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Popular - Congress
Passage of transportation bill ensures support for future transportation projects – it created bipartisanship that overcomes election year obstructionism

Liang 7/6/12 (Keith – staff writer; “League of Cities: Highway bill shows the possibilities of bipartisanship”; July 6, 2012; The Hill; http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/highways-bridges-and-roads/236477-league-of-cities-highway-bill-shows-the-possibilities-of-bipartisanship) IIN

The lobbying group for the city governments said Friday that the $105 billion transportation bill that will be signed by President Obama is proof that bipartisanship is still possible in a very divided Congress. Lawmakers in both chambers voted by large margins last week to approve the transportation bill, which provides funding for road and transit projects for the next two years. The measure is the first new transportation spending bill approved by Congress since 2005. The Washington, D.C.-based National League of Cities said the bill could be a harbinger of things to come in the legislative process if Congress continues working together. “This bill is an excellent example of what can happen when individuals set aside differences and move past political point making to work on a bipartisan basis to get things done," NLC President Ted Ellis said in a statement. "It is often said that potholes do not have a party affiliation. The same can be said for many other issues as well," Ellis continued. "Our national economy needs, and our residents have a right to expect, Congress and the administration to work together and give cities the tools, like the transportation bill, to drive economic growth.” Ellis said the transportation bill was "long overdue," but he said the new measure would give cities "the certainty to move forward and implement long-term transportation projects that our nation desperately needs." The highway bill was part of a legislative burst of activity before the July 4 holiday that also included deals between Democrats and Republicans on student loan interest rates and the National Flood Insurance Program. Obama is scheduled to sign the transportation bill on Friday afternoon after he returns to Washington from a campaign trip to Ohio and Pennsylvania. Obama has made clear he plans to run against Congress, accusing it of inactivity since Republicans took control of the House in 2010. But the broad, bipartisan legislation that Obama will sign Friday could complicate that message
Popular - Public

Americans overwhelmingly support investment in transportation infrastructure 
Department of the Treasury 3/23/12 (Prepared by the Department of the Treasury with the Council of Economic Advisers; March 23, 2012; “A New Economic Analysis of Infrastructure Investment”) IIN

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
Public support for infrastructure investment outweighs concerns about wasteful spending 

Halsey 12 (Ashley, Infrastructure projects need public support, transportation experts say, Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/local/trafficandcommuting/experts-want-to-build-public-support-for-infrastructure-projects/2012/04/23/gIQAvmMXcT_story.html)

The plan to energize public support was outlined Monday in a report by transportation experts brought together by the Miller Center at the University of Virginia. After a conference in November, the group concluded that most Americans are aware of the infrastructure crisis and support spending to address it. "Recent public-opinion surveys have found overwhelming support for the idea of infrastructure investment," the report said. "After the 'bridge to nowhere' controversies of recent years, the public has become sensitized to issues of pork-barrel spending and understandably demands to see a clear connection between federal expenditures, actual transportation needs, and economic benefits." Despite apprehension about wasteful spending, the report said, more than two-thirds of voters surveyed by the Rockefeller Foundation said infrastructure improvement was important and 80 percent said spending on it would create millions of jobs. The transportation group, co-chaired by former transportation secretaries Norman Y. Mineta and Samuel K. Skinner, compiled a comprehensive study on infrastructure in 2010. That report estimated that an additional $134 billion to $262 billion must be spent per year through 2035 to rebuild and improve roads, rail systems and air transportation.
Unpopular – Congress 

Transportation bills will be a fight in Congress – funding issues ensure controversy

Schank 6/16/2012 (Joshua, , President and CEO of the Eno Center for Transportation a neutral, non-partisan think-tank, The Federal Role in Transportation Part II: Four Ideas for Lesser Federal Involvement, http://www.enotrans.org/eno-brief/the-federal-role-in-transportation-part-ii-four-ideas-for-lesser-federal-involvement)

In a remarkable display of bipartisanship, Congress has finally passed a new surface transportation authorization bill, which is the first such legislation since SAFETEA-LU expired in 2009. The bill represents a substantial step forward in many respects, and we will provide a full analysis in the next Eno Brief. But while Congress faced many challenges in passing a new bill, perhaps the greatest challenge was the one they still have yet to deal with. This bill lacks a viable proposal for paying for stable or increased transportation expenditures in the long-term. Simultaneously, Congress still seems to be unwilling to cut expenditures to the levels at which they can be maintained within existing revenue streams. The bill that finally emerged from Congress is a short-term authorization financed with an influx of general revenues, and will not resolve the long-term funding issue. While we are still effectively in a policy stalemate with respect to funding for surface transportation, the new bill does specify some national goals and directs the development of specific performance measures to evaluate progress towards those goals. Congress is beginning to recognize that no matter what the eventual size of this program, federal funding should focus on areas of national interest. The challenge is to define exactly what that national interest should be, and this challenge is not limited to surface transportation. 

Unpopular - Public

Transportation infrastructure funding unpopular with the public 

Orski, 2012 (Ken, is editor and publisher of Innovation NewsBriefs, a widely read transportation newsletter. Orski has worked professionally in the field of transportation for close to 40 years. He served as Associate Administrator of the Urban Mass Transportation Administration under President Nixon and President Ford. New Geography, http://www.newgeography.com/content/002662-why-pleas-increase-infrastructure-funding-fall-deaf-ears)

Finding the resources to keep transportation infrastructure in good order is a more difficult challenge. Unlike traditional utilities, roads and bridges have no rate payers to fall back on. Politicians and the public seem to attach a low priority to fixing aging transportation infrastructure and this translates into a lack of support for raising fuel taxes or imposing tolls. Investment in infrastructure did not even make the top ten list of public priorities in the latest Pew Research Center survey of domestic concerns. Calls by two congressionally mandated commissions to vastly increase transportation infrastructure spending have gone ignored. So have repeated pleas by advocacy groups such as Building America’s Future, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the University of Virginia’s Miller Center. Nor has the need to increase federal spending on infrastructure come up in the numerous policy debates held by the Republican presidential candidates. Even President Obama seems to have lost his former fervor for this issue. In his last State-of-the-Union message he made only a perfunctory reference to "rebuilding roads and bridges." High-speed rail and an infrastructure bank, two of the President’s past favorites, were not even mentioned. Why pleas to increase infrastructure funding fall on deaf ears There are various theories why appeals to increase infrastructure spending do not resonate with the public. One widely held view is that people simply do not trust the federal government to spend their tax dollars wisely. As proof, evidence is cited that a great majority of state and local transportation ballot measures do get passed, because voters know precisely where their tax money is going. No doubt there is much truth to that. Indeed, thanks to local funding initiatives and the use of tolling, state transportation agencies are becoming increasingly more self-reliant and less dependent on federal funding Another explanation, and one that I find highly plausible, has been offered by Charles Lane, editorial writer for the Washington Post. Wrote Lane in an October 31, 2011 Washington Post column, "How come my family and I traveled thousands of miles on both the east and west coast last summer without actually seeing any crumbling roads or airports? On the whole, the highways and byways were clean, safe and did not remind me of the Third World countries. ... Should I believe the pundits or my own eyes?" asked Lane ("The U.S. infrastructure argument that crumbles upon examination"). Along with Lane, I think the American public is skeptical about alarmist claims of "crumbling infrastructure" because they see no evidence of it around them. State DOTs and transit authorities take great pride in maintaining their systems in good condition and, by and large, they succeed in doing a good job of it. Potholes are rare, transit buses and trains seldom break down, and collapsing bridges, happily, are few and far between. 

Airports
AIP Unpopular – Congress

Airport improvement program controversial in Congress – FAA authorization fight proves
DOT, 2011 “Secretary LaHood: Key airport projects across the country in jeopardy unless Congress passes an FAA bill”, July 21, http://www.dot.gov/affairs/2011/dot9111.html

“Congress needs to do its work.  If they can’t pass a bill, local construction workers throughout the nation will see their projects and paychecks come to a halt.  This is no way to run the best aviation system in the world,” said Secretary LaHood. The current FAA reauthorization expires at midnight this Friday, July 22, 2011.  Congress has extended the FAA’s authorization 20 separate times without controversy. Without an extension, FAA will be unable to move forward on important airport construction projects that include good paying jobs for local communities across the country. The Airport Improvement Program, which provides construction project grants to airports, will be shut down and unable to provide roughly $2.5 billion for airport projects in all 50 states that could put thousands of people to work in good paying jobs.  A detailed breakdown of this funding by state is below. “Controversial provisions in the House passed bill are needlessly threatening critical FAA programs and jeopardizing thousands of public and private sector jobs. I urge Congress to resolve its differences so we do not have to needlessly furlough employees who are performing valuable work for the public,” said FAA Administrator Randy Babbitt. Without another extension, up to 4,000 FAA employees in 35 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico will be furloughed and forced to go without pay.   Large numbers of employees in New Jersey, New York, California, Georgia, Oklahoma, Texas, Washington, Illinois and the District of Columbia will be affected. This includes many of FAA’s engineers, scientists, research analysts, administrative assistants, computer specialists, program managers and analysts, environmental protection specialists, and community planners.  A detailed list of states where employees will be furloughed is below. In addition, without this legislation, approximately $200 million a week in airline taxes will not be collected or deposited into the Airport and Airway Trust Fund (AATF).

Airports Generic Unpopular - Congress


Airport funding is controversial in Congress – too many differences – FAA authorization fight proves

Washington Post 2011 (7/26/11, “FAA falls victim to Congress’s partisan politics,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/faa-falls-victim-to-congresss-partisan-politics/2011/07/26/gIQAxLPYbI_story.html)

CHALK UP ANOTHER victim of partisan politics in Congress: the Federal Aviation Administration. The agency’s last long-term authorization lapsed four years ago. Earlier this year, the Republican-majority House and Democratic-majority Senate each passed new long-term bills to replace a series of short-term funding extensions that kept the agency operating in the interim. But they have been unable to resolve major differences between the two bills, and the last extension expired on Friday. Consequently, the FAA has had to furlough thousands of employees around the country and suspend airport modernization projects worth $2.5 billion.
Alaskan Ports

Unpopular - Congress
Political opposition to funding Alaskan ports – Congress supports the idea but not the funding
Hobson 12 (Margaret K. "Aging Infrastructure Adds to Woes of Alaska-bound Fuel Tanker."Eenews. EE Publishing, 10 Jan. 2012 <http://www.eenews.net/public/Greenwire/2012/01/10/1)DG

Speakers at the two-day meeting quickly concluded that the federal government won't be spearheading the port campaign. "At this point, federal interest is such that if you build it and they have a need to use it, they'll use it," said Fore of the Army Corps. "But nobody [in Washington] is actually stepping up and providing funding or assistance." Alaska legislator Joule observed that change is in the air in Alaska. Some of it is being driven by global warming. Some is a product of the federal government, which has encouraged commercial development and oil drilling off Alaska shores and signed the Arctic Council treaty, but is not providing funding for a port or icebreakers. "We are ill-prepared for these things," Joule said. But, he added, "nobody is going to get in the way to stop anything."

Ten pieces of legislation related to Arctic port development have been introduced in Congress since 2009 – all have been unpopular
Lowther 12 (Paula, “Arctic Deep Water Port”, Alaska Business Monthly, January, http://www.akbizmag.com/Alaska-Business-Monthly/January-2012/Arctic-Deep-Water-Port/)

Alaskan leaders have long recognized the need for Arctic port development on a national and state level. Senator Mark Begich introduced seven pieces of legislation in 2009 known as the Inuvikput Package that urged lawmakers to take the necessary steps in maintaining sovereignty in light of increased Arctic traffic and activity while expanding and diversifying Alaska’s economy.

Also in 2009, Murkowski introduced legislation that would require the U.S. to undertake a detailed study of the feasibility of establishing a deep water sea port in the Arctic. While the Arctic Deep Water Sea Port Act of 2009 did not become law, Murkowski has continued to lead the national conversation about the strategic importance of the Arctic to the U.S. In a press release dated May 16, 2011, Murkowski states, “It is an exciting and unprecedented time in the Arctic. We know that the environmental changes occurring in the region are happening at a dramatic rate, but the political response has been much slower.” In 2010, Representative Don Young followed up Murkowski’s proposed legislation by introducing the bill H.R. 4576: Arctic Deep Water Sea Port Act of 2010. It also failed to gain traction in Congress.
Carbon Pipelines

Popular - Congress

CCS is historically popular in Congress

Folger 08 – Specialist in Energy and Natural Resources, Policy Resources, Science, and Industry Division; Director of Outreach and Research Support at American Geophysical Union (Peter, “Carbon Capturer and Sequestration”, Congressional Research Service, 6/10/08, http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/RL33801_20080610.pdf)//Bwang
Congressional interest is growing in CCS as a legislative strategy to address climate change. The 110th Congress passed H.R. 6, the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (P.L. 110-140), which expands the Department of Energy (DOE) carbon sequestration program and authorizes more than $2.2 billion for research and development through FY2013. Congress appropriated $120 million for CCS R&D at DOE in FY2008, a 50% increase above the request, although half the amount authorized under P.L. 110-140. DOE is requesting $149.1 million for its CCS R&D program in FY2009, a 25% increase over the FY2008 appropriated level. At issue for Congress is whether the CCS program at DOE will conform to P.L. 110140, and whether funding provided by Congress will enable the program to meet its goals and objectives. Other bills addressing climate change, notably S. 2191 (now S. 3036), contain provisions that would provide other incentives for deploying CCS. 
Unpopular - Congress
CCS is unpopular
Restuccia and Martinson 7/10 – energy reporter for POLITICO Pro; an energy reporter for POLITICO Pro, where she covers the EPA (Andrew and Erica, “Clean coal tech is ready, but there’s a catch”, Politico Pro, 7/10/12, Lexis)//Bwang
Climate-friendly coal faces a conundrum. The federal government has funneled billions of dollars over the past two administrations into cutting carbon pollution from coal-fired power plants, but so far the "clean coal" dream is far from reality. Officials have been chasing a best-of-both-worlds scenario: using abundant, cheap but relatively dirty coal for generating power, and then eliminating the "dirty" part by capturing carbon dioxide and other toxic emissions. The captured CO2 can either be stored deep underground in geological formations in a process known as carbon capture and storage or piped out to oil and gas fields. While the technology is there, it's struggling to make its way into prime time. The reasons: It's expensive, and there are no limits on carbon emissions. Without climate legislation or new regulations that mandate the technology, companies don't really have an incentive to deploy the technology on a commercial scale. And some experts say billions of federal dollars are still needed to make it more mainstream. The likelihood that these problems can be solved in the near future is small. The days when the federal government greatly boosted funding for energy research, demonstration and deployment are most likely long gone; the Environmental Protection Agency, though it has proposed climate regulations for new power plants, currently has "no plans" to impose the same rules on existing plants; and there is zero political appetite for legislation that puts a price on carbon. The Congressional Budget Office recently painted a grim picture of CCS's future, saying the $6.9 billion provided by Congress to the Energy Department to demonstrate and reduce the cost of CCS has so far had little practical effect. The CBO report, which was released last month, says it's unlikely utilities will "invest in adding CCS technology to much of their existing capacity for many decades." "CBO's analysis suggests that unless the federal government adopts policies that encourage or require utilities to generate electricity with fewer greenhouse gas emissions, the projected high cost of using CCS technology means that DOE's current program is unlikely to do much to support widespread use of the technology," the report says. The report offers several recommendations for spurring CCS investment, including imposing a carbon tax, a policy that has almost no chance of gaining momentum on Capitol Hill. The climate bill that went up in flames in 2010 amid opposition from Republicans and some industry groups would have invested heavily in making CCS commercially viable. "With the demise of these bills, the prospects of wide-scale deployment also went away," said George Peridas, a scientist with the Natural Resources Defense Council's Climate Center. Instituting a regulatory driver is unpopular with those in Congress who question climate change or decry the Obama administration's "war on coal." But at the same time, advocates of coal - particularly given where the nation's highest courts and the EPA stand on regulating carbon - can't afford to let advances in CCS slip through their fingers. "The technology is ready to go, but it's not cheap. It doesn't make economic sense yet," Peridas said. "Congress is going to have to do something to fix that. If they do, then the technology is good to go, and it can be deployed safely." Peridas said the DOE program is "providing critical life support while CCS is in the doldrums." CCS research extends much further than demonstration projects, or even DOE - there are currently 68 ongoing carbon sequestration projects in 25 states and the District of Columbia, according to the DOE labs. Most are at universities or national labs. And the efforts aren't new. As far back as 1990, Southern Company Services Inc., the Electric Power Research Institute and Westinghouse Electric Corp. were researching capturing CO2, according to DOE's National Energy Technology Laboratory. There are six full-scale demonstration projects now under way in the United States, using about $2.2 billion of DOE funds. That doesn't include local and state tax advantages, or $3 billion in authorized federal investment tax credits Congress carved out in 2005 and 2008 energy laws, the CBO report says. Nevertheless, few are confident the technology will make headway soon. "The DOE program cannot result in widespread deployment of the technology. This is beyond its scope," Peridas said. "But the DOE can have an important role to play in demonstrating the technology at a time when the congressional and political reality wouldn't support it and have it ready for when politicians wake up." A coal industry lobbyist added: "I think we'll have CCS development at some point in time. It's not going to happen anytime soon. Given these budget constraints, it's hard for me to imagine getting any more money." For now, the lobbyist said, the industry is in a holding pattern, waiting to see what a second term for President Barack Obama or a first term for President Mitt Romney would bring. "This election is really critical for the future of coal in this country. It all comes down to the election," the lobbyist said. Romney has favored the coal industry during his 2012 campaign and advocated against steering federal research funds toward projects that come up short on dividends. He also opposes EPA regulation of CO2. Neeraj Gupta, a geologist and senior research leader at Battelle, which has worked on several CCS projects, said the federal government needs to invest "a lot more money to keep the momentum going." "I'm frankly concerned that especially with the pending budget reductions, that there will be a reduction of funding," Gupta said. "We cannot afford to slow down." But even with DOE support, CCS is struggling in America. The most commonly known U.S. government-backed project, FutureGen, has seen its share of political drama and financial woes. President George W. Bush launched FutureGen in 2003, intending to build a government-backed zero-emissions coal-fired power plant that produces electricity and hydrogen while capturing and storing CO2.
Popular – Swing Voters

Swing voters like clean energy

R.T. Jones 12 (Assistant Professor R. T. Jones at Dartmouth environmental studies program “Is There Finally Bipartisan Support for Renewable Energy?” July 13th, 2012)

http://www.greenchipstocks.com/articles/renewable-energy-bipartisan-support/2048
Think only liberals support renewable energy? Not a chance. You know who supports renewable energy? Those who understand the economic and environmental superiority of things like solar, wind and electric vehicles. As the American Council on Renewable Energy reported in its “fact check” series. . . The claim is that American people – other than liberals – don't support clean, renewable energy. The truth – Polls and the history of key policies show broad, bipartisan support for clean energy in the United States. Traditional swing voters in the industrial Midwest and South support clean energy and believe it will help drive economy and growth and economic competitiveness. Two in three Americans believe that Congress should extend key tax incentives that encourage the production of renewable energy. A number of Republican elected officials are strong advocates for the U.S. wind industry and the Production Tax Credit. This includes: Kansas Governor Sam Brownback, Iowa Governor Terry Branstad, and Rep. Steve King. Many Republican Members of Congress expressed support for federal clean energy grants, loans and other subsidies before the Solyndra bankruptcy. The DOE Loan Guarantee Program was created with bipartisan support under the George W. Bush administration and designed to provide government support for “innovate technologies.” The PTC and ITC were both enhanced and extended under the Bush administration with broad bipartisan support, and were intended to encourage private investment in renewable energy. 
Port Dredging

Popular - Congress

Many GOP senators want funding for dredging 
Pensacola News Journal 10 (Empowering the president. (2010, Dec 04). Pensacola News Journal, pp. C.7-C.7. Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/816232445?accountid=14667/ RaNa )

The Wall Street Journal reports that conservative GOP senators in Georgia and South Carolina, while publicly supporting the end of earmarks, are also supporting "exemptions" for money needed for port dredging in their states. They are practically breaking their spines trying to twist enough to justify it all. Sen. Saxby Chambliss, R-Ga., says he supports "total elimination of earmarks," but "if a project is vital to the economy and jobs of my state, I'm sent here by the people of my state to make sure their interests are looked after." Sen. Lindsey Graham, R-S.C., demonstrates the alternative: The Journal reports he's lobbying the White House and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to get the dredging money into the budget, fearing Charleston will lose thousands of jobs without it. The result? Graham, Chambliss and others will have to give the president something to get their projects funded. Hey -- at least it encourages bipartisanship! 

Massive bipartisan support in Congress for dredging
Congressional document and publications 03/15/12 (Bishop spearheads bipartisan alliance for port dredging. (2012). (). Lanham, United States, Lanham: Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/928441017?accountid=14667/ RaNa)
U.S. House of Representatives Documents Rep. Timothy Bishop (D-NY) News Release WASHINGTON, DC - Fighting to protect American jobs and ports, Congressmen Tim Bishop (D, NY-01) and Jeff Landry (R, LA-03) led a bipartisan coalition of 72 House Members calling for increased port dredging. The Bishop/Landry coalition sent a letter yesterday to the U.S. House Budget Committee requesting the Committee apportion all funds in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) for its stated legal purpose: harbor dredging. Since being named Top Democrat on the U.S. House Transportation & Infrastructure Committee's Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment last January, Bishop has supported increased funding for dredging through legislation and has advocated for HMTF reforms at hearings in his Subcommittee. "At a time when the national unemployment rate continues to exceed eight percent, we believe it is imperative that all the revenue generated by the HMTF be fully committed towards dredging our nation's ports, an activity that will put Americans back to work and return economic prosperity to our fishing, manufacturing, agriculture and energy sectors," wrote Bishop, Landry and their colleagues. "Maintaining our nation's ports, harbors and beaches is an economic imperative, and funds collected from the users of waterways specifically for dredging should be used only for dredging, not to offset other spending. We must change the budgeting process to guarantee the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund is devoted solely to the purpose of maintaining our infrastructure, and I thank Congressman Landry for working with me on this critical issue for our economy." In 1986, Congress established the HMTF - financed through a 0.125% tax on cargo imported through a port or moved between two domestic ports - to fund up to 100% of dredging costs at domestic ports and waterways. However, the past several Administrations have underspent the HMTF receipts - utilizing only one-half to two-thirds of the revenue for harbor maintenance and holding the rest for hundreds of millions of dollars in increased federal spending in other areas of the budget. Bishop said that devoting the entirety of the HMTF to dredging would provide approximately $1.3 billion each year for projects nationwide, including the federal channels at Lake Montauk, Mattituck Inlet, Moriches Inlet, and Shinnecock Inlet. Landry, whose district has the most domestic maritime industry jobs in the nation, is hopeful the widespread support will create jobs nationwide and protect the vitality of America's commercial waterways. "I thank Ranking Member Bishop for his steadfast leadership on this issue and recognizing the way to solve problems in Washington is by building coalitions. I also thank the 70 members who joined us in signing this important letter and the members that followed our lead by sending their own letter to the Budget Committee on this important issue. Together, we can properly solve the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund boondoggle." A copy of the Bishop-Landry letter, which was signed by 38 Democrats and 34 Republicans may be found at: http://timbishop.house.gov/uploads/HMTF_%20budgetcmte_%2031312.pdf The full list of letter signers are U.S. Representatives Tim Bishop (D, NY-01), Jeff Landry (R, LA-03), Leonard Boswell (D, IA-03), Corinne Brown (D, FL-03), Larry Bucshon (R, IN-08), Shelley Moore Capito (R, WV-02), Lois Capps (D, CA-23), Michael Capuano (D, MA-08), Russ Carnahan (D, MO-03), John Carney (D, DE-AL), Bill Cassidy (R, LA-06), John Conyers Jr. (D, MI-14), Jerry Costello (D, IL-12), Peter DeFazio (D, OR-04), Robert Dold (R, IL-10), Sean Duffy (R, WI-07), Blake Farenthold (R, TX-27), Bob Filner (D, CA-51), Trey Gowdy (R, SC-04), Sam Graves (R, MO-06), Michael Grimm (R, NY-13), Gregg Harper (R, MS-03), Andy Harris (R, MD-01), Alcee Hastings (D, FL-23), Brain Higgins (D, NY-27), Ruben Hinojosa (D, TX-15), Mazie Hirono (D, HI-02), Bill Huizenga (R, MI-02), Bill Johnson (R, OH-06), Walter Jones (R, NC-03), Marcy Kaptur (D, OH-09), Mike Kelly (R, PA-03), Dennis Kucinich (D, OH-10), Steve LaTourette (R, OH-14), Barbara Lee (D, CA-09), Blaine Luetkemeyer (R, MO-09), Doris Matsui (D, CA-05), Mike McIntyre (D, NC-07), Cathy McMorris Rodgers (R, WA-05), Patrick Meehan (R, PA-07), Michael Michaud (D, ME-02), Candice Miller (R, MI-10), Jerrold Nadler (D, NY-08), Grace Napolitano (D, CA-38), Bill Owens (D, NY-23), Ron Paul (R, TX-14), Gary Peters (D, MI-09), Thomas Petri (R, WI-06), Pedro Pierluisi (D, PR), Bill Posey (R, FL-15), Nick Rahall II (D, WV-03), Jim Renacci (R, OH-16), Laura Richardson (D, CA-37), Cedric Richmond (D, LA-02), Steve Scalise (R, LA-01), Robert Schilling (R, IL-17), Aaron Schock (R, IL-18), Kurt Schrader (D, OR-05), David Scott (D, GA-13), Bill Shuster (R, PA-09), Albio Sires (D, NJ-13), Louise Slaughter (D, NY-28), Steve Southerland (R, FL-02), Jackie Speier (D, CA-12), Pete Stark (D, CA-13), Betty Sutton (D, OH-13), Mike Thompson (D, CA-01), Tim Walberg (R, MI-07), Daniel Webster (R, FL-08), Joe Wilson (R, SC-02), and Don Young (R, AK-01). 

Dredging has bipartisan support

Great Lakes Maritime Task Force 4/23/12 (Great Lakes Maritime Task Force; “House Addresses Great Lakes Dredging Crisis”; April 23, 2012; MarineLinks.com; http://www.marinelink.com/news/addresses-dredging-crisis344071.aspx) IIN

The end of the Great Lakes dredging crisis took a step closer to reality last week when the U.S. House of Representatives passed H.R. 4348 and included a provision that could lead to substantially increased Great Lakes dredging funding. The amendment directs that all funding collected in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund be spent on dredging each year. “Passage of H.R. 4348 with the Boustany amendment represents further progress in requiring that the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund monies all be spent on dredging each year,” said Eugene Caldwell, President of Great Lakes Maritime Task Force (GLMTF). “This is important progress as this legislation moves forward toward a House/Senate Conference Committee.” “The dredging crisis has limited Great Lakes shipping’s ability to efficiently serve America’s industrial heartland,” said Don Cree, 1st Vice President of GLMTF and Great Lakes Special Assistant to the National President for American Maritime Officers. “Ships designed to carry more than 70,000 tons of iron ore or coal each trip have routinely left port with 10 percent or more of their hauling power unused. The lost carrying capacity has effectively decreased the capacity of the Great Lakes/Seaway system.” “GLMTF has dedicated all its resources to the dredging crisis,” said James H.I. Weakley, 2nd Vice President of the coalition and President of Lake Carriers’ Association. “At times it seemed the battle was lost, but thanks to the dedicated efforts of our Great Lakes delegation in Washington, we continue to make progress on this critical issue.” “Now we must focus our efforts on the House/Senate Conference Committee,” said John D. Baker, 3rd Vice President of GLMTF. “Senator Carl Levin (D-MI) and a bipartisan group of his colleagues have led this effort in the Senate. We are fortunate that our senators are equally dedicated to shipping on the Fourth Sea Coast.” Baker, who is also President Emeritus of the International Longshoremen’s Association’s Great Lakes District Council, stressed that support for the dredging issue has been bipartisan and a sterling example of the region’s delegation coming together to achieve a common goal.
Schumer loves plan
Targeted News Service 12 (Schumer: Infrastructure bill moving through congress shouldn't leave port of oswego out to dry; pushes to include bill to free-up army corps funds for dredging projects. (2012, Feb 15). Targeted News Service, pp. n/a. Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/921521514?accountid=14667/ RaNa)

The office of Sen. Charles E. Schumer, D-N.Y., issued the following news release: Today, U.S. Senator Charles E. Schumer announced his push for the Harbor Maintenance Act, which would free up critical dredging funding for Port Of Oswego, to be included in a key infrastructure bill that is currently moving through Congress. This legislation would free up badly-needed funds that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) must have in order to dredge the port, and that are essential to keeping the port open for business. Each day, sediment settles at the bottom of Lake Ontario, reducing water depth and creating a safety hazard for shipping barges, cargo ships, and recreational boats - all of which help pump millions of dollars into the economy every year. Schumer is backing an amendment that would ensure that this legislation is included as part of the Surface Transportation Bill. The bill would release funding that is stuck in the Harbor Maintenance Trust for dredging in the Port of Oswego and ensure that incoming money from the Harbor Maintenance fee is spent on harbor maintenance projects, rather than stuck in the account. "Every day, sediment is piling up in the Port of Oswego, while money piles up in Washington that is supposed to be used to solve this problem," said Schumer. "With the Port getting narrower and shallower every day, we can't afford to miss the scheduled dredging that will keep our waterways open for business, open for fishing, and open to tourism. The Port of Oswego is an economic engine and job-generator for the region and we must keep it operating at peak efficiency. That is why I am pushing for the Harbor Maintenance Act to be attached as an amendment to the key Surface Transportation Bill. If passed, this legislation will ensure we have the funds to dredge New York's federal ports, which will help keep shipping costs for local businesses down, keep the recreational fishing industry vibrant, and will ensure that boats from cruise ships to barges can keep passing through the beautiful ports of New York." Schumer is pushing for the Harbor Maintenance Act to be attached as an amendment to the Surface Transportation Bill, which is a critical piece of legislation that is currently being considered in Congress. The bipartisan bill would provide the USACE access to billions in funds collected in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund each year. The Trust Fund was established in 1986 in order to fund operations and maintenance of federal ports and harbors, and is funded by the Harbor Maintenance fee that is charged on imports and domestic cargo. Despite the fact that shippers are paying the fee that is supposed to go towards port dredging and maintenance, this money is not being sent out of the fund to serve its intended purpose. As a result, the Trust Fund has a current balance of $5.7 billion - in the meantime, ports in New York are filling with sediment and in desperate need of infrastructure upgrades. 

--- Shipping Industry

Shipping industry loves deep water ports and will lobby for plan
Targeted News Service 12 (Schumer: Infrastructure bill moving through congress shouldn't leave port of oswego out to dry; pushes to include bill to free-up army corps funds for dredging projects. (2012, Feb 15). Targeted News Service, pp. n/a. Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/921521514?accountid=14667 RaNa)

Over the past few years, the port's popularity with the shipping industry has exploded due to its status as the only deep water port on the U.S. shores of Lake Ontario. The Port has transformed into a critical asset for retaining existing businesses reliant on shipments and for attracting new growth opportunities to Central New York. Commodities shipped out of the port include soybeans, windmill components, cement, chemicals, ores and minerals (particularly road salt). Some of the major businesses taking advantage of the port throughout Central NY include NRG Energy, Sprague Energy, Cargill, LaFarge Cement and Essroc Cement. However, this could all be in jeopardy given that the Ports waterways are constricted, and Schumer is pushing for funding to be freed up for this critical dredging work. In 2008, Schumer was able to ensure the Port of Oswego received necessary dredging by indentifying the existence of a $6.5 million pot of funding earmarked for Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to undertake backlogged dredging projects throughout the Great Lakes, and then personally calling the Army Corps' top commander, Lt. General Robert L. Van Antwerp, to urge him to quickly steer money from that allocation to the Port of Oswego. Due to Schumer's intervention, dredging began last September. 
Electric Vehicles

Popular - Congress
Electric vehicle legislation is extremely bipartisan— GOP supports reducing oil dependence and democrats support environmental benefits 

Sands ’11 [25 April 2011, Derek Sands, Inside Energy with Federal Lands, “Electric vehicles seen as best bet for congressional action this year,” online, lexis, AZhang]

The outlook for Congress to pass any energy legislation this year is bleak, but if anything moves, it would likely be measures to boost electric vehicles or alternative fuels, according to a key Capitol Hill aide. Chris Miller, the senior energy adviser to Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, predicted that most energy bills will fall victim to the hyper-partisan atmosphere on Capitol Hill and the Republican-led effort to dramatically slash federal spending. But if anything has a chance of passing, it would be legislation to advance electric vehicles or fuels to reduce US dependence on foreign oil, Miller said. "Both from a policy perspective and a tax perspective, I think it is more likely that we are going to succeed in doing something on vehicles and fuels than probably most anything else," Miller said Wednesday at a conference in Washington hosted by the Electric Drive Transportation Association. An aide to a key Republican lawmaker also expressed doubt at the conference that Congress would do much on energy this year. But Conrad Schatte, the energy and environment policy adviser for Senator Lamar Alexander, a Tennessee Republican, said the issue of electric vehicles seems to transcend the bitter partisanship that has torpedoed so much legislation in recent years. Republicans support electric vehicles because they reduce US reliance on foreign oil, while Democrats like them for their environmental benefits, Schatte said. "It's got something to sell to everybody," he said.

Unpopular - Congress
Plan is unpopular— electric vehicles lack support of both Republicans and Democrats 

Winter ’12 [6 January 2012, Drew Winter, Editor of WardsAuto World magazine, “Why Innovation Is Dying in America,” http://wardsauto.com/commentary/why-innovation-dying-america, AZhang]

Despite the lip service we as a nation pay to the importance of creating new ideas, most Americans won’t pay extra for new technology unless it’s a new smartphone or big-screen television. The kind of innovation that builds new industries and creates tens of thousands of good jobs here in the U.S. is dying. Actually, dying is too kind a word. Innovation is being murdered in America. Elected officials fund new technologies and then defund them, depending on political winds. U.S. trial lawyers demonize inventions from airbags to electronic throttle controls in an effort to make a buck; environmentalists mandate innovation in cars and trucks, but think buying electric cars is someone else’s responsibility. Nowhere is this clearer than in the case of the Chevy Volt. It is the most innovative vehicle to come out of Detroit in a generation, yet Republicans are trying to kill it and Democrats and environmentalists are not digging into their own pockets to show it the support they say it deserves. Unlike most countries, all new inventions in the U.S. are assigned a political party. In the transportation and energy sectors, anything to do with petroleum, natural gas, biofuels, clean diesel, hydrogen and any means of producing electricity other than wind turbines or solar panels is Republican. Hybrids, plug-ins and battery-electric vehicles are Democrat technologies, in addition to anything related to solar or wind energy. It would be fine if each party merely championed their respective interests for the common good, but partisans are determined to destroy each other’s innovations for political gain. Heading into an election year, Republicans are doing everything they can to make President Obama look bad, and attacking General Motors and the Chevy Volt fall into that category. In their latest nakedly political assault, House Republicans are suggesting the Volt is dangerous because one caught fire three weeks after a government crash test where technicians apparently did not follow proper procedures. The Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, which usually does tougher tests than the government, crashed the Volt and gives it a “Top Safety Pick” rating. Yet now both the government and GM are doing all sorts of ridiculous things such as crash testing batteries without the car’s body shell. There are more than 200,000 car fires every year in the U.S. where gasoline ignites in seconds. Is a battery that takes three weeks to catch fire reason to panic? But Democrats are just as guilty of stifling innovation. Consider the liberal war on combustion. Democrats are busy attacking, obstructing or undermining biofuels, natural gas and hydrogen. The left-leaning California Air Resources Board, which has undue influence on the Obama Administration, is trying to regulate clean diesels out of existence, mainly because it wants everyone to drive electric vehicles. But Greenies are notorious for not dipping into their own pockets to support their beliefs. At $32,500 after a $7,500 federal incentive, the Volt costs $2,500 more than the average car sold in 2011, an extra $42.00 per month for a 60-month loan. Yet, GM sold 7,671 Volts in 2011, far less than its 10,000-unit target. Like many bold automotive advances, the Volt is not selling as well as hoped. The Toyota Prius, one of Japan’s greatest engineering marvels, had a slow sales start in the U.S., too. But it did not have the kind of opposition the Volt is facing. The Prius eventually became a phenomenon because the Japanese government nurtured Toyota’s efforts, and the U.S. federal government and state of California worked together on tax incentives and perks such as special access to high-occupancy vehicle lanes and premium parking spots. A diverse group of constituencies saw it was in their self interest to help the Prius succeed. Ultimately, the Prius not only made Toyota look like the greenest, most-advanced auto maker on Earth, it enhanced Japan’s reputation as a nation that fostered innovation. If Republicans stop beating up on the Volt and Democrats started putting their money where their mouth is and buy a few cars, the Chevy Volt could become America’s Prius. 
Strong GOP opposition— NHTSA investigation proves EV infrastructure would be controversial
Bigelow ’12 [26 January 2012, Pete Bigelow, Associate Editor of AOL Autos, “The Chevy Volt Becomes A Political Punching Bag,” http://autos.aol.com/article/chevy-volt-investigation-probe/, AZhang]
Only five days ago, it seemed controversy surrounding the Chevrolet Volt had finally been quelled. But the flagship electric vehicle of General Motors again found itself under the federal spotlight Wednesday, this time the subject of a Congressional subcommittee hearing that probed the government's recent handling of an investigation into the vehicle. Republican lawmakers, who have been previously vocal about their opposition to the Federal bailout of GM in 2009 and to the Volt vehicle in particular because it is eligible for federal tax credits, charged that the Obama administration pressured officials at the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration to delay an investigation into the Volt's post-crash battery-pack fires for political gains. Rep. Jim Jordan (R-Ohio), the chairman of the House Oversight regulatory subcommittee, suggested that NHTSA administrators waited six months to open its investigation into the fires because the Obama had heavily championed and promoted its green technology. "There's a conflict of interest in how this administration has handled consumer risk and inexplicably delayed this investigation for six months," said Jordan, before noting the time period coincided with negotiations for a toughened Corporate Average Fuel Economy standard. That investigation officially concluded Friday, when NHTSA announced the Volt had no "discernible defect" and that electric vehicles posed no greater fire risk than their gasoline-powered counterparts. GOP lawmakers, in Wednesday's hearings, focused on the time that led up to the formal investigation. On June 6, 2011, NHTSA officials said workers had returned from the weekend and found a fire had taken place in a Volt that had undergone testing. Administrators said it took several months of preliminary investigating to determine the source of the fire and isolate the problem. "It could have been arson, it could have been anything," said David L. Strickland, NHTSA's chief administrator. In mid-November, he said NHTSA workers, purposely trying to damage the Volt's lithium-ion battery in testing, successfully replicated the fires, which sometimes did not ignite until weeks after the test. A formal investigation opened on Nov. 25. Strickland said the agency typically did not open investigations when no real-world incidents had been reported and no that no real-world fatalities had been recorded. In those cases, the investigation into the Volt was unprecedented. But Rep. Mike Kelly (R-Pa.), himself a Chevy dealer who has frequently criticized the Volt, accused NHTSA officials of stalling while the Obama administration negotiated the now-pending 54.5 miles-per-gallon fuel economy standard. "Whose best interest were you acting in?," he asked Strickland on Wednesday. "It certainly wasn't the American public or General Motors. I am really disturbed that this happened and that the disclosure happened by chance." Kelly has repeatedly expressed his opposition to tax-payers supplying subsidy to buyers of certain types of vehicles, such as electric, hybrid, natural gas or diesel vehicles. NHTSA's inquiry into the Volt was first revealed in a Bloomberg News report. GM engineers spent December devising a fix for the battery pack, which spreads force around the battery in a side-impact collision and adds a sensor to monitor coolant levels. No recall was issued, although Volt owners can have the modifications made at dealers starting in February. The redesign satisfied NHTSA, which recommended no further action in the 135-page report on the Volt investigation. It's GOP vs. Dems again Rep. Dennis Kucinich (D-Ohio), the ranking Democrat on the Oversight subcommittee, accused Republicans of holding the acrimonious hearings as a means of undermining Obama's foray into green technology and push for electric vehicles.
Unpopular - Public

Public isn’t a fan of EVs — dissatisfied customers and negative publicity

Mendoza ’12 [20 March 2012, Aida Sevilla Mendoza, Phillippine Daily Inquirer, “Why electric cars are losing their aura,” http://business.inquirer.net/50239/why-electric-cars-are-losing-their-aura, AZhang] 
Why electric cars are losing their aura is a story worth telling. The electric vehicle (EV) has drawbacks, such as the limited driving range a rechargeable lithium-ion battery provides, the many hours required to fully recharge its battery pack, the high retail price of an EV compared to an ICE and the bulk and weight of the battery pack taking up considerable vehicle space. Nonetheless, aside from the gasoline-electric hybrid vehicle successfully developed and marketed by Toyota Motor Co., car manufacturers saw the EV as a way to meet the higher fuel economy requirement of 22.7 km per liter proposed by the Obama administration for 2025. The EV would also reduce their dependence on fossil fuels and lower the level of air pollution. The Volt Despite being overtaken by China as No. 1 in car sales, the United States remains a lucrative market for the global auto industry. So, after pouring hundreds of millions of dollars into R&D, General Motors rolled out the Chevrolet Volt in late 2010 with an intro price of $41,000, the first EV to be mass-marketed by an American carmaker. GM solved the range anxiety problem via a gasoline-powered 1.4L generator in the Volt that kicks in to extend the car’s range to a total of over 500 km when the battery is depleted. More auto manufacturers jumped on the EV bandwagon. In 2011, Nissan launched the all-electric Leaf whose base price has now risen to $35,200. Before the Nissan Leaf’s intro, California-based Tesla Motors was producing and selling an electric super sports car for a $109,000 base price. Starting this year, Ford Motor Co. will offer the battery-powered plug-in Focus Electric for $39,200 in the US. GM announced a 10,000 Volt sales target for 2011, but as of November last year there were only 6,000 Volts on the road. GM was hampered by production delays, distribution problems (around 500 of GM’s 3,500 Chevy dealers chose not to sell the four-seater Volt) and questions as to whether American consumers really want and are willing to pay more for electric cars. Fire But sluggish sales proved to be a minor problem. In June 2011, a fire occurred at a storage facility in Wisconsin after a Volt was crash-tested by the US National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). Then a Volt battery pack caught fire after being intentionally damaged a week earlier by the NHTSA. Another battery pack emitted sparks and smoke after a similar test, the government agency said. The tests were explicitly designed to replicate real-world crash scenarios. GM officials said that the battery’s coolant system may have ruptured in crash tests, causing an electrical reaction that could have caused the fires days and weeks after the tests. Unlike the electric-powered Nissan Leaf, the Volt’s battery is not shielded from damage by a layer of steel reinforcement. The electric car’s aura dimmed further when the owner of a Tesla Roadster complained to automotive blogs that its battery could not be revived after being left unplugged and low on charge for more than two months, contrary to instructions in the owner’s manual. The NHTSA’s probe of the Volt got a lot of media hype. After it was made public, GM offered to buy back Volt cars from dissatisfied customers and offered loaner cars to concerned owners. The negative publicity caught the attention of Republican congressmen who noted that the agency took six months to disclose the investigation to the public.

Electric vehicles unpopular with voters—Republican opposition and personal preference
Kiley ‘12 [22 February 2012, David Kiley, Editor in Chief of AOL Autos, “Why Gingrich And GOP Bash Electric Vehicles,” http://autos.aol.com/article/why-gingrich-and-gop-bash-electric-vehicles/, AZhang]

Republicans vying for the White House and members of Congress looking to appeal to part of their "base" constituents enjoy ridiculing the extended range electric Chevrolet Volt, as well as other electric vehicles they don't see as viable, attractive to drive or even manly. Former Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich, addressing Georgia and Oklahoma Republicans this week singled out the Volt, saying: "You can't put a gun rack in a Volt." The line drew cheers. "We believe in the right to bear arms and we like to bear the arms in our trucks." The full context of Gingrich's screed was a general opposition to the Obama White House's support of investments in alternative energy and what the presidential candidate sees as the President's inaction to stem rising gasoline prices. General Motors public relations chief Selim Bingol responded: "Newt Gingrich has taken up saying that 'You can't put a gun rack on a Volt.' That's like saying 'You can't put training wheels on a Harley.' Actually, you can. But the real question is 'Why would you?' In both examples: It looks weird. It doesn't work very well, and, there are better places for gun racks and training wheels - pickup trucks and little Schwinns, respectively." Bingol added: "Seriously, when is the last time you saw a gun rack in ANY sedan?" The Volt has been a favorite target of Republicans over the past several months. Republicans have opposed federal tax credits for electric vehicles. The Volt is eligible for a credit up to $7,500 and the White House is proposing raising it to $10,000 for all EVs. Republicans have also tied the Volt to the White House's decision to bail out GM with taxpayer funds in 2009 with a larger agenda of pushing electric vehicles. Radio-talk-show host Rush Limbaugh, who aligns himself with Republicans, has frequently ridiculed the government's efforts to promote the sale of electric and extended-range electric vehicles like the Volt and Nissan Leaf. Limbaugh also was among the throng charging that the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration mishandled an incident of a fire in a Volt after an accident as a way, alleging pressure from the White House, to shield the car from bad publicity. Bashing these cars has been an applause line on the Republican campaign trail. This is unfortunate. A shift toward diversifying the U.S. car fleet away from vehicles that rely on only gasoline to ones that draw on multiple sources of fuel, including natural gas and electricity, will decrease the country's reliance on foreign oil, as well as free consumers from the stranglehold oil companies have over the cost of driving. The best part of a growing electric fleet of cars for consumers is that utility companies will increasingly become a competitor to oil companies when it comes to pricing per-mile driven. As gas prices climb back toward $4 per gallon nationally, amid forecasts that $5 per gallon could be a reality in most parts of the country by late spring or early summer, a broader fleet of natural gas and electric vehicles in the U.S. would provide relief. Electric rates and natural gas prices are well below that of gasoline. Prices for electricity and natural gas, too, aren't affected by increased demand for oil in China and Europe, nor strife in the Middle East. They are affected by supply and demand. A Chevy Volt today costs in excess of $40,000, around $10,000 more than an Audi A3. Some compare the Volt to the Chevy Cruze, which would make the Volt around $20,000 more expensive. But I think the Volt is more aptly compared with the Audi and Volvo S40 sedan because of the premium features and technology found in the car. The federal tax credit brings the Volt's final price pretty close to those vehicles. The high cost of the Volt, as well as the fully electric Nissan Leaf, is due to the cost of the lithium-ion batteries in the vehicles' drive-train. The costs of the batteries alone is said to be around $10,000. Conservative writer George Will called the Volt a failure on arrival because the federal government had to "bribe" people to buy them. But it is not unusual for high tech to be expensive in the beginning of consumer sales. The Japanese government, for example, indirectly subsidized the Toyota Prius in the beginning. As more of the vehicles are sold, and manufacturing scale broadens, the price of new tech comes down. Governments all over the world routinely sponsor and support new transportation technology in cars, trains, buses to advance a change the government deems in the nation's and society's best interest. But there is no question that electric vehicles, even ones like the Volt that run on both gas and electric power and spare the driver from worry over running out of juice, will continue to face an uphill battle with U.S. consumers, who have historically exhibited a preference for big horsepower and large SUVs.
--- Oil Lobbies
Oil companies empirically lobby against electric vehicle legislation and have influence

Huffington ’06 [4 July 2006, Arianna Huffington, President and editor-in-chief of the Huffington Post, “Who Killed the Electric Car?” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/arianna-huffington/who-killed-the-electric-c_1_b_24348.html, AZhang]
In the end, the lobbying and lawsuits by oil companies and the Bush administration caused California to soften its rules and allowed GM, which was making money hand over fist on SUVs, to pull the plug on the EV1 -- which was never really given a fighting chance. GM had leased only 800 of them over a four-year period (none were sold) and never put even the tiniest fraction of the marketing muscle behind them that they'd put behind the giant gas-guzzlers that, over the lifespan of the EV1, had become the company's cash cow. The auto giant then claimed that the demand for the electric cars just wasn't there -- and, in a bizarre act of industrial infanticide, reclaimed almost all the EV1s and flattened them like pancakes.
High Speed Rail
Unpopular - GOP
Republicans hate HSR – it is a polarizing issue
Liang 7/9/12 (Keith – staff writer at The Hill; “Railway projects boost Obama transit push”; July 9, 2012; The Hill; http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/236863-wins-for-railway-projects-boost-obama-transit-push) IIN
Republicans in Congress and in Virginia and California have questioned the viability of the projects, however. The House approved an amendment earlier this year to prevent any of the money in a surface transportation bill from going to the California railway. At the same time, Republicans in Loudoun County, where the new Metro line will culminate, threatened to opt out of the Dulles airport extension over labor rules for construction of the second half of the project. Smart Growth America Leadership Institute President Parris Glendening said there were definitely reasons for rail supporters to cheer the approvals. But most of them stem from the fact that the decisions were not being made by Congress, he said. “Unfortunately, I’m not at all confident the tide is changing at the national level,” said Glendening, a former governor of Maryland. “They seem to have [drawn] hard lines and become more polarized in their positions against … significant investments in rail.” By contrast, he said, local governments tend to view rail projects through a less partisan lens than conservative activists who have referred to President Obama’s rail proposals as “ObamaRail,” a pejorative that plays off the “ObamaCare” nickname for the president’s healthcare law. 
Highways


Public wants investment in highway infrastructure
Department of the Treasury 3/23/12 (Prepared by the Department of the Treasury with the Council of Economic Advisers; March 23, 2012; “A New Economic Analysis of Infrastructure Investment”) IIN

After years of underinvestment in our transportation system, Americans’ satisfaction with our public transit system is middling when compared to public satisfaction with highways and public transit systems around the world. We rank 15th out of 32 OECD nations with respect to our satisfaction with our roads and highways. We are tied with four other countries at rank 13 (out of 32 OECD nations) with respect to our satisfaction with public transit.  One study 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.” Another study found that almost 19 out of 20 Americans are concerned about America’s infrastructure and 84 percent support greater investment to address infrastructure problems.

Highway Trust Fund 
Popular - GOP

Plan would be spun as deficit reduction 

Nicholas and Mascaro, 9-11-10 [Peter and Lisa, Peter M. Nicholas co-founded medical device firm Boston Scientific with partner John Abele. Nicholas earned a B.A. from Duke University in 1964 and an M.B.A. from the University of Pennsylvania's Wharton School and Lisa Mascaro is a political columnist for the LA Times,  “Panel weighs deep federal budget cuts to trim deficit” LA Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/nov/11/nation/la-na-deficit-commission-20101111] ccm

Reporting from Washington — The co-chairmen of President Obama's bipartisan deficit reduction commission on Wednesday offered a draft blueprint for wiping out trillions from projected deficits through 2020, signaling the start to a roiling season of political pain for lawmakers trying to stabilize the nation's finances. The plan proposes major cuts in domestic and military spending, and would remake the tax code to boost revenue. Among the changes are higher payments for Medicare patients, increased gas taxes and the delay of full Social Security benefits until age 68.

Republican commission finds gas tax key to solving deficit
Berman 2-12-10 [ Jeff, Editor of Supply Chain Management Review, “Final version of bipartisan commission report includes proposal to raise gasoline tax” Logistics Management, http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/final_version_of_bipartisan_commission_report_includes_proposal_to_raise_ga/]ccm

The final version, which was released this week, did not change course on this proposal, with the commission, led by Alan K. Simpson, former Republican Senate leader, and Erskine B. Bowles, White House Chief of Staff under President William Clinton, making the same proposal to “fully fund the transportation fund instead of relying on deficit spending. This proposal comes at a time when the prospect of raising the federal gasoline tax has been described as a “non-starter” multiple times as a way of increasing revenues for the Highway Trust Fund, which has been on the brink of solvency since SAFETEA-LU expired on September 30, 2009, and other sources of transportation funding. Since SAFETEA-LU expired, it has been kept afloat by a series of continuing resolutions. It is currently being funded at current levels through the end of 2010. But with Congress focused on reducing the deficit, it appears unlikely that a new bill, such as the wide-ranging, six-year, $500 billion one proposed by outgoing House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman James L. Oberstar, is likely to gain any meaningful traction in the short-term and possibly not until after the next Presidential election in 2012. “If the money is going to be applied to the Highway Trust Fund and to the users prescribed by it, I think that is absolutely we would support,” said Leslie Blakey, executive director of the Coalition of America’s Gateways and Trade Corridors. “Most people in transportation would agree that gasoline taxes need to be increased sooner than 2013 in order to avoid the Highway Trust Fund being bankrupt by then. The schedule needs to be accelerated. The long-term stimulus effect of this would more than offset the relatively minimal economic drag that an increased fuel tax would have.”

Unpopular - Generic
Supporting gas tax is political suicide, no one on either party would support it

Rafy 10 [Will, 6/1/10, Editor of the Harvard political Review, “How to pass a gas tax: the politics of an unpopular policy” Harvard Political Review, http://hpronline.org/united-states/how-to-pass-a-gas-tax/]ccm
In 1993, President Bill Clinton pushed the last bill through Congress to increase the gas tax. Even this, however, was watered-down reform; the tax was not indexed to inflation and increased the price of gas by only 4.3 cents per gallon. The modesty of the increase should not be surprising: since 1993, no prominent American politician has seriously supported a major increase in the gas tax. Virtually everyone agrees that supporting the gas tax is political suicide. As Michael Cragg, an energy consultant at The Brattle Group, told the HPR, “It’s hard to see in this political environment how you’d get a gas tax passed.”
Elections make it political suicide to support the gas tax

Rafy 10 [Will, 6/1/10, Editor of the Harvard political Review, “How to pass a gas tax: the politics of an unpopular policy” Harvard Political Review, http://hpronline.org/united-states/how-to-pass-a-gas-tax/]ccm

America’s short, two-year election cycle is a major barrier to passing a higher gas tax. Politicians tend to ignore proposals that involve an immediate, perceivable cost and provide less tangible, long-term benefits. Thomas Sterner, former president of the European Association of Environmental and Resource Economists, told the HPR that this is the “big problem” of gas tax politics. In countries with short electoral cycles of two to four years, attempts to increase the gas tax “will only cause protests,” Sterner said. It can be very difficult to promote farsighted, technocratic solutions in a political environment defined by short-term gratification.

Unpopular - Congress

Republicans hate gas tax increase – would require Obama to expend political capital
Davis, 3-14-12 [Aaron, columnist specializing in politics and government for the Washington Post, “O’maley tries to ralley support for gas tax increase” Washington post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/local/md-politics/omalley-tries-to-rally-support-for-gas-tax-increase/2012/03/14/gIQAVAGoCS_story.html]ccm

Since transportation politics is fairly bipartisan, you might think there would be hope for change, but there isn't. Republicans are as absolutely opposed to gas tax increases, even to make up for inflation, as to any other kind of tax. And the Obama administration isn't about to call for a tax increase and expend scarce political capital. So we're stuck. Until last year, things were a little better in Maine. The gas tax here has been raised periodically, and in 2002, at the end of the King administration, legislation indexed the rate to inflation. Most years the increase was less than a penny per gallon, but at least it prevented highway funding from steadily eroding. It wasn't easy to get there. The legislation was unpopular among both Democrats and Republicans, and then-House Speaker Mike Saxl used all his parliamentary skills to get it through. During the eight years it was in effect, Maine was able to make a small dent in its huge amount of backlogged road and bridge needs. Then Gov. Paul LePage and a Republican Legislature arrived and they spent about 15 minutes getting rid of a common-sense measure that took years to get through. There wasn't even a separate vote on repeal; it was tucked into the biennial budget bill without public discussion. So get used to more rusting bridges, crumbling highways and future closures. As Dana Connors, a former transportation commissioner who's now president of the Maine State Chamber of Commerce recently put it, "We simply can't do more with less. It just can't be done." We're now more reliant on revenue from the Maine Turnpike. Simply because it has the power to raise tolls independently — it's currently proposing a 25 percent increase that's more than 12 times higher than the annual gas tax indexing increments — the turnpike authority is acting while the Legislature buries its head in the sand. But turnpike tolls can't fund roads statewide. Unless our elected leaders acquire an unexpected dose of pragmatism, post-election, this dubious story will continue.
Obama will push the plan but pol-cap is expended due to republican opposition of everything but the states counter plan.
Shesgreen, 8-23-11 [Deirdre, The former congressional correspondent for the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, where she spent a decade writing about the Missouri and Illinois delegations. She has covered campaign finance,  health care,  and lobbying, and she is a two-time winner of the David Lynch Memorial Reporting Award for regional coverage of Congress. She is a graduate of the University of Wisconsin-Madison and the University of Missouri-Columbia, “Next congressional crisis: The federal gas tax?” The CT Mirror, http://ctmirror.org/story/13661/gastaxfight] ccm

At the end of last year, President Barack Obama's bipartisan fiscal commission recommended a gradual 15-cent hike in the federal gas tax starting in 2013. Other debt-reduction groups have similarly looked at ways to shore up funding for the federal Highway Trust Fund, which currently does not take in enough revenue to cover the nation's transportation spending levels. But raising the gas tax is a non-starter in this Congress, where House Republicans, filled with Tea Party fervor, have opposed any tax increases. And indeed, some conservative groups have even signaled that they would like to see the gas nixed all together, and they see the looming deadline as an opportunity to move in that direction. "In general, we support the concept of eliminating the federal gas tax and letting the states fund transportation," said Barney Keller, a spokesman for the Club for Growth, an influential conservative group. Keller said the Club has not taken any position on legislation to extend the current gas tax yet, because they first want to see what kind of long-term transportation bill Congress comes up with. That legislation will map out federal highway spending for the next several years, to be paid for by any extension of the gas tax. Meanwhile transportation advocates are scrambling to shore up support for the gas tax and nervously eyeing the crunched congressional calendar.
Bipartisan opposition to gas tax and all infrastructure related projects
Drum 4-13-12 [Kevin, political columnist, “Congress is Fiddling While America Crumbles” Mother Jones, http://www.motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2012/04/congress-fiddling-while-america-crumbles] ccm

In 2005, the Bush administration joined with congressional Republicans to support a big transportation bill. But rather than raise the gas tax, the law just exhausted the Highway Trust Fund. In 2009, that law expired. Since then, Republicans and Democrats have failed to pass nine — nine! — short-term extensions, in large part because they can’t agree on how to fund infrastructure. But they do agree on one thing: Neither party intends to raise the gas tax. Actually, as bad as Ezra makes this sound, he still doesn't do it justice. It's not that we used to have a bipartisan consenus to occasionally raise the gasoline tax. We used to have a bipartisan consensus to keep it at the same level. The chart on the right shows the evolution of the gasoline tax adjusted for inflation: back in 1956 Eisenhower set it at 25 cents in current dollars. Since then it's bounced around within a few cents of that level all the way through the end of the 90s. And then it didn't. Adjusting for inflation now counts as "raising" taxes, so the gasoline tax has steadily drifted down to 18 cents. And there's no end in sight. Recently, of course, this has been made even more acute by the fact that we're driving less, which means we have both less gasoline to tax and a lower tax rate. Thanks to the tax jihadists, we're not even willing to spend the same amount on infrastructure that we've spent for the past half century — through administrations both Republican and Democratic. We'd rather watch our country crumble away instead.
--- Anti-Tax Lobby

Gas tax is a political nightmare- unliked by everyone, antitax lobby strongly opposed, and will do anything to prevent passage

Rafy 10 [Will, 6/1/10, Editor of the Harvard political Review, “How to pass a gas tax: the politics of an unpopular policy” Harvard Political Review, http://hpronline.org/united-states/how-to-pass-a-gas-tax/]ccm
Perhaps the most fundamental reason why a higher gas tax is so controversial is because it hits everybody, and hits them in a very public way. William Gale, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution and co-director of the Tax Policy Center, told the HPR that the anti-tax movement “will seize on every tax,” and the gas tax is an easy target. Represented by vocal advocacy groups such as Americans for Tax Reform and the various Tea Parties, the anti-tax movement “does not make a distinction between distortionary and distortionary-correcting taxes,” Gale said. “They just hate all taxes,” he continued, “and every attempt at an increase in taxes becomes an opportunity for [their] political gain.” Looking closer at the particulars of the gas tax raises an equally problematic obstacle: the culture of low energy prices. According to Henry Lee, director of the Environment and Natural Resources Program at Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, America’s energy policy has been governed by a single goal for the last 40 years. “Americans for almost two generations have lived under the idea of cheap energy,” he explained, making it almost impossible to pass laws involving price increases. At this point, such laws could seem almost un-American.
New Orleans

Popular - GOP
GOP supports disaster relief
AP, 6/6 – the world’s oldest and largest news gathering organization (Associated Press, “House GOP mixes some increases with spending cuts,” Fox News, 6/6/12, http://www.foxnews.com/us/2012/06/06/house-gop-mixes-some-increases-with-spending-cuts/)//JS 

In allocating the cuts, top Republicans are doing what they can to cultivate good will from Democrats — and protect programs that have long enjoyed bipartisan support. For instance, the homeland security measure contains $5.5 billion for the Federal Emergency Management Agency's chief disaster relief account, a move originally opposed by conservatives like Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan, R-Wis. A fund that subsidizes community development financial institutions providing credit to underserved rural and urban areas would receive Obama's full $221 million request.
Unpopular - Congress
Disaster aid is highly controversial 

Taylor, 11 – covers congress for the Associated Press (Andrew, Senate Democrats Unveil Disaster Relief Plan To Aid Victims of Hurricane Irene, Katrina,” The Huffington Post, 9/16, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/09/06/senate-democrats-disaster-aid_n_951006.html)//JS
Senate Democrats unveiled legislation Tuesday providing $6 billion in new disaster aid to help both victims of Hurricane Irene and past disasters dating to Hurricane Katrina. A Senate Appropriations subcommittee responsible for the Federal Emergency Management Agency's budget approved the measure by voice vote. At the same time, the measure's author said that with FEMA's disaster aid coffers running dangerously low, it may be necessary to add additional, more immediate disaster aid to a stopgap funding bill that's expected to be enacted before the FEMA funding measure. The moves in the Democratic-controlled body could spark a battle with tea party-backed House Republicans, who say that Congress should cut federal spending elsewhere to pay for disaster aid.
Disaster relief fuels a heated debate over spending cuts

Helderman, 11 – Washington post staff writer (Rosalind, “FEMA funding has Congress stuck in dispute,” Washington Post Politics, 9/6, http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/fema-funding-has-congress-stuck-in-dispute/2011/09/06/gIQAVf8i7J_story.html)//JS
The damage from Hurricane Irene is still being tallied, and wildfires are spreading across Texas. But Congress signaled Tuesday that it still cannot agree on how to get more money into the nearly depleted coffers of the beleaguered Federal Emergency Management Agency. Lawmakers are stuck in a dispute over how much additional funding FEMA should receive and whether that additional funding should be offset with cuts elsewhere. Democratic senators on Tuesday proposed spending $6 billion to replenish the Disaster Relief Fund, the leading program used to reimburse local governments and individuals for disaster-related cleanup and repairs. That’s $2.35 billion more than the GOP-held House included in a competing appropriations measure that passed in June. That disparity feeds into the broader debate over whether the government can afford to boost spending on disasters without offsetting the funds with spending cuts elsewhere.
Unpopular - Public

The public hates federal disaster relief programs
AP, 11 – the world’s oldest and largest news gathering organization (Associated Press, “6 years later, Katrina victims fight FEMA debts,” USA Today, 12/28, http://www.usatoday.com/news/nation/story/2011-12-28/fema-debt-repayment/52252354/1)//JS
This isn't the first time Bellinger has tangled with FEMA over funds he received to pay for renting an apartment in Atlanta. He was a plaintiff in a class-action lawsuit over the agency's decision to end housing subsidies for storm victims and its efforts to recover alleged overpayments. FEMA later paid more than $2.6 million to settle the claims. That case had also delayed the debt collection process that Bellinger and other storm victims are now facing. Before the settlement, a federal judge in New Orleans ordered FEMA to suspend the effort in 2007 while it drew up new guidelines for the recoupment process. FEMA reinstituted the process earlier this year. "What a way to celebrate Christmas, knowing I've got another FEMA battle on my hands," Bellinger said last week. After Bellinger moved to Atlanta, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development covered some but not all of his rent. He says he relied on FEMA's aid to make up the difference. FEMA claims he received a duplication of benefits, but Bellinger said the agency is mistaken. "The fault is theirs, not mine, and they have to suffer the consequences," he said. "I submitted everything they required. As far as I know, I did nothing wrong." Lubertha Haskin, a Gulfport, Miss., resident who turned 80 on Dec. 27, received about $8,000 from FEMA to repair some of Katrina's damage to her home and replace belongings. In October, FEMA sent her a debt letter that said her insurer had covered the same costs, a claim Haskin denies. Haskin said she hadn't heard from the agency in five years and never suspected she could have to pay back the money. "I was knocked for a loop," she said. "I don't have that kind of money. I have a lot of doctor's bills and other bills to pay." Law firms and legal aid groups have volunteered to help Haskin, Bellinger and many others challenge FEMA's recoupment efforts. "It's really unfair that the government waited this long to come after this lady," said Haskin's lawyer, Beau Cole. "They didn't deliberately do it, but the effect is the same." The New Orleans office of Southeast Louisiana Legal Services, which offers free legal aid, has fielded more than 100 calls since September from people who want to challenge their FEMA recoupment letter. Rowena Jones, a lawyer for the group, said she hasn't seen the appeals process yield any "actual results." "Our clients just don't seem to be getting a fair opportunity to contest the notices and get a hearing on it," she said. The provision signed into law last week allows FEMA to completely waive the debt for somebody who earns less than $90,000 a year if the money was mistakenly awarded due to an error by FEMA. A debt involving fraud cannot be waived. Racusen said FEMA is "committed to applying the law to the fullest extent possible." U.S. Rep. Bennie Thompson, D-Miss., said the recoupment process is flawed. Many debt letters have been returned as "undeliverable," meaning some people moved and don't even know they owe money, he said. "Most of these individuals went through a lot of trauma," Thompson said. "For our government to all of a sudden say, 'We made a mistake, you owe us money,' that's not how it should be done."
Unpopular - GOP

The GOP demands cuts in return for disaster relief and hates the taxes attached to the bill
Taylor, 11 – covers congress for the Associated Press (Andrew, Senate Democrats Unveil Disaster Relief Plan To Aid Victims of Hurricane Irene, Katrina,” The Huffington Post, 9/16, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/09/06/senate-democrats-disaster-aid_n_951006.html)//JS
But House Republicans counter that Congress should try to find spending cuts to pay for the disaster relief – as the House did earlier this year when passing its version of the measure, providing almost $3 billion in FEMA disaster funding in the wake of the tornadoes that ravaged Joplin, Mo., and the South this spring. None of the GOP senators at Tuesday's brief session made that case, however. The Senate version is likely to pass the chamber later this month or in October. The full Appropriations Committee considers it Wednesday afternoon. "When disasters and emergencies happen, Americans expect their government to respond appropriately and treat them as national priorities," House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, said in a blog post last week. "They also expect their government to spend their dollars wisely, and to make efforts to prioritize and save when possible." Meanwhile, the underlying spending measure contains a proposed increase in airline ticket taxes of up to $6 for a round trip in order to cover increased security costs at airports. The move would mean that air travelers could pay up to $16 per round trip instead of the present maximum of $10, which is paid by travelers who change planes. For travelers flying nonstop, the fee would be $8 a round trip instead of $5. Republicans denounced the idea and it could be killed as early as Wednesday when the full Appropriations Committee meets to discuss the underlying spending measure. The fee increase would raise $280 million next year to cover costs such as new bomb-detection machines.
The GOP demands very large controversial cuts to counter disaster relief

Wasson, 11 – staff writer at the hill with an M.S. in journalism from Columbia University (Erik, “Hurricane Irene’s lasting damage to accelerate fight over disaster aid,” The Hill, 8/29, http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/budget/178649-irenes-lasting-damages-to-accelerate-fight-over-disaster-aid)//JS
House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) signaled Monday he wants any spending on Irene to be offset by spending cuts elsewhere. “Yes we are going to find the money. We are just going to have to make sure there are savings elsewhere to continue to do so,” Cantor said on Fox News.   “We will find the money if there is a need for additional monies,” he added. “But … those monies are not unlimited, and what we’ve always said is we offset [with] that which has already been funded.”   Not all GOP members are insisting on offsets for emergencies, one GOP aide said. A second aide said given the number of states hit by Irene, the supplemental bill could be very large, making offsetting cuts difficult and controversial.   House Republicans want to put $3.65 billion to FEMA’s annual disaster fund for fiscal 2012, with $1 billion meant to help FEMA cover costs for fiscal 2011. Over the weekend, House Appropriations Committee Chairman Hal Rogers (R-Ky.) said the GOP legislation should be approved immediately so that FEMA can continue to clean up past disasters, such as the tornados that ripped through Missouri earlier this year, while also tackling Irene’s aftermath.   
Port Security

Popular - Congress
Port security is a bipartisan national priority
McCarter, 7/2 – Editor of National Guard Today and Senior Repoter for Homeland Security Today, former content specialist for the US Navy’s Bureau of Naval Personnel and the Defense Contract Management Agency (Mickey, “Aviation, Port Security Bills Enjoy Bipartisan Support From House Lawmakers,” Homeland Security Today, 2012, http://www.hstoday.us/single-article/aviation-port-security-bills-enjoy-bipartisan-support-from-house-lawmakers/8774d00b80793d7b125324dc9dad3510.html)//JS

Democrats applauded last week the passage by the House of several homeland security bills designed to strengthen aviation and port security.  The bills, including the Aviation Security Stakeholder Participation Act (HR 1447), the Securing Maritime Activities through Risk–based Targeting (SMART) for Port Security Act (HR 4251) and the Gauging American Port Security (GAPS) Act (HR 4005) enjoyed bipartisan support. None of the bills has companion legislation in the Senate but all three moved there for consideration. The Senate could take up the bills or they could become included in a conference for the homeland security appropriations bill for fiscal year 2013. Rep. Bennie Thompson (D-Miss.), ranking member of the House Homeland Security Committee, pointed out that Democrats on his committee sponsored to two of the bills and had significant input on the third. Thompson himself introduced the Aviation Security Stakeholder Participation Act, which would authorize the Aviation Security Advisory Committee (ASAC) to provide feedback on policies and procedures at the Transportation Security Administration (TSA). The ASAC would be made up of travel industry stakeholders that are impacted by TSA regulations. Under the bill, the administrator of TSA would appoint ASAC members and set up working groups for air cargo, general aviation and perimeter security. The SMART Port Security Act, introduced by Rep. Candice Miller (R-Mich.), would improve coordination between US Customs and Border Protection and the US Coast Guard, as previously reported by Homeland Security Today. The bill also would provide relief to port workers who face the prospect of having to renew their Transportation Worker Identification Credential (TWIC) cards in October 2012. Thompson pressed for that provision, given that the Coast Guard has not yet set up readers for the TWIC cards, which essentially have been reduced to regular identification cards despite the promise of their biometric verification capabilities. The cost of a TWIC card, $132.50, for another five-year period would be unreasonably burdensome on port workers who cannot take advantage of all of its security features, Thompson argued.  "Changes to the TWIC program could affect offsetting receipts and subsequent direct spending; therefore, pay-as-you-go procedures apply," the Congressional Budget Office said of Thompson's provision in a report on June 11. Finally, the GAPS Act would require the Department of Homeland Security to examine gaps in port security and report to Congress with a plan to address those gaps. Rep. Janice Hahn (D-Calif.), who sponsored the bill, hailed its passage, 411-9, Thursday. In a statement, Hahn said, "The loopholes that continue to exist in port security keep me up at night. My first question as a member of the Homeland Security Committee was to Lee Hamilton, vice chair of the 9/11 Commission, on what Congress should be doing to protect our ports. Mr. Hamilton's response that Congress wasn't focused enough on our ports meant we needed to act." US ports receive roughly 50,000 calls from ships annually, with 2 billion tons of freight and 134 million passengers, Hahn reported. The contribution of this cargo to the US economy is staggeringly significant, but only 3 percent or less of cargo undergoes scanning. That low amount opens up opportunities for terrorists to smuggle people or weapons into the United States, she argued. A terrorist attack on the Port of Los Angeles/Long Beach would cost billions to the economy of California and displace thousands of port workers, Hahn warned. Geraldine Knatz, executive director of the Port of Los Angeles, praised the GAPS Act as an effort to prevent such a catastrophe. "It's a tribute to both the importance of the issue and Representative Hahn's tenacity that Congress passed her legislation a mere four months after she introduced the bill," Knatz said in a statement. "Trade gateways, like the Port of Los Angeles, are critical pieces of our nation's economic infrastructure. Keeping these gateways safe is a national priority.
Title XI
Popular - Lobbies

Lobbies are pushing port security/dredging/inland waterways
Decas, 3/16 – AAPA Maritime Economic Development Committee Chair, executive director of the Port of Hueneme, former member of the Governor’s Seaport Council at Commonwealth of Massachusetts (Kristen, “America’s Marine Highway Update,” American Association of Port Authorities publication, 2012, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/AMH%20Update%203_16_2012%20Final.pdf)//JS

At two separate Congressional hearings, AAPA representatives emphasized the need for federal support for seaport security and maintenance and improvements to federal navigation channels. Port industry leaders illustrated the challenges that underfunding security and dredging pose for national security and US international competitiveness. As the House Appropriations Committee begins work on the Fiscal Year 2013 budget, AAPA executives reminded Congressional leaders of the critical role that ports play for the nation - serving as a front line of defense on international borders and facilitating overseas trade, 99 percent of which moves by water. Captain John Holmes, Deputy Executive Director of Operations at the Port of Los Angeles, testified before the Homeland Security Subcommittee regarding Port Security Grants within the Federal Emergency Management Agency. "The FY 2012 funding level represents a 59 percent cut from the prior year and 75 percent less than the authorized level," Holmes stated. "This will harm our ability to expand protection of our maritime assets, carry out Port-Wide Risk Management Plans and fund federal mandates such as installation of TWIC readers." AAPA President and CEO Kurt Nagle submitted testimony to the Energy and Water Subcommittee on the budget for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' Civil Works program. The testimony focused on the need for full use of the Harbor Maintenance Tax annual revenue for maintenance dredging and the need to adequately fund needed channel deepening projects. Nagle wrote, "The federal government has a unique Constitutional responsibility to maintain and improve the infrastructure that enables the flow of commerce, and much of that infrastructure in and around seaports have been neglected for too long, particularly the capacity of the federal channels which affects the ports' ability to move cargo efficiently into and out of the U.S. This hurts U.S. business, hurts U.S. workers and hurts our national economy."
LOST

Unpopular
LOST unpopular – Republican senators hate it 

Bowman 7/19/12 (Michael – staff writer at Voice of America; “Hopes Dim for US Ratification of Global Maritime Treaty”; July 19, 2012; Voice of America; http://www.voanews.com/content/hopes_dim_for_us_ratification_of_global_maritime_treaty/1441489.html) IIN
WASHINGTON, D.C. — U.S. business groups are expressing disappointment over dimmed chances that the United States will ratify a decades-old global maritime pact. At least 34 Republican senators have declared their opposition to the United Nations Convention on Law of the Sea, denying supporters the two-thirds Senate vote they would need for ratification. Law of the Sea Convention Maritime defense, shipping, and natural resources extraction are but a few of the endeavors covered by the Law of the Sea Convention, which governs how nations use the world’s oceans. Among major industrialized nations, only the United States has yet to join. The treaty must be confirmed by the Senate for the U.S. to have any say in how it operates. But the Obama administration's hopes for a Senate vote were dashed this week because of growing Republican opposition to the pact. “This is something that is not going to happen this year," says Senator James Inhofe."There are some 35 members and many more, I might suggest, that would vote against it, should it come up.”
