to support its Capital Improvement Program. Size of projects. Although the 2007 Dodd-Hagel bill referred to a $75 million threshold for awards, the current proposals do not mention any size. The size of projects is often considered as a proxy for the expected effect. A low threshold size might signal that the money is intended to be spread around to satisfy as many projects as possible. If that’s the case, some entities might not consider applying for the funding, given the large cost to prepare the application for a project. Ultimately, the size of projects will depend on the funding available to an NIB and the perceived federal role in directly funding infrastructure projects. Sectors. There is also a concern that an NIB would favor transportation over other infrastructure modes, due to potentially larger projects and associated revenue streams. The wastewater and drinking water advocates are worried that water projects would not be able to compete with transportation, because the water projects have a localized effect and usually do not reach the size of transportation construction projects. Overlap with other federal programs. The mandate of an NIB in practice would overlap with the mandates of other existing programs. There are two major issues arising from this problem: how would an NIB use the existing agency expertise and how would other federal agencies relate to this new entity? If the sharing-of-expertise is accomplished through detailing personnel from other agencies, the other federal agencies may have indirect control over NIB. The issue of coordination with other agencies is a thornier one. Even current federal agencies do not have a great record at coordinating their programs. What it is not. Independent of any proposal design, an NIB is no panacea for the problems of the federal investment process. It is not a solution for the current federal investment programs. An NIB would be focused only on its own projects, which would be financed through new federal investment. It is not a revenue source, but a financing mechanism. It is not a replacement of the current formula based grants or direct federal funding in infrastructure.

NIB won’t solve in the short term—also comparisons with international success is flawed 

Chin 11-[Curtis, The Washington Times, “Obama’s infrastructure bank won’t create real jobs; Asia shows trade growth lifts economy more than government projects,” 9/18/2011, LexisNexis, DKP]
With U.S. unemployment persistently and unacceptably high, President Obama and others from all political persuasions have voiced support once again for establishment of a new government-created institution that would provide loans and guarantees to finance U.S. infrastructure. They note Asia's continued economic growth and cite the region's - and particularly China's - tremendous investments in showcase infrastructure projects as reason enough to support greater government financing of infrastructure and development - and the jobs that come with such spending. Policymakers in Washington would be mistaken, however, if they see short-term job creation as rationale for creation of another federal bureaucracy in the guise of a U.S. national infrastructure bank. The latest proposal, part of Mr. Obama's recent Senate-rejected $447 billion jobs bill, envisioned a new $10 billion institution in Washington. That subproposal of the "jobs" bill may well rise again. The benefits, proponents say, will be twofold: rebuilding the United States' crumbling infrastructure and creating jobs. Just as the World Bank helped rebuild Europe after World War II and brings critical investment dollars to the poorest nations, isn't it time, they say, to do the same thing at home in the United States? Yet, like many things too good to be true, caveat emptor - buyer beware. Asia, with its multitude of infrastructure projects, offers a lesson, albeit a counterintuitive one. For all the billions of dollars in projects pushed by the World Bank and other multilateral development banks, what is clear is that such institutions are not the key players when it comes to infrastructure investment and job creation for much of Asia. Much more critical to growth have been trade, a still-evolving but strengthening infrastructure of transparency, governance and the rule of law, and allowing businesspeople the chance to, well, go about doing their business. In that context, the recently passed U.S. Free Trade Agreements with Korea, Panama and Colombia may well do more in the long run to spur economic growth in the United States and those countries than any individual bridge or other single infrastructure project. A further case in point: China borrows a few billion dollars annually from the World Bank and the Asian Development Bank. That being said, for an economy of several trillion dollars, the financial and employment impact of these banks' infrastructure lending to China are minimal, and even questionable on other policy grounds. 

The plan fails – not enough infrastructure is included and jobs are not immediate

Malkin 11 Michelle Malkin is author of Culture of Corruption: Obama and his Team of Tax Cheats, Crooks & Cronies. (Michelle, “Michelle Malkin: Obama’s Latest Government Loans to Nowhere Bill New American Infrastructure Financing Authority just one in a string of bureaucratic boondoggles”, Noozhawk, 9-25-2011, http://www.noozhawk.com/article/092511_michelle_malkin/) RaPa

President Barack Obama still hasn’t learned the classic First Rule of Holes: When you’re in one, stop digging. Up to his earlobes in failed stimulus grants and tainted federal loan guarantees, the shoveler in chief tunneled forward last week on his latest Government Loans to Nowhere bill. His willful ignorance is America’s abyss. Little noticed in the White House jobs-for-cronies proposal is a provision creating yet another corruption-friendly “government corporation” that would dole out public infrastructure loans and loan guarantees. Because, you know, the government-chartered, political hack-stacked Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac “public-private partnerships” — which have incurred an estimated $400 billion in losses while enriching bipartisan Beltway operatives — worked out so well for American taxpayers. The new monstrosity, dubbed the American Infrastructure Financing Authority, would “provide direct loans and loan guarantees to facilitate investment in economically viable infrastructure projects of regional or national significance,” according to the White House plan. Obama would have the power to appoint AIFA’s chief executive officer and a seven-member board of directors. No doubt the nominees would include the likes of AFL-CIO chief Richard Trumka on the left and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce on the right — strange Obama bedfellows that have formed a Big Labor-Big Business-Big Government alliance supporting Obama’s infrastructure slush fund. In addition, a new bureaucracy to support AIFA would be created, including a “chief lending officer” in charge of “all functions of AIFA relating to the development of project pipeline, financial structuring of projects, selection of infrastructure projects”; the “creation and management of a Center for Excellence to provide technical assistance to public sector borrowers in the development and financing of infrastructure projects”; and creation and funding of “an Office of Rural Assistance to provide technical assistance in the development and financing of rural infrastructure projects.” In its first two years, AIFA would rake in $10 billion in congressional appropriations, $20 billion over the next seven years and $50 billion per fiscal year after that. How would Obama ensure the loan review process is protected from special interest favor-trading and White House meddling? If the ongoing, half-billion-dollar stimulus-funded Solyndra solar company loan debacle is any indication, the answer is: not very well. And consider Obama’s naked partisan stunt Thursday at the Brent Spence Bridge connecting Republican House Speaker John Boehner’s home state of Ohio and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell’s home state of Kentucky. “There’s no reason for Republicans in Congress to stand in the way of more construction projects. There’s no reason to stand in the way of more jobs,” he railed. “Mr. Boehner, Mr. McConnell, help us rebuild this bridge. Help us rebuild America. Help us put this country back to work. Pass this jobs bill right away!” While he has high-mindedly called on “Washington” (as if he isn’t at the center of it) to put country over politics, he continues to use tax dollars to travel the country for campaign events assailing Republicans in front of decrepit bridges that wouldn’t see a dime of his “immediate” jobs bill money for years. If ever. The point was made not by evil GOP obstructionists, but by the local Cincinnati Enquirer newspaper, which pointed out that the Brent Spence Bridge is not named in Obama’s jobs bill, has no guarantee of funding in the jobs bill, and “is still in the preliminary engineering and environmental clearance phase. In a best-case scenario, the earliest that workers would be hired would be in 2013, but more likely 2015.” It gets worse. Obama’s infrastructure loan corps wouldn’t just oversee bridge loans to nowhere. The AIFA board would get to dispense billions and score political points for their favorite photo-op-ready roads, mass transit, inland waterways, commercial ports, airports, air traffic control systems, passenger rail, high-speed rail, freight rail, wastewater treatment facilities, storm water management systems, dams, solid-waste disposal facilities, drinking water treatment facilities, levees, power transmission and distribution, storage and energy-efficiency enhancements for buildings. As I reported in my Tuesday column, a separate $6 billion “private nonprofit corporation” would be created by the Obama jobs plan to oversee the “Public Safety Broadband Corporation.” The panel would consist of 11 board members and four Obama administration officials. It, too, would be tasked with choosing winners and losers. Instead of local and state governments overseeing construction, this new federally created investing entity would “hold the single public safety wireless license granted under section 281 and take all actions necessary to ensure the building, deployment, and operation of a secure and resilient nationwide public safety interoperable broadband network.” Given recent bombshell revelations of White House pressure on military and government officials to promote Obama’s old broadband cronies at shady LightSquared Inc., the idea of empowering a new Obama bureaucracy to dole out more broadband contracts in the name of “public safety” is unsettling at best. Deeper and deeper we go. 

The bill fails – federal government can’t manage – Fannie and Freddie prove

Utt 11 Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. (Ronald D, “Infrastructure Bank Proposals Would Concentrate Transportation Policy in Washington”, 4-26-2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/04/infrastructure-bank-proposals-and-transportation-policy) RaPa

What Is a Bank? These proposed entities—and similar ones that exist in the states from earlier legislation—are described as “banks”; however, two of them are no such thing. The common meaning of a “bank” describes a financial intermediary that borrows money at one interest rate and lends it to credit-worthy borrowers at a somewhat higher interest rate to cover the costs incurred in the act of financial intermediation. The Kerry and Obama proposals are not banks, because they rely entirely on congressional appropriations and thus indirectly on deficit finance and taxpayers. Only the DeLauro proposal resembles a bank (her plan involves the act of financial intermediation), but therein lies another problem. The federal government has a miserable track record of operating financial entities. Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac are merely the most recent and most costly examples of a long and sorry history of federal financial incompetence. Supporters of the DeLauro bank might argue that the bill now explicitly denies this bank the “full faith and credit” of government, but that did not deter a $150 billion bailout of Fannie and Freddie, whose debt was likewise unguaranteed. Another reason for concern is that DeLauro claimed her bank would be “an innovative public-private partnership like Fannie Mae.”[2] The DeLauro and Kerry plans follow half the principles of banking—they provide loans that earn interest and are expected to be paid back—but Obama’s bank “will provide grants and loans, and a blend of both.” Grants, of course, are not paid back, prompting “one former member of the National Infrastructure Financing Commission to observe that ‘institutions that give away money without requiring repayment are properly called ‘foundations’ not ‘banks.’”[3] Senator James Inhofe (R–OK), the ranking member of the Senate Environmental and Public Works Committee, noted: Banks don’t give out grants; they give out loans. There is also currently a mechanism for giving out federal transportation grants—it is called the highway bill. I don’t believe an infrastructure bank will increase total transportation investment—it will only take money away from what would otherwise go through the existing highway and transit programs. The only thing you are going to do is move decision making from States to U.S. DOT officials in Washington—an outcome I do not support.[4] Plans Create New Bureaucracy Instead of Building Infrastructure Senator Inhofe correctly notes the bureaucratic and Washington-centric focus of each of these bank proposals. The current federal highway program was created by the Federal-Aid Highway Act in appreciation of the state’s primacy in determining how trust fund resources would be allocated, but each of these banks would place those decisions in Washington and in the hands of newly created bureaucracies. Both the DeLauro and Kerry bills are concerned about their banks’ bureaucracies, fussing over such issues as detailed job descriptions for the new executive teams and the process by which board members will be appointed. The Obama plan proposes that $270 million be allocated to conducting studies and administering his new bank and 100 new employees be hired to run the program. Inquiring minds might ask why the $270 million could not be used to fill potholes on the crumbling interstate highways, and instead of hiring 100 new people, perhaps some of the existing 58,000 federal transportation employees might be available to manage that activity. The DeLauro plan would focus investments on projects with social welfare objectives, requiring that “The Bank shall conduct an analysis that takes into account the economic, environmental, social benefits, and costs of each project under consideration for financial assistance under this Act.”[5] Specifically, DeLauro’s legislation mandates job creation, responsible employment practices, use of renewable energy, reduction in carbon emissions, poverty and inequality reduction, pollution reductions, training for low-income workers, public health benefits, and improvement of the physical shape and layout of public housing projects.[6] Deficit Spending by Another Name While many advocates of such “banks” present their plans as responsible, business-like entities that will spur important investment and aid the economy, all evidence indicates that these plans are little more than a disguised repeat of Obama’s failed American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Indeed, sympathetic economists writing in the recent New York Review of Books argue that “the solution lies in the creation of a National Investment Bank that will produce more jobs while not seriously increasing the deficit. Behind this lies solid economic theory. The theory is Keynesian.”[7] Enough said. 

sustainability/funding
Infrastructure bank unsustainable
UTT ’10 – Ph.D. is a Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation (Ronald, “Infrastructure bank proposals rely on backdoor deficit spending”. March 22. http://dailycaller.com/2010/03/22/infrastructure-bank-proposals-rely-on-backdoor-deficit-spending/)
The common meaning of a “bank” describes an entity that borrows money at one interest rate and lends it out to creditworthy borrowers at a somewhat higher interest rate to cover the borrowing, administrative, and bad debt costs incurred in the act of financial intermediation. In contrast, many of the federal infrastructure bank proposals (and those already in existence) follow only the borrowing part. Instead most allow the infrastructure bank to use borrowed funds to provide grants and subsidies to approved infrastructure projects. A grant, of course, is not paid back and does not require interest payments. So this raises an important question: How can the bank service its debt if it has no earnings?

Alert readers will recognize that this sounds alarmingly similar to the predicament of the federally sponsored lenders Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac when their earnings failed to cover debt costs, thereby necessitating a taxpayer bailout that now totals $126 billion. Oddly, such apparent parallels were acknowledged by Representative Rosa DeLauro (D–CT), sponsor of current infrastructure bank legislation, when she noted that her bank would be “an innovative public-private partnership like Fannie Mae.”

Note that the chief difference between Fannie Mae and the DeLauro bank is that Fannie Mae was mandated to ensure the creditworthiness of its borrowers (however poorly done), while investments, loans, and subsidies provided by the DeLauro bank would be required to meet a series of social objectives devoid of any requirements for economic viability or financial sustainability.

The Common Financial Weakness of Many Bank Proposals

Relieving the bank’s management from the pesky task of checking a borrower’s creditworthiness, evaluating the viability of the project, and ensuring the sustainability of the bank’s financial integrity is a troubling characteristic of many federal proposals to create infrastructure banks.

Obama’s Plan. In his budget proposal for fiscal year (FY) 2011, the President proposes the creation of a “National Infrastructure Innovation and Finance Fund,” which will “directly provide resources for projects through grants, loans, or a blend of both, and will effectively leverage non-federal resources, including private capital.” As one former Member of the National Infrastructure Financing Commission observed, “Institutions that give away money without requiring repayment are properly called ‘foundations,’ not ‘banks.’”

DeLauro Plan. The more detailed plan under discussion is that introduced by DeLauro titled the National Infrastructure Development Bank Act of 2009 (H.R. 2521). This bill provides for the full faith and credit of the United States for any bond or other obligation issued by the bank, and while the legislation says nothing about providing “grants,” it does authorize the bank “to issue public benefit bonds and to provide direct subsidies to infrastructure projects from amounts made available from the issuance of such bonds.” Of course, a subsidy is indistinguishable from a grant and is not something that would be paid back.

Politics Trumps Viability

The DeLauro plan would also concentrate investments in politically fashionable projects: “The Bank shall conduct an analysis that takes into account the economic, environmental, social benefits, and costs of each project under consideration for financial assistance under this Act, prioritizing projects that contribute to economic growth, lead to job creation, and are of regional or national significance.” Nothing in the section suggests that creditworthiness, financial viability, or ability to repay a loan is a criterion.

As for specific bank goals, DeLauro’s legislation also mandates job creation, responsible employment practices, reduction in carbon emissions, smart growth, poverty and inequality reduction, pollution reductions, improvement and the physical layout of public housing, and public health benefits.

What These Banks Might Look Like: The South Carolina Example

The National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 authorized the creation of 10 State Infrastructure Banks (SIBs), and the 1997 appropriations bill included $150 million to capitalize them. South Carolina created its SIB in 1997, and today it is one of the largest and most active of those remaining from this legislation.

The bank provides both loans and grants, as would be the case with most federal proposals under discussion. In contrast to a “bank” where interest and investment-related fees would constitute the bulk of the revenue, the South Carolina SIB is largely funded by a series of dedicated taxes (truck registration, portion of the state gas tax, motor vehicle registration, and an electric power tax) that provided 69 percent of the SIB’s revenues in FY 2009. Moreover, because grants and subsidies are “anti-assets” for purposes of the SIB’s balance sheet, the SIB’s 2009 assets of $1.3 billion were exceeded by its liabilities of $2.2 billion (mostly debt). This leaves the SIB with a negative net worth of $896 million for that year. As is apparent from this brief review, the South Carolina infrastructure bank is heavily dependent upon substantial taxpayer subsidies, and will collapse without them.

Backdoor Boondoggle

As currently written, the legislation to create a federal infrastructure bank would lead to an outcome similar to South Carolina’s, making it little more than a backdoor mechanism for the deficit/taxpayer financing of transportation projects. Congress should instead develop legislation to create a real infrastructure bank whose assets match liabilities and whose earnings and debt service came from tolls and other user fees earned on financially sustainable investments.

Fails leveraging capital
EHL ’12 - Federal Liaison for the Washington State. Department of Transportation; editor of the Transportation Issues (Larry, “The Fantasy Solution of an Infrastructure Bank”. April 16. http://www.transportationissuesdaily.com/the-fantasy-solution-of-an-infrastructure-bank/)
Aggarwala correctly notes that infrastructure banks offer a way around the political challenges of convincing elected officials and the public to raise the gas tax, and the pervasive myths (my words) of earmarks:

    “Private investors’ money multiplies limited public funds; those investors’ bankers help ensure that politicians don’t prioritize the wrong projects; and the projects themselves remain public — thus avoiding the downsides of true privatization.”

That solves only the challenge of timing, not the challenge of wealth.  Aggarwala describes how financing and infrastructure banks can solve the timing challenge:

    By definition, a financing problem is one of timing: a project built today creates value tomorrow, but the builder doesn’t have the cash today to get started. So an investor lends, the borrower builds and the two share the value created tomorrow. That’s finance.  . . .Investment can unlock future revenue that can be shared with a lender.

The problem is that much if not all of the public funds come from existing revenues.  That in turn reduces the amount of funds available in the future for other needed maintenance, preservation and capacity improvements.

In some cases, the public funds are new, such as tolling revenue. But tolling is an option on very few roads across the country.  Further, there is strong opposition to tolling new roads and even stronger opposition to tolling an existing road for expansion and improvements.  Aggarwala dissects the dilemma:

“Unfortunately, America’s most dire infrastructure problems are . . . like Pennsylvania’s 6,000 structurally deficient bridges. Replacing these won’t create new value, serve new traffic or generate new economic development, so financing has to come from existing income. And that’s a problem not of timing, but of wealth. Even if a replacement bridge can be financed through an infrastructure bank, the debt service on the loan has to be paid back with existing wealth.

Worse, most of America’s bridges are untolled, so even if their replacements were to carry more traffic, they wouldn’t yield new direct revenue. At best, through gasoline and other taxes, they would bring money into the federal Highway Trust Fund and into state and local governments. So what’s necessary to unlock financing is funding from increased future allocations from the Highway Trust Fund, or from state and local taxes.

But that is the very problem an infrastructure bank tries to avoid.”

I would quibble with his point about not generating new economic development. A new bridge or road can improve economic vitality but rarely enough to back private investment, which I think is Aggarwala’s point.

There’s one aspect Aggarwala doesn’t mention, according to Joung Lee, Deputy Director of the AASHTO Center for Excellence in Project Finance.  Congress, during its debates on a national infrastructure bank (NIB), has yet to reach “a full consensus on what exactly such an entity should do. So far the debate has exhibited qualities of a Rorschach test, where interested stakeholders project what they want to see in a NIB based on their varied interests. For example, Aggarwala takes it as a given that a NIB would extend loans to recipients that are selected through careful vetting based on sponsor creditworthiness and project risk. However, some supporters of the NIB have proposed activities that would include grant funding in addition to extending credit. Direct grant-making by a NIB would essentially displace state DOT and MPO decision-making with an entity that is much further removed from the transportation plans and projects to which such funds are applied. In addition, such activities would most likely reduce the purported ability of a NIB to efficiently leverage seed capital and bring discipline to project selection with minimal political interference.”

So in the end, an infrastructure bank and financing tools are excellent additional tools which will help a few public agencies.  They will help primarily with mega-projects at our ports and in our major cities – both of which are the economic engines of our country.  Puentes comments that given “the absence of progress in Washington, cities like Chicago are showing the way forward. They are stepping up to devise new ways to conceive and finance a range of infrastructure projects as the physical means to an economy-shaping end, rather than end in itself.”

But infrastructure banks and financing tools will do little to help the majority of smaller ports, and rural and suburban cities and counties who face overwhelming infrastructure needs and funding shortfalls.  As Aggarwala notes, it is “fantasy” to believe we can “find a way other than taxes (on gasoline and property) or user fees (tolls and the like) to pay for infrastructure.”
No funds for the plan
SCHULZ ‘10, Contributing Editor -- Logistics Management (John D., “Transportation infrastructure: Is a U.S. Infrastructure Bank an idea whose time has come?”. April 2. http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/455228-Transportation_infrastructure_Is_a_U_S_Infrastructure_Bank_an_idea_whose_time_has_come_.php)
Poole said the larger problem is state departments of transportation don't allocate enough for maintenance budgets of existing transportation entities. That's because such maintenance budgets are "the first things to be cut" during tough economic times. So in addition to funding new projects, states should increase their sources of dedicated funding to maintain existing assets. Bryan Grote, co-founder of Mercator Advisors, a financial advisory firm that works with sponsors of infrastructure projects, said the bank's appeal would be to more effectively utilize revenue into commercially viable projects. "Designing the bank would be difficult, but implementing it would be a major challenge," Grote said. "It probably can be a useful step. But the key is it being given the expertise and backing to ensure this entity is doing a better job in provided assistance in a better way. The primary problem is a lack of revenue, not a lack of access to capital markets."
Failed funding mechanisms
FREEMARK ’10 – Independent researcher currently working in France on comparative urban development as part of a Gordon Grand Fellowship from Yale University (Yonah, “Benefits and Pitfalls of a National Infrastructure Bank”. March 8. http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2010/03/08/benefits-and-pitfalls-of-a-national-infrastructure-bank/)
But as nice as the infrastructure bank may sound, its own financing mechanisms have yet to be clearly defined, even though the way it would lend out is relatively easy to understand. In his fiscal year 2011 budget, President Obama suggested appropriating $4 billion to establish the new infrastructure bank, with the assumption that the new agency would distribute grants to qualified projects and have its coffers refilled every year or so depending on need. Of course, what’s envisioned there is no bank at all, since it wouldn’t be generating revenue in return for its investments: it would be draining Washington’s coffers even more, with no clear explanation for why it is necessary. What’s the point of establishing another federal agency to dole out grants for infrastructure, when the Departments of Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Energy already do that all the time? This non-bank idea, in other words, is a non-starter. But what about an infrastructure bank that distributed loans at low interest rates and then expected to get its money back over time? What Connecticut Congresswoman Rosa DeLauro has been proposing for years is something modeled on the European Investment Bank (EIB). The EIB was founded in 1958 and provides low-interest loans at up to 50% of cost to qualified projects in a variety of sectors in Europe and North Africa. Recent projects funded by the EIB’s transport division include an extension of the Bilbao Metro in Spain, a tramway network in Lodz, Poland, and the high-speed rail line between Istanbul and Ankara in Turkey. Despite its vast size and lending obligations — it is larger than the World Bank — the EIB is independent, does not rely on infusions of funds from any European governments, and has a stellar credit rating. The principal of encouraging states and local governments to take out low-interest loans was championed by the stimulus act of early 2009, which included a provision for Build America Bonds. Governments have now issued $78 billion in these bonds, now representing 20% of the municipal debt market, mostly because the BAB program is such a good deal for public authorities that want to take out debt for new construction projects. Unlike the proposed infrastructure bank, however, the BAB program does not distribute funds based on merit, nor does it rely on a government bank — the federal government artificially produces low interest rates by subsidizing private loans. But the EIB and BAB models, as interesting as they are, do not actually increase the amount of money being spent on transportation in the long-term — they simply transfer more of the current spending load into debt. Is that a good idea when governments are already so squeezed by limited budgets? How can we be sure that we’ll be in an adequate financial situation to pay back these debts in the future? Spending now through loans inherently means less spending in the future: If Los Angeles compresses thirty years of transit spending into ten, what happens during the other twenty? Nothing at all, unless another separate revenue source is established. So none of the the infrastructure bank proposals put forth thus far will actually aid in reversing the current lack of adequate financing for transportation.

.

offense

Turn – Infrastructure bank falls to special interests
MCCONVILLE ‘9 - masters in city & regional planning (“National Infrastructure Bank: What’s the Deal?”. December 11. http://thecityfix.com/blog/national-infrastructure-bank-whats-the-deal/)
These disadvantages are described:

    With political independence comes a loss of accountability.  A bank that is not reliant on Congressional appropriations is not subject to the oversight of the executive or legislative branches.  This vacuum could be filled by other influences, such as special interest lobbying or the preferences of the bond market.

    As a bank, the NIB would strive to maximize its own returns.  This could mean that governments with wealthier jurisdictions would be favored for funding, as they would be able to offer more favorable terms to the NIB.  Recipients of funding may also choose to convert the economic returns from a project into revenue returns that could be promised to creditors.  But this would only work for certain types of projects, i.e. a bridge that can be tolled easily, as opposed to a highway where tolling would be more complex, which could create biased project selection in favor of certain projects.

    The needs of private investors could hamper good transportation planning and management.  For example, private investors in a road project want to be guaranteed that future changes to the system do not devalue their investment, so contracts would set a range of acceptable toll prices.  This would interfere with the operator’s ability to manage demand through congestion pricing.  Similarly, private investors often demand non-compete or compensation clauses, which bar or discourage adding capacity to a system if it results in less ridership on the toll road in which they have invested.

    Infrastructure investment is often used as a counter-cyclical economic stimulus.  Government invests during recessions, providing jobs and encouraging spending.  As the economy recovers, fiscal policy should recede, making room for private spending.  An NIB would not necessarily jive with this counter-cyclical idea, as private capital markets become more risk-averse during recessions.

Overall, it seems that a National Infrastructure Bank would address some flaws in the transportation funding system but perhaps create others.  One serious question is yet to be answered.  Several panelists at yesterday’s Brookings discussion on infrastructure and economic development echoed a sentiment that has been expressed by countless transportation advocates: America needs a comprehensive new transportation vision.  How would a National Infrastructure Bank, driven by profit motive and free from government accountability, help us build and carry out that vision?

AT: EIB model
Europe is not a model—our budgets, population and infrastructure situation are too different

Spring, 12 (Ian Spring—economist/manufacturing general manager who is a proponent for further planning of infrastructure solutions, The National Forum, ON Line Opinion, “We must borrow and build infrastructure,” 19 June 2012, http://www.onlineopinion.com.au/view.asp?article=13755&page=1, MH)
Fear that debt was what got Europe into difficulties, and we would be mad to go down the same path

It was uncontrolled budget deficits that got Europe into trouble, not controlled borrowing for infrastructure. Our state and federal budgetary arrangements are at close to balanced levels. Fear that if Europe is trying to reduce debt, why should we engage in extra borrowing. Many such fears arise from poorly considered direct comparisons with Europe. It is wrong to make these direct comparisons. Our circumstances could hardly be more different from those of Europe. They have unsustainable budgets, stable or falling populations, broadly adequate infrastructure, and huge debt as a proportion of GDP. We have tight but well-controlled budgets, a rapidly growing population, very poor infrastructure, and a very low level of national debt. This proposal does not suggest any increase in debt as a percentage of GDP above its present very low level. Europeans wish to avoid further borrowing. We must start quickly to borrow to assure jobs, productivity growth and international competitiveness.

status quo solves
Export-Import bank solves better—already established and proven effective for the last 75 years

Schweitzer et al, 11 (Howard Schweitzer—first chief operating officer of the Treasury Department's Troubled Assets Relief Program and was senior vice president and general counsel of the Export-Import Bank of the United States from 2005 to 2008, The Washington Post,  “A bank for infrastructure? We have that.” 30 September 2011, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/?, MH)

In the American Jobs Act, President Obama reiterated his call for a national infrastructure bank, building on bipartisan legislation introduced in March by Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.), Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-Tex.) and Mark Warner (D-Va.). The media are awash with calls to pass legislation creating a government bank to support private-sector investment in projects that would revitalize our domestic infrastructure, which most experts agree is in disrepair. At the same time, Washington is desperately searching for tools to stimulate a struggling economy. Yet even if the president's proposal were enacted tomorrow, it would be years before such a new bank would be fully operational. While Congress and the administration debate the appropriate means of financing infrastructure, there is a way to begin financing projects and creating jobs today. The Export-Import Bank of the United States, a self-funded government corporation that carries the full faith and credit of the United States, has been financing multibillion-dollar infrastructure projects and creating American jobs for more than 75 years. Why haven't you heard of the bank? Because it finances these projects in Jakarta, Santo Domingo and Sofia, instead of in Chicago, Dallas and Boston. The bank - known to many in Washington as the Ex-Im Bank - creates American jobs by financing U.S. exports when commercial financing is not available or when its support is necessary to level the playing field with foreign subsidized exports. The bank has underwritten and financed large projects involving the export of American products for projects such as the development of a toll road in Romania, an airport in Ecuador and a pipeline in Peru, to name just a few. Its loan-loss history over 75 years hovers at less than 2 percent. After years of watching the bank turn a profit for taxpayers, Congress passed legislation in 2007 that enabled the bank to fund its own loan-loss reserve and operations through the fees it charges borrowers, rather than through an annual congressional appropriation. Effectively, its operations since then have cost taxpayers nothing, with its earnings going to the U.S. Treasury's general account. Despite its name, as a matter of policy the Export-Import Bank finances only U.S. exports. The singularity of that mission and the bank's apolitical approach have helped it build a bipartisan base of support in Congress. Yet the bank could do much more - and has the legal authority to do so. The bank's congressional mandate gives it broad authority to operate "a general banking business," meaning the institution can develop innovative financing solutions that combine public and private capital while protecting the taxpayer. A newly expanded Export-Import Bank could facilitate private-sector investment in projects such as repairing roads and bridges, modernizing the energy grid, and maintaining our dams and levees - creating jobs while rebuilding the country. Many of those pushing for an infrastructure bank say that public-private partnerships are part of the solution. This basic concept combines private capital with some form of public support to finance large projects. That is the Export-Import Bank's bread and butter. Put another way, the United States already has a bank that knows how to balance investor return with lender (i.e., taxpayer) protection - often a major stumbling block to public-private deals. The Export-Import Bank also has in place the internal decision-making, credit and operational functions to execute a new, non-political mandate regarding domestic infrastructure finance. The bank is governed by a bipartisan board of directors, all presidential appointees confirmed by the Senate. It is overseen by a presidentially appointed inspector general and by the Senate Banking Committee, the House Financial Services Committee and appropriators in both houses of Congress. Not only would adding domestic infrastructure projects to the bank's mandate avoid the inevitable delay that would occur should Congress pass legislation creating a national infrastructure bank, but the federal government's most recent attempt to create a government lender to finance large projects - the Energy Department loan guarantee program - has fallen far below expectations. If the federal government is to play a role in addressing the country's serious infrastructure needs, policymakers should decide whether they want to make a difference now. They can broaden the Export-Import Bank mission and put the bank to work in prudently but aggressively financing domestic infrastructure projects while Congress and the administration consider whether to create a new federal agency, or they can allow our infrastructure to further deteriorate while that debate takes place. The president should ask Congress simply to resolve to encourage Ex-Im to act now. This green light is all that's needed to begin rebuilding America and creating jobs. 

loan guarantees fail
Loan and loan guarantees fail because they don’t incentivize states-grants are key

Pagano 11 (Michael professor at the college of urban planning and public affairs at the university of Illinois at Chicago “Funding and Investing in Infrastructure” http://tpcprod.urban.org/UploadedPDF/412481-Funding-and-Investing-in-Infrastructure.pdf)
Federal intervention can assume other forms as well. Recent proposals in Congress have reawakened interest in a national infrastructure bank. Proposals differ along two dimensions. One type of proposal would authorize the bank to both grant and loan funds to state and local governments, the former of which can augment the resource base of recipient governments. No bill has been submitted to Congress with such a provision. Another type would create a financial institution, such as the National Infrastructure Development Bank (as proposed in HR 402) or an “American infrastructure financing authority” (as proposed in S. 652), which does not authorize the issuance of competitive grants but rather provides loans and loan guarantees. An AIFA, for example, would exempt private activity bonds from the alternative minimum tax, making them attractive to lenders. The problem with this latter type of proposal is not that it has no merit (indeed, an attractive feature is that qualifying projects would be required to be of regional or national significance, thereby reducing the earmark feel of many federal programs); instead, it will yield little to state and local governments because borrowing costs are at historic lows and governments do not tend to be shut out of the municipal bond market. Any national infrastructure bank proposal that would authorize the bank to issue discretionary grants has merit primarily because it could provide “but for” or “gap” funding to projects of regional significance

**HEG DEFENSE**
Predictions underestimate locking mechanisms to heg
NORRLOF ’10 - an Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Toronto (Carla, “ America’s Global Advantage US Hegemony and International Cooperation” p. 1-2)
We have seen erroneous predictions of American decline before. In the 1970s, the combination of high inflation, high interest rates, high unemployment, the Vietnam War, political and military challenges from China and the Soviet Union, and the economic rise of Japan led to eerily similar forecasts. Pessimists then, as today, underestimated the longevity of American power. The main reason the United States has continued to occupy a unique place in the international system is because a sufficient number of major and lesser powers have a strong interest in maintaining America at the top of the hierarchy. To bring America down would take a deliberate, coordinated strategy on the part of others and this is simply not plausible. As much as the United States benefits from the space it has carved out for itself in the current world order, its ability to reap unequal gains will remain unless and until allies start to incur heavy losses under American dominance. Even that, by itself, will not be sufficient to sink American hegemony. A strong alternative to American rule will have to come into view for things to fundamentally change. At present, no credible alternative is in sight. The United States is not invincible but its dominance is currently steady. Those who are inclined to think that American hegemony will persist – at least for a while – tend to dwell on the claim that the United States is providing a range of public goods to the benefit of all at its own expense. This is a chimera. The United States is self-interested, not altruistic. The illusion of benevolence has meant that very little attention has been given to uncovering the mechanism through which the United States gains disproportionately from supplying a large open market, the world’s reserve currency, and a military machine capable of stoking or foiling deadly disputes. This book exposes the mechanism through which the United States reaps unequal gains and shows that the current world system, and the distribution of power that supports it, has built-in stabilizers that strengthen American power following bouts of decline. Although all dominant powers must eventually decline, I will show that the downward progression need not be linear when mutually reinforcing tendencies across various power dimensions are at play. Specifically, I will demonstrate how the United States’ reserve currency status produces disproportionate commercial gains; how commercial power gives added flexibility in monetary affairs; and, finally, how military preponderance creates advantages in both monetary and trade affairs.

Even if the US declines, liberal international norms will survive - solves the impact
IKENBERRY 11 – (May/June issue of Foreign Affairs, G. John, PhD, Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University in the Department of Politics and the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, “The Future of the Liberal World Order,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/

articles/67730/g-john-ikenberry/the-future-of-the-liberal-world-order?page=show)
For all these reasons, many observers have concluded that world politics is experiencing not just a changing of the guard but also a transition in the ideas and principles that underlie the global order. The journalist Gideon Rachman, for example, says that a cluster of liberal internationalist ideas -- such as faith in democratization, confidence in free markets, and the acceptability of U.S. military power -- are all being called into question. According to this worldview, the future of international order will be shaped above all by China, which will use its growing power and wealth to push world politics in an illiberal direction. Pointing out that China and other non-Western states have weathered the recent financial crisis better than their Western counterparts, pessimists argue that an authoritarian capitalist alternative to Western neoliberal ideas has already emerged. According to the scholar Stefan Halper, emerging-market states "are learning to combine market economics with traditional autocratic or semiautocratic politics in a process that signals an intellectual rejection of the Western economic model." Today's international order is not really American or Western--even if it initially appeared that way. But this panicked narrative misses a deeper reality: although the United States' position in the global system is changing, the liberal international order is alive and well. The struggle over international order today is not about fundamental principles. China and other emerging great powers do not want to contest the basic rules and principles of the liberal international order; they wish to gain more authority and leadership within it. Indeed, today's power transition represents not the defeat of the liberal order but its ultimate ascendance. Brazil, China, and India have all become more prosperous and capable by operating inside the existing international order -- benefiting from its rules, practices, and institutions, including the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the newly organized G-20. Their economic success and growing influence are tied to the liberal internationalist organization of world politics, and they have deep interests in preserving that system. In the meantime, alternatives to an open and rule-based order have yet to crystallize. Even though the last decade has brought remarkable upheavals in the global system -- the emergence of new powers, bitter disputes among Western allies over the United States' unipolar ambitions, and a global financial crisis and recession -- the liberal international order has no competitors. On the contrary, the rise of non-Western powers and the growth of economic and security interdependence are creating new constituencies for it. To be sure, as wealth and power become less concentrated in the United States' hands, the country will be less able to shape world politics. But the underlying foundations of the liberal international order will survive and thrive. Indeed, now may be the best time for the United States and its democratic partners to update the liberal order for a new era, ensuring that it continues to provide the benefits of security and prosperity that it has provided since the middle of the twentieth century. 

**AT: ECON ADVANTAGE**
NIB can’t solve

Infrastructure bank won’t boost transit or rail investments

Snyder, 11 --- Streetsblog's Capitol Hill editor in September 2010 after covering Congress for Pacifica and public radio (10/28/2011, Tanya, “Why Create an Infrastructure Bank When We Could Just Expand TIFIA?” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/28/why-create-an-infrastructure-bank-when-we-could-just-expand-tifia/, JMP)

***Rep. Peter DeFazio, top Democrat on the Highways and Transit Subcommittee

DeFazio did note, however, that an infrastructure bank is, in the end, a bank that “expects to be re-paid.” So he wasn’t optimistic that it would help with state of good repair or new investments for transit systems or for rail – some of his biggest priorities.
Sen. Mark Warner, an original (but often-unnamed) co-sponsor of what’s most commonly known as the Kerry-Hutchison infrastructure bank proposal, admits that’s a weakness of the infrastructure bank proposal. But he said at a recent event that even with a public funding source, an I-bank could be a helpful financing tool to drive interest rates down and lower the costs of a transit project.

Economic benefits are overstated—they conflate correlation with causation

CBO 7

(Congressional Budget Office,  August 2007, “Trends in Public Spending on Transportation and Water Infrastructure, 1956 to 2004”, Building America’s Future) FS

But estimates of such large returns have proved controversial. For example, some of those estimates have been found to be very sensitive to minor changes in the data that generated them—such as changing slightly the time period or sectors of the economy covered by the analysis. Follow-on research has identified other methodological  weaknesses and, after attempting to correct for them, has in some cases come to a different conclusion about the economic returns to public spending on infrastructure. For example, the size of the stock of public capital and the level of economic output can vary together over time for reasons unrelated to a causal link between them. One study that has attempted to control for that spurious covariance finds that, as a result, the estimated positive association of public capital with economic performance disappears.13 Further, the direction of causality may not be certain: For example, additions to public capital may not be what is making states more productive; it may be that more productive and prosperous states spend more on infrastructure. One study finds that, once such statespecific characteristics are recognized, public capital plays no role in the differences among states’ economic performance. 14 

Won’t create sustainable growth --- Japan proves

Gregory, 11 --- research fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford (8/21/2011, Paul Roderick, “Why We Don't Need An Infrastructure Bank? Japan Is Why,” http://www.forbes.com/sites/paulroderickgregory/2011/08/21/why-we-dont-need-an-infrastructure-bank-japan-is-why/, JMP)
A president who preaches internationalism must look to the experiences of other countries. Japan is a mega model for state infrastructure banks. Its Japanese Postal Bank (JPB), with its 25,000 branches, is the world’s largest bank. JPB attracts about one out of every three yen of household savings. It is the world’s largest holder of personal savings with household deposits of some $3.3 trillion. Japan has the JPB. It also has high speed trains. The model looks like a good fit for us. Right?

It so happens that JPN is also the world’s largest political slush fund. Politicians at all levels direct its funds to voters, constituents, friends, and relatives for infrastructure, construction, and business loans. They basically use it to buy votes, curry favor, and get rich.  They waste depositor money for political gain. If there are losses, we have enough reserves to cover them.

The result: Japan’s economy has one of the world’s highest investment rates and one of the world’s slowest growth rates. Rates of return on invested capital are only a small fraction of that in the U.S.  Over time, we get moderate to high rates of growth from a small amount of capital. Japan gets zero or slow growth from huge amounts of capital.
Japanese politicians understand what is going on, but they like JPN’s business as usual.

Japan’s best prime minister of recent history, Junichiro Koizumi, ran on a platform of privatizing JPN. With its huge depositor base, private investors salivated over the prospect of buying it up. Koizumi understood that private owners would use JPN for economic gain, and Japan could restart economic growth.

Koizumi risked a special parliamentary election to push JPN’s privatization, and in October 2005 parliament passed a bill to privatize JPN by 2007. 2007 came and went. Koizumi retired his popularity intact. It is now 2011. JPB is still owned by the government!

Koizumi’s successors blocked JPN privatization, warning of closures of post offices and job losses, but they really did not want to lose their slush fund. As the current Financial Services Minister says: “When the borrower is in trouble, we will grant them a reprieve on their loans. That is the natural thing to do,” In other words, a politician/bureaucrat decides who gets loans, who repays, and who is forgiven. This power brings in votes, bribes, and other shenanigans, but it is only “business as usual.”
Of course, this would not happen in the United States with a state infrastructure bank. As John Kerry assures us: “The bank will finance economically viable projects without political influence.”

Anyone who believes this would be a good candidate to buy the Brooklyn Bridge.

Infrastructure bank won’t spur jobs or economic growth

Utt, 11 --- Senior Research Fellow in Economic Policy at Heritage (9/14/2011, Ronald D., “UTT: Infrastructure ‘bank’ doomed to fail,”

http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/sep/14/utt-infrastructure-bank-doomed-to-fail/, JMP)

President Obama remains enamored of an “infrastructure bank,” an idea flogged, in one shape or another, for several years now.

All of the proposals floated to date involve creating a new federal bureaucracy that would provide loans and grants for construction or repair projects sought by state or local governments. In some proposals, those funds would be provided via the congressional appropriations process. In others, the bank simply would borrow the money.

But no matter what the source of the cash, this hard fact remains: An infrastructure bank would do little to spur the economic recovery — and nothing to create new jobs.
Such a bank has all the liabilities of the American Revitalization and Investment Act of 2009 (ARRA). You’ll recall that this $800 billion “stimulus” included $48.1 billion for transportation infrastructure. Yet, as the president acknowledged recently and the Heritage Foundation predicted, the funded projects have been very slow to get under way and have had little impact on economic activity.

Why is an infrastructure bank doomed to fail? For starters, it’s not really a bank in the common meaning of the term. The infrastructure bank proposed in the president’s 2011 highway reauthorization request, for example, would provide loans, loan guarantees and grants to eligible transportation infrastructure projects. Its funds would come from annual appropriations of $5 billion in each of the next six years.

Normally, a bank acts as a financial intermediary, borrowing money at one interest rate and lending it to creditworthy borrowers at a somewhat higher rate to cover the costs incurred in the act of financial intermediation. That would not be the case here.

Grants are not paid back. As a former member of the National Infrastructure Financing Commission observed, “Institutions that give away money without requiring repayment are properly called foundations, not banks.”
Infrastructure bank bills introduced by Sen. John Kerry, Massachusetts Democrat, and Rep. Rosa L. DeLauro, Connecticut Democrat, illustrate the time-consuming nature of creating such a bank. Both bills are concerned — appropriately — with their banks’ bureaucracy, fussing over such things as detailed job descriptions for the new executive team; how board members would be appointed; duties of the board; duties of staff; space to be rented; creating an orderly project solicitation process; an internal process to evaluate, negotiate and award grants and loans; and so on. This all suggests that it will take at least a year or two before the bank will be able to cut its first grant or loan check.

Indeed, the president’s transportation “bank” proposal indicates just how bureaucracy-intensive such institutions would be. It calls for $270 million to conduct studies, administer the bank and pay the 100 new employees required to run it.

In contrast, the transportation component of the ARRA worked through existing and knowledgeable bureaucracies at the state, local and federal levels. Yet, despite the staff expertise and familiarity with the process, as of July — 2½ years after the enactment of ARRA — 38 percent of the transportation funds authorized were still unspent, thereby partly explaining ARRA’s lack of impact.

The president’s fixation on an infrastructure bank as a means of salvation from the economic crisis at hand is — to be polite about it — a dangerous distraction and a waste of time. It also is a proposal that has been rejected consistently by bipartisan majorities in the House and Senate transportation and appropriations committees.
Those rejections have occurred for good reason. Based on the ARRA’s dismal and remarkably untimely performance, an infrastructure bank likely would yield only modest amounts of infrastructure spending by the end of 2017 while having no measurable impact on job growth or economic activity. And whatever it did manage to spend would have to be borrowed, only adding to the deficit.

That’s no way to meet the economic challenges confronting the nation.

No benefits for at least a year

McIntyre, 11 --- partner at 24/7 Wall St., LLC and has previously been the Editor-in-Chief and Publisher of Financial World Magazine (9/6/2011, “Why an Infrastructure Jobs Bank Won’t Work,” http://247wallst.com/2011/09/06/why-an-infrastructure-jobs-bank-won%E2%80%99t-work/, JMP)
One of the core proposals President Obama will make to Congress this week is the creation of an infrastructure bank that will provide funds to repair tens of thousands of miles of U.S. roads and bridges. It will, like any other large government program that seeks to solve problems nationwide, face the same kind of bureaucracy that made past programs, like the 2008 stimulus and TARP, ineffective or unmeasurable.

It is relatively easy to assume that an infrastructure bank would require applications from private construction firms. These companies would need to get permits to work on highways and bridges. The construction also would have to be done to local or federal specifications, which is another part of the chain to initiate a project. Workers can be hired at that point. That process, and the additional job of finding and financing equipment in some cases, could add several more months to job creation. In all, it would not be unfair to assume, the effects of the work of an infrastructure bank may not be felt for more than a year.
Unfortunately for the economy, and those out of work, there are 14 million unemployed people in the U.S., and nearly half of those out of work have been so for over half a year. It is impossible to judge how many of these people have the skills needed to work on construction crews. Probably not many. And, training those who are untrained and moving them to the locations where they can work would be challenging.

Little benefit before 2017

Alessi, 11 (9/8/2011, Christopher, “Banking on U.S. Infrastructure Revival,” http://www.cfr.org/economics/banking-us-infrastructure-revival/p25782, JMP)
Experts remain divided, too, using historical precedent to bolster competing arguments. The Heritage Foundation's Ronald D. Utt wrote in an August 30 memo that the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (PDF) of 2009 (ARRA)--the stimulus package--included $48.1 billion for transportation infrastructure development that had a limited effect on the job market and larger economy. "Based on ARRA's dismal and remarkably untimely performance, Obama's infrastructure bank would likely yield only modest amounts of infrastructure spending by the end of 2017 while having no measurable impact on job growth or economic activity," Utt wrote. In a September 6 entry for 24/7 Wall Street, media entrepreneur Douglas A. McIntyre contended that an infrastructure bank would face the same bureaucratic conditions that rendered the 2008 stimulus ineffective.
National bank won’t leverage sufficient resources to solve

Wahba, 11 --- chief investment officer and global head of Morgan Stanley Infrastructure (1/25/2011, Sadek, The Washington Times, “The state of the union's roads, rails, bridges; Reforming fed's approach to building infrastructure,” Factiva, JMP)
President Obama's State of the Union address Tuesday night is expected to highlight the United States' serious infrastructure problem and his proposals for addressing it. Lately, he's been pointing to our worrisome lag behind Chinese innovation and infrastructure as America's new "Sputnik moment," citing in particular China's 10,000 miles of high-speed rail by 2020 to the United States' 400. In fact, Mr. Obama is absolutely right about the problem. The American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) has reported it will take $2.2 trillion over the next few years just to maintain the status quo - with an urgency that calls to mind the failure of the New Orleans levees and the collapse of the Interstate 35W bridge over the Mississippi River. Surely, no one wants another disaster.

The question is, what to do about it? The Obama administration has been centering its proposals on investment, on the importance of applying public and private monies to the problem - and that approach is said to be the one that will be offered in his address. Certainly, money is important - but so is vision. Without a clear, comprehensive, long-term plan for the development and maintenance of the country's infrastructure, that money might be wasted and the opportunity squandered.

Other countries have gotten it right, from the Building Canada program begun in 2007 to the United Kingdom's National Infrastructure Plan announced in October, which both emphasize public policy and decision-making over the championing of specific initiatives. Britain's plan calls for creating "the optimum environment for investment," improving the "quality of data to inform decision-taking," "efficient and effective funding models" and "addressing regulatory failures." But most important, it calls for delivering "transformational, large-scale projects that are part of a clear, long-term strategy."

This stands in stark contrast to the American announcements on infrastructure. A quickly produced "Economic Analysis" from the Treasury Department last October focused on only one sector (transportation) and on one initiative (a national infrastructure bank). The plan calls for rebuilding 150,000 miles of road over the next six years. But that is less than 4 percent of the roads in America. The projected budget allocation of $50 billion from the infrastructure bank - even if it leverages private capital - doesn't come close to the ASCE's estimate of the infrastructure deficit.

No agreement on which projects should be financed

Lamberton, 11 (9/7/2011, Giles, “Feds Weigh Infrastructure Financial Solutions,” http://www.constructionequipmentguide.com/Feds-Weigh-Infrastructure-Financial-Solutions/16865/, JMP)
One premise of NIB supporters is that its board of directors somehow would come together and agree on what constitutes true priorities in infrastructure work. Certainly no such agreement exists widely today. A constituency in Congress along with the president is pushing for funding mass transit projects, for example, while another congressional contingent prefers to maintain existing highway networks and build new ones. With only a finite pool of money available to spend, who is to say where the true priority lies?

The DeLauro infrastructure proposal in the House has a softer focus on infrastructure priorities. Her bankers would evaluate projects according to such yardsticks as job creation, reduction in carbon emissions, pollution reductions, and training for low-income workers, to name some. Consequently, the “merits” of, say, a transportation project might end up having little to do with actual transportation. Such an outcome probably would disappoint some people.

NIB won’t solve economic decline in the long term—free trade solves better

Chin, 11 (Curtis S. Chin—served as U.S. ambassador to the Asian Development Bank from 2007 to 2010 under Presidents Barack Obama and George W. Bush, Special to The Washington Times, “Obama's infrastructure bank won't create real jobs,” 18 October 2011, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/?, MH)

With U.S. unemployment persistently and unacceptably high, President Obama and others from all political persuasions have voiced support once again for establishment of a new government-created institution that would provide loans and guarantees to finance U.S. infrastructure. They note Asia's continued economic growth and cite the region's - and particularly China's - tremendous investments in showcase infrastructure projects as reason enough to support greater government financing of infrastructure and development - and the jobs that come with such spending. Policymakers in Washington would be mistaken, however, if they see short-term job creation as rationale for creation of another federal bureaucracy in the guise of a U.S. national infrastructure bank. The latest proposal, part of Mr. Obama's recent Senate-rejected $447 billion jobs bill, envisioned a new $10 billion institution in Washington. That subproposal of the "jobs" bill may well rise again. The benefits, proponents say, will be twofold: rebuilding the United States' crumbling infrastructure and creating jobs. Just as the World Bank helped rebuild Europe after World War II and brings critical investment dollars to the poorest nations, isn't it time, they say, to do the same thing at home in the United States? Yet, like many things too good to be true, caveat emptor - buyer beware. Asia, with its multitude of infrastructure projects, offers a lesson, albeit a counterintuitive one. For all the billions of dollars in projects pushed by the World Bank and other multilateral development banks, what is clear is that such institutions are not the key players when it comes to infrastructure investment and job creation for much of Asia. Much more critical to growth have been trade, a still-evolving but strengthening infrastructure of transparency, governance and the rule of law, and allowing businesspeople the chance to, well, go about doing their business. In that context, the recently passed U.S. Free Trade Agreements with Korea, Panama and Colombia may well do more in the long run to spur economic growth in the United States and those countries than any individual bridge or other single infrastructure project. A further case in point: China borrows a few billion dollars annually from the World Bank and the Asian Development Bank. That being said, for an economy of several trillion dollars, the financial and employment impact of these banks' infrastructure lending to China are minimal, and even questionable on other policy grounds. And therein lies another lesson: A new U.S. national infrastructure bank may capture headlines but any proposal needs to be thoroughly vetted, lest taxpayers find themselves with another government-created institution that made political sense, but delivered very little in the long run beyond employment of the people who work there. Certainly, the infrastructure in the United States could use some serious updating. Recall the bridge collapse in Minnesota and the continued congestion of U.S. roads and skies. Sen. John F. Kerry, Massachusetts Democrat, Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, Texas Republican, and others in their own proposed legislation for a national infrastructure bank have rightly and usefully drawn attention to the need for greater investment in our country's dated infrastructure. But, as with proposed "bridges to nowhere," not all infrastructure projects or infrastructure banks are equal. 

NIB fails—only provides short-term relief 

Chin, 11 (Curtis S. Chin—served as U.S. ambassador to the Asian Development Bank from 2007 to 2010 under Presidents Barack Obama and George W. Bush, Special to The Washington Times, “Obama's infrastructure bank won't create real jobs,” 18 October 2011, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/?, MH)
Infrastructure spending is essential but not a panacea for persistent joblessness in the United States or persistent poverty in the developing world, particularly when larger, underlying economic issues are at play. So, what to do? Policymakers around the world need a more balanced approach to infrastructure, one that better embraces civil society and the private sector, including new forms of investment and ownership. We also need to think more seriously about models for better funding operations and maintenance, including public-private partnerships. In brief, this means a new attitude toward infrastructure, driven by a couple basic principles: First, we need to stop thinking of and selling infrastructure investment simply as a direct provider of short-term employment when times are bad. To do so risks not just bridges, but roads, rails and airports to nowhere. It also risks a decline in long-term support for critical infrastructure investment when promised jobs do not materialize. Second, we need to prioritize limited government resources on projects that will have more meaningful and sustainable economic results. We need to weed out what does not work and not be afraid to innovate. And third, we need to ensure the climate improves for private investment in infrastructure and its operations and maintenance. That means also ensuring that a welcoming business climate exists for the private enterprises and entrepreneurs that are the real drivers of job creation in any economy. On a basic economic level, obviously the larger-scale infrastructure development projects tend to contribute more to gross domestic product growth and employment, especially in the short-term. But when it comes to sustained growth, better focused projects of more modest scale can have a longer-term impact than bigger, costlier projects - shovel ready, or not. While putting people back to work must remain a short-term and long-term goal for policymakers in countries suffering chronic unemployment, the last thing needed is any institution, new or existing, pushing more bridges to nowhere, no matter how many short-term jobs might be created in building them. What the world needs more of are jobs for the long-term - jobs that matter and infrastructure that lasts. The two are not mutually exclusive.

infrastructure =/= stimulus
Infrastructure won’t stimulate the economy in the short term—multiplier effect takes to long

Kurtzleben 11-Data Reporter @ US News and World Report, Former Research Assistant @ George Washington University, MA in International Relations, Media, and Public Affairs @ George Washington University [Danielle, US News, “Are Infrastructure Projects the Answer to America’s Jobs Problem?” 8/22/2011, http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/08/22/are-infrastructure-projects-the-answer-to-americas-jobs-problem, DKP]
The theory behind infrastructure spending is the multiplier effect: the idea that every dollar in government expenditures can increase GDP by more than one dollar by starting economic chain reactions: the government pays firms for goods and services and those firms then pay employees who then spend their paychecks. Moody's Analytics estimates that the multiplier effect for increases in government spending is generally larger than the multiplier for tax cuts. Any additional dollar spent on permanent tax cuts adds to GDP by significantly less than a dollar. Making the Bush tax cuts permanent, for example, would add to GDP by $0.29 for every dollar of revenue reduction, according to calculations from Moody's. Infrastructure spending would add by $1.59 for every dollar spent, while extending unemployment insurance and temporarily increasing food stamps would add even more. The mitigating factor, then, is the speed (or lack thereof) with which infrastructure spending works. In past recessions, infrastructure projects have taken so long to get off the ground that their effects were only felt after recovery had begun, says Alan Viard, resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, a conservative think tank. "Dollar for dollar, [tax cuts and direct government payments] may not stimulate the economy as much as infrastructure spending, but they can be timed effectively. ... If we expect [economic weakness] to last long enough for new infrastructure spending to come online, we've really got pretty serious problems." 

Transportation infrastructure fails to stimulate the economy--states will use the money to balance their budgets 

Epstein 12-[Jim, Reason.com, “How Stimulus Fails,” April 2012, http://reason.com/archives/2012/03/13/how-stimulus-fails/1, DKP]

It’s not hard to make the case that President Barack Obama’s $840 billion stimulus was a failure. The economy, which was supposed to recover as a result of the massive spending, has largely remained in the doldrums. The administration’s prediction in the event that the stimulus didn’t pass—an unemployment rate of 8.8 percent—was exceeded within two months of February 2009, when the bill was signed into law. (At the time, the total cost was said to be $787 billion; that figure was later adjusted upward by more than $50 billion to align with the president’s budget.) Democratic dead-enders claim this laughably inaccurate employment projection was based on a lack of knowledge about how lousy the economy really was. They tend to overlook another broken stimulus promise: that 90 percent of the jobs “created or saved” would be in the private sector. In fact, the biggest beneficiaries of stimulus funds have been public school teachers. These big-picture truths paint a picture damning enough. But to better understand the fallacies of stimulus economics, it helps to take a close-up look at how the money was spent. To capture such a cross-section of stimulus reality, reason.tv went to Silver Spring, Maryland, a suburb of Washington, D.C., that is home to many government contractors and other recipients of money earmarked for the “shovel-ready” projects that were supposed to bring the economy back to life. The ground rules for stimulus dollars, as laid out by Obama’s top economic adviser at the time, Larry Summers, were based on the insights of legendary 20th-century economist John Maynard Keynes. The funds were to be “targeted” at resources idled by the recession, and the interventions were to be “temporary” and “timely,” injected quickly into the economy. None of that turned out to be true. “Even if you were to believe that government spending can trigger economic growth,” says reason columnist Veronique de Rugy, a senior research fellow at George Mason University’s Mercatus Center, “the money is never spent in a way that’s consistent with the conditions laid out by the Keynesians for it to be efficient.” Infrastructure: The first stimulus project in the nation to get shovels into the ground was the resurfacing of Maryland’s Route 650. One reason for the quick turnaround: The job consisted of routine road repairs. That would prove typical of stimulus expenditures. Obama said the stimulus would put nearly 400,000 people back to work rebuilding America. But in the year after the stimulus was passed, the U.S. construction industry shed about 900,000 jobs, or 14 percent of its work force. The industry still hadn’t recovered two-and-a-half years later. In Maryland, the “specialty trades,” a subset of the construction industry that handles big infrastructure projects, have lost an estimated 8 percent of their work force since the stimulus was passed, amounting to 8,000 jobs. Against that backdrop, the state’s Department of Transportation says stimulus money for transit projects has paid for the full-time salaries of about 600 construction workers since the middle of 2009. Why didn’t Maryland’s $771 million in stimulus outlays for transit infrastructure have a bigger impact on the local economy? Partly because Gov. Martin O’Malley cut his own infrastructure budget more than enough to offset gains from the stimulus. Maryland’s Transportation Trust Fund generally pays for highway repairs by collecting a special gas tax and other user fees. After the stimulus money was made available, O’Malley raided the trust fund, diverting $861 million during the next three years to help balance the state budget, according to information provided by Maryland’s Department of Legislative Services. Even with the stimulus, state spending on transit infrastructure has seen a net decrease of $90 million since 2009. That sort of scenario played out all across the country. Stimulus dollars were used to cover general expenses rather than activating idle resources.
stimulus defense
Government stimulus empirically fails—funding misallocation 

Chip 12-Board Member @ the Center for Immigration Studies, Senior International Tax Partner @ Covington & Burlington LLP, served on the tax committee @ the US Chamber of Commerce [William, The American Conservative, “Why Stimulus Fails,” 2/29/2012, http://www.theamericanconservative.com/articles/why-stimulus-fails/, DKP]
Nearly three years after Congress enacted a $787 billion stimulus package, the U.S. unemployment rate at the end of January stood at 8.3 percent—exactly where it was the month the stimulus passed and only half a percent below where the Obama administration predicted it would be if there had been no stimulus. This “mother of all stimulus bills” failed to deliver as promised. Ominously, hardly anyone agrees on why it failed. Some Democrats have argued that $787 billion was not enough. Last fall the president called for a second stimulus package of $450 billion. Two days after the president’s speech, Christina Romer, former head of Obama’s Council of Economic Advisers, argued that a second stimulus should be “substantially larger.” The president would have proposed more in the first place, and would probably have gotten his way, had Republicans not taken control of the House of Representatives in 2010. Many Republicans have accepted that a fiscal stimulus was needed, but they argue that the money was spent on the wrong things and would have given a bigger boost to the economy had a larger portion taken the form of tax cuts. There is no shortage of anecdotal evidence about misdirected spending, such as a February 2009 report from the American University Investigative Reporting Workshop showing that 80 percent of renewable-energy stimulus funds had gone to foreign turbine manufacturers, creating about 6,000 manufacturing jobs overseas but only a few hundred in the United States. In a September 8, 2011 editorial, the Wall Street Journal, citing other evidence that stimulus spending was “poorly targeted,” argued that “the economy would have benefited far more if the government had instead improved the incentives for people and businesses to invest, produce and grow,” presumably through lower taxes and relaxed regulation. Although many conservatives still have faith in fiscal stimulus based on tax cuts, libertarians and Tea Partiers have condemned the very notion of stimulus spending, whether delivered through tax cuts or federal handouts, believing that government deficit spending must always make things worse. For them, the Great Satan of deficit spending is John Maynard Keynes. In a 2009 MSNBC interview, when asked about the implosion of the mortgage markets, Congressman Ron Paul responded: “We’ve had inflationism, corporatism, big government. We’ve … not had true free market capitalism. … Somebody asked me what individual is the cause of this problem? I would put them all on the shoulders of Keynes.”

21st century stimulus fails—soaring deficits, trend toward saving, investor confidence, and the internet  

Chip 12-Board Member @ the Center for Immigration Studies, Senior International Tax Partner @ Covington & Burlington LLP, served on the tax committee @ the US Chamber of Commerce [William, The American Conservative, “Why Stimulus Fails,” 2/29/2012, http://www.theamericanconservative.com/articles/why-stimulus-fails/, DKP]
Keynes proposed to offset the illusion that the private sector was poorer than it really was with the illusion that the government was wealthier than it really was. If the public was spending less than the real incomes it was capable of generating, then the government should spend more than its forecasted tax revenues. Although the government’s deficit spending reduced the wealth of the taxpaying public, the Keynesian illusion of general prosperity could sustain itself as long as taxpayers, like producers and consumers, remained focused on their immediate circumstances and ignorant of the bigger picture. Sadly, the dysfunctionality of the U.S. government and many parts of our economy today is no illusion, and producers and consumers have infinitely more real-time information about the American and global economies than did their Depression-era counterparts. In the first decade of the 21st century, both the private and public sectors in the United States had been living well beyond their means, and most people now realize that. Savings by households and corporations have risen accordingly. Unfortunately, the U.S. economy offers a shrinking menu of productive uses for these savings because our labor costs and corporate income tax rates are higher than those of our global competitors, our infrastructure has not kept up with immigration-fueled population growth, and the percentage of our workforce with globally useful skills is declining. Nevertheless, like a general fighting the last war, President Obama faithfully followed the Keynesian prescription and attempted to turn the federal government into an engine for spending the glut of recession-induced private-sector savings that could not find productive uses. Unfortunately for him, and for us, what might have worked in an era of radios and newspapers did not work in the Internet age. Too many people who mattered understood that a boost to aggregate demand from a blizzard of government checks to politically selected beneficiaries created only an illusion of demand for goods and services produced by American workers. It did nothing to counter the forces that are eating away at the capacity of the U.S. economy to generate jobs that pay First World wages even as undisciplined immigration policies multiply the supply of workers seeking those jobs. In addition, 21st-century taxpayers, unlike their great-grandparents, are all too cognizant of the long-term impact of soaring federal deficits on future tax burdens and the present value of their Social Security retirement benefits. Writing in the Washington Post, economic journalist Robert Samuelson opined: When Keynes wrote The General Theory … governments in most wealthy nations were relatively small and their debts modest. Deficit spending and pump priming were plausible responses to economic slumps. Now, huge governments are often saddled with massive debts. Standard Keynesian remedies for downturns—spend more and tax less—presume the willingness of bond markets to finance the resulting deficits at reasonable interest rates. If markets refuse, Keynesian policies won’t work. Fortunately for us, the appetite of global bond markets for federal government securities appears to be insatiable—for the time being. But for a foretaste of the Samuelson scenario, look no further than the Eurozone, where the bond market’s brake on Keynesianism has already been pressed to the floor. Although the Eurozone financial crisis, like the crisis here, originated with the bursting of a mortgage bubble—mainly in Ireland and Spain—fears of insolvency have since spread to the sovereign debts of Greece, Portugal, Italy, and other European states, forcing their governments to enact draconian tax hikes and spending cuts, even as businesses fail and unemployment soars. (While some of our own state and local governments, notably California and New York, have Greek-like structural deficits, their debts do not figure into the U.S. banking system’s capitalization to the degree that European government debt figures into the capitalization of major EU banks.) To the extent that the sluggishness of the economy since 2007 reflects widespread doubts about its long-term prospects, the 2009 stimulus package may have been worse than useless because it confirmed investors’ growing fears about U.S. profligacy and fecklessness. Under the circumstances, President Obama might have given the economy a bigger boost by foreswearing an old-fashioned, deficit-spending stimulus and instead declaring that, effective immediately, he would not authorize any federal spending of borrowed money unless it added convincingly to the country’s capacity to produce a trade surplus that would permit the eventual liquidation of foreign-held federal debt. Keynes taught that governments could master their economies if they could mastermind public illusions about the nation’s productive capacity. In the Internet era, where everyone knows everything immediately, illusion must give way to reality. The time has come to rethink the Pavlovian resort to deficit spending—including tax cuts—as a remedy for economic slowdowns. 

Stimulus fails—short term and crowds out private investment 

Dinan 11-Staff Writer @ The Washington Times [Stephen, The Washington Times, “CBO: Stimulus hurts the economy in the long run,” 11/22/2011, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/nov/22/cbo-stimulus-hurts-economy-long-run/, DKP]
The Congressional Budget Office on Tuesday downgraded its estimate of the benefits of President Obama’s 2009 stimulus package, saying it may have sustained as few as 700,000 jobs at its peak last year and that over the long run it will actually be a net drag on the economy. CBO said that while the Recovery Act boosted the economy in the short run, the extra debt that the stimulus piled up “crowds out” private investment and “will reduce output slightly in the long run — by between 0 and 0.2 percent after 2016.”

stimulus offense
Deficit spending destroys the economy—no risk of decline if we stop stimulus only a risk it crushes the economy in the long term 

Taylor and Vedder 10-*Professor of Economics @ Central Michigan University, **Distinguished Professor of Economics @ Ohio University, Adjunct Scholar @ the American Enterprise Institute [Jason, Richard, the CATO Institute, “Stimulus by Spending Cuts: Lessons from 1946,” May/June 2010, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v32n3/cp32n3-1.html, DKP]
Conclusion The conversation has begun regarding the nation's exit strategy from the unsustainable fiscal and monetary stimulus of the last two years. Our soaring national debt will not only punish future generations but is also causing concern that our creditors may bring about a day of reckoning much sooner (the Chinese have recently become a net seller of U.S. government securities). There are fears that the Fed's policy of ultra-low interest rates may bring new asset bubbles and begin the cycle of boom and bust all over again. And unless the Fed acts to withdraw some of the monetary stimulus, many fear a return of 1970s era double-digit inflation. On the other hand, there are widespread fears that if we remove the stimulus crutch, the feeble recovery may turn back toward that "precipice" from which President Obama has said the stimulus policies rescued us. History and economic theory tell us those fears are unfounded. More than six decades ago, policymakers and, for the most part, the economic profession as a whole, erroneously concluded that Keynes was right — fiscal stimulus works to reduce unemployment. Keynesian- style stimulus policies became a staple of the government's response to economic downturns, particularly in the 1960s and 1970s. While Keynesianism fell out of style during the 1980s and 1990s — recall that Bill Clinton's secretary of treasury Robert Rubin turned Keynesian economics completely on its head when he claimed that surpluses, not deficits, stimulate the economy — during the recessions of 2001 and 2007-09 Keynesianism has come back with a vengeance. Both Presidents Bush and Obama, along with the Greenspan/Bernanke Federal Reserve, have instituted Keynesian-style stimulus policies — enhanced government spending (Obama's $787 billion package), tax cuts to put money in people's hands to increase consumption (the Bush tax "rebate" checks of 2001 and 2008), and loose monetary policy (the Federal Reserve's leaving its target interest rate below 2 percent for an extended period from 2001 to 2004 and cutting to near zero during the Great Recession of 2007-09 and its aftermath). What did all of this get us? A decade far less successful economically than the two non- Keynesian ones that preceded it, with declining output growth and falling real capital valuations. History clearly shows the government that stimulates the best, taxes, spends, and intrudes the least. In particular, the lesson from 1945-47 is that a sharp reduction in government spending frees up assets for productive use and leads to renewed growth.    
Deficit spending causes economic collapse—outweighs any short term stimulus 

Roe 11-US Congressperson-Representative from Tennessee, MD @ University of Tennessee, [Phill, The Hill, “Cut, cap and balance: A fight towards fiscal responsibility,” 5/18/2011, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/economy-a-budget/161973-cut-cap-and-balance-a-fight-toward-fiscal-responsibility, DKP]

On Monday, the United States reached the legal limit of its borrowing authority – further evidence that out-of-control spending is a matter of national security. Serious reforms and government spending cuts need to be made to avoid severe economic disruptions – both in the short and long-term. The national debt and deficits are rising at an unconscionable rate. The national debt now exceeds $14 trillion, and the government is still piling up debt at the rate of $200 million an hour, $30 billion a week, $120 billion a month and $1.6 trillion a year. It’s clear we don’t have a revenue problem – we have a spending problem. Raising the debt ceiling without these serious reforms will only burden our future generations with outrageous debt. Worse, the president and Senate Democrats are saying they want a “clean” debt ceiling increase, which means that they want to continue spending and borrowing more money with no strings attached. My view is we must not raise the debt ceiling by $1 without simultaneously making deep cuts in spending and taking real steps towards a balanced budget. It is imperative to the future of the country that we fight for an immediate shift toward fiscal responsibility. That is why I, along with my colleagues in the Republican Study Committee (RSC), wrote a letter to House Speaker John Boehner asking him to “Cut, Cap and Balance.” Specifically, we advocated for discretionary and mandatory spending reductions that would cut the deficit in half next year; enacting statutory, enforceable total-spending caps to reduce federal spending to 18 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP); and a Balanced Budget Constitutional Amendment (BBA) with strong protections against federal tax increases and including a Spending Limitation Amendment (SLA). This proposal will put us on a path to prosperity, and I will work to see provisions like this are included in any final agreement. I believe it is prudent to limit the extension of borrowing authority as much as possible, in order to demand accountability from Senate Democrats and the Obama Administration. Every day, we see more and more evidence of the need to confront the problem now. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) report released in April adds urgency to the need for meaningful actions — both short and long-term — to confront the nation's debt head-on. Additionally, Moody's Analytics released a report several weeks ago forecasting a downgrade in our country’s bond rating. It’s clear that if we fail to stop the spending spree, our nation will face economic collapse in the long-term. House Speaker John Boehner was recently quoted saying: “There will be no debt limit increase without serious budget reforms and significant spending cuts – cuts that are greater than any increase in the debt limit.” I agree. Everything must be on the table when it comes to spending cuts because this problem is too big to solve with cuts to a few programs. We are sure to meet economic catastrophe if we do not get our debt under control by enacting enforceable spending cuts. With each passing day our nation’s fiscal health gets worse, leaving our children and grandchildren falling farther into debt. The Democrats have given up, saying that the only answer to excessive borrowing is more borrowing. Therefore, it is imperative that we move quickly and unite behind a plan to restore fiscal responsibility to Washington.
alt causes

Europe and China crises discourage business hiring and investment

Morici, 6/4 --- economist and professor at the Smith School of Business, University of Maryland (Peter, 6/4/2012, “Depressed by a US jobs stalemate,” http://www.businessspectator.com.au/bs.nsf/Article/US-jobs-US-economic-recovery-US-unemployment-pd20120604-UWRHY?opendocument&src=rss, JMP)
Gains in manufacturing production have not instigated stronger improvements in employment largely, because so much of the growth is focused in high-value activity. Assembly work, outside the auto patch, remains handicapped by the exchange rate situation with the Chinese yuan.   Recent moves by China to further weaken its currency and to close its markets to stimulate its own flagging demand indicate matters will get worse without a substantive response from Washington. Also, concerns about health insurance costs, once Obama Care is fully implemented, are discouraging employers.   The economic crisis in Europe and mounting problems in China’s housing and banking sectors continue to instigate worries among US businesses about a second major recession, and these discourage new hiring. The US economy continues to expand albeit moderately but is quite vulnerable to shock waves from crises in European and Asia.
Europe triggering business uncertainty

Burritt, 6/8 (Chris, 6/8/2012, “CEOs Losing Optimism as Job Slowdown Imperils U.S. Growth,” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-06-08/ceos-lose-their-optimism-as-job-slowdown-imperils-u-dot-s-dot-growth, JMP)
European Concerns

A consumer pullback in Europe would also hurt all types of businesses, according to Hewlett-Packard’s Whitman. The debt crisis and the possibility that Greece may withdraw from the euro area is causing “a lot of uncertainty in Europe,” she said. “Uncertainty is not business’s best friend.”
Analog Devices Inc. (ADI) (ADI) Chief Financial Officer David Zinsner said in a May 22 interview that a further deterioration in Europe combined with slower growth in China could push sales to the bottom of the company’s predicted range. The Norwood, Massachusetts-based semiconductor maker already predicted sales for the quarter ending in July that fell short of some analysts’ estimates.

The U.S. presidential election in November is another wildcard, according to Niblock, the Lowe’s CEO. While President Barack Obama will argue he’s brought the U.S. out of the worst recession since the Great Depression, his Republican opponent Mitt Romney is saying his policies haven’t worked.

U.S. economy will pick up --- only Europe can trigger decline

RT, 6/6 (“'US is safe unless European crisis spills over' - Warren Buffett,” 6/6/2012, http://rt.com/business/news/warren-buffett-rule-taxes-crisis-us-117/, JMP)

Warren Buffett says he’s worried about the fate of the euro zone, however despite signs of recent weakness, he remains optimistic about the US economy. ­Speaking about Europe, the 81-year old legendary investor and billionaire referenced Abraham Lincoln, saying a house divided cannot stand as he addressed the Economic Club of Washington. “They can't have a common currency, but not common fiscal policy or culture,” Buffett said. “It can't be half slave and half free.” “European leaders need to resolve some of the union’s weaknesses.” Buffet’s comments come as finance ministers and central bank governors from the Group of Seven economies agreed on Tuesday to coordinate responses to the crisis which threatens to destroy the region’s 17-nation currency union as Greece considers leaving the euro. As Buffett touched upon the US, he was more positive, saying there is little chance the nation will slip back into recession in the near term, warning however that a second recession is unlikely “unless events in Europe develop in some way that spills over in a big way.” He said Washington must address an unsustainable fiscal situation, claiming that both political parties deserve blame for the federal government's failure to reduce the deficit. Buffet said Democrats must give in on cutting some social programs while Republicans can't continue to stand in the way of tax increases.

offense
Turn – the plan causes outsourcing and wage deflation, which kills the economy
PRESTOWITZ ’11 - president of the Economic Strategy Institute and writes on the global economy for FP (Clyde, “Where the jobs went”. July 11. http://prestowitz.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/07/11/where_the_jobs_went)
The idea of stimulus incorporated in the standard economic models is that it will create demand for goods and services produced in America and thereby drive investment in new factories and jobs to produce more of those goods and services. The difficulty is that we do n ot want to stimulate a lot more construction or finance (those were the bubbles that collapsed after all), and greater stimulus to create demand for things we largely import does not drive new investment or creation of new jobs in America. It only increases our debt. What is needed is not just demand in the American economy, but demand that results in domestic production and that does not increase domestic or international debt.

Think about this in the wake of the recent New York Times article reporting on the new Oakland Bay Bridge being made in and imported from China. Building infrastructure like bridges is a time-honored way of creating demand in the economy that creates jobs. Indeed, just this past weekend President Obama called for creation of an Infrastructure Bank that would enable a dramatic ratcheting up of U.S. investment in critical infrastructure. It's a good idea and one that I, along with others, have long promoted. But if the decision of the state of California to have the main structural elements of the Oakland Bay Bridge made in China is a harbinger of things to come, then an Infrastructure Bank is likely to create more jobs in Asia than in the United States.

No doubt former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger and his cabinet thought they would save about $400 million on steel by buying the bridge in China because Chinese steel production has been heavily subsidized and China's government manages its yuan to be artificially undervalued versus the dollar. But what they didn't consider was that those subsidies tend to make U.S.-based production uncompetitive and not only put American workers out of jobs but exert downward pressure on wages generally while eroding critical investments in equipment and human skills, reducing state, municipal, and federal tax revenues, and contributing to the shrinkage of the national educational base. No one in California took a look at even the whole state picture, let alone the national picture, to determine whether buying a bridge in China was really going to be a net gain for the state (as it turns out, in the past two years the price of Chinese steel has risen much faster than that of U.S. steel so that even the initially projected savings are unlikely to be realized). Even worse, no one at the federal level of the U.S. government has any responsibility for evaluating the net impact of these kinds of deals or for reducing the leakage of stimulus spending abroad and maximizing the domestic production impact of government spending.

Until our economists and officials begin to wrestle with the need for the United States not only to stimulate its economy but to do so in ways that will lay the basis for America to increase its wealth-producing capacity and pay its way, they are likely to find themselves in a continuous state of shock. 

NIB wouldn’t help US economy—empirics prove that materials will just be imported—kills competitiveness 

Prestowitz 11-President of the Economic Strategy Institute, MBA @ Wharton, Write on the Global Economy for Foreign Policy [Clyde, Foreign Policy, “Where the jobs went,” July 11, 2011, http://prestowitz.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/07/11/where_the_jobs_went, DKP]
The idea of stimulus incorporated in the standard economic models is that it will create demand for goods and services produced in America and thereby drive investment in new factories and jobs to produce more of those goods and services. The difficulty is that we do not want to stimulate a lot more construction or finance (those were the bubbles that collapsed after all), and greater stimulus to create demand for things we largely import does not drive new investment or creation of new jobs in America. It only increases our debt. What is needed is not just demand in the American economy, but demand that results in domestic production and that does not increase domestic or international debt. Think about this in the wake of the recent New York Times article reporting on the new Oakland Bay Bridge [is] being made in and imported from China. Building infrastructure like bridges is a time-honored way of creating demand in the economy that creates jobs. Indeed, just this past weekend President Obama called for creation of an Infrastructure Bank that would enable a dramatic ratcheting up of U.S. investment in critical infrastructure. It's a good idea and one that I, along with others, have long promoted. But if the decision of the state of California to have the main structural elements of the Oakland Bay Bridge made in China is a harbinger of things to come, then an Infrastructure Bank is likely to create more jobs in Asia than in the United States. No doubt former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger and his cabinet thought they would save about $400 million on steel by buying the bridge in China because Chinese steel production has been heavily subsidized and China's government manages its yuan to be artificially undervalued versus the dollar. But what they didn't consider was that those subsidies tend to make U.S.-based production uncompetitive and not only put American workers out of jobs but exert downward pressure on wages generally while eroding critical investments in equipment and human skills, reducing state, municipal, and federal tax revenues, and contributing to the shrinkage of the national educational base. No one in California took a look at even the whole state picture, let alone the national picture, to determine whether buying a bridge in China was really going to be a net gain for the state (as it turns out, in the past two years the price of Chinese steel has risen much faster than that of U.S. steel so that even the initially projected savings are unlikely to be realized). Even worse, no one at the federal level of the U.S. government has any responsibility for evaluating the net impact of these kinds of deals or for reducing the leakage of stimulus spending abroad and maximizing the domestic production impact of government spending. Until our economists and officials begin to wrestle with the need for the United States not only to stimulate its economy but to do so in ways that will lay the basis for America to increase its wealth-producing capacity and pay its way, they are likely to find themselves in a continuous state of shock.
Federal government bureaucracy kills the economic impact of infrastructure spending 

Kurtzleben 11-Data Reporter @ US News and World Report, Former Research Assistant @ George Washington University, MA in International Relations, Media, and Public Affairs @ George Washington University [Danielle, US News, “Are Infrastructure Projects the Answer to America’s Jobs Problem?” 8/22/2011, http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/08/22/are-infrastructure-projects-the-answer-to-americas-jobs-problem, DKP]
Infrastructure spending is expected to be one of the chief components of the jobs plan that President Obama will unveil in September. The idea of spending on public works projects like road-building as economic stimulus has been a mainstay of jobs proposals from both congressional Democrats and the White House in recent years. But opponents question its efficiency at creating jobs—and its cost. According to data from Moody's Analytics, which performs economic analysis and forecasting, infrastructure spending is more effective, dollar for dollar, than many forms of tax cuts at boosting jobs growth. But after passing legislation, going through the appropriations process, identifying projects, planning, and hiring workers, the time it takes the federal government bureaucracy to get that money out the door can mean delayed or even diminished economic impact. Add to that a particularly slow-moving Congress with a propensity for partisan divides that slow or halt much legislation—and the current climate of budget-cutting—and a potentially promising policy move could be greatly undercut or never enacted.
no double dip

Double-dip recession unlikely in U.S. --- countervailing forces checking

Foley, 12 --- Associate Business Editor of The Independent (6/2/2012, Stephen, “Stephen Foley: America should avoid a double-dip recession,” http://www.independent.co.uk/news/business/comment/stephen-foley-america-should-avoid-a-doubledip-recession-7811796.html, JMP)
US Outlook There is no positive way to spin the May unemployment numbers released in the US yesterday. Jobs growth has decelerated sharply in the world's largest economy, the Americans lucky enough to be in employment are working fewer hours, and there is no improvement on the immediate horizon. Temporary employment – usually a signal that businesses' demand for labour has increased and that they will likely add permanent jobs in the near future – was down, too.

The headline number showed just 69,000 new jobs last month, lower than even the most bearish economist's forecast, and that compared to an April figure that was itself revised downward. The construction industry, which had been kept busier than usual in the mild winter, finally ran out of steam. Cash-strapped localand state governments also reduced their headcount.
It all points to a year of sub-par growth, in which that disappointing 1.9 per cent annualised figure for first-quarter GDP is typical of what is to come. The US is not going to be the engine of the global economy this year, it is now clear. China and India are sputtering, too. The kamikaze pilots of the eurozone are still in their austere death spiral. It is not easy to be optimistic.

And yet, the US is still very far from recession, and all these economic woes have unleashed powerful countervailing forces. Oil prices have slid, reducing the pocketbook pressure on US drivers, and interest rates are jaw-droppingly low. The gloomy employment figures sent the yield on 10-year Treasuries below 1.5 per cent for the first time in history. Who needs quantitative easing, when you have that level of monetary stimulus?

The odds are still that the US economy will right itself without a double-dip recession, but it isn't morning in America yet, and that bodes ill for President Barack Obama's re-election prospects.

U.S. economy will improve --- worst is behind us

WSJ, 12 (5/30/2012, “US Ex-Treasury Summers: The Worst Is Over For US Economy,” http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20120530-702534.html, JMP)
TAIPEI (Dow Jones)--Former U.S. Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers said Wednesday the worst is over for the U.S. economy.

Speaking at a forum organized by a local magazine in Taipei, Summers said: "Growth of the economy is much better than we expected two to three years ago, when it looked like we had a second depression."

He added: "If the industrialized world wants to function well, the E.U. crisis needs to be addressed in the weeks or months ahead, as the E.U. is the global center of financial intermediation."

impact defense
US not key
The Economist 7 (November 23, “America’s Vulnerable Economy”, pg. 13)
The best hope that global growth can stay strong lies instead with emerging economies. A decade ago, the thought that so much depended on these crisis-prone places would have been terrifying. Yet thanks largely to economic reforms, their annual growth rate has surged to around 7%. This year they will contribute half of the globe's GDP growth, measured at market exchange rates, over three times as much as America. In the past, emerging economies have often needed bailing out by the rich world. This time they could be the rescuers.  Of course, a recession in America would reduce emerging economies' exports, but they are less vulnerable than they used to be. America's importance as an engine of global growth has been exaggerated. Since 2000 its share of world imports has dropped from 19% to 14%. Its vast current-account deficit has started to shrink, meaning that America is no longer pulling along the rest of the world. Yet growth in emerging economies has quickened, partly thanks to demand at home. In the first half of this year the increase in consumer spending (in actual dollar terms) in China and India added more to global GDP growth than that in America.  Most emerging economies are in healthier shape than ever (see article). They are no longer financially dependent on the rest of the world, but have large foreign-exchange reserves—no less than three-quarters of the global total. Though there are some notable exceptions, most of them have small budget deficits (another change from the past), so they can boost spending to offset weaker exports if need be. 
93 crises prove no war
Miller ‘00 (Morris, Economist, Adjunct Professor in the Faculty of Administration – University of Ottawa, Former Executive Director and Senior Economist – World Bank, “Poverty as a Cause of Wars?”, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Winter, p. 273)
The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that
exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).

No impact- econ decline doesn’t cause war
Barnett ‘9 (Thomas P.M. Barnett, senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC, “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” 8/25/2009)
When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: * No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); * The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); * Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); * No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); * A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and * No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order.
AT: trade
Trade does not solve war—there’s no correlation between trade and peace
MARTIN et al ‘8 (Phillipe, University of Paris 1 Pantheon—Sorbonne, Paris School of Economics, and Centre for Economic Policy Research; Thierry MAYER, University of Paris 1 Pantheon—Sorbonne, Paris School of Economics, CEPII, and Centre for Economic Policy Research, Mathias THOENIG, University of Geneva and Paris School of Economics, The Review of Economic Studies 75)
Does globalization pacify international relations? The “liberal” view in political science argues that increasing trade flows and the spread of free markets and democracy should limit the incentive to use military force in interstate relations. This vision, which can partly be traced back to Kant’s Essay on Perpetual Peace (1795), has been very influential: The main objective of the European trade integration process was to prevent the killing and destruction of the two World Wars from ever happening again.1 Figure 1 suggests2 however, that during the 1870–2001 period, the correlation between trade openness and military conflicts is not a clear cut one. The first era of globalization, at the end of the 19th century, was a period of rising trade openness and multiple military conflicts, culminating with World War I. Then, the interwar period was characterized by a simultaneous collapse of world trade and conflicts. After World War II, world trade increased rapidly, while the number of conflicts decreased (although the risk of a global conflict was obviously high). There is no clear evidence that the 1990s, during which trade flows increased dramatically, was a period of lower prevalence of military conflicts, even taking into account the increase in the number of sovereign states.

Economic nationalism is inevitable – makes economic cooperation impossible
GOLDSTONE ‘7 - PhD candidate in the Department of Political Science and a member of the Security Studies Program at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. He is a non-resident research fellow at the Center for Peace and Security Studies, Georgetown University (P.R.,”Does Globalization Bring War or Peace?”. September 25. http://www.alternet.org/audits/62848/?page=entire)
American policymakers should beware claims of globalization's axiomatic pacifying effects. Trade creates vested interests in peace, but these interests affect policy only to the extent they wield political clout. In many of the states whose behavior we most wish to alter, such sectors -- internationalist, export-oriented, reliant on global markets -- lack a privileged place at the political table. Until and unless these groups gain a greater voice within their own political system, attempts to rely on the presumed constraining effects of global trade carry substantially greater risk than commonly thought.
A few examples tell much. Quasi-democratic Russia is a state whose principal exposure to global markets lies in oil, a commodity whose considerable strategic coercive power the Putin regime freely invokes. The oil sector has effectively merged with the state, making Russia's deepening ties to the global economy a would-be weapon rather than an avenue of restraint. Russian economic liberalization without political liberalization is unlikely to pay the strong cooperative dividends many expect.

China will prove perhaps the ultimate test of the Pax Mercatoria. The increasing international Chinese presence in the oil and raw materials extraction sectors would seem to bode ill, given such sectors' consistent history elsewhere of urging state use of threats and force to secure these interests. Much will come down to the relative political influence of export-oriented sectors heavily reliant on foreign direct investment and easy access to the vast Western market versus the political power of their sectoral opposites: uncompetitive state-owned enterprises, energy and mineral complexes with important holdings in the global periphery, and a Chinese military that increasingly has become a de facto multi-sectoral economic-industrial conglomerate. Actions to bolster the former groups at the expense of the latter would be effort well spent.

At home, as even advanced sectors feel the competitive pressures of globalization, public support for internationalism and global engagement will face severe challenges. As more sectors undergo structural transformation, the natural coalitional constituency for committed global activist policy will erode; containing the gathering backlash will require considerable leadership.

Trade can indeed be a palliative; too often, however, we seem to think of economic interdependence as a panacea; the danger is that in particular instances it may prove no more than a placebo.

Trade conflicts won’t escalate
NYE ‘96 (Joseph, Dean of the Kennedy School of Government – Harvard University, Washington Quarterly, Winter)
The low likelihood of direct great power clashes does not mean that there will be no tensions between them. Disagreements are likely to continue over regional conflicts, like those that have arisen over how to deal with the conflict in the former Yugoslavia. Efforts to stop the spread of weapons of mass destruction and means of their delivery are another source of friction, as is the case over Russian and Chinese nuclear cooperation with Iran, which the United States steadfastly opposes. The sharing of burdens and responsibilities for maintaining international security and protecting the natural environment are a further subject of debate among the great powers. Furthermore, in contrast to the views of classical Liberals, increased trade and economic interdependence can increase as well as decrease conflict and competition among trading partners. The main point, however, is that such disagreements are very unlikely to escalate to military conflicts. 

AT: econ leadership
No extinction
NIPCC 11. Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change. Surviving the unprecedented climate change of the IPCC. 8 March 2011. http://www.nipccreport.org/articles/2011/mar/8mar2011a5.html
In a paper published in Systematics and Biodiversity, Willis et al. (2010) consider the IPCC (2007) "predicted climatic changes for the next century" -- i.e., their contentions that "global temperatures will increase by 2-4°C and possibly beyond, sea levels will rise (~1 m ± 0.5 m), and atmospheric CO2will increase by up to 1000 ppm" -- noting that it is "widely suggested that the magnitude and rate of these changes will result in many plants and animals going extinct," citing studies that suggest that "within the next century, over 35% of some biota will have gone extinct (Thomas et al., 2004; Solomon et al., 2007) and there will be extensive die-back of the tropical rainforest due to climate change (e.g. Huntingford et al., 2008)." On the other hand, they indicate that some biologists and climatologists have pointed out that "many of the predicted increases in climate have happened before, in terms of both magnitude and rate of change (e.g. Royer, 2008; Zachos et al., 2008), and yet biotic communities have remained remarkably resilient (Mayle and Power, 2008) and in some cases thrived (Svenning and Condit, 2008)." But they report that those who mention these things are often "placed in the 'climate-change denier' category," although the purpose for pointing out these facts is simply to present "a sound scientific basis for understanding biotic responses to the magnitudes and rates of climate change predicted for the future through using the vast data resource that we can exploit in fossil records." Going on to do just that, Willis et al. focus on "intervals in time in the fossil record when atmospheric CO2 concentrations increased up to 1200 ppm, temperatures in mid- to high-latitudes increased by greater than 4°C within 60 years, and sea levels rose by up to 3 m higher than present," describing studies of past biotic responses that indicate "the scale and impact of the magnitude and rate of such climate changes on biodiversity." And what emerges from those studies, as they describe it, "is evidence for rapid community turnover, migrations, development of novel ecosystems and thresholds from one stable ecosystem state to another." And, most importantly in this regard, they report "there is very little evidence for broad-scale extinctions due to a warming world." In concluding, the Norwegian, Swedish and UK researchers say that "based on such evidence we urge some caution in assuming broad-scale extinctions of species will occur due solely to climate changes of the magnitude and rate predicted for the next century," reiterating that "the fossil record indicates remarkable biotic resilience to wide amplitude fluctuations in climate."

**Spending DA Links**
Bank will be funded by Congress --- adds to the federal debt

Puentes, 10 --- senior fellow with the Brookings Institution’s Metropolitan Policy Program (5/13/2010, Robert, “Hearing on Infrastructure Banks,” http://www.brookings.edu/research/testimony/2010/05/13-infrastructure-puentes, JMP)

Other Considerations

As currently proposed, an NIB would receive annual appropriations from Congress and its board would have to submit a report to the President and the Congress at the end of each fiscal year. Establishing an NIB as a shareholder-owned entity would help shield it from political influence. However, there is also a trade-off between independence and the cost of borrowing. If an NIB is a federal agency, it may draw upon the Treasury’s low interest rates to finance its activities. If it is a shareholder–owned entity, it would incur higher costs of borrowing than the Treasury, so the loans going to recipients would have to be at higher interest rates [7].

Therefore, the budgetary and debt impact of federal investment through an NIB depends heavily on its governance structure. Unless the NIB is a shareholder-owned corporation its investment would be included in the federal budget. If it has the power to issue its own bonds and it is not a shareholder-owned corporation, its debt would be on the federal books. In any other case, it would be treated like other federal agencies, funded through appropriations and included in the federal budget. The federal government would have to pay for increased spending which is likely to add to the federal debt.
NIB will contribute significantly the federal deficit

Istrate and Puentes 9 

(Istrate, Emilia,  senior research analyst and associate fellow with the Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative specializing in transportation financing, and Puentes, Robert,  Senior Fellow and Director of the Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative, December 2009, “Investing for Success Examining a Federal Capital Budget and a National Infrastructure Bank”, Brookings Institute)FS
Debt and cost of borrowing. The NIB would add to the federal debt and budget deficit if it were to use debt to finance its activities and if there were not cuts in federal spending taken elsewhere. There is also a trade-off between independence from political influence and cost of borrowing. If an NIB is a federal agency, it may draw upon Treasury’s low interest rates to finance its activities. If it is a shareholder–owned entity, it would incur higher costs of borrowing than Treasury, so the loans going to recipients would have to be at higher interest rates.113 
Econ Impact Turns the Case

Economic decline reduces infrastructure funding
Garrett-Peltier, 10 --- research fellow at the Political Economy Research Institute at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst (11/1/2010, Heidi, Dollars & Sense, “The case for a national infrastructure bank: a bank could be a recession-proof source of jobs,” Factiva, JMP)
Public infrastructure funding often falls short, however. In a recession, state and local tax revenues fall, making it harder to fund infrastructure projects precisely at a time when they could help the economy recover. Another problem is that during downturns and recoveries alike, higher-income localities are better able to fund their own roads or water systems than poorer ones. So available funds do not necessarily go to the projects providing the greatest benefits.

Econ decline decreases government and private infrastructure investment

Nutting, 12 --- MarketWatch's international commentary editor (6/1/2012, Rex, “Investments in the future have dried up; Commentary: Infrastructure spending down 20% since recession began,” http://www.marketwatch.com/story/investments-in-the-future-have-dried-up-2012-06-01, JMP)
WASHINGTON (MarketWatch) – When I was growing up in the 1960s and 1970s, the legacy of the Great Depression was everywhere: Dams, bridges, roads, airports, courthouses and even picnic areas and hiking trails. Leaders of that dire time — Democrats and Republicans — took advantage of the Depression to put millions of Americans back to work, building the infrastructure that we still rely on today.

They had lemons, and they made lemonade. 

This time, however, we’re not so fortunate. Instead of picking up the shovel and getting to work, we’ve thrown the shovel aside, complaining that we just can’t afford to repair what Hoover, FDR, Eisenhower, and LBJ built, much less invest in the infrastructure than our grandchildren will need.

The fact is, we’re investing less than we were before the recession hit more than four years ago, not just in government money but in private money, as well.
 Coercion link—NIB specific

The NIB is coercive and limits our freedom

The Economist 1o (Weekly newspaper focusing on international and national affairs “National Infrastructure Bank versus democracy” http://www.economist.com/blogs/democracyinamerica/2010/09/infrastructure_and_democracy)

In a speech yesterday, President Obama unveiled a new infrastructure plan which includes the creation of an infrastructure bank. I'm interested not so much in the wisdom of increasing tax-financed infrastructure as in the idea that the entity Mr Pearlstein envisions to dole out the funds should be "insulated, as much as possible, from political influence and the pork-laden congressional appropriation process." This seems problematic for several reasons. Unless I misremember the lessons of sixth-grade social studies, it is democracy that makes legitimate the coercion of taxation. Mr Pearlstein's proposal seems to be that the peoples' representatives today should seek to enact a scheme specially designed to disburse funds extracted from tomorrow's taxpayers without the interference of their duly-elected democratic representatives. Infrastructure: too critical to leave to risky democracy! Now, I certainly understand the desire to insulate one's own cherished pet projects from the vicissitudes of the democratic appropriations process. However, an argument for withdrawing matters of infrastructure, of all things, from the domain of democratic authority suggests equally persuasive arguments for similarly immunising defence spending, entitlement spending, spending on subsidies to "strategic" industries, etc. If we generalise Mr Pearlstein's reasoning, we end up with, at best, a ruthlessly rational and efficient Singapore-style technocracy, which wouldn't be so bad, but isn't anybody's idea of liberal democracy. More likely, we would end up with a system even more corrupt, corporatist, and inefficient than the one we've got, but with fewer of the protections afforded by democracy. This is not to say nothing should be immune from democratic discretion. Our basic rights should not be subject to the whims of majorities. And monetary policy is bound to lead to disaster unless central banks are afforded a good deal of independence from the exigencies of electoral politics. Yet high-speed rail is not among our basic rights and policy regarding "smart electric grids" is not in any relevant respect similar to monetary policy. A better general theory of the circumstances under which independence from democratic politics is justified would be useful here. But it seems clear enough that if we can't trust democracy do infrastructure, we probably can't trust democracy, period.

**STATES CP**
1NC

Text:

The 50 states and all relevant territories should establish and fund infrastructure banks.  These banks should 

· cover a broad a range of projects to address the needs of communities

· include enabling legislation that specifies the decision-making body and process for the state infrastructure ban and makes public input be part of the project selection process

· give environmental and job standards serious consideration in funding decisions

· blend financing from a variety of sources so that no one population carries a disproportionate burden and include provisions that make taxes or fees progressive and ensure good projects are funded in a variety of communities.

States solve the NIB—empirically successful  

Puentes 12-Senior Fellow @ the Metropolitan Policy Program of the Brookings Institution, [Robert, Brookings-Testimony to the US/China Investment Forum/US Department of Treasury, “New Approaches for Infrastructure Finance: State and Local Perspective,” April 11, 2012, http://www.brookings.edu/research/testimony/2012/04/11-infrastructure-finance-puentes, DKP]

Undersecretary Brainard, Vice Chairman Xiaoqiang, thank you for the opportunity to be here today. This discussion about new ways to finance investments in U.S. infrastructure is very relevant and timely. Throughout the U.S., there is real interest in a new infrastructure vision to support a more productive and sustainable economy.[1] This vision is made up of transformative investments that have to the power to change our economic trajectory through modern ports and gateways, intelligent transportation, renewable energy and cleantech installations, advanced telecommunications systems, and new, technologically-driven forms of economic development. Investing in infrastructure has the added benefit of providing much-needed jobs, especially in the construction industry where unemployment rates stubbornly remain twice the national average.[2] The challenge is that the nation's economic recession and tense new focus on austerity means public resources for infrastructure are strained. As financial markets have contracted all actors are suffering under tightened credit supplies. Stretched budgets at all levels of government have led to a larger gap between infrastructure costs and revenues. As a result, meeting the nation's great needs for funding and financing infrastructure requires an "all of the above" strategy. This is especially true for state and local governments and elected officials, as I will explain. I firmly believe there is a clear need for a national infrastructure bank to finance multi-jurisdictional projects of national significance.[3] However, in the absence of congressional action, states and localities are stepping in to finance the kind of major investments necessary to support the next economy. States and municipalities retain primary authority over selection, design, and control of the vast majority of infrastructure projects. How choices are made about which to fund is exceedingly complex and depends on funding sources, jurisdictional concerns, and political negotiations. Federal dollars for transportation and water mostly flow to the states who then work with their municipal counterparts to decide on specific investments. For transportation, this is also done in partnership with other entities on the metropolitan level such as the 400 metropolitan planning organizations and the multitude of special purpose bodies such as sea, airport, and toll road authorities and public transit agencies. Other areas of infrastructure, such as energy, telecommunications, and freight rail investments, are dominated by the private sector typically with federal and state regulatory oversight (see figure.) Public and Private Shares of Spending on Infrastructure, 2007[4] Increasingly, public infrastructure investment is taking place through innovative finance tools, revolving loan funds, trusts, and so-called "banks." Most of these offer direct loans at low interest rates to public and private entities, while some also offer grants, loan guarantees, bonds, and other financial instruments. According to forthcoming Brookings research, since 1995 thirty-three states have used infrastructure banks and funds to invest nearly $7 billion in over 900 different projects. These projects range from local road maintenance and highway construction to emergency relief for damaged infrastructure. The structure of the banks and projects in which they invest reflect the diversity of needs and resources across the U.S.[5] On the local level, Mayor Rahm Emanuel recently announced the creation of the Chicago Infrastructure Trust (CIT) as a market-oriented institution that attracts private capital interested in steady returns and makes investment decisions based on merit and evidence rather than politics. Like California's I-Bank it cuts across different types of infrastructure such as transportation and telecommunications, and like Connecticut's Green Bank it emphasizes the generation, transmission, and adoption of alternative energy. The CIT will be capitalized through direct investments from private financing organizations some of which have already expressed interest that could reach $1 billion or more in total investment capacity. The Chicago plan highlights an important point with respect to differences among states and municipalities in the U.S. today. While some states and cities are ambitiously pursuing innovative sources of infrastructure finance-such as partnerships with private and foreign investors-many others are not. For example, only 24 states undertook at least one public/private partnership (PPP) transportation project since 1989. Florida, California, Texas, Colorado, and Virginia alone were responsible for 56 percent of the total amount of all U.S. transportation PPP projects during this time.[6] 
The counterplan ensures effective state infrastructure banks

Christman & Riordan, 11 --- policy analysts at the National Employment Law Project (December 2011, Anastasia Christman and Christine Riordan, National Employment Law Project Briefing Paper, “State Infrastructure Banks: Old Idea Yields New Opportunities for Job Creation,” http://nelp.3cdn.net/fadb21502631e6cb79_vom6b8ccu.pdf, JMP)

Creating SIBs That Work

In the current budget climate, pushing for new spending is challenging. However, funding infrastructure improvements is critical: improving transportation networks can cut traffic congestion, enhance productivity for local businesses, put people to work, and prepare our communities for a reinvigorated 21st century economy. State infrastructure banks can be an important tool in this process. They can supply the initial capital to get projects moving quickly, attract private funding, and use repayments from old projects to fund new ones. However, advocates need to be actively engaged to ensure that SIBs use taxpayer money responsibly to finance projects that will truly improve our communities and create quality jobs. Whether one lives in a state that already has an SIB or is working with lawmakers seeking to start a new SIB, it is important to keep some key criteria in mind.

Tips for Advocates

 Push for SIBs to cover a broad a range of projects to address the needs of your community, especially public transit which creates more jobs than automobile-only projects. Consider if the more flexible state-funded model is better for your state’s needs than the more narrowly defined transportation-only federally-funded model.

 Push for enabling legislation. Urge lawmakers to put citizen representatives on the decision-making board.
 Ensure that SIBs give environmental and job standards serious consideration in funding decisions. Push for enabling legislation for a state-funded SIB that incorporates community protections.
 Push for provisions that protect SIB funding from being raided by lawmakers for other purposes.

 Urge lawmakers to blend financing for state SIB funding from a variety of sources so that no one population carries a disproportionate burden. Push for provisions that will make taxes or fees progressive and that ensure good projects are funded in a variety of communities.

uniformity/regulations
CP is predictable and solves – flexibility and uniformity works
SLONE ’11 – transportation policy analyst for The Council of State Governments (Sean, “State Infrastructure Banks”, July 5, http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/drupal/content/state-infrastructure-banks)

More than 30 states and Puerto Rico have created a state infrastructure bank, a type of revolving infrastructure investment fund that can offer loans and credit assistance to public and private sponsors of certain highway construction, transit or rail projects. Five states--Florida, Georgia, Kansas, Ohio and Virginia--have established banks or accounts within their banks that are capitalized solely with state funds. These banks were designed with the unique needs of each state in mind and their experiences have varied. The future of state infrastructure banks may depend on the next federal surface transportation authorization and what kinds of federal funding and financing resources may be available to states in the future.

An interchange at the Fort Lauderdale airport. A bridge replacement in Cleveland. An interstate around North Augusta, S.C., that will help ease the daily commute for thousands of motorists.

The thing they all have in common is that they were all financed with help from a state  infrastructure bank, a type of revolving infrastructure investment fund for surface  transportation projects with which 32 states and Puerto Rico have at least some experience.

 Operating much like other kinds of banks, these infrastructure banks can offer loans and credit assistance enhancement products to public and private sponsors of certain highway  construction, transit or rail projects. 

Under the 2005 federal highway authorization bill, known as SAFETEA-LU, all states and  territories plus the District of Columbia were given the authority to establish state infrastructure banks. This followed a period during the 1990s when at different times, anywhere from 10 to 39 states were allowed to experiment with these banks under a series of federal pilot programs. The 2005 legislation also allowed for the creation of multi-state infrastructure banks.

Federal and state matching funds are generally used to start a state infrastructure bank. States can then contribute state or local funds and seek additional federal funds to provide more capital.1 

The bank’s initial capitalization and ongoing revenue can be used in a number of different  ways. The funds can be lent directly to selected projects. The bank can leverage its initial capitalization by providing loan assistance, by using loan repayments as dedicated revenue to sell bonds in the bond market and by providing additional loan assistance with the proceeds of the bond. Finally, the bank can use the funds to guarantee bonds issued by cities, counties, public-private partnerships and other entities, in the process enhancing their creditworthiness and lowering the interest rates they have to pay in the capital markets. Loan guarantees can be particularly beneficial in reducing interest rates on projects in states with cities, counties and special districts that have limited financial capacity.2

 While the SAFETEA-LU authorization established the basic requirements and overall operating framework for state infrastructure banks, many states have tailored their banks to meet their own needs and offer their own types of financing assistance. That being said, loans remain the most popular form of state infrastructure bank assistance. The Federal Highway Administration reported that through the end of 2008 (the latest year for which complete data is available), 32 states and Puerto Rico had entered into 609 state infrastructure bank loan agreements totaling $6.2 billion.3

No solvency deficit --- states can just obtain expertise from other states

Ridley, 11 --- Secretary, Oklahoma Department of Transportation (10/12/2011, Gary, Congressional Documents and Publications, House Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Highways and Transit Hearing - "National Infrastructure Bank: More Bureaucracy and More Red Tape,” Factiva, JMP)

Conversely, the concept that a new "government corporation" and Federal Authority will somehow enhance the ability to finance infrastructure seems untimely and entirely unnecessary. Especially when considering that many of the proclaimed new ideas encompassed by the Authority already appear to closely parallel the provisions of other existing federal financing programs.
In addition to recognizing the apparent federal duplications of the proposed National Infrastructure Bank, most States already have or can easily obtain the expertise necessary to facilitate infrastructure banks and other innovative transportation financing methodologies. States can choose to work with the existing federal bureaucracy or seek the assistance of private financial institutions, knowledgeable investors and even other experienced states. If Oklahoma determines that innovative financing advice and counsel is necessary, we will consult with other states that have demonstrated success along with the private financial sector. It has been our experience that they will gladly share their information and knowledge with us and we have been effectively and efficiently arranging financing for transportation improvements within our borders for more than 50 years.
They can model each other – solves uniformity

SLONE ’11 – transportation policy analyst for The Council of State Governments (Sean, “State Infrastructure Banks”, July 5, http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/drupal/content/state-infrastructure-banks)

Several states—including Florida, Georgia, Kansas and Ohio—have established state infrastructure banks or accounts within their banks that are capitalized solely with state funds.7 Virginia has recently joined the ranks of those four states. Such banks allow funded projects to avoid potentially delay-causing federal regulations and restrictions (such things as labor, environmental and “Buy America” requirements) they would otherwise be subjected to if they were financed using federal funds. Kansas Kansas’ Transportation Revolving Fund (TRF), established in 1999, provides financial assistance to local governments for transportation projects. Private enterprises also are eligible if they have a governmental unit as a partner. Offering direct loans and credit enhancements, such as loan guarantees and bond insurance, the fund is designed to promote innovative transportation funding solutions. Bridges, culverts, roads, streets and highways are all eligible for financing, but not transit, aviation, railroad projects or trails. The Transportation Revolving Fund can be used to finance any phase of a project, including planning, design, right-of-way acquisition, construction engineering and construction. The term of a loan from the Transportation Revolving Fund is limited to the lesser of 20 years or the design life of the project being financed, including the construction period. Although there is no minimum or maximum amount of assistance set by statute or state regulation, the amount of capitalization means the TRF will not make loans of more than $6 million to any one borrower during the fiscal year. Also, no single borrower’s capacity can exceed 15 percent of the program’s total capacity. Applications can be submitted at any time and are considered and processed as they are received. The approval process is approximately 60 days from application to loan agreement.8 “The (Transportation Revolving Fund) is an attractive option for local units of government when they are considering how to finance their infrastructure needs,” said Program Manager Danielle Marten in response to email questions submitted by The Council of State Governments. “Projects can be on or off the state highway system, making the program attractive for not only the local’s share of a state project, but also attractive for 100 percent local projects. … The low cost of the program and exemption from local government debt thresholds attracts borrowers to the (fund).” Marten said since the inception of the program, the Kansas Department of Transportation has approved up to $135 million in Transportation Revolving Fund loans. Of that amount, $112 million was actually drawn upon to fund projects, up to $9 million remains to be drawn and $14 million was released back to the program as undrawn funds. The program was placed under a moratorium in the 2009 fiscal year since the ability to transfer additional equity was in question due to the expiration of the state’s 10-year comprehensive transportation program. A new program, called T-Works, was passed in the 2010 fiscal year and enacted in the 2011 fiscal year. The State Highway Fund transferred an additional $25 million in equity to re-open the program. “The program is once again loaning funds to local units of government and KDOT plans to review and maximize capacity as we see fit,” Marten said.9 Ohio Ohio’s State Infrastructure Bank had loans totaling $22.3 million in the 2010 fiscal year. Since the bank was created in 1991, the state has issued 138 loans and two bond issuances totaling more than $404 million.10 Under state statutes, the bank can be used as a method of financing “highway, rail, transit, intermodal and other transportation facilities and projects which produce revenue to amortize debt while contributing to the connectivity of Ohio’s transportation system and furthering goals such as corridor completion, economic development, competitiveness in a global economy, and quality of life.”11 “The Ohio (state infrastructure bank) has assisted every transportation mode except a water project since its creation,” the bank’s administrator, Melinda Lawrence, noted in an email interview. “Various projects include the construction of intermodal parking facilities to repaving projects to new industrial park roads. There have been 12 loans to airports, ranging from a county airport’s runway paving project to the Akron Canton Regional airport and their terminal expansion.” Lawrence said the state infrastructure bank can be used either to provide 100 percent of funding for a project or to fill the gap for a public entity so that it can move forward with the project. Local governments in Ohio prioritize their transportation needs by project and mode, and the infrastructure bank uses its various funding sources for financing multiple transportation modes based on local needs, she said. The different funding accounts are used according to the type of funding a project is eligible for under federal and state law. While the program is in good shape now, Ohio’s state infrastructure bank has had its share of ups and downs, Lawrence recalled. “There was one point in the program where there was less than $10 million available to loan and we basically had a hiatus on loans for approximately a year,” she said. “Since then, the balance of the bank has built significantly and it has been leveraged to form two bond funds (Title XXIII eligible-projects is one and state-eligible projects is the other). So at this point the demand does not exceed the dollars available to loan. There is a balance of $66 million between all accounts.” Lawrence said increasing awareness of the state infrastructure bank’s financing tools will be an important goal going forward. With new policies to tighten up the program recently approved by the bank’s loan committee and the Ohio Department of Transportation executive leadership, bank officials plan to increase their marketing of the program in the near future. Lawrence does not foresee additional federal capitalization of the infrastructure bank, since that would require the state to adhere to all federal rules and regulations. “Ohio likes the flexibility and variety of funding sources in its existing (state infrastructure bank), therefore Ohio would not likely consider capitalizing federal dollars into its existing (state infrastructure bank),” she said.12 Florida Florida was one of the original pilot states for infrastructure banks. Its bank, established in 1997, has two distinct accounts—one a federally funded revolving fund that has not been recapitalized in several years, and the other capitalized solely with general revenue bond proceeds and state funds. The bank can provide loans and other assistance to public or private entities carrying out or proposing projects eligible for assistance under federal and state law. In order to be eligible, the projects must be on the state highway system, provide increased mobility on the state’s transportation system or provide intermodal connectivity with airports, seaports, rail facilities and other transportation terminals. They must be consistent with local Metropolitan Planning Organizations and local government comprehensive plans. The state-funded account also can lend capital costs or provide credit enhancements for emergency loans for damages incurred on public-use commercial deepwater seaports, public-use airports, and other public-use transit and intermodal facilities that are within an area that is part of an official state emergency declaration. The bank will have a two-month application window in 2011 with awards announced in October and funds available in July 2012.13 Other key features of the bank include: It sets its own interest rates on a project-by-project basis, including rates below market levels based on consideration of project needs. It can tailor repayment structures on a need-oriented, project-by-project basis, including payment deferment. Borrowers can avoid payments for up to five years until their project revenue streams stabilize.14 “The majority of our (state infrastructure bank) projects advance transportation benefits by at least one year, but generally by several years,” Project Manager Jennifer Weeks said in an email interview. “In some instances, (state infrastructure bank) loans have allowed projects to be constructed that may not have been built otherwise.” Loans have been used to purchase buses and trolleys, construct intermodal facilities, add capacity on the state highway system, relieve congestion on state and federal highways, build a new airport, and build container terminals at a local seaport. Weeks said rather than using the infrastructure bank to provide 100 percent of the funding for a project, the state prefers to use it to provide gap or bridge funding to get a project up to 100 percent funding. “There are cases where a transportation benefit may not be realized without the assistance of (state infrastructure bank) funds or the (bank) has been a financial tool that improved the financial affordability of other debt financing for the project,” Weeks said. Florida’s model of the state infrastructure bank has been a success other states have sought to duplicate, Weeks said. “We look at the (state infrastructure bank) as a major tool in our ‘financial toolbox’ with hopes of a viable program in good and bad economic times,” she said. “During these tough economic times, the (state infrastructure bank) has still been able to provide loans at or below market rates and fund numerous transportation projects that have provided a safe transportation system ensuring the movement of people and goods.” Between federal and state accounts, Florida’s bank has offered $1.1 billion in assistance to 64 projects and has leveraged $8.4 billion in total project investment. “So, for every $1 loaned, we receive approximately $8 in product,” she said. “We have mainly focused on the project approach, whereas other states have focused on a program approach.” But, Weeks said the Florida state infrastructure bank is always looking at ways to improve and to serve additional projects. “We usually have more applications than we do capacity to loan,” Weeks said. “Not all applications are awarded. Some projects may not be quite ‘mature’ enough at the time of application or there may be financial issues that may cause concerns regarding the repayments of a loan. The project itself, as well as credit and/or financial risk, are part of the application and award process amongst other successful selection criteria. There will always be more projects than there is money.”15 Georgia The Georgia Transportation Infrastructure Bank was created by 2008 legislation and capitalized with $34 million in state funds in the 2009 fiscal year. The statute allows for future federal capitalization as well.16 The Georgia bank began accepting applications in October 2009. In addition to offering loans to eligible state, regional and local government entities for transportation projects, the bank is also authorized to administer grant money for specific transportation programs. The program website lists several objectives in administering the Georgia Transportation Infrastructure Bank, including: Making additional funding available to government units in order to initiate and complete transportation projects. Giving priority to bridge and road projects that are close to, at the start of or under construction, have a higher degree of contributed matching funds and have been initiated by government units, particularly cities and counties. Since the primary infrastructure bank funding comes from motor fuel taxes, transit and airport projects are ineligible for assistance. Selecting projects for financing that add transportation and economic value to local communities and/or the state. Ensuring consistency, fairness and efficiency in the evaluation of applications. Providing for a smooth operational process that maintains loan and grant documents, manages the Georgia Transportation Infrastructure Bank capital prudently, tracks loan expenditures/repayments and provides adequate reporting.17 Virginia Virginia is the latest state to create its own state capitalized infrastructure bank. In April 2011, Gov. Bob McDonnell signed into law key transportation legislation that will result in the investment of nearly $4 billion in the commonwealth’s road, rail and transit networks and fund more than 900 transportation projects during the next three years. The legislation also creates the new Virginia Transportation Infrastructure Bank, which will make low-interest loans and grants to localities, transportation authorities and private-sector partners. The state is using $283 million from a 2010 fiscal year surplus and savings from a performance audit of the Virginia Department of Transportation to provide the bank’s initial capitalization. Officials plan to use a number of different mechanisms and funding sources, including future budget surpluses, during the next three years to provide an additional $1 billion in capital.18 “We already had established a federally approved infrastructure bank,” recalled Virginia Transportation Secretary Sean Connaughton during remarks at a conference on public-private partnerships in June. “We wanted to establish our own state bank, one that we had more ability to control, more ability to look for opportunities where we could use any sort of credit financing, credit enhancement, actually doing loans, actually looking for opportunities to issue bonds and leverage the amount of money that we have in this bank so we can actually make some projects happen.” Connaughton, the incoming vice chairman of CSG’s Transportation Policy Task Force, said one thing that prompted creation of the new bank is the fact that federal programs like the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act, which helps fund projects of regional and national significance, have become oversubscribed and loans have become increasingly hard to get.

States solve—federal oversight and consolidation isn’t key

 Federal Information and News Dispatch 11

 (October 12, 2011, “National Infrastructure Bank Would Create More Red Tape & Federal Bureaucracy”, Federal Information and News Dispatch, Congressional Documents and Publications, ProQuest)FS

 Oklahoma Department of Transportation Secretary Gary Ridley testified that, "the concept that a new 'government corporation' and Federal Authority will somehow enhance the ability to finance infrastructure seems untimely and entirely unnecessary. Especially when considering that many of the proclaimed new ideas encompassed by the Authority already appear to closely parallel the provisions of other existing federal financing programs. 

"In addition to recognizing the apparent federal duplications of the proposed National Infrastructure Bank, most States already have or can easily obtain the expertise necessary to facilitate infrastructure banks and other innovative transportation financing methodologies. States can choose to work with the existing federal bureaucracy or seek the assistance of private financial institutions, knowledgeable investors and even other experienced states. 

"Quite simply, the bureaucracy is already in place to finance public infrastructure projects and an additional federal layer in the form of a new 'government corporation' will add no value. 

"It is much more likely that efficiencies will be gained through regulatory reforms and red tape reductions, rather than through the creation of new government corporations and additional bureaucracy," said Ridley. 

AT: Multi-State Projects

These projects are rare and best handled through existing structures

Plautz, 11 (9/8/2011, Jason --- of Greenwire, “In I-Bank Debate, States Provide Successful Model,” http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2011/09/08/08greenwire-in-i-bank-debate-states-provide-successful-mod-49268.html?pagewanted=all, JMP)

Former transportation official Orski, who now publishes a transportation newsletter, said the national bank has an advantage in that it can help large, multi-state projects. But, he added, those types of projects are rare and might be better handled through existing structures.

"There is a widespread sentiment both in the House and Senate, rather than creating a new federal fiscal bureaucracy, we ought to strengthen and expand existing financial instruments, primarily TIFIA," he said, referring to the popular Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act loan program.

Work on the federal level would also eliminate the easy "set-off" of using gas tax funding to back up a loan, since it would go to projects that might not get a stream of federal money.

funding
They’ve got the ability to fund fast and big

SLONE ’11 – transportation policy analyst for The Council of State Governments (Sean, “State Infrastructure Banks”, July 5, http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/drupal/content/state-infrastructure-banks)

State infrastructure banks can help states stretch their state and federal dollars and meet the demands of financing large, impactful, long-term infrastructure projects. When government agencies and authorities must seek yearly grants and allocations to finance projects, the completion of those projects can be delayed for months or years. State infrastructure banks can identify, promote and lend money to creditworthy transportation projects to ensure they’re built within a reasonable timeframe and in a financially sustainable way. And because these banks act as a “revolving fund,” more projects can ultimately be financed. 

When bonding is used to finance a project, the bonds are usually one of two types: revenue or general obligation. Revenue bonds often are used to finance infrastructure projects that have the ability to produce revenue through their operations; for example, new highway lanes that can be tolled or public transit facilities on which fares can be collected. These types of bonds are typically guaranteed by the project revenues, but not by the full faith and credit of a state, city or county. General obligation bonds, on the other hand, are backed by the full faith and credit of the issuing authority. These are used to finance projects that rely on government’s general revenues, such as income, sales and property tax revenue. Cities, counties and states pledge these revenues to issue the bonds and repay them. 

But the revolving fund aspect of a state infrastructure bank means states can lend funds for projects and receive loan repayments, which can be returned to the system for more project loans. The funding also can be turned into much larger credit lines, multiplying transportation investment capacity.

When transportation projects are financed in a traditional way, funds from a state department of transportation or the federal Highway Trust Fund are spent and two types of risk are assumed. Projects are at risk of delay as state officials wait for the state or federal funds to become available, which may increase the costs and delay the project’s benefits. Secondly, states face the risk that a poorly selected project will fail to produce social or economic benefits and tie up scarce capital resources that could have gone to other potentially more successful projects. 

Both of those risks are diminished with state infrastructure bank financing. First, projects don’t have to wait for funding and delays and cost overruns are avoided. Secondly, a state infrastructure bank has a built-in project evaluation process. Projects are assessed based on their financial viability, which provides a level of economic discipline that is not always present with traditional state project funding. Better, more benefit-producing projects can be the result.4 

State infrastructure banks can fund non-transportation projects

Christman & Riordan, 11 --- policy analysts at the National Employment Law Project (December 2011, Anastasia Christman and Christine Riordan, National Employment Law Project Briefing Paper, “State Infrastructure Banks: Old Idea Yields New Opportunities for Job Creation,” http://nelp.3cdn.net/fadb21502631e6cb79_vom6b8ccu.pdf, JMP)

State-funded SIBs can also be established for non-transportation projects. The Pennsylvania Infrastructure Investment Authority (PENNVEST), created in 1988, is a revolving fund that finances both public and private projects to improve sewer, storm water and drinking water projects through the state’s Clean Water State Revolving Fund and its Drinking Water State Revolving Fund.42 PENNVEST has also funded brownfields radiation projects when abandoned mines threatened drinking water supplies.43 Indiana created the Indiana Local Infrastructure Revolving Fund as part of the state budget agency in 1996 to identify infrastructure financing mechanisms available to local communities, including opportunities for the state to enhance the credit quality of municipal bonds and to manage investment pools. These funds can be used for transportation improvements but also for water projects, redevelopment of military bases, juvenile detention centers and other projects.44

State infrastructure banks will attract capital --- they can be self-sustaining 

Christman & Riordan, 11 --- policy analysts at the National Employment Law Project (December 2011, Anastasia Christman and Christine Riordan, National Employment Law Project Briefing Paper, “State Infrastructure Banks: Old Idea Yields New Opportunities for Job Creation,” http://nelp.3cdn.net/fadb21502631e6cb79_vom6b8ccu.pdf, JMP)

State and Local Strategies for Transportation Funding

Many states recognize they must increase funding for their departments of transportation. As lawmakers and their constituents engage in this dialogue, advocates should urge that some of the revenues be used to fund an SIB. Managed properly, an SIB can attract private capital to infrastructure projects, and the revolving loan structure can, with prudent choices in spending, make the SIB self-sustaining.

Several states are considering an increase in their gasoline taxes. “Essentially, our needs cannot be met without new dedicated taxes and fees,” noted the head of the Northern Virginia Transportation Alliance.62 The Virginia gas tax hasn’t been raised since 1987. Nearby, Maryland lawmakers will consider a 15-cent gas tax increase during their 2012 session and have proposed creating a “lockbox” to ensure the money remains dedicated to transportation improvements.63 In Michigan, lawmakers have proposed repealing the state gas tax entirely, and replacing it with an increase in the sales tax with the extra revenues going to the Michigan Transportation Fund.64 Other states have rejected this option. In North Carolina, state law pegs the gas tax to the cost of wholesale fuel prices, allowing it rise and fall with gasoline prices. However, the state’s House of Representatives recently voted to block an increase scheduled for January 2012. North Carolina Department of Transportation officials estimate the resulting cut in revenues will mean canceling plans for repaving 400 miles of highways and replacing 72 bridges, costing an estimated 2,800 jobs.65 Similarly, in Iowa, the governor has rejected a gasoline tax increase recommended by a specially appointed citizens’ panel.66 Iowa’s gas tax hasn’t been raised since 1989.

State banks can rely exclusively on state funds

Christman & Riordan, 11 --- policy analysts at the National Employment Law Project (December 2011, Anastasia Christman and Christine Riordan, National Employment Law Project Briefing Paper, “State Infrastructure Banks: Old Idea Yields New Opportunities for Job Creation,” http://nelp.3cdn.net/fadb21502631e6cb79_vom6b8ccu.pdf, JMP)

Federally-Funded SIBs Versus State-Funded SIBs

The generic term “SIB” masks the fact that there are actually two types of financing tools going by that name: those authorized by federal legislation that use a mix of federal and state dollars to finance federally-authorized projects, and those that use exclusively state funds to leverage other forms of capital to fund a broader range of projects. The former is potentially more restrictive in the projects it can finance, but also inherently abides by some federal protections. The latter can be more flexible in the types of projects it finances, but may require local advocates and lawmakers to be more thoughtful about project selection criteria to ensure that local infrastructure jobs are good jobs.

States have to use a combination of fuel taxes and other funds to fund infrastructure banks

Christman & Riordan, 11 --- policy analysts at the National Employment Law Project (December 2011, Anastasia Christman and Christine Riordan, National Employment Law Project Briefing Paper, “State Infrastructure Banks: Old Idea Yields New Opportunities for Job Creation,” http://nelp.3cdn.net/fadb21502631e6cb79_vom6b8ccu.pdf, JMP)

Challenges to Establishing a State Infrastructure Bank

Not surprisingly, the biggest challenge to establishing a SIB in this economy is funding. Many states are already struggling with shortfalls in transportation dollars. New Jersey, which depends heavily on toll revenues to finance its transportation projects, is looking at shortfalls of more than $47 million—five percent of its target.57 The state’s turnpike authority has cut its 2011 operating budget by $10 million, and rating agencies have lowered their rating on New Jersey turnpike bonds even as the agency tries to implement a 10-year capital improvement program.58 In Virginia, maintaining roads alone threatens to deplete the state’s Highway Maintenance and Operating Fund, and the state has forced to repeatedly shift funds from its Transportation Trust Fund for construction to pay for maintenance.59

In federally-funded SIBs, states are required to match federal funds on an 80-20 federal/non-federal basis. Similarly, in SIBs that exclusively use state funds, state lawmakers also need to identify sources of revenue to fund loans. The main source of funding for about half the states is the state motor vehicle fuel tax, though in only a very small number of states (five) this money flows directly to the department of transportation without legislative appropriation. Additionally, in nearly half the states, constitutional provisions prohibit using fuel taxes for any projects that are not highway or road related. In the others, these funds can typically be used for multimodal or other transportation projects.60 Furthermore, because gas taxes are levied per-gallon and are typically not indexed to inflation or take into account increased gas efficiency, these funds alone are rarely enough to fund an SIB.

South Carolina, the single largest user of SIB money to fund state projects, originally capitalized its SIB with a $66-million appropriation from the state’s general fund in 1997, but uses a blended revenue stream to fund ongoing operations. As of 2007, 38 percent of its revenues came from truck registration fees, 18 percent from state vehicle taxes, 16 percent from the state gasoline tax, and 6 percent from intergovernmental agreements for construction projects. The remainder, 23 percent, came from investment earnings.61

For a state-by-state listing of how each funds transportation projects, see the NCSL’s State Profiles.

The States can fund megaprojects – new funding techniques are key

Capka 06 Federal Highway Administrator J. Richard Capka is responsible for shaping the management of highway megaprojects across the country and developing other FHWA programs and initiatives. Before joining FHWA, Capka was executive director and chief executive officer of the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority, where he directed oversight of the Central Artery/Tunnel project. He spent three decades in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and retired as a brigadier general after serving as commander of the Corps' activities in the West/Southwest and Southeast regions of the United States and the Central/South America region. (Richard J., “Financing MEGAPROJECTS.”, Public Roads, 69(4), 12-18. http://search.proquest.com/docview/205381840?accountid=14667) RaPa

States are trying new funding techniques to help cover the costs of major highway projects. Megaprojects-$500 million-plus major infrastructure projects designed to meet the Nation's growing needs-are critical to increasing the capacity of the transportation infrastructure and improving mobility. Unfortunately, the associated megacosts of the projects make it a challenge to finance these behemoths. States and localities already have their plates full meeting the requirements of operating, maintaining, and rehabilitating existing highway systems. In addition, the size and scope of megaprojects make it difficult to use traditional pay-as-you-go financing methods. The amount of transportation funding available to an agency in a fiscal year may not be enough to cover the cost of advancing a major project, but waiting until the money is available may result in increased congestion and further deterioration of the infrastructure, making delays unacceptable to the driving public. And the costs of project delay or extending the project timeline increase over time in terms of disruption to public mobility, the value of money, and project overhead. "There's simply not enough public-sector capital to undertake the backlog of transportation infrastructure work that needs to be done," says Robert Prieto, senior vice president of Fluor Corp., an engineering and construction firm. "The only option is to find new delivery mechanisms and sources of capital." To address the challenges of financing megaprojects, transportation agencies are looking at new financing tools and techniques to pay for these huge undertakings and ways to start projects sooner. Agencies also are considering new models of financing that bring private-sector dollars into public projects to deliver the maximum infrastructure at the lowest cost to taxpayers and users in terms of time and money. Most of today's megaprojects still rely exclusively on traditional public financing. A case in point is the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project near Washington, DC, which is designed to unclog a significant traffic bottleneck on the I-95 corridor. Federal funding participation for the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project is approximately 85 percent, with the remainder of the funding coming from Maryland, Virginia, and Washington, DC. An emerging trend in the transportation community is to use private-sector dollars to partially or totally finance megaprojects. For example, the Trans-Texas Corridor, a statewide network of transportation routes, is a public-private partnership that has attracted $7.2 billion in private investment. The Channel Tunnel (Chunnel) between London and Paris is wholly funded through private investors in a joint English and French venture managed by a private company under a long-term concession. "Public-private partnerships provide new delivery mechanisms by allowing acceleration of what the public sector might be able to do. And they open access to sources of funds that are otherwise unavailable to the public sector," says Prieto. Megaproject Beginnings A growing need to rehabilitate the Nation's aging infrastructure made major projects part of the construction project mix in the United States in the 1990s. Major projects completed during the decade include the $2.4 billion Alameda Corridor, an express rail line for freight linking the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, CA, and the $1.6 billion reconstruction of 27 kilometers (17 miles) of I-15 before the 2002 Winter Olympic Games in Salt Lake City, UT. Among the 1990s megaprojects still underway is the $1.3 billion Miami Intermodal Center, designed to improve access to Miami International Airport. Another is the $1.1 billion Foothill Freeway project to construct 45 kilometers (28 miles) of freeway between Los Angeles County and San Bernardino County, CA. Most megaprojects are designed to enhance the existing infrastructure in busy urban areas, presenting the challenge of keeping traffic moving while the project is underway and increasing the complexity and cost of construction. As transportation agencies gained experience in developing megaprojects, they found that long-term cost projections, attrition of project staff, complex construction requirements, and unique engineering and design problems could make it difficult to keep cost overruns within bounds. The Central Artery/Tunnel project, which replaced an elevated highway with an underground expressway and new bridge to ease traffic congestion in Boston, MA, has projected costs of more than $14.6 billion. Today the monumental cost involved in megaprojects such as this raises serious concerns about the public's ability to bear the financial burden using only public dollars. Lessons learned from 1990s megaprojects led Congress to include a requirement in the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) that every megaproject of $1 billion or more receiving Federal funds for construction have a financial plan that is updated annually. The recently enacted Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) redefined a megaproject to include projects of $500 million or more. The focus of the financial plan is to compare original cost estimates to actual costs and project completion schedules, as well as to provide reasonable assurance that sufficient resources are available to complete the project as planned. As the Nation's infrastructure rehabilitation needs continue, so will the need to develop and finance megaprojects. At the end of fiscal year 2005, twenty-one active megaprojects receiving Federal funding were underway, ranging from projects in the final stages of environmental review to those under construction. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) anticipates the number of major projects to increase substantially over the next several years, especially with the new, lower threshold for defining a megaproject. (See "Current Major Highway Infrastructure Projects" on page 13.) Funding Variations Historically FHWA has financed highways through the Federal-Aid Highway Program, which generally covers up to 80 percent of project costs (90 percent on interstate projects), with States and localities providing the remaining funds. Federal funding participation in today's megaprojects, however, varies significantly. Of the major projects under construction, four are being financed under a Federal funding ratio of 80 to 95 percent, with States and localities providing the remainder. The four projects under this funding structure include the Washington, DC-area Woodrow Wilson Bridge, the Springfield Interchange in Virginia, the Tampa Interstate System in Florida, and the New Haven Harbor Crossing Corridor Improvement Program in Connecticut. Projects with less-than-traditional Federal funding participation include Boston's Central Artery/Tunnel, at 58 percent; California's Foothill Freeway, at 55 percent; the Miami Intermodal Center, at 5 percent; Denver's Southeast Corridor (T-REX) project, at 53 percent; the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, at 5 percent; the Central Texas Turnpike, at 28 percent; Houston's Katy Freeway, at 61 percent; and Milwaukee's Marquette Interchange, at 54 percent. State transportation agencies have compelling reasons to look to sources other than Federal funds to pay for megaprojects. Federal dollars apportioned to the States do not cover all of the projects eligible for Federal funding, so States must make hard decisions on how they will use the funds they do receive. In many cases, smaller projects that have captured the interest of local or political stakeholders use up the available Federal funding in a given fiscal year. In addition, many megaprojects are so large and the need for them is so critical that pay-as-you-go is not a viable option. Instead, States are stepping up with higher contributions and using innovative financing techniques-including Federal loans, State bonding initiatives, and public-private partnerships-to secure funds sooner so they can get these projects underway.

States can solve – GARVEE bonds and TIFIA loans are key

Capka 06 Federal Highway Administrator J. Richard Capka is responsible for shaping the management of highway megaprojects across the country and developing other FHWA programs and initiatives. Before joining FHWA, Capka was executive director and chief executive officer of the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority, where he directed oversight of the Central Artery/Tunnel project. He spent three decades in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and retired as a brigadier general after serving as commander of the Corps' activities in the West/Southwest and Southeast regions of the United States and the Central/South America region. (Richard J., “Financing MEGAPROJECTS.”, Public Roads, 69(4), 12-18. http://search.proquest.com/docview/205381840?accountid=14667) RaPa

GARVEE and TIFIA Programs The Federal Government and some States have introduced innovative tools to help State and local agencies finance transportation projects. Two programs that agencies are using to finance megaprojects are the Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle (GARVEE) Program and the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA). Although the programs differ, they share the concept of financing projects by leveraging Federal assistance and accessing capital markets. The GARVEE program enables States and other public authorities to issue debt-financing instruments, such as bonds, to pay for current expenditures on transportation construction projects and repay the debt using future Federal apportionments. In general, projects funded with the proceeds of a GARVEE debt instrument are subject to the same requirements as other Federal-aid projects with the exception of the reimbursement process. Instead of reimbursing construction costs as they are incurred, the reimbursement of GARVEE project costs occurs when debt service is due. The benefit of the GARVEE financing mechanism is that it generates upfront capital to keep major highway projects moving forward at tax-exempt rates and enables a State to construct a project earlier than is possible with traditional pay-as-you-go financing. With projects completed sooner, costs are lower because of inflation savings, and the public realizes safety and economic benefits. By paying with future Federal highway reimbursements, the cost of the infrastructure is spread over its useful life rather than just over the construction period. Without the ability to issue GARVEE bonds to provide upfront capital, the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) would have been unable to bridge the funding gap on the $1.7 billion T-REX project to reconstruct sections of I-25 and I-225 and build a light transit line in Denver. With pay-as-you-go financing, T-REX would not be finished until 2017 instead of its anticipated 2006 completion date. The GARVEE program along with other financing options is being considered to partly finance the proposed Intercounty Connector, a new highway that would link major travel corridors in Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, MD, north of Washington, DC. The Maryland General Assembly passed legislation giving the Maryland Transportation Authority, an agency under the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), permission to issue up to $750 million in GARVEE bonds specifically for the project. While GARVEE bonds help States obtain funding that will be repayable from future Federal-aid streams, the TIFIA program provides assistance to projects with their own repayment streams, such as tolls or other dedicated funding sources. Under TIFIA, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) provides direct credit assistance-up to 33 percent of eligible project costs-to sponsors of major transportation projects. Credit assistance can take the form of a loan, loan guarantee, or line of credit. TIFIA assistance provides a number of benefits to project sponsors, including improved access to capital markets, flexible repayment terms, and potentially more favorable interest rates than can be found in private capital markets for similar instruments. TIFIA can help advance large, capital-intensive projects that otherwise might be delayed or not be built at all because of their size, complexity, and the market's uncertainty over the timing of revenues. TIFIA has helped accelerate the Miami Intermodal Center, which involves construction of a multimodal transportation center for car rental, transit, commuter rail, Amtrak®, and intercity bus services. The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is using a $433 million TIFIA loan package to finance part of the first phase of the project, which includes construction of the rental car facility and central station, right-of-way acquisitions, and roadway improvements. State fuel tax revenues and rental car fees secure the loans. Another project using TIFIA financing is the Central Texas Turnpike, a 196-kilometer (122-mile) toll facility in the Austin-San Antonio corridor designed to relieve congestion, improve safety, and enhance freight movement through central Texas. A $917 million TIFIA loan will finance nearly one third of the cost of phase one of the project. The Texas Turnpike Authority will repay the loan using toll revenues. 

general
State infrastructure banks solve infrastructure needs --- federal government has authorized state banks

Christman & Riordan, 11 --- policy analysts at the National Employment Law Project (December 2011, Anastasia Christman and Christine Riordan, National Employment Law Project Briefing Paper, “State Infrastructure Banks: Old Idea Yields New Opportunities for Job Creation,” http://nelp.3cdn.net/fadb21502631e6cb79_vom6b8ccu.pdf, JMP)

Even in the absence of an NIB, two-thirds of state legislatures have already embraced the concept of the infrastructure bank. Since the 1990s, various federal bills have authorized states to create their own state infrastructure banks (SIBs) to finance priority projects. In this brief, we will elaborate on the different types of SIBs that exist today, share some interesting projects that have been funded with SIBs, and posit some best practices that advocates in any state could be urging lawmakers to adopt. An SIB, if designed with enough flexibility in applicable projects and with opportunities for local advocates and lawmakers to weigh in on priorities, can be an effective tool for repairing the ill effects of decades of neglect to our communities’ transportation networks, water systems and power grids.

Several states already have infrastructure banks --- others are considering adding one

Christman & Riordan, 11 --- policy analysts at the National Employment Law Project (December 2011, Anastasia Christman and Christine Riordan, National Employment Law Project Briefing Paper, “State Infrastructure Banks: Old Idea Yields New Opportunities for Job Creation,” http://nelp.3cdn.net/fadb21502631e6cb79_vom6b8ccu.pdf, JMP)

State Infrastructure Banks: Widespread but Uneven in Practice

As of December 2008 (the most recent data available), 32 states and one territory had entered into 579 SIB loan agreements worth a total of $5.56 billion, but more than 87 percent of the dollar amount is concentrated in five states (SC, AZ, FL, TX and OH).13 Several states without an SIB, including Connecticut14 and Maryland,15 are considering establishing them. And in some states where an SIB exists largely in name only due to a lack of funding—New York,16 California,17 and Utah18 for example—lawmakers are considering legislation to create new SIBs.
avoids bureaucracy/costs
States solve the NIB better-federal NIB encourages bad decision making and is hampered by bureaucracy 

Yost 11-Staff Columnist @ The Tech, BS in Economics and Nuclear Engineering @ MIT, MS in Nuclear Engineering @ MIT [Keith, The Tech, (MIT’s Newspaper), “Opinion: No national infrastructure investment bank,” 9/20/11, http://tech.mit.edu/V131/N38/yost.html, DKP]
Last week, President Obama unveiled a $447 billion spending plan. Notice I say “spending plan,” rather than “stimulus plan” or “jobs plan,” because there is a difference. None of the plan’s components, which consist of roughly $250 billion in payroll tax cuts, $60 billion in unemployment insurance, and $140 billion to fund infrastructure (most of it going to a national infrastructure investment bank), can be considered significantly stimulative, and without stimulus, we’re unlikely to see many new jobs. The plan’s unemployment benefits and tax cuts are largely extensions of existing measures — our economic situation would be much worse if the cuts and benefits were allowed to expire, but these half-measures are not going to push us out of our current, miserable trajectory. And the infrastructure bank promises very little spending in the short term; it’s not an institution tasked with finding shovel-ready, stimulative projects, even if such things existed. This is quite plainly a spending plan in which Obama has tied a pet project that he thinks deserves money (the infrastructure bank) to something that Republicans find fairly unobjectionable. As a political matter, the future of the plan seems pretty straightforward: Republicans will strip out the infrastructure bits and pass the rest, judging (correctly) that the American public isn’t going to assign blame for the whole economy to the GOP just because they blocked one of Obama’s minor economic proposals. The president probably even prefers it this way because an actual infrastructure bank wouldn’t do much in the short term to help Obama keep his job, but the idea of an infrastructure bank could prove useful on the campaign trail. That leaves just one question: who is right here? Is an infrastructure bank an idea whose time has come, or is it a dud? At first glance, a national campaign to invest in infrastructure isn’t a bad proposition. The returns to investment on infrastructure aren’t very impressive, but with the government able to borrow money at two percent interest, and with labor and materials costs at extreme lows, it doesn’t take a very high return to justify infrastructure spending. On deeper inspection however, a national infrastructure bank is a fatally flawed idea, for one simple reason: forcing the citizens of Texas to pay for a high speed rail line from San Diego to Sacramento is bad government. It invites corruption, pork barrel politics, and misallocation of our society’s resources. The citizens of, say, Ohio are and will always be in a better position to decide whether it is worth the money to repair a bridge or school in their state. Offering to let them pay for their projects with someone else’s money is not going to lead to better decision-making— instead, it will lead states to cut their own infrastructure spending and turn their beggars cup to the federal government. It will incentivize states to represent their infrastructure as worse than it actually is, and pretend that solutions are cheaper than they actually are. And because it isn’t their money at stake, states will have even less inclination than usual to make sure that the projects are managed correctly. The real key to a state’s economic success won’t be the wise decision-making of its leaders, it will be its ability to lobby the federal government for special treatment and trade favors with the party in power. Perhaps in a few instances, investment in infrastructure at the national level makes sense. Air traffic control, or an interstate network make sense as matters for the national government to manage. But bridges, schools, high speed rail lines, and the vast majority of the projects Obama touts as within the purview of his national infrastructure campaign are best managed at the state or local level. It’s a conclusion so obvious that the idea of national control raises immediate suspicion. Does Obama plan to use the bank to bestow patronage on his supporters (particularly labor unions)? Or did he really manage to forget that state governments already have the power to levy taxes and make repairs? 
Federal financing requires states to meet federal regulations

Christman & Riordan, 11 --- policy analysts at the National Employment Law Project (December 2011, Anastasia Christman and Christine Riordan, National Employment Law Project Briefing Paper, “State Infrastructure Banks: Old Idea Yields New Opportunities for Job Creation,” http://nelp.3cdn.net/fadb21502631e6cb79_vom6b8ccu.pdf, JMP)

Unlike a state department of transportation, which typically owns assets (though it may contract out their construction and maintenance), an SIB acts as a lender or a guarantor. Thus, the SIB has to be concerned with returns on the investment, often by prioritizing projects with their own revenue streams or by collecting payments comprised of future tax revenues if the borrower is a county, city or special district. This distinction means that the ability for repayment is often one of the key criteria for an SIB in selecting projects to fund, and that often these projects include ongoing revenue streams through tolls or other user fees. It also means that public transit projects can be more difficult to fund because they rarely include this kind of money-making guarantee. If a state wants to use its federally-financed SIB to finance transit projects, it must enter into an agreement with the Federal Transit Administration and meet a variety of federal regulations, making transit a less attractive sector for some SIB managers.19 This reluctance can be further exacerbated by the challenge of finding transit projects with a predictable revenue stream for repayment.

States can operate in cooperation with the private sector to fund infrastructure --- federal requirements drive up costs and cause delays

Furchtgott-Roth, 11 --- senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute (5/26/2011, Diana, “Let's Leave Our Roads to the States,” http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2011/05/26/lets_leave_our_roads_to_the_states_99043.html, JMP)

Mr. Kerry envisages the infrastructure bank as independent, with governors appointed by the president. Loaned funds would be repaid, with interest, so the bank would supposedly make a profit. Similar promises were made for Amtrak, when it was established in 1971.

Testifying at the Senate Finance Committee hearings was former Pennsylvania Governor Edward Rendell, now co-chair of Building America's Future, a non-profit coalition of state and local officials where he serves without compensation. He told the committee that the infrastructure bank was the only way to channel funds into the states, and that private organizations would not lend for infrastructure projects because the returns are too low.

Mr. Rendell called for changes in laws that would make it easier for the private sector to invest in transportation infrastructure-changes that would obviate the need for federal involvement. "Lift the cap on tolling," he said. Currently states need special waivers to place tolls on federally-funded projects. If they were allowed more extensive use of tolls, private users could pay for maintenance.

As governor, Mr. Rendell wanted to place tolls on Interstate 80, raising $450 million a year, but the U.S. Department of Transportation in 2010 rejected his request because part of the revenues would have gone to repair other Pennsylvania highways and bridges.

In 2008, Mr. Rendell tried to lease the Pennsylvania Turnpike for $12.8 billion to a consortium of Citibank and the Spanish firm Abertis Infraestructuras, but the state legislature did not pass the proposal.

The committee hearings gave Mr. Rendell a chance to say "I told you so," because it's now obvious that both proposals would have benefited Pennsylvania residents.

Senator Hatch (R-UT), ranking member on the committee, said that states should have more flexibility to raise revenue. Just because someone gives you a car, he said, it doesn't mean that the donor has to pay for the tune-ups. In the same way, just because the federal government funds a road, it should allow states flexibility in funding for maintenance.

Another witness, Gabriel Roth, disagreed with Mr. Rendell about the need for a government-funded infrastructure bank. (Full disclosure: Gabriel Roth, who has considerable experience in the transportation field, is my father.) He testified that even with existing funding systems, transportation finance could be provided by the states in partnership with the private sector, rather than by the federal government.
Mr. Roth pointed out that other federal laws, such as Davis Bacon, project labor agreements, high-road contracting, and "Buy America" provisions, slow down infrastructure and raise costs. Environmental impact statements can take two years. States are forced to spend money on mass transit, even where there are few users.

There are many examples of private sector investments in roads. A road in the suburbs of Washington, the Dulles Greenway, and California's electronically-tolled express lanes on Route 91 were conceived, designed, financed, and built by private sector consortia. The Macquarie Infrastructure Group is operating and managing the Indiana Toll Road and the Chicago Skyway.

The private sector is also operating other formerly-public infrastructure, such as garbage collection, water systems, and wastewater treatment plants. With state budgets in difficulties, bringing in the private sector saves crucial dollars. The same can happen for roads.

Sohail Bengali, Managing Director of Stone and Youngberg, a financial services company, told me in a telephone conversation, "I think that for certain targeted infrastructure projects, the private sector can be very effective."
A federal infrastructure bank, although ostensibly independent, would be swayed by political criteria and would be tempted to invest in low-return projects, such as roads to nowhere. Mr. Rendell admitted that the bank was needed because the returns to the projects were so low that the private sector would not want to invest in them.

Yet if the projects have such low returns, why should they be funded by taxpayers?

Congress has a choice of how to proceed to provide highways in America. On the one hand is the proposal of a new federally-controlled infrastructure bank which would require even more federal control over highways and the resources to support them. On the other are proposals for individual states to raise their own funds through new technologies and solve their own transportation problems. This Memorial Day, as we sit in traffic jams, the choice is clear.

State structures are best --- federal programs 30% more expensive

Plautz, 11 (9/8/2011, Jason --- of Greenwire, “In I-Bank Debate, States Provide Successful Model,” http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2011/09/08/08greenwire-in-i-bank-debate-states-provide-successful-mod-49268.html?pagewanted=all, JMP)

National vs. state level

With successful test cases like those in Oregon and Kansas, it is obvious why the White House would want to create a bank on the national level. The loans can be used to draw in private partners for large projects, putting more people to work.

But some policymakers are wary of the added bureaucracy and political complications the federal government's involvement would carry with it. Under a transportation reauthorization proposal from House Transportation and Infrastructure Chairman John Mica (R-Fla.), a national proposal would be replaced with expanded authority for state infrastructure banks, which Mica said would free up more money faster.
Even some of the recipients of state money agree.

"I don't see any advantage to a national bank," Gilmour said. "I'm concerned that there's been a disconnect at the federal level between those benefiting from transportation investments and those paying for them. ... I can't make my debt payment to ODOT with more debt."

Gilmour, who worked for the Oregon DOT for 26 years, added that he tried to do very little with the federal government because federal red tape can add up to 30 percent of time and cost to a project.
Federal involvement requires Washington approval and compliance with federal regulations

Lamberton, 11 (9/7/2011, Giles, “Feds Weigh Infrastructure Financial Solutions,” http://www.constructionequipmentguide.com/Feds-Weigh-Infrastructure-Financial-Solutions/16865/, JMP)

Some observers believe infrastructure banks are a federal-state issue. That’s the position of U.S. Rep. John Mica (R-FL), chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, who prefers that states establish infrastructure banks. “That way they won’t have to come to Washington to get approval.”
In fact, 33 states already operate such banks, using revolving loans and loan guarantees to fund priority projects. Some of the state infrastructure banks, or SIBs, use federal transportation money to capitalize their accounts; others fastidiously avoid commingling federal money in an SIB so that federal regulations on expending the funds don’t come into play.

Federal funding subjects states to federal regulations and oversight which cause delays

Puentes, 11 --- Senior Felllow, Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program (9/9/2011, Robert, “Obama's Plan a Chance to Get Strategic on Infrastructure,” http://www.tnr.com/blog/the-avenue/94771/obamas-plan-chance-get-strategic-infrastructure, JMP)

After the speech, some Congressional Republicans rightly pointed out that we already have infrastructure banks operating within 33 states. No doubt these state infrastructure banks (SIBs) are important and, since 1998, when the federal government provided $150 million in seed funding for initial capitalization, SIBs have become an attractive financing tool for transportation projects.

Most of this support comes in the form of below-market revolving loans and loan guarantees. States are able to capitalize their accounts with federal transportation dollars but are then subject to federal regulations over how the funds are spent. Others, including Kansas, Ohio, Georgia, and Florida, capitalize their accounts with a variety of state funds and are not bound by the federal oversight which they feel helps accelerate project delivery. Other states—such as Virginia, Texas, and New York—are also examining ways to recapitalize their SIBs with state funds.
Federal labor requirements drive up costs

Lamberton, 11 (9/7/2011, Giles, “Feds Weigh Infrastructure Financial Solutions,” http://www.constructionequipmentguide.com/Feds-Weigh-Infrastructure-Financial-Solutions/16865/, JMP)

Other issues surround the NIB proposal. One is the impact of union labor on project costs, which critics say is not addressed in NIB legislation. American Banker, the 176-year-old industry publication for the financial and banking community, offered the view last November that project labor agreements requiring union labor undercut the NIB premise of getting the most project for the money.
“Proponents argue that the NIB will include charter limitations to safeguard that funds get directed to infrastructure projects with the highest (public) returns, but that’s never worked,” declared Kevin Villani, a guest columnist and former chief economist at Freddie Mac. “Federal government policy entrenches rather than bypasses the labor cost problem.”
Villani noted that the $867 billion stimulus bill was “not designed in the spirit of FDR’s public works projects to get the ‘most jobs for the buck.’ Davis-Bacon Act hiring requirements and project labor agreements maintain the artificially high union wage rates for private-sector employees, and spend the ‘most bucks for the job.’”
It is relevant to note that Associated Builders and Contractors has taken no position on the infrastructure bank. Rather, it is focusing its lobbying efforts in 2011 on eliminating the aforementioned public labor agreements.

States can solve --- federal involvement just gets in the way

Freemark, 12 --- writes on cities and transportation at The Transport Politic (1/2/2012, Yonah, “How to Pay for America's Infrastructure,” http://www.theatlanticcities.com/politics/2012/01/solution-americas-infrastructure-woes/845/, JMP)

America's transportation infrastructure is in desperate need of an update, and most politicians would agree that more funding should be dedicated the nation’s highways and mass transit systems. Yet there is little consensus about where to find those new funds and Democrats and Republicans disagree stridently over whether Washington should increase its role.
One potentially fertile place for compromise may be in the form of state infrastructure banks, which have gained support from both the left and right in recent months. These public agencies, provided some government funds, would be designed to encourage significant private investment. And they would do so with little interference from the national government.

"I-banks" could lend states, municipalities, and perhaps even private sector agencies a significant portion of project funds that would later be paid back through user fees, public-private partnerships, or dedicated taxes.

The idea is to get more transportation projects under construction without significantly expanding the national deficit. And the idea is not particularly new: Infrastructure banks have been on the radar since 1995, when state banks were initially authorized to receive federal funds. Now, more than thirty states have them in operation.

But most operate on a small scale, and are unprepared to fund large-scale projects. They are also strongly tilted toward highway infrastructure, not multimodal needs.

Yet recent proposals have been much more ambitious. President Obama has made the case strongly throughout his first term that a national bank run by the U.S. Department of Transportation would be most effective, since it would be staffed by experts and backed by the federal government. A proposal announced by the White House earlier this year would put $10 billion in the coffers of such an agency.

Democrats in the Congress introduced a bill to fund such an organization in October, but John Mica (R-FL), chairman of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, has said that he would refuse to endorse such a concept. Mica suggests that states are up to the task and that Washington’s involvement would get in the way. Some Democrats have articulated a compromise. Senator Ron Wyden (D-OR), for instance, introduced a bill that would pass one billion dollars to each state to set up their own infrastructure banks.

No federal role --- more costly and intrusive regulations

Roth, 12 --- Research Fellow at The Independent Institute (5/22/2012, Gabriel, “Phase out federal transport financing!” http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2012/05/not-waiting-for-the-feds.php, JMP)

The principle of “subsidiarity” postulates that government decisions should occur at the lowest practicable level, for example locally rather than nationally. This principle suggests that it is indeed time to relieve the federal government of the burden of financing transportation infrastructure, and of the onus of having to raise the required fees or taxes, and return these responsibilities to the states. The following reasons come to mind:

1. The purpose of federal financing — completion of the Interstate Highway System — has been virtually achieved, and it is difficult to identify other advantages from federal financing.
2. The disadvantages of federal financing — increased costs and intrusive regulation — are evident and substantial.
3. Congress, unable to increase the taxes dedicated to roads, seeks to use general funds to finance some of the transportation expenditures it considers necessary, thus abandoning the US traditional “user pays” principle for roads.

4. Congress keeps deferring long-term road legislation and substituting short-term-extensions of previous (2005) legislation, thus hindering long-term planning of transportation projects.

5. New methods to pay for road use — such as mileage-based user fees to replace fuel taxes — are more likely to succeed as a result of innovations sought by different states, than if imposed by a federal government seeking a “one size fits all” solution.

Reliance on general funds has the critical disadvantage that allocations to transportation from general revenues have to compete against other legitimate claims such as defense. On the other hand, when funding is by user fees, expenditures on infrastructure are determined by users’ willingness to pay.

AT: credit downgrade
Credit downgrade doesn’t affect the economy

Fox 11

-cites Zandi (chief Moody’s economist) and Morici (University of Maryland business economist)

(“U.S. Loses AAA Credit Rating From S&P”, FoxNews,  August 6, 2011, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2011/08/05/us-official-says-sp-reconsidering-us-credit-downgrade/)FS 

The Federal Reserve and other U.S. regulators said in a joint statement that S&P's action should not have any impact on how banks and other financial institutions assess the riskiness of Treasurys or other securities guaranteed by the U.S. government. The statement was issued to make sure banks did not feel that the downgrade would affect the amount of capital that regulators require the banks to hold against possible losses. Before leaving for a weekend at Camp David, President Barack Obama met with Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner in the Oval Office late Friday afternoon. The downgrade is likely to have little to no impact on how the United States finances its borrowing, through the sale of Treasury bonds, bills and notes. This week's buying proves that. "Investors have voted and are saying the U.S. is going to pay them," said Mark Zandi, chief economist of Moody's Analytics. "U.S. Treasurys are still the gold standard." He noted that neither his parent organization, Moody's, nor Fitch, the other of the three major rating agencies, have downgraded U.S. debt. Japan had its ratings cut a decade ago to AA, and it didn't have much lasting impact. The credit ratings of both Canada and Australia have also been downgraded over time, without much lasting damage. "I don't think it's going to amount to a lot," said Peter Morici, a University of Maryland business economist. Still, he said, "The United States deserves to have this happen," because of its clumsy handling of fiscal policy.
Popular
Opposition from GOP leadership—a state based approach is comparatively more popular

Duncan 11

(Duncan, John, Chairman of the Highways and Transit Subcommittee, October 12, 2011, “National Infrastructure Bank Would Create More Red Tape & Federal Bureaucracy”, Congressional Documents and Publications, ProQuest)FS

Chairman Duncan's Statement 

"I, for one, do not support setting up a new bureaucracy in Washington where political appointees would decide which transportation projects are the most worthy to receive a Federal loan," said U.S. Rep. John J. Duncan, Jr. (R-TN), Chairman of the Highways and Transit Subcommittee. "That is why Congress already established the State Infrastructure Bank program. Current law allows a state to use their Federal-aid funding to capitalize a State Infrastructure Bank and provide loans and loan guarantees to appropriate transportation projects that the state deems most important. 

"The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program, or TIFIA, was established in 1998 to provide loans and loan guarantees to surface transportation projects. In fact, the TIFIA program is so popular it received 14 times the amount of project funding requests in FY11 than the program has available to distribute. 

"Why not give these established programs more funding in order for them to reach their full potential? 

"This proposal is simply just another distraction as Congress pushes for a long-term surface transportation reauthorization bill. The Administration should be focused on helping Congress pass this much overdue legislation and give the states some long-term funding certainty that a National Infrastructure Bank would most certainly not accomplish."

***TIFIA CP***

1NC

Text: 
The United States federal government should substantially increase the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program.
CP solves the case quicker --- has years of empirical successes

Yarema, 11 --- chair of the Infrastructure Practice Group at the law firm, Nossaman LLP (10/12/2011, Geoffrey, Congressional Documents and Publications, House Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Highways and Transit Hearing - "National Infrastructure Bank: More Bureaucracy and More Red Tape" Factiva, JMP)

C. TIF1A Offers Significant Advantages That Can Be Realized Today

While promoting the concept of a national infrastructure bank, the President has rightly noted that "building a world class transportation system is part of what made us an economic superpower." I would suggest, however, that building a new bureaucracy to improve that system is an entirely avoidable diversion of limited federal resources. Instead, we should use the TIFIA program to help restore our nation's transportation infrastructure and regain the competitive advantage of a mobile economy.
1. Use Our Existing Tools

Unlike a newly-conceived national infrastructure bank, TiFIA - and all of the necessary authorizations and organizations required to implement and administer it - already exists. By using TIFIA to help finance improvements to the nation's surface transportation system, we avoid incurring the costs, delays and bureaucratic struggles inherent in creating a brand new governmental institution. The TIFIA program already has in place an established decision-making process, administrative regulations, a dedicated staff, guiding policies and procedures, and a successful 12-year track record as an institution. In a phrase, TIFIA is a proven, valuable and essential commodity.
2. Turn the Backlog into Blueprints - Now

What the TIFIA program also has, as discussed in more specific detail below, is a backlog of applications for nationally significant projects totaling nearly $30 billion. Although we do not typically think of an inventory of unrequited demand as an asset, the existing backlog means that the TIFIA program is already positioned to quickly help finance billions of dollars in new projects that might otherwise be delayed or deferred due' to their size, complexity or the unpredictability of their revenue streams. These are large projects of regional or national significance that are cleared or are close to obtaining environmental clearance, have project sponsors assembling state, local and private capital to substitute for the diminished availability of federal tax dollars, and provide critical improvements to passenger and freight mobility in this country. With additional resources, TIFIA could get more projects currently stalled at the proposal stage to their groundbreaking ceremonies - and in short order.
3. Focus on Transportation

In addition to transportation infrastructure, the President's proposed national infrastructure bank would entertain applications for financing assistance from projects ranging from dams and levees to energy efficiency enhancements and transmission lines. What we conclude from the breadth of infrastructure classes that would be eligible to apply for the bank's maximum $10 billion volume of annual loans and loan guarantees, is that transportation will be fighting for this limited resource in much the same way constituencies of diverse interests and conflicting agendas fight over the General Fund.

TIFIA resources are dedicated to highways and transit projects. With TIFIA serving as the "national infrastructure bank" for transportation projects, the struggle for federal assistance among other forms of infrastructure would be eliminated.

4. Create Jobs

The projects financed through TIFIA will create jobs in enormous numbers -and quickly. According to the FHWA, 28,000 jobs are created for every billion dollars in transportation construction. If TIFIA were funded only to the extent of its existing $30 billion backlog, it could create nearly one million jobs.

 general
TIFIA program is already structured to leverage private funds for transportation infrastructure

Yarema, 11 --- chair of the Infrastructure Practice Group at the law firm, Nossaman LLP (10/12/2011, Geoffrey, Congressional Documents and Publications, House Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Highways and Transit Hearing - "National Infrastructure Bank: More Bureaucracy and More Red Tape" Factiva, JMP)

Chairman Duncan, Ranking Member DeFazio and members of the Subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to testify today. My name is Geoff Yarema. I chair the Infrastructure Practice Group at the law firm, Nossaman LLP. We advise state and regional transportation agencies around the country in the innovative procurement, contracting and financing of large transportation projects in ways that minimize the use of federal gas tax revenues.

Nossaman has assisted in the delivery of many of the signature projects that have utilized the foundational mechanisms provided by the existing surface transportation authorization bill, SAFETEA-LU, helping to build the next generation of transportation infrastructure. I was also privileged to serve, at the behest of former Secretary of Transportation Mary Peters, as a Commissioner on the 'National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission (the "Financing Commission"). My testimony today reflects my experience on the ground advising public agencies and my two years of work on the Commission.

A. The Evolution of Federal Infrastructure Funding.

As the Subcommittee is well aware, the role of the federal government in delivering large transportation infrastructure projects is changing. Historically, the function of the federal government has been to provide both funding and to regulate how that funding is spent.

Today, federal resources for transportation infrastructure fall far short of need and the expectation that the federal government would or could fix the nation's aging surface transportation system with a direct infusion of federal dollars is fading. Compelled by these very real fiscal constraints, the federal government has been moving away from the traditional, apportionment-based funding paradigm and toward a credit assistance and incentives-based model that leverages fewer federal dollars to maximize local, state and private contributions to finance large transportation projects of regional and national significance.
B. The Evolution Is Already Underway.

This shift in thinking about the federal government's role in financing transportation infrastructure is evidenced by one of the key components of President Obama's proposed Jobs Act: the much-buzzed about national infrastructure bank. The concept, as the President has explained it, would be to use federal dollars to leverage private investment to finance large public works projects. The President has touted the ability of an infrastructure bank to harness substantial private and other non-Federal dollars for capital-intensive projects, including transportation projects that are critical to mobility, goods movement and economic growth. Frankly, I couldn't agree more.

I couldn't agree more because, as far as transportation projects are concerned, we already have a national infrastructure bank - it's called TIF1A. Authorized by the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act, the TIFIA program has been providing federal credit assistance to large-scale highway, transit and rail projects since 1998. In the 12 years that the U.S. Department of Transportation (the "USDOT") has been administering the TIFIA program, we have seen how effective federal offerings of tow-cost financing can be in accelerating the delivery of qualified projects - projects that generate significant economic benefits, implement new technologies and attract private and non-Federal investment.

Under TIFIA, the USDOT helps project sponsors, including state departments of transportation, transit operators, local governments and private entities, to assemble project capital by providing long-term financial assistance in the form of secured loans, loan guarantees and letters of credit. Currently, TIFIA credit assistance is available to finance only 33% of the eligible costs of a project, the applicant needing to demonstrate the creditworthy means of repaying the TIFIA loan and funding the remaining two-thirds of eligible project costs from private investment, commercial loans, federal-aid highway or transit grants. In this way, TIFIA loans provide foundational financing that encourages public sponsors to identify and dedicate project funding from non-federal sources. Costs the U.S. Treasury incurs to provide TIFIA credit assistance typically amount to about 10% of the face value of the credit provided.
Therefore, every $1 of TIFIA credit subsidy creates $10 in the face amount of a loan, which in turn, helps finance a $30 project. In terms more proportional to the scale of project eligible for TIFIA assistance, $100 million in federal credit subsidy can result in $1 billion in federal loans to support a $3 billion project. With this unique level of leverage, TIFIA helps build major projects of regional and national significance at a relative bargain price to the federal government.
TIFIA has years of empirical solvency and saves money

Snyder, 11 (10/28/2011, Tanya, “Why Create an Infrastructure Bank When We Could Just Expand TIFIA?” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/28/why-create-an-infrastructure-bank-when-we-could-just-expand-tifia/, JMP)

Highways and Transit Subcommittee Chair John Duncan (R-TN) went as far as to ask, “Is TIFIA the first perfect federal program?” He noted, “Everyone has had glowing comments about TIFIA, and it’s a program that I support as well.”

Geoffrey Yarema of Nossaman LLP (a law firm specializing in public-private partnerships for infrastructure projects) told Duncan TIFIA wasn’t perfect but that it did have 12 years of solid experience. He suggested it be “right-sized” by adding staff and he wants to “change it from a discretionary decision-making process that has the potential for being politicized – and some would say the reality of being politicized – to a first-come-first-served program.”

That change, however, would eliminate the part of TIFIA reformers like most: The fact that it has the power to encourage innovation and goal-oriented, performance-based strategic transportation planning.

Yarema also noted that the Treasury “has actually made money off the TIFIA program,” as opposed to many other federal programs that end up costing taxpayers. He’s all in favor of casting off the idea of an infrastructure bank. “We already have a national infrastructure bank for transportation,” he said. “It’s called TIFIA.”
One thing he and other transportation advocates like about TIFIA is that it’s only for transportation. While the Rockefeller-Lautenberg infrastructure bank proposal in the Senate is transportation-only (at least at first), the dominant I-bank proposal is the Kerry-Hutchison version, which would include other forms of infrastructure like energy and water treatment. Yarema admitted that some may see the breadth of scope as a strength of the bank concept, but he was concerned that “transportation would be in there competing for loans, not just with other transportation projects, but with dams and levees and ports and all kinds of infrastructure.”

TIFIA can solve in essentially the same way as and NIB

Orszag 09 - American economist who is a Vice Chairman of Global Banking at Citigroup. He is also a columnist at Bloomberg View and an adjunct senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. (Peter, “ISSUES AND OPTIONS IN INFRASTRUCTURE

INVESTMENT” 2009 Book, Infrastructure: Rebuilding, Repairing and Restructuring)//SPS

If the Congress wishes to increase the extent to which federally supported infrastructure projects draw their funding from user fees, it need not create a special entity to do so. Under authority provided by the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) of 1998 (Public Law 105-178, sections 1501–1504), the Department of Transportation provides assistance to public or private surface transportation projects that have dedicated revenues for repayment. As of February 2008, the department reported that it had provided $4.3 billion in assistance under TIFIA, supporting $17.2 billion in total project investments.36 Other federal programs and mechanisms also support infrastructure investment that draws on user fees. They include the state revolving funds for water supply and wastewater treatment systems that are capitalized with grants made by the Environmental Protection Agency; the Airport Improvement Program, which provides grants for the development or improvement of airports that are significant to national air transportation; and tax expenditures on revenue bonds, which are issued by states and localities to finance construction of toll roads, utilities, and other user-supported infrastructure.

TIFIA has a proven track record and increased funding will make it even better

Guilmino 12 Chief Financial Consultant for  HNTB Corporation, an employee-owned infrastructure firm serving public and private owners and contractors (Brad, “Now is TIFIA’s Time,” February 2012, http://www.hntb.com/sites/default/files/issues/TIFIA_2012_0.pdf)//SPS

Current momentum needs to culminate in increased funding, and soon. Even without a multi-year transportation bill, TIFIA is something elected officials, engaged voters and smart investors can all get behind. The United States must adopt — and expand — alternative financing solutions like TIFIA that aren’t costly to the government and allow greater participation by the private sector. TIFIA is a proven winner. And it's a safe bet for American taxpayers. To date — within a program that is intended to take on risk — 24 of 25 projects have remained solvent. And, while one project in Southern California did go into bankruptcy, TIFIA participation in the South Bay Expressway has remained intact. This was accomplished through a "springing lien" provision, which gave a level of seniority to taxpayer dollars that would not normally have been granted given the size of loan committed. In fact, every project funded within TIFIA gets a reserve that covers a risk premium, which goes to the U.S. Treasury to protect against the risk of borrower defaults. Greg Hulsizer, former chief executive of South Bay, has said, "The risk here was clearly transferred to the private sector." Some transit advocates have expressed concern regarding the Senate’s proposed elimination of selection criteria that create a preference for projects that help maintain or protect the environment. While their dedication is admirable, such worries are misplaced. With so much additional money on the table, there will be room for many different types of transportation projects. Remember, $1 billion annually will trigger $10 billion in loans. The current TIFIA backlog — totaling 44 applications and $8 billion in projects — could be cleared in the first year. In addition, streamlining the program allows more money to flow to more projects more quickly, driving job creation and economic development. Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa has expressed his support for expanding the program. His vision for completing 30 years worth of LA Metro transit projects in the next 10 years will need to rely in part on TIFIA support. In fact, LA Metro has advocated for allowing a master credit agreement with TIFIA to secure loan commitments on a number of related projects at one time. By the way, along with good transit projects, don't we also want to see good road projects being built? 

(This card is also under AT: links to politics)

TIFIA fills in exactly where it needs to and is fundamentally popular in Congress

Guilmino 12 Chief Financial Consultant for  HNTB Corporation, an employee-owned infrastructure firm serving public and private owners and contractors (Brad, “Now is TIFIA’s Time,” February 2012, http://www.hntb.com/sites/default/files/issues/TIFIA_2012_0.pdf)//SPS

"We need TIFIA" According to the Federal Highway Administration, which handles the program, each dollar of federal funds can provide up to $10 in TIFIA credit assistance, and leverage $30 of overall investment in transportation infrastructure. In other words, annually the current program's $110 million of credit premium is turned into $1.1 billion of federally-support loans, and go a third of the way toward leveraging private loans. TIFIA can provide an additional debt source to capital markets and offer flexible repayment terms and more favorable interest rates. Bonding and debt capacity are optimized. The cost of capital is measurably lower. This is particularly important at a time when money available for infrastructure investments has been in short supply. The credit and liquidity crisis has made it extremely difficult to obtain debt — the capital markets simply aren't as flexible as they used to be. In fact, TIFIA has been crucial to the successful financing of almost all P3 projects brought to market in the United States since it was introduced. It provides "low cost" debt, eliminating or at least vastly reducing the public shortfall all complex transportation projects have. One recent example was a $418 million loan to help the North Texas Tollway Authority to pay for the construction of the final phase of Texas State Highway 161 in Dallas County. Last November at an infrastructure investment forum hosted by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Virginia Secretary of Transportation Sean Connaughton emphatically endorsed the program. "We need TIFIA," he said. "In fact our Midtown Tunnel project would not have been able to move forward if it wasn't for TIFIA. And the same thing with the Beltway project, and the same thing, hopefully, on the 95 HOT Lanes project we're moving forward, as well." TIFIA is so popular among transportation agencies that it's vastly oversubscribed. Demand for credit assistance regularly exceeds TIFIA's budget authority. In 2011, requests totaled $14 billion in loans, 14 times more than what the program could support. At a time when the gas tax is in decline and available funds are dwarfed by the country's need for simple maintenance and repair projects, let alone new capacity, TIFIA must be expanded. And on this, if not the details, Congress and President Barack Obama agree. 

TIFIA is better than the aff – more experienced executives

Dellinger 11  Matt Dellinger is the author of the book Interstate 69: The Unfinished History of the Last Great American Highway. (Matt, “Mica’s Love-Hate Relationship with Infrastructure Finance”, Transportation Nation, 
9-14-2011, http://transportationnation.org/2011/09/14/mica-hates-federal-loans-for-revenue-backed-infrastructure-loves-federal-loans-for-revenue-backed-infrastructure/) RaPa

In his speech last Thursday, Obama telegraphed a few clues that he was imagining the latter type (my italics for emphasis): “No more earmarks. No more boondoggles. No more bridges to nowhere. We’re cutting the red tape that prevents some of these projects from getting started as quickly as possible. And we’ll set up an independent fund to attract private dollars and issue loans based on two criteria: how badly a construction project is needed and how much good it will do for the economy.” The President went on to say that, “This idea came from a bill written by a Texas Republican and a Massachusetts Democrat,” a reference to the Building and Upgrading Infrastructure for Long-Term Development, or BUILD Act, sponsored by Senators John Kerry and Kay Bailey Hutchison. Since revealed, the infrastructure bank provision of the American Jobs Act is almost a cut-and-paste from the BUILD Act. Both would create an “American Infrastructure Financing Authority” that would “provide direct loans and loan guarantees to facilitate infrastructure projects that are both economically viable and of regional or national significance” and are backed by “tolls, user fees, or other dedicated revenue sources.” Again, Chairman Mica opposes this. What does he support? The expansion of a program called TIFIA, which stands for the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act. And what does TIFIA provide? Direct loans, loan guarantees and standby lines of credit “for qualified projects of regional and national significance” “with tolls and other forms of user-backed revenue.” By now you’ve noticed that the Kerry-Hutchison infrastructure bank (which Mica opposes) bears a striking resemblance to the already-popular TIFIA program (which Mica supports). But there are some differences: The program that Mica supports helps the public and private sectors build transportation infrastructure, while the program Mica strongly opposes would help these same sectors build transportation, water, or energy infrastructure. The mechanism that Mica supports can loan up to 33 percent of an eligible project’s total costs, while the mechanism Mica opposes can loan up to 50 percent. Mica’s reauthorization proposal (pdf) from July set aside $6 billion to the program that Mica supports, while Obama and Kerry and Hutchison want to set aside $10 billion for the program that Mica opposes. The program that Mica opposes because it would be run by “Washington bureaucrats” would in fact be run by a revolving group of seven people appointed by the president and confirmed by the Senate, no more than four of whom could be from the same political party; the program that Mica supports is run entirely by executive branch bureaucrats working under the Secretary of Transportation. Which of these key differences between the infrastructure bank and TIFIA causes Chairman Mica to hate one and love the other? Mica spokesperson Justin Harclerode acknowledged this was a good question, but could only re-emphasize the contrast in positions without explaining it. “You’re right that Chairman Mica supports TIFIA. We know that TIFIA works, and he plans to capitalize TIFIA more than in the past,” he emailed. “There have been various [infrastructure bank] proposals, but we just don’t believe that creating another government-sponsored enterprise like Fannie or Freddie is the way to go.”
TIFIA is best – spurs bond incentives and increases credit ratings

Sanchez 01  Humberto Sanchez covers the Senate for Roll Call. Prior to joining, he covered the budget and appropriations process for Congress Daily and now NJ Daily for three years. Humberto previously worked at the Bond Buyer covering state and local budget and finance issues. He also covered the Securities and Exchange Commission for Dow Jones Newswires. He holds a B.A. in philosophy from James Madison University and is also an alumnus of States News Service. (“Maglevs future hinges upon success of funding strategies”, 1-22-2001, Bond Buyer, pp. 6-6. http://search.proquest.com/docview/407210745?accountid=14667) RaPa
Federal funds are a keystone because they are needed to help the winning project receive an investment-grade credit rating -- backing that is considered crucial for any project to be able to use tax- exempt financing, which the Maryland and Pittsburgh projects "have in the works," according to a source close to the situation. " The grant is a kind of equity, which helps to leverage the debt financed portion of the project costs and gives bond holders some additional cushion to protect them," said Chee Mee Hu, a managing director with Moody's Investors Service. Another source of funding would probably come from the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act, which provides loans, loan guarantees, and lines of credit to toll roads, mass transit, and other kinds of surface transportation projects that typically have price tags of more than $100 million. TIFIA, as the program is known, is generally expected to spur more bond issuance because it is designed to promote and accelerate projects that, to a large extent, are financed with debt. In some cases, however, the federal assistance may offset the need for bonding, experts have said. TIFA assistance would provide further incentive for bond buyers because, depending on certain variables, it could serve as a credit- enhancing mechanism. "For projects as big as maglev, you're going to want to tap as many sources as possible," Hu said.
 AT: links to politics
Republicans support funding for TIFIA and State Infrastructure Banks instead of a national bank

Patton, 11 (10/13/2011, Oliver B., Washington Editor, “Infrastructure Bank Going Nowhere in House,” http://www.truckinginfo.com/news/news-detail.asp?news_id=74979, JMP)

***John Mica is the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman

The sole proponent of the bank among the witnesses at yesterday's hearing, Scott Thomasson of the Progressive Policy Institute, remarked that the Republican reaction to the proposal is a symbol of partisan divide in Congress.

Thomasson noted that business leaders, including the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, support the bank.

"A properly structured national infrastructure bank is an innovative and sound investment tool that represents the next step in the evolution of federal financing programs for transportation, energy and other infrastructure projects," he said in his statement.

The Republican majority on the committee, and the other witnesses, think it makes more sense to improve current financing methods such as state infrastructure banks and the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act federal credit program.
"Rather than create a new national agency, send the money to the states," said Mica. He said 33 states already have infrastructure banks, and most don't have enough money to finance them.

Massive congressional support for expanding TIFIA

Snyder, 11 --- Streetsblog's Capitol Hill editor in September 2010 after covering Congress for Pacifica and public radio (10/28/2011, Tanya, “Why Create an Infrastructure Bank When We Could Just Expand TIFIA?” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/28/why-create-an-infrastructure-bank-when-we-could-just-expand-tifia/, JMP)

There’s been a lot of adulation heaped upon the TIFIA loan program lately. Both houses of Congress are ready to increase funding for the program nine times over, from $100 million to $1 billion a year – despite warnings from outside groups that there may not be enough eligible projects to use up all that money.

The TIFIA program has been around since 1998 but money pressures have led to a steep uptick in applications over the past few years. Some have criticized it for its lack of transparency in decision-making and suggested that it might be more effective housed outside of USDOT and functioning independently.

“Is TIFIA the first perfect federal program?”

Nevertheless, Congressional Republicans have thrown their full support behind the program, mainly as a counterweight to the president’s proposed infrastructure bank. Consistent with their desire to limit the growth of the federal bureaucracy, they resist the idea of creating an entirely new entity, even though the bank would be independent from the government, a la the Export-Import Bank.

There are two competing infrastructure bank bills in the Senate and a new one introduced earlier this week in the House. The Senate is planning to vote next week on a bill to spend $50 billion on infrastructure with another $10 billion in seed money for a bank – pieces of President Obama’s jobs bill, which has been dismembered for separate votes. Next week’s bill isn’t expected to pass. Indeed, many members think TIFIA is the way to go.

At a House Transportation Committee hearing earlier this month, nearly every Republican present spoke out in favor of expanding TIFIA instead of creating a new bank. Chair John Mica asked why a bank was needed when “we have a successful example” in TIFIA.

Congress wants to use existing programs --- doesn’t support a national bank

Plautz, 11 (9/8/2011, Jason --- of Greenwire, “In I-Bank Debate, States Provide Successful Model,” http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2011/09/08/08greenwire-in-i-bank-debate-states-provide-successful-mod-49268.html?pagewanted=all, JMP)

Former transportation official Orski, who now publishes a transportation newsletter, said the national bank has an advantage in that it can help large, multi-state projects. But, he added, those types of projects are rare and might be better handled through existing structures.

"There is a widespread sentiment both in the House and Senate, rather than creating a new federal fiscal bureaucracy, we ought to strengthen and expand existing financial instruments, primarily TIFIA," he said, referring to the popular Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act loan program.

Work on the federal level would also eliminate the easy "set-off" of using gas tax funding to back up a loan, since it would go to projects that might not get a stream of federal money.

TIFIA fills in exactly where it needs to and is fundamentally popular in Congress

Guilmino 12 Chief Financial Consultant for  HNTB Corporation, an employee-owned infrastructure firm serving public and private owners and contractors (Brad, “Now is TIFIA’s Time,” February 2012, http://www.hntb.com/sites/default/files/issues/TIFIA_2012_0.pdf)//SPS

"We need TIFIA" According to the Federal Highway Administration, which handles the program, each dollar of federal funds can provide up to $10 in TIFIA credit assistance, and leverage $30 of overall investment in transportation infrastructure. In other words, annually the current program's $110 million of credit premium is turned into $1.1 billion of federally-support loans, and go a third of the way toward leveraging private loans. TIFIA can provide an additional debt source to capital markets and offer flexible repayment terms and more favorable interest rates. Bonding and debt capacity are optimized. The cost of capital is measurably lower. This is particularly important at a time when money available for infrastructure investments has been in short supply. The credit and liquidity crisis has made it extremely difficult to obtain debt — the capital markets simply aren't as flexible as they used to be. In fact, TIFIA has been crucial to the successful financing of almost all P3 projects brought to market in the United States since it was introduced. It provides "low cost" debt, eliminating or at least vastly reducing the public shortfall all complex transportation projects have. One recent example was a $418 million loan to help the North Texas Tollway Authority to pay for the construction of the final phase of Texas State Highway 161 in Dallas County. Last November at an infrastructure investment forum hosted by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Virginia Secretary of Transportation Sean Connaughton emphatically endorsed the program. "We need TIFIA," he said. "In fact our Midtown Tunnel project would not have been able to move forward if it wasn't for TIFIA. And the same thing with the Beltway project, and the same thing, hopefully, on the 95 HOT Lanes project we're moving forward, as well." TIFIA is so popular among transportation agencies that it's vastly oversubscribed. Demand for credit assistance regularly exceeds TIFIA's budget authority. In 2011, requests totaled $14 billion in loans, 14 times more than what the program could support. At a time when the gas tax is in decline and available funds are dwarfed by the country's need for simple maintenance and repair projects, let alone new capacity, TIFIA must be expanded. And on this, if not the details, Congress and President Barack Obama agree. 

 competition

TIFIA different than a national bank --- 3 reasons

Puentes, 10 --- senior fellow with the Brookings Institution’s Metropolitan Policy Program (5/13/2010, Robert, “Hearing on Infrastructure Banks,” http://www.brookings.edu/research/testimony/2010/05/13-infrastructure-puentes, JMP)

The mandate of an NIB in practice would also overlap with the mandates of other existing programs. There are two major issues arising from this problem: how would an NIB use the existing agency expertise and how would other federal agencies relate to this new entity? If the sharing-of-expertise is accomplished through detailing personnel from other agencies, the other federal agencies may have indirect control over NIB.

One example is the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program. TIFIA, which dates from 1998, was created to help finance transportation projects of national or regional significance. The program is managed by the Federal Highway Administration and provides three forms of credit assistance – secured (direct) loans, loan guarantees, and standby lines of credit to a wide range of public and private entities. TIFIA has proven very popular this year with a record 39 loan applications, requesting $13 billion in finance assistance—far more than the program’s $1.5 billion dollar annual budget [8]. The recently-announced National Infrastructure Investments program (also known as the TIGER II Discretionary Grant Program) recognizes demand for the federal finance assistance, allowing up to $150 million of its funds to be used for TIFIA payments [9].

TIFIA is illustrative because it highlights the significant demand for this type of financing tool for infrastructure projects. There are, however, three important differences between TIFIA and the general concept of an NIB. One is that TIFIA is only available for transportation projects and other infrastructure sectors such as water are not eligible. The second related point is that TIFIA is run out of the Department of Transportation and not a stand-alone entity or housed in the Treasury Department, as some have proposed an alternative for an NIB. Third is that an NIB is generally expected to also provide grants to uniquely eligible projects whereas TIFIA is only a credit program.
Lastly, there has been some discussion of an NIB using tax-preferred bonds or federal bonds in order to capitalize the bank. Here there is some overlap with a new federal program known as Build America Bonds (BABs). This committee recently supported a bill to extend that program through 2013. Started up in the stimulus package with issuance expectations of $4 to $5 billion, uptake of this new lower-cost borrowing tool now exceeds $97 billion [10]. While the BABs are very popular they are largely funding local improvements such as school and sewer improvements, many of which would not meet an NIB’s criteria for regionally or nationally significant projects.

 expansion solves
Expanded funding and reforms ensure an effective TIFIA program

Yarema, 11 --- chair of the Infrastructure Practice Group at the law firm, Nossaman LLP (10/12/2011, Geoffrey, Congressional Documents and Publications, House Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Highways and Transit Hearing - "National Infrastructure Bank: More Bureaucracy and More Red Tape" Factiva, JMP)

D. IVIodernize the TIFIA Process

Since the TIFIA program's inception in 1998, the USDOT has provided TIFIA assistance in excess of $8 billion, supporting projects with a total capita! value in excess of $30 billion for less than $1 billion in budget authority. We should build off of TIFlA's programmatic success by implementing several improvements to the program. The changes I propose would further induce nonfederal public and private investment in our national transportation system and are as follows:

1. Size TIFIA to Meet Demand

As I discussed above, the demand for TIFlA's high-quality federal loans far exceeds the program's existing funding capacity. Currently, the TIFIA program is limited to $122 million in annual budget authority. For fiscal year 2010, the USDOT received 39 applications, of which only four resulted in TIFIA allocations. On March 1, 2011, the USDOT received letters of interest for FY 2011 funding from 34 potential TIFIA applicants with a total estimated project cost of $48.2 billion, a total TIFIA request of more than $14 billion, requiring credit subsidies of roughly $1.4 billion, more than 10 times the $122 million available. A list of these applicants is attached.

The USDOT has selected 8 projects from that list to be funded from the FY 2011 TIFIA program, totaling upwards of $1.8 billion in loans. While these allocations will help finance worthy projects, credit agreements to partially finance these select few fail to make a material dent in the backlog of qualified projects. Moreover, several of the projects that were selected were not invited to apply for the full amount of TIFIA funding that they had originally requested. Georgia's Northwest Corridor project, for example, originally solicited a TIFIA loan in the amount of $375 million out of $1.43 billion in total project costs, but was invited to apply for up to $270 million in TIFIA funding.

Our firm projects demand for TIFIA loans over the next three years to be well in excess of $12 Billion per year, or $1.2 Billion per year in needed credit subsidy. If the role of the federal government is to evolve away from directly funding transportation projects of national importance, it should evolve towards fulfilling the clamoring demand for leverage-making assistance that the federal government, as the "patient investor," is uniquely able to provide. Sizing TIFIA to meet this demand, thereby unleashing TIFIA's ability to mobilize investment from state, local and private sources, only makes sense in today's budgetary climate.

2. Refine TIFIA Based on its 12-Year History

In addition to funding the TIFIA program to meet legitimate demands, I recommend that certain substantive improvements to the TIFIA Program be adopted, summarized as follows:

* First Come, First Serve. The TIFIA program should be converted from a discretionary, competitive project selection process to a first come, first served, non-discretionary review to verify a project meets objective eligibility criteria. With enough resources to meet demand, the TIFIA program would not need to exercise discretion to turn down credit-worthy and legally compliant projects of regional and national significance.

* Funding Source. If TIFIA's budgetary authority is exhausted' in any given fiscal year, the USDOT should be directed to give applicants the option to either use other funding sources to pay the credit subsidy amount, including Highway Trust Fund ("HTF") apportionment, or to roll their application into the next fiscal year.
* Expand Eligible Project Costs. The maximum TIFIA loan amount per project should be expanded to an amount equal to 49% of eligible project costs, including costs incurred at any time before application submission. By raising this limit, we can optimize state, local and private investment in major transportation projects.

* Eligibility Criterion. In order to protect against premature application for TIFIA credit assistance, we should add an eligibility criterion that requires the project sponsor, have commenced the process for contracting for construction or major equipment acquisition.
0 Minimize Delay. The TiFIA program could be improved with the addition of provisions and procedures for the timely processing of applications and credit documents,

* Eliminate the "Springing Lien." Under current law, in the event that the borrower goes bankrupt or insolvent, the TIFIA loan "springs" to parity with any debt senior to TIFIA. This discourages the investment of private capital and decreases the value of TIFIA assistance, undermining the very purpose of the program. Congress should eliminate the "springing lien."

Existing infrastructure financing programs can be effectively enhanced --- the plan just creates more bureaucracy and spending

Ridley, 11 --- Secretary, Oklahoma Department of Transportation (10/12/2011, Gary, Congressional Documents and Publications, House Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Highways and Transit Hearing - "National Infrastructure Bank: More Bureaucracy and More Red Tape,” Factiva, JMP)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, my name is Gary Ridley. I am Secretary of Transportation in Oklahoma. I am here today to testify on behalf of the Oklahoma Department of Transportation.

First, we want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your work towards identifying ways to increase the efficiency of investing transportation funding and to accelerate project and program delivery. We appreciate that you, Congressman Lankford and the Members of your Committee recognize the important contribution of the transportation system in improving the Nation's economic viability and sustaining our quality of life.

Today, I want to emphasize several points -

. The nation requires new and effective transportation revenue streams, but does not need new ideas about how to go into debt.

. The utilization of GARVEE, TIFIA, Public / Private Partnerships, state infrastructure banks and other such financing methodologies have proven effective in delivering certain, well defined transportation system needs and our work should focus on enhancing the effectiveness of these existing programs.
. The proposition that an additional federal Authority is necessary to organize, support and provide states with insight into innovative financing options is ill conceived.

Understanding the Fundamental Difference Between Funding and Financing

Dedicated public funding, innovative financing and opportunistic partnerships have important roles in the development and management of a modern, world class transportation system. Depending on the conditions, each method can be equally effective in facilitating infrastructure implementations and each has both positive aspects and drawbacks. For example, pay as you go infrastructure delivery has minimal up front risk, but may be slow to deliver the desired results. Infrastructure financing accepts a higher level of risk but can sometimes implement large scale and expensive improvements in a vastly expedited manner.

First and foremost, it is imperative we recognize that the success of dedicated funding initiatives, financing methodologies and partnerships are all dependent on the identification and stability of long term supporting revenue streams. When a system exists in a state of disrepair at a defined funding level, it should not be expected that the government can incur enough debt to influence those conditions without introducing new, long term revenue streams. Much the same, a defined funding level that is inadequate to support the development, expansion and maintenance of a system in the near term certainly will not improve those conditions in the long term without reducing the scope of that system or adding some type of new resources.

The federal interstate and national highway systems have been predominantly constructed and operated on a publicly funded basis with the majority of projects designed, operated and maintained by public sector transportation agencies. Most of the mileage of these critical transportation systems was originally conceived and delivered through a pay as you go process facilitated by the dedicated funding revenues provided by the States and the Federal Highway Trust Fund.

The important work of creating those systems as originally conceived is now largely complete and the country has benefitted greatly. However, the aging core transportation infrastructure of this nation has developed an enormous backlog of unaddressed deficiencies that are commonly and consistently recognized. This country's CORE infrastructure is in a state of disrepair and we have no fiscal pay as you go solution for making wholesale improvements. Simply put, it is no secret that the revenues being deposited to the once stable Highway Trust Fund are consistently being outstripped by demand.

Therefore, as we turn our attention to the work of identifying ways to modernize, expand and maintain our aging and deteriorating infrastructure, we must remain mindful that long term, consistent funding is critically important to the development and delivery of transportation improvement projects. Extremely difficult decisions related to the care, preventative maintenance, reconstruction and expansion of the transportation system must be made every hour of every day. These decisions and investment strategies are predicated on the basic, critical needs of the system and the clear understanding of long term resources available to address these needs.

Certainly, when properly vetted and administered, a variety of financing methodologies can be brought to bear in order to help successfully deliver significant transportation improvements that are out of the reach of immediately available transportation funding sources. In recent times, the utilization of Grant Anticipated Revenue Vehicle bonds (GARVEE), Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) financing, Public / Private Partnerships, Build America Bonds, state infrastructure banks and other such methodologies have proven effective in financing certain, well defined transportation system needs.

The difference between identifying new near and long term sources of transportation revenue and simply creating new ways to incur debt without providing for new revenue streams capable of retiring the debt must be acknowledged. None of the referenced financing opportunities specifically provides for any new or additional funding. Bonds still must be repaid with interest. Government guaranteed loans are still loans and the associated long term repayment plan reduces available resources. Capitalizing an infrastructure bank duplicates other financing methodologies and does not generate new revenue. Therefore, attempting to address the dilemma by citing partnerships and innovative financing options simply cannot be the federal government's best or only solution to stemming the further deterioration of our national transportation system.

Transportation Departments across the country are hopeful that the Congress will make every effort to at least fund transportation at the historic levels. However, we understand the difficulties that are presented by the limitations of the Highway Trust Fund revenues. Therefore, we are greatly appreciative of the work to find ways to get more of the scarce transportation dollars to the core transportation infrastructure through reducing or eliminating bureaucracy and transportation funding diversions and increasing the efficiency of project delivery. In addition, the continuation and enhancement of the federally facilitated transportation financing tools that exist and that are already available to the States today represents an important component of this current and on-going discussion.

Enhancing the Existing Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) Loan Program verses the Creation of a National Infrastructure Bank

As excerpted from the United States Department of Transportation's (USDOT) TIFIA Program Guide -

The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act of 1998 (TIFIA) established a Federal credit program (referenced hereafter as the TIFIA program) for eligible transportation projects of national or regional significance under which the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) may provide three forms of credit assistance - secured (direct) loans, loan guarantees, and standby lines of credit. The program's fundamental goal is to leverage Federal funds by attracting substantial private and other non-Federal co-investment in critical improvements to the nation's surface transportation system. The DOT awards credit assistance to eligible applicants, which include state departments of transportation, transit operators, special authorities, local governments, and private entities.

In the current form (extension acts and continuing resolutions recognized), TIFIA receives $122 million each year and can support an estimated $1 billion in average annual credit assistance. In recent years a more widely recognized and mature TIFIA program has received a considerable level of interest and has successfully participated in important transportation improvement projects. Most recently in 2011 the program received over $14 billion in Letter of Interest requests for participation in projects with an estimated value of more than $48 billion.

While TIFIA is generating interest, the relatively low levels of funding availability and the low participating percentages along with narrowly defined project eligibility have potentially constrained the effectiveness of the program. Oklahoma has yet to submit a Letter of Interest to utilize the TIFIA program. This fact is primarily because we have a very limited number of projects that would fit the criteria and have had reasonable success in financing transportation projects through other available mechanisms. However, under the right set of project circumstances we would not hesitate to enter the competitive TIFIA consideration.

Based on the summary information currently available, both the House and Senate reauthorization bills include plans to build upon and improve the TIFIA loan program. It is very appropriate to utilize the existing and successful program and format to deliver an enhanced financing opportunity along with a more robust set of eligibility criteria. Providing additional funding for TIFIA will help meet demand for credit assistance for transportation projects and enable an increased leveraging of Highway Trust Fund dollars with state, local and private-sector funding.
Even with the success of TIFIA, nothing in federal transportation law should inhibit or restrict the way a state is allowed to fund or seek financing for the transportation improvement projects and transportation facilities of today. In a time of such overall funding uncertainty, federal law should be permissive and States should be empowered to look outside the federal government for desperately needed transportation investment dollars.

Conversely, the concept that a new "government corporation" and Federal Authority will somehow enhance the ability to finance infrastructure seems untimely and entirely unnecessary. Especially when considering that many of the proclaimed new ideas encompassed by the Authority already appear to closely parallel the provisions of other existing federal financing programs.

In addition to recognizing the apparent federal duplications of the proposed National Infrastructure Bank, most States already have or can easily obtain the expertise necessary to facilitate infrastructure banks and other innovative transportation financing methodologies. States can choose to work with the existing federal bureaucracy or seek the assistance of private financial institutions, knowledgeable investors and even other experienced states. If Oklahoma determines that innovative financing advice and counsel is necessary, we will consult with other states that have demonstrated success along with the private financial sector. It has been our experience that they will gladly share their information and knowledge with us and we have been effectively and efficiently arranging financing for transportation improvements within our borders for more than 50 years.

Quite simply, the bureaucracy is already in place to finance public infrastructure projects and an additional federal layer in the form of a new "government corporation" will add no value. It is time to face the fact that if we are unable to repay our debts now, government loan guarantees and financial innovation are incapable of improving those conditions.

Conclusions

For financing transportation projects, the states only require clear federal guidance in the law and the continued and enhanced utilization of existing financing opportunities. A bold, new vision will be necessary to meet the increasing transportation challenges ahead and it is unlikely that such a vision will be defined by an easy payment plan.

The resolution of our national transportation funding crisis is not yet at hand. The crafting of new, more effective project and program funding, financing and delivery protocols will be slow to develop and must be forged in a renewed and fundamental State and Federal partnership. It is much more likely that efficiencies will be gained through regulatory reforms and red tape reductions, rather than through the creation of new government corporations and additional bureaucracy. The nation requires new and effective transportation revenue streams and delivery mechanisms, but does not need new ideas about how to go into debt. Now more than ever, extreme care and caution must be exercised in order to avoid over projecting and over extending our limited resources.
TIFIA needs more funding and less restrictions – demand is higher than ever

Dutton 09 reporter for The Bond Buyer (Audrey, “Is TIFIA Tapped Out?: High Demand Taxes Program's Coffers, Bond Buyer, 07 Jan 2009: pp. 1., http://search.proquest.com/docview/407092105?accountid=14667) RaPa

WASHINGTON - The current financial crisis that has caused Treasury rates to plummet has created a boom in demand for a 10-year-old federal program that offers low-interest loans, pegged to Treasury rates, to transportation departments and private investors. But there is no longer enough funding in the TIFIA program to meet the growing demand, according to transportation experts and market participants. As lawmakers try to find cures for infrastructure financing woes, Congress may increase the amount of financing authority available under the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program, sources said in recent interviews. The program is coming up short of funds because Congress rescinded about $257 million of its carry-over budget authority during the last fiscal year, which ended on Sept. 30, when TIFIA was not fully subscribed. Because the budget authority constitutes only a small portion of the financing that would be available, the program potentially lost more than $2 billion of total financing capacity, at a time when it was about to become one of the least expensive methods of financing transportation projects. "The unfortunate timing of this year is that more applications began to come in, and some of these large projects were clearing the development phase and getting ready to get financed, when TIFIA budget authority was rescinded," said Bryan Grote, co-founder of Mercator Advisors LLC and the former Transportation Department official who headed the TIFIA program from its inception until August 2001. Sources said it is likely that Treasury rates will eventually bounce back from their recent lows, which could possibly slow demand for TIFIA financing by comparison to traditional debt such as municipal bonds. But in the meantime, said Jack Basso of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, "We've all of a sudden achieved nirvana, and there's no money there." TIFIA, enacted in 1998, provides credit assistance to transportation projects that have a dedicated revenue stream. It was designed to fill in project funding gaps and to leverage private investment with subordinate capital. Prospective borrowers come from across the spectrum of project finance and construction participants, including private companies, state and regional transportation and port authorities, and state and local governments. The allure of TIFIA financing comes from its low interest rate - 3.09% yesterday - that is pegged to the Treasury rate, and from the fact that TIFIA loans are subordinate to other senior obligations such as bank loans. But it has become so attractive in recent months that is now oversubscribed, sources said. The program has nine pending applications currently, but only $110 million that it can use to make credit available this year. "Historically, TIFIA has had funds available to support all worthy projects, so we can provide no example - yet - of a project we've turned down for lack of budget authority. However, the project list ... represents demand far in excess of our resources and we'll need to prioritize our credit support," said Department of Transportation spokeswoman Nancy Singer. Under TIFIA agreements, the federal government can provide a direct federal loan to project sponsors, a loan guarantee to institutional investors such as pension funds that make loans for the projects, or standby lines of credit as a secondary funding source that can be drawn upon to supplement project revenues during the first 10 years of project operations. The program has provided $8.05 billion in financing support for highway, transit, and intermodal projects in the decade since it was launched. TIFIA is currently providing about $3.27 billion of credit for highway, transit and intermodal projects backed mostly by user charges. Another $516 million toll-backed loan was committed in December to the Intercounty Connector linking Prince George's and Montgomery counties in Maryland. The TIFIA program has budget authority of $122 million, Singer said. But that amount is likely to be reduced through the appropriations process to about $110 million for the current fiscal year, she said. That budget authority, which pays for the subsidy cost of making a TIFIA loan, is calculated for each transaction but generally amounts to about 10% of the overall financing. More than $1 billion of TIFIA financing was distributed in 2008 for the Capital Beltway HOT lanes project in Virginia, and the SH130 project, a 40-mile portion of tollway in central Texas. TIFIA had to commit about $154 million to support the loans, which is equivalent to a private bank setting aside a set percentage of total loan amounts. The DOT has committed to providing financial help for another three projects under TIFIA, pending the completion of state solicitations or negotiations, and has an additional six applications pending. "In addition to Capital Beltway HOT Lanes, Pocahontas/Richmond Airport Connector and LA-1, projects that likely would not have been financed but for TIFIA participation include the South Bay Expressway ... the Central Texas Turnpike, 183A, and the Reno ReTRAC," Singer said. The volume of TIFIA applications will either remain at current levels or grow more dramatically, "considering the backlog of major investments and the fact that more state and local sponsors are looking more to tolling and other user-backed facilities," Grote said. The question being asked by market participants is whether TIFIA's authorization volume will be increased, or whether technical tweaks will be made to the program to facilitate more financing ability going forward. The House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee has not recommended any changes to the TIFIA program as part of the economic recovery legislation being crafted by Congress, said the committee spokesman Jim Berard. Sources believe the committee could try to augment the program in the next transportation funding law to replace the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: a Legacy for Users, which expires Sept. 30. But Berard said it is too early to predict what, if anything, the committee will do regarding the program. TIFIA advocates said the committee also should consider making some of the TIFIA provisions less restrictive. One provision states that although TIFIA is subordinate to other project debt on a cash-flow basis, it is no longer subordinate if the borrower becomes insolvent. "That makes it a little more problematic if you have a borderline project where there is some risk of having default or repaying project debt down the road," Grote said. It also dilutes the ability of TIFIA to enhance senior debt, he said. Another provision limits TIFIA to financing only 33% of the total project cost, but Grote pointed out that other federal credit programs are allowed to lend up to 80% of project costs. "In the current market environment, the TIFIA credit looks even more useful than even I expected," Grote said. 

A form of TIFIA is inevitable –but only increased funding solidifies investor confidence

Dutton 09 Reporter for The Bond Buyer (Audrey, “TIFIA Not Going Away, Though Future Funding Is Uncertain: Transportation Advocates Tout Program's Importance”, 9-6-2009, The Investment Dealers Digest : IDD, 75(42), 11-n/a. http://search.proquest.com/docview/198278059?accountid=14667) RaPa

DALLAS - The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program is likely here to stay, though it is unclear how much funding it will receive in the future, federal officials said here yesterday. "We need [TIFIA] more than perhaps we have ever before," Marshall Crawford, managing director of JPMorgan said at The Bond Buyer's 10th Annual Transportation Finance and Public-Private Partnerships Conference. Crawford warned that because the current surface transportation law has not been reauthorized and TIFIA's future funding level is uncertain, transportation market participants should seek out other "market opportunities that you can avail yourself of if you need to." The TIFIA program provides low-interest loans and credit support for transportation projects, often with a user fee component. It was authorized by the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: a Legacy for Users, or SAFETEA-LU, which expired Sept. 30 and has not been replaced. TIFIA became popular during the credit crunch and was oversubscribed. As a result, the program had to essentially borrow against its budget for next year and required some borrowers to pay a fee to offset some costs, said TIFIA acting director Duane Callender. This year, TIFIA provided $1.8 billion of credit assistance, supporting a total investment of $6.5 billion, including about $2 billion in bonds, according to Victor Mendez, administrator of the Federal Highway Administration. Mendez said there will be "some semblance" of TIFIA funding in the future, but added that the "methodology or technique" for implementing the program is still undefined. "Things will get a little bit trickier as we try to advance new concepts," Mendez said of overall programmatic changes in transportation financing. He added that the outcome of health care reform legislation "will have some impact on transportation" by laying the groundwork for what the administration and both political parties can do in major pieces of legislation. Speakers also highlighted the recent intersection of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act - which provided a boost in funding to states for highway and other infrastructure repairs - and the delayed reauthorization of SAFETEA-LU. Even while ARRA funding is supporting shovel-ready projects, there is uncertainty about when a new multi-year transportation law that provides a steady stream of funds to states, will be approved. SAFETEA-LU programs have been operating under stopgap measures since the law expired. Because of the budget rules applied to those stopgap measures, and a rescission of more than $8 billion of federal highway aid to states, the FHWA has been able to apportion only about two-thirds of the funding that it usually provides to states, said Mortimer L. Downey, senior adviser for Parsons Brinckerhoff and former deputy transportation secretary. The Federal Transit Administration has been able to apportion no money since Sept. 30, he added. Meanwhile, Build America Bonds were lauded by issuer officials including those from the Texas Department of Transportation. TxDOT chief financial officer James M. Bass said the recent issuance of $1.2 billion of taxable BABs saved the department $275 million over what it would have paid on comparable issue of tax-exempt bonds. 
***ELECTIONS***

Popular w/ public

The majority of the public supports a NIB

Tiexeria 11 (2/22 Ruy a senior fellow at the Center for American Progress “Public Opinion Snapshot: Public Backs Infrastructure Investment” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/02/snapshot022211.html)

What’s more, the public backs a number of government actions to provide additional funding for infrastructure projects. These include a National Infrastructure Bank (60 percent support), issuing national transportation bonds (59 percent), and eliminating oil company subsidies (58 percent). No doubt conservatives are too busy running around with their budget axes to pay much attention to findings like these. But serious policymakers should. Infrastructure investment is important—and the public’s got your back.

The public overwhelmingly supports the plan

Likosky 11 (Michael staff writer at the New York Times “Banking on the Future” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/13/opinion/13likosky.html)
A recent survey by the Rockefeller Foundation found that Americans overwhelmingly supported greater private investment in infrastructure. Even so, there is understandable skepticism about public-private partnerships; Wall Street has not re-earned the trust of citizens who saw hard-earned dollars vacuumed out of their retirement accounts and homes. An infrastructure bank would not endanger taxpayer money, because under the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, passed after the savings and loan scandal, it would have to meet accounting and reporting requirements and limit government liability. The proposed authority would not and could not become a Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac. It would be owned by and operated for America, not shareholders. The World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, the Asian Development Bank and similar institutions helped debt-burdened developing countries to grow through infrastructure investments and laid the foundations for the global high-tech economy. For instance, they literally laid the infrastructure of the Web through a fiber-optic link around the globe. Infrastructure banks retrofitted ports to receive and process shipping containers, which made it profitable to manufacture goods overseas. Similar investments anchored energy-intensive microchip fabrication 

A national infrastructure bank is wildly popular

Wells 11 (Theresa writer for the Rockefeller foundation “Rockefeller Foundation Infrastructure Survey Reveals Bipartisan Support for Transportation and Infrastructure Investments and Reform” http://www.rockefellerfoundation.org/news/press-releases/rockefeller-foundation-infrastructure)
An exclusive Rockefeller Foundation survey released today reveals overwhelming bipartisan support for federal investment in transportation and infrastructure projects. The survey showed that 71% of voters think leaders in Washington should seek common ground on legislation related to roads, bridges and transit systems, including 66% of Tea Party supporters and 71% of Republicans. Two out of three voters say that improving the country’s transportation infrastructure is highly important. Nearly half of all voters said that roads are often or totally inadequate and that only some public transportation options exist. Eighty percent of voters agree that federal funding to improve and modernize transportation will boost local economies and create millions of jobs, and view it as critical to keeping the United States as the world’s top economic superpower. But Americans want changes in the way the Federal government invests in infrastructure and makes policy. Two-thirds of respondents favored 9 of 10 reforms tested in the survey, with 90 supporting more accountability and certification that projects are delivered on time and fit into a national plan. In terms of priorities, a vast majority (80 percent) believe the country would benefit from an expanded and improved public transportation system and 57 percent believe that “safer streets for our communities and children” should be the one of the top two priorities if more money is to be invested in infrastructure. The Rockefeller Foundation funded this survey as part of the Foundation’s Transportation initiative, a $66 million investment aimed at promoting equitable and sustainable transportation policies at the federal and state level. Through this investment, the Foundation is committed to the development of policies that provide access to opportunity, more transportation options and help create vibrant and healthy communities, all while increasing access to good jobs for lower income Americans. “Half a century ago, Americans built an interstate highway system that enabled unrivaled economic prosperity and opportunity, said Rockefeller Foundation President Judith Rodin. “Today, almost half of Americans think that their transportation options and roads are inadequate. The Rockefeller Foundation Infrastructure Survey shows that American voters want Washington to work together to pass laws that ensure we fix the infrastructure we have and provide more Americans with more transportation options befitting a 21st century economic power.” This Rockefeller Foundation Infrastructure Survey highlights 4 key findings: American voters see improvement in transportation infrastructure as a way to improve the economy and their quality of life: With federal unemployment rates hovering at 9%, Americans feel that improvements to transportation and infrastructure will create millions of jobs – eight in ten voters think transportation and infrastructure will boost local economies and create jobs including 64% of Tea Party supporters and 66% of Republicans. American voters are looking for consensus and cooperation in Washington: Americans want their elected officials to work together, especially around the issue of transportation and infrastructure (66% of voters say this is a time where they would like leaders in Washington to make compromises and seek common ground). More than any other issue tested, American voters would like to see compromise on legislation related to transportation and infrastructure (71%). American voters see room for improvement in how government spends money on infrastructure: With a high federal deficit, Americans overwhelmingly say that that current government spending on building and maintaining transportation infrastructure is inefficient and unwise – 64% overall and 72% of Republicans. Americans support a host of reforms aimed at making spending more efficient while still producing results. For instance, 90% support allowing local regions to have some input on how transportation dollars are used in their area. American voters are open to several funding streams for national transportation projects: With overwhelming support for transportation and infrastructure improvements, Americans are open to several funding streams. Seventy-eight percent encourage more private investment and 72% of voters support imposing penalties on projects that go over budget or exceed their deadline. Sixty percent of voters support establishing a National Infrastructure Bank, 59% support issuing new transportation bonds and 58% support eliminating subsidies for American oil companies that drill in other countries. Only 27 percent support increasing the gas tax, although almost half of all respondents believe it increases annually (it has not increased since 1993). “As the transportation debate in Washington begins to heat up, this new Rockefeller Foundation Infrastructure Survey shows that the American people, no matter their political party, support transportation and infrastructure reform, said Marcia L. Hale, President of Building America’s Future Education Fund. “As voters continue to demand that economic reforms come ahead of politics, I call on all our representatives in Washington to listen closely to what the public is saying.”

***PLAN UNPOPULAR**

GOP link (1NC)

GOP won’t have it – this evidence assumes the AFF’s link turns

DRUTMAN ‘10 - senior fellow and the managing editor for the Progressive Policy Institute (Lee, “Financing Future Growth: How Do We Pay For New Projects?”, October 4, http://progressivepolicy.org/financing-future-growth-how-do-we-pay-for-new-projects)

And yet, Rep. DeLauro’s bill to create a National Infrastructure Bank and turn a chaotic ad-hoc infrastructure appropriations process into a rational national strategy has attracted only 60 co-sponsors – and not a single Republican.

“Resistance is internal to Congress,” said Hindery. “They would give up so much grant and earmark authority. Members are hesitant to see that move into an independent entity.”

Hindery argued that the key was leadership, and that the President wasn’t doing enough of it. “It has to be a stated priority,” he said. “It can’t be a proffered idea with tepid support.”

Ehrlich, who wrote a PPI Policy Memo on how an infrastructure bank should operate, was optimistic that this is an idea whose time has come. “This is a remarkable moment in infrastructure,” he said. “We are finally at a place where all the communities know the current programs are brain-dead…Local planners are wondering where the funds are going to come from, private investors are circling around the periphery of the area, looking for a way in.”

Hindery also noted that both the Chamber of Commerce and the Business Roundtable – both of whom have been largely resistant to any form of domestic spending – have come out in favor of an infrastructure bank. However, DeLauro said her Republican colleagues in Congress were not hearing this.

Laundry list

Ramming the plan through Congress causes heavy backlash

SCHULZ ‘10, Contributing Editor -- Logistics Management (John D., “Transportation infrastructure: Is a U.S. Infrastructure Bank an idea whose time has come?”. April 2. http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/455228-Transportation_infrastructure_Is_a_U_S_Infrastructure_Bank_an_idea_whose_time_has_come_.php)

"The needs are great, and getting greater-and more funding is not coming," said Norman Y. Mineta, who was Transportation Secretary in the first Bush administration. Mineta is currently vice chairman of global communications consultancy for Hill & Knowlton, a public relations firm.

Can the United States create an infrastructure bank? There are hurdles, Mineta said, but they are not insurmountable. Chief among them is how financially "score" such projects so they are fiscally responsible and paid for without increasing the national debt.

First, Congress must maintain the primary role in funding, Mineta said. Transferring large amounts of discretionary funding from Congress to another entity has "very little chance of approval," Mineta said.

Mineta said that while he was transportation secretary "I would have loved to have access to a large amount of discretionary funding," but Congress would never go for it. Instead, it must work with private funding sources, which increasingly are being seen as an answer to U.S. infrastructure funding needs.

"I believe we can create a national infrastructure bank if its primary purpose is to leverage private investment into projects that are critical to our national infrastructure," he said.

Giving states and regions access to such funds "should not threaten" Congress, said Mineta, a former congressman from California and mayor of San Jose.

"We should look at it as a bank, not a funding arm of the U.S. government," Mineta said. He favored creating a separate entity, with a board that sets lending policy, but lets the decisions on which projects gets funding to experts. It should not be a profit-making venture, he said.

"The bank should not be seen as a ‘Trannie Mae,'" he said, referring to the scandal-ridden Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, which required billions in bailout money to help rescue the federally backed home loan sector.

Still, a U.S. transportation infrastructure bank "has the potential to play a powerful role to meet the unmet transportation needs while providing new jobs and economic stimulus," Mineta said.

It should provide investment that is not currently available in current capital markets, Mineta said. A U.S. national infrastructure bank must have sufficient reserves to do expensive projects and thus would require the full backing of the U.S. government. A blueprint would be the U.S. Export-Import Bank, which helps facilitate trade among countries.

Infrastructure banks are commonplace in other countries, especially in Europe where they are supported by dedicated funding sources. They make low-interest loans directly to localities for infrastructure projects. Supporters say they eliminate time and red tape from the funding process. Their appeal may be catching on in this country. Already, some in Congress are calling for their creation in this country.

Infrastructure banks could also be used to expand telecommunications, broadband capacity, wastewater distribution facilities and improving other U.S. projects' needs.

President Barack Obama's proposed 2011 budget includes $4 billion to create a national infrastructure bank to provide a source of funding for infrastructure needs. This comes at a time many experts are saying the U.S. must start thinking outside the box of traditional funding.

"This is something holding up a major surface transportation bill," Mineta said. "We can't have these two-, three-, five-month extensions. The critical factor in moving that surface transportation bill forward is how is it going to be funded."

But as the recent health care debate showed in an increasingly polarized political landscape, change does not come easily in Washington.

"Forcing change in the infrastructure community has rarely been successful," Mineta admitted. "It is now time for a collaborative effort. We should look at a comprehensive set of solutions."

NIB is unpopular—it will be tied to the jobs bill which was a political lightning rod

Gregory, 11 --- research fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford (8/21/2011, Paul Roderick, “Why We Don't Need An Infrastructure Bank? Japan Is Why,” http://www.forbes.com/sites/paulroderickgregory/2011/08/21/why-we-dont-need-an-infrastructure-bank-japan-is-why/, JMP)

A state infrastructure bank will be at the core of President Obama’s “jobs program” that he plans to unveil after his vacation. He will argue we desperately need a new government entity to repair our crumbling infrastructure and create jobs.

The president will spin seductive images of high speed trains, highways without traffic jams, and clockwork subways in every city.  With an infrastructure bank, the sky is the limit.

He will roll out respected moderate Republicans and even the Chamber of Commerce to vouch for his bank. He will explain that his miserly opponents, like the kooky Tea Party, favor collapsing bridges, traffic jams, and the loss of international competitiveness. Past generations gave us the interstate highway system and the Hoover Dam. What will we leave behind, he will ask?

Under normal circumstances, the president could sell his infrastructure bank (It only costs $30 billion at the start). But 2010 and the Tea Party will make it a tough sell even to “reasonable” Republicans.

Link outweighs --- support is shallow and limited to special interest policy groups

Mele, 10 (1/1/2010, Jim, “Don’t bank on it,” http://fleetowner.com/management/feature/dont-bank-on-it-mele-0101, JMP)

Traffic congestion is a sexy topic for the general media — everyone relates to pictures of stopped cars and trucks stretching to the horizon. And with unemployment over 10%, job creation is certainly a hot topic in the press. But utter the word “infrastructure” and all eyes glaze over. So it comes as no surprise that no major media outlet noticed when Congress rejected one of the most innovative ideas for funding a long-term solution to our infrastructure problems.

The proposal for creation of a national infrastructure bank was first introduced in the Senate in 2007. It went nowhere. Although it's taken on slightly different names, it's cropped up every year since and been rejected every time. The latest rejection came just last month when the Senate removed it from the fiscal 2010 budget bill it approved.

So what is this idea that refuses to go away, yet attracts little support or attention beyond a few special interest policy groups? Without getting into the complex Federal budgetary processes, a national infrastructure bank, or NIB among the policy wonks, would be a development bank that would issue bonds and use the proceeds to fund major infrastructure projects.

*Will be a major battle to get it through the House

Zwillich, 11 (10/12/2011, “Infrastructure Bank Likely to Return as a Political Weapon,” http://transportationnation.org/2011/10/12/infrastructure-bank-likely-to-return-as-a-political-weapon/, JMP)

President Obama’s jobs plan may have died in the Senate last night, but that that doesn’t mean debate over a national infrastructure bank died along with it.

That’s because Senate Democrats are likely to bring the infrastructure bank back as one of several stand-alone jobs bills expected on the floor in the coming weeks. It’s all part of the president’s promise to ratchet up political pressure on Republicans by making them vote on popular parts of his jobs bill piece by piece.

Senate aides say a federally-run infrastructure bank with$10 billion in loan-making authority is on their list, along with possible bills funding unemployment insurance, teachers and firefighters jobs, a payroll tax cut holiday and veterans hiring incentives.

Sen. Charles E. Schumer (D-NY) who directs Senate Democrats’ political messaging, confirmed the spate of politically-charged jobs bills when he spoke to reporters just after the Senate defeated Obama’s jobs bill last evening.

“This will be an ongoing fight until our Republican friends see they have to do something about jobs. And they will see it,” he said.

House Republicans are not seeing it yet, at least on the infrastructure spending issue. A transportation subcommittee hearing on the topic quickly turned into a bashing session on the idea of an infrastructure bank, even though it enjoys bipartisan support in the Senate.

Republicans repeated their charge that the bank would create a new level of federal bureaucracy where loans and grants are already too slow to filter to states planning projects. Their primary concern: thirty-three states already have their own infrastructure banks funded under the federal Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act.

“Many people would be skeptical that bureaucrats in Washington would have any idea about which projects would be most worthy of a federal loan,” said Rep. John Duncan (R-Tenn.), the subcommittee’s chair.

Rep. John Mica (R-Fla.), who chairs the full House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, declared the federal infrastructure bank “dead on arrival in the House of Representatives.”
But if Republican opposition is vehement, Democratic support, at least in the House, seems tepid. Rep. Peter DeFazio (D-Ore.), the subcommittee’s senior Democrat, pointed out loans from an infrastructure banks are just that: loans. They have to be paid back. And he said transportation projects without a dedicated revenue stream, like a toll road, are unlikely to generate the money. Instead, DeFazio and other liberal Democrats back the idea of increased direct government spending on transportation projects as a way to beef up infrastructure and create jobs.

Link outweighs --- support is shallow and limited to special interest policy groups

Mele, 10 (1/1/2010, Jim, “Don’t bank on it,” http://fleetowner.com/management/feature/dont-bank-on-it-mele-0101, JMP)

Traffic congestion is a sexy topic for the general media — everyone relates to pictures of stopped cars and trucks stretching to the horizon. And with unemployment over 10%, job creation is certainly a hot topic in the press. But utter the word “infrastructure” and all eyes glaze over. So it comes as no surprise that no major media outlet noticed when Congress rejected one of the most innovative ideas for funding a long-term solution to our infrastructure problems.

The proposal for creation of a national infrastructure bank was first introduced in the Senate in 2007. It went nowhere. Although it's taken on slightly different names, it's cropped up every year since and been rejected every time. The latest rejection came just last month when the Senate removed it from the fiscal 2010 budget bill it approved.

So what is this idea that refuses to go away, yet attracts little support or attention beyond a few special interest policy groups? Without getting into the complex Federal budgetary processes, a national infrastructure bank, or NIB among the policy wonks, would be a development bank that would issue bonds and use the proceeds to fund major infrastructure projects.

*Will be a major battle to get it through the House

Zwillich, 11 (10/12/2011, “Infrastructure Bank Likely to Return as a Political Weapon,” http://transportationnation.org/2011/10/12/infrastructure-bank-likely-to-return-as-a-political-weapon/, JMP)

President Obama’s jobs plan may have died in the Senate last night, but that that doesn’t mean debate over a national infrastructure bank died along with it.

That’s because Senate Democrats are likely to bring the infrastructure bank back as one of several stand-alone jobs bills expected on the floor in the coming weeks. It’s all part of the president’s promise to ratchet up political pressure on Republicans by making them vote on popular parts of his jobs bill piece by piece.

Senate aides say a federally-run infrastructure bank with$10 billion in loan-making authority is on their list, along with possible bills funding unemployment insurance, teachers and firefighters jobs, a payroll tax cut holiday and veterans hiring incentives.

Sen. Charles E. Schumer (D-NY) who directs Senate Democrats’ political messaging, confirmed the spate of politically-charged jobs bills when he spoke to reporters just after the Senate defeated Obama’s jobs bill last evening.

“This will be an ongoing fight until our Republican friends see they have to do something about jobs. And they will see it,” he said.

House Republicans are not seeing it yet, at least on the infrastructure spending issue. A transportation subcommittee hearing on the topic quickly turned into a bashing session on the idea of an infrastructure bank, even though it enjoys bipartisan support in the Senate.

Republicans repeated their charge that the bank would create a new level of federal bureaucracy where loans and grants are already too slow to filter to states planning projects. Their primary concern: thirty-three states already have their own infrastructure banks funded under the federal Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act.

“Many people would be skeptical that bureaucrats in Washington would have any idea about which projects would be most worthy of a federal loan,” said Rep. John Duncan (R-Tenn.), the subcommittee’s chair.

Rep. John Mica (R-Fla.), who chairs the full House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, declared the federal infrastructure bank “dead on arrival in the House of Representatives.”
But if Republican opposition is vehement, Democratic support, at least in the House, seems tepid. Rep. Peter DeFazio (D-Ore.), the subcommittee’s senior Democrat, pointed out loans from an infrastructure banks are just that: loans. They have to be paid back. And he said transportation projects without a dedicated revenue stream, like a toll road, are unlikely to generate the money. Instead, DeFazio and other liberal Democrats back the idea of increased direct government spending on transportation projects as a way to beef up infrastructure and create jobs.

Gets tied to Solyndra --- generating controversy 

Laing, 11 (9/25/2011, Keith, “Solyndra loan controversy casts pall on national transportation bank proposal,” http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/infrastructure/183717-solyndra-loan-controversy-casts-pall-on-transportation-bank-proposal, JMP)

An escalating controversy over government loans to Solyndra could sap whatever momentum a proposed national bank for transportation projects may have gained from being included in President Obama's "American Jobs Act."

The bright lights from the inquiries into the grants to the failed California solar energy company come at time when a long-proposed national infrastructure bank was moving to the forefront of the country’s political debate.

The proposal, contained in legislation by Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-Texas) that has been around since at least March, is accompanied by $50 billion in transportation investments in being included in President Obama's $447 billion “American Jobs Act.”

Obama is barnstorming the country calling on Congress to “pass this bill,” recently taking his message to a bridge that connects House Speaker John Boehner’s home state of Ohio and Senate Republican Leader Sen. Mitch McConnell’s home of Kentucky.

“We used to have the best infrastructure in the world here in America,” Obama said in his remarks Thursday. “We’re the country that built the Intercontinental Railroad, the Interstate Highway System. We built the Hoover Dam.  We built the Grand Central Station.  So how can we now sit back and let China build the best railroads?  And let Europe build the best highways?  And have Singapore build a nicer airport?”

Supporters admit that message may get muddled in the fallout from the Solyndra scandal, although they said they hoped that would not happen.

“You always have to factor in concerns, but the infrastructure bank as designed, you have to go through a thorough vetting process, by financial people and by government people,” Building America’s Future President Marcia Hale told The Hill Friday.

Chamber of Commerce Executive Director for Transportation and Infrastructure Janet Kavinoky said the fracas over Solyndra is an example of why her organization supports having an infrastructure bank for transportation that is insulated from politics.

As proposed, the bank would be managed by a board appointed by the president and lawmakers in both parties. It would also have its own inspector general to perform audits.

No support in the House 

Patton, 11 (10/13/2011, Oliver B., Washington Editor, “Infrastructure Bank Going Nowhere in House,” http://www.truckinginfo.com/news/news-detail.asp?news_id=74979, JMP)

Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman John Mica convened a hearing yesterday on President Obama's proposal to create a national infrastructure bank, and opened the event by making the situation perfectly clear.
"I'm afraid that the national infrastructure bank is dead on arrival in the House," he said.

There followed two hours of testimony from four out of five witnesses on why the bank makes no sense: It's expensive, it takes too long to set up, it adds bureaucracy, and its purpose is better served by programs that already are in place.

The bank is one element of the jobs bill Obama is pushing. Based in part on a Senate proposal by Democrats John Kerry and Mark Warner and Republican Kay Bailey Hutchison, it would provide $10 billion to leverage private and public investment in regional and national infrastructure projects.

The infrastructure bank also has been discussed as a possible provision in the next federal highway program.\


As Mica made clear, the House has no interest. There's more support on the Senate side, where Barbara Boxer, D-Calif., chairman of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee, has said she wants to have an infrastructure bank. So far, however, such a provision is not included in the Senate's draft legislation.

NIB is unpopular—rural lawmakers and conservatives oppose big ticket spending

Mitchell 11

(Mitchell, Joshua,  Staff Writer, “Plan for Highway Bank Faces Uphill Battle”, Wall Street Journal, August 15, 2011, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904823804576500692477795126.html)

Some Republicans say that such a bank would simply add a new bureaucracy in Washington and shift decision-making from Congress to the executive branch.

"How this project would be funded, what it would fund and how those funds would be repaid are critical questions the Obama administration has not answered yet," said Kevin Smith, a spokesman for House Speaker John Boehner (R., Ohio). "If this is more of the same 'stimulus' spending, we won't support it."

The White House didn't respond to a request for comment.

A bill unveiled this year, by Sens. John Kerry (D., Mass), Kay Bailey Hutchison (R., Texas) and Lindsey Graham (R., S.C.), and backed by the Chamber, would take a slightly different approach that could be more palatable to conservatives.

First, the price tag would be lower, with the bank getting $10 billion in initial "seed money." Aides to Mr. Kerry said last week that they were looking to lower that amount further and trying to find savings from other programs to fund the bank. 

The bank would be controlled by a chief executive and a board appointed by the president and confirmed by the Senate. And it would issue only loans and loan guarantees, not grants, which critics have called a handout.

The proposal also requires that projects have a dedicated revenue stream—tolls—to ensure the money is paid back. And by limiting funding assistance to 50% of a project's costs, proponents say, the risk to taxpayers would be limited.

Mr. Kerry said the bank, under his bill, would finance economically viable projects without political influence.

"We can't keep pace with our rapidly crumbling infrastructure, and at the same time hardworking Americans are out of work. An infrastructure bank is the key to addressing both problems," Mr. Kerry said in a statement.

Both proposals probably would face resistance from rural lawmakers, whose states are less likely to have large-scale projects able to draw private investors. They fear that the funding would go to the most populous regions, such as California and the Northeast.

Key committee members oppose NIB

Laing 11

(Laing, Keith, Congressional Reporter and with Masters in Political Science“Mica opposes Obama’s call for national infrastructure bank”, The Hill, September 8, 2011, http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/highways-bridges-and-roads/180481-gop-chairman-opposes-obamas-call-for-national-infrastructure-bank)

 The Republican chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee said Thursday evening that he is opposed to the call for a national infrastructure bank President Obama made in his speech to a joint session of Congress. 

Rep. John Mica (Fla.) said he thought Congress should encourage individual states to create their own infrastructure banks, arguing as he has in the past that it would give them more flexibility to design transportation projects that fit their own needs. 

“While the President reconfirmed that our highways are clogged and our skies are congested, his well delivered address provided only one specific recommendation for building our nation’s infrastructure,” Mica said in a news release. “Unfortunately, a National Infrastructure Bank run by Washington bureaucrats requiring Washington approval and Washington red tape is moving in the wrong direction. A better plan to improve infrastructure is to empower our states, 33 of which already have state infrastructure banks.”

GOP House members oppose NIB—seen as a continuation of big spending failures

Johnson 11

(Johnson, Fawn, correspondent at the National Journal, “Is There Hope for An Infrastructure Bank”, National Journal, February 2011, http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2011/02/is-there-hope-for-an-infrastru.php

 The White House's release of its fiscal 2012 budget proposal this week kicks off the discussion about the administration's priorities, and infrastructure is at the top of the list. The administration has been honing the idea of an infrastructure "bank" or "fund" since President Obama took office. The fund would be designed to vet and provide cash for large projects that use multiple modes of transportation and take several years to complete. It's a safe bet that we'll hear more about this idea in the weeks to come as Transportation Department officials trot up to Capitol Hill to brief lawmakers on their ideas.

Obama sees infrastructure investment as the key to job growth and economic competitiveness. The infrastructure bank would ensure success on large transportation projects because the administration would select only the best ideas for federal funding, in the White House view. Skeptics in Congress have balked at an infrastructure bank, worrying that it would face the same problems as the politically unpopular Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. House Republicans are unlikely to give the Transportation Department the funding to make an infrastructure bank work as Obama would like. 

NIB is unpopular—GOP leadership, partisan fights, and redundancy

Carna 11

 (Carna, Timothy, staff reporter citing Congressional Testimony, “Infrastructure Bank Will Not Happen, Mica Says at Congressional Hearing”, Transport Topics 3968, October 17, 2011. Vol 7. Issue 84, ProQuest)FS

President Obama's proposal for a $10 billion national infrastructure bank is "dead on arrival," the chairman of the House transportation committee said last week, and other Republicans on the panel said the bank was unnecessary because its goals could be achieved through other means. 

"A national infrastructure bank, as proposed ... is dead on arrival in the House of Representatives," Rep. John Mica (R-FIa.), chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, said at an Oct. 12 hearing of that panel's highways subcommittee. 

Obama proposed the bank in early September to "leverage private and public capital and to invest in a broad range of infrastructure projects of national and regional significance, without earmarks or traditional political influence," the White House said. 

Congress has not passed a new transportation spending authorization Bill since the previous one expired in September 2009 and instead has passed seven extensions, the most recent last month. House Republicans and Senate Democrats have proposed vastly different bills for a long-term reauthorization. 

"The White House plan already duplicates the plan in the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Investment Act," Rep. Howard Coble (R-N.C.) said, referring to an existing Department of Transportation program, known as TIFIA, which provides loans and loan guarantees for highway projects. 
"It makes no sense ... to create a completely new bureaucracy, costing upwards of $270 million, when the [TIFIA] already accomplishes that goal," he said. 

NIB is unpopular, even unions are siding with the GOP

Carna 11

 (Carna, Timothy, staff reporter citing Congressional Testimony, “Infrastructure Bank Will Not Happen, Mica Says at Congressional Hearing”, Transport Topics 3968, October 17, 2011. Vol 7. Issue 84, ProQuest)FS

 American Trucking Associations largely agrees with House Republicans, Darrin Roth, director of highway operations, told TRANSPOHT TOPICS. 

"There isn't much of a need for a national infrastructure bank when you already have TIFIA, which essentially fulfills the same role," he said. "You may have a need for additional resources and better staffing, but it seems that the goals of the national infrastructure bank can be fulfilled without creating a new bureaucracy." 

House leadership thinks NIB is big government waste

Federal Information and News Dispatch 11

 (October 12, 2011, “National Infrastructure Bank Would Create More Red Tape & Federal Bureaucracy”, Federal Information and News Dispatch, Congressional Documents and Publications, ProQuest)FS

Committee leaders and transportation officials and experts at a Congressional hearing today agreed that the creation of a new National Infrastructure Bank, as proposed by the Obama Administration, would add to the amount of red tape and federal bureaucracy that already slows down and diverts funding away from transportation and infrastructure projects. 

Members of the Committee and witnesses highlighted existing federal programs and authorities that could be strengthened to finance infrastructure projects more effectively than simply increasing the size of the government. Members and witnesses also agreed that expediting the cumbersome project approval process would facilitate infrastructure improvements. 

GOP leadership says NIB is “dead on arrival”—seen as federal inefficiency and intrusion

Mica 11

(Mica, John, Chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, October 12, 2011, “National Infrastructure Bank Would Create More Red Tape & Federal Bureaucracy”, Congressional Documents and Publications, ProQuest)FS

Chairman Mica's Statement 

"We must use every responsible mechanism possible to move projects and expand our capacity to finance infrastructure maintenance and improvements, but a National Infrastructure Bank is dead on arrival in Congress," said U.S. Rep. John L. Mica (R-FL), Chairman of the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. 

"There are several reasons for this. One is that we do not need to create more federal bureaucracy. In fact, with over 100 separate federal surface transportation programs, we need less bureaucracy. 

"The federal government also has existing financing programs that serve the same purpose as a National Infrastructure Bank, such as TIFIA, RRIF and others, that we can improve and strengthen. 

"Another reason a national bank is DOA is because there is already such a bank structure in place at the state level. Thirty-three state infrastructure banks already exist, and we can ensure financing and build upon this foundation without creating a new level of federal bureaucracy. 

 "If the Administration's goal is to get people to work immediately, a National Infrastructure Bank that will require more than a year to create and $270 million to run is not the answer. That is funding that should be used for infrastructure, but would instead be used to create more red tape. 

"Unfortunately, the Administration still hasn't learned that 'shovel ready' has become a national joke. Yesterday, the President announced he would expedite 14 infrastructure projects, but this plan only pushes these projects to the front of the line with current red tape and rules, while it pushes back or stalls hundreds of other projects pending federal approval. We must expedite the review process for all projects, not just a handful." 

The plan would be spun as big government waste—current Congressional austerity proves

 Federal Information and News Dispatch 11

 (October 12, 2011, “National Infrastructure Bank Would Create More Red Tape & Federal Bureaucracy”, Federal Information and News Dispatch, Congressional Documents and Publications, ProQuest)FS

 Ron Utt, Senior Research Fellow with the Heritage Foundation, questioned the logic of creating a National Infrastructure Bank. "If current levels of credit availability for existing federal transportation credit programs are deemed to be insufficient by some, why not propose that these existing channels be improved and/or expedited? 

"If spending is thought to be deficient, why not simply provide more grants through the existing mechanism rather than going through the costly and complicated process of setting up and operating a new federal transportation entity, which President Obama's budget estimates would cost upwards of $270 million to create and staff? 

"In this era of fiscal austerity and yawning budget deficits, wouldn't there be better uses for this money than a redundant bureaucracy?" 

According to the testimony of Geoffrey Yarema, who served as a Commissioner on the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission, "While promoting the concept of a national infrastructure bank, the President has rightly noted that 'building a world class transportation system is part of what made us an economic superpower.' I would suggest, however, that building a new bureaucracy to improve that system is an entirely avoidable diversion of limited federal resources. 

"At a time when federal funding is in scarce supply, we already have the tools to create powerful incentives for state, local and private entities to invest non-federal funds in large-scale transportation infrastructure projects of regional and national significance," said Yarema. 

Even if transportation infrastructure is generally popular, NIB is  “dead on arrival” in Congress

New Civil Engineer 11

(October 13, 2011,  “Obama's National Infrastructure Bank plan slammed”, New Civil Engineer, ProQuest)FS
 US congressman and transport officials and experts have slammed Obama's plan for a National Infrastructure Bank, claiming it would add to the amount of red tape and federal bureaucracy that already slows down and diverts funding away from transport and infrastructure projects. 
Members of the Congress Transportation Committee - and witnesses speaking to a committee hearing - highlighted existing federal programmes and authorities that could be strengthened to finance infrastructure projects more effectively than simply increasing the size of the government. 

Thirty-three state infrastructure banks already exist. 

"We must use every responsible mechanism possible to move projects and expand our capacity to finance infrastructure maintenance and improvements, but a National Infrastructure Bank is dead on arrival in Congress," said Republican committee chairman John Mica. "Thirty-three state infrastructure banks already exist and we can ensure financing and build upon this foundation without creating a new level of federal bureaucracy. 

Republicans dislike – want more states’ rights, don’t trust it and compare it to Fannie and Freddie

Anand 11 MSNBC Staff Writer and Contributor (Anika, “Bank plan would help build bridges, boost jobs Bill gains traction, but foes fear another Fannie-Freddie disaster”, 7-6-2011, MSNBC, http://today.msnbc.msn.com/id/43606379/ns/today-today_news/t/bank-plan-would-help-build-bridges-boost-jobs/#.T-NaCrVYss9) RaPa

Opponents of the BUILD Act question this supposed political neutrality. One skeptic is Rep. John Mica, R-Fla., chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, whose support of the bill is considered critical. “The Senate proposal empowers Washington decision-making and administrative earmarks,” he wrote in an e-mail. “We plan to give states more authority and take approval out of federal hands by empowering state infrastructure banks.” There are currently a handful of state infrastructure banks, although it’s more difficult for them to cross state borders and bring municipalities together to fund national-scale projects. Opponents also point to public-private infrastructure projects that have drawn public criticism, such as the $3.8 billion Indiana Toll Road, which was leased to foreign private investors. “The issues with public-private partnerships and infrastructure banks is that these are just simply another way to collect revenue,” said Todd Spencer, executive vice president of the Owner-Operator Independent Drivers Association, who is critical of the Indiana Toll Road. “The American public, or me for example, have no real faith in the integrity of how those monies would be used.” Manuel Lazerov, founder of private investment firm American Infrastructure Investors, opposes a national bank for different reasons. He insists private equity firms have plenty of money to invest in infrastructure projects without federal help. He doesn't trust the government to get involved and is concerned that the bank will turn into a mess like mortgage giants Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae, which had to be bailed out by the federal government to the tune of $160 billion. “There was the implicit understanding that these were quasi-government institutions, but in no way were those obligations part of the U.S. government,” Lazerov said. “If there was a loss, there was a loss. But the taxpayer wouldn’t be on the hook for that money. As you can see that’s the way it ended up.” 

Even if infrastructure spending is popular, both parties hate the NIB because they would lose earmarking power. 
Orski 11-[Ken, New Geography, “Infrastructure Bank: Losing Favor with the White House,” 8/30/2011, http://www.newgeography.com/content/002408-infrastructure-bank-losing-favor-with-white-house, DKP]

But today, the idea is on life support. Neither the Senate nor the House have seen fit to include the Bank in their proposed transportation bills. Congressional Democrats and Republicans alike are in agreement that decisionmaking control over major federal investments should not be ceded to a group of "unelected bureaucrats." Rather than creating a new federal bureaucracy, they think the focus should be placed on expanding federal credit assistance tools already in place, such as the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) and the Railroad Rehabilitation & Improvement Financing Program (RRIF).

bipart opposition

Bipartisan opposition to NIB—seen as bureaucratic, slow, and too expensive

Orski 11

(Orski, Ken, Former Associate Administrator of the Urban Mass Transportation Administration and government transportation consultant for 2 decades,  “Infrastructure Bank: Losing Favor with the White House?”, August 30, 2011, http://www.newgeography.com/content/002408-infrastructure-bank-losing-favor-with-white-house)

 For a while, it seemed like their plea would be answered. A proposal for a $30 billion infrastructure bank focused on transportation-related investments was included in the President’s FY 2011 budget proposal unveiled last September. As recently as last month, Mr. Obama was mentioning the Infrastructure Bank as part of his job stimulus plan to be unveiled after Labor Day.

But today, the idea is on life support. Neither the Senate nor the House have seen fit to include the Bank in their proposed transportation bills. Congressional Democrats and Republicans alike are in agreement that decisionmaking control over major federal investments should not be ceded to a group of "unelected bureaucrats." Rather than creating a new federal bureaucracy, they think the focus should be placed on expanding federal credit assistance tools already in place, such as the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) and the Railroad Rehabilitation & Improvement Financing Program (RRIF).

There are other reasons for congressional skepticism. House Republicans are suspicious that the Obama-proposed Bank is nothing more than a vehicle for more stimulus spending, disguised as "capital investment." They want the Administration to be more specific about its proposal: how the Bank would be funded, what kind of investments it would fund and how the $30 billion capital would be repaid. "If this is more of the same stimulus spending, we won’t support it," Kevin Smith, spokesman for House Speaker John Boehner (R-OH) has been quoted as saying.
House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee chairman John Mica (R-FL) thinks state-level infrastructure banks would be a more appropriate means of financing major transportation projects at the state and local level. Decentralized infrastructure financing would "keep the federal financing bureaucracy at a minimum and maximize states’ financial capabilities," according to the House transportation reauthorization proposal. 

Senate Democrats, while not necessarily opposed to another fiscal stimulus, want quick results. They fear that a centralized Infrastructure Bank, with its complex governance structure and layers of bureaucratic conditions, requirements and approvals would be far too slow and cumbersome to be an effective job generator. One or two years could pass before large-scale projects appropriate for Bank financing would get evaluated, selected, approved and under construction, one Senate aide told us.

What is more, there is a lack of agreement on how the proposed Infrastructure Bank should function. The Administration wants a mechanism that would serve several different purposes. In the words of Undersecretary for Transportation Policy Roy Kienitz who testified at a September 21, 2010 hearing of the Senate Banking Committee, "We need a financing institution that can provide a range of financing options— grants for projects that by their nature cannot generate revenue, and loans and loan guarantees for projects that can pay for their construction costs out of a revenue stream. In short, we need the Infrastructure Bank that the President has proposed." 

No bipartisan support for NIB—Obama’s being forced to cut his losses

Orski 11

(Orski, Ken, Former Associate Administrator of the Urban Mass Transportation Administration and government transportation consultant for 2 decades,  “Infrastructure Bank: Losing Favor with the White House?”, August 30, 2011, http://www.newgeography.com/content/002408-infrastructure-bank-losing-favor-with-white-house)

 "A national infrastructure bank must garner broad bipartisan support to move forward," says Michael Likosky, Director of NYU's Center on Law & Public Finance and author of a recent book, Obama's Bank:Financing a Durable New Deal. "This means no grants, a multi-sector reach and a realistic idea of what projects will benefit straight away."

President Obama was expected to include the infrastructure bank among his recommended stimulus measures when he lays out his new job-creation plan before the congressional deficit reduction committee in early September. But lately, he seems to have put the idea on the back burner and turned his attention to more traditional "shovel-ready" highway investments using existing financing programs. His advisers may have concluded that the Bank will do little to stimulate immediate job creation--- and that the proposal will find little support among congressional Democrats and Republicans alike. If so, check off the Infrastructure Bank as an idea whose time had come and gone. 

NIB unpopular—bipartisan opposition—GOP thinks its stimulus and dems think it’s too slow 

Orski 11-[Ken, New Geography, “Infrastructure Bank: Losing Favor with the White House,” 8/30/2011, http://www.newgeography.com/content/002408-infrastructure-bank-losing-favor-with-white-house, DKP]

Eighteen months ago, on January 20, 2010, a group of influential politicians, accompanied by a large coterie of representatives of the Washington transportation community, gathered at the Capitol to urge Congress and the Obama Administration to create a "National Infrastructure Bank" to help finance infrastructure investments. The speakers included all the well-known advocates of the Bank: Pennsylvania’s Governor Ed Rendell, Senator Chris Dodd (D-CT), Rep. Rosa DeLauro (D-CT), author of an Infrastructure Bank bill (H.R. 2521), former House Majority Leader Dick Gephardt (D-MO) and Felix Rohatyn, the spiritual godfather of the movement. Standing beside them, in a gesture of support and solidarity, was a large group of executives representing the transportation industry, labor unions and advocacy groups. For a while, it seemed like their plea would be answered. A proposal for a $30 billion infrastructure bank focused on transportation-related investments was included in the President’s FY 2011 budget proposal unveiled last September. As recently as last month, Mr. Obama was mentioning the Infrastructure Bank as part of his job stimulus plan to be unveiled after Labor Day. But today, the idea is on life support. Neither the Senate nor the House have seen fit to include the Bank in their proposed transportation bills. Congressional Democrats and Republicans alike are in agreement that decisionmaking control over major federal investments should not be ceded to a group of "unelected bureaucrats." Rather than creating a new federal bureaucracy, they think the focus should be placed on expanding federal credit assistance tools already in place, such as the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) and the Railroad Rehabilitation & Improvement Financing Program (RRIF). There are other reasons for congressional skepticism. House Republicans are suspicious that the Obama-proposed Bank is nothing more than a vehicle for more stimulus spending, disguised as "capital investment." They want the Administration to be more specific about its proposal: how the Bank would be funded, what kind of investments it would fund and how the $30 billion capital would be repaid. "If this is more of the same stimulus spending, we won’t support it," Kevin Smith, spokesman for House Speaker John Boehner (R-OH) has been quoted as saying. House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee chairman John Mica (R-FL) thinks state-level infrastructure banks would be a more appropriate means of financing major transportation projects at the state and local level. Decentralized infrastructure financing would "keep the federal financing bureaucracy at a minimum and maximize states’ financial capabilities," according to the House transportation reauthorization proposal. Senate Democrats, while not necessarily opposed to another fiscal stimulus, want quick results. They fear that a centralized Infrastructure Bank, with its complex governance structure and layers of bureaucratic conditions, requirements and approvals would be far too slow and cumbersome to be an effective job generator. One or two years could pass before large-scale projects appropriate for Bank financing would get evaluated, selected, approved and under construction, one Senate aide told us.

AT: Obama won’t push

Passage requires presidential push

Plautz, 10 (9/22/2010, Jason, Environment & Energy Daily, “DEVELOPMENT; Backers say infrastructure bank wouldn't repeat Fannie, Freddie mess,” Factiva, JMP)

***Pennsylvania Gov. Ed Rendell (D)

Rendell optimistic about chances

In an interview after the hearing, Rendell said the NIB had a chance of passing during Congress' lame-duck session, but only with more support from the administration.
Attachment to Obama means it will be controversial

Cohn, 11 (8/11/2011, Jonathan, “Selling Public Works to the Tea Party,” http://www.tnr.com/blog/jonathan-cohn/93496/infrastructure-bank-roads-airports-funding-obama-kerry-hutchison, JMP)

The main obstacle to creating the bank, really, is political. On the one hand, the infrastructure has a strong bipartisan and cross-ideological pedigree: In March, when Kerry (a Democrat) and Hutchison (a Republican) held a press conference to unveil their proposal, Richard Trumpka (of the AFL-CIO) and Tom Donohue (of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce) appeared with them to offer their endorsement.

On the other hand, the infrastructure bank is part of Obama's agenda. And, as we've all seen, sometimes that's all it takes to generate fatal Republican opposition.
Purely on the merits, conservatives ought to embrace the infrastructure bank. Alas, that doesn’t mean they will.

Obama empirically does push

Snyder, 11 --- Streetsblog's Capitol Hill editor in September 2010 after covering Congress for Pacifica and public radio (10/28/2011, Tanya, “Why Create an Infrastructure Bank When We Could Just Expand TIFIA?” http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/28/why-create-an-infrastructure-bank-when-we-could-just-expand-tifia/, JMP)

The debate over an infrastructure bank will continue. John Mica has declared the proposal “dead on arrival” but President Obama and Congressional Democrats aren’t letting up easy. Even if next week’s Senate vote fails to get majority support for an infrastructure bank, they’ll continue to push for it.
Presidential involvement and capital key to passage --- empirics

Wolfe, 12 (5/13/2012, Kathryn A. Wolfe, “Nation's potholes need a big fix,” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0512/76254.html, JMP)

The nation’s population is growing at a steady pace, yet infrastructure investments lag. The lifelines of commerce — roads, bridges, runways, ports — are showing their age, and in this era of fiscal austerity it may be a long time before they get rebuilt.

As Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood likes to say, the nation is “one big pothole.”

While Congress may come to terms in conference on patching up the nation’s transportation wounds, there’s no realistic long-term fix waiting in the wings. The problem — as is the case throughout all modes of transportation — comes down to money. The most plausible possibilities to address the deep shortfalls in gasoline tax revenues that fuel the system won’t happen anytime soon. People are driving less or in more efficient cars — and raising the gas tax is a nonstarter in Washington.

The best-case scenario would be little more than a temporary reprieve, leaving Congress until January to start addressing the problem again. And many believe the administration — whoever is in office — will have to lead the way.

“The aspiration is to get a bill that carries us through the end of the next fiscal year, and then in writing hopefully a new multiyear bill in the next administration,” said James Burnley, former transportation secretary under Ronald Reagan, now a partner with Venable. “If the secretary of transportation is willing and able to provide this kind of leadership, it could make a big difference.”

If President Barack Obama retains the White House, his administration will have to step up its involvement in the legislative details of the transportation bill, which some have criticized as lacking.

Obama’s first substantive policy decision related to the transportation bill after taking office was to push for an 18-month extension instead of getting behind then-House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman Jim Oberstar’s bill. And though the administration has sketched out the bones of a plan in its past few budgets, it has failed to submit a full legislative proposal for the transportation bill.

“I think the administration does need to be one of the key leaders in this. It’s fair to say they haven’t really exerted that kind of effort to this point,” said Jack Basso, director of program finance and management at the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. “Any bills I’ve dealt with … the administration was always a key player in there and had to be to bring parties together.”

Obama pushes the plan 

Dvorak 12-[Lola, E-Bulletin, “President Proposes National Infrastructure Bank including Water Projects,” 2/22/2012, http://wp.cwea.org/?p=5403, DKP]

As part of the Administration’s FY 2013 Budget released on February 13, President Obama proposed creating an independent National Infrastructure Bank [NIB] led by infrastructure and financial experts.  The NIB would fund large-scale ($100 million minimum) transportation, water, and energy infrastructure projects. Projects would need to demonstrate a clear public benefit, meet economic, technical and environmental standards, and be backed by a dedicated revenue stream. The NIB would issue loansand loan guarantees to eligible projects that could be extended up to 35 years and would finance no more than 50 percent of the total costs of any project. The remaining costs would have to be covered by, State, local or private co-investors.  Loans would be offered with the same interest rate as similar U.S. Treasury securities.

Obama is pushing the plan

Ellis 11-[John, Business Insider, “The Problem with Obama’s National Infrastructure Bank,” July 12, 2011, http://articles.businessinsider.com/2011-07-12/politics/30008222_1_chinese-steel-national-infrastructure-bank-bridges, DKP]

President Obama frequently cites his idea of a National Infrastructure Bank as something that Congress could authorize quickly that would create jobs in the United States quickly. He said so again yesterday at a press conference on the budget negotiations. "We’ve got the potential to create an infrastructure bank that could put construction workers to work right now," he said, "rebuilding our roads and our bridges and our vital infrastructure all across the country. So those are still areas where I think we can make enormous progress." 

Deficit link

*Will get wrapped into a larger debate about the deficit

Mitchell, 11 (8/15/2011, Josh, “Plan for Highway Bank Faces Uphill Battle; White House Wants Extra Money for Transportation Projects, While GOP Questions How Funds Will Be Allocated, Spent,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904823804576500692477795126.html, JMP)

President Barack Obama is pressing Congress to create a new "infrastructure bank" to finance highway and rail construction, create jobs and jump-start the stalled economy, but the proposal faces hurdles on Capitol Hill.

White House officials have described the bank as a new government entity that would make loans to support public-works projects of regional and national significance with private funding. That includes interstate highways, rail lines linking Midwest farmers to West Coast ports, and equipment for planes to link up to a new satellite-based air-traffic-control network.

By luring more private capital to infrastructure projects with low-interest loans, the bank is designed to provide a long-term solution to more immediate problems.

The law authorizing the gasoline tax that provides the bulk of federal transportation money expires Sept. 30, and the tax, currently at 18.4 cents a gallon, isn't generating enough funds to keep pace with the nation's infrastructure needs anyway.

But the White House, House Republicans and some Senate Democrats differ on the best way to encourage more private investment in public infrastructure. Those disagreements are likely to be swept into a broader debate over how to shrink the federal deficit that could stretch to the November 2012 elections.

Some lawmakers fear that once they return from their August recess, a political fight over spending could delay reauthorization of the law for weeks or even months. The government would lose up to $100 million a day in gas-tax revenue, payments to states would be halted and construction jobs would likely be lost if the law lapses, business groups warn.

There is Republican opposition

Alessi, 11 (9/8/2011, Christopher, “Banking on U.S. Infrastructure Revival,” http://www.cfr.org/economics/banking-us-infrastructure-revival/p25782, JMP)

Congressional Democrats (WSJ)--and President Obama--are Washington's biggest proponents of an independent, national infrastructure bank. They argue that the bank would incite private investment and spur job creation in the short term--while strengthening the foundations of the economy in the long run. But many congressional Republicans say that, as with the stimulus package implemented during the height of the financial crisis, U.S. workers would not immediately feel the effects of infrastructure spending, if at all. Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell says more government spending (NYT) would only strangle already-anemic economic growth.
Not popular --- decision making shift and funding concerns

Mitchell, 11 (8/15/2011, Josh, “Plan for Highway Bank Faces Uphill Battle; White House Wants Extra Money for Transportation Projects, While GOP Questions How Funds Will Be Allocated, Spent,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904823804576500692477795126.html, JMP)

The president's budget proposal in February suggested the bank reside in the Transportation Department and be controlled by an executive director and board of officials from various federal agencies. Projects would need to meet "rigorous" criteria to ensure they benefit the maximum number of people, preventing more "bridges to nowhere."

Some Republicans say that such a bank would simply add a new bureaucracy in Washington and shift decision-making from Congress to the executive branch.

"How this project would be funded, what it would fund and how those funds would be repaid are critical questions the Obama administration has not answered yet," said Kevin Smith, a spokesman for House Speaker John Boehner (R., Ohio). "If this is more of the same 'stimulus' spending, we won't support it."
Dems will force it to be funded with millionaire surtax

Zwillich, 11 (10/12/2011, “Infrastructure Bank Likely to Return as a Political Weapon,” http://transportationnation.org/2011/10/12/infrastructure-bank-likely-to-return-as-a-political-weapon/, JMP)

But if Republican opposition is vehement, Democratic support, at least in the House, seems tepid. Rep. Peter DeFazio (D-Ore.), the subcommittee’s senior Democrat, pointed out loans from an infrastructure banks are just that: loans. They have to be paid back. And he said transportation projects without a dedicated revenue stream, like a toll road, are unlikely to generate the money. Instead, DeFazio and other liberal Democrats back the idea of increased direct government spending on transportation projects as a way to beef up infrastructure and create jobs.

“An infrastructure bank could be useful to help this country deal with a massive infrastructure deficit. But it has its limits,” DeFazio said.

That view was backed up by Ron Utt, a senior research fellow at the Heritage Foundation. “The inevitable source of revenues through an infrastructure bank seem likely to be taxes,” he said.

Still, despite the chilly reception in the House, Senate Democrats seem likely to go ahead with their strategy of pressuring the GOP with repeated votes on jobs projects including an infrastructure bank. The proposal is likely to be paid for with a millionaire’s surtax similar to the one that funded the broader jobs bill.
“We are going to keep at it, and keep at it, and keep at it…and they will see,” Schumer said.

Unpopular --- fiscal climate

Cooper, 11 (3/15/2011, Michael, “Group Wants New Bank to Finance Infrastructure,” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/16/us/politics/16infrastructure.html?_r=1&partner=rss&emc=rss, JMP)

The proposal — sponsored by Senator John Kerry, Democrat of Massachusetts, and Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison, Republican of Texas — would establish an independent bank to provide loans and loan guarantees for projects of regional or national significance. The idea is to attract more infrastructure investment from the private sector: by creating an infrastructure bank with $10 billion now, they say, they could spur up to $640 billion worth of infrastructure spending over the next decade.

“We have a choice,” Mr. Kerry said at a news conference in Washington. “We can either build, and compete, and create jobs for our people, or we can fold up, and let everybody else win. I don’t think that’s America. I don’t believe anybody wants to do that.”

To underscore the need for better infrastructure, two frequent rivals were on hand at the news conference: Richard Trumka, the president of the A.F.L.-C.I.O., and Thomas J. Donohue, the president of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the main business lobby. With a nod to the strange-bedfellows experience of having a labor leader as an ally, Mr. Donohue said, “He and I are going to take our show on the road as the new ‘Odd Couple.’ ”

But the proposal may not have clear sailing. While Senators Harry Reid of Nevada, the majority leader, and Charles E. Schumer of New York, the No. 3 Democrat, will undoubtedly support the measure, Senate officials said the outlook for such a program is dim, given the current fiscal constraints. And Congress, like state governments, has been hesitant to cede control of choosing which projects to finance, even as their spending priorities have often been questioned.
President Obama has called for establishing an infrastructure bank since his 2010 campaign. His budget calls for establishing one — and gives it the catchier name I-Bank — that would work somewhat differently: it would create a $30 billion bank that would invest in transportation projects alone, and that would provide grants as well as loans.

Key GOP members hate the plan—tied to stimulus 

Kurtzleben 11-Data Reporter @ US News and World Report, Former Research Assistant @ George Washington University, MA in International Relations, Media, and Public Affairs @ George Washington University [Danielle, US News, “Are Infrastructure Projects the Answer to America’s Jobs Problem?” 8/22/2011, http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/08/22/are-infrastructure-projects-the-answer-to-americas-jobs-problem, DKP]

Many Republican lawmakers have in the past decried spending on infrastructure. When President Obama introduced the idea of a national infrastructure bank in September 2010, Representative Eric Cantor called it "yet another government stimulus effort" and House Speaker John Boehner called it "more of the same failed 'stimulus' spending," alluding to the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act that the president introduced to counteract the Great Recession. That $787-billion stimulus package created far fewer jobs than the White House had initially predicted, a point that stimulus critics often make. But not all Republicans are opposed to infrastructure spending; Texas Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison, for example, co-sponsored a bill with Massachusetts Democrat John Kerry in March, proposing an infrastructure bank.

Rural lawmakers

Rural lawmakers don’t support a national infrastructure bank

Mitchell, 11 (8/15/2011, Josh, “Plan for Highway Bank Faces Uphill Battle; White House Wants Extra Money for Transportation Projects, While GOP Questions How Funds Will Be Allocated, Spent,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904823804576500692477795126.html, JMP)

The White House didn't respond to a request for comment.

A bill unveiled this year, by Sens. John Kerry (D., Mass), Kay Bailey Hutchison (R., Texas) and Lindsey Graham (R., S.C.), and backed by the Chamber, would take a slightly different approach that could be more palatable to conservatives.

First, the price tag would be lower, with the bank getting $10 billion in initial "seed money." Aides to Mr. Kerry said last week that they were looking to lower that amount further and trying to find savings from other programs to fund the bank.

The bank would be controlled by a chief executive and a board appointed by the president and confirmed by the Senate. And it would issue only loans and loan guarantees, not grants, which critics have called a handout.

The proposal also requires that projects have a dedicated revenue stream—tolls—to ensure the money is paid back. And by limiting funding assistance to 50% of a project's costs, proponents say, the risk to taxpayers would be limited.

Mr. Kerry said the bank, under his bill, would finance economically viable projects without political influence.
"We can't keep pace with our rapidly crumbling infrastructure, and at the same time hardworking Americans are out of work. An infrastructure bank is the key to addressing both problems," Mr. Kerry said in a statement.

Both proposals probably would face resistance from rural lawmakers, whose states are less likely to have large-scale projects able to draw private investors. They fear that the funding would go to the most populous regions, such as California and the Northeast.

Link turns case

Will trigger congressional oversight and meddling in funding decisions

Economist, 11 (4/28/2011, “Life in the slow lane; Americans are gloomy about their economy’s ability to produce. Are they right to be? We look at two areas of concern, transport infrastructure and innovation,” http://www.economist.com/node/18620944, JMP)

Whatever the source of new revenue, America’s Byzantine funding system will remain an obstacle to improved planning. Policymakers are looking for ways around these constraints. Supporters of a National Infrastructure Bank—Mr Obama among them—believe it offers America just such a shortcut. A bank would use strict cost-benefit analyses as a matter of course, and could make interstate investments easier. A European analogue, the European Investment Bank, has turned out to work well. Co-owned by the member states of the European Union, the EIB holds some $300 billion in capital which it uses to provide loans to deserving projects across the continent. EIB funding may provide up to half the cost for projects that satisfy EU objectives and are judged cost-effective by a panel of experts.

American leaders hungrily eye the private money the EIB attracts, spying a potential solution to their own fiscal dilemma. But there are no free lunches. To keep project costs down, the bank must offer low rates, which depend in turn upon low capital costs. That may be impossible without government backing, but the spectacular failure of the two government-sponsored housing organisations, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, illustrates the dangers of such an arrangement. The EIB mitigates this problem by attempting to maximise public return rather than profit. To earn funding, projects must meet developmental and environmental goals, along with other requirements. But giving the bank a public mission would invite congressional oversight—and tempt legislators to meddle in funding decisions. The right balance of government support and independence may prove elusive.

**PLAN POPULAR**
Laundry list

NIB is popular—bipartisan support and backing from unions and business

Cooper 11


(Cooper, Michael, “Group Wants New Bank to Finance Infrastructure”, New York Times, March 15, 2011, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/16/us/politics/16infrastructure.html)

 Amid growing concerns that the nation’s infrastructure is deteriorating, a group of Democrats, Republicans, and labor and business leaders called Tuesday for the creation of a national infrastructure bank to help finance the construction of things like roads, bridges, water systems and power grids. 

The proposal — sponsored by Senator John Kerry, Democrat of Massachusetts, and Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison, Republican of Texas — would establish an independent bank to provide loans and loan guarantees for projects of regional or national significance. The idea is to attract more infrastructure investment from the private sector: by creating an infrastructure bank with $10 billion now, they say, they could spur up to $640 billion worth of infrastructure spending over the next decade. 

 “We have a choice,” Mr. Kerry said at a news conference in Washington. “We can either build, and compete, and create jobs for our people, or we can fold up, and let everybody else win. I don’t think that’s America. I don’t believe anybody wants to do that.” 

To underscore the need for better infrastructure, two frequent rivals were on hand at the news conference: Richard Trumka, the president of the A.F.L.-C.I.O., and Thomas J. Donohue, the president of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the main business lobby. With a nod to the strange-bedfellows experience of having a labor leader as an ally, Mr. Donohue said, “He and I are going to take our show on the road as the new ‘Odd Couple.’ ” 

NIB is popular with Democrats and business 

Greene 11

(Greene, Brian, political correspondent, “Is Obama's National Infrastructure Bank the Answer on Jobs?”, US News and World Report,  October 6, 2011, http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/10/06/is-obamas-national-infrastructure-bank-the-answer-on-jobs)FS

Support for the National Infrastructure Bank from Democratic members of Congress and senior White House officials is unsurprising, but the Progressive Policy Institute's forum also featured leaders of multinational businesses. Dan DiMicco, the chairman and CEO of Nucor, North America's largest steel manufacturing company, explained, "What's good for America is good for Nucor." DiMicco clarified by saying that his company is interested in changing the trend of sending domestically manufactured steel abroad for building projects. Ed Smith, CEO of Ullico Inc., a major provider of insurance and financial solutions for labor unions, described his company's idea of the "double bottom line" approach. The strategy involves looking for investments that produce both profits and jobs, a criteria that infrastructure investment fits well. Daryl Dulaney, president and CEO of Siemens, was open in his concern that doing business in the United States was getting too expensive. He explained that a Siemens operation that produces wind turbines in Fort Madison, Iowa, had to rebuild railways in the area to transport its product. "How many companies are going to do that?" he asked the panel. 

NIB is popular with industry and union leadership—they’re already pushing it

US Newswire 10

(January 20, 2010, “Coalition Urges Congress and Obama Administration to Create National Infrastructure Bank”, US Newswire, ProQuest)FS

"It will continue to be difficult, if not impossible, to build the kind of complex, multi-year infrastructure projects we need to remain globally competitive without having a viable National Infrastructure Bank," said Stephen E. Sandherr, CEO, Associated General Contractors of America (AGC). "We need a comprehensive approach to tackling our infrastructure that includes robust multi-year funding, significant regulatory reforms and a National Infrastructure Bank." "While a National Infrastructure Bank is no silver bullet, if appropriately designed and with sufficient political autonomy, it could improve both the efficiency and effectiveness of future federal infrastructure projects of national significance," said Robert Puentes, Senior Fellow, Brookings Institution's Metropolitan Policy Program. "As the nation struggles to address its growing transportation infrastructure needs, policymakers need to consider all current and new opportunities to support investments in these areas," saidPete Ruane, President and CEO, American Road & Transportation Builders Association (ARTBA). "A National Infrastructure Bank must be included in that evaluation." "In this era of constrained finances and mounting needs on a national scale, the Infrastructure Bank would spur innovation in funding large-scale transportation projects critical to job creation and to our future economy," said James Corless, Director, Transportation for America. "Because projects would compete based on merit, it would help to select the investments that do the most to advance our national goals, whatever the mode: rail, highway, ports or public transportation." "Sound water and wastewater infrastructure is necessary to public health, a successful economy, and our way of life," said Tom Curtis, Deputy Executive Director, American Water Works Association (AWWA). "A National Infrastructure Bank would provide America's water and sewer systems with low-cost capital to increase investment in this vital sector." "Investing in infrastructure creates jobs in the short term and economic growth in the long term," said Robert L. Borosage, Co-Director, Campaign for America's Future. "A National Infrastructure Bank is a vital step to rebuilding our economy and keeping us competitive in the global marketplace." "Working people across the country are anxious to see what their elected representatives will do to address the crisis in American manufacturing," said United Steelworkers International President Leo W. Gerard. "Creating a National Infrastructure Bank and passing the jobs bill are two ways the current Congress can demonstrate their commitment to workers and their families." "History has shown that when our nation invests in its core infrastructure needs, economic progress inevitably follows," said Mark H. Ayers, President, Building and Construction Trades Department (AFL-CIO)."This is important to remember as we grapple to address the twin problems of economic growth and job creation. Infrastructure development was the key driver that fueled our nation's industrial dominance in the 20th century, and it can be poised to do so again in the 21st century. To meet our long-term infrastructure needs we need the establishment of a National Infrastructure Bank, whereby federal resources will be allocated more efficiently and effectively. When the National Infrastructure Bank is operational, America's Building Trades Unions and our members will be ready to build the infrastructure that our 21st century economy so desperately needs." "CMAA strongly supports creation of a National Infrastructure Bank because it would depoliticize infrastructure investment and create major new opportunities to fund vitally important projects," said Bruce D'Agostino, President and CEO, Construction Management Association of America (CMAA). "We simply must make it a national priority to repair, modernize, and expand our transportation and other resources. We need a sound long-term strategy that devotes adequate and consistent funding to these tasks. They cannot be dealt with successfully through any series of quick fixes. We also need to assure that this major funding is spent with accountability, transparency, and maximum application of recognized Construction Management Standards of Practice." "America's infrastructure faces critical needs that unfortunately go well beyond the capacity of the traditional funding mechanisms currently in existence," said David A. Raymond, President, American Council of Engineering Companies (ACEC), the business association of America's engineering industry, representing more than 5, 500 engineering companies and more than half a million engineers and related professional services employees nationwide. "We need to expand those core funding programs, but it's absolutely essential that we go further and employ new financing tools like the National Infrastructure Bank to meet urgent and critical infrastructure needs." "If we're going to maintain the ability to move people, goods, and ideas that allowed America to become the most prosperous nation in the world, we need to make significant investments in a 21st century infrastructure," said Jim Kessler, Vice President for Policy, Third Way. "A National Infrastructure Bank would make a critical contribution by supporting projects on merit and harnessing public and private capital to bridge the infrastructure gap." "Europe, China and Japan have all used infrastructure banks to fund major, cross-border projects of long lasting significance," said Maureen L. McAvey, Executive Vice President, Initiatives Group, Urban Land Institute. "An American Infrastructure Bank should operate as a bank, independently underwriting loans to important projects. In the case of major airports, transportation, water and other projects, repayment plans could be developed over the life of the project often 40-50 years. This would bring billions of new money, private and public, to invest in sorely needed modernization and new construction. As population continues to expand and metropolitan areas grow, this is essential." "A properly structured Infrastructure Bank could help prioritize and accelerate much needed infrastructure projects nationwide," said Dr. Adrian Moore, Vice President, Reason Foundation. "Reason Foundation supports moving forward on designing an Infrastructure Bank that will supplement current funding mechanism and provide greater leverage of user fee revenues and private capital investments." "The janitors, nurses, building security, public employee, hospitality and other hardworking members of SEIU know that investing in safe bridges is an investment for both the safety of our families and jobs for our community," said Anna Burger, Secretary-Treasurer, SEIU. "We know that investments in building efficiency are investments in both the environment and good paying jobs that can support a family and cannot be outsourced. And we know that investing in telecommunications is an investment in delivering the educational edge our children need for tomorrow's economy and jobs throughout the country for today's workers who stand ready to do them. A National Infrastructure Bank is an important investment in a stronger economic future for generations of Americans to come." 

The creation of a new agency and appointments causes Congressional backlash, even from allies

Palmer 9 (Palmer, Betsy, Congressional analyst, “Evolution of the Senate’s Role in the Nomination and Confirmation Process: A Brief History”, Congressional Research Service, http://www.senate.gov/CRSReports/crs-publish.cfm?pid='0E%2C*P%5C%3F%3F%20P%20%20%0A)FS

Over time, the Senate has developed a series of procedures to deal with the concerns of its Members on nominations. First is the custom of senatorial courtesy, whereby Senators from the same party as the President might influence a nomination or kill it by objecting to it. This custom has not always been observed absolutely, but it has allowed Senators to play a fairly large role, particularly in the selection of nominees within a Senator’s home state, such as for district court judgeships. For judicial nominations, the Judiciary Committee has developed a tradition of “blue slips,” a document used to get a home-state Senator’s opinion on a judicial nomination. The chair of the committee determines how much weight to give a home-state Senator’s objection to a judicial nominee. Other procedures that Senators have used to express their position on a nomination include holds, an informal procedure that can allow a single Senator to block action on a nomination (or legislation), and filibusters, extended debate that can block an up-or-down vote on a nomination (or legislation). Both procedures have been used to delay or block action on nominations.

Bipart

NIB has bipartisan support

Isidore 11 (Staff writer for CNN “Infrastructure Bank: fixing how we fix roads” http://money.cnn.com/2011/09/07/news/economy/jobs_infrastructure/index.htm)

NEW YORK (CNNMoney) -- It sounds like the latest Apple product, but it has the power to create far more jobs with little government money. The I-Bank, or infrastructure bank, has support of both Democrats, Republicans and big business. Legislation has been co-sponsored in the Senate by Democrat John Kerry of Massachusetts and Republican Kay Bailey Hutchinson of Texas. It is likely to once again get support from President Obama when he lays out his jobs agenda. The idea is to create a government agency to help arrange financing for infrastructure projects using investments from private investors. Working through the I-Bank, the government would encourage private investment by providing cheap loans and loan guarantees. But it would only fund a fraction of the overall cost, just enough to attract private investors who would provide most of the financing. States and municipalities would get much needed upgrades of bridges and roads. The local economies would get a stimulus boost from more people working. And the lion's share of the money would come from major institutional investors -- pension funds, hedge funds and sovereign wealth funds from other countries.

NIB is popular on both sides of the aisle

 US Newswire 10

(January 20, 2010, “Coalition Urges Congress and Obama Administration to Create National Infrastructure Bank”, US Newswire, ProQuest)FS

 Today, at a news conference on Capitol Hill, a broad coalition of members of Congress, experts and stakeholders called on Congress and the Obama Administration to create a National Infrastructure Bank (NIB) to help generate the investment needed for infrastructure projects of regional and national importance. 

"America needs a variety of methods -- action by the government and private sector, current and new revenues, and federal leadership and local innovation -- to repair and modernize our nation's infrastructure," said Governor Ed Rendell (PA), Co-chair, Building America's Future. "A National Infrastructure Bank should play a role as a funding and financing vehicle for projects that have major national or regional impact. This is an important reform that is urgently needed to address our nation's infrastructure funding shortfalls." 

A National Infrastructure Bank would help improve the nation's roads and highways, bridges, ports, rail (freight and passenger), drinking and waste water treatment plants, smart grid, broadband, and schools. 

"Too many of our cities have structurally deficient bridges and outdated water and sewer pipes still made of wood," said Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger (CA), Co-chair, Building America's Future. "Faced with shrinking revenues and budget deficits, the National Infrastructure Bank could help finance projects that will allow cities and states to provide the high quality of life and safety our citizens deserve." 

A National Infrastructure Bank could also serve as an effective vehicle to ensure that long-term funding was maximized and allocated to projects based on merit, rather than politics. 

"Funding infrastructure projects that are in the pipeline and can be started in the next year is one of the most effective ways Congress can support job creation and economic growth," said Mayor Michael Bloomberg (NYC), Co-chair, Building America's Future. "But we have to go further, with long-term reform of how projects get built in this country. One way to do that is through creation of an independent, nonpartisan entity -- a National Infrastructure Bank -- that would fund our most vital needs based on merit, not politics." 

"Any strategy for long-term job creation and economic growth must be centered on moving from a consumption economy to an economy that puts people to work building things again," said Representative Rosa DeLauro (D-CT)."That is why I introduced the National Infrastructure Development Bank Act, to establish an independent entity that can objectively leverage significant investment into the transportation, environmental, energy and telecommunications infrastructure systems critical to rebuilding America and keeping us competitive in the 21st century. The coalition assembled today demonstrates the broad support behind moving forward with the establishment of a National Infrastructure Bank as part of a bold, forward-looking and transformative U.S. infrastructure policy." 

"With a National Infrastructure Bank, Los Angeles and other cities could jump start sustainable transit and infrastructure projects and energize the economic recovery," said Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa (D). "It's a win-win for everyone -- for jobs, the environment, public health, and the economy." 

"A national infrastructure that facilitates America's competitive position in the 21st century will be essential for our future," said former Senator Chuck Hagel (R-NE)."New and creative thinking and institutions, like a National Infrastructure Bank, will be required to finance this critical infrastructure." 

"Establishing a National Infrastructure Bank is a solution that both sides of the aisle can readily embrace for the simple fact that it is sure-fire economic policy," stated former House Democratic Leader Dick Gephardt (D-MO), President and CEO, Gephardt Government Affairs. "The urgency for jobs felt by individuals on Main Street is more acute than ever. A National Infrastructure Bank will fuel economic opportunities at the local, state and national levels. We need the smartest policies in place now to ensure that the federal government does what it can to improve our nation's infrastructure while at the same time improving our economy." 

Lobbies

NIB is popular with the contracting lobby

Carna 11

 (Carna, Timothy, staff reporter citing Congressional Testimony, “Infrastructure Bank Will Not Happen, Mica Says at Congressional Hearing”, Transport Topics 3968, October 17, 2011. Vol 7. Issue 84, ProQuest)FS

 The Associated General Contractors of America has been pushing for an infrastructure bank for years, as a way to consolidate a variety of existing financing programs, such as TIFIA and the Railroad Rehabilitation & Improvement Financing program, AGC spokesman Brian Turmail told TT. 

"We see it as an important component" of a financing system that includes traditional funding, he said. 

**NIB PROCESS UNPOPULAR**

These can be net benefits to TIFIA, states, or any CP that doesn’t require the creation of an independent entity like the NIB.

Appointments to oversee programs cause backlash 

Schwemle et al 11 (Schwemle, Barbara,  American government analyst, July 19, 2011, “The Debate Over Selected Presidential Assistants and Advisors: Appointment, Accountability, and Congressional Oversight”, Congressional Research Servichttp://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R40856.pdf) FS
A number of the appointments made by President Barack Obama to his Administration or by Cabinet secretaries to their departments have been referred to, especially by the news media, as “czars.” For some, the term is being used to quickly convey an appointee’s title (e.g., climate “czar”) in shorthand. For others, it is being used to convey a sense that power is being centralized in the White House or certain entities. When used in the political-science literature, the term generally refers to White House policy coordination or an intense focus by the appointee on an issue of great magnitude. Congress has taken note of these appointments; several Members have introduced legislation or sent letters to President Obama to express their concerns. Legislation introduced in the 112 th Congress includes H.R. 59, the Sunset All Czars Act, and H.Con.Res. 3, expressing the Sense of Congress on “czars.” Section 2262 of P.L. 112-10, the Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011, enacted on April 15, 2011, prohibits the use of funds to pay the salaries and expenses for the Director of the White House Office of Health Reform; Assistant to the President for Energy and Climate Change; Senior Advisor to the Secretary of the Treasury assigned to the Presidential Task Force on the Auto Industry and Senior Counselor for Manufacturing Policy; and White House Director of Urban Affairs. On June 22, 2011, Senator David Vitter introduced an amendment (S.Amdt. 499) to S. 679, the Presidential Appointment Efficiency and Streamlining Act of 2011, that would have ended the appointments of presidential czars who have not been subject to the advice and consent of the Senate and prohibited the use of funds for any salaries and expenses for appointed czars. The amendment was not agreed to on a vote of 47-51 (Record No. 95) on June 23, 2011. Section 632 of H.R. 2434, the Financial Services and General Government Appropriations Act, 2012, as reported by the House Committee on Appropriations on July 7, 2011, would prohibit the use of funds to pay the salaries and expenses for the White House Director of the Office of Health Reform, or any substantially similar position; Assistant to the President for Energy and Climate Change, or any substantially similar position; Senior Advisor to the Secretary of the Treasury assigned to the Presidential Task Force on the Auto Industry and Senior Counselor for Manufacturing Policy, or any substantially similar position; and White House Director of Urban Affairs, or any substantially similar position. The Senate Subcommittee on the Constitution of the Committee on the Judiciary, and the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs conducted hearings on the “czar” issue in the 111 th Congress on October 6, 2009, and October 22, 2009, respectively. A summary of the hearings is included in this report. 

NIB not popular—Congress won’t release control to an independent agency 

Lind 9- Policy Director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation, B.A. in English and History, University of Austin, Texas, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, J.D., University of Texas Law School, Assistant to the Director of the U.S. State Department’s Center for the Study of Foreign Affairs, Editor of New American Contract, and a columnist for Salon magazine. Lind was a guest lecturer at Harvard Law School and has taught at Johns Hopkins and Virginia Tech. He has been an editor or staff writer at The New Yorker, Harper's Magazine, The New Republic and The National Interest. Lind has published a number of books on U.S. history, political economy, foreign policy and politics [Michael, McKinsey Quarterly, “The right way to invest in infrastructure,” December 2009, http://mkqpreview1.qdweb.net/The_right_way_to_invest_in_infrastructure_2484, DKP]
But the hard facts in favor of a national infrastructure bank have led to an even harder political reality. Although President Obama indicated support for such a bank during his campaign, Congress so far has been unwilling to relinquish control of decision making over individual infrastructure projects to an independent agency—and isn’t going to do so anytime soon. And the creation of an infrastructure bank that would be a mere pass-through vehicle for Congressional appropriations would be pointless. So in the absence of firm plans for a national infrastructure bank, we must at least proceed with alternate forms of infrastructure investment.

Obama not pushing the bank—takes too long to generate stimulus 
Orski 11-[Ken, New Geography, “Infrastructure Bank: Losing Favor with the White House,” 8/30/2011, http://www.newgeography.com/content/002408-infrastructure-bank-losing-favor-with-white-house, DKP]

President Obama was expected to include the infrastructure bank among his recommended stimulus measures when he lays out his new job-creation plan before the congressional deficit reduction committee in early September. But lately, he seems to have put the idea on the back burner and turned his attention to more traditional "shovel-ready" highway investments using existing financing programs. His advisers may have concluded that the Bank will do little to stimulate immediate job creation--- and that the proposal will find little support among congressional Democrats and Republicans alike. If so, check off the Infrastructure Bank as an idea whose time had come and gone.

