INFRASTRUCTURE BANK AFF
1AC- Plan
PLAN: The United States Federal Government should substantially increase transportation infrastructure investment for establishing a national infrastructure bank.

1AC- Solvency

The plan solves competitiveness, maximizes investments, and minimizes costs.

Rohatyn, 2011

Felix G. Rohatyn, Special Advisor to the Chairman and CEO, Lazard Freres and Co. LLC, Brookings Institution, Council on Foreign Relations, “Infrastructure Investment and U.S. Competitiveness” April 5, http://www.cfr.org/united-states/infrastructure-investment-us-competitiveness/p24585
While America's economic competitors and partners around the world make massive investments in public infrastructure, our nation's roads and bridges, schools and hospitals, airports and railways, ports and dams, waterlines, and air-control systems are rapidly and dangerously deteriorating. China, India, and European nations are spending--or have spent--the equivalent of hundreds of billions of dollars on efficient public transportation, energy, and water systems. Meanwhile, the American Society of Civil Engineers estimated in 2005 that it would take $1.6 trillion simply to make U.S. infrastructure dependable and safe. The obvious, negative impact of this situation on our global competitiveness, quality of life, and ability to create American jobs is a problem we no longer can ignore. One way to finance the rebuilding of our country is by creating a national infrastructure bank that is owned by the federal government but not operated by it. The bank would be similar to the World Bank and European Investment Bank. Funded with a capital base of $50 to $60 billion, the infrastructure bank would have the power to insure bonds of state and local governments, provide targeted and precise subsidies, and issue its own thirty- to fifty-year bonds to finance itself with conservative 3:1 gearing. Such a bank could easily leverage $250 billion of new capital in its first several years and as much as $1 trillion over a decade. Run by an independent board nominated by the president and confirmed by the Senate, the bank would finance projects of regional and national significance, directing funds to their most important uses. It would provide a guidance system for the $73 billion that the federal government spends annually on infrastructure and avoid wasteful "earmark" appropriations. The bank's source of funding would come from funds now dedicated to existing federal programs. Legislation has been proposed that would create such an infrastructure bank. Congresswoman Rosa DeLauro (D-CT) has introduced a House bill, and Senators John Kerry (D-MA) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX) have brought forward legislation in the Senate. The Senate bill, with $10 billion of initial funding, is a modest proposal but passing it would give us a strong start. We should regard infrastructure spending as an investment rather than an expense and should establish a national, capital budget for infrastructure. While this idea is not new, it has been unable to gain political traction. From a federal budgeting standpoint, it would be the wisest thing to do. President Obama and Congress should take action promptly.

Federal support for establishing a national infrastructure bank is key to smart investment.

Cooper, 2012

Donna Cooper, Senior Fellow with the Economic Policy Team, Center for American Progress, “Meeting the Infrastructure Imperative” February 2012 http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/pdf/infrastructure.pdf
Policymakers are increasingly looking to the private sector to help finance large-scale infrastructure projects. The formation of a National Infrastructure Bank is essential to making a rational, efficient, and more transparent environment for private investors to participate in rebuilding our public assets. Large infrastructure investors are putting their capital to work in other countries where regional, publicly chartered investment banks such as the European Investment Bank make the process of identifying and investing large-scale financially viable projects routinized, predictable, and clearer than in the United States. For instance, in 2010 the European Investment Bank invested more than $5 billion in high-speed rail projects; $3 billion in road and bridge improvements; $12 billion in sustainable urban transit including light rail, buses, and subways; and $134 million in inland waterway improvements. It’s a major investor in energy infrastructure lending more than $13 billion for alternative energy generation and transmission projects. These European Investment Bank investments are on top of the investments made individually by the individual nation states in the European Union. 110 President Obama; Sens. John Kerry (D-MA), Kay Hutchinson (R-TX), and Mark Warner (D-VA); and Rep. Rosa DeLauro (D-CT) are champions for different approaches to forming a National Infrastructure Bank. 111 The key attribute of the Kerry/Hutchinson/Warner Bill is that it provides the largest pool of financing capital, proposing to enable $30 billion in federal loans or loan guarantees over 10 years. These funds are expected to leverage $130 billion in private or nonfederal investment. Their proposal requires that 95 percent of the value of projects financed must be made in the form of loans with 5 percent reserved for subsidizing projects that are important but not able to fully repay their loan obligation without some modest federal assistance. Rep. DeLauro’s proposal has the broadest scope permitting investments in water, energy transportation, and telecommunication infrastructure. Ultimately if Congress has an interest in funding large-scale infrastructure improvements with limited federal support, there needs to be a financial intermediary that can carefully review the merits and financial feasibility of largescale projects. This is especially true where integrated infrastructure projects are undertaken, such as new road projects that are built in tandem with rail, new freight projects that are built in tandem with port expansions, or new water projects that generate or conserve energy. Projects of this sort need a more robust federal “home” so that private financiers and state and local agencies will not have to make redundant pitches to federal agencies seeking support. A National Infrastructure Bank would be an ideal venue for those more cutting-edge and efficient ways of building our infrastructure. This bank could identify the most critical multistate efforts and forge partnerships that leverage federal, state, and private funds to build the projects where the need is the greatest and the financial return is clear. A National Infrastructure Bank, however, needs to be accountable to Congress and the executive branch; its investment strategy must be aligned with the goals and strategies as set by Congress, and the implementation of that strategy must be closely coordinated with the executive branch and its relevant infrastructure agencies. If this is not created, then CAP recommends the creation of a “green bank.” This entity would be charged with creating a coordinated approach to energy technology innovations, employing a full menu of financial tools to enable private-sector investors to partner with the government and leverage $40 billion in private investment in financially viable energy infrastructure improvements.  

1AC- Competitiveness
Advantage one is competitiveness. We will isolate 3 internal links.
1. Manufacturing: It’s at the tipping point- studies confirm, now is the key time.

Kaushal, Mayor, and Riedl, 2011

by Arvind Kaushal, Thomas Mayor, and Patricia Riedl, Strategy Business, “Manufacturing’s Wake-Up Call” August 23, http://www.strategy-business.com/article/11306?gko=c3e5f

A debate over the future of U.S. manufacturing is intensifying. Optimists point to the relatively cheap dollar and the shrinking wage gap between China and the U.S. as reasons the manufacturing sector could come back to life, boosting U.S. competitiveness and reviving the fortunes of the American middle class. Whenever production statistics in the U.S. surge, it seems to bolster that hope; as New York Times columnist and Nobel laureate Paul Krugman put it in May 2011, “Manufacturing is one of the bright spots of a generally disappointing recovery.” But then when disappointing economic growth indicators are released, the pessimists weigh in. They argue that the U.S. has permanently lost its manufacturing competitiveness in many sectors to China and other countries, that the sector is still declining after years of offshoring and neglect, and that it might never return to its role as the linchpin of the U.S. economy. Both the optimists and the pessimists are partially correct. U.S. manufacturing is at a moment of truth. Currently, U.S. factories competitively produce about 75 percent of the products that the nation consumes. A series of identifiable smart actions and choices by business leaders, educators, and policymakers could lead to a robust, manufacturing-driven economic future and push that figure up to 95 percent. Alternatively, if the U.S. manufacturing sector remains neglected, its output could fall by half, meeting less than 40 percent of the nation’s demand, and U.S. manufacturing capabilities could then erode past the point of no return. Those findings emerge from a recent sector-by-sector analysis of U.S. industrial competitiveness, along with a survey of 200 manufacturing executives and experts, conducted by Booz & Company and the University of Michigan’s Tauber Institute for Global Operations. (So researchers could best analyze the relationship between U.S. employment and the future of manufacturing, plants located in the United States were counted as American, regardless of where the company that owned them is headquartered.) The studies — which included comparisons to similar Booz & Company studies of China and Switzerland — found that the U.S. has a much more productive manufacturing base than many people think. But no single country, not even China or the U.S., can claim to be the factory of the world, in the way the United States was after World War II.
Only effective investments can maintain competitiveness and prevent transportation costs.

NAM, 2012

National Association of Manufacturers, “ILRP-01 Transportation Policy” http://www.nam.org/Issues/Official-Policy-Positions/Infrastructure-Legal-Regulatory-Policy/ILRP-01-Transportation-Policy.aspx

Transportation is the lifeblood of any economy. Transportation efficiencies, including adequate infrastructure and sound regulatory policies, can contribute greatly to national economic growth and competitiveness. At present, our transportation infrastructure is in a state of disrepair. The safe and efficient movement of freight and people across our country over land, water, or by air requires a renewed commitment to the maintenance and expansion of our transportation infrastructure. 1.01. National Transportation Policy The NAM supports transportation policies that: • Emphasize safety. The public welfare—including the protection of life, property and productivity—warrants reasonable expenditures and regulations to address identified safety concerns in a cost-beneficial manner. • Ensure U.S. manufacturing competitiveness by providing increased federal, state and local funding for maintaining, improving and expanding public infrastructure. Excise taxes and other fees charged directly for transportation-related development should be used for transportation-related infrastructure expenses. Alternative financing mechanisms including public-private partnerships, where appropriate, should be encouraged.

2. Exports:

Smart infrastructure investments are key to accessing foreign markets.
Treasury Department, 2012

A Report Prepared by the Department of the Treasury with the Council of Economic Advisers, “A New economic analysis of infrastructure investment” March 23, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf

American firms rely on infrastructure to enable efficient supply chain management and the transportation of goods to the point of sale. Investments in transportation infrastructure would allow firms in all 50 states to have the opportunity to benefit from growth in foreign markets. According to an analysis by the Brookings Institution, exports account for 8 percent of total U.S. employment 48 ; smart investments in infrastructure have the potential to create more jobs in export-oriented U.S. companies. The President’s National Export Initiative calls for the “Departments of Commerce and Transportation [to enter] into a Memorandum of Understanding to work together and with stakeholders to develop and implement a comprehensive, competitiveness-focused national freight policy. The resulting policy will foster end-to-end U.S. freight infrastructure improvements that facilitate the movement of goods for export and domestic use.” 49AC Moreover, the Department of Transportation “estimates that population growth, economic development, and trade will almost double the demand for rail freight transportation by 2035.” 50 Export growth has been strong during the recovery. In 2011, exports were up over 33 percent from 2009, meaning that America is ahead of schedule in meeting the President’s goal of doubling exports over 2009 levels by the end of 2014. 
Exports key to competitiveness and sustainable economic growth.

Wall Street Journal, 2011

Wall Street Journal CEO Council, “Building a US export economy” November, 2011 http://www.pwc.com/en_US/us/executive-business-briefing/pdfs/WSJ_briefing-Exports-reduced_file-11.7.11.pdf
Increasing US exports may well be crucial to both the resolution of global economic imbalances and the ability of US firms to capitalize on the rise of emerging economies. But US companies are struggling to extend their domestic competitiveness to export markets, and executives are looking to improvements in education and regulation to change that dynamic. Enhancing US export performance is one approach to resolve global economic imbalances. Seventy-two percent of the 202 global executives we surveyed for the actual meeting of The Wall Street Journal CEO Council said that increasing US exports is the key to achieving the long-term goals of reducing US debt and achieving sustainable growth.

3. Jobs:

Smart infrastructure investment is key to jobs and reducing oil dependence- studies are overwhelming.
Smith, 2010

Dan Smith, Transportation Associate, U.S. Public Interest Research Group, “Better Transportation Investment Creates More Jobs” September 16, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/dan/better-transportation-inv_b_719527.html

With almost one in ten American workers currently unemployed, smart investment in infrastructure is an efficient way to create jobs right now. The job creation potential of infrastructure has been well-documented. Economists Mark Zandi and Alan Blinder, for example, explain in a report they coauthored that every dollar spent on infrastructure yields $1.57 in economic growth. To generate the most jobs, every study has shown that it is important to prioritize investments in public transportation. Academic analysis concludes that public transit generates 31 percent more jobs per billion dollars invested than similar spending on highways. Models developed with the Federal Highway Administration likewise show transit investments generate 19 percent more jobs. Similarly, an analysis of U.S. Department of Transportation data shows that 2008 stimulus dollars spent on public transportation projects created up to twice as many jobs as highway spending for the same amount of money. The consistent finding is clear: to create jobs, invest in public transportation. For spending on highways, it is important that money be directed to repair and maintenance rather than the construction of new highways. Too many roads and bridges across America remain in a state of disrepair that pose dangers and cause costly delays. Although investment in highway repair does not create as many jobs as public transit, it creates 9 percent more jobs per billion dollars than building new highway miles, according to the same studies. Additionally, the long-term development of a national high-speed rail network could be critical to rebuilding America's declining manufacturing sector. Auto factories that were shut down during the last decade could be reopened and repurposed to manufacture the new railcars and bullet trains of the future. Better Transportation Investment Reduces our Dependence on Oil Our transportation system consumes more oil than the entire economy of any other country in the world, other than China, according to Department of Energy data. The disastrous consequences of our oil addiction were on full display last spring when billions of gallons of oil spilled into the Gulf. Our over-reliance on oil is also a national security concern, as it forces our nation to rely on foreign regimes which are often hostile or unstable. Investing in more and better public transportation is critical to reducing America's oil dependence because it provides more energy-efficient ways to travel. Existing public transit reduced the amount of gasoline America used in 2006 by 3.4 billion gallons, according to an analysis of EPA data. The U.S. PIRG Education Fund calculated that this saved us over $9 billion in gas costs. Not surprisingly, metropolitan areas with better public transit systems accounted for most of these oil savings. To partially pay for the proposed investment, President Obama rightly calls for cutting government subsidies for oil companies. There is no reason why corporations, like Exxon-Mobil and BP, that make billions in profits should receive public handouts and tax subsidies. These unnecessary tax breaks and subsidies should be eliminated, and the savings should be used to pay for cleaner, more efficient transportation projects. Better Transportation Investment Reduces Congestion and Pollution In addition to creating jobs and reducing our oil dependence, investment in public transportation and high-speed rail would reduce traffic congestion and global-warming pollution. For instance, the Texas Transportation Institute's 2007 Annual Urban Mobility Report calculated that public transit prevented over 500 million hours of delays in 2005, saving the country more than $10 billion. Also, our transportation system accounts for a full third of the country's global warming pollution. The U.S. PIRG Education Fund calculated that public transit reduced emissions of harmful global warming pollution by 26 million metric tons in 2006. That is equivalent to taking almost 5 million cars off the road. Better Transportation Investment Means Less Earmarks, and More Results In addition to providing much needed funding for more public transportation, President Obama's plan seeks to spend our transportation dollars more efficiently. Over 100 federal programs would be consolidated under the proposal, similar to a 2009 proposal by U.S. House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman James Oberstar. President Obama also proposes to allocate money based on performance, rather than earmark-driven politics. Such reforms are essential to ensuring that we get the biggest bang for our buck. With the economic recovery slow to pick up steam, President Obama's call for a new transportation bill is a timely opportunity to spur job growth now while making crucial investments in America's future. We strongly encourage you to write an editorial urging Congress to move forward with President Obama's proposal for comprehensive reform and the reauthorization of the surface transportation bill.
That investment is THE key to stabilizing the economy.

Niemann, 2011

Juli Niemann, an analyst at Smith, Moore and Company, Adriene Hill, Marketplace, “Construction industry vital to economic recovery” September 6, http://www.marketplace.org/topics/business/construction-industry-vital-economic-recovery

Hill: So are the markets finally coming to terms with where the economy actually is? Niemann: Well Wall Street's ever hopeful, but the biggest problem they're facing right now is this is not a double dip recession, because we've never emerged from one that really started in 2008. One powerful area made us look much better than we were, and that was manufacturing -- machinery, autos, aircraft. And it all went to the export markets, and our trading partners now are all plunging back into recession, so no one will be able to buy our stuff. That's what we're really looking at now. We're tied to Europe and China's helm, and they both have a unique set of problems dragging them back down. Hill: So some of the jobs proposals we're hearing, there are suggestions out there that basically count on and encourage consumer spending. Are those going work? Niemann: Absolutely not. Bottom line is -- the Federal Reserve has a couple of dark tools they don't really want to use. But the only thing that's going to work at this point in time is basically jobs tied to manufacturing and infrastructure. Thirty-five thousand jobs are created for about every billion dollars spent on transportation -- that's very effective. You've got a multiplier effect of 2 to 1. So in the president's jobs talk, he really has to talk about long-term competitive disadvantage that we're having if we don't upgrade our ports, and highways, and bridges. The construction trade is really the only thing that's going to bring this out. The problem with that: it's longer-term. There's no short-term fix for the mess that we're in.

Impacts:
1. Oil shocks collapse the economy and causes resource wars.
Perl, 11/19/2011 (Anthony – professor of Urban Studies and Political Science at Simon Fraser University, How Green is High-Speed Rail, CNN, p. http://www.cnn.com/2011/11/18/world/how-green-is-hsr/index.html)

Grid-connected traction offers the only realistic option for significantly reducing oil use in transportation over the next 10 years. If such a shift does not begin during this decade, the risk of a global economic collapse and/or geo-political conflict over the world's remaining oil reserves would become dangerously elevated. Making a significant dent in transportation's oil addiction within 10 years is sooner than fuel cells, biofuels, battery-electric vehicles and other alternative energy technologies will be ready to deliver change. 
2. Economic crisis causes war---strong statistical support—also causes great power transitions.
Royal, 2010

Jedediah Royal, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, 2010, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-214

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson’s (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin, 10981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Fearon, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner, 1999). Seperately, Polllins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium, and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland’s (1996,2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that ‘future expectation of trade’ is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behavior of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectation of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases , as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states. Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write, The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002, p.89). Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. ‘Diversionary theory’ suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to create a ‘rally round the flag’ effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995), and Blomberg, Hess and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997) Miller (1999) and Kisanganie and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force.

And, even without collapse, growth solves extinction.

Barnhizer, 2006

David R. Barnhizer, Emeritus Professor at Cleveland State University’s Cleveland-Marshall College of Law, 2006 (“Waking from Sustainability's "Impossible Dream": The Decisionmaking Realities of Business and Government,” Georgetown International Environmental Law Review (18 Geo. Int'l Envtl. L. Rev. 595), lexis

The scale of social needs, including the need for expanded productive activity, has grown so large that it cannot be shut off at all, and certainly not abruptly. It cannot even be ratcheted down in any significant fashion without producing serious harms to human societies and hundreds of millions of people. Even if it were possible to shift back to systems of local self-sufficiency, the consequences of the transition process would be catastrophic for many people and even deadly to the point of continual conflict, resource wars, increased poverty, and strife. What are needed are concrete, workable, and pragmatic strategies that produce effective and intelligently designed economic activity in specific contexts and, while seeking efficiency and conservation, place economic and social justice high on a list of priorities. n60 The imperative of economic growth applies not only to the needs and expectations of people in economically developed societies but also to people living in nations that are currently economically underdeveloped. Opportunities must be created, jobs must be generated in huge numbers, and economic resources expanded to address the tragedies of poverty and inequality. Unfortunately, natural systems must be exploited to achieve this; we cannot return to Eden. The question is not how to achieve a static state but how to achieve what is needed to advance social justice while avoiding and mitigating the most destructive consequences of our behavior.
3. Competitiveness is key to US leadership.
Florida, 2005 

Richard Florida, Senior Editor at The Atlantic, Director of the Martin Prosperity Institute and Professor of Business and Creativity at the Rotman School of Management at the University of Toronto, previously held professorships at George Mason University and Carnegie Mellon University and taught as a visiting professor at Harvard and MIT, holds a Ph.D. from Columbia University, (“The Greatest Competitive Threat of Our Time,” The Globalist, September, http://www.theglobalist.com/printStoryId.aspx?StoryId=4719)

The current competitive threat is similar to the world-shattering economic battle between the United States, the United Kingdom and Germany set in motion by the Industrial Revolution — out of which the United States eventually emerged as the world's economic superpower. But this one is different — very different. And that’s what makes it so perplexing and hard to grapple with. Competition today is not limited to one, two or even several great powers. Rather, it comes from many places simultaneously, and is harder to hone in on precisely because it is so diffuse. The most likely scenario is not that one nation will overtake the United States as the dominant power on the global stage, but that the world stage will see the rise of many more significant players. Who’s next? In fact, no single country in the world is ready to emerge as the singular great power — not China, India, Japan, Germany, Canada, Australia or any of the Scandinavian nations. While each of these has certain strengths and advantages, all suffer from weaknesses as well. Scouting the candidates Canada and Australia are relatively open societies but lack the strong technology base and market size to dominate the global arena. The Scandinavian nations are centers of tolerance and self-expression and have solid technology infrastructures, but are simply too small to become true world powers. India and China have the market size and potential technology and human capital base, but are far from having the kind of openness and tolerance required to attract talent on the world stage. Listen to logic Thinking only in terms of the rise and fall of great powers, though, blinds us to a more likely scenario. We shouldn’t assume an impending shift in power from the United States to a single emerging great power. The logic of globalization goes against this. Corporations are now free to locate where they want, and more importantly, people can move freely to places that offer opportunity, freedom and the ability to build the lives they choose. The global mosaic The mobility of people is perhaps the most significant facet of the modem global economy — more important than the rise of new technology or the mobility of capital. In such an environment, it is much more likely that many places will gain particular advantages and that the shape of the global economy will grow more complicated and multi-polar. It will likely be a mosaic of competitors, each with unique abilities to attract and mobilize talent. The key for the United States, then, is to design a strategy that enables it to prosper in this emerging multi-polar world. Remaining competitive To do so, it must bolster its great universities and science and technology assets, cultivate new creative industry sectors, prepare its people for the future and, most of all, remain an open society. But much of what the United States is now doing only serves to undercut its position. For decades, the United States succeeded at attracting and growing talented people because of its creative ecosystem — a densely interwoven fabric of institutions, individuals and economic and social rights. Branching out Attracting people does not just happen — it depends on the care and feeding of the organizations and people that make up this ecosystem. Perturb it or damage it in small ways and, like any ecosystem, it can die. The problem is that we don’t yet fully understand how this ecosystem works. We don’t know which fauna feed off which flora, and what kinds of balances are in place. The ecosystem was easy enough to understand when we assumed it was premised on the one simple credo — economic self-interest. Now, though, the increased mobility of talent has shattered our conceptions of national and even personal boundaries. Face the facts How to adapt to the realities of this shifting ecosystem? America must start by confronting the hard fact that it is no longer as unilaterally dominant as it once was. Peter Drucker argues that U.S. leadership in both political parties, on the left as well as the right, must get beyond the myth of the United States as an unassailable superpower. A crowded playing field There are many more players occupying many more niches and competing vigorously on the world stage. When asked if the United States would lose its economic dominance at any point in the foreseeable future, Drucker replied: “The dominance of the United States is already over. What is emerging is a world economy of blocs represented by NAFTA, the EU, ASEAN. There’s no one center in this world economy.” Rather than a single deathblow, the United States is much more likely to see its dominance eroded by the sting of those thousand cuts. Global brain drain The United States will continue to be squeezed between the global talent magnets of Canada, Australia and the Scandinavian countries, which are developing their technological capabilities, becoming even more open and tolerant and competing effectively for creative people. Also, the large emerging economies of India and China, who rake in a greater share of low-cost production, are now competing more successfully for their own talent. Bouncing back Whether the United States suffers a long, slow decline, or rebounds to skillfully navigate this new playing field depends entirely on how willing it is to restore its creativity and openness to full capacity. Perhaps the most troubling thing is that no one seems aware of the problem and ready and able to carry the ball. The United States today lacks the kind of collective effort that pulled it together during previous times of economic change and transformation. Business and government working together got our economy back on track during the New Deal period, the incredible World War II mobilization and the effort to set up a vibrant framework for the postwar economy. Business responded vigorously to the competitive threat posed a few short decades ago by Asian and European manufacturers, forming organizations like the Council of Competitiveness. Meanwhile, the federal government undertook efforts to support greater research and innovation. Where will that thrust come from today? Friends and foes Unfortunately, in recent years the powerful political forces at either end of the spectrum have tended to widen a right-left chasm that grows less and less navigable and a dichotomy between materialistic and moralistic values that grows more and more false. At the same time that truly important issues don’t even get mentioned in the public sphere, the extremes have actually become the status quo. Creative diaspora The end result is that people grow disillusioned with the political process and choose not to participate. The leading force for political change — the creative class — has for all intents and purposes opted out of the political process. Instead, its members vote with their feet, looking for the city, region or country that offers the most opportunity and best reflects their values. Here we confront a deep and insidious tension of the creative age. Unlike previous dominant classes, such as the working class, members of the creative class have little direct incentive to become involved in conventional politics. When they get involved in broader social issues, they are likely to do it in on a local scale or through some alternative way of their own choosing rather than through either of the major political parties. Face the music The whole basis of the creative ethos is individual creative pursuit and the shunning of traditional forms. The paradox is that this ethos is not necessarily conducive to the highly political effort needed to bring our new age to the fore. The end result is a gaping vacuum, and nothing to fill it. We are faced with the biggest competitiveness crisis in 30 or 40 years — and no leading-edge group to take it on. Thus the central dilemma of our time: Even though the creative economy generates vast innovative, wealth-creating and productive promise, left to its own devices it will neither realize that promise nor solve the myriad social problems confronting us today.

Collapse means great power conflict and extinction—economic growth is vital to prevent the collapse of U.S. hegemony.

Khalilzad, 2011

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

Today, economic and fiscal trends pose the most severe long-term threat to the United States’ position as global leader. While the United States suffers from fiscal imbalances and low economic growth, the economies of rival powers are developing rapidly. The continuation of these two trends could lead to a shift from American primacy toward a multi-polar global system, leading in turn to increased geopolitical rivalry and even war among the great powers. The current recession is the result of a deep financial crisis, not a mere fluctuation in the business cycle. Recovery is likely to be protracted. The crisis was preceded by the buildup over two decades of enormous amounts of debt throughout the U.S. economy — ultimately totaling almost 350 percent of GDP — and the development of credit-fueled asset bubbles, particularly in the housing sector. When the bubbles burst, huge amounts of wealth were destroyed, and unemployment rose to over 10 percent. The decline of tax revenues and massive countercyclical spending put the U.S. government on an unsustainable fiscal path. Publicly held national debt rose from 38 to over 60 percent of GDP in three years. Without faster economic growth and actions to reduce deficits, publicly held national debt is projected to reach dangerous proportions. If interest rates were to rise significantly, annual interest payments — which already are larger than the defense budget — would crowd out other spending or require substantial tax increases that would undercut economic growth. Even worse, if unanticipated events trigger what economists call a “sudden stop” in credit markets for U.S. debt, the United States would be unable to roll over its outstanding obligations, precipitating a sovereign-debt crisis that would almost certainly compel a radical retrenchment of the United States internationally. Such scenarios would reshape the international order. It was the economic devastation of Britain and France during World War II, as well as the rise of other powers, that led both countries to relinquish their empires. In the late 1960s, British leaders concluded that they lacked the economic capacity to maintain a presence “east of Suez.” Soviet economic weakness, which crystallized under Gorbachev, contributed to their decisions to withdraw from Afghanistan, abandon Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, and allow the Soviet Union to fragment. If the U.S. debt problem goes critical, the United States would be compelled to retrench, reducing its military spending and shedding international commitments. We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation. The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars. American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions. As rival powers rise, Asia in particular is likely to emerge as a zone of great-power competition. Beijing’s economic rise has enabled a dramatic military buildup focused on acquisitions of naval, cruise, and ballistic missiles, long-range stealth aircraft, and anti-satellite capabilities. China’s strategic modernization is aimed, ultimately, at denying the United States access to the seas around China. Even as cooperative economic ties in the region have grown, China’s expansive territorial claims — and provocative statements and actions following crises in Korea and incidents at sea — have roiled its relations with South Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asian states. Still, the United States is the most significant barrier facing Chinese hegemony and aggression. Given the risks, the United States must focus on restoring its economic and fiscal condition while checking and managing the rise of potential adversarial regional powers such as China. While we face significant challenges, the U.S. economy still accounts for over 20 percent of the world’s GDP. American institutions — particularly those providing enforceable rule of law — set it apart from all the rising powers. Social cohesion underwrites political stability. U.S. demographic trends are healthier than those of any other developed country. A culture of innovation, excellent institutions of higher education, and a vital sector of small and medium-sized enterprises propel the U.S. economy in ways difficult to quantify. Historically, Americans have responded pragmatically, and sometimes through trial and error, to work our way through the kind of crisis that we face today. The policy question is how to enhance economic growth and employment while cutting discretionary spending in the near term and curbing the growth of entitlement spending in the out years. Republican members of Congress have outlined a plan. Several think tanks and commissions, including President Obama’s debt commission, have done so as well. Some consensus exists on measures to pare back the recent increases in domestic spending, restrain future growth in defense spending, and reform the tax code (by reducing tax expenditures while lowering individual and corporate rates). These are promising options. The key remaining question is whether the president and leaders of both parties on Capitol Hill have the will to act and the skill to fashion bipartisan solutions. Whether we take the needed actions is a choice, however difficult it might be. It is clearly within our capacity to put our economy on a better trajectory. In garnering political support for cutbacks, the president and members of Congress should point not only to the domestic consequences of inaction — but also to the geopolitical implications. As the United States gets its economic and fiscal house in order, it should take steps to prevent a flare-up in Asia. The United States can do so by signaling that its domestic challenges will not impede its intentions to check Chinese expansionism. This can be done in cost-efficient ways. While China’s economic rise enables its military modernization and international assertiveness, it also frightens rival powers. The Obama administration has wisely moved to strengthen relations with allies and potential partners in the region but more can be done. Some Chinese policies encourage other parties to join with the United States, and the U.S. should not let these opportunities pass. China’s military assertiveness should enable security cooperation with countries on China’s periphery — particularly Japan, India, and Vietnam — in ways that complicate Beijing’s strategic calculus. China’s mercantilist policies and currency manipulation — which harm developing states both in East Asia and elsewhere — should be used to fashion a coalition in favor of a more balanced trade system. Since Beijing’s over-the-top reaction to the awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize to a Chinese democracy activist alienated European leaders, highlighting human-rights questions would not only draw supporters from nearby countries but also embolden reformers within China. Since the end of the Cold War, a stable economic and financial condition at home has enabled America to have an expansive role in the world. Today we can no longer take this for granted. Unless we get our economic house in order, there is a risk that domestic stagnation in combination with the rise of rival powers will undermine our ability to deal with growing international problems. Regional hegemons in Asia could seize the moment, leading the world toward a new, dangerous era of multi-polarity.

1AC- Transportation Advantage
Advantage Two is warming. We’ll isolate two internal links:

1. Smart infrastructure investment reduces congestion, oil use, and emissions that contribute to warming.

Smith, 2010

Dan Smith, Transportation Associate, U.S. Public Interest Research Group, “Better Transportation Investment Creates More Jobs” September 16, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/dan/better-transportation-inv_b_719527.html

With almost one in ten American workers currently unemployed, smart investment in infrastructure is an efficient way to create jobs right now. The job creation potential of infrastructure has been well-documented. Economists Mark Zandi and Alan Blinder, for example, explain in a report they coauthored that every dollar spent on infrastructure yields $1.57 in economic growth. To generate the most jobs, every study has shown that it is important to prioritize investments in public transportation. Academic analysis concludes that public transit generates 31 percent more jobs per billion dollars invested than similar spending on highways. Models developed with the Federal Highway Administration likewise show transit investments generate 19 percent more jobs. Similarly, an analysis of U.S. Department of Transportation data shows that 2008 stimulus dollars spent on public transportation projects created up to twice as many jobs as highway spending for the same amount of money. The consistent finding is clear: to create jobs, invest in public transportation. For spending on highways, it is important that money be directed to repair and maintenance rather than the construction of new highways. Too many roads and bridges across America remain in a state of disrepair that pose dangers and cause costly delays. Although investment in highway repair does not create as many jobs as public transit, it creates 9 percent more jobs per billion dollars than building new highway miles, according to the same studies. Additionally, the long-term development of a national high-speed rail network could be critical to rebuilding America's declining manufacturing sector. Auto factories that were shut down during the last decade could be reopened and repurposed to manufacture the new railcars and bullet trains of the future. Better Transportation Investment Reduces our Dependence on Oil Our transportation system consumes more oil than the entire economy of any other country in the world, other than China, according to Department of Energy data. The disastrous consequences of our oil addiction were on full display last spring when billions of gallons of oil spilled into the Gulf. Our over-reliance on oil is also a national security concern, as it forces our nation to rely on foreign regimes which are often hostile or unstable. Investing in more and better public transportation is critical to reducing America's oil dependence because it provides more energy-efficient ways to travel. Existing public transit reduced the amount of gasoline America used in 2006 by 3.4 billion gallons, according to an analysis of EPA data. The U.S. PIRG Education Fund calculated that this saved us over $9 billion in gas costs. Not surprisingly, metropolitan areas with better public transit systems accounted for most of these oil savings. To partially pay for the proposed investment, President Obama rightly calls for cutting government subsidies for oil companies. There is no reason why corporations, like Exxon-Mobil and BP, that make billions in profits should receive public handouts and tax subsidies. These unnecessary tax breaks and subsidies should be eliminated, and the savings should be used to pay for cleaner, more efficient transportation projects. Better Transportation Investment Reduces Congestion and Pollution In addition to creating jobs and reducing our oil dependence, investment in public transportation and high-speed rail would reduce traffic congestion and global-warming pollution. For instance, the Texas Transportation Institute's 2007 Annual Urban Mobility Report calculated that public transit prevented over 500 million hours of delays in 2005, saving the country more than $10 billion. Also, our transportation system accounts for a full third of the country's global warming pollution. The U.S. PIRG Education Fund calculated that public transit reduced emissions of harmful global warming pollution by 26 million metric tons in 2006. That is equivalent to taking almost 5 million cars off the road. Better Transportation Investment Means Less Earmarks, and More Results In addition to providing much needed funding for more public transportation, President Obama's plan seeks to spend our transportation dollars more efficiently. Over 100 federal programs would be consolidated under the proposal, similar to a 2009 proposal by U.S. House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman James Oberstar. President Obama also proposes to allocate money based on performance, rather than earmark-driven politics. Such reforms are essential to ensuring that we get the biggest bang for our buck. With the economic recovery slow to pick up steam, President Obama's call for a new transportation bill is a timely opportunity to spur job growth now while making crucial investments in America's future. We strongly encourage you to write an editorial urging Congress to move forward with President Obama's proposal for comprehensive reform and the reauthorization of the surface transportation bill.

2. A national infrastructure bank is the key to high-speed rail.

Anand, 2011

Anika Anand, MSNBC, “Bank plan would help build bridges, boost jobs” July 6, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/43606379/ns/business-eye_on_the_economy/t/bank-plan-would-help-build-bridges-boost-jobs/#.T-z3uytYskN
Advocates say a national infrastructure bank could be the way to take on major projects, such as upgrading America’s power grid, repairing damaged roads and bridges and building high-speed rail lines, an idea that has been discussed for more than 40 years.
High-speed rail has become something of a lightning rod issue. President Barack Obama has proposed spending $53 billion over six years to build high-speed rail lines in busy corridors across the country, an idea endorsed as recently as two weeks ago by the United States Conference of Mayors. House Republicans have criticized the plan, saying private investment, not government spending, should be used to build the rail systems, Reuters reported. America is one of the last industrialized countries in the world without high-speed rail and will only get it built through public-private partnerships such as those encouraged by a national infrastructure bank, said Andy Kunz, the president of the US High-Speed Rail Association. The group has been pushing for a 17,000-mile national high-speed rail network run on electricity to be completed by 2030. “Nearly every country in the world has come to us and said they have money to invest in our high-speed rail system in the U.S.,” he said. Kunz said a national infrastructure bank would simplify the process of building a rail network because it would simplify the steps and the number of people needed to approve it. "The bank would focus on the project as the number one issue, rather than constituents and politics as the number one focus," he said.
Transportation is the largest proximate cause of warming and pollution.
Jehanno 2011 

(Aurélie Jehanno, November 2011, “High Speed Rail and Sustainability,” International Union of Railways, http://goo.gl/6mQfM)

4.1 HSR has a lower impact on climate and environment than all other compatible transport modes. To compare the overall environmental performance of HSR with other competitive transport modes, all environmental impacts must be considered. These are, mainly: energy consumption and the combustion of fossil fuels; air pollutant emissions and noise; and environmental damage like land use and resource depletion. These impacts occur during the construction, operation and maintenance of HSR. The following chapter focuses on the most significant, and on-going, phase, the operation of HSR, and shows how HSR brings solutions to global challenges. 4.1.1 Energy consumption and GHG emissions. The reality of global warming is commonly admitted among the scientific community. The works of the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) are unequivocal on the question that climate change is happening and that human activities are largely responsible for it. Global warming is a consequence of the well-known Greenhouse Effect, and the non-natural part of it especially is caused mainly by carbon emissions due to human activity. Anthropogenic emissions have been growing continuously since the 19th century (see Figure 4). The IPCC predicts temperature rises of between 1° a nd 6° Centigrade from current levels by 2100, depending on the levels of future greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. If the higher estimates are accurate, there could be catastrophic consequences, so decisive action is required. The Kyoto Protocol regulates five GHGs beside CO2: methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and sulphur hexafluoride (SF6). International efforts are now focused on reducing GHG emissions from the activities of modern society to avoid unprecedented impacts from climate change. In March 2007, as part of a wide-ranging attempt to cut emissions, European heads of state agreed to set legally binding targets to reduce Europe-wide GHG emissions by 20% from 1990 levels by 2020 (increased to 30% with a strong global agreement), (EC, 2010) f . The European Commission has further stated that work must begin immediately on a longer-term target of a 50% cut in global emissions by 2050. In July 2008, the European Commission published its ‘Greening Transport’ package which included a series of proposals to make the transport sector more environmentally-friendly and to promote sustainable mobility. Yet the measures agreed so far are not sufficient to contain the negative environmental effects of transport growth. Furthermore, there is still no coherent ‘roadmap’ to reduce emissions from transport. Figure 5 shows total GHG emissions for the EU 27 countries, including international maritime and aviation “bunkers” g , projected on linear trajectory towards 80% and 95% reduction targets, alongside total transport emissions (including bunkers) assuming current trends continue. This shows that if the current growth in transport emissions continues, then even if all other sectors achieve a 100% reduction, targets for total emissions will be exceeded by transport alone by 2050. Transport has a key role to play within solutions to climate change as current transport structures are responsible for extreme pressures on energy resources and ecosystems through a high dependence on fossil fuels (80% of energy consumption is derived from fossil fuels). Producing 23% of all worldwide CO2 emissions, transport is the second largest source of man-made CO2, after energy production (see Figure 6). Among all sectors, the transport sector is the only one in which emissions are continuing to increase in spite of all the technological advances. Moreover, transport emissions, for instance in Europe, increased by 25% between 1990 and 2010. By contrast emissions from the industrial and energy sectors are falling. 9 Reducing transport emissions is therefore one of the most crucial steps in combating global warming and securing our future. In the interests of people and the environment, the rail sector strongly recommends that transport policies in the EU and elsewhere start to make more use of the energy efficiency of railways in order to progress towards the 2020 CO2 reduction targets Railways already offer the most energy efficient performance and are constantly improving in terms of energy use per passenger km (pkm). HSR IS PART OF THE SOLUTION TO FIGHT CLIMATE CHANGE The alarming performance of the transport sector is largely due to road traffic, which accounts for 73% of global transport emissions (see Figure 7). If domestic and international aviation is combined then it is the second largest emitter accounting for 13% of global transport emissions. By contrast, the rail sector accounts for just 2% of total transport emissions. In Europe rail accounts for only 1.6% of emissions, while it transports 6% of all passengers and 10% of all freight. 10 This is a clear indicator that railways can do more for less. A modal shift from road and air towards rail is one obvious way to reduce CO2 emissions. There are three primary strategy responses to the challenge of reducing the environmental impact of transport (Dalkmann and Brannigan, 2007):  Avoid - transport is reduced or avoided altogether; such as by land-use planning and public transport integration in order to enable efficient interconnectivity and reductions in km travelled.  Shift - journeys are made by lower CO2 per passenger emitting modes such as public transport (including rail), walking and cycling.  Improve - efficiency of current transport modes is improved e.g. by innovations in technology. 16 In the context of rail the two most relevant strategies are ‘shift’ and ‘improve’, however rail does have a part to play in ‘avoid’ strategies within integrated land use and spatial planning. 12 HSR IS MORE ENERGY EFFICIENT THAN ALL OTHER TRANSPORT MODES Rail in general is widely acknowledged as the most carbon efficient form of mass transport as Figure 8 illustrates. Calculations for HSR using the average European electricity mix, a 75% load factor and the electric consumption of a Alstom AGV (0.033 kwh/seat.km) h show a crucial advantage in terms of carbon emissions over air and road transport with around 17g CO2 per pkm. Although average emissions depend upon many factors the graph indicates the benefits of railways. Thus, in addition to not being a significant contributor to the transport sector’s problems in terms of emissions, rail needs to be given more attention because of its crucial role as an important part of the solution. In particular, efficient, 100% electric HSR can play a leading role in reducing transport related emissions and contribute to climate protection. HSR offers the best performance in terms of energy consumption and materials use. HSR offers attractive alternatives to short-haul flights and long distance car journeys. Replacing short haul flights with HSR would release capacity constraints at airports, reduce the need for additional expansion whilst helping to tackle the challenges of climate change.

And, warming is real and human induced – consensus is on our side – numerous studies prove

Rahmstorf 8 – Professor of Physics of the Oceans
Richard, of Physics of the Oceans at Potsdam University, Global Warming: Looking Beyond Kyoto, Edited by Ernesto Zedillo, “Anthropogenic Climate Change?,” pg. 42-4

It is time to turn to statement B: human activities are altering the climate. This can be broken into two parts. The first is as follows: global climate is warming. This is by now a generally undisputed point (except by novelist Michael Crichton), so we deal with it only briefly. The two leading compilations of data measured with thermometers are shown in figure 3-3, that of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) and that of the British Hadley Centre for Climate Change. Although they differ in the details, due to the inclusion of different data sets and use of different spatial averaging and quality control procedures, they both show a consistent picture, with a global mean warming of 0.8°C since the late nineteenth century. Temperatures over the past ten years clearly were the warmest since measured records have been available. The year 1998 sticks out well above the longterm trend due to the occurrence of a major El Nino event that year (the last El Nino so far and one of the strongest on record). These events are examples of the largest natural climate variations on multiyear time scales and, by releasing heat from the ocean, generally cause positive anomalies in global mean temperature. It is remarkable that the year 2005 rivaled the heat of 1998 even though no El Nino event occurred that year. (A bizarre curiosity, perhaps worth mentioning, is that several prominent "climate skeptics" recently used the extreme year 1998 to claim in the media that global warming had ended. In Lindzen's words, "Indeed, the absence of any record breakers during the past seven years is statistical evidence that temperatures are not increasing.")33 In addition to the surface measurements, the more recent portion of the global warming trend (since 1979) is also documented by satellite data. It is not straightforward to derive a reliable surface temperature trend from satellites, as they measure radiation coming from throughout the atmosphere (not just near the surface), including the stratosphere, which has strongly cooled, and the records are not homogeneous' due to the short life span of individual satellites, the problem of orbital decay, observations at different times of day, and drifts in instrument calibration.' Current analyses of these satellite data show trends that are fully consistent with surface measurements and model simulations." If no reliable temperature measurements existed, could we be sure that the climate is warming? The "canaries in the coal mine" of climate change (as glaciologist Lonnie Thompson puts it) ~are mountain glaciers. We know, both from old photographs and from the position of the terminal moraines heaped up by the flowing ice, that mountain glaciers have been in retreat all over the world during the past century. There are precious few exceptions, and they are associated with a strong increase in precipitation or local cooling.36 I have inspected examples of shrinking glaciers myself in field trips to Switzerland, Norway, and New Zealand. As glaciers respond sensitively to temperature changes, data on the extent of glaciers have been used to reconstruct a history of Northern Hemisphere temperature over the past four centuries (see figure 3-4). Cores drilled in tropical glaciers show signs of recent melting that is unprecedented at least throughout the Holocene-the past 10,000 years. Another powerful sign of warming, visible clearly from satellites, is the shrinking Arctic sea ice cover (figure 3-5), which has declined 20 percent since satellite observations began in 1979. While climate clearly became warmer in the twentieth century, much discussion particularly in the popular media has focused on the question of how "unusual" this warming is in a longer-term context. While this is an interesting question, it has often been mixed incorrectly with the question of causation. Scientifically, how unusual recent warming is-say, compared to the past millennium-in itself contains little information about its cause. Even a highly unusual warming could have a natural cause (for example, an exceptional increase in solar activity). And even a warming within the bounds of past natural variations could have a predominantly anthropogenic cause. I come to the question of causation shortly, after briefly visiting the evidence for past natural climate variations. Records from the time before systematic temperature measurements were collected are based on "proxy data," coming from tree rings, ice cores, corals, and other sources. These proxy data are generally linked to local temperatures in some way, but they may be influenced by other parameters as well (for example, precipitation), they may have a seasonal bias (for example, the growth season for tree rings), and high-quality long records are difficult to obtain and therefore few in number and geographic coverage. Therefore, there is still substantial uncertainty in the evolution of past global or hemispheric temperatures. (Comparing only local or regional temperature; as in Europe, is of limited value for our purposes,' as regional variations can be much larger than global ones and can have many regional causes, unrelated to global-scale forcing and climate change.) The first quantitative reconstruction for the Northern Hemisphere temperature of the past millennium, including an error estimation, was presented by Mann, Bradley, and Hughes and rightly highlighted in the 2001 IPCC report as one of the major new findings since its 1995 report; it is shown in figure 3_6.39 The analysis suggests that, despite the large error bars, twentieth-century warming is indeed highly unusual and probably was unprecedented during the past millennium. This result, presumably because of its symbolic power, has attracted much criticism, to some extent in scientific journals, but even more so in the popular media. The hockey stick-shaped curve became a symbol for the IPCC, .and criticizing this particular data analysis became an avenue for some to question the credibility of the IPCC. Three important things have been overlooked in much of the media coverage. First, even if the scientific critics had been right, this would not have called into question the very cautious conclusion drawn by the IPCC from the reconstruction by Mann, Bradley, and Hughes: "New analyses of proxy data for the Northern Hemisphere indicate that the increase in temperature in the twentieth century is likely to have been the largest of any century during the past 1,000 years." This conclusion has since been supported further by every single one of close to a dozen new reconstructions (two of which are shown in figure 3-6).Second, by far the most serious scientific criticism raised against Mann, Hughes, and Bradley was simply based on a mistake. 40 The prominent paper of von Storch and others, which claimed (based on a model test) that the method of Mann, Bradley, and Hughes systematically underestimated variability, "was [itself] based on incorrect implementation of the reconstruction procedure."41 With correct implementation, climate field reconstruction procedures such as the one used by Mann, Bradley, and Hughes have been shown to perform well in similar model tests. Third, whether their reconstruction is accurate or not has no bearing on policy. If their analysis underestimated past natural climate variability, this would certainly not argue for a smaller climate sensitivity and thus a lesser concern about the consequences of our emissions. Some have argued that, in contrast, it would point to a larger climate sensitivity. While this is a valid point in principle, it does not apply in practice to the climate sensitivity estimates discussed herein or to the range given by IPCC, since these did not use the reconstruction of Mann, Hughes, and Bradley or any other proxy records of the past millennium. Media claims that "a pillar of the Kyoto Protocol" had been called into question were therefore misinformed. As an aside, the protocol was agreed in 1997, before the reconstruction in question even existed. The overheated public debate on this topic has, at least, helped to attract more researchers and funding to this area of paleoclimatology; its methodology has advanced significantly, and a number of new reconstructions have been presented in recent years. While the science has moved forward, the first seminal reconstruction by Mann, Hughes, and Bradley has held up remarkably well, with its main features reproduced by more recent work. Further progress probably will require substantial amounts of new proxy data, rather than further refinement of the statistical techniques pioneered by Mann, Hughes, and Bradley. Developing these data sets will require time and substantial effort. It is time to address the final statement: most of the observed warming over the past fifty years is anthropogenic. A large number of studies exist that have taken different approaches to analyze this issue, which is generally called the "attribution problem." I do not discuss the exact share of the anthropogenic contribution (although this is an interesting question). By "most" I imply mean "more than 50 percent.”The first and crucial piece of evidence is, of course, that the magnitude of the warming is what is expected from the anthropogenic perturbation of the radiation balance, so anthropogenic forcing is able to explain all of the temperature rise. As discussed here, the rise in greenhouse gases alone corresponds to 2.6 W/tn2 of forcing. This by itself, after subtraction of the observed 0'.6 W/m2 of ocean heat uptake, would Cause 1.6°C of warming since preindustrial times for medium climate sensitivity (3"C). With a current "best guess'; aerosol forcing of 1 W/m2, the expected warming is O.8°c. The point here is not that it is possible to obtain the 'exact observed number-this is fortuitous because the amount of aerosol' forcing is still very' uncertain-but that the expected magnitude is roughly right.   There can be little doubt that the anthropogenic forcing is large enough to explain most of the warming. Depending on aerosol forcing and climate sensitivity, it could explain a large fraction of the warming, or all of it, or even more warming than has been observed (leaving room for natural processes to counteract some of the warming). The second important piece of evidence is clear: there is no viable alternative explanation. In the scientific literature, no serious alternative hypothesis has been proposed to explain the observed global warming. Other possible causes, such as solar activity, volcanic activity, cosmic rays, or orbital cycles, are well observed, but they do not show trends capable of explaining the observed warming. Since 1978, solar irradiance has been measured directly from satellites and shows the well-known eleven-year solar cycle, but no trend. There are various estimates of solar variability before this time, based on sunspot numbers, solar cycle length, the geomagnetic AA index, neutron monitor data, and, carbon-14 data. These indicate that solar activity probably increased somewhat up to 1940. While there is disagreement about the variation in previous centuries, different authors agree that solar activity did not significantly increase during the last sixty-five years. Therefore, this cannot explain the warming, and neither can any of the other factors mentioned. Models driven by natural factors only, leaving the anthropogenic forcing aside, show a cooling in the second half of the twentieth century (for an example, See figure 2-2, panel a, in chapter 2 of this volume). The trend in the sum of natural forcings is downward.The only way out would be either some as yet undiscovered unknown forcing or a warming trend that arises by chance from an unforced internal variability in the climate system. The latter cannot be completely ruled out, but has to be considered highly unlikely. No evidence in the observed record, proxy data, or current models suggest that such internal variability could cause a sustained trend of global warming of the observed magnitude. As discussed, twentieth century warming is unprecedented over the past 1,000 years (or even 2,000 years, as the few longer reconstructions available now suggest), which does not 'support the idea of large internal fluctuations. Also, those past variations correlate well with past forcing (solar variability, volcanic activity) and thus appear to be largely forced rather than due to unforced internal variability." And indeed, it would be difficult for a large and sustained unforced variability to satisfy the fundamental physical law of energy conservation. Natural internal variability generally shifts heat around different parts of the climate system-for example, the large El Nino event of 1998, which warmed, the atmosphere by releasing heat stored in the ocean. This mechanism implies that the ocean heat content drops as the atmosphere warms. For past decades, as discussed, we observed the atmosphere warming and the ocean heat content increasing, which rules out heat release from the ocean as a cause of surface warming. The heat content of the whole climate system is increasing, and there is no plausible source of this heat other than the heat trapped by greenhouse gases. ' A completely different approach to attribution is to analyze the spatial patterns of climate change. This is done in so-called fingerprint studies, which associate particular patterns or "fingerprints" with different forcings. It is plausible that the pattern of a solar-forced climate change differs from the pattern of a change caused by greenhouse gases. For example, a characteristic of greenhouse gases is that heat is trapped closer to the Earth's surface and that, unlike solar variability, greenhouse gases tend to warm more in winter, and at night. Such studies have used different data sets and have been performed by different groups of researchers with different statistical methods. They consistently conclude that the observed spatial pattern of warming can only be explained by greenhouse gases.49 Overall, it has to be considered, highly likely' that the observed warming is indeed predominantly due to the human-caused increase in greenhouse gases. ' This paper discussed the evidence for the anthropogenic increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration and the effect of CO2 on climate, finding that this anthropogenic increase is proven beyond reasonable doubt and that a mass of evidence points to a CO2 effect on climate of 3C ± 1.59C global-warming for a doubling of concentration. (This is, the classic IPCC range; my personal assessment is that, in-the light of new studies since the IPCC Third Assessment Report, the uncertainty range can now be narrowed somewhat to 3°C ± 1.0C) This is based on consistent results from theory, models, and data analysis, and, even in the absence-of any computer models, the same result would still hold based on physics and on data from climate history alone. Considering the plethora of consistent evidence, the chance that these conclusions are wrong has to be considered minute.   If the preceding is accepted, then it follows logically and incontrovertibly that a further increase in CO2 concentration will lead to further warming. The magnitude of our emissions depends on human behavior, but the climatic response to various emissions scenarios can be computed from the information presented here. The result is the famous range of future global temperature scenarios shown in figure 3_6.50 Two additional steps are involved in these computations: the consideration of anthropogenic forcings other than CO2 (for example, other greenhouse gases and aerosols) and the computation of concentrations from the emissions. Other gases are not discussed here, although they are important to get quantitatively accurate results. CO2 is the largest and most important forcing. Concerning concentrations, the scenarios shown basically assume that ocean and biosphere take up a similar share of our emitted CO2 as in the past. This could turn out to be an optimistic assumption; some models indicate the possibility of a positive feedback, with the biosphere turning into a carbon source rather than a sink under growing climatic stress. It is clear that even in the more optimistic of the shown (non-mitigation) scenarios, global temperature would rise by 2-3°C above its preindustrial level by the end of this century. Even for a paleoclimatologist like myself, this is an extraordinarily high temperature, which is very likely unprecedented in at least the past 100,000 years. As far as the data show, we would have to go back about 3 million years, to the Pliocene, for comparable temperatures. The rate of this warming (which is important for the ability of ecosystems to cope) is also highly unusual and unprecedented probably for an even longer time. The last major global warming trend occurred when the last great Ice Age ended between 15,000 and 10,000 years ago: this was a warming of about 5°C over 5,000 years, that is, a rate of only 0.1 °C per century. 52 The expected magnitude and rate of planetary warming is highly likely to come with major risk and impacts in terms of sea level rise (Pliocene sea level was 25-35 meters higher than now due to smaller Greenland and Antarctic ice sheets), extreme events (for example, hurricane activity is expected to increase in a warmer climate), and ecosystem loss.  The second part of this paper examined the evidence for the current warming of the planet and discussed what is known about its causes. This part showed that global warming is already a measured and-well-established fact, not a theory. Many different lines of evidence consistently show that most of the observed warming of the past fifty years was caused by human activity. Above all, this warming is exactly what would be expected given the anthropogenic rise in greenhouse gases, and no viable alternative explanation for this warming has been proposed in the scientific literature. Taken together., the very strong evidence accumulated from thousands of independent studies, has over the past decades convinced virtually every climatologist around the world (many of whom were initially quite skeptical, including myself) that anthropogenic global warming is a reality with which we need to deal.

Now is the key time-slowing warming is key to avoid positive feedbacks.

Hanson, 2008

James E. Hanson, Head, NASA Goddard Institute, Testimony before House Select Committee on Energy Independnece and Global Warming, 6—23—08, www.columbia.edu/~jeh1/2008/TwentyYearsLater_20080623.pdf

Fast feedbacks—changes that occur quickly in response to temperature change—amplify the initial temperature change, begetting additional warming. As the planet warms, fast feedbacks include more water vapor, which traps additional heat, and less snow and sea ice, which exposes dark surfaces that absorb more sunlight. Slower feedbacks also exist. Due to warming, forests and shrubs are moving poleward into tundra regions. Expanding vegetation, darker than tundra, absorbs sunlight and warms the environment. Another slow feedback is increasing wetness (i.e., darkness) of the Greenland and West Antarctica ice sheets in the warm season. Finally, as tundra melts, methane, a powerful greenhouse gas, is bubbling out. Paleoclimatic records confirm that the long-lived greenhouse gases— methane, carbon dioxide, and nitrous oxide—all increase with the warming of oceans and land. These positive feedbacks amplify climate change over decades, centuries, and longer. The predominance of positive feedbacks explains why Earth’s climate has historically undergone large swings: feedbacks work in both directions, amplifying cooling, as well as warming, forcings. In the past, feedbacks have caused Earth to be whipsawed between colder and warmer climates, even in response to weak forcings, such as slight changes in the tilt of Earth’s axis.2 The second fundamental property of Earth’s climate system, partnering with feedbacks, is the great inertia of oceans and ice sheets. Given the oceans’ capacity to absorb heat, when a climate forcing (such as increased greenhouse gases) impacts global temperature, even after two or three decades, only about half of the eventual surface warming has occurred. Ice sheets also change slowly, although accumulating evidence shows that they can disintegrate within centuries or perhaps even decades. The upshot of the combination of inertia and feedbacks is that additional climate change is already “in the pipeline”: even if we stop increasing greenhouse gases today, more warming will occur. This is sobering when one considers the present status of Earth’s climate. Human civilization developed during the Holocene (the past 12,000 years). It has been warm enough to keep ice sheets off North America and Europe, but cool enough for ice sheets to remain on Greenland and Antarctica. With rapid warming of 0.6°C in the past 30 years, global temperature is at its warmest level in the Holocene.3 The warming that has already occurred, the positive feedbacks that have been set in motion, and the additional warming in the pipeline together have brought us to the precipice of a planetary tipping point. We are at the tipping point because the climate state includes large, ready positive feedbacks provided by the Arctic sea ice, the West Antarctic ice sheet, and much of Greenland’s ice. Little additional forcing is needed to trigger these feedbacks and magnify global warming. If we go over the edge, we will transition to an environment far outside the range that has been experienced by humanity, and there will be no return within any foreseeable future generation. Casualties would include more than the loss of indigenous ways of life in the Arctic and swamping of coastal cities. An intensified hydrologic cycle will produce both greater floods and greater droughts. In the US, the semiarid states from central Texas through Oklahoma and both Dakotas would become more drought-prone and ill suited for agriculture, people, and current wildlife. Africa would see a great expansion of dry areas, particularly southern Africa. Large populations in Asia and South America would lose their primary dry season freshwater source as glaciers disappear. A major casualty in all this will be wildlife. 

Warming causes extinction---it’s real and accesses every impact.

Deibel 7 

Terry L. Deibel, Professor of National Strategy at the National War College, 2007, Foreign Affairs Strategy: Logic for American Statecraft, p. 387-389

Finally, there is one major existential threat to American security (as well as prosperity) of a nonviolent nature, which, though far in the future, demands urgent action. It is the threat of global warming to the stability of the climate upon which all earthly life depends. Scientists worldwide have been observing the gathering of this threat for three decades now, and what was once a mere possibility has passed through probability to near certainty. Indeed, not one of more than 900 articles on climate change published in refereed scientific journals from 1993 to 2003 doubted that anthropogenic warming is occurring. "In legitimate scientific circles," writes Elizabeth Kolbert, "it is virtually impossible to find evidence of disagreement over the fundamentals of global warming."83 Evidence from a vast international scientific monitoring effort accumulates almost weekly, as this sample of newspaper reports shows: • an international panel predicts "brutal droughts, floods and violent storms across the planet over the next century"; • climate change could "literally alter ocean currents, wipe away huge portions of Alpine snowcaps and aid the spread of cholera and malaria"; • "glaciers in the Antarctic and in Greenland are melting much faster than expected, and... worldwide, plants are blooming several days earlier than they did a decade ago"; • "rising sea temperatures have been accompanied by a significant global increase in the most destructive hurricanes"; • "NASA scientists have concluded from direct temperature measurements that 2005 was the hottest year on record, with 1998 a close second"; • "Earth's warming climate is estimated to contribute to more than 150,000 deaths and 5 million illnesses each year" as disease spreads: • "widespread bleaching from Texas to Trinidad ... killed broad swaths of corals" due to a 2-degree rise in sea temperatures.84 "The world is slowly disintegrating," concluded Inuit hunter Noah Metuq, who lives 30 miles from the Arctic Circle. "They call it climate change,... but we just call it breaking up."85 From the founding of the first cities some 6,000 years ago until the beginning of the industrial revolution, carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere remained relatively constant at about 280 parts per million (ppm). At present they are accelerating toward 400 ppm, and by 2050 they will reach 500 ppm, about double pre-industrial levels. Unfortunately, atmospheric CO2 lasts about a century, so there is no way immediately to reduce levels, only to slow their increase. We are thus in for significant global warming; the only debate is how much and how serious the effects will be. As the newspaper stories quoted above show, we are already experiencing the effects of 1-2 degree warming in more violent storms, spread of disease, mass die offs of plants and animals, species extinction, and threatened inundation of low-lying countries like the Pacific nation of Kiribati and the Netherlands. At a warming of 5 degrees or less the Greenland and West Antarctic ice sheets could disintegrate, leading to a sea level of rise of 20 feet that would cover North Carolina's outer banks, swamp the southern third of Florida, and inundate Manhattan up to the middle of Greenwich Village. Another catastrophic effect would be the collapse of the Atlantic thermohaline circulation that keeps the winter weather in Europe far warmer than its latitude would otherwise allow.86 Economist William Cline once estimated the damage to the United States alone from moderate levels of warming at 1-6 percent of GDP annually; severe warming could cost 13-26 percent of GDP.87 But the most frightening scenario is runaway greenhouse warming, based on positive feedback from the buildup of water vapor in the atmosphere that is both caused by and causes hotter surface temperatures. Past ice age transitions, associated with only 5-10 degree changes in average global temperatures, took place in just decades, even though no one was then pouring ever-increasing amounts of carbon into the atmosphere. Faced with this specter, the best one can conclude is that "humankind's continuing enhancement of the natural greenhouse effect is akin to playing Russian roulette with the earth's climate and humanity's life-support system."88 At worst, says physics professor Marty Hof-fert of New York University, "we're just going to burn everything up; we're going to heat the atmosphere to the temperature it was in the Cretaceous, when there were crocodiles at the poles. And then everything will collapse."89 During the Cold War, astronomer Carl Sagan popularized a theory of nuclear winter to describe how a thermonuclear war between the United States and the Soviet Union would not only destroy both countries but possibly end life on this planet.90 Global warming is the post-Cold War era's equivalent of nuclear winter, at least as serious and considerably better supported scientifically. Over the long run, it puts dangers from terrorism and traditional military challenges to shame. It is a threat not only to the security and prosperity of the United States, but potentially to the continued existence of life on this planet.

AFFIRMATIVE EXTENSIONS
Notes
What Is an Infrastructure Bank?

Mallett, Maguire, and Kosar, 2011

William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; and Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government, Congressional Research Service, “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation” December 14, fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42115.pdf
Conceptually, an infrastructure bank is a government-established entity that provides credit assistance to sponsors of infrastructure projects. An infrastructure bank can take many different forms, such as an independent federal agency, a federal corporation, a government-sponsored enterprise, a state government entity, or a private-sector, nonprofit corporation, but is distinguished from a commercial bank or private-sector infrastructure fund by being government established. Unlike government departments that mainly fund infrastructure through grants, an infrastructure bank would be expected mainly to provide credit assistance, typically loans, loan guarantees, and lines of credit.3 As with a traditional commercial bank, infrastructure bank borrowers would be expected to repay their loans with interest, and may have to pay other fees associated with the bank’s credit instruments. But unlike a commercial bank, an infrastructure bank takes no deposits and conducts no other “over-the-counter” transactions.
Use the warming core for impact extensions

Use the starter pack AFF for more high-speed rail stuff.
Uniqueness- current investment
The current federal approach won’t sufficiently finance transportation infrastructure.

Rediker & Rediker 08

Heidi, State Department Chief Economist and Douglas, member of the Executive Board of the International Monetary Fund, Financing America’s Infrastructure: Putting Global Capital To Work, June 9, 2008

http://newamerica.net/files/Financing_America_Infrastructure.PDF

The good news is that while the federal government struggles to find funds to address its spending needs there is abundant private capital for infrastructure investment. An estimated $400 billion in global funds are available for equity investment in infrastructure, and the funds available to support the debt component amount to several trillion dollars if we include global central bank reserves, global pension funds, and sovereign wealth funds. 2 Rather than focus on these large pools of global capital as a threat, we should view them as an opportunity. So, while we have enormous infrastructure financing needs, there are also enormous pools of capital available for investment. The trick is to bring the two together in a commercial, sustainable, and politically acceptable way. The U.S. municipal bond markets have functioned well for many years, channeling private capital into financing certain elements of U.S. infrastructure. But current budgetary constraints and other market conditions mean that municipal finance is no longer adequate to meet the challenge of financing the scale of investment needed. And our current financing structures are unable to take advantage of the large pools of capital that are available for infrastructure financing.
The current approach to national transportation infrastructure is outdated, resulting in a vicious cycle of bureaucracy and waste.

Department of Transportation, 2012

March 23 A NEW ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT

A REPORT PREPARED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY WITH THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS www.ampo.org/assets/library/210_hillmemoibank7109.doc
The current process for federal infrastructure investment stems from a time when construction of the national highway system was the nation’s primary infrastructure objective. The highway system enabled the efficient movement of goods, people, and ideas across the nation. In the past half-century, however, our nation’s infrastructure investment needs have changed significantly.  Energy, water, and telecommunications have joined the list of pressing infrastructure priorities.  Within transportation, greater demand for transportation options like transit, rail, and aviation has increased the need for projects that connect different modes.  The growth of urban areas has been accompanied by increases in accident rates, congestion, freight delays, and pollution. Several barriers hinder the ability of federal infrastructure programs to address these challenges: Cost effectiveness evaluations of projects are often done poorly or are limited to comparing projects of like kind. Federal programs fail to consider the impact of infrastructure decisions on other sectors or broader policy goals.  For instance, highway construction is viewed solely as a transportation project, with little attention to the project’s implications for economic development, land use and energy conservation. Regional projects that cross state lines are often neglected in the formula-driven allocation and decision model of infrastructure spending. Federal transportation funds in particular are siloed by mode, with separate programs for highways, bridges, rail, and transit.  This stovepiping makes it difficult to fund intermodal transportation projects or compare projects of different modes. 

Solvency
Solvency- balance private and public with intermediary.

Cooper, 2012

Donna Cooper, Senior Fellow with the Economic Policy Team, Center for American Progress, “Meeting the Infrastructure Imperative” February 2012 http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/pdf/infrastructure.pdf
The balance of the private investment is likely to occur in the transportation sector. 22 In this sector, new private investment will most likely occur through the formation of new entities where the public sector and private sector join forces to undertake large-scale infrastructure improvements financed with private capital and where the projects generate revenues that can pay back private investors while the private investor and the government share the risk of the project being financially viable. The most likely candidates for this approach to financing are airports, ports, inland waterways, new tolled roads, some existing roads that might be tolled, and tolled bridges.
The infrastructure bank will make $250 billion in its first year and $1 trillion in a decade 

Rohantyn 2011

ROHATYN, FELIX G. "Time for a U.S. Infrastructure Bank." POLITICO. N.p., 12 July 2011. Web. 26 June 2012. <http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0711/58786.html>.

This national infrastructure bank should be owned by the federal government but not operated by it. In this, it would be similar to the World Bank and European Investment Bank. Funded with a capital base of $50 billion to $60 billion, the infrastructure bank would have the power to insure bonds of state and local governments, provide targeted and precise subsidies and issue its own 30-to-50-year bonds to finance itself with conservative 3:1 gearing. Such a bank could easily leverage $250 billion of new capital in its first few years and as much as $1 trillion over a decade. Run by an independent board nominated by the president and confirmed by the Senate, the bank would finance projects of regional and national significance, directing funds to their most important uses. It would also provide a valuable guidance-system for the $73 billion that the federal government spends annually on infrastructure and avoid wasteful “earmark” appropriations. 

(Solvency) National infrastructure key to large projects- states and private don’t solve.
Mallett, Maguire, and Kosar, 2011

William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; and Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government, Congressional Research Service, “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation” December 14, fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42115.pdf
Once established, a national infrastructure bank might help accelerate worthwhile infrastructure projects, particularly large projects that can be slowed by funding and financing problems due to the degree of risk. These large projects might also be too large for financing from a state infrastructure bank or from a state revolving loan fund.44 Moreover, even with a combination of grants, municipal bonds, and private equity, mega-projects often need another source of funding to complete a financial package. Financing is also sometimes needed to bridge the gap between when funding is needed for construction and when the project generates revenues.

(Solvency) 10:1 ratio of federal investment to nonfederal returns.
Mallett, Maguire, and Kosar, 2011

William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; and Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government, Congressional Research Service, “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation” December 14, fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42115.pdf
One attraction of the national infrastructure bank proposals is the potential to encourage significant nonfederal infrastructure investment over the long term for a relatively small amount of federal budget authority. Ignoring administrative costs, an appropriation of $10 billion for the infrastructure bank could encourage $100 billion of infrastructure investment if the subsidy cost were similar to that of the TIFIA program.47 The critical assumption, however, centers on the estimated risk of each project. The current methods used to budget for federal credit programs generally underestimate the potential risk and thus the federal commitment (as measured by the “subsidy cost”).48 Increasing the estimated subsidy cost would result in a significant reduction in the amount available for investment. For example, doubling the average subsidy cost from 5% to 10% would reduce available loan capacity by half, as the loans are expected to cost the government twice as much.
(Solvency) NIB makes better funding decisions- consistent, comparative analysis.
Mallett, Maguire, and Kosar, 2011

William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; and Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government, Congressional Research Service, “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation” December 14, fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42115.pdf
A frequent criticism of current public infrastructure project selection is that it is often based on factors such as geographic equity and political favoritism instead of the demonstrable merits of the projects themselves.51 In many cases, funding goes to projects that are presumed to be the most important, without a rigorous study of the costs and benefits. Proponents of an infrastructure bank assert that it would select projects based on economic analyses of all costs and benefits.52 Furthermore, a consistent comparative analysis across all infrastructure sectors could yield an unbiased list of the best projects.

National infrastructure bank key to private investment.

Mallett, Maguire, and Kosar, 2011

William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; and Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government, Congressional Research Service, “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation” December 14, fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42115.pdf
PPPs are arrangements that involve more than traditional private sector participation in one or more activities involved with designing, building, financing, and operating infrastructure. There are many forms a PPP can take, some with modest amount of private sector involvement, such as operations and maintenance contracts, and others in which the private sector controls most facets of the project. Despite the formation of PPPs in a number of sectors, some believe that the environment for PPPs in the United States is inhospitable compared with other countries such as France, Spain, and Australia. A national infrastructure bank has been suggested as one tool for overcoming barriers to PPP formation and, as a corollary, for attracting new private sector funds to infrastructure investment.80

Yes investment—their claims do not assume the world of the aff. We specifically address the reasons behind investment reluctance.

Isidore 11 @CNNMoney By Chris September 7, 2011: 2:59 PM ET Infrastructure Bank: Fixing how we fix roadshttp://money.cnn.com/2011/09/07/news/economy/jobs_infrastructure/index.htm
Many don't invest now because even when municipal bonds are sold to help fund a project, those tax-free offerings are not attractive to many deep-pocket investors not subject to income tax, such as pension funds. Even when a project is expected to generate tolls or other revenue, there is little way now to offer investors a piece of that action to attract them in. Michael Likosky, senior fellow at New York University, said an I-Bank is the only way to generate the funding for needed infrastructure projects in this time of tight government spending. "We have to grow the pie of capital," Likosky said. "We're going grow it with private capital and use the public money in a much more targeted way." 

California’s Bank is empirical solvency—13 years has translated into 200 times the original government jumpstart, invested back into infrastructure. 

Isidore 11 @CNNMoney By Chris September 7, 2011: 2:59 PM ET Infrastructure Bank: Fixing how we fix roadshttp://money.cnn.com/2011/09/07/news/economy/jobs_infrastructure/index.htm Michael B. Likosky, a senior fellow at the Institute for Public Knowledge, New York University, is the author of “Obama’s Bank: Financing a Durable New Deal.” 

The idea of trying an I-Bank here is not a new one. Some proposals go back to the 1950s. There has been a state infrastructure bank operating in California for 12 years, and it was something President Obama was talking about on the campaign trail four years ago, and proposed as part of the jobs program that he unveiled a year ago. The California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank was funded with $161 million in 1999, and has helped fund $32 billion in public works projects since then, said Stan Hazelroth, its executive director. Its bonds have a AA+ rating from Standard & Poor's, the same rating as U.S. Treasuries. 

Short timeframe for startup—We’ll practically have to fight off investors

Isidore 11 @CNNMoney By Chris September 7, 2011: 2:59 PM ET Infrastructure Bank: Fixing how we fix roadshttp://money.cnn.com/2011/09/07/news/economy/jobs_infrastructure/index.htm
But advocates say an I-Bank will bring in a flood of private sector money fairly quickly. Likosky said there are a lot of projects that could start as early as next year if the bank can be approved this fall. "The U.S. has one of the highest percentage of projects in the world stuck in planning," Likosky said. "There is probably $500 to $600 billion sitting on the sidelines...that want to move into this sector. We'll actually have to be careful we don't bring too much in too quickly." 

An investment in the infrastructure bank will save the united states from the deteriorating transportation infrastructure and jobs market

Bloomberg 2011

Bloomberg. "A Bank That Can Get Americans on the Road and on the Job: View." Bloomberg. N.p., 10 Aug. 11. Web. 26 June 2012. <http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-08-11/a-bank-that-can-get-americans-on-the-road-and-on-the-job-view.html>.

Among the legion of problems facing the U.S., two stand out: Unemployment remains appallingly high, and the public works undergirding our economy are in alarmingly bad shape. Creating a national infrastructure bank presents a harmonized solution to these two problems that should be feasible even in austere times.

Airports and transportation networks, levees and dams, water and energy systems are deteriorating. The American Society of Civil Engineers estimates that 25 percent of our bridges are deficient, 7 billion gallons of clean water are wasted each day because of leaking pipes, and a third of our major roads are in poor or mediocre condition. The costs of all this to U.S. businesses -- in delays, accidents, lost productivity, red tape -- are enormous.

Yet improving such facilities adequately, the ASCE estimates, would require a five-year investment of $2.2 trillion. If you’ve been within shouting distance of Washington lately, you know that finding anything near such a sum is an impossibility. So a revitalization program that doesn’t rely entirely on federal munificence is crucial.

Enter the infrastructure bank, which would provide loans or loan guarantees for big projects deemed to be in the public interest -- and attract private investment by offering cheap access to capital and a path to profit from tolls, fares and other charges.

The bank could leverage the government’s outlay to lend more. An initial $5 billion a year for five years could result in $50 billion or more in loans. And because these loans would be paid back with interest, the institution could become self- sustaining. Financing for such a bank should be seen as an investment, not “spending.”  Replacing Jobs
The resulting projects would not only improve lives and safety, but would also go some way toward replacing the many construction jobs lost in the recession and housing meltdown. Every dollar spent on public infrastructure yields a $1.59 boost to gross domestic product, estimates Mark Zandi of Moody’s Analytics.
The Infrastructure bank’s unbiased board will maintain long term solvency  
Bloomberg 2011

Bloomberg. "A Bank That Can Get Americans on the Road and on the Job: View." Bloomberg. N.p., 10 Aug. 11. Web. 26 June 2012. <http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-08-11/a-bank-that-can-get-americans-on-the-road-and-on-the-job-view.html>.

It should have an independent board of directors that would evaluate competing loan requests using a transparent cost- benefit analysis, thus avoiding pork-barrel political machinations. Its board should be biased toward approving projects that use intelligent congestion pricing and similar user charges to produce a steady stream of revenue and help ensure long-term solvency. It should be permitted to issue long- term bonds and to sell the loans it makes as securities in capital markets. And, as a caution, it should require a project’s sponsors and private investors to provide at least, say, half the total cost.
NIBs assure longterm, diversified projects will be funded. 
Staley 2010

Samuel, Fellow at the Reason Foundation and author of Mobility First: A New Vision for Transportation in a Globally Competitive 21st Century, Reason Foundation, 13 May 2010, http://reason.org/news/show/infrastructure-bank-testimony
A key goal of an NIB would also be to more effectively align funding with project benefits (and revenues). Banks are able to make decisions that span decades because they have a long-term focus. Their decisions also tend to be more strategic than focused on more temporary conditions. Currently, most governments allocate funds to specific projects on an annual basis. In some cases, state governments have established five- or ten-year infrastructure plans, but this planning fails to adequately capture the need to finance and manage projects that extend over decades. Project commitments are driven by annual budget decisions and limited by current-year tax revenues. As a result, projects can be assessed and approved more efficiently in a bank-like setting, allowing state and local governments to commit to long-term projects more quickly based on expectations of future revenue (either through user fees or tax revenues). Improved strategic decisionmaking. By adopting performance criteria for loans, whether rate of return or objective measurements of public benefits, an infrastructure bank might help maximize public benefits. Loans have an inherent advantage over grants in that a "willingness to pay" criteria helps ensure benefits are aligned with costs. This is the case with true user fees, such as tolls or water rates that are priced to reflect the actual costs of using the facility. For toll roads, for example, the willingness of drivers to pay a toll is essential for securing the loans necessary to build the facility. Risk is not eliminated, but user based pricing allows state agencies and private companies to gauge the priority and importance of different projects based on the response of users. Unless the public (through taxation) or customers (through user fees) are willing to cover the costs of the loan (borrowing plus debt service), the project may not be justified or qualify for funding through a NIB because the users are simply not willing to pay for the projects-although there may be public benefits that still justify funding the project. Diversifying revenue streams. Since a primary criterion for making loans involves ensuring a revenue stream exists to pay the loan back, a NIB can encourage state and local governments to identify and implement more diversified revenue streams. As a practical matter, this would include tolls for roads and bridges or quantity-based usage fees for water and sewer systems. Because user fees tie costs to specific benefits, they can be both practical and sustainable alternatives for raising revenue compared to general taxes (which also often have sunset provisions).
An Infrastructure Bank provides transparency and accountability.

Staley 2010

Samuel, Fellow at the Reason Foundation and author of Mobility First: A New Vision for Transportation in a Globally Competitive 21st Century, Reason Foundation, 13 May 2010, http://reason.org/news/show/infrastructure-bank-testimony
A well structured infrastructure bank could have several potential advantages over the current system if structured properly and its scope sufficiently narrow to avoid political abuse and mismanagement. Potential benefits include; Gap financing. The raison d'être of a government loan is to make up the difference between existing revenues and the amount required to underwrite the project. When the private sector is either unwilling or unable to fund a project and the project has significant public benefits-it is a "public good" in the terms of economists-public financing might be justified. Indeed, if financing can be obtained from the private sector (and the U.S. has yet to tap much of the private capital available for infrastructure investments), no compelling reason exists for putting taxpayers at risk. At times, public funding can be useful to bridge the period between funding the construction of facility and the time revenues come on line (e.g., a toll road or bridge).

Transparency. Loans could be made (and debt issued) through a consolidated entity, avoiding the "alphabet soup" of agencies and programs that currently provide funds through a diverse array of government departments. By consolidating national loan programs, loan (and grant) success and failure can be tracked and coordinated more easily. This facilitates audits of project performance as well as providing public accountability. Efficiencies might also be achieved by consolidating different loan programs for different types of infrastructure under one entity so that financing staff and expertise can be shared among organizations. However, there are limits to this type of aggregation when projects are sufficiently diverse to warrant different evaluative procedures. The decision to consolidate programs must be made carefully.

Accelerated funding.  A key goal of an NIB would also be to more effectively align funding with project benefits (and revenues). Banks are able to make decisions that span decades because they have a long-term focus. Their decisions also tend to be more strategic than focused on more temporary conditions. Currently, most governments allocate funds to specific projects on an annual basis. In some cases, state governments have established five- or ten-year infrastructure plans, but this planning fails to adequately capture the need to finance and manage projects that extend over decades. Project commitments are driven by annual budget decisions and limited by current-year tax revenues. As a result, projects can be assessed and approved more efficiently in a bank-like setting, allowing state and local governments to commit to long-term projects more quickly based on expectations of future revenue (either through user fees or tax revenues).

Improved strategic decisionmaking.  By adopting performance criteria for loans, whether rate of return or objective measurements of public benefits, an infrastructure bank might help maximize public benefits. Loans have an inherent advantage over grants in that a "willingness to pay" criteria helps ensure benefits are aligned with costs. This is the case with true user fees, such as tolls or water rates that are priced to reflect the actual costs of using the facility. For toll roads, for example, the willingness of drivers to pay a toll is essential for securing the loans necessary to build the facility. Risk is not eliminated, but user based pricing allows state agencies and private companies to gauge the priority and importance of different projects based on the response of users. Unless the public (through taxation) or customers (through user fees) are willing to cover the costs of the loan (borrowing plus debt service), the project may not be justified or qualify for funding through a NIB because the users are simply not willing to pay for the projects-although there may be public benefits that still justify funding the project.
NIB provides an efficient, performance based guide for allocation funds to projects.
Istrate and Puentes, 2009

Emilia Istrate, Senior Reasearch Analyst Brookings Institute and Robert Puentes, Senior Fellow and Director of Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative, Metropolitian Policy Program, Investing for Success, December 2009, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2009/12/10%20infrastructure%20puentes/1210_infrastructure_puentes.pdf
At its heart, an NIB is about better selection of infrastructure projects. The bank would lend or grant money on a project basis, after some type of a BCA. In addition, the projects would be of national or regional significance, transcending state and local boundaries. The bank would consider different types of infrastructure projects, breaking down the modal barriers. This would be a giant step from the current federal funding for infrastructure, most of which is disbursed as federal aid transportation grants to states in a siloed manner. Multi-jurisdictional projects are neglected in the current federal investment process in surface transportation, due to the insufficient institutional coordination among state and local governments that are the main decisionmakers in transportation. 102 The NIB would provide a mechanism to catalyze local and state government cooperation and could result in higher rates of return compared to the localized infrastructure projects. An NIB would need to articulate a clear set of metropolitan and national impact criteria for project selection. Impact may be assessed based on estimated metropolitan multipliers of the project. This criterion would allow the bank to focus on the outcomes of the projects and not get entangled in sector specific standards. Clear evaluation criteria would go a long way, forcing the applicants, be it states, metros or other entities, to have a baseline of performance. This change, by itself, would be a major improvement for the federal investment process, given that a major share of the federal infrastructure money goes to the states on a formula basis, without performance criteria.

The National Infrastructure bank would be created under five clear guidelines of the US Government. 
Compton 2011

Matt, Deputy Director of Online Content for the Office of Digital Strategy, Five Facts About a National Infrastructure Bank, White House, November 3, 2011, http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2011/11/03/five-facts-about-national-infrastructure-bank

Yesterday, with the Key Bridge, which connects Washington, DC with Arlington, Virginia, as a backdrop, President Obama discussed the ways that the American Jobs Act will invest in the nation's highways, airports, roads, and bridges -- and create new jobs for construction workers. Today, the Senate is set to take up one idea that the President touted -- the creation of a national infrastructure bank. Here's how it would work: 1) Congress would appropriate an initial $10 billion in startup money to capitalize the bank. 2) The new bank would identify transportation, energy, and water infrastructure projects that lack funding, offer a clear benefit for taxpayers, and are worth at least $100 million or $25 million for rural projects. 3) Loans made by the bank would then be matched by private sector investments or money from local governments -- so that the infrastructure bank provides half or less than half the total funding. 4) Each project would generate its own revenues to help ensure repayment of the loan. 5) Decisions would be made by a seven-person board of governors -- of whom, no more than four could be from the same political party -- and a CEO chosen by the President.
Solvency- highways

The bank would invest in highways—it provides an alternative funding mechanism that solves the only current barrier.

New York Times, 2010

NYT Published: February 1, 2010 White House Budget Seeks $4B for Transportation Infrastructure Bank By JOSH VOORHEES of Greenwirehttp://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2010/02/01/01greenwire-white-house-budget-seeks-4b-for-transportation-i-444.html

The administration remains committed to putting off rewriting the current multiyear bill that provides the bulk of federal funding for roads, bridges and transit systems until March 2011. “Careful consideration is needed to design a federal surface transportation program that leads to higher performing investments, increases people's transportation options, promotes a sustainable environment, and makes our economy more productive," the budget states. The current highway law was set to expire at the end of September 2009, but the federal programs have been continued by a series of stopgap extensions.The largest holdup for lawmakers hoping to write the next bill is figuring out a way to pay for it. House Transportation and Infrastructure Chairman James Oberstar (D-Minn.) has done the most work on crafting a successor, but his six-year, $500 billion proposal stops short of providing an alternative to the federal fuel taxes that currently fund the program. Inflation and increases in fuel economy have left gas tax receipts unable to keep pace with federal spending. The Highway Trust Fund, the federal account that pays for most road and transit work, is expected to finish fiscal 2010 more than $1 billion short and end fiscal 2011 roughly $11.6 billion in the hole, according to Obama's budget request.
Solvency- economy

IBs will boost the GDP dramatically in the short and boost competitiveness in the long run. 
McConaghy and Kessler 2011

Ryan, Policy Director at Whitehouse  and Jim, professor Harvard University Kennedy School of Government, A National Infrastructure Bank, Third Way, January 2011, http://www.bernardlschwartz.com/political-initiatives/Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_A_National_Infrastructure_Bank-1.pdf

By providing a new and innovative mechanism for project financing, the NIB could help provide funding for projects stalled by monetary constraints. This is particularly true for large scale projects that may be too complicated or costly for traditional means of !nancing. In the short-term, providing resources for infrastructure investment would have clear, positive impacts for recovery and growth. It has been estimated that every $1 billion in highway investment supports 30,000 jobs, 37 and that every dollar invested in infrastructure increases GDP by $1.59. 38 It has also been projected that an investment of $10 billion into both broadband and smart grid infrastructure would create 737,000 jobs. 39 In the longer-term, infrastructure investments supported by the NIB will allow the U.S. to meet future demand, reduce the waste currently built into the system, and keep pace with competition from global rivals.
Solvency- public/private partnership

NIB would exponentially increase private investment.

McConaghy and Kessler 2011

Ryan, Policy Director at Whitehouse  and Jim, professor Harvard University Kennedy School of Government, A National Infrastructure Bank, Third Way, January 2011, http://www.bernardlschwartz.com/political-initiatives/Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_A_National_Infrastructure_Bank-1.pdf

The NIB would magnify the impact of federal funds by leveraging them through partnerships with private entities and other actors, providing taxpayers with more infrastructure bang for their public buck. Estimates have placed the amount of private capital readily available for infrastructure development at $400 billion, 40 and as of 2007, sovereign wealth funds—another potential source of capital—were estimated to control over $3 trillion in assets with the potential to control $12 trillion by 2012. 41 While these and other institutional funds have experienced declines as a result of the economic downturn, they will continue to be important sources of large, long-term investment resources. By offering loan guarantees to induce larger private investments or issuing debt instruments and securities, the NIB could tap these vast pools of private capital to generate investments much larger than its initial capitalization. In doing so, it could also lower the cost of borrowing for municipalities by lowering interest on municipal bonds for state and local governments by 50 to 100 basis points. 42 The NIB would also be poised to help taxpayers take full advantage of historically low borrowing costs. In 2010, the yield on 10-year U.S. Treasuries reached a historic low of 3.22%, as compared to a rate of 6.03% in 2000 and a peak rate of 13.92% in 1981. Prior to the Great Recession, this rate had not dipped below 4% since 1962. 43 By allowing government and private actors to access !nancing at historically low rates, the NIB would help to capitalize on a once-in-a-lifetime window to make enduring infrastructure investments.
Revised private-public infrastructure investment is critical to economic development.

Goldsmith 2011
Stephen, Daniel Paul Professor of Government at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, Infrastructure Investment and U.S. Competitiveness, CFR, 5 April 2011, http://www.cfr.org/united-states/infrastructure-investment-us-competitiveness/p24585.

Investment in America's physical infrastructure is directly tied to economic development. Businesses and the workforces they attract consider infrastructure when deciding where to locate. Too often, however, pressed by day-to-day concerns, state and local governments fail to adequately plan and invest in infrastructure. Tight budgets make it easy for officials to rationalize the deferral of investment until a time when surpluses return. Unfortunately, this pattern has been repeated for decades, and the accumulation of deferred maintenance and deferred investment in future infrastructure has led to an unsatisfactory status quo. To ensure America's future competitiveness in the global marketplace, we must rethink our approach to the construction and financing of infrastructure. And in this policy area, many of the most promising ideas for unlocking public value involve public-private partnerships. The key question in a debate about infrastructure should be: "How can we produce the most public value for the money?" Answering this question should lead us to pursue both operational and financing innovations. The private sector has an important role to play in both. Public officials can produce more value for the dollar by better structuring the design, construction, operation, and financing of infrastructure projects that produce more lifecycle benefits and fewer handoffs among various private parties. A private partner can often achieve savings for government by identifying operational efficiencies and assuming risk formerly held by the public sector. Unlike the traditional model for bridge construction in which one firm designs, one firm builds, one company finances, and the public maintains, an arrangement which gives the private firm an ongoing responsibility for maintenance or durability will encourage design optimization and likely increase the length of the asset's lifecycle. Public-private partnerships can produce access to capital that will accelerate the building of critical infrastructure in sectors ranging from transportation to wastewater treatment. However, maximizing their potential to solve America's infrastructure challenges also requires governments to create a regulatory climate conducive to them. Government agencies should be given maximum flexibility to enter into partnerships with the private sector; and private companies should not have to navigate unreasonable tax laws that limit their ability to partner with government entities to produce better public value. At a time when every dollar counts, extracting maximum public value out of infrastructure investment is crucial. The private sector can be a strong partner to government. By prioritizing long-term value creation over short-term politics, America can bridge the infrastructure divide and ensure our continued prosperity.
Solvency- depoliticize

The bank is protected from investment politicization

Department of Transportation, 2012

March 23 2012 A NEW ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT

A REPORT PREPARED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY WITH THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS www.ampo.org/assets/library/210_hillmemoibank7109.doc
Governance and structure: Independent entity within DOT.  Political independence is critical to the success of an Infrastructure Bank. For this reason, the Administration proposes that the Bank be housed as an independent entity within DOT, consistent with the proposed Bank focus on transportation and transportation-affiliated projects. The Bank would be governed by a board of non-governmental advisors with proven expertise in infrastructure, appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate.  Similar to the role of the IRS Oversight Board, the Bank board would lend expertise and insight to project selection, approve final selection decisions, and protect the Bank from internal and external political pressures.

Depoliticization of project selection guarantees state and local participation.
Marshall and Thommason, 2011

Marshall and Thommason 11 Will and Scott Friday, October 7th, 2011 Sperling on “Deferred Maintenance”  Will Marshall is the president of the Progressive Policy Institute. Scott Thomasson is the economic and domestic policy director for the Progressive Policy Institute. http://progressivepolicy.org/tag/national-infrastructure-bank

Tom Osborne, the head of Americas Infrastructure at UBS Investment Bank, agreed that an independent infrastructure bank like the version proposed by Senators Kerry, Hutchison and Warner, would empower private investors to fund more projects. And contrary to arguments that a national bank would centralize more funding decisions in Washington, Osborne explained that states and local governments would also be more empowered by the bank to pursue new projects with flexible financing options, knowing that the bank will evaluate projects based on its economics, not on the politics of the next election cycle.
COMPETITIVENESS ADVANTAGE EXTENSIONS

Jobs- solvency

Infrastructure bank creates good jobs- key to economic recovery.
Likosky, 2010

Likosky Author of "Obama's Bank" Posted: September 11, 2010 Michael 11:00 PMAn Infrastructure Bank: Reinvesting in America, huffington post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-likosky/an-infrastructure-bank-re_b_713505.html

It is the part of the stimulus act that the media has largely ignored. We have heard little about the jobs that it has saved and created, the progressive projects it has financed, and how it will continue to keep Americans at work on road, bridge, power and school projects well past the close of this calendar year. Like these stimulus act programs, the Infrastructure Bank can relay the foundation of our economy through progressive long term projects that are synced up with a medium term business cycle - allowing firms to plan ahead, which is essential for retaining and creating good jobs. Investing in what will make America competitive, a job producer, a promoter of equal opportunity, and an ensurer of national security. On February 13, 2008, then-Senator Obama had first announced the Infrastructure Bank on the factory floor of the General Motors Assembly Plant in Janesville, Wisconsin as a campaign plank. The speech marked, at the time, a pivot by Obama away from the sole candidate to have opposed the Iraq War and toward positioning himself as the champion of America's economic recovery. In this landmark speech, Obama argued for redirecting our energies away from reconstructing Iraq and toward reinvesting in America.  Much has changed since that speech in 2008. However, when it comes to the reintroduction of the Infrastructure Bank, the two most significant milestones have been (1) the recapitalization and re-regulation of the financial sector and (2) the success of the leveraging vehicles within the stimulus act. Obama's LaborFest proposal builds upon both of these successes. 
Competitiveness- uniqueness

U.S. competitiveness decreasing in the SQ—multiple factors 
Babu et al, 2011

Babu et all February 2011 Suresh & 10 others, including reps from NASA, GE, and EWI “strengthening manufacturing competitiveness” Online

Alarming Trends There is an unfortunate gathering of alarming trends in manufacturing that must be recognized and reversed, including: ( Decreasing R&D Funding: U.S. growth in R&D has averaged only about 1% per year in real terms since 2000.(13) This is of great concern considering that R&D investment drives innovation, and innovation is thought by many to be the critical strategic imperative to a healthy economy. ( Decreasing Manufacturing Output: Manufacturing output as a percentage of U.S. GDP has decreased. From 1996 to 2007, manufacturing’s share of GDP has fallen from 15.5 to 11.7%.(12) Furthermore, manufacturing output since the last recession lags that of earlier economic recoveries ― it has only grown 15%, which is half the pace averaged in recoveries of the past half century. ( Declining Employment: The ultimate metric of manufacturing strength, that of jobs, is the most alarming of the trends. The manufacturing employment base has declined by 4 million jobs in the past 10 years, as shown in Figure 1, and is suffering severe losses in the current economy.(12) While improved productivity accounts for some job reductions, the major impact is from factory shutdowns and the exporting of manufacturing overseas. As previously noted, manufacturing jobs generally earn higher wages than other sectors. However, job erosion in the manufacturing sector is difficult to recover and permanently scars the standard of living.

American innovation may move aboard if transportation infrastructure doesn’t improve
Likosky 2011

Likosky, Michael B. "Banking on the Future." The New York Times. The New York Times, 13 July 2011. Web. 25 June 2012. http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/13/opinion/13likosky.html?_r=1
FOR decades, we have neglected the foundation of our economy while other countries have invested in state-of-the-art water, energy and transportation infrastructure. Our manufacturing base has migrated abroad; our innovation edge may soon follow. If we don’t find a way to build a sound foundation for growth, the American dream will survive only in our heads and history books. But how we will pay for it? Given the fights over the deficit and the debt, it is doubtful that a second, costly stimulus package could gain traction. President Franklin D. Roosevelt faced a similar predicament in the 1930s when the possibility of a double-dip Depression loomed.

U.S. Competitiveness is decreasing now

Malone, 2012

Scott Malone-writer for reuters news BOSTON | Wed Jan 18, 2012 11:47am EST. http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/01/18/us-corporate-competitiveness-idUSTRE80H1HR20120118

The United States is becoming less economically competitive versus other nations, with political gridlock and a weak primary education system seen as the main drag, according to a survey released on Wednesday. In particular, the nation is falling behind emerging market rivals and just keeping pace with other advanced economies, according to a Harvard Business School survey of 9,750 of its alumni in the United States and 121 other countries. Seventy-one percent of respondents expected the U.S. to become less competitive, less able to compete in the global economy with U.S. firms less able to pay high wages and benefits, the study found. The findings come at a time when high unemployment is a major concern for Americans, with 23.7 million out-of-work and underemployed, and the economy the top issue ahead of November's presidential election. "The U.S. is losing out on business location decisions at an alarming rate" said Michael Porter, a Harvard Business School professor who was a co-author of the study.

Competitiveness- theory (a2 Krugman)
Krugman is wrong—competitiveness affects hegemony.

Prestowitz, 1994 (Clyde V. Prestowitz, Jr., the President of the Economic Strategy Institute and Director-General of the Pacific Basin Economic Council, Foreign Affairs, “Playing to Win” July/August, google)

Krugman's third and final argument is that although countries may be rivals for status and power, such rivalry is something apart from economics and has no impact on living standards. A high relative growth rate may enhance Japan's status, for example, but it does not reduce the living standard of other countries. Although this notion may be true in the short-term, absolute sense, it is not necessarily true in the long-term, potential sense. Since the end of World War II, the United States has grown faster than Great Britain. The United States has done so in part by taking British inventions such as jet planes and radar and commercializing them faster than the British, thereby closing off those industries as potential avenues of British growth. Of course, if Britain could enter other high-growth, high-wage industries, the U.S. position would make no difference. But at any one time the number of those industries is limited; missing the boat on one can mean losing potential gains in living standards. In the extreme, loss of economic competitiveness can weaken national security and cause greater vulnerability to political regimes and international cartels that may severely constrain a country's economic potential. This competition is, after all, what imperialism and its opposition has been all about.
Krugman is wrong—nation-based economics CAN be zero-sum.

Prestowitz, 1994 (Clyde V. Prestowitz, Jr., the President of the Economic Strategy Institute and Director-General of the Pacific Basin Economic Council, Foreign Affairs, “Playing to Win” July/August, google)

Krugman contends that concern about competitiveness is silly because as a practical matter the major countries of the world are not in economic competition with each other. He attempts to prove this by making three points. First he argues that trade is not a zero-sum game. Trade between the United States and Japan is not like competition between Coca-Cola and Pepsi because whereas Pepsi's gain is almost always Coke's loss, the United States and its trading partners can both be winners through the dynamics of comparative advantage. Although true to some extent, this rationale ignores that different kinds of trade take place. Surely Krugman is correct in the case of trade between the United States and Costa Rica, where America imports bananas it does not grow and exports airplanes and machinery that Costa Rica does not make. Both countries come out winners by devoting their resources to what each does best. But what about the kind of trade typified by the recent Saudi Arabian order for $6 billion of new airplanes? Why were the Europeans so upset and Clinton so happy when the Saudis announced that U.S. producers would win all the orders? Both the Europeans and the Americans make airplanes, and this order means that the United States will gain jobs and income that Europe might have had but lost. This was largely a zero-sum trade situation, and ironically it was precisely the case that first brought Krugman to prominence. Maybe he was right the first time.
Krugman’s economics are flawed—policy makers should pay no attention.

Prestowitz, 1994 (Clyde V. Prestowitz, Jr., the President of the Economic Strategy Institute and Director-General of the Pacific Basin Economic Council, Foreign Affairs, “Playing to Win” July/August, google)

To buttress his arguments, Krugman attacks his critics' arithmetic as careless. Yet Krugman's own arithmetic is careless and selective. His analysis of how manufacturing job loss affects real average wages ignores the relationship between service and manufacturing wages. American barbers are not notably more productive than Bangladeshi barbers. But their wages are much higher because their customers work with much higher productivity than the customers of their Bangladeshi counterparts. Loss of high-wage U.S. manufacturing jobs also depresses not only manufacturing wages, but service industry wages as well. Krugman, however, fails to mention this drag. Krugman's discussion of value added is even more questionable. He may have a point in that "high value added" has become a kind of shorthand for technology-intensive and high-wage industries when that is not always the case. But Krugman uses very broad industry categories to make his point, although the data he draws on clearly show that a huge industry like electronics consists of many sectors, some with high value added and others with low. Overall, Krugman notes a figure of value added per worker in the electronics industry of only $64,000. But why did he ignore the tables showing the figures of $443,000 for computers and $234,000 for semiconductors? Krugman concludes by expressing fear of the possible distortion of the U.S. economy through the application of flawed competitiveness policies. He could, of course, be right. But can the United States be confident that an analyst who has such obvious gaps of his own and who has now argued both sides of the competitiveness issue can be relied on as the guide? Perhaps he is wrong, and competitiveness, far from being a dangerous obsession, is an essential concern.

Competitiveness- solvency

Solves competitiveness- key to private investment- and the future of the economy.

Puentes, 2011

Robert Puentes, Senior Fellow, Brookings Institution, Council on Foreign Relations, “Infrastructure Investment and U.S. Competitiveness” April 5, http://www.cfr.org/united-states/infrastructure-investment-us-competitiveness/p24585
Infrastructure is central to U.S. prosperity and global competitiveness. It matters because state-of-the-art transportation, telecommunications, and energy networks--the connective tissue of the nation--are critical to moving goods, ideas, and workers quickly and efficiently and providing a safe, secure, and competitive climate for business operations. But for too long, the nation's infrastructure policies have been kept separate and apart from the larger conversation about the U.S. economy. The benefits of infrastructure are frequently framed around short-term goals about job creation. While the focus on employment growth is certainly understandable, it is not the best way to target and deploy infrastructure dollars. And it means so-called "shovel ready projects" are all we can do while long-term investments in the smart grid, high-speed rail, and modern ports are stuck at the starting gate. So in addition to the focus on job growth in the short term, we need to rebalance the American economy for the long term on several key elements: higher exports, to take advantage of rising global demand; low-carbon technology, to lead the clean-energy revolution; innovation, to spur growth through ideas and their deployment; and greater opportunity, to reverse the troubling, decades-long rise in inequality. Infrastructure is fundamental to each of those elements. Yet while we know America's infrastructure needs are substantial, we have not been able to pull together the resources to make the requisite investments. And when we do, we often fail to make infrastructure investments in an economy-enhancing way. This is why the proposal for a national infrastructure bank is so important. If designed and implemented appropriately, it would be a targeted mechanism to deal with critical new investments on a merit basis, while adhering to market forces and leveraging the private capital we know is ready to invest here in the United States. Building the next economy will require deliberate and purposeful action, across all levels of government, in collaboration with the private and nonprofit sectors. Infrastructure is a big piece of that.

Bolstering manufacturing is key to the economy and global competitiveness.

Prestowitz, 2012

Clyde Prestowitz founder and president of the Economic Strategy Institute. Prior to founding ESI, he served as counselor to the Secretary of Commerce in the Reagan Administration. YaleGlobal, 13 April 2012 “US Battle to Revive Manufacturing – Part II” http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/us-battle-revive-manufacturing-part-ii 

In his State of the Union address, President Barack Obama called for revitalization of manufacturing as the basis of an American economy “built to last.” He proposed a number of measures such as special tax credits for investment that creates high valued-added manufacturing jobs in America and greater government support of R&D in manufacturing. Even more telling was another speech given on March 27 at the Washington Manufacturing Conference by National Economic Council Director Gene Sperling, the president’s top economic adviser since Larry Summers returned to Harvard. For those accustomed to Summers’ tight embrace of market fundamentalism and rejection of anything that might smack of government intervention in the market, the speech represented a surprising 180-degree shift. Long Summers’ trusty acolyte, Sperling turned his back on virtually everything the master had preached. Wasn’t it wrong to single out one sector of the economy for special attention? Not necessarily, because if that sector is manufacturing, it accounts for over two thirds of all private R&D spending and a higher than average proportion of productivity gains and innovation. So, if manufacturing contributes disproportionately to economic welfare, perhaps it deserves disproportionate attention. Obama’s instincts are similar to those of most Americans who wonder why so much of what they buy is made in China. But wouldn’t such attention distort markets and cause inefficiencies and misallocation of resources? Well, no, not necessarily, because economic studies have shown that there are positive spillovers, gains for the overall economy that cannot always be captured by one firm and won’t be developed without some public support. These arguments are not at all new. As a member of the Reagan administration, I had this same discussion 30 years ago with a member of the Council of Economic Advisers. The arguments are as valid now as they were then. But they were buried by successive waves of hate-government-intervention-of-any-kind Republican economists and love-rational-expectations-econometric-models-of any-kind Democratic economists. So the arguments are now being exhumed. The reasons are twofold. At one level, it’s simple. The president is asking some fundamental questions. At a White House meeting which I attended more than a year ago, he asked: “Why can’t we build high-speed trains in America? Why can’t we make batteries in America?” So Obama’s instincts are not so different from those of most ordinary Americans who wonder why everything they buy is made in China, Japan or Germany. His questions trigger a search for answers. At a more fundamental level, the president is asking these questions because he knows that America is not paying its way in the world and that its productive base is no longer generating sufficient wealth to maintain America’s far-flung geopolitical commitments while also delivering the American dream to future generations. The president knows that if he can’t revitalize the productive base, he and the country will both fail. And in the search for answers, his advisers have inevitably been driven to industrial policy.

Make or break for transportation infrastructure- new model is the key.

Little, 2011

Richard Little, Director, Keston Institute for Public Finance and Infrastructure Policy, Brookings Institution, Council on Foreign Relations, “Infrastructure Investment and U.S. Competitiveness” April 5, http://www.cfr.org/united-states/infrastructure-investment-us-competitiveness/p24585
The massive network of seaports, waterways, railroads, and highways we built in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries were designed to unlock the nation's natural resources, agriculture, and manufacturing strength and bring these products to market. Today, despite a dynamically changing economy, these sectors along with trade and transportation still account for more than a quarter of U.S. GDP or $3.5 trillion, but many transport linkages have become bottlenecks due to long-delayed repair and replacement. The entire U.S. economy, as well as consumers, would benefit from a more efficient and resilient supply chain. Unfortunately, for far too long, Americans have been lulled by their political leadership into a false sense of entitlement. Faced with the prospect of raising taxes or charging fees to cover the cost of maintaining these systems, they have chosen to do neither. As a result, our highways and bridges decline at alarming rates. Most of the other systems vital to our interests suffer the same fate. Fixing this is well within our control, the challenge will be to muster the will to do so. The first step in addressing this problem will be to ensure that adequate revenue streams are in place. Whether this revenue comes from the fuel tax, tolls, or other mechanisms is less important than having the funds to work with. Without a move to revenue-based models, necessary renewal of critical infrastructure will be long delayed, if provided at all. We can show that we value these systems by agreeing to pay for their upkeep or own both the responsibility for economic decline and its consequences.

Public-private partnership is the key.

Goldsmith, 2011

Stephen Goldsmith, New York City Deputy Mayor for Operations, Brookings Institution, Council on Foreign Relations, “Infrastructure Investment and U.S. Competitiveness” April 5, http://www.cfr.org/united-states/infrastructure-investment-us-competitiveness/p24585
Investment in America's physical infrastructure is directly tied to economic development. Businesses and the workforces they attract consider infrastructure when deciding where to locate. Too often, however, pressed by day-to-day concerns, state and local governments fail to adequately plan and invest in infrastructure. Tight budgets make it easy for officials to rationalize the deferral of investment until a time when surpluses return. Unfortunately, this pattern has been repeated for decades, and the accumulation of deferred maintenance and deferred investment in future infrastructure has led to an unsatisfactory status quo. To ensure America's future competitiveness in the global marketplace, we must rethink our approach to the construction and financing of infrastructure. And in this policy area, many of the most promising ideas for unlocking public value involve public-private partnerships. The key question in a debate about infrastructure should be: "How can we produce the most public value for the money?" Answering this question should lead us to pursue both operational and financing innovations. The private sector has an important role to play in both. Public officials can produce more value for the dollar by better structuring the design, construction, operation, and financing of infrastructure projects that produce more lifecycle benefits and fewer handoffs among various private parties. A private partner can often achieve savings for government by identifying operational efficiencies and assuming risk formerly held by the public sector. Unlike the traditional model for bridge construction in which one firm designs, one firm builds, one company finances, and the public maintains, an arrangement which gives the private firm an ongoing responsibility for maintenance or durability will encourage design optimization and likely increase the length of the asset's lifecycle. Public-private partnerships can produce access to capital that will accelerate the building of critical infrastructure in sectors ranging from transportation to wastewater treatment. However, maximizing their potential to solve America's infrastructure challenges also requires governments to create a regulatory climate conducive to them. Government agencies should be given maximum flexibility to enter into partnerships with the private sector; and private companies should not have to navigate unreasonable tax laws that limit their ability to partner with government entities to produce better public value. At a time when every dollar counts, extracting maximum public value out of infrastructure investment is crucial. The private sector can be a strong partner to government. By prioritizing long-term value creation over short-term politics, America can bridge the infrastructure divide and ensure our continued prosperity.

Infrastructure bank key to competitiveness.

Alessi in 11

Christopher Alessi, Associate Staff Writer at the council on foreign relations September 8, 2011. http://www.cfr.org/economics/banking-us-infrastructure-revival/p25782

U.S. President Barack Obama is expected to propose an employment stimulus package worth over $300 billion (Bloomberg) in a speech to both houses of Congress on Thursday. The plan will aim to create new jobs through a combination of tax cuts and--more contentiously--government spending on infrastructure projects. The most sweeping proposal for government investment in public works being debated around Washington is the creation of a national infrastructure bank (CNN). Such an institution would require an initial, one-time investment by the government of approximately $10 billion. Most urgently, the bank would be a means of creating jobs in the construction, manufacturing, and retail trade sectors of the economy. With unemployment stuck above 9 percent, a plan to get fourteen million unemployed Americans back to work is a top government priority. Moreover, as the U.S. economy continues to stagnate--and fears of a global double-dip recession abound--generating jobs is seen as crucial. Investing in infrastructure, along with education and technology, is a way to tackle unemployment by addressing longstanding structural problems on "the tradable side of the economy," economist and Nobel laureate A. Michael Spence recently told CFR. At the same time, U.S. infrastructure is undoubtedly deteriorating, undermining the foundations of the country's economy. In turn, this is weakening the ability of the United States--the world's largest economy--to exercise economic leadership throughout the globe. The World Economic Forum's 2011-2012 Global Competitiveness Report said the United States declined in competitiveness for the third year in a row, dropping to fifth place. The Global Competitive Index is composed of twelve pillars, including infrastructure.  "For decades, we have neglected the foundation of our economy while other countries have invested in state-of-the-art water, energy, and transportation infrastructure, wrote Michael B. Likosky, a senior fellow at New York University's Institute for Public Knowledge, in a July 12 New York Times op-ed. 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. 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.

Some opponents to the bank think the most efficient way to address the United States' infrastructure needs is by encouraging private consortia to operate projects at the state level. "A federal infrastructure bank would be swayed by political criteria and would be tempted to invest in low-return projects, such as roads to nowhere," Manhattan Institute senior fellow Diana Furchtgott-Roth argued in a May 26 piece for Real Clear Markets. Conversely, Felix G. Rohatyn, a trustee at the Center for International and Strategic Studies, has repeatedly invoked past U.S. presidents (WSJ) who invested in public works with the result of creating jobs and propelling growth--from Abraham Lincoln and the transcontinental railroad to Dwight D. Eisenhower and the interstate highway system. NYU's Likosky argued in his Times piece that Obama confronts a similar situation to what Franklin D. Roosevelt encountered in the 1930s when the country faced the prospect of falling back into recession. FDR created manufacturing jobs by developing what advocates for a federal infrastructure bank propose: "public-private partnerships and quasi-public authorities."
Infrastructure bank is key to competitiveness through the private sector.

Kerry 11

Sen. John Kerry is a fifth-term Democratic senator from Massachusetts. Monday, October 31, 2011. A national infrastructure bank would tap the private sector, protect taxpayers. http://www.kerry.senate.gov/press/speeches/speech/?id=ba3ef7bc-5056-a032-52a4-6963932be596

WASHINGTON -- We disagree about President Barack Obama's job proposal, and we have very different views about why America continues to be mired in economic doldrums, and what it will take for the nation to recover. Nevertheless, we were both pleased when the president recently embraced an idea that, as he said, "came from a bill written by a Texas Republican and a Massachusetts Democrat ... the kind of proposal that's been supported in the past by Democrats and Republicans alike." That legislation is "The Building and Upgrading Infrastructure for Long-term Development Act" (BUILD Act), which we introduced this spring, along with senators Mark Warner, D-Va., and Lindsey Graham, R-S.C. Our legislation, which is supported by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, creates a national infrastructure bank - a concept also supported by the AFL-CIO.

This approach is an innovative way to leverage private-public partnerships and maximize public funding to address our urgent national and regional water, transportation and energy infrastructure needs - while protecting the taxpayer from wasteful spending. We believe a properly structured infrastructure bank might gain the bipartisan support needed for our bill to become law this year. Our bill is straightforward: A one-time, $10 billion expenditure, which we both have agreed to offset, establishes the bank. The bank's goal is to become self-sufficient over time and not rely on ongoing conditional appropriations. Strictly underwritten loans and loan guarantees from the bank would be matched by private-sector investment and local governments. Federal grants would not be allowed as a match. Furthermore, our legislation requires that our applicants not only have a strong financial base, but that the projects are able to repay the loans through dedicated revenue streams. We want and expect these loans to get paid back. The safeguards in the bill are essential to protect taxpayers from being left holding the bill for politically inspired projects that don't make good business sense. Our infrastructure bank approach could leverage up to $640 billion in new infrastructure investment over the next 10 years, from capital now sitting on the sidelines. The projects this infrastructure bank could support would strengthen our competitiveness, be good for businesses, and could help lower our staggering 9.1 percent unemployment rate. For too long we've underbuilt and underinvested, and too much of what we have done has been uninformed by any long-term strategic plan. Inadequate infrastructure undermines the productivity and efficiency of American workers and businesses. For example, the U.S. economy loses $80 billion dollars a year due to energy blackouts because of outdated transmission and grid infrastructure. In 2008, it was estimated that we had to make an annual investment of $225 billion for the next 50 years to legitimately meet our transportation needs. Right now, we aren't even close to that - and Washington's budget mess means we must find creative ways to do more with less. A national infrastructure bank is a perfect example of how we can do this - by helping put private investment to work. There are a few significant differences between our legislation and the president's proposal - and, not surprisingly, as a Democrat and a Republican, we disagree about some of these issues on the basis of long-held principles. We're committed to solving these differences because we're focused on the big picture: A well-designed, bipartisan infrastructure bank that will spur energy, water, roads and rail development, create millions of American jobs in the next decade, and make our country more competitive globally.

Infrastructure investment key to competitiveness.

Treasury Department, 2012

A Report Prepared by the Department of the Treasury with the Council of Economic Advisers, “A New economic analysis of infrastructure investment” March 23, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf
By most measures, the United States is investing less in infrastructure than other nations. While there are reasons for this disparity, international comparisons can offer a useful benchmark to assess our investment decisions. We spend approximately 2 percent of GDP on infrastructure, a 50 percent decline from 1960.65,66 China, India and Europe, by contrast, spend close to 9 percent, 8 percent, and 5 percent of GDP on infrastructure, respectively.67 To be clear, these simple cross-country comparisons do not account for differences in the current public capital stock, differences in demographics and population densities, and different transportation preferences across nations. However, it is clear that persistent neglect of our infrastructure will impact America’s competitive position vis-à-vis the rest of the world. Indeed, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce noted in their Policy Declaration on Transportation Infrastructure that, “Long-term underinvestment in transportation infrastructure is having an increasingly negative effect on the ability of the United States and its industries to compete in the global economy.” The Gallup World Poll indicates that compared to other OECD countries, Americans are relatively dissatisfied with their local public infrastructure systems (see Figures 5 and 6). Americans’ satisfaction with highways and public transit ranks in the middle of the pack globally. With respect to our public transit, we are tied with four other countries at rank 13 out of 32 OECD nations. We rank similarly with respect to satisfaction with our roads and highways: 15th out of 32 OECD countries.

Now is the key time.

Treasury Department, 2012

A Report Prepared by the Department of the Treasury with the Council of Economic Advisers, “A New economic analysis of infrastructure investment” March 23, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf
An analysis of the economic impact of transportation investment indicates that now is an optimal time to increase the nation’s investment in transportation infrastructure. Investing in transportation infrastructure would generate jobs to employ workers who were displaced because of the housing bubble. We estimate that the average unemployment rate among those who would gain employment in the jobs created by additional infrastructure investment has averaged approximately 13 percent over the past twelve months. There is also accumulating evidence that construction costs are currently low because of underutilized resources, so it would be especially cost-effective to seize this opportunity to build the quality infrastructure projects that are ready to be built.

Solves- flowery- competiveness and economy

Treasury Department, 2012

A Report Prepared by the Department of the Treasury with the Council of Economic Advisers, “A New economic analysis of infrastructure investment” March 23, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf
Merely increasing the amount that we invest, however, must not be our only goal. Selecting projects that have the highest payoff is critically important, as is providing opportunities for the private sector to invest in public infrastructure. Given the significant need for greater investment, the federal government cannot, and should not, be expected to be the sole source of additional investment funds. More effectively leveraging federal investment by pairing it with state, local, and private investment is necessary to meet the challenges we face in expanding our transportation network. Thus, establishing a National Infrastructure Bank, along with other significant reforms in our infrastructure financing system, should remain a top priority. Evidence also shows that well-functioning infrastructure systems generate large rates of return not only for the people who travel on the systems every day – the direct beneficiaries – but also for those in the surrounding regions and our nation more generally. Investment in infrastructure today will employ underutilized resources and raise the nation’s productivity and economic potential in the future. By contrast, poorly planned, non-strategic investment is not only a waste of resources, but can also lead to lower economic growth and production in the future. That is why any increase in investment should be coupled with broad-based reform to select infrastructure projects more wisely. The President’s proposal to increase our nation’s investment in transportation infrastructure, coupled with broad-based reform of our transportation funding system, would have a significant and positive economic impact in both the short and long term, raising our nation’s economic output, creating quality middle-class jobs, and enhancing America’s global economic competitiveness.
Infrastructure Bank solves competitiveness gap.

Rendell and Smith, 2011

ED RENDELL And SCOTT SMITH. Mr. Rendell, a Democrat, was governor of Pennsylvania from 2003 to 2011. Mr. Smith, a Republican, is the mayor of Mesa, Ariz., and vice chairman of the U.S. Conference of Mayors. Both are members of Building America's Future Educational Fund. “Transportation Spending Is the Right Stimulus” http://www.bafuture.com/sites/default/files/WSJ_Transportation_Spending_Is_the%20_Right_Stimulus.pdf 

During this time of economic uncertainty and record federal deficits, many question why America should invest aggressively in infrastructure. The answer is simple: Whether it involves highways, railways, ports, aviation or any other sector, infrastructure is an economic driver that is essential for the long-term creation of quality American jobs.  Unfortunately, our position as the world leader in infrastructure has begun to erode after years of misdirected federal priorities. When it comes to transportation, Washington has been on autopilot for the last half-century. Instead of tackling the hard choices facing our nation and embracing innovations, federal transportation policy still largely adheres to an agenda set by President Eisenhower. As a result, American citizens and businesses are wasting time, money and fuel. According to the Texas Transportation Institute, in 2009 Americans wasted 4.8 billion hours sitting in traffic at a cost of $115 billion and 3.9 billion wasted gallons of gas. Meanwhile, nations around the world are investing in cutting-edge infrastructure to make their transportation networks more efficient, more sustainable and more competitive than ours. These investments have put them on a cycle of economic growth that will improve their standard of living and improve their citizens' quality of life.  Building America's Future Educational Fund, a national and bipartisan coalition of state and local elected officials, of which we are members, recently issued a report on the subject, "Falling Apart and Falling Behind." It offers a sobering assessment of transportation-infrastructure investments in the U.S. as compared to the visionary investments being made by our global economic competitors.  As recently as 2005, the World Economic Forum ranked the U.S. No. 1 in infrastructure economic competitiveness. Today, the U.S. is ranked 15th. This is not a surprise considering that the U.S. spends only 1.7% of its gross domestic product on transportation infrastructure while Canada spends 4% and China spends 9%. Even as the global recession has forced cutbacks in government spending, other countries continue to invest significantly more than the U.S. to expand and update their transportation networks.  China has invested $3.3 trillion since 2000, for example, and recently announced another $105.2 billion for 23 new infrastructure projects. Brazil has invested $240 billion since 2008, with another $340 billion committed for the next three years. The result? China is now home to six of the world's 10 busiest ports—while the U.S. isn't home to one. Brazil's Açu Superport is larger than the island of Manhattan, with state-of-the-art highway, pipeline and conveyor-belt capacity to ease the transfer of raw materials onto ships heading to China.  To get our nation's economy back on track, we must develop a national infrastructure strategy for the next decade. This policy should be based on economics, not politics. Washington must finally pass a reauthorized multiyear transportation bill; target federal dollars toward economically strategic freight gateways and corridors; and refocus highway investment on projects of national economic significance, such as New York's Tappan Zee Bridge across the Hudson, where capacity restraints impose real congestion and safety costs in an economically critical region.  It is also time we create new infrastructure financing options, including a National Infrastructure Bank. Many of these new programs, using Build America Bonds, for instance, can be paid for with a minimal impact on the federal deficit. The government's continued neglect of infrastructure will consign our nation and our children to economic decline. Rebuilding America's future cannot be a Democratic or Republican political cause. It must be a national undertaking. And if it is, there will be no stopping us. Let's get to work.

Direct correlation between smart infrastructure investment and economic productivity within the world market.
Chapman and Cutler, 2011

Chapman and Cutler LLP-attorneys at law. “New Proposals for a National Infrastructure Bank” JUNE 6, 2011. http://www.chapman.com/media/news/media.1079.pdf
There is a direct correlation between the quality of a nationʼs infrastructure and its productivity and competitiveness in the global market place.1 But American infrastructure systems are in jeopardy due to decades of population growth paired with underinvestment in new systems, limited funding for maintenance, and a general lack of long-term planning. The American Society of Civil Engineers gives the current condition of US infrastructure an overall grade of “D”, and they estimate that $2.2 trillion of investment is needed over the next five years to bring our infrastructure up to adequate condition.2 Likewise, the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission recently concluded that $225 million annual investment is needed from all sources for the next 50 years to upgrade the US surface transportation system to a state of “good” repair and to create a more advanced system capable of withstanding 21st century demand.3 While politicians, analysts, and academia all seem to agree that America needs to increase its investment in infrastructure, the

funding challenges associated with such investments have also increased as we grapple with the need to cut both federal and state deficits. One funding solution offered by the White House is the creation of a national infrastructure bank (NIB), and it seems to be gathering steam as three new legislative proposals to create NIBs have been introduced in Congress.

Competitiveness- key to heg

Competitiveness key to heg.
Galama and Hosel, 2008

Galama, management scientist and Hosel, Senior Economist at RAND, 8

(Titus, James, “U.S. Competitiveness in Science and Technology “,RAND Corporation monograph series http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2008/RAND_MG674.pdf)

  On October 20, 2005, House Science Committee Chairman Sherwood Boehlert took to the podium before his committee colleagues and made a dramatic pronouncement: “Complacency will kill us. If the United States rests on its withering laurels in this competitive world, we will witness the slow erosion of our pre-eminence, our security, and our standard of living. It’s a sobering message” (Boehlert, 2005). Boehlert was opening a hearing of the House Science Committee, titled “Science, Technology, and Global Economic Competitiveness.” He drew his grim warning from a report by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) being unveiled that day titled Rising Above the Gathering Storm: Energizing and Employing America for a Brighter Future (NAS, 2006). his document came to be the most well known of a wave of reports that had preceded—and which followed—it, all cautioning that the United States is at grave risk of being unable to compete in the 21stcentury global marketplace because of its steadily declining leadership in science and technology (S&T). Addressing their opening letter “To Leaders Who Care About America’s Future,” the authors of a 2005 Business Roundtable document warn: Today . . . [o]ne of the pillars of American economic prosperity— our scientiﬁc and technological superiority—is beginning to atrophy even as other nations are developing their own human capital  If we wait for a dramatic event—a 21st-century version of Sputnik—it will be too late. there may be no attack, no moment of epiphany, no catastrophe that will suddenly demonstrate the threat. Rather, there will be a slow withering, a gradual decline, a widening gap between a complacent America and countries with the drive, commitment and vision to take our place.” (Business Roundtable, 2005) Other reports bear such disquieting titles as Tough Choices or Tough Times (he New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce, 2007), he Looming Workforce Crisis (National Association of Manufacturers, 2005), he Knowledge Economy: Is the United States Losing Its Competitive Edge? (Task Force on the Future of American Innovation, 2005), and Oﬀshore Outsourcing and America’s Competitive Edge: Losing Out in the High Technology R&D and Services Sector (Oﬃce of Senator Joseph I. Liebermann, 2004). Coming from multiple corners—the private sector, academia, government, and policy think tanks—they provide an abundance of data all pointing to the same conclusion: the eﬀects of globalization, 1 combined with an erosion of the nation’s domestic S&T enterprise, may spell serious trouble for the United States.  

Competitiveness- hegemony impacts

Maintaining a large power differential is key—sustaining growth is the lynchpin of hegemony.

Tellis, 2009

Ashley J. Tellis, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace specializing in international security, defense and Asian strategic issues, Research Director of the Strategic Asia program at NBR—the National Bureau of Asian Research, holds a Ph.D. from the University of Chicago, 2009 (“Preserving Hegemony: The Strategic Tasks Facing the United States,” Global Asia, Volume 4, Number 1, http://globalasia.org/pdf/issue9/Ashley_J._Tellis.pdf p. 55-56)

Second, and equally importantly, who wins in the ensuing struggle — whether that struggle is short or long, peaceful or violent — is as important as by how much. This is particularly relevant because the past record unerringly confirms that the strongest surviving state in the winning coalition usually turns out to be the new primate after the conclusion of every systemic struggle. Both Great Britain and the United States secured their respective ascendancies in this way. Great Britain rose through the wreckage of the wars with Louis XIV and with Napoleon. The United States did so through the carnage of the hot wars with Hitler and Hirohito, finally achieving true hegemony through the detritus of the Cold War with Stalin and his successors. If the United States is to sustain this hard-earned hegemony over the long term, while countering as necessary a future Chinese challenge should it emerge, Washington will need to amass the largest differential in power relative not only to its rivals but also to its friends and allies. Particularly in [end page 55] an era of globalization, this objective cannot be achieved without a conscious determination to follow sensible policies that sustain economic growth, minimize unproductive expenditures, strengthen the national innovation system, maintain military capabilities second to none and enjoin political behaviors that evoke the approbation of allies and neutral states alike. The successful pursuit of such policies will enable the United States to cope more effectively with near-term challenges as well, including the war on terrorism and managing threatening regional powers, and will ineluctably require — to return full circle — engaging the central tasks identified earlier as facing the new US administration. These tasks involve the need to satisfactorily define the character of desirable US hegemony, the need for sound policies that will renew the foundations of US strength, and the need to recover the legitimacy of US purposes and actions. What is clearly implied is that the principal burdens facing the next US president transcend Asia writ large. The success of these pursuits, however, will inevitably impact Asia in desirable ways, even as the resolution of several specifically Asian problems would invariably contribute to the conclusive attainment of these larger encompassing goals. 

US dominance is key to solve multiple hotspots that escalate to global war.

Kagan, 2007

Robert Kagan (Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Senior Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund) 2007 “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Institution, No. 144, August/September, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136

 The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world ’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China ’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn ’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn ’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. 

Competitiveness- hegemony sustainability

American hegemony can last for another thirty years.

Thayer, 2007

Bradley A. Thayer (Associate Professor in the Dept. of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University) 2007 “American Empire: A Debate” p 12

The United States has the ability to dominate the world because it has prodigious military capability, economic might, and soft power. The United States dominates the world today, but will it be able to do so in the future? The answer is yes, for the foreseeable future—the next thirty to forty years.' Indeed, it may exist for much longer. I would not be surprised to see American dominance last much longer and, indeed, anticipate that it will. But there is simply too much uncertainty about events far in the future to make reliable predictions.

U.S. hegemony is not doomed – a more constructive international approach would maintain enough allies to support continued leadership – total lack of a replacement works to America’s advantage.

Brzezinski, 2007

Zbigniew Brzezinski (formerly President Carter’s National Security Advisor, counselor and trustee at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and professor of American foreign policy at the School of Advanced International Studies @ Johns Hopkins University) 2007 “Second Chance” p 191-2

Certainly. In large measure that is so because no other power is capable of playing the role that America potentially can and should play. Europe still lacks the requisite political unity and will to be a global power. Russia cannot decide whether it wishes to be an authoritarian, imperialist, socially backward EurAsian state or a genuinely modern European democracy. China is emerging rapidly as the dominant Far Eastern mainland power, but it has a rival in Japan, and it is still unclear how China will resolve the basic contradiction between its freewheeling economic momentum and the bureaucratic centralism of its political system. India has yet to prove that it can sustain unity and democracy if its religious, ethnic, and linguistic diversity becomes politically charged. America has a monopoly on global military reach, an economy second to none, and peerless technological innovation, all of which give it unique worldwide political clout. Moreover, there is a widespread, if unspoken, practical recognition that the international system needs an effective stabilizer, and that the most likely short-term alternative to a constructive American world role is chaos. An intelligent Global Leader IV should still be able to exploit that feeling to tap what's left of the reservoir of goodwill toward America. Though hostility toward the United States has risen to unprecedented levels and has not yet crested, an America aware of its responsibilities, measured in its presidential rhetoric, sensitive to the complexities of the human condition, and consensual rather than abrasive in its external relations (inbrief, entirely differeit from its recent emanation) is an America that much of the world would still like to see at the global helm.

Inevitable decline is a reason to maintain hegemony as long as possible – live the dream, baby.

Thayer, 2007

Bradley A. Thayer (Associate Professor in the Dept. of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University) 2007 American Empire: A Debate, “Reply to Christopher Layne” p 105

Knowing that American hegemony will end someday does not mean that we should welcome or facilitate its demise; rather the reverse. The United States should labor to maintain hegemony as long as possible—just as knowing that you will die someday does not keep you from planning your future and living today. You strive to live as long as possible although you realize that it is inevitable that you will die. Like good health, Americans and most of the world should welcome American primacy and work to preserve it as long as possible.

Oil spikes- solvency

An IB would ensure projects such as energy independence are funded. 

McConaghy and Kessler 2011

Ryan, Policy Director at Whitehouse  and Jim, professor Harvard University Kennedy School of Government, A National Infrastructure Bank, Third Way, January 2011, http://www.bernardlschwartz.com/political-initiatives/Third_Way_Idea_Brief_-_A_National_Infrastructure_Bank-1.pdf
America’s infrastructure policy has been signi!cantly hampered by the lack of a national strategy rooted in clear, overarching objectives used to evaluate the merit of specific projects. The politicization and lack of coordination of the process has weakened public faith in the ability of government to effectively meet infrastructure challenges. In polling, 94% of respondents expressed concern about America’s infrastructure and over 80% supported increased federal and state investment. However, 61% indicated that improved accountability should be the top policy goal and only 22% felt that the federal government was effective in addressing infrastructure challenges. 36 As a stand-alone entity, the NIB would address these concerns by selecting projects for funding across sectors based on broadly demonstrated need and ability to meet defined policy goals, such as economic bene!t, transportation based energy independence, improved health and safety, ef!ciency, and return on investment
Oil spikes- impact

Oil shocks empirically collapse growth—Kill consumption and spike inflation 

Roubini and Setser 2004 

(Nouriel Roubini, Professor of Business, Brad Setser, Research Associate, Global Economic Governance Programme, University College, Oxford, August 2004, online)

Oil prices shocks have a stagflationary effect on the macroeconomy of an oil importing country: they slow down the rate of growth (and may even reduce the level of output –   i.e. cause a recession) and they lead to an increase in the price level and potentially an   increase in the inflation rate.  An oil price hike acts like a tax on consumption and, for a   net oil importer like the United States, the benefits of the tax go to major oil producers   rather than the U.S. government.    The impact on growth and prices of an oil shock depends on many factors:   - The size of the shock, both in terms of the new real price of oil and the percentage   increase in oil prices.  At its close of $43 a barrel on July 30, 2004, the current   real price of oil is high – well above the levels during the 1990 and 2000 oil minishocks, but it remains well below the peak real oil price of $82 in 1980, and equal   to the post 73 real price of $43.  The recent 65% increase in oil prices (since the   2002 average price)  3   is comparable to the increase in 2000 (60%, but from a very   low starting point, as oil prices had fallen to a low of around $15 in 1999), higher   than the increase in 1990 (40%), but much smaller than the increases in 1973   (210%) and 1979-80 (135%).    - The shock’s persistence.  This will depend on many things, many as much   political as economic, since the current high oil price reflects both booming Asian   demand (China alone is expected to account for roughly 40% of the increase in   demand for oil in 2004) and geopolitical risk in the Middle East (the “fear   premium” estimated to add between $4 and $8 to current prices).    - The dependency of the economy on oil and energy.  The U.S. economy is much   less energy intensive than it was in the 1970s, but it also much bigger and   produces comparatively less domestic oil.  Net oil imports of 1.2% of GDP in   2003 are higher than net oil imports of 0.9% of GDP in 1970.     - The policy response of monetary and fiscal authorities   These effects are not trivial: oil shocks have caused and/or contributed to each one of the US and global recessions of the last thirty years. Yet while recent recessions have all   been linked to an increase in the price of oil, not all oil price spikes lead to a recession.    The 2003 spike associated with the invasion of Iraq is a good example.

WARMING ADVANTAGE EXTENSIONS

Congestion- solvency

Congestion link.

Cooper, 2012

Donna Cooper, Senior Fellow with the Economic Policy Team, Center for American Progress, “Meeting the Infrastructure Imperative” February 2012 http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/pdf/infrastructure.pdf
Enact federal infrastructure allocation formulas based on objective measures of costs, need, and benefits—and require states and localities to do the same. Current formulas for the transportation funds, for instance, do not adequately take into account need for improvements needed to address congestion in spite of the fact that congestion is a leading cause of accidents and rising costs for commuters and goods movement. • Use federal policy tools to attract more private investment in infrastructure projects so that new large-scale improvements can be privately financed and paid for by users. • Create a National Infrastructure Bank to optimize the level of private investment in infrastructure, and ensure necessary large-scale and multistate infrastructure projects are undertaken.

Warming- solvency
Solves climate change.

Albuquerque Journal, 2012

Economist James K. Galbraith, who as a House Banking Committee staff member, “Job-loss data understates deeper woes; Unemployment rates today mask structural changes in society” February 6, lexis

He recommends channeling public and private investment into industries that "efficiently generate an abundance of good domestic jobs." His economic models show an investment in education creates 29 jobs per $1 million in spending, investments in clean energy create 17 jobs per $1 million, and investments in the military create 12 jobs per $1 million. Galbraith would create an infrastructure bank to help "rebuild the country to meet our energy needs and cope with climate change" and create agencies to meet the needs of the country's aging population. The millions of older workers who are likely never to get jobs should be given early retirement packages in the form of Social Security and Medicare benefits at age 62, he said. Galbraith argues the policy would clear away workers standing in the way of younger workers' own job prospects and would turn jobless older workers into a source of demand for other people's labor.
A NIB would reduce emissions.

MaCcleery 2009
Rachel, Vice President for infrastructure at the Urban Land Institute and master’s degrees in public affairs and urban and regional planning from Princeton University, Transportaion Blueprints, A National Infrastructure Bank for the U.S.?, pg 48, July 2009, http://www.uli.org/ResearchAndPublications/PolicyPracticePriorityAreas/Infrastructure/~/media/Documents/ResearchAndPublications/PolicyAndPracticePriorityAreas/Infrastructure/Rachel%20MacCleery%20%20%20Infrastructure%20Bank.ashx
Many hope a new institution, a National Infrastructure Development Bank (NIDB), can address the country’s deteriorating infrastructure and kick-start a new investment-oriented approach to U.S. needs. The Urban Land Institute highlighted the promise of an American infrastructure bank in Infrastructure 2009: Pivot Point, published in April, and such a bank is a central recommendation of the ULI National Transportation Policy Dialogue, a ULI program—supported by the Rockefeller Foundation and ULI trustee James Curtis—focusing on transportation issues. Proponents of an infrastructure bank say it could give the federal government access to capital markets for infrastructure and add new rigor to the infrastructure decision-making process. Infrastructure banks have existed in other places for a long time; the European Investment Bank (EIB) is often cited as a model for a U.S. version. Established in 1958, the EIB is the lending arm of the European Union. Its subscribed capital comes from the 27 EU member states, which sit on the EIB board of governors as shareholders, but the bank is an independent entity and employees are not EU civil servants. The EIB is a nonprofit, policy-driven public bank with a mandate to promote “integration, balanced development, and social cohesion” of the member states, as well as environmental goals such as reducing carbon emissions. It also must generate sufficient returns through its projects to pay expenses, including salaries and overhead, and increase capital base for new loans. As a result, it subjects all potential projects to rigorous technical and risk analyses, charges variable interest rates determined by the risk profile of the project and the borrower, and requires a loan match of at least 50 percent for most projects. The match can come from a variety of sources, including government funding, but it normally comes from other bank loans. The bank’s involvement “provides commercial banks a bit of comfort about a project before they’re willing to dive in,” says Brian Field, planning and development specialist at the EIB. “It also provides long-term capital for projects at lengths most commercial banks don’t want to lend, like 15, 20, 25 years.” The EIB’s minimum loan amount is $35 million. In the beginning, the EIB focused on traditional infrastructure projects like roads and bridges that were considered essential to its economic development mission. More recently, its portfolio has expanded to include social assets such as schools, hospitals, and other public facilities. In recent years, the EIB has developed new strategies for reaching small projects, and also has gotten behind major programs such as the Trans-European Networks, a massive investment in transport and energy systems to connect cities across the continent. Each year, the EIB disperses about $64 billion in loans, making it the largest public financial institution in the world. In its 51-year history, the EIB has lost money on only a few projects. “We expect to get our money back,” says Field. With its proven track record and long history of infrastructure lending, the EIB offers many lessons for a U.S. infrastructure bank. The most important may be how to combine a mandate to achieve broad social, economic, and environmental objectives with an investment perspective and project selection process that is largely insulated from political influence. The EIB’s policy goals are set by the EU, but the bank’s management decisions— including those about which projects are eligible, which are worthy to receive loans, and what the loan terms should be—are made by the bank’s cadre of professional and technical staff. This helps ensure that projects move forward on their merits rather than as a favor to a political patron or constituency. The EIB is not without its critics. The bank must balance the important—but somewhat contradictory—objectives of achieving overarching EU goals while making profitable investments, and also of offering sufficient transparency while protecting clients and strategies. Some critics argue it does not always get the balance right. Others charge that the EIB continues to focus too much on road projects despite its commitment to promoting sustainable development and reducing global warming. Back in the United States, House Bill 2521, introduced in May by U.S. Representative Rosa DeLauro (D-CT) and 30 cosponsors, warrants a closer look. The bill would establish a government-owned NIDB “to facilitate efficient investments and financing of infrastructure projects and new job creation,” and leverage funding with private sources. Investing in transportation, environmental, energy, and telecommunications projects, it would be capitalized at $5 billion per year over five years with federal resources. NIDB’s five-member board of directors, appointed by the president and approved by the Senate, would be drawn from the public and private sectors to oversee operations, make loans, issue tax-exempt bonds, and conduct other transactions. The board also would have the task of establishing eligibility and giving priority to those projects that emphasize job creation, promotion of equality, and reduction of poverty. An executive committee of bank senior staff would be responsible for processing project applications and providing financing recommendations to the board. The DeLauro bill refines a 2007 Senate proposal by senators Christopher Dodd (D-CT) and Chuck Hagel (R-NE), and subsequent efforts at creating a new NIDB can be expected to build on these foundations. From this promising start, some ideas from the EIB could be used on this side of the Atlantic: l Like the EIB, the NIDB should be able to raise capital in a variety of ways and define loan packages with a variety of lengths and interest rate terms that will ensure both the success of the project and the long-term health of the bank.  

High speed rail- solvency extensions

NIBs make high-speed rail systems economically viable—one third of the price.

National League of Cities 10

NLC,  national organization dedicated to municipality development, High Speed Finance for High Speed Rail?, National League of Cities, October 18, 2010, http://www.nlc.org/news-center/nations-cities-weekly/articles/2010/october/high-speed-finance-for-high-speed-rail

Amtrak recently announced the adoption of a comprehensive plan to upgrade and replace its Northeast Corridor in order to achieve the sort of high-speed rail standards seen in Western Europe and East Asia. The fairly cursory plan borrows largely from this summer's Penn Design study — one that would connect Philadelphia to New York in 30 to 45 minutes and Washington to Boston in 3.5 hours at speeds in excess of 150 mph. Both studies predict a tripling of ridership and profits in excess of $1 billion per year if the plan is carried out. The cost, however, is staggering: $117 billion — at least $4 billion a year — over 30 years. Considering that federal capital outlays for passenger rail are as little as $10 billion, for which state and regional governments compete fiercely, the amount of time and money it would require to complete this vision greatly frustrates and complicates the project. Meanwhile, Europe and Asia forge ahead on high-speed rail with visions that already supersede this: a Chinese bullet train just reached 415 km/h (258 mph) on a standard run from Shanghai, breaking a previous record China Railways had itself set only months ago. Under the Amtrak plan, U.S. trains will take an entire generation to reach speeds three-fifths of what its international competition is already exceeding. Fortunately, a number of alternatives exist to such a piecemeal financing plan. Chief among them are proposals for a national infrastructure bank, which could reduce the complexity of projects like this by a significant margin: for example, the $117 billion cost of the Northeast corridor upgrade would be reduced to $40 billion, realizing the project decades sooner, employing workers immediately and realizing a cost reduction of nearly two-thirds on savings from inflation, finance costs and economies of scale, according to Amtrak and Yonah Freemark, editor of the Transport Politic. Funding for an infrastructure bank could be provided by numerous sources, from the federal government to associations of state and local governments to even foreign lenders. 
The national infrastructure bank will fund the HSR effectively.

Dovell 2012

Elizabeth, Content Writer at Council on Foreign Relations, CFR, U.S. Rail Infrastructure March 7, 2012, http://www.cfr.org/united-states/us-rail-infrastructure/p27585
But in November 2011 the U.S. Senate and the House of Representatives killed HSR stimulus funding (USA Today), a measure that was controversial from the start. It faced opposition at the state level, where some lawmakers and policy analysts claimed high-speed rail was impractical and a waste of taxpayer dollars. Republican governors from Florida, Ohio, and Wisconsin rejected their HSR stimulus grants (TransportationNation), calling for the redistribution of funds to other infrastructure and transportation projects. In spite of the funding setback, the Department of Transportation announced in its 2011 DoT Year in Review the accumulation of $9.4 billion in Federal Railroad Administration grants for HSR innovation.Some experts see a national infrastructure bank as a way to fund new transportation projects, including rail, and avoid these types of fights. Proponents claim that it would promote federal spending allocation based on merit as opposed to more traditional methods, such as earmarking. It would also provide credit assistance and low-interest loans to local and state government investment and encourage private investment. Several congressional bills, such as the American Infrastructure Investment Fund Act of 2011, would create an infrastructure bank-like entity. Washington Monthly's Philip Longman notes that "the choice of infrastructure projects is de facto industrial policy; it's also de facto energy, land use, housing, and environmental policy, with implications for nearly every aspect of American life going far into the future."
High speed rail- public/private key (A2 CP)
Public private cooperation necessary for HSR to work

Dutzik and Schneider, 2011

Tony Dutzik and Jordan Schneider, Frontier Group; Phineas Baxandall, U.S. PIRG Education Fund, [Dutzik-senior policy analyst with Frontier Group, specializing in energy, transportation and climate policy, Schneider-Senior Staff Engineer at MacroUSA] Frontier Group, High-Speed Rail: Public, Private or Both?:Assessing the Prospects, Promise and Pitfalls of Public-Private Partnerships, Web June 29, 2012, http://www.frontiergroup.org/reports/fg/high-speed-rail-public-private-or-both, July 19, 2011

Private sector companies are necessary to play a major role in the effective construction of high-speed rail lines in the United States. Even as California nears construction of the nation’s first high-speed rail line, however, it remains unclear just how the private sector will participate in building out the nation’s high-speed rail network. Public-private partnerships – or “PPPs” – have come to play an important role in the construction of high-speed rail lines around the world.  In a PPP, the public and private sectors are supposed to share the risks, responsibilities and rewards of infrastructure development. While PPP arrangements have brought private capital and expertise to the task of building high-speed rail, PPPs have also resulted in cost overruns, government bailouts, and other serious problems for the public. America must learn from these experiences and pursue PPPs only in situations in which they make sense– and do so in keeping with a series of key principles designed to protect the public interest. High-speed rail systems require billions of dollars in financial capital, which cash-strapped state and federal governments are wise to seek through partnerships with the private sector. California is moving forward with the creation of the nation’s first true high-speed rail system, and it is required by ballot initiative to obtain private investment in the project. Amtrak is seeking to involve private investors in its plan to bring true high-speed rail service to the busy Northeast Corridor. The U.S. Department of Transportation has signaled that private investment will play a key role in achieving President Obama’s goal of linking 80 percent of the U.S. population via high-speed rail by 2035. No modern high-speed rail line has ever been built with only private capital. In several recent and current European high-speed rail PPPs, the public sector has been responsible for more than half the capital cost of the high-speed rail line.
Public-private partnership is the only viable way to implement a HSR infrastructure in the U.S..

Arena, 2012

Richard Arena [President at Association for Public Transportation, Board of Directors at National Corridors Initiative , Advisory Board at US High Speed Rail Association , Managing Director at ARC Systems International, LLC, Boston University Graduate School of Management, Cornell University] Mass Transit: Funding High-Speed Transportation in America with Public-Private Partnerships, Web June 29, 2012, http://www.masstransitmag.com/article/10714851/funding-high-speed-transportation-in-america-with-public-private-partnerships, May 30, 2012

According to the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE), America has an infrastructure investment backlog of more than $2 trillion. Nowhere is this more apparent than in the area of transportation. But with federal and state governments running deficits far into the future, and a federal debt approaching $16 trillion, public sector finances are acutely stretched. The private sector has the experience and capacity to undertake many of these critical projects but is wary to commit on its own for fear of being exposed to risks it will not be able to justify to its shareholders. But were both sides able to collaborate, the public sector could mitigate the risks and the private sector could use its resources to expedite infrastructure investment. Welcome to the potential of public-private partnerships (P3s). That approach would be implementation of public-private-partnerships, PPP or P3s as they are often called.  Many now believe that P3s can be the answer to building HSR in America. The task at hand is devising a formula for P3s that would work and be palatable to government, private corporations, unions and management, as well as citizen taxpayers, fare payers and toll payers. House Transportation & Infrastructure Chair John Mica (R-Fla.) has already called for this to upgrade the NEC. Also, legislation is required to expedite land acquisition for HSR right of way and areas around HSR train stations for transit-oriented development (TOD). Another critical legislative initiative will be requisite to facilitate the value capture of project revenues from existing properties in the proposed HSR station areas. Developers must be allowed to assume that when calculating the return on investment (ROI) for the HSR project that they could include not only revenues from HSR fares, but also from rent and lease payments flowing from commercial and residential properties at the TOD sites.

High speed rail- a2 CP (links to politics)

High Speed Rail policy would suck-in the White House and drain capital. 

Freemark ‘11

(Yonah – Master of Science in Transportation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Bachelor of Arts in Architecture, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Yale University with Distinction. Also a freelance journalist who has been published in Planning Magazine; Next American City Magazine; Dissent; The Atlantic Cities; Next American City Online; and The Infrastructurist – He created and continues to write for the website The Transport Politic – The Transport Politic – February 8th, 2011 – http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/02/08/the-white-house-stakes-its-political-capital-on-a-massive-intercity-rail-plan/)

The White House Stakes Its Political Capital on a Massive Intercity Rail Plan $53 billion proposed for investments over the next six years. The President wants to “Win the Future,” but will his Republican opponents relax their opposition to rail spending? Vice President Joe Biden spoke in Philadelphia this morning to announce that the Obama Administration intends to request from Congress $8 billion in federal funds for the advancement of a national high-speed rail system as part of a six-year transportation reauthorization bill. The White House’s commitment to fast trains has been evident throughout the Administration’s two-year lifespan, beginning with the addition of $8 billion for the mode in the 2009 stimulus bill and continued with $2.5 billion included in the Fiscal Year 2010 budget. Yet this new funding, which would add up to $53 billion over the six-year period, is remarkable for its ambition. It is clear that President Obama’s 2012 re-election campaign, already being framed in terms of “winning the future,” will hinge partially on whether voters agree with his assessment of the importance of investing in the nation’s rail transport infrastructure. In his speech, Mr. Biden argued that American wealth was founded on “out-building” the competition. Infrastructure, he noted, is the “veins and the arteries of commerce.” The President and his team will be making this case to the American people the next two years, hoping that the public comes to endorse this message of national advancement through construction. Whether the proposal — to be laid out in more detail with next week’s introduction the President’s full proposed FY 2012 budget — has any chance of success is undoubtedly worth questioning. Republicans have campaigned wholeheartedly against rail improvement projects in Iowa, Ohio, and Wisconsin; even Florida’s project, which would require no operating subsidies once in service, hangs in the balance. But as part of the larger transportation reauthorization legislation, which is apparently slated to move forward by this summer, a real expansion in high-speed rail funding seems possible, especially if Mr. Obama pressures the Democratic-controlled Senate to push hard for it.

Mass transit- solvency
The plan solves status quo inadequacies in mass transit, housing, bridges and water systems. 
Poole, 2009

Poole February 3, 2009 National Infrastructure Bank? Proposed bank can fill a niche, but current proposal needs to be refocused Robert A Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow and Director of Transportation Policy
Reason Foundation http://reason.org/news/show/a-national-infrastructure-ban

One of the hottest ideas in infrastructure politics these days is the proposal now in Congress for a National Infrastructure Bank. Presidential candidate Barack Obama, New York City Mayor Michael Bloomberg, and many other big-city mayors have all endorsed the idea, as have a number of trade associations favoring increased infrastructure investment. The leading vehicle is S. 1926, introduced last summer by Sen. Chris Dodd (D, CT) and Chuck Hagel (R, NE). It would "target large capacity-building projects not adequately served by current financing mechanisms" including "mass transit systems, housing properties, roads, bridges, drinking water systems, and wastewater systems." 
NEXT-GEN ADD-ON ADVANTAGE
Next-Gen mod

The national infrastructure bank is key to NextGen.
Compart, 2011

Andrew, senior editor for Aviation Daily ,Don't Bank On It,  Aviation Week & Space Technology, Academic Search Premier, EBSCO Host 

President Barack Obama's proposed fiscal 2012 budget would increase Transportation Department spending to $128.6 billion, about $52 billion more than the department might spend this year. But it offers only a glimmer of hope to airlines seeking financial assistance to equip aircraft for the NextGen satellite-based air traffic control system and provides minimal comfort for small communities counting on federal subsidies to maintain or bring back airline service. In the proposed budget, the president renews his push for a "national infrastructure bank" and-in one of only two specific examples provided by the administration regarding its potential usage-notes the bank could guarantee private loans for aircraft NextGen equipage. The years-old "I-Bank" idea, however, will face concerns about spending and investor payback requirements, as well as questions about where it should be housed and how it should be run. Obama has expressed support for such a bank before, most notably in a Labor Day speech last September that stopped short of particulars and did not gain any immediate traction. The budget proposal provides a bit more detail. The administration calls for $5 billion in 2012 and $30 billion over the first six years to establish the bank, which would work with credit markets and private-sector investors to finance transportation-related projects of "national or regional significance" via grants and loans. The bank would reside within the Transportation Department, report to the Transportation secretary and be run by an executive director and board drawn from the department and other federal agencies, with the executive director appointed by Obama but requiring Senate confirmation. The bank would publish a prospectus to govern investment decisions and describe analytical criteria and would use "a rigorous project comparison method that transparently measures which projects offer the biggest value to taxpayers and our economy," says the budget document. The intent is to take politics out of the process. Airlines are not counting on such a bank to help them, however, and would prefer more direct and certain aid. Will Ris, senior vice president of government affairs for American Airlines, seems to acknowledge there is no chance for the grants airlines would prefer. But as an alternative, he calls for "creative financing" from government that would have airlines pay back what they borrow for equipage when or if NextGen starts affording them operational savings, the idea of infrastructure bank lending. Congress generally fights reductions in EAS, which supports service to about 140 communities, but in this budget-cutting climate, the House is considering a freeze, reduction or elimination in funding as part of the FAA reauthorization bill.

Accelerating NextGen is key to the airlines.

Goldsmith, Tumin, and Hamilton, 2010

Stephen Goldsmith, Harvard Kennedy School, Zachary Tumin Harvard Kennedy School Fred Messina, and Booz Allen Hamilton, March, 2010. “Assuring the Transition  to the Next Generation Air  Transportation System,” http://www.ash.harvard.edu/extension/ash/docs/nextgen.pdf 

II. Aviation at the NextGen Crossroads American civil aviation hovers at a crossroads. NextGen—the Next Generation Air Transportation System—offers the promise of a new universe of flight efficiency: reduced delays and carbon emissions; smoother in-flight and on-ground operations; and far less vulnerability to the vagaries of airport congestion, weather, or human error in air traffic control. Properly and widely implemented, NextGen could remake civil aviation and save billions. FAA’s NextGen is thus one of the most significant efforts of cross-boundary transformation ever contemplated by the United States government and its industry partners. NextGen’s goal is to make civil aviation safer, more efficient, and better able to support the likely demands of air transport in the new century. NextGen calls for the introduction of a variety of advanced technologies and related, supporting changes to the operations and business processes of the national airspace system. To that end, Congress and FAA have committed to a 20-year, $20 billion NextGen effort. The future of the sky has arrived, yet it remains slow to realize, complex to move forward, and has much distance to go before it can be implemented and its benefits realized. The frustrations are palpable. “If I had a magic wand and I could wave it,” an industry executive told colleagues, expressing a widely held view, “I would ask for the President of the United States to make a declarative statement—and to back it up with the full force of the administration—that NextGen is a major national and international priority.” There may be such silver bullets ahead. But NextGen’s implementation is complicated by its significant reliance on advanced aircraft technologies, such as new flight management systems, precision navigation systems, and data link capabilities. While technically feasible, the investments are costly, and until now operators have principally been expected to bear them.

Healthy airline industry in the United States maintains global trade.

ADG at Stanford, 2000

Aircraft Aerodynamics and Design Group at Stanford, excerpted from the British Airways web site, Jan. 2000. “THE AIRLINE INDUSTRY,” http://adg.stanford.edu/aa241/intro/airlineindustry.html

Air travel remains a large and growing industry. It facilitates economic growth, world trade, international investment and tourism and is therefore central to the globalization taking place in many other industries. In the past decade, air travel has grown by 7% per year. Travel for both business and leisure purposes grew strongly worldwide. Scheduled airlines carried 1.5 billion passengers last year. In the leisure market, the availability of large aircraft such as the Boeing 747 made it convenient and affordable for people to travel further to new and exotic destinations. Governments in developing countries realized the benefits of tourism to their national economies and spurred the development of resorts and infrastructure to lure tourists from the prosperous countries in Western Europe and North America. As the economies of developing countries grow, their own citizens are already becoming the new international tourists of the future. Business travel has also grown as companies become increasingly international in terms of their investments, their supply and production chains and their customers. The rapid growth of world trade in goods and services and international direct investment have also contributed to growth in business travel. Worldwide, IATA, International Air Transport Association, forecasts international air travel to grow by an average 6.6% a year to the end of the decade and over 5% a year from 2000 to 2010. These rates are similar to those of the past ten years. In Europe and North America, where the air travel market is already highly developed, slower growth of 4%-6% is expected. The most dynamic growth is centered on the Asia/Pacific region, where fast-growing trade and investment are coupled with rising domestic prosperity. Air travel for the region has been rising by up to 9% a year and is forecast to continue to grow rapidly, although the Asian financial crisis in 1997 and 1998 will put the brakes on growth for a year or two. In terms of total passenger trips, however, the main air travel markets of the future will continue to be in and between Europe, North America and Asia. Airlines' profitability is closely tied to economic growth and trade. During the first half of the 1990s, the industry suffered not only from world recession but travel was further depressed by the Gulf War. In 1991 the number of international passengers dropped for the first time. The financial difficulties were exacerbated by airlines over-ordering aircraft in the boom years of the late 1980s, leading to significant excess capacity in the market. IATA's member airlines suffered cumulative net losses of $20.4bn in the years from 1990 to 1994. Since then, airlines have had to recognize the need for radical change to ensure their survival and prosperity. Many have tried to cut costs aggressively, to reduce capacity growth and to increase load factors. At a time of renewed economic growth, such actions have returned the industry as a whole to profitability: IATA airlines' profits were $5bn in 1996, less than 2% of total revenues. This is below the level IATA believes is necessary for airlines to reduce their debt, build reserves and sustain investment levels. In addition, many airlines remain unprofitable. To meet the requirements of their increasingly discerning customers, some airlines are having to invest heavily in the quality of service that they offer, both on the ground and in the air. Ticketless travel, new interactive entertainment systems, and more comfortable seating are just some of the product enhancements being introduced to attract and retain customers. A number of factors are forcing airlines to become more efficient. In Europe, the European Union (EU) has ruled that governments should not be allowed to subsidize their loss-making airlines. Elsewhere too, governments' concerns over their own finances and a recognition of the benefits of privatization have led to a gradual transfer of ownership of airlines from the state to the private sector. In order to appeal to prospective shareholders, the airlines are having to become more efficient and competitive. Deregulation is also stimulating competition, such as that from small, low-cost carriers. The US led the way in 1978 and Europe is following suit. The EU's final stage of deregulation took effect in April 1997, allowing an airline from one member state to fly passengers within another member's domestic market. Beyond Europe too, 'open skies' agreements are beginning to dismantle some of the regulations governing which carriers can fly on certain routes. Nevertheless, the aviation industry is characterized by strong nationalist sentiments towards domestic 'flag carriers'. In many parts of the world, airlines will therefore continue to face limitations on where they can fly and restrictions on their ownership of foreign carriers. Despite this, the airline industry has proceeded along the path towards globalization and consolidation, characteristics associated with the normal development of many other industries. It has done this through the establishment of alliances and partnerships between airlines, linking their networks to expand access to their customers. Hundreds of airlines have entered into alliances, ranging from marketing agreements and code-shares to franchises and equity transfers. The outlook for the air travel industry is one of strong growth. Forecasts suggest that the number of passengers will double by 2010. For airlines, the future will hold many challenges. Successful airlines will be those that continue to tackle their costs and improve their products, thereby securing a strong presence in the key world aviation markets. NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRY OVERVIEW The commercial aviation industry in the United States has grown dramatically since the end of World War II. In 1945 the major airlines flew 3.3 billion revenue passenger miles (RPMs). By the mid 1970s, when deregulation was beginning to develop, the major carriers flew 130 billion RPMs. By 1988, after a decade of deregulation, the number of domestic RPMs had reached 330 billion (Source: Winds of Change). The United States is the largest single market in the world, accounting for 33 per cent of scheduled RPMs (41 per cent of total scheduled passengers) in 1996. The most significant change in the history of the industry came in 1976 when the Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB) asked Congress to dismantle the economic regulatory system and allow the airlines to operate under market forces. This changed the face of commercial aviation in the United States. Congress passed the Airline Deregulation Act in 1978, easing the entry of new companies into the business and giving them freedom to set their own fares and fly whatever domestic routes they chose.

Trade solves global war- stats prove.

Hillebrand, 2010

Evan E. Hillebrand (Professor of Diplomacy at University of Kentucky and a Senior Economist for the Central Intelligence Agency) 2010 “Deglobalization Scenarios: Who Wins? Who Loses?” Global Economy Journal, Volume 10, Issue 2 2010

A long line of writers from Cruce (1623) to Kant (1797) to Angell (1907) to Gartzke (2003) have theorized that economic interdependence can lower the likelihood of war. Cruce thought that free trade enriched a society in general and so made people more peaceable; Kant thought that trade shifted political power away from the more warlike aristocracy, and Angell thought that economic interdependence shifted cost/benefit calculations in a peace-promoting direction. Gartzke contends that trade relations enhance transparency among nations and thus help avoid bargaining miscalculations. There has also been a tremendous amount of empirical research that mostly supports the idea of an inverse relationship between trade and war. Jack Levy said that, “While there are extensive debates over the proper research designs for investigating this question, and while some empirical studies find that trade is associated with international conflict, most studies conclude that trade is associated with peace, both at the dyadic and systemic levels” (Levy, 2003, p. 127). There is another important line of theoretical and empirical work called Power Transition Theory that focuses on the relative power of states and warns that when rising powers approach the power level of their regional or global leader the chances of war increase (Tammen, Lemke, et al, 2000). Jacek Kugler (2006) warns that the rising power of China relative to the United States greatly increases the chances of great power war some time in the next few decades. The IFs model combines the theoretical and empirical work of the peacethrough trade tradition with the work of the power transition scholars in an attempt to forecast the probability of interstate war. Hughes (2004) explains how he, after consulting with scholars in both camps, particularly Edward Mansfield and Douglas Lemke, estimated the starting probabilities for each dyad based on the historical record, and then forecast future probabilities for dyadic militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) and wars based on the calibrated relationships he derived from the empirical literature. The probability of a MID, much less a war, between any random dyad in any given year is very low, if not zero. Paraguay and Tanzania, for example, have never fought and are very unlikely to do so. But there have been thousands of MIDs in the past and hundreds of wars and many of the 16,653 dyads have nonzero probabilities. In 2005 the mean probability of a country being involved in at least one war was estimated to be 0.8%, with 104 countries having a probability of at least 1 war approaching zero. A dozen countries12, however, have initial probabilities over 3%. model predicts four great power wars in the deglobalization scenario vs. 2 in the globalization scenario.16 The globalization scenario projects that the probability for war will gradually decrease through 2035 for every country—but not every dyad--that had a significant (greater than 0.5% chance of war) in 2005 (Table 6). The decline in prospects for war stems from the scenario’s projections of rising levels of democracy, rising incomes, and rising trade interdependence—all of these factors figure in the algorithm that calculates the probabilities. Not all dyadic war probabilities decrease, however, because of the power transition mechanism that is also included in the IFs model. The probability for war between China and the US, for example rises as China’s power13 rises gradually toward the US level but in these calculations the probability of a China/US war never gets very high.14 Deglobalization raises the risks of war substantially. In a world with much lower average incomes, less democracy, and less trade interdependence, the average probability of a country having at least one war in 2035 rises from 0.6% in the globalization scenario to 3.7% in the deglobalization scenario. Among the top-20 war-prone countries, the average probability rises from 3.9% in the globalization scenario to 7.1% in the deglobalization scenario. The model estimates that in the deglobalization scenario there will be about 10 wars in 2035, vs. only 2 in the globalization scenario15. Over the whole period, 2005-2035, the IV. Winners and Losers Deglobalization in the form of reduced trade interdependence, reduced capital flows, and reduced migration has few positive effects, based on this analysis with the International Futures Model. Economic growth is cut in all but a handful of countries, and is cut more in the non-OECD countries than in the OECD countries. Deglobalization has a mixed impact on equality. In many non-OECD countries, the cut in imports from the rest of the world increases the share of manufacturing and in 61 countries raises the share of income going to the poor. But since average productivity goes down in almost all countries, this gain in equality comes at the expense of reduced incomes and increased poverty in almost all countries. The only winners are a small number of countries that were small and poor and not well integrated in the global economy to begin with—and the gains from deglobalization even for them are very small. Politically, deglobalization makes for less stable domestic politics and a greater likelihood of war. The likelihood of state failure through internal war, projected to diminish through 2035 with increasing globalization, rises in the deglobalization scenario particularly among the non-OECD democracies. Similarly, deglobalization makes for more fractious relations among states and the probability for interstate war rises.

NextGen- solvency extensions

American Airlines proves – efficiency is key to airlines.

McIntyre, 2012

Douglas A. McIntyre, 24/7 Wall St. June 21, 2012. “Bye, bye American -- and other brands that likely will be gone In '13,” http://lifeinc.today.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2012/06/21/12341233-bye-bye-american-and-other-brands-that-likely-will-be-gone-in-13?lite

Each year, 24/7 Wall St. identifies 10 important American brands that we predict will to disappear within a year. This year’s list reflects the brutally competitive nature of certain industries and the reason why companies cannot afford to fall behind in efficiency, innovation or financing. American Airlines will disappear in 2013 because of its inefficiency. It was the premier carrier in the United States for almost 30 years -- even surviving through periods when most other carriers went bankrupt. However, it lost its critical advantage of scale when Northwest merged with Delta and Continental merged with United. Within two years, American became a medium-sized carrier.

Next-generation solves global aviation efficiency. 
FAA, 2011

Federal Aviation Administration Annual report for Fiscal Year 2011. http://www.faa.gov/about/plans_reports/performance/quarter_scorecard/media/detail/NextGen%20Technology.pdf

Global harmonization of NextGen components (influencing others to investigate NextGen solutions) will incrementally elevate global reliance on U.S. aviation ground and airborne technologies and procedures.  This will in turn, over time, standardize a higher percentage of the global air traffic control system with that of the U.S.  NAS. The  result  will  be  a  more  familiar,  safe, efficient and environmentally friendly operating environment around the world for U.S. citizens traveling abroad on U.S. or foreign air carriers.

NextGen- impact extensions

The impact is nuclear war.
Spicer, 1996

Michael Spicer, economist, Former Member of British Parliament, “The Challenge from the East and the Rebirth of the West” 1996 p. 121

The choice facing the West today is much the same as that which faced the Soviet bloc after World War II: between meeting head-on the challenge of world trade with the adjustments and the benefits that it will bring, or of attempting to shut out markets that are growing and where a dynamic new pace is being set for innovative productions. The problem about the second approach is not simply that it won’t hold: satellite technology alone will ensure that consumers will begin to demand those goods that the East is able to provide most cheaply. More fundamentally, it will guarantee the emergence of a fragmented world in which natural fears will be fanned and inflamed. A world divided into rigid trade blocs will be a deeply troubled and unstable place in which suspicion and ultimately envy will possibly erupt into a major war. I do not say that the converse will necessarily be true, that in a free trading world there will be an absence of all strife. Such a proposition would manifestly be absurd. But to trade is to become interdependent, and that is a good step in the direction of world stability. With nuclear weapons at two a penny, stability will be at a premium in the years ahead. 
NextGen- CP links to politics

Consolidation of airports for NextGen is politically controversial.

GAO, 2007 

“Next Generation Air Transportation System: Status of the
 

Transition to the Future Air Traffic Control System” 09 May 2007 http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/GAOREPORTS-GAO-07-784T/html/GAOREPORTS-GAO-07-784T.htm 
7EVM is a project management technique that combines measurements of technical performance, schedule performance, and cost performance with the intent of providing an early warning of problems while there is time for corrective action. We previously reported that FAA should pursue further cost control options, such as exploring additional opportunities for contracting out services and consolidating facilities. However, we recognize that FAA faces challenges with consolidating facilities, an action that can be politically sensitive. In recognition of this sensitivity, the administration's reauthorization proposal presents an initiative in which the Secretary of Transportation would be authorized to establish an independent, five-member Commission, known as the Realignment and Consolidation of Aviation Facilities and Services Commission, to independently analyze FAA's recommendations to realign facilities or services. The Commission would then send its own recommendations to the President and Congress. In the past, we noted the importance of potential cost savings through facility consolidations; however, any such consolidations must be handled through a process that solicits and considers stakeholder input throughout and fully considers the safety implications of both proposed facility closures and consolidations.

ANSWERS TO OFF-CASE

A2 Topicality

(Topicality) The plan substantially increases transportation infrastructure investment.

Mallett, Maguire, and Kosar, 2011

William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; and Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government, Congressional Research Service, “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation” December 14, fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42115.pdf
The federal government already uses a wide range of direct expenditures, grants, loans, loan guarantees, and tax preferences to expand infrastructure investment. A national infrastructure bank would be another way to provide federal credit assistance, such as direct loans and loan guarantees, to sponsors of infrastructure projects. To a certain extent, a new institution may be duplicative with existing federal programs in this area, and Congress may wish to consider the extent to which an infrastructure bank should supplant or complement existing federal infrastructure efforts.

(Topicality) A national infrastructure bank IS the topic.

Mallett, Maguire, and Kosar, 2011

William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; and Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government, Congressional Research Service, “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation” December 14, fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42115.pdf
The central policy objective of a national infrastructure bank is to increase investment in infrastructure. Greater investment is desired because high-quality, well maintained infrastructure is believed to increase private-sector productivity and improve public health and welfare. The magnitude of the increased productivity, however, is not settled, as empirical analysis does not always support the conjecture that greater infrastructure investment uniformly generates productivity gains.1 The type of infrastructure and the type of investment are critical elements in such an assessment.

The national infrastructure bank is an investment in transportation infrastructure.

Bloomberg 2011

Bloomberg. "A Bank That Can Get Americans on the Road and on the Job: View." Bloomberg. N.p., 10 Aug. 11. Web. 26 June 2012. <http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-08-11/a-bank-that-can-get-americans-on-the-road-and-on-the-job-view.html>.

Enter the infrastructure bank, which would provide loans or loan guarantees for big projects deemed to be in the public interest -- and attract private investment by offering cheap access to capital and a path to profit from tolls, fares and other charges.
The bank could leverage the government’s outlay to lend more. An initial $5 billion a year for five years could result in $50 billion or more in loans. And because these loans would be paid back with interest, the institution could become self- sustaining. Financing for such a bank should be seen as an investment, not “spending

Infrastructure investment.

Mallett, Maguire, and Kosar, 2011

William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; and Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government, Congressional Research Service, “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation” December 14, fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42115.pdf
Although no consensus definition exists, infrastructure is generally conceived of as the capital intensive assets needed for the delivery of basic services.2 Both public and private entities own and operate infrastructure. Some infrastructure is provided by public-private partnerships which mix, in a myriad of different ways, public and private rights and responsibilities. Funding for these expensive and long-lived assets most often comes from money borrowed on the capital markets. In some cases, however, capital asset purchases are financed with current revenues, government grants, loans, and private equity. For debt-financed assets, investors seek a rate of return commensurate with the associated risk. Debt incurred on wholly owned government projects may be repaid with taxes, user fees, or a combination of the two. For privately owned infrastructure, user fees are the main option, although debt may be repaid in other ways such as property rents.
The National Infrastructure Bank is an investment.

The European Institution 2011

The European Institution. "Time for a U.S. Infrastructure Bank"" The European Institute. N.p., 13 July 2011. Web. 28 June 2012. <http://www.europeaninstitute.org/Our-Must-Reads/qtime-for-a-us-infrastructure-bankq.html>.
"Time for a U.S. Infrastructure Bank" from Politico by Felix G. Rohatyn, banker and former U.S. ambassador to France. The Obama administration is proposing the creation of a U.S. government-run "infrastructure bank" that would consolidate investments to renew America's ageing roads, bridges and ports. Rohatyn notes that the U.S. is falling badly behind Europe and China in infrastructure modernization and says that this new bank would generate private investment in these projects. Infrastructure financing is "an investment rather than an expense"  for U.S. competitiveness and quality of life. Recommended by European Affairs. (7/13)

The National Infrastructure Bank utilizes federal investment for its start up.
Holmes 2011

Holmes, Robert. "A Piece of Obama Plan Gets Wall Street Support." TheStreet.com. N.p., 09 Sept. 2011. Web. 28 June 2012. <http://www.thestreet.com/story/11244272/1/a-piece-of-obama-plan-gets-wall-street-support.html>.
Obama's four-point jobs plan, with a price tag of $447 billion, proposes the creation of an infrastructure bank that would combine private investment with public infrastructure construction. The bulk of the plan is dedicated to slashing payroll taxes, with the infrastructure bank going for a modest initial federal investment of $10 billion.
A2 Private CP
(A2 Private CP) Private counterplan not sufficient- federal guarantee minimizes risks, encourages investments.

Mallett, Maguire, and Kosar, 2011

William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; and Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government, Congressional Research Service, “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation” December 14, fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42115.pdf
Traditional banks are self-sustaining because they borrow from depositors at a low rate (and typically short term) and lend at a higher rate (and typically long term). In addition, they impose fees and charge for a variety of services beyond lending. An infrastructure bank’s self sustainability, in contrast, would depend almost exclusively on its capacity to lend at a higher rate than its cost of capital. If the infrastructure bank were to rely mainly on private capital (either equity or credit), it would have to provide those investors with a rate of return comparable to that available on investments with a similar risk and time profile to those in the bank’s portfolio. If the federal government bears some of the risk, then investors would not require as much compensation as they would if not for the federal guarantee. Federal budgeting rules, however, would require that the value of the risk shifted from the private sector to the federal government be accounted for in the federal budget.49

Federal government key.

Cooper, 2012

Donna Cooper, Senior Fellow with the Economic Policy Team, Center for American Progress, “Meeting the Infrastructure Imperative” February 2012 http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/pdf/infrastructure.pdf
In addition, increased private financing opportunities focused on transportation will also require the federal government to more rapidly and readily approve tolling on roads in the federal highway system so that investors can rely on predictable revenues for repayment and earnings. It also will require the creation of a national intermediary such as an Infrastructure Bank that can expertly and expeditiously package high-priority and multistate infrastructure financing projects together with private investors. Increased federal guidance can promote models that protect wages, collective bargaining rights, and the taxpayers and users who are at risk if private partners fail to manage the project responsibly.

A2 Spending DA

Current federal spending levels.

Mallett, Maguire, and Kosar, 2011

William J. Mallett, Specialist in Transportation Policy; Steven Maguire, Specialist in Public Finance; and Kevin R. Kosar, Analyst in American National Government, Congressional Research Service, “National Infrastructure Bank: Overview and Current Legislation” December 14, fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42115.pdf
The federal government assists in infrastructure investment in several ways. First, it spends directly on certain projects, such as the inland waterway system maintained and operated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Second, the federal government provides grants to state and local governments through a multitude of programs, such as those that provide funding for the maintenance, rehabilitation, and expansion of bus and transit rail systems. Third, the federal government provides credit assistance to state and local government and the private sector through direct loans, loan guarantees, and tax preferences. In 2010, direct federal spending on non-defense physical capital amounted to $48.1 billion and grants to state and local governments were another $93.3 billion.65 Tax preferences were also significant. The amount of federal tax revenue foregone through tax-exempt bond financing for infrastructure was estimated to be $26.8 billion for 2010.66

Spending No Link—The federal government provides a fraction of the funding to get investment started.

Isidore 11 @CNNMoney By Chris September 7, 2011: 2:59 PM ET Infrastructure Bank: Fixing how we fix roadshttp://money.cnn.com/2011/09/07/news/economy/jobs_infrastructure/index.htm Michael B. Likosky, a senior fellow at the Institute for Public Knowledge, New York University, is the author of “Obama’s Bank: Financing a Durable New Deal.” 

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.
The infrastructure bank won’t waste taxpayer money

Likosky 2011

Likosky, Michael B. "Banking on the Future." The New York Times. The New York Times, 13 July 2011. Web. 25 June 2012. <http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/13/opinion/13likosky.html?_r=1>.
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.

Cost-savings best way to do it.

Rohantyn 2011

ROHATYN, FELIX G. "Time for a U.S. Infrastructure Bank." POLITICO. N.p., 12 July 2011. Web. 26 June 2012. <http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0711/58786.html>.

It is difficult to understand why an infrastructure bank is not already in place — with so many in Congress calling for more efficient federal spending and public investment that can pay for itself. Part of the problem may be the belief among some legislators that government action is always a bad thing. Yet throughout U.S. history, competent public investments have been an essential complement to private investments — from the Louisiana Purchase, to land-grant colleges, to the Interstate Highway System, to the Internet. From a federal budgeting standpoint, creating an infrastructure bank would be the wisest thing to do. We can leverage private capital, both at home and overseas, to modernize our transportation systems, deal safely and effectively with wastewater and hazardous materials, renew ports and inland waterways. With a national bank for infrastructure, we could begin to do all these things and more.

A2 States CP

Federal government key.

Cooper, 2012

Donna Cooper, Senior Fellow with the Economic Policy Team, Center for American Progress, “Meeting the Infrastructure Imperative” February 2012 http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/pdf/infrastructure.pdf
In addition, increased private financing opportunities focused on transportation will also require the federal government to more rapidly and readily approve tolling on roads in the federal highway system so that investors can rely on predictable revenues for repayment and earnings. It also will require the creation of a national intermediary such as an Infrastructure Bank that can expertly and expeditiously package high-priority and multistate infrastructure financing projects together with private investors. Increased federal guidance can promote models that protect wages, collective bargaining rights, and the taxpayers and users who are at risk if private partners fail to manage the project responsibly.
State governments are struggling to pay for transportation infrastructure

CSG 2009

CSG. "IncreasIng PublIc Awareness of Infrastructure Costs & FInanc." CSG.org. N.p., Sept. 2009. Web. 27 June 2012. <http://www.csg.org/knowledgecenter/docs/TIA_infrastructure_cost.pdf>.

Despite the infusion of cash states received in 2009  from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act for transportation infrastructure projects, the nation’s transportation system still has billions of dollars in unmet needs and state governments face an uncertain future in trying to pay for them all. A bipartisan panel created  by Congress, the National Surface Transportation Policy  and Revenue Study Commission, said in its final report  last year that an investment of at least $225 billion  per year from all sources for highways, transit and rail  is required for the next four decades.

The counterplan does not solve the case—Smaller entities such as cities and states cannot transparency and investment resulting in bad credit.

Renn, 2012

Aaron M. Renn, The Urbanophile, an opinion-leading urban affairs analyst, entrepreneur, speaker, and writer, Renn’s writings have also appeared in publications such as Forbes, the Dallas Morning News, and the Portland Oregonian, April 22nd, What Exactly Does an Infrastructure Bank Do For Us Anyway? http://www.urbanophile.com/2012/04/22/what-exactly-does-an-infrastructure-bank-do-for-us-anyway/
1. They might raise funds in a debt constrained environment. In the Chicago proposal, we hear that the city is staggering under a huge debt load such that it can’t borrow any more money without negatively affecting its credit rating. Ok. So explain me this, if private investors put money into a project and expect to be paid back by some revenue stream over time, how is that not debt? This strikes me as very similar to some privatization transactions, which should be basically seen as a type of off balance sheet borrowing. For example, in the case of the Chicago parking meter lease, the city really just borrowed $1.1 billion from Morgan Stanley and is paying it back to them over 75 years in the form of quarters. I’m not saying these types of financing activities are all bad. But we’ve seen enough of what happens when companies load up with special purpose vehicles and off balance sheet transactions to know that it dramatically reduces transparency. This will make it difficult to assess just how much debt the city has taken on. If the ratings agencies haven’t caught on to this, you can believe they will at some point if more cities shift to these types of financing structures. Unfortunately, infrastructure banks are often presented as if they are “free money” to the public. I believe this greatly misrepresents the reality. Any money invested by the bank has to be paid back. An infrastructure bank seems to be just another fancy name for borrowing money. We should probably evaluate it just like we do debt.
State governments will not continue supporting infrastructure investment.

Treasury Department, 2012

A Report Prepared by the Department of the Treasury with the Council of Economic Advisers, “A New economic analysis of infrastructure investment” March 23, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf
Historically, we also know that state and local governments are more prone to cut back on infrastructure spending during tough economic times, despite the growing need and demand for these projects. Americans overwhelmingly support increasing our infrastructure investment, as evidenced by consistent support for local investments on ballot initiatives. This is hardly surprising given that our report documents that the American public is less satisfied with our transportation infrastructure than residents of most other OECD nations.

A2 Federalism DA

The national infrastructure bank will empower the state governments with monetary benefits.

LEMOV 2012

LEMOV, PENELOPE. "A Bank for Infrastructure Funding." A Bank for Infrastructure Funding. N.p., 1 Mar. 2012. Web. 27 June 2012. <http://www.governing.com/columns/public-finance/col-bank-infrastructure-funding.html>.

Prioritizing projects: A national infrastructure bank's purpose is to help increase state and local deal flow and private-sector deal flow. The national bank itself isn't going to be a place that has a list of priority projects. This is not a top-down institution. So what we end up with is our state and local governments beginning to move toward priority lists of projects. In many states this is happening; there is starting to be a priority list of what types of projects would be particular candidates for public-private partnerships. As the transportation bill has moved forward, we're getting a clearer idea of what gaps are going to be left in the marketplace where an infrastructure bank is going to become particularly useful. A concrete example of a priority project that would be an infrastructure bank candidate is the expansion of the port in Spartanburg, S.C., so it can handle the larger Panama Canal ships. We're talking about a range of different sectors that are involved, both freight rail, intermodal freight rail and dredging the port, but we're also talking about other types of port build-up manufacturing. The idea is to ramp up manufacturing in the ports at the same time that the expansion happens. What the infrastructure bank would aim to do is increase the pie of available capital with the recognition that we have to achieve fairly high growth rates -- 6 percent -- in a fairly sustained way in order to handle the employment crisis. So in those areas where there's the greatest amount of economic growth possible, that's where the infrastructure bank comes in as especially useful. Bank project financing vs. traditional tax-exempt project financing: I see them as enhancing the tax-exempt bond market by bringing in -- as the Build America Bonds did -- a new class of investors: pensions, sovereigns and insurers that don't always have the appetite or the tax profile for the tax-exempt. On another front, the bank is an enhancer of the tax-exempt bond market in that there's a slice of projects today that are more amenable to public-private partnerships or require a tax-exempt, private-activity bond enhancer or some sort of additional type of revenue source. For instance, in New York, Gov. Andrew Cuomo is talking about reinvesting in Buffalo. There's going to be a certain amount of tax-exempt bond usage to regrow Buffalo, but there's also going to be a movement to bring in other sources of financing. The tax-exempt bond market and the infrastructure bank will reinforce one another. Facilitating public-private partnerships: The infrastructure bank is coming in to handle two main risks associated with public-private partnerships. [The main one] is closing risk. In the U.S. public-private partnership market today, it is very hard and very expensive to get to close with a project. What an infrastructure bank will do is decrease the likelihood of closure of a project because there will be an additional federal champion involved, additional federal underwriting and higher underwriting standards. The bank also has a best practices unit in it, so there'll be some technical assistance to state and local governments that often run into problems closing projects because there's not the capacity to assess bids. That's another aspect that the federal bank is meant to support.
The national infrastructure bank will complement existing state government funding.
American Jobs Act of 2011

American Jobs Act of 2011. "American Jobs Act of 2011: Proposal to Establish National Infrastructure Bank." American Jobs Act of 2011: Proposal to Establish National Infrastructure Bank. N.p., 21 Nov. 2011. Web. 27 June 2012. <http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/env-res/national-infrastructure-proposal.aspx>.
On September 12, 2011, President Obama sent to Congress the “American Jobs Act of 2011.”  According to material released by the administration, a key component of the package is investment in infrastructure activities aimed at putting workers back on the job while rebuilding and modernizing America.  While the proposal includes provisions for separate infrastructure investments in transportation and education programs, it also includes language to establish a national infrastructure bank (NIB) in the form of the American Infrastructure Financing Authority (AIFA).  The AIFA is intended to be a United States Government-owned, independent, professionally managed institution whose purpose would be to “facilitate investment in, and long-term financing of, economically viable infrastructure projects of regional or national significance in a manner that both complements existing Federal, State, local, and private funding sources for these projects and introduces a merit-based system for financing such projects, in order to mobilize significant private sector investment, create jobs, and ensure United States competitiveness through an institution that limits the need for ongoing Federal funding.”

State legislatures are desperate for money and infrastructure is taking the hit.
Hood 2011

HOOD, JOHN. John Hood is president of the John Locke Foundation, a state-policy think tank based in North Carolina, and the author of, among other books, Investor Politics. "The States in Crisis Publications National Affairs." The States in Crisis. N.p., Winter 2011. Web. 27 June 2012. <http://www.nationalaffairs.com/publications/detail/the-states-in-crisis>.
Over the past three years, the news out of state capitals has been dire. From Albany to Sacramento, economic shocks have reduced states' tax revenues, even as the downturn has required states to spend more on welfare for the struggling and newly jobless. The Great Recession has thus torn gaping holes in state budgets — holes that governors and state legislatures are now desperately trying to close. That effort has been painful for state officials. When Arizona cut state funding for kindergartens, educators and parents cried foul. When New York raised tuition at its state universities, students protested. When California, North Carolina, Oregon, and Connecticut raised their income taxes, angry taxpayers flocked to Tea Party protests and expressed their displeasure through buzzing phone lines and clogged inboxes. With every attempt to fix state budgets, an acceptable solution has seemed ever more out of reach. But alarming as these recent developments have been, the states' fiscal calamity is not simply a function of the recession. Their shaky financial foundations were in fact set long ago — through unsustainable obligations like retirement benefits for public employees, excessive borrowing, and deferred maintenance of public buildings and infrastructure. The result has been a long-building budget imbalance now estimated in the trillions of dollars. The nightmare that governors and state legislators are living through will therefore not end when the effects of the recession do. Even as state officials address large short-term operating deficits, they must confront the more troublesome structural gaps between current state revenue projections and massive future liabilities. And the tools that these state officials have at their disposal to deal with the crisis are limited. Many state constitutions require the repayment of bonds to take priority over almost all other state spending. Others require state-employee pensions to be paid out at the promised terms no matter what, making it almost impossible to negotiate those liabilities down. States, unlike municipalities, do not have the legal option of declaring bankruptcy. At some point, if some states approach default, just meeting these debt obligations will consume all of their revenues — leaving no money for basic functions like maintaining a state police force, operating roads and other transit infrastructure, or educating children.
A2 Politics- public popularity
Popular with the public.

Treasury Department, 2012

A Report Prepared by the Department of the Treasury with the Council of Economic Advisers, “A New economic analysis of infrastructure investment” March 23, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf
American workers, families, and businesses are demanding more infrastructure investment. Americans have voted repeatedly for increased investment in transportation infrastructure with over 98 percent of the funds requested for transportation projects approved by the voting public in 2008.56,57,58,59 A study by the Rockefeller Foundation found that four out of every five Americans agree with the statement that: “In order for the United States to remain the world’s top economic superpower we need to modernize our transportation infrastructure and keep it up to date.”60 That study also found that the same proportion, 80 percent, agree that federal investment in infrastructure, “will boost local economics and create millions of jobs from construction to manufacturing to engineering.” Another survey found that almost 19 out of 20 Americans are concerned about America’s infrastructure and 84 percent support greater investment to address infrastructure problems.61 Evidence of this demand for greater transportation infrastructure and increased choice for alternatives forms of transportation is apparent in the sharp increase in transit ridership. Over the last 15 years transit ridership has grown by over 30 percent, reaching levels not seen since the 1950s.62 This renaissance of transit ridership is in some ways a return to the past (see Figure 4).
A2 Politics- bipart
Plan Bi-Part.
Isidore, 2011 

CNNMoney By Chris September 7, 2011: 2:59 PM ET Infrastructure Bank: Fixing how we fix roads http://money.cnn.com/2011/09/07/news/economy/jobs_infrastructure/index.htm Michael B. Likosky, a senior fellow at the Institute for Public Knowledge, New York University, is the author of “Obama’s Bank: Financing a Durable New Deal.”

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 plan is bipartisan.

Likosky, 2010

Likosky Author of "Obama's Bank" Posted: September 11, 2010 Michael 11:00 PMAn Infrastructure Bank: Reinvesting in America, huffington post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-likosky/an-infrastructure-bank-re_b_713505.html

It is the part of the stimulus act that the media has largely ignored. We have heard little about the jobs that it has saved and created, the progressive projects it has financed, and how it will continue to keep Americans at work on road, bridge, power and school projects well past the close of this calendar year. Like these stimulus act programs, the Infrastructure Bank can relay the foundation of our economy through progressive long term projects that are synced up with a medium term business cycle - allowing firms to plan ahead, which is essential for retaining and creating good jobs. Investing in what will make America competitive, a job producer, a promoter of equal opportunity, and an ensurer of national security. On February 13, 2008, then-Senator Obama had first announced the Infrastructure Bank on the factory floor of the General Motors Assembly Plant in Janesville, Wisconsin as a campaign plank. The speech marked, at the time, a pivot by Obama away from the sole candidate to have opposed the Iraq War and toward positioning himself as the champion of America's economic recovery. In this landmark speech, Obama argued for redirecting our energies away from reconstructing Iraq and toward reinvesting in America.  Much has changed since that speech in 2008. However, when it comes to the reintroduction of the Infrastructure Bank, the two most significant milestones have been (1) the recapitalization and re-regulation of the financial sector and (2) the success of the leveraging vehicles within the stimulus act. Obama's LaborFest proposal builds upon both of these successes. It is a deeply bi-partisan proposal with support from Congresswoman Rosa DeLauro, Senator Christopher Dodd, former-Senator Chuck Hagel, and Building America's Future led by Governors Ed Rendell and Arnold Schwarzenegger and also Mayor Michael Bloomberg. Representative DeLauro's bill promoting an Infrastructure Bank that invests across all public works sectors has support from investors such as former-Ambassador Felix Rohatyn and Bernard Schwartz, labor unions, the US Chamber of Commerce, and the bipartisan Building America's Future's coalition of governors and mayors across the country.
A2 Politics- lobbies

Chamber of Commerce and AFL-CIO like the plan.

Treasury Department, 2012

A Report Prepared by the Department of the Treasury with the Council of Economic Advisers, “A New economic analysis of infrastructure investment” March 23, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf
The business and labor communities have also expressed a desire for more transportation infrastructure investment. Proposals from the American Public Transport Association (APTA), the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, AFL-CIO, and the President’s Council on Jobs and Competitiveness all call for greater infrastructure investment. APTA advocates for nearly $15 billion of investment for federal public transportation programs, and at least $2.5 billion to be put towards high-speed and intercity rail systems. AASHTO reported in 2009 that between $132 billion and $166 billion of investment is necessary to rebuild and repair America’s highways.51 The view that more transportation infrastructure is necessary is consistent with other research, including the recently issued bipartisan report by two former Secretaries of Transportation, Norman Mineta and Samuel Skinner. Their report estimated that an additional investment of $134 billion to $194 billion per year is needed to maintain our transportation system, and an even larger sum, from $189 billion to $262 billion, would be needed to improve it.52 The U.S. Chamber of Commerce has stated that “to have a transportation system that supports a 21st century economy, the United States needs a high level of investment targeted at improving performance across all modes and geographies. There can be no more business as usual.”53

A2 Politics- blame
Kerry pushes the plan.

Plautz, 2011

Environment and Energy Daily January 19, 2011 Infrastructure bank to be Kerry's 'climate change of 2011' BODY: Jason Plautz, E&E reporter

Sen. John Kerry's push for a national infrastructure bank to spur transportation, energy and communications development will be the senator's "climate change of 2011." An aide for the Massachusetts Democrat said the infrastructure bank has emerged as a top priority for Kerry and a proposal is expected to dominate his attention this year. Kerry was the Senate's leading proponent of climate change legislation in the last Congress but bowed to political reality when it became apparent that a climate bill could not pass through the chamber.

A2 Critiques- transparency stuff
The plan increases transparency in government decision-making.

Rendell, 2012

The Honorable Ed Rendell, Co-Chair, Center Forward, “Building America’s Future” March 19, http://www.center-forward.org/2012/03/19/issue-point-example/

But in order for this to translate to programs at the federal level, there must be wholesale reform of the current transportation program structure. Americans are clamoring for greater accountability and transparency to ensure that scarce resources are being invested on the right projects that will bring long term economic benefits. Federal transportation policy still largely adheres to an agenda set over 50 years ago during the Eisenhower Administration. It’s time to bring bold and visionary changes to our current policies and bring our transportation policy into the 21st century. One way to bring greater accountability and transparency is to stand up a National Infrastructure Bank. A properly constructed Bank will take politics out of the decision making process and will invest in projects based on merit and help to finance critical projects of national or regional significance. Right now, if multiple states wanted to complete a project crossing multiple jurisdictions or infrastructure sectors, there is no singular place to which they can apply for financial assistance. A National Infrastructure Bank can fill that void by leveraging dollars from state and local governments as well as the private sector and subjecting all requests to a benefit-cost analysis. Clear accountability and transparency requirements would be part of the process.

Transperancy is key to democracy, specifically to freedom of speech and information. 

OSF 11

Open Society Foundation, Opening government, content/uploads/2011/09/Opening-Government.pdf+Government+transperancy+boosts+justice&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEEShyb2Wre68McYncnaIFdIAhR9OqL6BdbUuuWu-lJNX_kpyWrUYw2uD3KlB68MWvk4k9GSNFotIHYkW4onae-5uA8iN_ftZtsx-wgOFf41rCVZjlOsi1awfls1F5Z8NSiAlwxzhK&sig=AHIEtbTcJ2ebdYevHFqBKe3KUsp_29HgEg, 2011

Openness in relation to information on governmental functioning is a crucial component of democratic governance. There are few things more abhorrent to democracies than a lack of transparency in their functioning, and secrecy in public affairs is generally a sign of autocratic rule. Such transparency is the foundation for the seeking of accountability from those who exercise power over public policy issues and governmental functioning, including not only governments but also large corporations, trade unions, civil society organisations (CSOs), funding agencies and special interest groups. This information would also include all information on private bodies that can be accessed by public authorities. Transparency helps citizens to independently evaluate governmental functioning and thus hold accountable any instances of corruption or mismanagement, whether at the level of policy formulation or at the level of implementation. Thus, the freedom of speech and expression and the right to receive information, which are seen as two sides of the same right under most international covenants, are both vitally important in ensuring transparent and accountable governance. 

Transparency stops imperialistic governmental manipulation of the non-elite population.

de Lazari-Radek and Singer 10

Katarzyna, PhD Philosophy and lecturer at the Institute of Philosophy at Lodz University in Poland and Peter, Professor of Bioethics at Princeton University and Laureate Professor at the Centre for Applied Philosophy and Public Ethics at the University of Melbourne SECRECY IN CONSEQUENTIALISM: A DEFENCE OF ESOTERIC MORALITY, 2010, www.law.nyu.edu/academics/colloquia/clppt/ECM_PRO_062727

Transparency permits open discussion and criticism of rules and policies that are being considered for implementation. To accept a morality that is only for the elite implies that we are permitted to manipulate those who are not part of the elite, in order to produce the best consequences. When we do so, we are unable to seek the opinions of those who we are manipulating on the policies we are actually implementing. This is the essence of Williams’ objection to ‘Government House utilitarianism’. We imagine the white colonial administrators sitting around in their cane armchairs under the ceiling fans, discussing how best to rule the natives. They may discuss their policies among themselves, and with the imperial government back home, but not with those who are most directly affected by them, the natives themselves. Under these circumstances they will have a tendency to convince themselves that what is in the best interests of the imperial power is the right thing to do. The danger is great that it will all go wrong because of the absence of exchange of ideas that could have happened if the policies had been transparent.

Transperancy is critical to the public making informed decsions. 

Islam 02 

Roumeen, Ph.D in International Economics and an Economic Advisor The World Bank, The Right to Tell, World Bank Institute, pg 31-32, google book 

Essentially, meaningful participation in democratic processes requires informed participants. Secrecy reduced the information available to the citizenry, hobbling people’s ability to participate meaningfully. Anyone who had sat on a board of directors knows that its power to exercise direction and discipline is limited by the information at its disposal. Management knows this, and often attempts to control the flow of information. We often speak of government being accountable to the people, but if effective democratic oversight is to be achieved then the voters have to be informed: they have to know what alternative actions were available and that the results might have been. Those in government typically have far more information relevant to the decisions being made than those outside government do, just as the management of a firm typically has far more information about the firm’s markets, prospects, and technology than do shareholders, let alone other outsiders. Indeed. Managers are paid to gather this information. One might argue that in a society with a free press and free institutions, little is lost by having secrecy in government; after all, other sources of relevant information are available. Indeed, recognizing the importance of information for effective governance, modern democratic societies try to protect the freedom and independence of the press and endeavor to promote independent think tanks and universities, all to provide an effective check on government. The problem is that government officials often represent the only or major source of relevant and timely information. If officials are subjected to a gag order, then the public has no real effective substitute. This is true both with respect to discussion of policy and of data (information), because much of the information that is collected is itself a public good. If the government does not provide the data, no one will or they will be supplied in insufficient quantity. Governments that are engaged in policies that have the effect of increasing inequality will not want data that show the policies’ adverse effects on inequality to become known, at least until the policies are solidly into place. Similarly, policymakers often believe that if they can establish a consensus behind a particular policy in secret, then it will be better able to withstand opposition, but that public disclosure of the direction that the consensus is taking before the consensus has been formed will create sufficient public pressure to prevent that particular consensus, or possibly any consensus from emerging. To reiterate, Openness is an essential part of public governance. Hirschman described exit and voice as instruments for discipline in organizations. For members of public organizations, that is, citizens, exit is typically not an option, and therefore greater reliance is placed on voice. In the private marketplace how a firm organizes itself- whether it keeps secrets or not- makes little difference. Customers care about its products and prices, and regardless of how the firm organizes production, if it produces good products at low prices it will succeed. Transparency issues arise of course. Firms often lack the incentive to disclose fully the attributes of their products and government, accordingly, enforced a variety of disclosure requirements for firms raising new capital publicly, and fraud laws (for a discussion of market incentives for disclosure and the need for government intervention see, for example, Grossman 1981; Stiglitz 1975a,b, 1998).

A2 Capitalism Critique

Capitalism is not the root of war – History Proves. 

Bernstein, 2005

Andrew Bernstein. (Lecturer at Harvard, Stanford, and Yale). The Capitalist Manifesto: The Historic, Economic and Philosophic Case for Laissez Faire. 2005. p. 227-9. 

The foundation of the charge is the Marxist claim that capitalism is inherently an aggressive, exploitative system that conquers and victimizes the weak. But in fact, capitalism, by its nature, bans the initiation of force — and to the extent that it has been implemented, is the system that respects the rights of all individuals, thereby protecting all men, including the weak. So this general accusation is untenable. Some other type of system is physically aggressive and responsible for conquering and victimizing the weak. To understand which system this is, it is helpful to look at the facts of several modern wars and then extract the principles that explain their causation. World War II was the most devastating conflict of human history. What were the facts regarding this war and its genesis? National Socialist (Nazi) Germany and Soviet Russia, as allies, invaded Poland in September 1939, precipitating global conflict. Germany invaded and conquered the Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark, Norway and France. The Nazis assaulted England in the famed Battle of Britain. The Nazis' ally, Imperial Japan — a military dictatorship — invaded China, conquered Singapore and attacked the United States. Germany's other ally, Fascist Italy, invaded Ethiopia and Greece. Adolf Hitler, of course, was the German dictator. Joseph Stalin was his counterpart in the Soviet Union, and Benito Mussolini in Italy. It is important to recognize that the dictatorships were all on the same side, and were the aggressors. The freer, capitalistic countries of the mid-20th century — England, France, the United States — were, without exception, the innocent victims of the statists' aggression, and went to war in defense of their own freedom. The simple truth is: the socialist countries — those in which the state controlled the economic system and all aspects of the individual's life — invaded or attacked the capitalist countries — those in which individual rights and private ownership were still very much preeminent. A first, provisional conclusion that can be drawn is: dictatorships, i.e., statist regimes are aggressors. The freer, capitalistic countries are not. To further support this, observe that National Socialist Germany and Communist Russia "seized and dismantled entire factories in conquered countries, to ship them home, while the freest of the mixed economies, the semi-capitalistic United States, sent billions worth of lend-lease equipment, including entire factories, to its allies." After achieving victory in the war, the United States and its allies packed up and went home; they did not enslave the countries they defeated. But Soviet Russia, on the other hand, kept in slavery all of Eastern Europe for more than forty years, ruthlessly suppressing pro-freedom movements in Poland, Hungary and Czechoslavakia.1 Additionally, while the Communists looted relentlessly the conquered countries, the capitalist Americans spent billions to rebuild defeated enemies who had attacked them. Never in all of human history has so much (misguided) generosity been accorded defeated enemies, and never has it gone so ignored, unappreciated and/or reviled. This incident even inspired a comic film, The Mouse That Roared, in which a tiny, destitute country declares war on the U.S., confident that, after its inevitable defeat, the United States will lavish billions upon it, rebuilding its economy and creating wealth. 

Capitalism solves war by promoting economic interdependence.

Bandow, 2005

Doug Bandow (Senior fellow at the Cato Institute) November 10, 2005 “Spreading Capitalism is Good for Peace” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5193

Thus, while "democracy is desirable for many reasons," he notes in a chapter in the latest volume of Economic Freedom in the World, created by the Fraser Institute, "representative governments are unlikely to contribute directly to international peace." Capitalism is by far the more important factor.  The shift from statist mercantilism to high-tech capitalism has transformed the economics behind war. Markets generate economic opportunities that make war less desirable. Territorial aggrandizement no longer provides the best path to riches.  Free-flowing capital markets and other aspects of globalization simultaneously draw nations together and raise the economic price of military conflict. Moreover, sanctions, which interfere with economic prosperity, provides a coercive step short of war to achieve foreign policy ends.  Positive economic trends are not enough to prevent war, but then, neither is democracy. It long has been obvious that democracies are willing to fight, just usually not each other. Contends Gartzke, "liberal political systems, in and of themselves, have no impact on whether states fight."  In particular, poorer democracies perform like non-democracies. He explains: "Democracy does not have a measurable impact, while nations with very low levels of economic freedom are 14 times more prone to conflict than those with very high levels."  Gartzke considers other variables, including alliance memberships, nuclear deterrence, and regional differences.  Although the causes of conflict vary, the relationship between economic liberty and peace remains.  His conclusion hasn't gone unchallenged. Author R.J. Rummel, an avid proponent of the democratic peace theory, challenges Gartzke's methodology and worries that it "may well lead intelligent and policy-wise analysts and commentators to draw the wrong conclusions about the importance of democratization."  Gartzke responds in detail, noting that he relied on the same data as most democratic peace theorists. If it is true that democratic states don't go to war, then it also is true that "states with advanced free market economies never go to war with each other, either."  The point is not that democracy is valueless. Free political systems naturally entail free elections and are more likely to protect other forms of liberty - civil and economic, for instance.  However, democracy alone doesn't yield peace. To believe is does is dangerous: There's no panacea for creating a conflict-free world.  That doesn't mean that nothing can be done. But promoting open international markets - that is, spreading capitalism - is the best means to encourage peace as well as prosperity.  Notes Gartzke: "Warfare among developing nations will remain unaffected by the capitalist peace as long as the economies of many developing countries remain fettered by governmental control." Freeing those economies is critical.  It's a particularly important lesson for the anti-capitalist left. For the most part, the enemies of economic liberty also most stridently denounce war, often in near-pacifist terms. Yet they oppose the very economic policies most likely to encourage peace.  If market critics don't realize the obvious economic and philosophical value of markets - prosperity and freedom - they should appreciate the unintended peace dividend. Trade encourages prosperity and stability; technological innovation reduces the financial value of conquest; globalization creates economic interdependence, increasing the cost of war.  Nothing is certain in life, and people are motivated by far more than economics. But it turns out that peace is good business. And capitalism is good for peace.

Elites will backlash in devastating civil wars.

Terry, 1995

Roger Terry (senior editor at the Ensign magazine) Economic Insanity. 1995.  pp. 137-138

Given the fact that capitalism as we know it is both corrupt and rapidly deteriorating, we are faced with the dilemma of how to get from our present system to one that is both more equitable and more workable. This will not be an easy transition, for it will involve the conversion of our present authoritarian organizations into democratic institutions. Unfortunately, recognizing that we need to make this transition is much easier than actually making it. How do you convert ftom a system of either narrow, unlimited ownership or widely dispersed absentee ownership to a system of limited, universal ownership? A good argument can be built for making this transition gradually, over a long period of time. If we were to try to make this shift overnight, the consequences would likely be as horrible as they are predictable. Suddenly abolishing our present system of ownership would create a crisis far more perilous even than the Civil War, which arose from abolishing a different, although related, form of ownership. It would be naive to think that those who have accumulated vast amounts of money, property, and power would simply yield to reason (or even newly enacted laws) and give up these possessions without a fight. And I mean a literal fight, one in which the odds would be stacked against change and democracy. It is not difficult to imagine an actual civil war far more devastating than the one fought over slavery. 

