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Contention 1 – seaport competitiveness
The Panama Canal expansion will fundamentally change seaborne commerce – US ports require new harbor deepening or they won’t be able to compete for post-Panamax ships

Bridges 2011 –Chairman of the Board of the American Association of Port Authorities and Executive Director of Virginia Port Authority (Jerry A., “Testimony of Jerry A. Bridges Chairman of the Board of the American Association of Port Authorities and Executive Director of Virginia Port Authority before the United States House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee Hearing: the Economic importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?” , October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Bridges.pdf )//MM

Since the birth of our nation, U.S. seaports and waterways that connect them have served as a vital economic lifeline by bringing goods and services to people around the world and by delivering prosperity to our nation. U.S. seaports are responsible for moving more than 99 percent of our country’s overseas cargo. Today, international trade accounts for more than a quarter of Americas Gross Domestic Product. Americas seaports support the employment of 13.3 million U.S. workers, and seaport- related jobs account for $649 billion in annual personal income. For every $1 billion in exports shipped through seaports, 15,000 U.S. jobs are created. Seaports facilitate trade and commerce, create jobs, help secure our borders, support our military and serve as stewards of valuable coastal environmental resources. Ports are dynamic, vibrant centers of trade and commerce, but what is most important to understand is that seaports rely on partnerships. Seaports invest more than $2.5 billion every year to maintain and improve their infrastructure. In recent years, however, this commitment has not been adequately matched by the federal government. Federal funding for dredging federal navigation channels has slowed and decreased, especially for new construction. Further, maintenance dredging is sorely underfunded, despite a more than $6 billion and growing surplus in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. Landside improvements have also been too low a priority, with little of the highway funds going to freight transportation projects. The only bright light has been the newly created TIGER grants, although not enough of this funding benefited ports. Virginia Port Authority received a TIGER grant for its heartland project. As we look to the future, we do know that there are challenges and opportunities. As we recover from this economic downturn, we must make investments today to address the trade realities of the future. Here are some the challenges and we have to ask: are we ready?

· The Panama Canal expansion is due to be completed in 2014 and is expected to influence trade patterns. VPA and other ports have been making investments, but federal funding has been slow to match these investments. Ship sizes continue to get larger, requiring on-'going modernization of ports and federal navigation channels, even for ports that will not require 50 feet of depth. 

· Canada and Mexico are making investments which could result in losses of maritime jobs in the U.S. as cargo enters the U.S. through these countries. We have already seen this job loss on the West Coast. 

· The U.S. seeks to double exports; however countries like Brazil and Chile, who we compete against the U.S. in terms of agricultural exports, are making investments that could make their exports more competitive. 

· New trade agreements with Korea, Panama and Colombia have been approved, with other trade agreements under negotiations which should result in increased exports and imports through ports. 
· In addition to these near-term challenges, we know that the U.S. population is forecast to grow by 100 million - a 30 percent increase - before the middle of the 2lst century. And many of the goods used by this population will flow through seaports.

So are we ready? While ports are planning for the future, the federal government has not kept pace with the industry or our international competitors. 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. Many of our land and water connections are insufficient and outdated, affecting 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. Port projects take decades to plan and build and we cannot wait. Federal investments in seaports are an essential and effective utilization of limited resources, paying dividends through increased trade and commerce, long-term job creation, secure borders, military support, environmental stewardship, and more than $200 billion in federal, state and local tax revenue. Earlier this month, the President’s Council on Jobs and Competitiveness made an urgent plea for improvements in the nation's transportation infrastructure, including landside and waterside access to seaports. We cannot wait. 

The perception of a federal commitment to port infrastructure is vital to retain foreign customers – this will collapse the recovery

Calhoun 11-- President of Cargo Carriers (Cargill) and Chairman of Waterways Council, Inc (Rick, “DREDGING FOR PROSPERITY”, Marine Log, August, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/889143450?accountid=14667”) EL

Just like the nation itself, our maritime industry is facing a multitude of challenges like flooding in the Midwest, silting of our major shipping arteries, and the need for recapitalization for our lock and dam infrastructure, to name a few. 

But these challenges and the solutions to them must be viewed as investments in the future of our nation itself because without a strong, reliable marine transportation industry, we simply cannot competitively sell our export products in the world marketplace. Those countries that buy from America do so because we are a dependable supplier of products at a competitive price, thanks in no small part to the existence of our enviable transportation system. If that system becomes compromised, those foreign buyers will simply shop elsewhere and that will further impact the United States' precarious economic recovery. 

Witness the dredging situation on the Lower Mississippi River. This year, we have seen unprecedented levels of high water on the Mississippi River carrying millions of tons of silt and debris to the mouth of the River. This silting has resulted in restrictions being imposed for ships and vessels that rely on this passageway to export products to the world market, as well as import goods competitively, via ports in south Louisiana. In the past the Corps of Engineers has been able to manage silting issues with funding for dredging that sometimes required the reprogramming of funds to be sure shortfalls did not occur. This year the Corps has said it can no longer reprogram funds and that a funding shortfall indeed exists on this vital part of the system. 

Throughout this country's great history, the federal government's role is in part to ensure that the inland navigation system, including the Mississippi River, remains open to transport products such as grain, coal, steel, petroleum and aggregate materials. The federal government now needs to take necessary steps to provide funding for our national transportation asset and to allow the Lower Mississippi River to remain fully open for commerce. We urge the White House to immediately submit an emergency request for supplemental funds to Congress, and we ask that Congress expeditiously process that request for Emergency Supplemental Appropriations funding. All of us who are responsible for managing money have faced times when cutting costs have become necessary, yet those who are successful rarely focus on reducing costs if it results in an even greater loss in the revenue stream. Again, dredging this critical artery should be viewed as an investment, not a cost, in the future of our inland waterways transportation system. 

Federal port infrastructure funding is increasing but not substantially for new harbor deepening – the federal government’s uncertain commitment prevents new projects

Szakonyi 12— associate editor of the Journal of Commerce (Mark, “The Hill Ramping Up Dredging Efforts”, Journal of Commerce, 5/7, ProQuest) EL

The push by U.S. ports for more federal dredging dollars is finally beginning to make waves in Congress. 

Language that would require all funds collected through the Harbor Maintenance Tax to be used for navigation projects is likely to be included in the final surface transportation bill. That's a major breakthrough for maritime advocates who argue it's unfair that roughly one-third of the collected taxes are used to plug other budget gaps. The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund collects roughly $1.5 billion annually from importers, who pay a rate of 0.125 percent of the value of their cargo. The HMTF is expected to have a surplus of nearly $7 billion by the end of fiscal 2013, according to the Association of American Port Authorities. 

The ports' argument that more money needs to be spent on dredging to create jobs and boost trade also is gaining traction on the front line of congressional funding allocations. Under the latest House energy and water appropriations bill, ports in fiscal 2013 would get $1 billion for maintenance dredging. That's the largest single annual federal award for dredging and about $170 million more than the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers received last time around. 

"This is a significant development. It wasn't so long ago that (the corps) only received $750 million," said Paul Bea, principal of PHB Public Affairs, a maritime consulting firm. 

Ports will actually get less dredging help in the next fiscal year than in fiscal 2012, however, said Barry Holliday, executive director of Dredging Contractors of America. Funding tied to military project dredging and disaster relief pushed total maintenance dollars to about $1.1 billion in fiscal 2012. The latest appropriation shows a congressional willingness to spend more, even if the full allocation of HMTF dollars would fall short in tackling port needs, Holliday said. 

The Realize America's Maritime Promise Act, or RAMP Act, has been the major driver in convincing Congress the HMTF needs reform and more spending is needed. The legislation was included in the House's 90-day extension, which paved the way for the chamber to begin conferencing with the Senate on the surface transportation bill. The Senate has similar but less forceful language in its two-year, $109 billion plan. 

This boosts the chances that HMTF reform language will make it in the final version of the transportation bill, but it's just the first step in blocking appropriators from shifting money out of the fund for non-dredging purposes. Even if the RAMP Act language is adopted, it's not a mandate. Supporters would have to call a point of order in appropriation committees to slap the hands of would-be siphoners, Bea said. 

Despite the positive signs for ports, they are still stifled in getting authorization and funding for new major navigation projects. Historically, the Water Resources Development Act has been the vehicle for ports to get authorization for such projects, and funding is granted separately through the annual appropriations process. The last WRDA was in 2007, and there is no new version on the horizon. Even if there were, it's unclear how it would proceed under the House's ban on earmarks and the Senate's similar stance. Not only do the earmarks allow legislators to include language relating to their home ports, but they also provide impetus for representatives and senators to back the bill. 

The federal uncertainty hits the East Coast particularly hard, because only a few ports have the funding and approval necessary to deepen their channels. Ports such as Savannah, Ga., and Charleston, S.C, need deeper harbors to handle larger ships able to pass through the expanded Panama Canal in 2015. That supporters of Charleston and Savannah are preparing to take on the deepening expenses themselves reflects just how little optimism there is for federal help. 

Bea said maritime advocates and legislators are attempting to figure out how they can get projects funded and authorized in new ways. One such approach is by Sen. Lindsay Graham, R-S.C., to create a national assessment of which ports should be deepened. Plans to create a program for prioritization in authorization and funding come with their own set of problems, however, Holliday said. "When you start prioritizing ports, you begin picking winners and losers," he said. 

Aside from skepticism of the government's ability to discern champions from laggards, prioritization sidesteps the issue that most, if not all, ports need funding to maintain their infrastructure and grow. Such a prioritization process could dampen efforts to boost overall port spending. That could, unfortunately, fit too well with Congress's history of favoring easy short-term fixes over harder, more meaningful long-term decisions. 

Federal regulations prevent other actors from solving – only federal action to streamline the process and increase funding solves

Anderson, 11 –Chief Executive Officer of the Jacksonville Port Authority (JAXPORT) (A. Paul, “testimony of A. Paul Anderson Chief Executive Officer of the Jacksonville Port Authority (JAXPORT) for the Record of the united States House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Subcommittee on Water Resources and the Environment Hearing: “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?””, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Anderson.pdf )//MM

With increasingly larger ships calling the East Coast, it is now more crucial than ever for the United States to invest in its gateway infrastructure. This call for federal investment should come as no surprise. Improving our nation’s waterways for navigation and security harkens back to the birth of our country, when General George Washington assigned such missions to the Continental Army. [7] In the U.S. Constitution, Congress is charged with the task of regulating commerce in Article I, Section 8. Yet, the full authorized depths and widths of U.S. waterway navigation channels are available only 35 percent of the time. [8] Harbor projects take an average of 12 years to complete. The Corps’ cumbersome review procedures are not consistent with the President’s initiative to reduce red tape and streamline preconstruction federal review procedures for major infrastructure “jobs creating” projects. The President’s Aug. 31 directive to five federal agencies ‐ Agriculture, Commerce, Housing and Urban Development, Interior and Transportation ‐ called for identification of high priority infrastructure projects for expedited review. This expedited review initiative should be extended to the Army Corps. Additionally, Independent Peer Review – a procedure required by Sec. 2034 of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2007 – should not be applied to Corps studies begun prior to the two year period preceding enactment of the law, as expressly stated in Sec. 2034 (h). 

Because of procedural delay, most East Coast ports are not authorized to dredge to deep‐draft requirements. Harbor project sponsors attempt to wade through the muddied and shifting approval, authorization and appropriation process, and changing requirements are making it increasingly difficult to move forward with these critical projects. In Jacksonville, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers recently added an additional level of review by requiring “Harbor Sym modeling” for our city’s deep draft navigation project. This new requirement has not been applied to previous deep draft projects, will increase costs to the federal government and the Jacksonville Port Authority, and will extend the timeline for completion of the project by one year. Any business leader assessing the current situation would quickly determine our country’s process for prioritizing, approving and funding critical infrastructure projects is fundamentally broken.
And these federal regulations mean any new projects will take decades unless the federal government expedites construction
Nagle, 2012- President and CEO of the American Association of Port Authorities (Kurt J., “Testimony of Kurt J. Nagle President and CEO of the American Association of Port Authorities Before the United States House of Representatives Appropriations Committee Energy and Water Development, and Related Agencies Subommittee”, Budget Hearing- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Assistant Secretary, Chief of Engineers, March 7, 2012, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/EWTestimony%20Mar2012%20Final.pdf)//MM
First, the funding level of the Corps of Engineers’ new construction budget has decreased considerably, with the President’s current request at a level that is less than half of what we have seen historically. This decrease comes despite the challenges noted above, the need to be able to handle the current and future World fleet, the expansion of the Panama Canal, our new trade agreements, and America’s international competitiveness. Our neighbors and competitors are not waiting. We must make this a higher priority to avoid negative consequences resulting in job loss, worsening road congestion, and less competitive exports. 

Some may suggest that we should concentrate federal investment in just a few ports, but we must take a closer look at the diversity of port cargo and the impact of only deepening a few ports. Often a container port doesn’t handle significant bulk cargo, dangerous cargo or refrigerated cargo. Additionally, often smaller ports are located near key U.S. manufacturers to aid in their imports and exports. Each of our 50 states relies on about 15 seaports to handle its imports and exports. Concentrating port activity to a smaller geographic area will result in increased transportation costs and more congestion on roads and rails. Total throughput should not be the only calculation in determining federal investment.

The second troubling trend that impacts our ability to be ready for the challenges of the future is the time it takes to complete new projects. Ports are growing increasingly wary of the time it takes to complete a project. The new norm is decades, with costs rising with each delay. There are a multitude of reasons for these delays, including a long, slow approval process, lack of funding which results in small amounts of funding for each project, and lack of resources to maintain expertise at the Corps. We must make port modernization a higher priority in our future funding. Maritime movement of cargo is the most cost-effective way to move cargo, and we should be encouraging this through effective federal project development processes, investments and funding.5 

As our nation recovers from its economic troubles, we know that cargo growth will expand as well. As our nation invests in infrastructure, we must ensure that ports and their needs are high on the list. We are in a critical time for our nation. We face enormous challenges, and ports are making the necessary investments to build and maintain a world-class maritime transportation system which support U.S. jobs, our global competitiveness, and our economy. We need our federal partner to make that commitment, too. We urge your subcommittee to serve as advocates for waterside port infrastructure so that we can meet the challenges of today and tomorrow.
Seaport competitiveness is the vital internal link to US economic growth – seaports represent a quarter of US GDP and contribute over 3 trillion to the economy 
Nagle, 11 --- president and chief executive officer of the American Association of Port Authorities (December 2011, Kurt, Industry Today, “Association: American Association of Port Authorities; Port-Related Infrastructure Investments Can Reap Dividends,” vol. 14, no. 3, http://www.industrytoday.com/article_view.asp?ArticleID=F370)

 

It seems the United States willingly allows infrastructure to crumble as other countries – particularly the BRICs – bolster the physical support systems that foster economic growth. The American Association of Port Authorities is concerned over the state of America’s aged transportation infrastructure so it’s urging investments in both landside and waterside connections with ports.

The burning question on the mind of many US lawmakers, administration officials and others is how best to stimulate the economy and spur job creation. The answer lies in focusing scarce federal resources in areas that will have the greatest impact on economic growth, immediate and long-term job creation, national security, and our current and future competitiveness in the global economy. Enhancements in seaport-related infrastructure should be a high priority among the limited investment options.

For centuries, US seaports – and the connecting waterways – have served as a vital economic lifeline, bringing goods and services to people around the world and delivering prosperity to our nation. They facilitate trade and commerce, create jobs, secure our borders, support our military and serve as stewards of valuable coastal environmental resources.

Seaports are the primary gateway for overseas trade. They’re essential to economic security. As such, federal funding for infrastructure in and around ports pays dividends. Deep-draft coastal and Great Lakes ports are the nexus of critical transportation infrastructure that connects America’s exporters with markets overseas, and they provide access for imports of raw materials, components and consumer goods that are a key part of US manufacturing and help define our standard of living.

Investments in America’s port infrastructure and the intermodal connections that serve seaports – both land and waterside – foster prosperity and provide an opportunity to bolster the country’s economic and employment recovery.

ECONOMIC IMPACT: HUGE

Currently, international trade accounts for more than a quarter of America’s GDP (gross domestic product). Oceangoing vessels that load and unload cargo at US seaports move 99.4 percent of the nation’s overseas trade by volume and 65.5 percent by value. Further, customs collections from seaport cargo provide tens of billions of dollars a year to the federal government, including $23.2 billion in fiscal year (FY) 2007, $24.1 billion in FY 2008, $20.3 billion in FY 2009 and $22.5 billion in FY 2010.

The latest economic impacts analyses conducted in 2007 indicated that US seaport activities generated $3.15 trillion in annual economic output, with $3.8 billion worth of goods moving in and out of seaports every day. Impact extends far beyond seaport communities. On average, any given state uses the services of 15 different ports around the country to handle its imports and exports. Also, seaports are a proven job creator.

In addition to handling international trade, US seaports – and the waterways that serve them – represent important transportation modes for the movement of domestic freight. Greater utilization of America’s coastal and inland water routes for freight transportation complements other surface transportation modes – providing a safe and secure alternative for cargo while offering significant energy savings and traffic congestion relief.

VIEW FROM WATERSIDE

As US investment in its waterways infrastructure is trending downward, countries like India, Brazil and the United Kingdom commit the equivalent of billions of US dollars to port and channel modernization. The expansion of the Panama Canal slated for completion in 2014 – the first major expansion in more than a century – is driving ports around the world to deepen navigation channels and improve harbor facilities. Look at what’s happening:

    India plans to invest $60 billion – including both public and private funds – to create seven new major ports by 2020. Expect this to have a substantial impact: It will handle the anticipated rapid expansion of merchandise exports, forecasted to triple by 2017.

    Brazil expects tonnage at its coastal ports to more than double (to 1.7 billion tons) by 2022. In response, the nation is committing $17 billion to port improvements (including $14 billion from the private sector).

    In Great Britain, DP World (the world’s fourth-largest marine terminal operator) plans to spend $2.5 billion on London’s Deep-Water Gateway, the country’s first such development in the last 20 years.

Meanwhile, in the United States, public funding for new navigation channel improvements has all but dried up. Lawmakers focus on reducing the deficit and eliminating appropriation “earmarks” that have traditionally funded federal navigation deepening projects. At the same time, funding for projects already approved and underway is slow, incremental and insufficient.

Insufficient appropriations make it impossible to maintain most federal navigation channels at their authorized and required dimensions. The US Army Corps of Engineers has been commissioned with the responsibility of improving and maintaining the nation’s water access to ports. But while this charge comes from the US government, the federal government is less than supportive. It spends only about half of the tax that it collects specifically directed toward deep-draft channel maintenance. The rest – more than $6 billion since 1986 – has essentially been “disappeared” into the US Treasury while serious dredging needs remain neglected.

This is unfortunate at a crucial juncture. Projects to maintain these critical waterways would create jobs immediately and would provide transportation savings to benefit US businesses. With decreases in the cost of freight transportation, these sectors can enhance their global competitiveness and create more jobs. The American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA) has continually and strongly urged Congress to take action to ensure that 100-percent of the annual amount collected from the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) is utilized to maintain federal navigation channels.
Lack of port deepening forces light loading – this will break the US shipping industry
Weakley 8 – Realize America’s Maritime promise, Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition, testimony of James Weakley the president of the Lake Carriers’ Association (James, “Realize America’s Maritime Promise”, Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition, 4/30/08, http://www.ramphmtf.org/speeches_043008.html)//MM

Port-related jobs are critical to augment our economy. Direct and indirect jobs generated by ports result in the employment of more than 8 million Americans who earned and spent $314.5 billion in 2006. Every $1 billion in exports alone creates an estimated 15, 000 new jobs. In Texas alone one in every four jobs is linked to trade. 

America´s deep-draft navigation system is at a crossroads, with a future that can be bright or bleak. Our waterways´ ability to support the Nation?s continuing growth in trade and in the defense of our Nation, hinges on much-needed Federal attention to unresolved funding needs that are derailing critical channel maintenance and deep-draft construction projects of the water highways to our ports. Because most ports do not have naturally deep harbors, they must be regularly dredged to allow ships to move safely through Federal navigation channels. Also, as modern vessels increase in size, navigation channel depths must increase accordingly, if we are to continue to be a player on the international marketplace. A recent U.S. Army Corps of Engineers study reports that almost 30 percent of the 95, 550 vessel calls at U.S. ports are constrained due to inadequate channel depths. Ladies and gentlemen, these are the things that cause port directors nightmares.

Without a channel dredged to its authorized depth, nothing else comes into play. Attracting new customers, dealing with labor issues, environmental concerns, and the public - all go away - because without a properly-dredged channel, business goes away. Public ports are at a critical state in keeping their channels open for business. We are losing existing business and potential new business to ports outside of the United States ? and once lost, it is rarely regained. 

Dredging can literally make or break our industry, and a lack of dredging is an issue throughout the United States. In fact, it is not an overstatement to say that in many parts of the United States, we face a dredging crisis. On the Great Lakes, as Chairman James L. Oberstar of this Committee and Chairman David R. Obey of the Appropriations Committee well know, decades of inadequate funding for dredging have left a backlog of 18 million cubic yards of sediment. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers estimates removing the backlog will cost more than $230 million on the Great Lakes alone. In some cases, ports on the Great Lakes have actually shutdown due to inadequate dredging. There are similar examples of dredging problems in ports and harbors on all coasts of our Nation. 

In many cases, vessels must ?load light? because of dredging shortfalls. The economic implications of light loading are enormous. On the Great Lakes, for example, vessels lose between 50 to 270 tons of cargo for each inch they must reduce their draft and, in some areas, the lost draft is measured in feet, not inches. Light loading because of inadequate dredging impacts everyone. A ship that is light-loaded reduces its efficiencies in the same way that a commercial airplane that is required to set aside seats with no passengers would quickly lose its efficiencies. 

The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund

The Harbor Maintenance Tax and the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund were established in the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1986. The Trust Fund (HMTF) applies a 0.125 percent ad valorem tax on the value of commercial cargo loaded or unloaded on vessels using Federally-maintained channels. The tax is only assessed on imports and domestic cargo, as it was ruled as an unconstitutional assessment on exports in a 1998 Supreme Court ruling. This Fund - that you, members of Congress - established, was authorized to be utilized to recover 100 percent of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers eligible Operations and Maintenance (O&M) expenditures for commercial navigation, along with 100 percent of the O&M cost of the St. Lawrence Seaway, certain costs of NOAA, and the costs to Customs to collect the tax. 

Fixing the Problem

Ladies and gentleman - would it surprise you to know that this utilization has not been honored? HMTF revenues exceed transfers for authorized activities by an increasing margin. Yet, our Federal channels are not being maintained at authorized depths. The Fund is being held hostage to paper balance the budget - interestingly, not one of its legal uses. In 2007, the HMTF began with a $3.3 billion surplus and collected an additional $1.4 billion - resulting in a $4.7 billion surplus, while only $751 million was utilized for maintenance dredging. That is incredible. I would ask that you consider this analogy offered by my colleague in a Gulf Coast port: "What would you say to a toll booth operator who took your money to use the toll road only to then tell you that the road was unusable?"? 

That is what is happening to shippers who pay this tax every day. We must solve this problem. We must draft legislation that mandates that the Fund be utilized for its intended purpose - the maintenance dredging of Federal ports and harbors. There are a number of ways to address this problem. As you know, other modes of transportation - surface transportation and aviation ? have faced similar problems in the past decade. Although we are in the early stages of addressing this problem, our Coalition believes Congress should consider an approach similar to that taken with the Highway Trust Fund in 1998 and with the Airport and Airway Trust Fund in 2000. In those cases, Congress legislatively enacted "firewalls" around the Trust Funds ? essentially guaranteeing minimum levels of spending that could only be used to support eligible projects. Although there are some variations between the Highway, Aviation, and Harbor Maintenance Trust, the point of a firewall in each case is the same - ensuring that monies from a tax would be used for their intended purpose and not merely for deficit reduction.

Increasing exports decrease the trade deficit and makes growth sustainable – prevents investment bubbles and collapses

Istrate et al, 10 -- senior research analyst and associate fellow with the Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative (Emilia, "Export Nation: How U.S. Metros Lead National Export Growth and Boost Competitiveness", July, Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2010/7/26%20mountain%20exports%20muro/0726_exports_istrate_rothwell_katz.pdf
) // NK

Exports Could Contribute to the Rebalancing of the U.S. Economy and a Lower Trade Deficit

For the most of the last 20 years, the United States has witnessed strong economic growth and low unemployment in comparison with other developed countries.18 Yet, the U.S. economy was affected by the wide fluctuations at the end of two business cycles, the so called IT bubble of the late 1990s and the housing bubble that ended between sometime during 2006 and 2007. Meanwhile, in 2006 household income inequality reached its post-World War II peak.19 Real median income in 2008 fell below 1999 levels.20 These three conditions—a tepid rise in living standards, increasing inequality, and bubble economies—are embedded in the consumption driven American economy.

In 1982, U.S. residents spent 86 cents of every dollar of after-tax income, but the intensity of consumption grew steadily such that by 2005, that share had reached 95 cents of every dollar.21 All this spending depleted savings, which dropped precipitously over the time period from over 10 percent in the early 1980s to just 1.7 percent in 2005.22 At the same time, an increasing share of consumption involved the purchase of imports. While the value of U.S. total imports was eight percent higher than the value of U.S. total exports in 1982, by 2005, the difference was 36 percent, the highest gap since 1960.23

With minimal household savings, domestic investment declined over the last two decades relative to the size of the economy. The United States invested about 7.3 percent of GDP in the 2000s, much less than the 9.4 percent rate of the 1970s.24 Moreover, from 2000 to 2007, private manufacturing investment as a share of GDP was just 0.26 percent per year compared to 0.37 percent during the 1990s. At the same time, foreign investment compensated to some extent, though more in the real estate sector. For example, Chinese holdings represented 6 percent of all federal agency debt and 29 percent of foreign-held agency debt in 2007, making China the largest foreign holder of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac debt.25

The externalization of risk is another major problem with trade deficits. A large portion of the dollars spent on imports end up being re-invested back into the United States and that process increases the risk of bubbles. No sector can sustain limitless growth, and as the safest and most valuable investments become saturated with funding, the excess liquidity begins to seep into riskier and riskier propositions like no-income-no-asset subprime mortgage derivatives. The economists Joshua Aizenman and Yothin Jinjarak have shown that current account deficits have coincided with and contributed to rapid housing price appreciation across OECD countries between 1990 and 2005.26

While the United States based its growth on private consumption over the last three decades, the other developed countries exploited foreign demand. Over the last 30 years, private consumption, as a share of GDP, increased by seven percentage points in the United States, while total exports grew by only two percentage points. The other large developed countries, Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, and the United Kingdom, maintained an almost constant share of private spending, but increased their share of total exports in GDP by seven percentage points.28 In 2008, the U.S. total exports were only 12.7 of domestic production, in comparison with 29.7 percent in the other large developed countries. Moreover, as a recent Brookings report shows, this underperformance is not entirely explained by the size of the U.S. economy and its distance from trading partners.

There are a number of potential explanations for why the United States under-exports. First, the dollar is over-valued relative to the currencies of a number of important U.S. trading partners.29 In addition, U.S. companies have been focused on catering to the large and growing U.S market. About one percent of U.S. companies exported in 2008.30 It seems that many small and medium companies lack information regarding exports and perceive exporting as a risky endeavor.31 Finally, many countries still put up significant trade barriers against U.S. companies. In the absence of free trade agreements with emerging countries, U.S. companies had additional incentives to locate production abroad in order to take advantage of these foreign markets. For example, while nominal total exports grew by 10 percent annually between 1994 and 2007, nominal sales of U.S. affiliates located in foreign countries increased by almost 18 percent a year during the same period.32

Whatever the reasons why the United States is less export-oriented than other countries, increasing

exports relative to imports can be part of the solution to many long-standing difficulties.

Boosting economic competitiveness is vital to preventing military retrenchment – risks great power wars
Khalilzad, ’11 – Bush’s ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and the UN and former director policy planning at the DOD (Zalmay, “The Economy and National Security”, National Review, 2-8-11, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/259024/economy-and-national-security-zalmay-khalilzad)

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

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

Without faster economic growth and actions to reduce deficits, publicly held national debt is projected to reach dangerous proportions. If interest rates were to rise significantly, annual interest payments — which already are larger than the defense budget — would crowd out other spending or require substantial tax increases that would undercut economic growth. Even worse, if unanticipated events trigger what economists call a “sudden stop” in credit markets for U.S. debt, the United States would be unable to roll over its outstanding obligations, precipitating a sovereign-debt crisis that would almost certainly compel a radical retrenchment of the United States internationally.
Such scenarios would reshape the international order. It was the economic devastation of Britain and France during World War II, as well as the rise of other powers, that led both countries to relinquish their empires. In the late 1960s, British leaders concluded that they lacked the economic capacity to maintain a presence “east of Suez.” Soviet economic weakness, which crystallized under Gorbachev, contributed to their decisions to withdraw from Afghanistan, abandon Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, and allow the Soviet Union to fragment. If the U.S. debt problem goes critical, the United States would be compelled to retrench, reducing its military spending and shedding international commitments.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Since the end of the Cold War, a stable economic and financial condition at home has enabled America to have an expansive role in the world. Today we can no longer take this for granted. Unless we get our economic house in order, there is a risk that domestic stagnation in combination with the rise of rival powers will undermine our ability to deal with growing international problems. Regional hegemons in Asia could seize the moment, leading the world toward a new, dangerous era of multi-polarity.
Expanding port infrastructure is vital to US global economic leadership 
Kiefer et al, 2k – principal investigator for Planning and Management Consultants– study authorized by Section 401 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1999, report to the US Army Corps of Engineers (Jack, Planning and Management Consultants, “The National Dredging Needs Study of Ports and Harbors Implications to Cost-Sharing of Federal Deep Draft Navigation Projects Due to Changes in the Maritime Industry”, May 2000, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/iwrreports/00-R-8.pdf) // CB

2.2.2 Other Tangible Benefits  

Indirect benefits of Corps projects include gains associated with international trade. Historical expenditures for harbor improvements facilitate international trade by providing ships more efficient access to the Nation's ports. International trade in turn creates and sustains jobs and generates Federal tax revenues. The exact method of computing income and employment associated with international trade is debatable, but one of the best techniques is to calculate the value added by U.S. businesses and households to imports and exports. 5 Computations reveal that nearly 20 percent of all U.S. jobs are directly associated with international trade. A slightly higher percentage of personal income would be associated with international trade because such jobs pay somewhat more than the U.S. average. In addition, about $553 million were collected for the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund in 1999.  

Some benefits of harbor improvements are difficult or impossible to quantify. For individual projects these are given little attention. Policy decisions concerning project authorizations and appropriations should consider intangible benefits as well as tangible direct and secondary benefits. This idea is particularly applicable to international trade and specifically container trade. For example, America is such a big market, international trade gives the U.S. considerable leverage when dealing with foreign governments. Thus, international trade can enhance the United States’ role as a world leader. National harbors are also a vital part of our military’s power projection platform. 

Economists believe in the law of comparative advantage, which states that nations benefit when they specialize in producing certain goods and services and then trade with each other rather than producing everything themselves. For example, most people perceive that the majority of foreign trade consists of consumer goods such as clothing and televisions. However, as shown in Table 2-2, a significant portion of U.S. foreign trade consists of semi-manufactured commodities and raw materials such as iron and steel or crude petroleum. These products are used to produce other goods, or are further processed in the importing country. For example, in the United States imported car parts are often used to produce exports of finished automobiles. Machinery and electrical equipment are often used the same way. Thus, efficient flow of international commodities is important for all nations including the United States. 

Global trade is very competitive and profit margins are thin. This is particularly true for maritime transportation including the container shipping industry. . Growth in U.S. foreign trade, even though it is substantial, is not as high as growth in total international trade, particularly with respect to containerships. It is quite possible for some U.S. trade to be diverted or to be serviced by less efficient ships. This may occur if American ports and the Federal government are not able to meet current challenges posed by developments in international trade.  

2.2.4 Lost Benefits

There are lost benefits associated with delays in the construction of harbor improvement projects. Costs increase with delays, not only because of inflation but because the construction process becomes distorted by available funds. Costs associated with delays can and have been estimated. Typically, a year’s delay in schedule leads to a penalty of more than 10 percent of project cost. This is sizable and should be considered when making cost-sharing policies. Cost-sharing policies should seek to insure that both public ports and the Federal government fund projects in a timely manner. There are also benefits foregone due to lost transportation cost savings with project delays.

Project delays affect the Nation in another way. Although these benefits are difficult to quantify, such effects are perhaps more important than those that can be measured. Delays create an uncertain atmosphere that can impact decisions to develop infrastructure elsewhere. Container ports are very capital intensive and require long term planning. Massive containerships are rapidly being put into service at ports throughout the world. Without a clear signal of intent to accommodate these vessels in the United States, necessary ports and facilities may be built elsewhere. Once major investments are made elsewhere, the full efficiencies of large containerships in the form of lower transportation costs for general cargo may be lost to the Nation for a long time to come. 

2.3 Geographical Incidence of International Trade

Public ports generally have a regional or local economic development mandate along with authorizations to improve harbor facilities. This does not mean, however, that local economies near ports capture all or most of the benefits associated with international trade. For example, when a port unloads crude petroleum from a ship, it charges a fee that generates revenues for the port and the local community. But imported oil also fuels cars and homes throughout the Nation. Likewise, when a port loads grain or coal onto a ship for export, farmers in the U.S. heartland benefit as do coal miners in the hills of West Virginia, Pennsylvania and Kentucky. Container trade benefits all regions of the country as well. 

As shown in Table 2-3, fifteen U.S. ports account for about 80 percent of international maritime trade in terms of value. These ports represent only ten states, however much of the cargo they handle flows to other regions. Table 2-4 shows the origin and destination of international cargo for each U.S. state measured in terms of value. On average, any given state uses the services of 15 different ports around the country. For example, the California ports of Los Angeles, Long Beach and Oakland collectively handle about $187 billion worth of cargo, but the state of California is the origin or destination of only $106 billion. While most container trade flows in and out of ports on the East and West Coasts, it is distributed throughout the Nation as shown in Tables 2-5 and 2-6. For instance, the Port of Charleston, S.C. handled about 800 thousand TEUs in 1996, but the state of South Carolina was the origin or destination of only 160 thousand of these TEUs. Similarly, the ports of Los Angeles, Long Beach and Oakland handled five million TEUs but only 2.5 million originated or were destined to sites within California.

[table omitted]

2.4 Conclusion  

The benefits of harbor improvements are numerous. Expenditures for harbor improvements have facilitated international trade by providing ships more efficient access to the Nation's ports. International trade in turn creates and sustains jobs and generates Federal tax revenues. Foreign commerce has become crucial to the economic well-being of the United States. In 1946, U.S. international trade represented a relatively small portion of the U.S. economy, but today foreign trade accounts for 27 percent of U.S. gross domestic product. Harbor improvements also affect prices of U.S. imports and exports. With deeper channels vessel operators can load more cargo onto a ship and sail deeper, or they can use larger more efficient vessels. Unit transportation costs decline and lower transportation costs are reflected in commodity prices. Intangible benefits are also important. Free trade promotes international relations and stability and bolsters the United States’ position as a world leader. Lastly, it is important to stress that the economic benefits of international trade are widespread and are not limited to a handful of coastal states. 

Strong US growth is key to promoting an American economic model – the alternative is mercantilism, which destroys economic cooperation and risks protectionism

Posen 9 – Deputy director and senior fellow of the Peterson Institute for International Economics (Adam, “Economic leadership beyond the crisis,” http://clients.squareeye.com/uploads/foresight/documents/PN%20USA_FINAL_LR_1.pdf)

In the postwar period, US power and prestige, beyond the nation's military might, have been based largely on American relative economic size and success.  These facts enabled the US to promote economic openness and buy-in to a set of economic institutions, formal and informal, that resulted in increasing international economic integration.  With the exception of the immediate post-Bretton Woods oil-shock period (1974-85), this combination produced generally growing prosperity at home and abroad, and underpinned the idea that there were benefits to other countries of following the American model and playing by American rules.   Initially this system was most influential and successful in those countries in tight military alliance with the US, such as Canada, West Germany, Japan, South Korea, and the United Kingdom.  With the collapse of Soviet communism in 1989, and the concomitant switch of important emerging economies, notably Brazil, China, India, and Mexico, to increasingly free-market capitalism, global integration on American terms through American leadership has been increasingly dominant for the last two decades.  The global financial crisis of 2008-09, however, represents a challenge to that world order.  While overt financial panic has been averted, and most economic forecasts are for recovery to begin in the US and the major emerging markets well before end of 2009 (a belief I share), there remain significant risks for the US and its leadership. The global financial system, including but not limited to US-based entities, has not yet been sustainably reformed.  In fact, financial stability will come under strain again when the current government financial guarantees and public ownership of financial firms and assets are unwound over the next couple of years. The growth rate of the US economy and the ability of the US government to finance responses to future crises, both military and economic, will be meaningfully curtailed for several years to come.    Furthermore, the crisis will accelerate at least temporarily two related long-term trends eroding the viability of the current international economic arrangements.   First, perhaps inevitably, the economic size and importance of China, India, Brazil, and other emerging markets (including oil-exporters like Russia) has been catching up with the US, and even more so with demographically and productivity challenged Europe and northeast Asia.  Second, pressure has been building over the past fifteen years or so of these developing countries' economic rise to give their governments more voice and weight in international economic decision-making. Again, this implies a transfer of relative voting share from the US, but an even greater one from over-represented Western Europe.  The near certainty that Brazil, China, and India, are to be less harmed in real economic terms by the current crisis than either the US or most other advanced economies will only emphasise their growing strength, and their ability to claim a role in leadership.  The need for capital transfers from China and oil-exporters to fund deficits and bank recapitalisation throughout the West, not just in the US, increases these rising countries' leverage and legitimacy in international economic discussions.  One aspect of this particular crisis is that American economic policymakers, both Democratic and Republican, became increasingly infatuated with financial services and innovation beginning in the mid-1990s.  This reflected a number of factors, some ideological, some institutional, and some interest group driven.  The key point here is that export of financial services and promotion of financial liberalisation on the US securitised model abroad came to dominate the US international economic policy agenda, and thus that of the IMF, the OECD, and the G8 as well.  This came to be embodied by American multinational commercial and investment banks, in perception and in practice.  That particular version of the American economic model has been widely discredited, because of the crisis' apparent origins in US lax regulation and over-consumption, as well as in excessive faith in American-style financial markets.  Thus, American global economic leadership has been eroded over the long-term by the rise of major emerging market economies, disrupted in the short-term by the nature and scope of the financial crisis, and partially discredited by the excessive reliance upon and overselling of US-led financial capitalism.  This crisis therefore presents the possibility of the US model for economic development being displaced, not only deservedly tarnished, and the US having limited resources in the near-term to try to respond to that challenge.  Additionally, the US' traditional allies and co-capitalists in Western Europe and Northeast Asia have been at least as damaged economically by the crisis (though less damaged reputationally).  Is there an alternative economic model? The preceding description would seem to confirm the rise of the Rest over the West.  That would be premature.  The empirical record is that economic recovery from financial crises, while painful, is doable even by the poorest countries, and in advanced countries rarely leads to significant political dislocation.  Even large fiscal debt burdens can be reined in over a few years where political will and institutions allow, and the US has historically fit in that category.  A few years of slower growth will be costly, but also may put the US back on a sustainable growth path in terms of savings versus consumption.   Though the relative rise of the major emerging markets will be accelerated by the crisis, that acceleration will be insufficient to rapidly close the gap with the US in size, let alone in technology and well-being.  None of those countries, except perhaps for China, can think in terms of rivaling the US in all the aspects of national power.  These would include: a large, dynamic and open economy; favorable demographic dynamics; monetary stability and a currency with a global role; an ability to project hard power abroad; and an attractive economic model to export for wide emulation.  This last point is key.  In the area of alternative economic models, one cannot beat something with nothing - communism fell not just because of its internal contradictions, or the costly military build-up, but because capitalism presented a clearly superior alternative. The Chinese model is in part the American capitalist (albeit not high church financial liberalisation) model, and is in part mercantilism.  There has been concern that some developing or small countries could take the lesson from China that building up lots of hard currency reserves through undervaluation and export orientation is smart.  That would erode globalisation, and lead to greater conflict with and criticism of the US-led system.  While in the abstract that is a concern, most emerging markets - and notably Brazil, India, Mexico, South Africa, and South Korea - are not pursuing that extreme line. The recent victory of the incumbent Congress Party in India is one indication, and the statements about openness of Brazilian President Lula is another.  Mexico's continued orientation towards NAFTA while seeking other investment flows (outside petroleum sector, admittedly) to and from abroad is a particularly brave example.  Germany's and Japan's obvious crisis-prompted difficulties emerging from their very high export dependence, despite their being wealthy, serve as cautionary examples on the other side. So unlike in the1970s, the last time that the US economic performance and leadership were seriously compromised, we will not see leading developing economies like Brazil and India going down the import substitution or other self-destructive and uncooperative paths.  If this assessment is correct, the policy challenge is to deal with relative US economic decline, but not outright hostility to the US model or displacement of the current international economic system.  That is reassuring, for it leaves us in the realm of normal economic diplomacy, perhaps to be pursued more multilaterally and less high-handedly than the US has done over the past 20 years.  It also suggests that adjustment of current international economic institutions is all that is required, rather than desperately defending economic globalisation itself. For all of that reassurance, however, the need to get buy-in from the rising new players to the current system is more pressing on the economic front than it ever has been before. Due to the crisis, the ability of the US and the other advanced industrial democracies to put up money and markets for rewards and side-payments to those new players is also more limited than it has been in the past, and will remain so for at least the next few years. The need for the US to avoid excessive domestic self-absorption is a real concern as well, given the combination of foreign policy fatigue from the Bush foreign policy agenda and economic insecurity from the financial crisis. Managing the post-crisis global economy Thus, the US faces a challenging but not truly threatening global economic situation as a result of the crisis and longer-term financial trends. Failure to act affirmatively to manage the situation, however, bears two significant and related risks: first, that China and perhaps some other rising economic powers will opportunistically divert countries in US-oriented integrated relationships to their economic sphere(s); second, that a leadership vacuum will arise in international financial affairs and in multilateral trade efforts, which will over time erode support for a globally integrated economy. Both of these risks if realised would diminish US foreign policy influence, make the economic system less resilient in response to future shocks (to every country's detriment), reduce economic growth and thus the rate of reduction in global poverty, and conflict with other foreign policy goals like controlling climate change or managing migration and demographic shifts. If the US is to rise to the challenge, it should concentrate on the following priority measures.
Protectionism will cause terrorism and global wars – risks extinction
Panzner 8 – faculty at the New York Institute of Finance, 25-year veteran of the global stock, bond, and currency markets who has worked in New York and London for HSBC, Soros Funds, ABN Amro, Dresdner Bank, and JPMorgan Chase (Michael, “Financial Armageddon: Protect Your Future from Economic Collapse,” p. 136-138)

Continuing calls for curbs on the flow of finance and trade will inspire the United States and other nations to spew forth protectionist legislation like the notorious Smoot-Hawley bill. Introduced at the start of the Great Depression, it triggered a series of tit-for-tat economic responses, which many commentators believe helped turn a serious economic downturn into a prolonged and devastating global disaster. But if history is any guide, those lessons will have been long forgotten during the next collapse. Eventually, fed by a mood of desperation and growing public anger, restrictions on trade, finance, investment, and immigration will almost certainly intensify. Authorities and ordinary citizens will likely scrutinize the cross-border movement of Americans and outsiders alike, and lawmakers may even call for a general crackdown on nonessential travel. Meanwhile, many nations will make transporting or sending funds to other countries exceedingly difficult. As desperate officials try to limit the fallout from decades of ill-conceived, corrupt, and reckless policies, they will introduce controls on foreign exchange. Foreign individuals and companies seeking to acquire certain American infrastructure assets, or trying to buy property and other assets on the cheap thanks to a rapidly depreciating dollar, will be stymied by limits on investment by noncitizens. Those efforts will cause spasms to ripple across economies and markets, disrupting global payment, settlement, and clearing mechanisms. All of this will, of course, continue to undermine business confidence and consumer spending. In a world of lockouts and lockdowns, any link that transmits systemic financial pressures across markets through arbitrage or portfolio-based risk management, or that allows diseases to be easily spread from one country to the next by tourists and wildlife, or that otherwise facilitates unwelcome exchanges of any kind will be viewed with suspicion and dealt with accordingly. The rise in isolationism and protectionism will bring about ever more heated arguments and dangerous confrontations over shared sources of oil, gas, and other key commodities as well as factors of production that must, out of necessity, be acquired from less-than-friendly nations. Whether involving raw materials used in strategic industries or basic necessities such as food, water, and energy, efforts to secure adequate supplies will take increasing precedence in a world where demand seems constantly out of kilter with supply. Disputes over the misuse, overuse, and pollution of the environment and natural resources will become more commonplace. Around the world, such tensions will give rise to full-scale military encounters, often with minimal provocation. In some instances, economic conditions will serve as a convenient pretext for conflicts that stem from cultural and religious differences. Alternatively, nations may look to divert attention away from domestic problems by channeling frustration and populist sentiment toward other countries and cultures. Enabled by cheap technology and the waning threat of American retribution, terrorist groups will likely boost the frequency and scale of their horrifying attacks, bringing the threat of random violence to a whole new level. Turbulent conditions will encourage aggressive saber rattling and interdictions by rogue nations running amok. Age-old clashes will also take on a new, more heated sense of urgency. China will likely assume an increasingly belligerent posture toward Taiwan, while Iran may embark on overt colonization of its neighbors in the Mideast. Israel, for its part, may look to draw a dwindling list of allies from around the world into a growing number of conflicts. Some observers, like John Mearsheimer, a political scientist at the University of Chicago, have even speculated that an “intense confrontation” between the United States and China is “inevitable” at some point. More than a few disputes will turn out to be almost wholly ideological. Growing cultural and religious differences will be transformed from wars of words to battles soaked in blood. Long-simmering resentments could also degenerate quickly, spurring the basest of human instincts and triggering genocidal acts. Terrorists employing biological or nuclear weapons will vie with conventional forces using jets, cruise missiles, and bunker-busting bombs to cause widespread destruction. Many will interpret stepped-up conflicts between Muslims and Western societies as the beginnings of a new world war.
Economic leadership prevents economic collapse—leadership key to resilience

Mandelbaum, 5 – Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy Program at Johns Hopkins – 2005

[Michael, The Case for Goliath: How America Acts As the World’s Government in the Twenty-First Century, p. 192-195]

Although the spread of nuclear weapons, with the corresponding increase in the likelihood that a nuclear shot would be fired in anger somewhere in the world, counted as the most serious potential consequence of the abandonment by the United States of its role as the world's government, it was not the only one. In the previous period of American international reticence, the 1920s and 1930s, the global economy suffered serious damage that a more active American role might have mitigated. A twenty-first-century American retreat could have similarly adverse international economic consequences. The economic collapse of the 1930s caused extensive hardship throughout the world and led indirectly to World War II by paving the way for the people who started it to gain power in Germany and Japan. In retrospect, the Great Depression is widely believed to have been caused by a series of errors in public policy that made an economic downturn far worse than it would have been had governments responded to it in appropriate fashion. Since the 1930s, acting on the lessons drawn from that experience by professional economists, governments have taken steps that have helped to prevent a recurrence of the disasters of that decade.' In the face of reduced demand, for example, governments have increased rather than cut spending. Fiscal and monetary crises have evoked rescue efforts rather than a studied indifference based on the assumption that market forces will readily reestablish a desirable economic equilibrium. In contrast to the widespread practice of the 1930s, political authorities now understand that putting up barriers to imports in an attempt to revive domestic production will in fact worsen economic conditions everywhere. Still, a serious, prolonged failure of the international economy, inflicting the kind of hardship the world experienced in the 1930s (which some Asian countries also suffered as a result of their fiscal crises in the 1990s) does not lie beyond the realm of possibility. Market economies remain subject to cyclical downturns, which public policy can limit but has not found a way to eliminate entirely. Markets also have an inherent tendency to form bubbles, excessive values for particular assets, whether seventeenth century Dutch tulips or twentieth century Japanese real estate and Thai currency, that cause economic harm when the bubble bursts and prices plunge. In responding to these events, governments can make errors. They can act too slowly, or fail to implement the proper policies, or implement improper ones. Moreover, the global economy and the national economies that comprise it, like a living organism, change constantly and sometimes rapidly: Capital flows across sovereign borders, for instance, far more rapidly and in much greater volume in the early twenty-first century than ever before. This means that measures that successfully address economic malfunctions at one time may have less effect at another, just as medical science must cope with the appearance of new strains of influenza against which existing vaccines are not effective. Most importantly, since the Great Depression, an active American international economic role has been crucial both in fortifying the conditions for global economic well-being and in coping with the problems that have occurred, especially periodic recessions and currency crises, by applying the lessons of the past. The absence of such a role could weaken those conditions and aggravate those problems. The overall American role in the world since World War II therefore has something in common with the theme of the Frank Capra film It's a Wonderful Life, in which the angel Clarence, played by Henry Travers, shows James Stewart, playing the bank clerk George Bailey, who believes his existence to have been worthless, how life in his small town of Bedford Falls would have unfolded had he never been born. George Bailey learns that people he knows and loves turn out to be far worse off without him. So it is with the United States and its role as the world's government. Without that role, the world very likely would have been in the past, and would become in the future, a less secure and less prosperous place. The abdication by the United States of some or all of the responsibilities for international security that it had come to bear in the first decade of the twenty-first century would deprive the international system of one of its principal safety features, which keeps countries from smashing into each other, as they are historically prone to do. In this sense, a world without America would be the equivalent of a freeway full of cars without brakes. Similarly, should the American government abandon some or all of the ways in which it had, at the dawn of the new century, come to support global economic activity, the world economy would function less effectively and might even suffer a severe and costly breakdown. A world without the United States would in this way resemble a fleet of cars without gasoline.
That goes nuclear without leadership

Mandelbaum, 5 – Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy Program at Johns Hopkins – 2005

[Michael, The Case for Goliath: How America Acts As the World’s Government in the Twenty-First Century, p. 224]

At best, an American withdrawal would bring with it some of the political anxiety typical during the Cold War and a measure of the economic uncertainty that characterized the years before World War II. At worst, the retreat of American power could lead to a repetition of the great global economic failure and the bloody international conflicts the world experienced in the 1930s and 1940s. Indeed, the potential for economic calamity and wartime destruction is greater at the outset of the new century than it was in the first half of the preceding one because of the greater extent of international economic interdependence and the higher levels of prosperity—there is more to lose now than there was then—and because of the presence, in large numbers, of nuclear weapons.

1ac – agriculture

Contention 2 – agriculture
U.S. agriculture exports are facing a crisis of competitiveness 

AgriMoney, 2/20 - investors' link to the food chain. The increasing numbers of mouths to feed, the demand for ever-more sophisticated diets, and the potential for turning food into fuel has turned the growing business into big business. Agriculture, to which financial markets owe a debt of history, is back at the forefront of investment thinking. (“US crop exports face 'crisis of competitiveness'”, Agrimoney.Com, 2/20/12, http://www.agrimoney.com/news/us-crop-exports-face-crisis-of-competitiveness--4179.html)//GP 

US grain exporters face a "crisis of competitiveness" which is seeing foreign rivals raise market share, helped in corn by doubts over the quality of American supplies. The US Grains Council, whose role is to promote the country's grain exports, warned of "rapidly changing market realities" which were eroding US pre-eminence in agricultural commodity shipments. The group focused on corn, in which the US is, for the first time in 2011-12, to account for less than 50% of world shipments, thanks to the emergence of Ukraine as a major exporter. America's exports will ease to 43.2m tonnes, or 46% of the world total, down from 52% last season, on US Department of Agriculture exports. However, the US is also to be overtaken by Brazil as a soybean exporter, and in wheat is seeing its lead in shipments eroded by Australia and Russia. 'Crisis of competitiveness' "US producers face a crisis of competitiveness," the council said, noting an "intense battle" for share in export markets. "Aggressive competitors in Argentina, Brazil and the Black Sea region… are ramping up production in response to high global prices for corn and other feed grains." US producers "can hardly fault others for competing effectively for market share because, in large part, we taught them how to do it", the group said. "But rising competition means US producers must look aggressively to emerging markets in which the US can earn a competitive edge." Foreign threats The comments follow forecasts last week from the USDA that the US was over the next decade to continue to lose market share in exports of major crops including corn, soybeans and wheat and, to a lesser extent, cotton and sorghum. In wheat, US shipments will represent 16% of the world total in 2021, down from an average of 23% over the past five years, the last decade, mainly due to increased shipments from the Black Sea. The USGC highlighted that in corn, "the US cannot take market dominance for granted", noting "increasing self-sufficiency" in the rest of the world. "Non-US demand continues to rise rapidly, prices remain high, and non-US producers are responding." Quality doubts However, it also flagged the dent to demand for US shipments stoked by the poor-quality crop in 2009, when wet conditions delayed the harvest for weeks, leaving crop exposed to poor weather. The council had logged "concerns" about US corn quality "in virtually every market around the world", with longer-standing complaints too about moisture content. In the US too, corn buyers such as Smithfield Foods, the hog producer, complained over the quality of the 2009 harvest, in which moisture levels often came in at 20-30%, creating ripe conditions for the spread of fungi, including those which produce vomitoxin. 
Sustaining US agricultural exports depends on capacity upgrades in port infrastructure

Khachatryan and Casavant 11—Research Associate and Director/Professor at the Freight Policy Transportation Institute at the School of Economic Sciences at Washington State Unviersity (Hayk and Ken, THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN U.S. TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE 

IMPROVEMENTS AND INTERNATIONAL TRADE, http://wstc.wa.gov/Meetings/AgendasMinutes/agendas/2011/July19-20/documents/11_0719_BP5_FPTIInfrastTrdPolicyRept.pdf, EL)

The efficient and affordable freight transportation system that facilitates the linkage to international markets has always been important drivers for U.S. export-oriented. In turn, the importance of participating in international trade is reflected in increasing exports over the past decades (Figure 2). Despite the sharp decline of the 1980’s and late 1990’s, the value of agricultural exports has exceeded the imports since early 1970’s. The sharpest decline in agricultural commodities exports happened during the economic downturn of 2008 – 2009, followed by a quick recovery in 2010. The positive trade balance since the 1970’s lead to higher farm prices and increased producer revenues. Reasons for exports fluctuations include but are not limited to U.S. dollar’s value against foreign currencies, changes in the economies of importing countries, and foreign countries’ favorable agricultural policies leading to increased competition in the world export markets. The extent to which international markets are important to largely export-oriented agricultural economy can also be reflected in export market shares of major agricultural commodities shown in Table 2. The export share of total agricultural production has gradually increased from 15.9% in 1988 to 21.4% in 1996. Primary crops and meat and livestock categories’ export share increased from 25.8% to 31.1% and 7.4% to 11.1% respectively. The average percentage of export market share is higher in the 1990s’indicating that U.S. farm income becomes more reliant on the foreign trade. In turn, foreign trade relies on cost-effective and timely transportation efficiency. Table 3 shows the export shares for several important agricultural commodities. Excluding grapes, soybeans and sunflower seed categories, the export share of production for other major agricultural commodities was found to be increased from 1988 to 1996. Most notably, the export share for almonds increased from 51.6 to 71.8%, apples shares were 12%, up from 6.2%. Export shares of wheat and soybeans are significant, averaging about 51% and 34% respectively. With increasing world food demand and growing foreign per capita expenditures on U.S. farm products, the positive relationship between agricultural export shares and foreign market dependence has important implications for trade policies. In particular, the pattern in export share of production for agricultural commodities suggests adequate response in investing and increasing transport capacity is needed in order to support uninterrupted trade flow. Recent wheat trade data published by the Foreign Agricultural Service Production, Supply and Distribution (FAS PSD) shows that the U.S. wheat exports have dominated in the top 5 wheat exporting countries (Figure 3). Despite the significant reductions during the last three 18 years, due to the economic downturn, the U.S. is leading exporter with more than 35 million metric tons exported in 2010, the highest. The rest of the major wheat exporting competitor countries listed in the FAS PSD online database are European Union, Canada, Australia, and Argentina. Soybean world exports are largely dominated by U.S. and Brazil, followed by Argentina, Paraguay, and Canada. The U.S. soybean exports increased almost 70% since 2005, reaching more than 43 million metric tons in 2010. Brazil, the second largest producer of soybeans has significantly increased the export levels during the last decade, reaching 32.3 metric million tons in 2010. 1 The trend in key agricultural commodity exports and imports, as well as export share of production for major commodities, speak about certain need for increasing transportation capacity and improving existing infrastructure. 3.2 Freight Services and Modal Share World’s leading economies—U.S., Japan, China, Germany and France cumulatively account for 50% of global gross domestic product (GDP) of $60.9 trillion (TN) and 35% of global goods exports of $16 TN. With its most expensive freight transportation network measured by the length of paved roads, waterways, railroad, pipelines, and number of airports, the U.S. has the highest level of freight activity. Due to relatively larger geographic area and lower population density, goods are shipped comparatively longer destinations from producers to local end-user locations and export ports. Although as a result of emerging economies, the U.S. share of world GDP has declined between 2001 and 2008 (after the “dot-com boom” years), the demand for its freight and port services has significantly increased (Figure 5). After relatively short steady state from 2000 to 2002, the U.S. freight services increased by 69%, reaching $68 B/year in 2008. Compatibly, since 2003, the port services doubled in value, reaching more than $63 B/year in 2008. From 2007 to 2008, the total international merchandise trade and imports passed through U.S. freight system increased about 12% and 7%, respectively. This trend is consistent with the U.S. trade growth of about 7% per year since 1990. The combination of observed and projected increasing trade volumes encourage further development and/or maintenance of transportation facilities that link local producers to foreign markets. The modal share utilization trend is another important consideration for prioritizing transportation infrastructure investments. Almost all of the freight transportation uses some combination of two or more modes of transportation: trucks, trains, barges, and ocean vessels. Depending on distance, a cargo of export goods may be transported from local production area to 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 1990 1993 1996 1999 2002 2005 2008 Billion Dollars Freight services Port services22 transshipment locations using trucks, then continue its way by rail or barge to exporting ports. Among other considerations, mode utilization depends on the industry (commodity type) and geographic location (accessibility). For example, rail (generally utilized for long-destination shipments) is the most cost-effective mode for many agricultural products transportation from elevator to transshipment location or exporting port shipments. Truck mode is utilized for shorter-distance, time-dependent shipments. According to freight transportation statistics by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, 77.7% (by weight) of U.S. merchandise trade uses waterborne transportation, and 21.7% relies on either truck or rail modes (Figure 6). Only less than 1% of the trade volume is attributed to air transportation. 3.3 Ports and Inland Waterways Ocean ports are one of the most vital hubs for U.S. international trade flows. Congestion and low efficiency result in delays and disruptions, which impact the entire supply chain (Blonigen and Wilson, 2006). Clark et al., (2004) show that an increase in port efficiency from 25th to 75th percentile reduces port shipping costs by 12%. In addition to port efficiency, an increase in the inland transport infrastructure efficiency from 25 th to 75 th percentile improves the bilateral trade by 25%. This estimate is comparable to the estimate of 28% reported in Limao 24.1 44.9 25.1 5.9 21.7 77.7 0.4 0.1 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 U.S. total land trade U.S. total water trade U.S. total air trade Other and unknown Percent Valu e Weight24 and Venables, (2001). Port efficiency can be measured by linking its impact on transportation costs. In their investigation of the transportation cost determinants, Sánchez et al. (2003) found statistically significant positive correlation between transport costs and distance and value per weight variables. The frequency of services and the level of containerization were both negatively correlated, but only the frequency of services was found to be statistically significant. Waterborne imports and exports account for about 1.4 billion tons, an equivalent of $3.95 TN in international trade, and U.S. ports secure about 13.3 million jobs that generate about $649 billion in personal income (AAPA, 2010). Improving the capacity and efficiency of U.S. public ports infrastructure is particularly important given the projected increases in freight shipment for the next decade. According to the U.S. Department of Transportation, the volume of containerized cargo will double by 2020 (BTS RITA, 2009). U.S. total exports to the top 15 countries for 2000, 2005, and 2010 are compared in Figure 7. Compared to 2000 and 2005 levels, exports in 2010 were increased significant especially for Canada, Mexico and China. Except for Japan, 2010 exports to all 15 countries are increased. This increasing trend in U.S. merchandise is directly comparable to agricultural export statistics discussed above. Figure 8 shows the Pacific region’s top 15 export product categories. Even with a decreased 2010 level, the computer and electronics category still provides the highest exports, followed by the transportation equipment category. Agricultural products exports category is the third, with substantial increases from 2000 to 2010. Among the Pacific ports, Port of Los Angeles provides the highest number of import and export twenty-foot equivalent units (TEUs) followed by Port of Long Beach, Port of Oakland, Port of Seattle, Port of Tacoma and Port of Portland (Figure 9). With the exception of Port of Oakland, imports exceed exports at all of the Pacific ports. In particular, the three biggest ports import twice of the export volumes. The increased levels of U.S. total merchandise and agricultural commodities exports emphasize the importance of both port and inland waterways infrastructure improvements. One of those improvement projects is the recent lock repair project on Columbia-Snake River System (CSR) by the Army Corps of Engineers that operates about 12,000 miles of waterways in the US. The CSRS links the Pacific Northwest (PNW) economy to the rest of the world through the 16 ports.

The Panama Canal expansion will shift global trade patterns away from the Gulf Coast without port upgrades – this cuts off US grain exports
Stallman, 2012 – President of the American Farm Bureau (Bob, “Update Our Ports or Miss the Boat”, American Farm Bureau, April 2012, http://www.fb.org/index.php?action=newsroom.agendas&year=2012&file=ag04-2012.html) //MGD

Someone once said that it’s not leaving port, but coming in, that determines the success of a voyage. While this has some truth to it, the port that one departs from is just as important to a successful endeavor.

It may surprise many that if the planned expansion of the Panama Canal was completed tomorrow, the United States, one of the world’s largest trading powers, would only have six ports deep enough to handle the new larger ships that will pass. Yet, we are competing with all other parts of the world that are updating their ports. Since agriculture goods play a significant role in U.S. trade, modernizing our ports is extremely important for farmers and ranchers to be able to continue to thrive in the world market.

If You Build It, They Will Come

Even more surprising than the U.S. only having six large ports is the fact that all these ports are isolated on the East and West Coasts. That’s right, Gulf Coast ports, including New Orleans, do not currently have the capacity to handle larger ships. If upgrades to U.S. ports are not completed in time, for major trade leaving the U.S. Gulf, smaller boats will need to be utilized to trans-ship our goods to ports like those in the Bahamas and Dominican Republic, where they would offload to larger vessels traveling to Latin America, Asia and other parts of the world. Similarly, goods coming from other countries would potentially have to go through the same routine in the Caribbean, offloading to smaller vessels to enter ports in the U.S. Gulf.

If you are scratching your head, you aren’t the only one. This process of loading and offloading ships costs a lot of money. Inadequate port size also leads to higher transportation costs because vessels may be loaded to less than capacity and more vessels may be required to ship the same amount of commodities.

In the meantime, our competitors around the world fare much better. Because their ports are deep enough, it is easier and less expensive to move products in and out. Further, Europe, Africa, Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean are all undergoing major new port projects or expansion of existing facilities.

Latin America, for example, is rapidly continuing with some of the world’s most sizable port development projects. The region is catching up with other regions through larger port investments, which stand at almost $12 billion. This means China will have access to sell its farm products to Latin America, where Asia never had access before.

For Right of Way, Gross Tonnage Rules

The expansion of the Panama Canal will allow significantly larger ships to move through the waterway. The project, expected to be completed in 2014, should increase cargo volume by an average of 3 percent per year, doubling the 2005 tonnage by 2025.

Currently, the largest ship able to pass through the canal can hold up to 3,500 TEUs (twenty-foot equivalent unit, a measure used for capacity in container transportation). To maximize the canal’s new dimensions, shipbuilders are making larger vessels that are able to hold up to 12,000 TEUs and require 50-51 feet of draft.

These larger ships require deeper and wider shipping channels, greater overhead clearance, and larger cranes and shore infrastructure – all of which make the U.S. Gulf a non-trading player. Some U.S ports can accommodate the larger vessels. However, most cannot, including many ports that are very important to U.S. agricultural exports.

The U.S. exports approximately one-quarter of the grain it produces. In 2011, more than 58 percent of our grain exports departed from the U.S. Gulf. This may significantly change as larger ships carrying grain from our competitors are able to access our trading partners. The Panama Canal could potentially shift world trade as U.S. exporters will be unable to pass on higher transportation costs when customers can purchase similar products from other countries.

As the saying goes, “For Right of Way, Gross Tonnage Rules.” This law, known as the rule of common sense on the water, is also common sense for international trade. In other words, those with the biggest ships and ports to accommodate them will win every time. To maintain our competiveness in the world market, it is essential that the U.S. update and modernize its ports to accommodate larger ships. Without this investment in infrastructure, we will literally miss the boat.
The collapse of U.S. agricultural competitiveness turns every impact and makes extinction inevitable

Lugar, 4 – U.S. Senator – Indiana, (Richard, “Plant Power” Our Planet v. 14 n. 3, http://www.unep.org/OurPlanet/imgversn/143/lugar.html

In a world confronted by global terrorism, turmoil in the Middle East, burgeoning nuclear threats and other crises, it is easy to lose sight of the long-range challenges. But we do so at our peril. One of the most daunting of them is meeting the world’s need for food and energy in this century. At stake is not only preventing starvation and saving the environment, but also world peace and security. History tells us that states may go to war over access to resources, and that poverty and famine have often bred fanaticism and terrorism. Working to feed the world will minimize factors that contribute to global instability and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 

With the world population expected to grow from 6 billion people today to 9 billion by mid-century, the demand for affordable food will increase well beyond current international production levels. People in rapidly developing nations will have the means greatly to improve their standard of living and caloric intake. Inevitably, that means eating more meat. This will raise demand for feed grain at the same time that the growing world population will need vastly more basic food to eat.

Complicating a solution to this problem is a dynamic that must be better understood in the West: developing countries often use limited arable land to expand cities to house their growing populations. As good land disappears, people destroy timber resources and even rainforests as they try to create more arable land to feed themselves. The long-term environmental consequences could be disastrous for the entire globe. 
Productivity revolution

To meet the expected demand for food over the next 50 years, we in the United States will have to grow roughly three times more food on the land we have. That’s a tall order. My farm in Marion County, Indiana, for example, yields on average 8.3 to 8.6 tonnes of corn per hectare – typical for a farm in central Indiana. To triple our production by 2050, we will have to produce an annual average of 25 tonnes per hectare.

Can we possibly boost output that much? Well, it’s been done before. Advances in the use of fertilizer and water, improved machinery and better tilling techniques combined to generate a threefold increase in yields since 1935 – on our farm back then, my dad produced 2.8 to 3 tonnes per hectare. Much US agriculture has seen similar increases.

But of course there is no guarantee that we can achieve those results again. Given the urgency of expanding food production to meet world demand, we must invest much more in scientific research and target that money toward projects that promise to have significant national and global impact. For the United States, that will mean a major shift in the way we conduct and fund agricultural science. Fundamental research will generate the innovations that will be necessary to feed the world.
The United States can take a leading position in a productivity revolution. And our success at increasing food production may play a decisive humanitarian role in the survival of billions of people and the health of our planet.

1ac LNG

Contention 3 - LNG
The Panama Canal expansion means the US will try to export liquid natural gas to Europe 

Eaton, 2012 – reporter for the Houston Business Journal (Collin, “Economists differ on Panama Canal expansion's impact “, Houston Business Journal, May 29 2012, http://www.bizjournals.com/houston/blog/money-makers/2012/05/economists-differ-on-panama-canal.html) // MGD

Economists at a recent forum disagreed about the potential impact of the Panama Canal expansion set for 2014, arguing in turns that it could greatly boost energy trade or that it needs to improve its depth and width before it can attract new traffic.

Last week, I covered an economic panel and watched as three economists discussed Houston’s economic future. The canal expansion was just one piece of the discussion, and it wasn’t the only point of contention.

Michael Economides, a professor of chemical and biomolecular engineering at the University of Houston, told an audience of about 100 that the Panama Canal expansion would be a defining moment for the U.S.’s energy sector, especially in its competition with Russia and China.

“The reason for that is LNG, liquid natural gas,” Economides said. “The Panama Canal expansion will allow for super tankers to be able to traverse (the canal). We would be exporting energy from the U.S. Some of it's going to go east to Europe, primarily.”

Patrick Jankowski, regional economist at the Greater Houston Partnership, said the expansion will boost trade, but it won’t necessarily be a game-changer.

This requires increasing US harbor deepening to be successful

Ebinger et al. 12 -- Task Force Co-Chair of Brookings Institution Natural Gas Task Force("Evaluating the Prospects for Increased Exports of Liquefied Natural Gas from the United States", January, p. 15, Brookings, www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/1/natural%20gas%20ebinger/natural_gas_ebinger_2.pdf)//GP

Shipping Capacity

The successful export of LNG will depend upon the necessary shipping infrastructure and capacity being in place. Cheniere Energy is looking to export up to 2.2 bcf/day of gas from its Sabine Pass LNG terminal in Louisiana. 39 Depending on the size of the LNG vessel, this would require between three and five supertankers per week. In order to accommodate this volume of large ships, some domestic U.S. ports will require additional dredging. Other shipping-related concerns include security of vessels and the adequacy of Coast Guard capacity to provide that security (exporters must meet Coast Guard Waterway Suitability, Security, and Emergency standards prior to approval); and the capacity of sea lanes, particularly to Asia. Increasing shipments to Asia will depend on the capacity of the Panama Canal, which is currently too small to accommodate most LNG tankers. However, after the planned expansion of the canal is completed—expected to be in 2014—roughly 80 percent of the world’s LNG tankers will be able to pass through the isthmus, resulting in a dramatic decline in shipping costs to Asia. 40

Expanding US LNG exports is vital to ending European gas dependence on Russia

Hulbert, 5/26 – a Lead Analyst at European Energy Review and consultant to a number of governments, most recently as Senior Research Fellow, Netherlands Institute for International Relations (Clingendael), was previously Senior Research Fellow at ETH Zurich working on energy and political risk. He started work in the City of London, advising on energy markets and political risk, as Senior Energy Analyst at Datamonitor for leading global utilities, and headed up the Global Issues Desk at Control Risks Group, specializing in political risk, geopolitics and security analysis for multinational companies, governments and institutional investors. He was also seconded to work in Washington, D.C., to enhance CRG's political risk offerings in North America. (Matthew, “Why American Natural Gas Will Change The World”, Forbes, 5/26/12, http://www.forbes.com/sites/matthewhulbert/2012/05/26/why-american-natural-gas-will-change-the-world/)//GP
Europe will watch the debate with considerable interest – not just because the likes of BG Group have a 34% stake in total US LNG export capacity being developed, but because European hub prices currently sit mid-way between the US and Asia. European spot market liquidity has held up reasonably well thanks to Qatari supplies, but Doha is increasingly looking East, a dynamic that could leave Europe with its more traditional Russian, North Sea and North African pipeline mix. If American LNG doesn’t come good, North West European liquidity will dry up quicker than most think – with potentially serious price and dependency implications. Europe will inevitably fail to develop its shale reserves, not unless the states in question happen to be perched on the Russian border. Little wonder serious forecasts already think Europe will end up importing more US LNG by 2020 than it manages to frack in its own backyard.

Russia’s monopoly on natural gas threatens Eurasian security and pro-democracy efforts

Baran, 7 - senior fellow and director of the Center for Eurasian Policy at the Hudson Institute in Washington, D.C. (Zenyo, “ EU Energy Security: Time to End Russian Leverage,” THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY AUTUMN 2007, http://ao.hudson.org/files/publications/07autumn_baran.pdf)
The lack of reliable and sustainable European access to energy represents a clear threat to the continent’s security. Under the leadership of Putin, the Kremlin has pursued a strategy whereby Europe’s substantial dependence on Russian energy is leveraged to obtain economic and political gains. If this situation continues, the EU will find itself in further danger, as its dependence leaves it beholden to Russian interests. There simply is no readily available alternative to the supplies the EU receives from Russia, particularly natural gas. Unlike oil, gas is extremely difficult and costly to ship via tankers; pipelines are the preferred method of transportation. Thus, if a supplier refuses to provide gas or charges an unreasonable price, the consumer cannot quickly or easily turn to another source. The consumer state would have no choice but to accept the supplier’s conditions or go without natural gas, an option that is all but unacceptable for most.

The unjust manipulation or interruption of energy supplies is as much a security threat as military action is, especially since the EU relies on Russia for more than 30 percent of its oil imports and 50 percent of its natural gas imports. 1 This dependence is not distributed evenly. As one heads eastward, Russia’s share of the energy supply grows ever larger. No fewer than seven eastern European countries receive at least 90 percent of their crude oil imports from Russia, and six EU nations are entirely dependent on Russia for their natural gas imports.

The Ukrainian gas crisis in January 2006 catapulted energy security to the forefront of the EU agenda. On the very day it took over the presidency of the Group of Eight (G-8)—a presidency that had announced energy security as its key theme—Russia halted natural gas deliveries to Ukraine. Because the gas pipelines crossing Ukraine carry supplies destined for EU markets, this shutdown resulted in significant supply disruptions for several member states, raising awareness that dependence on Russia has increased Europe’s geopolitical vulnerability.
Several EU states have experienced the misfortune of Russian supply cuts directly. Disputes between Russia and the Baltic states have led to the halt of pipeline deliveries of oil multiple times. In January 2003, Russia ceased supplying oil via pipeline to Latvia’s Ventspils Nafta export facility. This embargo, which followed Riga’s unwillingness to sell the facility to a Russian energy company, continues to this day. In July 2006, Moscow shut down a pipeline supplying Lithuania’s Mazeikiu Nafta refinery, which is the largest company in Lithuania and one of the biggest oil refineries in central and eastern Europe. As with Ventspils Nafta, this shutdown came after a Russian company failed to obtain the energy infrastructure it coveted.

Moscow has further sought to increase Europe’s dependence on Russian energy supplies by acquiring significant stakes in the energy distribution companies and infrastructure of EU member states, typically through its proxy, Gazprom. This massive energy company—the world’s largest—has control over the Russian gas pipeline network and consequently handles all Russian and Central Asian exports, either directly or through wholly owned subsidiaries. Such a preponderance of power would be troubling enough if the company were transparent, privately owned, and played by the rules of the free market, but Gazprom is none of those things. It is majority state owned and has deep ties to the Russian government. Many of the company’s executive management and board members also occupy or previously occupied key positions within the Kremlin.

For many years, Gazprom has owned significant portions of energy companies throughout the former Soviet Union. It is the largest or second-largest shareholder in the gas utilities of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. Recently, Gazprom has been expanding its influence even further into the domestic gas distribution networks of western Europe. In the past two years, Gazprom has signed deals with Eni (Italy), Gasunie (the Netherlands), BASF (Germany), E.ON Ruhrgas (Germany), and Gaz de France. Desperate for access to energy and the profits it brings, European companies are played against each other by the Kremlin in order to secure more advantageous conditions for Russia. If one company does not want to agree to Moscow’s terms, a competitor will gladly accept them, leaving the first company with nothing.

In addition to the economic disadvantages of such dependence, the broader foreign policy goals of EU states also suffer. Specifically, EU members limit their criticisms of Moscow, lest they be given a raw deal at the negotiating table. Russia’s increasingly tainted record on transparency, responsible governance, and human rights is thus allowed to stand unchallenged and unquestioned. Dependency also erodes EU support for key allies in Europe and Asia. Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Ukraine—all crucial energy producers or transit countries—have each been subject to intimidation by Moscow. Instead of standing up to this harassment, Europe’s dependence compels its leaders to look the other way.

Most disturbing of all is that this dependence even leads the EU to turn a blind eye when Moscow utilizes these tactics against fellow EU members. The July 2006 shutdown of the Lithuanian pipeline, for example, drew little protest outside of Poland and the Baltic states. Russia claimed that this cutoff was the result of technical difficulties yet refused all offers from third parties to examine the damaged pipe or assist repairs in any way. Although this incident is suspicious enough on its own, it becomes a clear case of political manipulation given Russia’s status as a repeat offender.

Many times over the past decade, Moscow has utilized near-identical tactics in countries it considers to be its near abroad. It has repeatedly cut off energy supplies during a political dispute, smugly blamed technical difficulties for the problem, and eventually shifted supplies to another destination unless the victim acceded to the Kremlin’s demands. 

Despite this history and repeated pleas from President Valdas Adamkus, the response from most western European countries was rather muted during the Lithuanian shutdown. The countries of the West have never experienced these strong-arm tactics firsthand and fail to view it as anything more than an economic dispute. Moreover, they were too concerned that standing up for Lithuania would ruin their chances to get preferential access to Russian oil and gas resources. By design, the Russian strategy is driving a wedge between eastern and western Europe, exacerbating the challenges the EU faces in devising a common energy policy, as was seen during the dispute between Poland and Germany ahead of the June EU summit. This diplomatic row was ostensibly over Russia’s failure to remove its embargo on Polish meat products but more broadly involved the perceived reluctance of Berlin to stand up to Moscow on a whole host of issues, not the least of which was energy.

The EU’s inability to take Russia to task for its illiberal market actions threatens European energy security in another way. It decreases efficiency in an already inefficient Russian energy industry, raising costs for consumers. Russia’s increasingly state-owned energy industry is largely unregulated. Without competitive market forces, companies such as Gazprom have no reason to behave like commercially minded entities. The absence of market stimuli is having detrimental effects on Russian productivity. Between 1998 and 2005, output in Russia’s then-mostly privately owned oil sector rose by 50 percent. 2 During that same period, production in the gas sector (Gazprom) barely grew at all. Since 2004, when the Kremlin began its consolidation over the oil sector in earnest, Russian oil production has leveled off as well.

The lack of reliable and sustainable access to energy is a clear threat to European security. Due to the extremely close relationship between the energy industry and the Kremlin, Russia’s oil and gas companies can pursue strategies that make little economic sense but that serve the long-term interests of the Russian state, namely, ensuring European dependence on Russian energy supplies. For example, Russia’s undersea Nord Stream pipeline will cost at least three times more than a proposed overland route through Lithuania and Poland would have. Given the environmental sensitivity of the Baltic Sea, some industry insiders are predicting costs as high as $10 billion or even $15 billion.

By divorcing western Europe’s gas supply from eastern Europe’s, however, the undersea route grants Moscow the ability to manipulate the European energy market more effectively. Needless to say, the unnecessarily high cost of the pipeline’s construction will be passed on to European consumers. Many industry experts have expressed concern that corruption and inefficiency, coupled with Moscow’s refusal to allow significant foreign investment in the energy sector, will soon lead the Russian oil and gas industry to burn out.

Instead of developing new oil and gas fields or investing in its energy infrastructure, Russia has utilized windfall profits to pursue the aggressive policy of expansion and acquisition described above. Unless Moscow is able to secure additional gas supplies from fields in Central Asia, it may struggle to meet its commitments to Europe, which is why maintaining full control over Central Asia’s export routes is so critical for the Kremlin.

Engaging the Caspian Enshrined as the second of the three pillars of the EU, the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) states that the EU should seek to promote democracy, rule of law, and respect for human rights within its borders and abroad. Yet, dependence on Russian energy supplies undermines Europe’s efforts to foster the ideals of good governance, market transparency, and democracy both in Russia and in Russia’s neighbors. Although the establishment of these principles in energy suppliers is a worthy goal in its own right, doing so will also create a more stable environment for energy sector development, thereby improving European security. Diversifying oil and gas supplies by constructing pipelines directly from the Caucasus and Central Asia to Europe would not only decrease Russia’s influence on EU countries but would also loosen Moscow’s grip on Europe’s neighbors.

If the EU wishes to foster true reform within former Soviet states, it must offer them a non-Russian perspective, which can best be done through cooperation on joint energy projects. In the Caspian region, this strategy has been pursued with success by the United States. In the late 1990s, the United States pushed hard for the construction of several oil and gas pipelines that would carry Caspian energy westward without transiting Russia. It did so to break Russia’s monopoly on the region’s energy transportation system, thereby giving the Caspian countries greater economic and political independence from Moscow. Naturally, this proposal prompted strong objections and high pressure tactics by the Russian government. Determined support from the United States and from NATO ally Turkey was eventually successful in countering this Russian pressure. Two pipelines for oil and natural gas were eventually completed from the Azerbaijani capital of Baku across Georgia to Turkey. The Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) oil pipeline stretches from Baku all the way to the Turkish Mediterranean port of Ceyhan. 

The South Caucasus Pipeline (SCP) follows the same route as BTC but terminates in the central Turkish city of Erzurum.

The United States devoted a great deal of time and energy to make these routes a reality. The time has now come for the EU to take the lead in bringing neighboring states closer to the West through a concerted engagement effort. The BTC and SCP pipelines are positive precedents. The construction of these pipelines has substantially decreased Moscow’s leverage over Azerbaijan and Georgia, allowing them to resist political and economic pressure from Russia. When Gazprom demanded a higher price for the gas it provided to Azerbaijan, Baku decided not to import any Russian gas. Later, when Transneft (Russia’s state-owned oil pipeline monopoly) refused to offer a market price for Azerbaijani oil, Baku decided not to export oil via Russian pipelines. Azerbaijan did not have these options prior to the construction of the two East-West pipelines.

The construction of these projects has also led to significant reforms in both countries. The international consortium behind these pipelines did not agree to the construction of either project until contracts assured the needed legal protection. Ongoing involvement with Western companies and gentle prodding from Western governments have prompted further political and market reform. Azerbaijan’s most recent parliamentary elections in November 2005, while far from perfect, were the country’s freest and fairest since independence. Georgia has been free to continue down the reform path it started during the Rose Revolution in 2003 and is expected to join NATO by the end of the decade. Years of positive interaction with the West have allowed Azerbaijan and Georgia to reorient themselves toward a future in European and Euro-Atlantic institutions.

Yet, this westward orientation is not guaranteed. In Azerbaijan, as in many states on the cusp of reform, there are a number of hard-liners within the government who are fiercely resisting these changes and would rather reach energy deals with Russia in order to obtain Moscow’s support to maintain the status quo. Moreover, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan are still l 137 almost completely dependent on Russian-controlled export pipelines, leaving them vulnerable not only to political manipulation but also to economic extortion. Until late 2006, Russia purchased natural gas from the Central Asian republics at a rate of about $45 to $65 per thousand cubic meters (tcm). It then sold that gas (and/or Russian-produced gas) to western European countries for around $230 per tcm. Even the tremendous distances that must be traveled cannot account for the increase. Per kilometer, this markup is far higher than that which occurs between Canadian supply hubs and distant American consumers. 

To be fair, part of this disparity arises because of the horrific inefficiency of Gazprom. The rest is simply a rent that Moscow is able to extract because of its near-monopoly power. This becomes blatantly obvious when one considers that Russia currently sells gas to Georgia for $230 per tcm, despite paying only $100 per tcm for gas purchased from nearby Turkmenistan. It is Tbilisi’s commitment to the West, not the market, that is determining the price of gas in Georgia.

Despite the danger of inaction, many in the EU are hesitant to engage in energy deals with countries such as Kazakhstan or Turkmenistan because of their rather poor record on human rights or rule of law. Although the EU’s intention is good, the strategy is not. Without incorporating the energy sector into its engagement strategy, the EU simply lacks the proper leverage to encourage these states to change. The EU is often perceived as admonishing its neighbors, calling for too much political and social reform too fast, and offering too little in return. If political reform were undertaken without the necessary improvements in economic, political, and physical infrastructure, governments would lose control of their states; and the dangers of terrorism, extremism, and drug trafﬁcking in Central Asia and the Caucasus would increase.

That Causes Eurasian instability

Asmus, 8 - Executive Director of the Transatlantic Center at the German Marshall Fund of the United States, in Brussels, From 1997 to 2000, he served as U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs (Ronald, “ Europe's Eastern Promise; Rethinking NATO and EU Enlargement,”  Foreign Affairs. New York: Jan/Feb 2008. http://www.jstor.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/stable/pdfplus/20020270.pdf?acceptTC=true)

IN THE early 1990S, after the Iron Curtain lifted, Western leaders seized a historic opportunity to open the doors of NATO and the EuropeanUnion (EU)to  post communist central and eastern Europe. By consolidating democracy and ensuring stability from the Baltics to the Black Sea, they redrew the map of Europe. As a result, the continent today is more peaceful, democratic, and free. This accomplishment was the result of a common U.S.-European grand strategy that was controversial and fiercely debated at the time. The goal was to build a post-Cold War Europe "whole, free, and at peace"; to renew the transatlantic alliance; and to reposition the United States and Europe to address new global challenges. But as successful as the strategy of enlargement has been, the world has changed dramatically since it was forged. The United States and Europe face new risks and opportunities on Europe's periphery and need to recast their strategic thinking accordingly for a new era. Current policy toward Europe's periphery is increasingly out of date, for three reasons. First, the West has changed. The 9/11 attacks pulled U.S. attention and resources away from Europe and toward the Middle East. The reservoir of transatlantic goodwill and political capital accumulated during the 1990S has evaporated in the sands of RONALD D. As MU s is Executive Director of the Transatlantic Center at the German Marshall Fund of the United States, in Brussels. From 1997 to 2000, he served as U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs. [95] 

Ronald D. Asmus Iraq. In Europe, enlargement fatigue has set in thanks to stumbling institutional reforms and the mounting expense of integrating new EU members. It was widely assumed that the western Balkan states (Albania and the former Yugoslav republics) would all eventuallyj oin the EU and NATO, but even that can no longer be taken for granted. Turkey's chances of gaining EU membership are fading. Indeed, the window of opportunity to expand the democratic world that opened with the end of the Cold War is now at risk of closing. Second, the East has changed. The challenge of the 1990S was to consolidate democracy in central and eastern Europe along a north south axis from the Baltics to the Black Sea. Today's even more difficult challenge is to stabilize the countries of Eurasia, the region where Europe and Asia meet, along a new axis extending eastward from the Balkans across the Black Sea region. The Wests policy to the southern Caucasus and including Turkey, toward Europe, Ukraine, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan toward Europe's Sandwiched between an unstable Middle periphery cannot East to the south and a hostile Russia to the north, these countries are the new flank of remain on cruise the Euro-Atlantic community. Old may still work in the Balkans, but countries have changed such as Georgia and Ukraine-let alone Moldova and Belarus, if and when the latter opens up to the outside world-are weaker, poorer, and more politically problematic than the central and eastern European countries NATO and the EU sought to integrate earlier. Their claim to be part of Europe is more tenuous, and the perceived Western imperative to help is less obvious. The policy tools developed for central and eastern Europe a decade ago are, accordingly, no longer as effective. Finally, Russia has changed. In the 1990S, it was a weak, quasi democratic state that wanted to become part of the West. Now, a more powerful, nationalist, and less democratic Russia is challenging the West. Moscow sees itself as an independent Eurasian power, offering its own authoritarian capitalist model of development as an alternative to democratic liberalism. It practices a form of mercantilist geo political hardball that many in Europe thought was gone for good. Nowhere is this more clear than in its policies toward Europe's [96] 

Europes Eastern Promise periphery, where it is seeking to halt or roll back democratic breakthroughs in places such as Georgia and Ukraine. Moscow's willingness to use its energy resources as a political weapon has made European countries reluctant to confront Russia over its antidemocratic behavior. Until the EU can liberalize its energy markets and diversify its supplies, Moscow will have the upper hand. In this new strategic environment, Western policy toward the nations on Europe's periphery cannot remain on cruise control as if nothing has changed. NATO and the EU need to articulate a new strategic rationale for expanding the democratic West and devise a new approach to dealing with Russia. There is another opportunity today to advance Western values and security and redraw the map of Europe and Eurasia once more. But new ideas will be necessary to seize it-and to reinvent the transatlantic alliance in the process. OUT WITH THE OLD THE GRAND strategy of democratic enlargement that lay behind the opening up of NATO and the EU early in the 1990S grew out of the twin imperatives of reuniting Europe following communism's collapse and reinventing the transatlantic alliance for the post-Cold War era. The goal was to consolidate democracy across the eastern half of the continent by anchoring central and eastern European countries to the West. It reflected the vision of a peaceful Europe expanding its foreign policy horizons and sharing global leadership and responsibility with the United States. At the time, Washington concluded that the EU alone was too weak to lead the enlargement process. Thus NATO took the lead in bringing central and eastern Europe into the fold. NATO'S membership could more easily be expanded, and extending NATO'S security umbrella to countries in those regions was critical to the consolidation of democracy. NATO also contributed to reform by raising its requirements for new members, a "tough love" policy designed to reinforce positive transformation. As NATO played a key role in taking the security issue off the table and opening its doors to the East, the EU assumed most of the burden of transforming post-communist societies into liberal democratic ones. E.U. enlargement policy was an asymmetric negotiation. 

Candidate countries simply had to accede to the EU'S existing acquiscommunautaire the full range of its laws, regulations, and institutions. The newcomers had little say in anything but the timeline under which the EU'S requirements would be implemented. Nevertheless, it was this transformation that fundamentally tied these countries to the West and thus created enduring security on the continent. Great care was taken to ensure that countries not included in the initial round of enlargement would not be destabilized. The West did not want to repeat the mistake that U.S. Secretary of State Dean Acheson made in 1950, when he appeared Expanding the reach to sketch a new Western security perimeter and thereby invited the conclusion that of NATO and the EU countries on the other side of the line were once again does not of no interest to the West. Therefore, NATO and EU Policy sought to blur the lines between mean starting a new members, potential future members, and Cold War partners. In practice, this meant finding new ways to embrace and deepen cooperation with countries that did not seek membership or were not yet realistic candidates for it. NATO explicitly left open the possibility of further expansion down the road. The EU was more circumspect, but it, too, expanded its outreach to countries on Europe's periphery whose future stability and orientation it wanted to shape. The West's desire to mitigate any negative fallout was perhaps most visible in its handling of Russia. In different yet reinforcing ways, the Americans and the Europeans signaled their strategic desire to pull Russia toward the West in the hope that Moscow would eventually evolve into a partner and perhaps even a de facto ally. NATO and EU enlargement were accompanied by an unparalleled effort to engage Moscow and work for Russia's own democratic trans formation, while still taking what were seen as its legitimate interests into account. This strategy was not a new effort to contain Russia but an attempt to integrate it-albeit in a looser form and on a different timeline than that of its smaller western neighbors. And it was not merely rhetoric. NATO rethought its military strategy and force posture in order to underscore that it had no offensive intentions. Moreover, it offered to expand political and military cooperation and plan for future joint military operations with Russia. The EU set out its own far-reaching plans to deepen cooperation. The West took such steps despite uncertainty over where Russia was headed and despite the fear that Moscow would take advantage of these openings to paralyze Western institutions rather than cooperate with them. Looking back, Western policy achieved two of its goals-anchoring much of central and eastern Europe and preventing instability in those countries remaining outside NATO and the E u-and was partially successful in dealing with Russia. These successes were not inevitable, and their importance should not be underestimated. Had NATO and the EU not acted, Europe today would be a messier, less stable, and more inward-looking place. And Washington would have even fewer allies in dealing with crises beyond Europe, such as Afghanistan and Iraq. Today, it is only too easy to forget that a decade ago there were concerns that enlargement would create new and sharper divisions between those countries joining NATO and the EU and those remaining on the outside. It has done the opposite. The success of NATO and EU enlargement, and the inclusion of countries such as the Baltic states, set a positive precedent for the former Soviet republics. Following the Rose and Orange Revolutions, democratic leaders in Georgia and Ukraine became more serious about seeking to tie their countries to the West. After all, if the Baltic states could do it, why should they not dare to do the same? The results in Russia were mixed, however. On the one hand, the train wreck that was so frequently predicted by enlargement critics never happened. New arrangements for cooperation with NATO and the EU were set up, and a breakdown of relations with Moscow was avoided. But the West's broader hopes of establishing deeper relations with a more democratic Russia never materialized. Instead of becoming more democratic and cooperative, Moscow has become more authoritarian and adversarial. Hopes that the West and Russia could find common strategic ground after 9/11 have largely gone unfulfilled, and the two are even further apart now on issues such as Afghanistan, Iran, and Kosovo. The Orange and Rose Revolutions were interpreted in Moscow not as democratic breakthroughs but as threatening developments that needed to be challenged and reversed. Who or what is responsible for these trends is, of course, an issue of considerable dispute. Was it a lack of U.S. and European imagination and will that allowed Russia to drift in this anti-Western direction? Or was it the result of internal Russian dynamics over which the West had little, if any, influence? Did NATO and EU enlargement push Russia in the wrong direction, or was the West fortunate to act when it did given what has followed? Enlargement has created more democratic stability on Russia's western border than at any time since Napoleon. Yet today, the Kremlin's spin doctors are creating a new stab-in-the-back legend of how the West betrayed Moscow during the 1990s. The gap in historical narratives mirrors the increasingly tense relationship between the West and Russia. ALL QUIET ON THE EASTERN FRONT? IN LIGHT of these new circumstances in Russia, enlargement needs to be rethought from the ground up, starting with its strategic rationale. [1oo] FOREIGN AFFAIRS Volume87No.i 

Europe’s Eastern Promise After the accession of a band of countries from the Baltic states in the north to Bulgaria and Romania in the south, many in the West assumed that the enlargement project was almost complete, with the western Balkans constituting the last piece of unfinished business. They were surprised to suddenly find new countries from Eurasia, and specifically the wider Black Sea region, starting to knock on the doors of NATO and the EU-and unsure how to respond. In dealing with these new candidate countries, the West must stick to the values and diplomatic principles it laid down in the l990s, including the notion that countries are free to choose their alliances. But that alone is unlikely to be enough, because although these countries clearly consider themselves European, many Europeans do not feel the same historical or moral commitment to them or see a compelling strategic need to integrate them. Thus, in addition to moral and political arguments, the United States and Europe need to articulate a strong strategic rationale for anchoring them to the West. That argument is straight forward. The challenge of securing Europe's eastern border from the Baltics to the Black Sea has been replaced by the need to extend peace and stability along the southern rim of the Euro Atlantic community-from the Balkans across the Black Sea and further into Eurasia,  Russia needs friends region that connects Europe, Russia, and the Middle East and involves core security and allies and the interests, including a critical energy corridor. United States and Working to consolidate democratic change and build stability in this area is as important Europe can and for Western security today as consolidating should be among them. 

Democracy in central and eastern Europe was in the 1990s. It is not only critical to expanding the democratic peace in Europe but also vital to repositioning the West vis-a-vis both Central Asia and the Middle East. This strategy presents an opportunity to redraw the strategic map of Europe and Eurasia in a way that enhances the security of countries on Europe's periphery as well as that of the United States and Europe. The United States and Europe also need to rethink what anchoring means in practice. In the 1990s, it meant pursuing membership in NATO and the EU roughly in parallel. Now the West needs to be more flexible and take a long-term view. The goal is to tie these countries as closely to the West as politics and interests on both sides allow. For some countries, this may mean eventual membership in both NATO and the EU; for others, it may mean membership only in NATO; and for the rest, it may mean membership in neither but simply much closer relations. Policy will have to be much more "ala carte than prix fixe. The link between NATO membership and EU membership should be relaxed, if not dropped. The EU has enough on its plate sustaining its commitments to the western Balkans and Turkey; anything beyond that is probably a nonstarter for the time being. NATO will once again have to take the lead in anchoring countries such as Georgia and others in the wider Black Sea region. The West must also rethink how it should engage and reach out to these countries. If membership is less plausible as a short-term option, then the quality of ties short of membership must be improved to compensate. Outreach must grow in importance and may increasingly become the centerpiece of U.S. and European strategy. At the moment, the fear of future enlargement is one factor actually holding allies back, with institutions afraid of taking even small steps down what some fear could be a slippery slope. Yet precisely because the countries in question are weaker and more endangered, NATO and the EU should actually be reaching out and engaging them earlier. They need the security umbrella and engagement of the West as much, if not more, than the countries of central and eastern Europe did. The way out of this dilemma is to consider membership a long-term goal and focus in the meantime on strengthening Western outreach and engagement. This means recasting policy tools to address the different needs of the countries that are less developed politically and economically. Tools such as NATO's" membership action plan" should be extended earlier and tied less closely to actual membership commitments, thus allowing these countries to benefit from guidance and engagement while downplaying the question of the end goal. At the same time, the EU needs to enhance its own tools, such as the Common Foreign and Security Policy and the European Neighborhood Policy, as well as reach out to these countries more directly by offering them political and economic support. When communism collapsed, NATO and the EU had little idea how to reach out to post-communist countries [102] 

Europe’s Eastern Promise and anchor them to the West. Bureaucrats in both institutions said it could not be done. But political will and strategic imagination prevailed, and fresh approaches were developed. Political will can do the same today. As for Russia, neither Washington nor Brussels wants a confrontation with Moscow at a time when they face daunting challenges beyond Europe. But this does not mean the West should abandon its belief that the spread of democracy along Russia's borders contributes to peace and stability just because the current authoritarian rulers in Moscow disagree. Nor should the West abandon its principles and succumb to the sphere-of-influence thinking currently emanating from Moscow. If the United States and Europe still hope that democracy will eventually take root in Russia, they must recognize that consolidating a pro-Western, democratic Ukraine would indirectly encourage democratization in Russia. Of course, antidemocratic forces in Russia will oppose such a move. After all, Moscow only acquiesced in previous rounds of NATO and EU enlargement because it concluded that the United States and Europe were determined to carry them out and that its efforts to oppose the West would be futile. Western unity on issues such as the future of Ukraine is therefore of the utmost importance. Still, holding true to NATO'S and the EU'S core principles and expanding these organizations' reach does not mean starting a new Cold War. The West and Moscow should look for other areas in which their interests are more aligned, such as expanding trade and investment or controlling nuclear proliferation and building a new arms control regime. The key question is whether Russia--when faced with a unified West-will start to look for common ground. As strong as Russia may appear at the moment, it remains a country with real long-terms structural weaknesses and problems. It, too, needs friends and allies, and the United States and Europe should be among them. UNCERTAIN FUTURES THREE VERY different scenarios for the future of Western policy toward Europe's periphery reveal just how high the stakes are in this region. In the best-case scenario, the United States and Europe would regroup under the next U.S. president and launch a new era of transatlantic operation by overcoming differences on Iraq, avoiding disagreements over Iran, and stabilizing Afghanistan. This renaissance would include a new and ambitious democratic-enlargement strategy, and the results would be significant. Securing independence for Kosovo without turning Serbia against the West would facilitate the successful integration of the western Balkans into NATO and the EU. In Turkey, the AKP-led government would continue democratic reforms, bringing the country closer to EU accession. Georgia and Ukraine would continue to move closer to the West as well. That prospect would help create positive pressure for democratic change in Azerbaijan and encourage Armenia's reorientation toward the West. By 2012, a reunified West would have begun to build an arc of democratic stability eastward into Eurasia and especially the wider Black Sea region. Realizing that its real adversaries lie elsewhere, Russia would eventually have no choice but to reassess its policy and seek a new rapprochement with the West. A less optimistic scenario is stagnation. In this case, the United States and Europe would regain some political momentum after 2008 but fail to achieve any significant democratic breakthroughs. A new U.S. administration would manage to stabilize and then extricate itself from Iraq, but transatlantic tensions over Iran and other Middle Eastern issues would persist. Kosovo would achieve independence, but in a manner that leaves Serbia alienated and unable to find its way back onto the path toward EU accession. In the western Balkans, only Croatia would remain on track for both EU and NATO membership. Turkey's prospects for joining the EU would fade, and reforms in Georgia and Ukraine would stall. Azerbaijan would remain an autocratic pro-Western ally increasingly vulnerable to growing radicalization from within. By 2012, the West would have patched up relations across the Atlantic but without breakthroughs in the Balkans or Turkey-let alone in Ukraine or the wider Black Sea region. All of this would lead to a more competitive relationship with Russia, resulting in stalemate and a new chill in relations with Moscow. In the worst-case scenario, rather than the West consolidating new democratic breakthroughs, Russia would succeed in a strategy [104] 

Europe' Eastern Promise of rollback. The United States and Europe would not achieve a meaningful rapprochement, and they would fail to consolidate democracy in the western Balkans. Kosovo would become independent, but without agreement from all sides. This would launch Serbia on a new nationalist trajectory, bringing further instability to the region. U.S. failure in Iraq would lead to partition, estranging Turkey and prompting Ankara to invade northern Iraq and further loosen its ties to the West. This, in turn, would badly damage Turkey's already strained relations with both Washington and Brussels. Ukraine would drift back to autocracy, and Georgia, the one liberal democratic experiment in the Black Sea region, would lose reform momentum and teeter toward failure. Last November's declaration of a state of emergency in Tbilisi was a reminder of how fragile and vulnerable this experiment is. Using its energy supplies and influence, Russia would emerge as an authoritarian capitalist alternative to the West, attracting autocratic leaders throughout Europe and Eurasia. Rather than a renaissance of the transatlantic alliance, the result would be a retreat of democracy and a further splintering of the democratic West. As these scenarios make clear, the western Balkans, Georgia, Ukraine, and the wider Black Sea region are less stable and more at risk today than central and eastern Europe were a decade ago. And the stakes are high. A world in which Ukraine has successfully anchored itself to the West would be very different from one in which it has failed to do so. A world in which Georgia's success has sparked democratic progress in the region and helped stabilize the southern flank of the Euro-Atlantic community would be a much safer one than a world in which Georgia has become an authoritarian state in Russia's sphere of influence. And a world in which the democratic West is ascendant would be very different from one in which an autocratic, nationalist Russia is on the rise.

That results in Nuclear War

Mcdermott 11 - specializes in Russian and Central Asian defense and security issues and is a Senior Fellow in Eurasian Military Studies, The Jamestown Foundation, Washington DC, Senior International Research Fellow for the Foreign Military Studies Office (FMSO), Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, and Affiliated Senior Analyst, Danish Institute for International Studies, Copenhagen. McDermott is on the editorial board of Central Asia and the Caucasus and the scientific board of the Journal of Power Institutions in Post-Soviet Societies. He recently wrote The Reform of Russia’s Conventional Armed Forces: Problems, Challenges and Policy Implications (Roger, “General Makarov Highlights the “Risk” of Nuclear Conflict”, 12/6/11, The Jamestown Foundation, http://www.jamestown.org/details/?tx_bzdstaffdirectory_pi1%5BshowUid%5D=140&tx_bzdstaffdirectory_pi1%5BbackPid%5D=60&no_cache=1)//GP

In the current election season the Russian media has speculated that the Defense Minister Anatoliy Serdyukov may be replaced, possibly by Dmitry Rogozin, Russia’s Ambassador to NATO, which masks deeper anxiety about the future direction of the Armed Forces. The latest rumors also partly reflect uncertainty surrounding how the switch in the ruling tandem may reshuffle the pack in the various ministries, as well as concern about managing complex processes in Russian defense planning. On November 17, Russia’s Chief of the General Staff, Army-General Nikolai Makarov, offered widely reported comments on the potential for nuclear conflict erupting close to the country’s borders. His key observation was controversial, based on estimating that the potential for armed conflict along the entire Russian periphery had grown dramatically over the past twenty years (Profil, December 1; Moskovskiy Komsomolets, November 28; Interfax, November 17).
During his speech to the Defense Ministry’s Public Council on the progress and challenges facing the effort to reform and modernize Russia’s conventional Armed Forces, Makarov linked the potential for local or regional conflict to escalate into large-scale warfare “possibly even with nuclear weapons.” Many Russian commentators were bewildered by this seemingly “alarmist” perspective. However, they appear to have misconstrued the general’s intention, since he was actually discussing conflict escalation (Interfax, ITAR-TASS, November 17; Moskovskiy Komsomolets, Krasnaya Zvezda, November 18).
Makarov’s remarks, particularly in relation to the possible use of nuclear weapons in war, were quickly misinterpreted. Three specific aspects of the context in which Russia’s most senior military officer addressed the issue of a potential risk of nuclear conflict may serve to necessitate wider dialogue about the dangers of escalation. There is little in his actual assertion about the role of nuclear weapons in Russian security policy that would suggest Moscow has revised this; in fact, Makarov stated that this policy is outlined in the 2010 Military Doctrine, though he understandably made no mention of its classified addendum on nuclear issues (Kommersant, November 18).
Russian media coverage was largely dismissive of Makarov’s observations, focusing on the idea that he may have represented the country as being surrounded by enemies. According to Kommersant, claiming to have seen the materials used during his presentation, armed confrontation with the West could occur partly based on the “anti-Russian policy” pursued by the Baltic States and Georgia, which may equally undermine Moscow’s future relations with NATO. Military conflict may erupt in Central Asia, caused by instability in Afghanistan or Pakistan; or western intervention against a nuclear Iran or North Korea; energy competition in the Arctic or foreign inspired “color revolutions” similar to the Arab Spring and the creation of a European Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) system that could undermine Russia’s strategic nuclear deterrence also featured in this assessment of the strategic environment (Kommersant, November 18).
Since the reform of Russia’s conventional Armed Forces began in late 2008, Makarov has consistently promoted adopting network-centric capabilities to facilitate the transformation of the military and develop modern approaches to warfare. Keen to displace traditional Russian approaches to warfare, and harness military assets in a fully integrated network, Makarov possibly more than any senior Russian officer appreciates that the means and methods of modern warfare have changed and are continuing to change (Zavtra, November 23; Interfax, November 17).
The contours of this evolving and unpredictable strategic environment, with the distinctions between war and peace often blurred, interface precisely in the general’s expression of concern about nuclear conflict: highlighting the risk of escalation. However, such potential escalation is linked to the reduced time involved in other actors deciding to intervene in a local crisis as well as the presence of network-centric approaches among western militaries and being developed by China and Russia. From Moscow’s perspective, NATO “out of area operations” from Kosovo to Libya blur the traditional red lines in escalation; further complicated if any power wishes to pursue intervention in complex cases such as Syria. Potential escalation resulting from local conflict, following a series of unpredictable second and third order consequences, makes Makarov’s comments seem more understandable; it is not so much a portrayal of Russia surrounded by “enemies,” as a recognition that, with weak conventional Armed Forces, in certain crises Moscow may have few options at its disposal (Interfax, November 17).
There is also the added complication of a possibly messy aftermath of the US and NATO drawdown from Afghanistan and signs that the Russian General Staff takes Central Asian security much more seriously in this regard. The General Staff cannot know whether the threat environment in the region may suddenly change. Makarov knows the rather limited conventional military power Russia currently possesses, which may compel early nuclear first use likely involving sub-strategic weapons, in an effort to “de-escalate” an escalating conflict close to Russia’s borders. Moscow no longer primarily fears a theoretical threat of facing large armies on its western or eastern strategic axes; instead the information-era reality is that smaller-scale intervention in areas vital to its strategic interests may bring the country face-to-face with a network-centric adversary capable of rapidly exploiting its conventional weaknesses. As Russia plays catch-up in this technological and revolutionary shift in modern warfare capabilities, the age-old problem confronts the General Staff: the fastest to act is the victor (See EDM, December 1). Consequently, Makarov once again criticized the domestic defense industry for offering the military inferior quality weapons systems. Yet, as speed and harnessing C4ISR (Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance) become increasingly decisive factors in modern warfare, the risks for conflict escalation demand careful attention – especially when the disparate actors possess varied capabilities.
Unlike other nuclear powers, Russia has to consider the proximity of several nuclear actors close to its borders. In the coming decade and beyond, Moscow may pursue dialogue with other nuclear actors on the nature of conflict escalation and de-escalation. However, with a multitude of variables at play ranging from BMD, US Global Strike capabilities, uncertainty surrounding the “reset” and the emergence of an expanded nuclear club, and several potential sources of instability and conflict, any dialogue must consider escalation in its widest possible context. Makarov’s message during his presentation, as far as the nuclear issue is concerned, was therefore a much tougher bone than the old dogs of the Cold War would wish to chew on.

Central Asia is a geopolitical hub –means escalation is guaranteed

Sahgal and Anand 10 - * former Army officer who created the Office of Net Assessment in the Indian Joint Staff, Senior Fellow at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses and ‘Distinguished Fellow’ School of Geo-Politics at the Manipal Academy of Higher Education,  **
(Arun and Vinod, “Strategic Environment in Central Asia and India”, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/publications/1004Joshi-V-Strategic.pdf)//GP

The geo-strategic salience of Central Asia today has been underscored by two main factors. First, Central Asia has become important because of the discovery of hydrocarbon reserves and second, it has become a major transportation hub for gas and oil pipelines and multi-modal communication corridors connecting China, Russia, Europe, the Caucasus region, the Trans-Caspian region and the Indian Ocean. Furthermore, whether it was Czarist Russia or the Soviet Union or even the present Central Asian regimes, there has always been a strategic ambition in the north to seek access to the warm waters of the Indian Ocean. 

Thus Afghanistan, which links Central Asia and South Asia, is a strategic bridge of great geopolitical significance. Central Asia and South Asia are intimately connected not only geographically but also strategically. The Central Asian republics of Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan have borders with Afghanistan, Iran lies to its west and Pakistan to the east and south. Therefore, the geostrategic significance of Afghanistan is enhanced even though it may not be an oil- or gas-rich country. With the control of Afghanistan comes the control of the land routes between the Indian subcontinent and resource-rich Central Asia, as well as of a potential corridor to Iran and the Middle East. Thus, stability and peace in Afghanistan, and for that matter Pakistan, are a geostrategic imperative. 

Central Asia has never been a monolithic area and is undergoing a turbulent transitional process with a diverse range of ethnicities and fragmented societies throughout the region. These societal divisions and lack of political maturity compound the social, economic and political challenges. Security and economic issues are the two most important components of the Central Asian states’ engagement with outside powers. Among the states themselves there are elements of both cooperation and competition. Historical legacies, their geo-strategic locations, and above all their perceived national interests profoundly influence the political choices of Central Asian nations. The weaknesses of the new nations in Central Asia pave the way for outside powers to interfere in their internal affairs.

1ac – plan

The United States federal government should substantially increase its investment in expedited port deepening projects in the United States.
1ac – solvency

Contention 4 – solvency
The federal government is key – port infrastructure is under federal jurisdiction and federal action is vital to leadership

AAPA, 11 - AAPA represents 160 of the leading seaport authorities in the United States, Canada, Latin America and the Caribbean and more than 300 sustaining and associate members, firms and individuals with an interest in seaports (American Association of Port Authorities, “The U.S. Government’s Historic Role in Developing and Maintaining Landside and Waterside Connections to Seaports”, March 2011, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/Transportation%20and%20the%20Constitution1.pdf)//GP
Over time these constitutional responsibilities have been further defined and our Constitution has formed the basis for the U.S. government to play a significant role in our nation’s transportation and infrastructure system. As established in the timeline on page 2, over the years the leaders of our country saw that it was in the national interest to ensure that our ports, waterways, railways and highways benefited from federal oversight and support.

 For four centuries, beginning with the founding of the Jamestown colony, seaports have served as a vital economic lifeline for America by bringing goods and services to people, creating economic activity and enhancing the overall quality of life. Seaports continue to be the critical link for access to the global marketplace here in the United States handling more than 99 percent of cargoes. 

Maintaining our national infrastructure that supports foreign and interstate commerce is not only a federal responsibility but is in the national interest as established by our forefathers. In fact, improving waterways and coastal ports for navigation and national security is the most federal of infrastructure responsibilities, dating to the early missions assigned the Continental Army by then General George Washington. 

In Federalist Paper #42 written by James Madison, a case is made that the powers conferred by the Constitution for regulating commerce and establishing post roads are essential. 

He wrote: “Nothing which tends to facilitate the intercourse between the States can be deemed unworthy of the public care.”

Back to Basics 

In these times of a tightening Federal Budget, as Congress and the Administration take on the task of prioritizing expenditures, we need to identify and prioritize core federal missions that are in the national interest and help to revitalize our economy. Modern, navigable seaports are vital to international commerce and economic prosperity. For this to be a reality, Federal government investment is needed to maintain and strengthen our nation’s infrastructure that supports foreign and interstate commerce — the underpinnings of our economic security. These are wise investments that pay dividends immediately and over time, and form the backbone of our economy and society at large. Investments in port infrastructure are multipliers, as they create infrastructure that allows long-term job creation, positioning the United States as a leader in international trade and commerce. 

Waterways 

Pursuant to Article 1, Section 8 of the United States Constitution, Congress, by statute, has reserved jurisdiction over navigable waters for the federal government, which can determine how the waters are used, by whom, and under what conditions. As a result, the federal government takes the lead in building, maintaining, and operating the nation’s navigation channels. 

Authority to construct and maintain navigation projects on behalf of the United States was granted to the Corps of Engineers in the General Survey Act of 1824. In 1826, Congress passed the first Rivers and Harbors Act and provided funds to the Corps to make specific navigation improvements to the Ohio, Mississippi, and Missouri Rivers. Congress has continued to appropriate funds for specific navigation projects and the Corps has played a dual role by assessing, as well as implementing, needed projects in federal navigation channels. In 1899, Congress enacted the Rivers and Harbors Act, which makes it unlawful to undertake any modifications of navigable water channels unless authorized by the Secretary of the Army on the recommendation of the Corps of Engineers. 

It is well established that the Commerce Clause is the basis for exclusive federal jurisdiction over navigable waterways. The landmark United States Supreme Court case of Gibbons v. Ogden, 22 U.S. 1 (1824) found that navigation of vessels in and out of the ports of the nation is a form of interstate commerce and that federal law takes precedence. Federal authority over navigable waterways has been repeatedly affirmed by the U.S. Supreme Court. 

Highways and Intermodal Connectors 

With interstate commerce and connectivity as the impetus, the federal role in ensuring a contiguous system of roads spanning the states has been implicit in our federal government since the writing of the Constitution. These powers were granted to Congress in Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitution by the clauses describing 
the regulation of commerce with foreign nations and among the several states …” and the responsibility “to establish Post Offices and Post Roads.”  As the timeline illustrates, since the founding of this great nation, our most visionary leaders have engaged in national infrastructure initiatives. The highway system as we know it today was largely borne out of the 1939 Bureau of Public Roads report commissioned by Franklin Delano Roosevelt titled Toll Roads and Free Roads, which proposed a map of a transcontinental national superhighway system. This led to President Eisenhower’s Federal-Aid Highway of 1956 and subsequent development of the Interstate System. Without the federal role in planning, coordinating and providing funding, our current system of inter-regional highways would not have been possible. 

Today, this federal responsibility continues through the surface transportation programs funded largely by federal gas taxes. Highways, arterials and secondary roads that are identified as being important to the nation's economy, defense, and mobility are classified as part of the National Highway System (NHS) and are eligible for federal funds through the federal-aid program. 

Road infrastructure that accesses major intermodal terminals, including seaports, are designated NHS connectors by the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT). While accounting for less than one percent of total NHS mileage, this important infrastructure represents a critical link in the goods movement value chain, carrying truck traffic between transportation modes and to the broader network of the interstate system. According to the Federal Highway Administration, of the 616 total defined NHS intermodal connectors, 253 are connected to ocean and river ports. Of the 1,222 total miles defined as part of the NHS intermodal connectors, 532 miles are port-related infrastructure. Unfortunately, these roads are often inadequate and in poor condition, plagued by inadequate turning radii and shoulder deficiencies and have been found to have twice the percentage of mileage with pavement deficiencies when compared to non-interstate NHS routes according to a study conducted by USDOT. States and MPOs have traditionally assigned freight-focused projects a low priority when compared with passenger-related improvements. Due to their freight-focused nature, NHS connectors generally do not fare well in project selection within the State and MPO planning processes. 

This critical infrastructure is more important than ever as our nation rebuilds the economy and creates jobs by expanding commerce through free trade agreements and increasing America’s exports and international competitiveness. These roads are key pieces of our connection to the world marketplace. 

In addition to their national economic importance, NHS Intermodal connectors are vital to defense mobilization and national security. With the military's increasing reliance on strategic ports and commercial trucking for mobility, intermodal connectors are critical to national defense planning. 

Given the reliance of our national economy and defense on intermodal connectors, it is important that the federal government remain engaged in identifying, prioritizing and funding improvements to this critical infrastructure which has languished when dependent upon State and local planning processes. 

Summary 

From the earliest days of our nation, there has been a clear and consistent federal role and national interest in developing and maintaining landside and waterside connections to America’s seaports. This vital transportation infrastructure literally connects American farmers, manufacturers and consumers to the world marketplace. More than a quarter of U.S. GDP and over 13 million jobs are accounted for by international trade. 

Especially in challenging fiscal times like today, it is critical that basic, core federal missions such as these, that directly impact America’s economic vitality, jobs, and global competitiveness, be recognized and prioritized.

Federal leadership is vital to expediting new projects and coordinating federal agencies – it creates faster infrastructure development

Woodley Jr. 8— Chairman – PIANC (Permanent International Association of Navigation Congresses) USA (John Paul, “Dredging key to keeping nation’s economy afloat”, Seaports Magazine, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2008.pdf, Summer) EL 

Like many nations, the United States will be challenged over the next decade to be able to accommodate the projected rapid increases in trade at its harbors. The United States is moving toward an adequate channel infrastructure to handle the larger containerships now being introduced into the world fleet, but in order to handle them we need to: 

• Provide a reliable funding stream to complete ongoing channel construction projects on optimal schedules; 

• Work toward consensus between government agencies at all levels and with stakeholders on how to move forward on critical authorized or ongoing channel improvements; 

• Streamline the project study, design and authorization process to the extent possible; 

• Work with state and local port authorities to move quickly to add additional landside cargo-handling facilities and to improve intermodal connections; and 

• Explore opportunities for short-sea shipping to minimize the overland move and reduce highway and rail congestion. 

I submit that the United States needs to be working toward a national commitment to create and maintain a network of harbors equal to or better than any other nation’s. To reach this goal, we should consider establishing multiyear funding streams and project authorizations determined at least three to five years out to enable all stakeholders to plan and react accordingly. Finally, we need a visionary leadership process to balance all multiple demands on use of water.If the Army Corps of Engineers, other federal agencies, states, local governments and the nongovernment sector communicate the state of the nation’s infrastructure to the Congress, we could see a renewed emphasis. Collaboration is key to accomplish this goal – collaboration to modernize our harbors and bring them up to 21st century needs, to deliver environmentally sustainable solutions, and to work alongside other water interests, including government and nongovernment organizations. There are opportunities to change the way we do business, save valuable resources and improve our performance. Together, we can ensure our water transportation systems continue to be our trade window to the world. In so doing, we will do our part to keep America’s economy strong for generations to come.

The plan will allow the US to double exports in the next 5 years
USA Today 11 – news agency (Larry Copeland, “A goal to be port of call for all; U.S. sites digging in to accommodate big ships,” USA Today, October 3, 2011, lexis)//CB
It's just before noon on a recent weekday, and the nation's fastest-growing container shipping port is bustling with activity.

Massive, 10-story-high cranes, each shaped like an upside down "U," lift tractor-trailer-size containers onto and off cargo ships at dockside. A station checking for radioactivity in containers leaving the port clicks right along, while a non-stop stream of trucks enters and leaves the 1,200-acre facility.

The freight moving through here touches the lives of people in 15 states, some 44% of the nation's population.

Even more critically, as the USA seeks to double exports in the next five years, this is one of the nation's few major ports with a higher percentage of exports than imports.

Those exports – such as kaolin clay from Sandersville, Ga.; poultry from around the region; grain from the Midwest; automobiles from Southeast plants, and chemicals from around the nation – accounted for nearly one-eighth of the USA's containerized exports in 2010.

Now, this port – like others along the U.S. Atlantic Coast – is at a critical crossroads. Their fate is tied to the first major expansion of the Panama Canal in its nearly 100-year history. When that project is completed in 2014, the canal's larger locks will be able to accommodate cargo ships with three times the current capacity. Those larger vessels, known as "post-Panamax" ships, will be calling at ports here and elsewhere on the East Coast.

The problem: The port in Norfolk, Va., is the only one on the East Coast that has a channel deep enough to accommodate the larger vessels.

As a result, other ports along the Atlantic Ocean are scrambling to dredge deeper channels so they can handle the bigger ships. "Other countries throughout the world are looking at what is necessary in terms of their own (shipping) infrastructure to be competitive in world trade," says Kurt Nagle, president and CEO of the American Association of Port Authorities. "It's something the U.S. really needs to be doing. The general concern is the U.S. is behind the curve and really at the stage of needing to play catch-up."

Officials say the Panama Canal expansion will mean some ships that previously had to deliver their freight to the generally deeper ports of the West Coast, where goods are moved mainly by rail across the nation, will be able to deliver goods more efficiently via all-water routes directly to East Coast ports. Officials such as Page Siplon, executive director of Georgia's Center of Innovation for Logistics, say there could be a 25% to 30% shift in freight shipping.

A long-sought Port of Savannah channel-deepening project would result in 15% to 20% cheaper shipping costs, says Chris Cummiskey, Georgia's commissioner of economic development.

Consumers across the Southeast could see a direct impact from the project.

"Exporters will have lower costs of getting their goods to the world," says Billy Birdwell, a spokesman for the Army Corps of Engineers, which will deepen Savannah's port channel once it's approved. "Therefore, they are saving money, able to hire more people, able to do more work. Goods coming in will cost less to ship in, which will ultimately be passed on to consumers."

Ambitions to expand

In his 2010 State of the Union address, President Obama announced the goal of doubling the nation's exports in the next five years. The nation cannot meet that goal – or compete successfully in an increasingly global economy – without modern ports capable of handling the biggest ships.
"Trade is going to grow significantly, and we need to be able to have the infrastructure to accommodate it," Nagle says. "To be able to do that, we really need an infrastructure to enable us to trade our goods, our coal, our grain."

Officials here say their port is a critical component in those efforts.

Most of the Port of Savannah's business, 84%, is truck-size containers, which are used to ship products and goods around the world. It's the second-busiest container port in the nation for the export of U.S. goods, behind only Los Angeles; it's one of the only major ports in the nation that exports more goods than it imports – 52.2% to 47.8% last year.

Officials here boast that 8.6% of all containerized goods that move in or out of the USA come through here; the port handles 12.4% of all containerized exports.

Savannah's port is a vital cog in Georgia's economy, second only to Atlanta's Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport as an economic driver. It's responsible for 7% of the state's total employment, sustaining nearly 300,000 full- and part-time jobs, directly and indirectly. It also generates $61.7 billion in annual sales, worth $2.6 billion in state and local taxes.

But the port's role in the regional and national economy is even more vital, says executive director Curtis Foltz.

"Well over 95% of the cargo that moves through this port doesn't come from Savannah and isn't destined for Savannah," he says. "Ports are conduits. We're shipping to and from central Florida, Texas, the lower Midwest, the Middle Tennessee Valley, North Carolina. Our port serves almost 45% of the U.S. population. The economic development and prosperity doesn't stop at the state border."
Now, the state is rushing headlong to ensure it holds onto that development and prosperity, trying to complete the harbor deepening as close as possible to 2014.
Marooned at low tide

Savannah's channel is just 42 feet deep, making it one of the shallowest major ports on the East Coast. Officials here say that some vessels already have to wait for high tide before they can traverse the channel – an expensive undertaking.

"We're already seeing exports being left on the docks because there is not sufficient water capacity to get those export containers onto the vessels," says port spokesman Robert Morris. "Close to 80% of the vessels are restrained by tide. Those vessels having to sit in a port or out at sea causes costs to rise."

The channel-deepening is especially important for exports, officials say, because goods exported through Savannah are typically much heavier: forest products, kaolin clay, poultry, grain and automobiles, for instance. Imported goods tend to be lighter items such as socks, clothing, transistor radios and iPods.

The Port of Savannah formally asked the federal government to consider studying a deepening of the harbor in 1996. Congress authorized a federally funded study in 1999, and began multiple rounds of environmental, cost-benefit and engineering studies, coupled with multiple rounds of public comment.

A long process

It typically takes about 10 years from the beginning of the study phase to a decision on such projects – essentially, approval from four federal agencies, the secretaries of Commerce, Interior and the Army, and the administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, to begin construction. Some frustrated officials here gripe that this is one of the longest-studied federal projects in history.

"It should have already been done," Foltz says. "Failing that, it has to be done as quickly as possible, or commerce in the U.S. is going to suffer. There's no doubt, it's got to get done."

No one seems sure when that might happen, though.

Funding for the $569 million Savannah Harbor Expansion Project is required to be split, about one-third from the state, two-thirds from the federal government. Georgia already has allocated most of its share; the state also has completed upgrades to several roads that link the port and nearby interstate highways.

But officials here were disappointed when President Obama's proposed budget for fiscal year 2012 included just $600,000 for the project, for pre-construction engineering and design but no money for construction.

The Corps of Engineers' Birdwell says the project now faces another delay. "We had anticipated that the decision would be made midyear 2012," he says. "However, we recently undertook additional analysis that may delay the final decision."

A boon to consumers

The Corps of Engineers projects that the Savannah port expansion will generate an annual net benefit of $116 million to $125 million for the state and those who use the port, Birdwell says.

One of the nation's largest importers, Home Depot, imports about 20% of its goods through Savannah, says Mark Holifield, supply chain senior vice president. "The deepening of the ports creates efficiency and lowers the cost of doing business," he says. "We don't just try to save money to raise our margins. We try to save money at the Home Depot so we can pass the savings on to our customers. We typically roll cost savings into prices."

AJC International, a major exporter of beef, pork and poultry, exports 100 container loads of poultry through Savannah each week, says Eric Joiner, vice chairman and co-founder.

He compares the harbor expansion project with a major airport lengthening a runway to handle new, larger passenger jets.

"It becomes an economic issue and a service issue," he says. "The steamship companies are going to go to those ports that can accommodate their ships. This will keep us very competitive." 

case extensions
background

Some background info

The US has 183 deepdraft ports

Sherman 2 – Director of Research and Information Services American Association of Port Authorities (Rexford, “Seaport Governance in the United States and Canada”, American Association of Port Authorities, http://www.aapa-ports.org/files/PDFs/governance_uscan.pdf)//MM
 To observers from abroad, even experienced port specialists, the seaport system of the United States might seem at first glance to be anything but a system. In other countries, port systems are typically small by comparison and commonly subject to direct control by national authority. The situation in the United States differs in several crucial respects. First is simply the size of the industry itself--183 commercial deepdraft ports dispersed along the U.S. Atlantic, Gulf, Pacific and Great Lake coasts. Included in that number, too, are the seaports of Alaska, Guam, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Saipan and the U.S. Virgin Islands. Here, unlike many countries, there is no national port authority. Rather authority is diffused throughout all three levels of government-federal, state and local. That stems from the federal character of the U.S. Constitution, which reserves certain powers for the national government and others strictly for the states. The Canadian system, by contrast, is subject to the general purview of the central government and more specifically to enactments of the national parliament. The enactment in June 1998 of the Canada Marine Act changed somewhat the character of the federal port system and permits the divestment of many ports previously administered by the Ministry of Transport to non-federal public and private entities. However, the nation’s major seaports are governed and managed by federal port authorities and ultimate statutory authority constitutionally remains with Parliament.

Inherency

Squo fails: competitiveness
US port infrastructure is deteriorating and competitiveness is collapsing rapidly without greater federal spending

Nagle, 11 – President and CEO, American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA) (Kurt, "An Earthquake? Save the Golden Goose!", National Journal’s Transportation Experts Blog, 8/29/11, http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2011/08/whats-it-going-to-take-an-eart.php#2056685)//GP

Politicians on opposite sides of the aisle in Washington agree on very little these days. One of the very few things on which both Democrats and Republicans generally agree on, however, is that the current condition of our Nation’s transportation infrastructure is not good and needs to be improved. Obviously, disagreement appears very quickly and visibly when the specifics of how much to spend, how to pay for it, what is the federal role, etc., are discussed. But given that most basic mutual recognition that transportation infrastructure is not where it should be, I am optimistic that the authorization and gasoline tax will be extended beyond the current expiration September 30. But beyond that immediate deadline, several of the points made in Robert Crandall’s response are particularly important to note and further discuss as Congress ponders what to do about reauthorizing the transportation program. First, his noting that the United States is now ranked #15 in terms of economic competitiveness globally, dropping precipitously from our #1 ranking just six years earlier. The condition and inadequacies of our transportation infrastructure, especially at and connecting to America’s ports on the land-side and water-side, significantly impact the international competitiveness of U.S. produced goods and commodities. We no longer are in a position where we can simply assume and expect that the U.S. will remain a leader in world trade. Trade, and the jobs that go with it, can and will pass us by (both literally and figuratively) if our infrastructure does not enable us to be competitive internationally. Second, his pointing out that allowing the gasoline tax to lapse would cost hundreds of thousands of jobs due to less infrastructure spending and the resultant economic activity. Even those significant job losses understate what is fully at stake as our competitiveness wanes, putting at risk many of the over 13 million jobs related to the cargo moving through U.S. seaports. Third, his view that “these are investments we cannot afford to forego.” I strongly agree. Like we as individuals and families do when budgets get tight, having a considered and serious discussion of what is necessary spending, what we can or must cut back on, and recognizing what actually helps our bottom line, is certainly a reasonable exercise for the federal government to do given the ongoing federal deficit and budget debates. Such a considered review would recognize that America’s seaports and connecting infrastructure are integral to our economy and jobs. Reducing federal investments in port related infrastructure would be detrimental for our country, both in the short and long term. This federal “spending” is essential and pays dividends through increased trade and job creation, as every additional $1 billion in exports creates 15,000 jobs. In addition, this trade generates over $200 billion in federal, state and local tax revenue and Customs duties. Let’s make sure we recognize a “golden goose” and a “cash cow” when we see it and not wait for another earthquake to make us look for them.

Competitors investing heavily in maritime infrastructure now

IWR 6/20 – Institute for Water Resources (“U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, Institute for Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 20, 2012, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Preparing_for_Post_Panamax_Vessels.pdf)//MM
Competition from Other North American Ports. IWR also examined the capacities for a number of ports outside the U.S. that can be viewed as competition to U.S. ports. When congestion reached a peak in Long Beach in 2004, for example, some cargo had been diverted to Lorenzo Cardenas and Manzanillo in Mexico. 14 U.S. West Coast ports have become understandably concerned about the diversion of traffic to Prince Rupert in British Columbia, which began operations in 2007. 15 It boasts an ice-free, 115-foot deep harbor and is about 1,000 nautical miles closer to Asian ports (two-days shipment time) than Southern California ports. The Canadian National Railway Company’s rates from Prince Rupert to Chicago are approximately $300 per container lower than Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway and Union Pacific intermodal rates to Chicago from Los Angeles. Canadian National Railway Company has also been investing heavily to widen tunnels, reinforce bridges and build sidings along the route from Prince Rupert to Chicago. (The steepest grade between Canada’s Pacific Northwest and its Chicago end points is 1 percent in the Rockies). Prince Rupert is planning to quadruple its capacity to approximately 2 million TEUs with its Phase 2 Expansion project. 16 Competition from South American Ports China continues to propose investments in ports (a deepwater bulk port in Brazil) and overland infrastructure (a rail connector proposed for linking Colombian coal fields on the Atlantic side of the country to a Pacific port) in South America. These investments would improve the competitive position of Brazil as an ore and soybean exporter and Colombia as a coal exporter. 
Now is key for US port commitment – other nations are surpassing the US
Bordoff et al, 9 - Policy Director of the Hamilton Project, an economic policy initiative at Brookings (Jason, "Strengthening American Competitiveness: Regaining Our Competitive Edge", Feburary, Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2009/2/american%20competitiveness%20brainard/02_american_competitiveness_brainard.pdf) // NK
Take ports, for example. Other countries are leapfrogging past us by investing in world-class ports. China is investing $6.9 billion in ports; the port of Shanghai now has almost as much container capacity as all U.S. ports combined. Singapore, too, with a population of less than ﬁve million people, is spending well over $7 billion to increase its container capacity, and as a result, its port will have 30 percent more container capacity than all U.S. ports combined. In many other ways, too, these governments are investing in their people, ideas, and infrastructure, reﬂ ecting a deep commitment to the long-term prosperity of their people. Th e U.S. government should be similarly committed, or else we will place our workers at a disadvantage.
The US can’t keep up with Japanese and Chinese exports

Melnick 8 – graduate of Boston University Law School, trial attorney and supervisor for the Legal Aid Society (Robert S., “DREDGING: MAKING WAVES FOR COMMERCE OR ENVIRONMENTAL DESTRUCTION” 19 Vill. Envtl. L.J. 145, lexis)//CB
American ports are used to support military operations and transport two billion tons of domestic and international cargo, 3.3 billion barrels of oil, 134 million ferry passengers, and over five million cruise ship passengers. n136 "Improving our ports, our rail system, our highways, our airways is not a matter simply of internal investment, it is a matter of international competition." n137 Japan and China are presently spending trillions to update their facilities in order to be able to export their goods more efficiently to the United States. n138 These goods are reaching American ports, which are too inefficient to handle the traffic. n139 Delays in traveling the rivers require the United States to upgrade its infrastructure to reduce  [*160]  costs and increase commerce. n140 These upgrades include building lock systems on the Mississippi and Missouri River, restoring levees in New Orleans, and dredging in the Great Lakes and the East Coast. n141 Post-Panamax Plus vessels carry seven thousand to eight thousand containers, n142 and there are even larger vessels being introduced to carry as many as ten thousand to twelve thousand containers. n143 Only four of the ten major United States ports have channels and berths deep enough for these mega-containerships. n144 Collectively, these ports receive and ship eighty percent of the container vessels. n145
Federal funding key to competitiveness, squo can’t solve

Benjamin 2011 –Executive Director Port of Oakland and as President of the California Association of Port Authorities (Omar R., “Testimony of Omar R. Benjamin Executive Director Port of Oakland before the House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee Hearing: “Economic importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?”, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Benjamin.pdf )//MM

Now that the deepening has occurred, however, we are engaged in yearly efforts to ensure that adequate maintenance dredging funds can be released to maintain our channels at its authorized depth. Our shippers pay Harbor Maintenance Taxes on the value of their import cargo, which is in turn credited to the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF). These are user-supported fees that support critical maintenance dredging at no cost to the federal government. Yet while the HMTF currently is running a significant surplus every year, with over $5 billion having accumulated in the Trust Fund, ports around the country are not able to access these funds in a sufficient and timely manner. We strongly urge the Congress to make use of the full HMT collections so that ports can continue to stay internationally strong and competitive. As the Congress continues to contemplate and develop important transportation priorities such as the Surface Transportation Reauthorization and the Water Resources Development legislation, I would urge you to not forget the role of the ports and related goods movement partners in delivering economic growth and prosperity. We greatly appreciate the limited investment programs that seaports have recently had access to, such as TIGER, but it’s clear that more remains to be done and such efforts need to be expanded and made more robust so that seaports can participate more fully in the federal transportation funding system. In conclusion, Chairman Gibbs, Ranking Member Bishop and Members of the Committee, we appreciate the increased focus and attention on the role of seaports in delivering economic growth. We are now working cooperatively as never before to increase cargo volumes and grow our economy, but we cannot compete and win if we do not have a partner in the federal government. It is only with your help that we can secure the needed investments in our infrastructure so we can bring back jobs, increase trade and support a full economic recovery for our nation.

US ports can’t support current shipping – hurts competitiveness 

Patterson, 2011 – Editor for the Kiplinger Letter (Jim, “America's Failing Infrastructure: A Scary Picture”, The Kiplinger Letter, November 3 2011, http://kiplinger.com/businessresource/forecast/archive/americas-failing-infrastructure.html) //MGD

Ports

Number of Commercial Seaports in the U.S.: 360

Current Spending: About $850 million annually

Ideal Spending: About $1.8 billion annually

Grade: D-

President Obama hopes that strong growth in U.S. exports can help the economy out of the doldrums. But unfortunately, many of the nation’s ports aren’t keeping up with routine maintenance needed to keep their channels wide and deep enough for current shipping. Kurt Nagle, president of the American Association of Port Authorities, sees “dramatic shortfalls” in spending on channel dredging and other vital navigation work.

The Army Corps of Engineers handles those duties, and the federal government taxes all incoming cargo to fund the corps’ work keeping shipping lanes cleared of silt and deep enough for big freighters. But Uncle Sam routinely holds back half the funds that the tax generates to make the federal deficit look smaller, meaning the corps often has to delay channel dredging and widening.

The shortfall, which Nagle pegs at more than $500 million per year, doesn’t even account for new port projects, such as deepening channels so they can handle the giant container ships expected to reach the Atlantic Ocean from Asia when the Panama Canal is expanded in 2014. If U.S. seaports aren’t ready to welcome those giant freighters, other nations’ seaports will, Nagle warns.

Squo fails: light loading

Shallow harbors means vessels have to light load – it destroys export competitiveness

Holliday, 10 – Executive Director of Dredging Contractors of America and Chairman of Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition (Barry W., “Testimony of Barry W. Holliday, Executive Director, Dredging Contractors of America and Chairman, Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition Before the Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, Proposals for a Water Resources Development Act of 2010, Part II”, April 15, 2010, Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/RAMPtestimony15Apr10jsfin.pdf)//MM
There are many other examples of dredging problems in ports and harbors across the nation. In many cases, vessels must “light load” because of dredging shortfalls. The economic implications of light loading are enormous, especially to our exports. A ship that is light-loaded reduces its efficiencies and can reduce its economic edge to a point where it is no longer able to compete in the world marketplace. America’s deep-draft navigation system is at a crossroads. The ability of our ports and harbors to support the nation’s continuing growth in trade and in the defense of our nation, hinges on much needed federal attention to unresolved funding needs that are derailing critical channel maintenance and deep-draft construction projects of the water highways to our ports. During this time of economic stress on our Nation, we cannot afford to threaten these water highways that are so important to our nation’s commerce. Today, the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund has a balance of approximately $5.1 billion. Each year, hundreds of millions of dollars collected for this purpose are not being used to address the backlog of necessary maintenance dredging needed to sustain this vital infrastructure. A fully funded dredging program would ensure that the Corps could properly plan and manage dredged material for potential beneficial uses and environmental restoration applications. Similar problems with Highway Trust Fund and Airports and Airways Trust Fund were addressed by past Congresses by enacting legislation to more closely tie trust fund expenditures and revenues through a guarantee and a point of order. The RAMP Coalition is extremely pleased that Congressman Charles Boustany and Congressman Bart Stupak have introduced H.R.4844 to do the same for the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. Since this bill addresses program-wide funding, not specific projects, it is not considered earmark legislation. Also, as with the AIR-21 provision after which it is modeled, H.R.4844 should not score as violating “pay go” rules. This bill is supported by a large coalition of ports, shippers, manufacturers, exporters, maritime businesses, and labor organizations (including the Maritime Trades Department of the AFLCIO). All of the members of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition respectfully request that this Subcommittee use this unique opportunity to enact legislation that is needed now– so that future port navigation channel capacity affecting trade, jobs and our national defense will not be compromised. We urge you to pass a Water Resources Development Act this year with the H.R. 4844 language included and restore the TRUST to the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.4

Light loading jeopardizes economic growth and defense capabilities

Boustany 11 – Representative from Louisiana, PhD (Charles Jr., Legislative Hearing on H.R. 104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act, ProQuest Congressional, July 8th 2011)//MG

There are many examples of dredging problems in ports and harbors across the nation. In many cases, vessels must "light load" because of dredging shortfalls. The economic implications of light loading are enormous. For every foot of draft a ship is restricted by due to increased siltation, up to $1 million dollars of cargo will sit on the dock as a result of light-loading. As a Member of this Subcommittee, I participated in a hearing in which former U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Director of Civil Works, Major General Carl Strock testified. I asked him the reason for the Corps reprogramming funds from the waterway in my district to the Mississippi River. This alarmed me because the Calcasieu River is an almost 70-mile channel serving the Port of Lake Charles, the 11 th largest port in the United States. Based on studies done by the Corps' New Orleans District, in 2006 the Port of Lake Charles generated over 31,000 jobs and contributed $765 million directly to the federal treasury - equally the money allocated annually to the Corps for Operations and Maintenance projects. Despite these significant contributions to the national economy, the dredging budget of the Calcasieu Project has historically been grossly underfunded. Between Fiscal Years 2003 and 2011, the appropriations for the Calcasieu Ship Channel have been about 51 % of the amount needed to fully fund maintenance of the waterway. The example at the Port of Lake Charles is identical to the situational lack of adequate maintenance dredging funds at ports nationwide, so why should we be robbing Peter to pay Paul? As the conversation went on, General Strock stated the Corps could dredge all federally maintained ports and waterways to authorized depth should they get a full allocation of HMTF funds that are collected annually, just as Congress intended when the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) was created in 1986. Keep in mind, General Strock referenced just the incoming revenue and not the surplus. In order to address this situation, I introduced HR 104 - the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act. This strongly bipartisan bill seeks full access for our ports to the annual revenues deposited into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund generated by the ad valorem Harbor Maintenance Tax for operations and maintenance dredging in the United States - without creating mandatory spending. The RAMP Act includes a guarantee requiring the total amount available for spending from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund each year be equal to the Trust Fund receipts, plus interest as annually estimated by the President's budget. If an appropriations bill spending Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund revenue is brought to the House or Senate floor not meeting this requirement, any Member would be able to make a point of order against it and the bill would not be allowed to be considered in that form. While the intent of the RAMP Act is to increase harbor maintenance spending, it does not make the increase mandatory spending. The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has confirmed the bill does not have any scoring impact. The RAMP Act, with an almost 50150 split of 101 cosponsors, would address only future HMTF revenues, not the existing $6.1 billion surplus in the trust fund. Responsible for moving more than 99 percent of the country's overseas cargo, U.S. ports and waterways handle more than 2.5 billion tons of domestic and international trade annually, and the volume is projected to double within the next 15 years - particularly after the expansion of the Panama Canal. In 2007, there were 13.3 million port-related jobs - 9% of all jobs in the US accounting for $649 billion in personal income. A $1 billion increase in exports creates an estimated 15,000 new jobs 'and that is just what this bill in intended to do - strengthen our infrastructure, create jobs, double our exports and stimulate our economy. America's deep-draft navigation system is at a crossroads. Our waterways' ability to support the nation's continuing growth in trade and in the defense of our nation, hinges on much-needed federal attention to unresolved funding needs that are derailing critical channel maintenance and deep-draft construction projects of the water highways to our ports.

Light-loading kills competitiveness - dredging solves

Holiday 11 – Chairman of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition (Barry W., “Legislative Hearing on H.R. 104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act”, ProQuest Congressional, July 6th 2011)//MG

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for maintenance dredging or America's federally maintained waterways. The Corps estimates that full channel dimensions of depth and width at the 59 seaports and major U.S. ports are available less than 35 percent of the time. Ships must light-load cargo in order to reduce their draft or work on restricted schedules based on tides. These inefficiencies lead to higher shipping costs, damaging America’s competitiveness. If export goals are to be reached, there is no question that dredging domestic waterways to their operational potential is a requirement. Operation and maintenance dredging is funded by a dedicated tax and is deposited into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF). The tax raises $1.3 billion to $1.6 billion per year and the trust fund currently has a surplus or $5.7 billion. Congress created this dedicated funding for the purpose of dredging, but the U.S. Army Corms or Engineers has access to only about half of the incoming revenue each year, and this funding has been tied up in earmarks. In FY 2010, the 1IMTF collected more than $1.3 billion with interest, while only $793 million was transferred to the Corps for actual harbor maintenance. The dredging of our important waterways and ports has been deferred and delayed for too long. This situation is creating real problems for shippers and ports along our coasts, In the past few weeks, the situation in the Mississippi River has become so dire, restrictions were placed on ships entering and leaving the delta. Congress has authorized a 45-foot channel depth for the river, yet the Associated Branch Pilots have had to limit the draft of ships in certain sections to 40 feet. The Corps has expressed the immediate need to dredge, as each one-foot reduction in draft results in a loss of $250,000 to $800,000 per ship. Please see the enclosed wall Street Journal article concerning the dire situation in the Mississippi River. Without dependable channels for deep draft navigation, a wide range of goods and products will be placed at an immediate competitive disadvantage for participation in the nation's export markets due to increased shipping costs. Ports and marine transportation companies will lose business and industries that rely on these companies to ship products will suffer. This reduction in maritime transportation capability and commercial activity will place further stress on our economy at a time when America is recovering from a recession and there is increased demand for agricultural, manufacturing, construction and other cargos.

Squo fails: post-Panamax accomodation

New infrastructure investment is vital to accepting larger ships from Panama and Suez Canal upgrades

Martin, 10 – Ph.D founder and president of Martin Associates, conducted more than 500 port economic, planning, and marketing studies for seaports, terminal operators, and ocean carriers in the United States, Asia, Europe, and South America (John C., “Sailing into the New Century”, Industry Today, Volume 13, Issue 2, http://industrytoday.com/article_view.asp?ArticleID=F343)//MM

CHANNEL-DEPTH CHALLENGES
With the deployment of larger vessels via the Panama Canal after 2014, as well as the deployment of larger vessels via the Suez Canal, the ability of Atlantic and Gulf Coast ports to handle the larger vessels is critical. The larger vessels that will be deployed via the expanded Panama Canal and the Suez Canal will require a 48-50 foot channel depth when fully laden. This presents a serious constraint at many Atlantic and Gulf coast ports, as the majority of these ports that will compete for the new services consisting of larger container vessels do not have channel depths in this range. Currently, the ports of Baltimore, Norfolk and Miami are the only ones that have 50-foot channels. The Port of Miami has been authorized to deepen to 50 feet, while feasibility studies by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are currently underway at several Atlantic and Gulf Coast ports.
The ability to handle the larger container vessels is critical to attract all-water services at the Atlantic and Gulf Coast ports. However, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for the selection of the ports at which channel deepening will occur. The current economic situation has severely limited the ability to fund the deepening projects, and the benefit-cost criteria by which the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers uses to rank the deepening projects has been criticized for its lack of consistency in its definition of benefits and costs. As a result, Atlantic and Gulf Coast ports at which channel deepening feasibility studies are now underway may not be able to receive the federal funding necessary to attract the larger ships deployed on the all-water services. This will result in a loss of potential economic impact to those regions in which these ports are located, due to the lack of federal funding for the deepening projects.
INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT: VITAL TO THE FUTURE
Martin Associates estimated that the U.S. deepwater ports supported more than 13 million jobs throughout the nation and contributed about $3.2 trillion to the economy. The economic value of this cargo activity handled at the deepwater ports represents about 25 percent of the U.S. Gross Domestic Product. The deepwater ports system is vital to the movement of foreign trade, and the components of the coastal ports system are essential to the operation of the entire logistics system used by this nation’s exporters and importers. Without the support of the federal government in terms of infrastructure investment, particularly with respect to channel deepening and maintenance funding, certain regions of the US will be penalized in terms of the their ability to realize their full economic impact potential. With the need to stimulate the faltering economy, investment in the Marine Transportation System offers an attractive and productive segment to which federal funds should to be directed. It would be difficult to identify a single economic sector that supports nearly 13 million high paying jobs, as well as a sector that is vital to the enhancing the competitive position of the U.S. manufacturing and agricultural sectors in the global economy.

US ports need expansion to support Post-Panamax vessels

USACE, 2012 – federal agency that regulates port infrastructure projects (“U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, USACE, June 20 2012, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Preparing_for_Post_Panamax_Vessels.pdf) //MGD

Getting Ready for post-Panamax Vessels

The U.S. population is expected to increase 32 percent from 313.4 million people in 2011 to 412.2 million in 2042, as shown in chapter 2. The two regions expected to grow the most by 2030 are the South at 43 million and the West at 29 million. IHS-GI has forecast U.S. imports to grow from $2,666 billion in 2011 to $12,444 billion in 2042 to support this population growth. Exports are projected to increase from $2,088 billion to $14,831 billion over the same time period. San Pedro Bay TEU traffic, representative of West Coast port expectations, is expected to grow to 36.7 million TEUs by 2030. On the East Coast containerized tonnage is expected to grow from 65.66 million tons in 2012 to 146.3 million tons by 2029. Gulf Coast containerized tonnage is expected to grow from 29.6 million tons in 2012 to 64.6 million tons by 2029. One-half of the growth in Center Gulf bulk exports is expected to use the Panama Canal and it is projected that the Center Gulf will increase its share of total U.S. exports over the next 10 years. These exports will transit the Mississippi River to the Port of New Orleans. Carriers are expanding their fleet of vessels with larger ships to serve the current and future global demand. By 2030 post-Panamax vessels could represent 62 percent of the total TEU capacity of the container vessel fleet. Post-Panamax vessels are already calling at some U.S. ports and will call with increasing regularity in the future. The challenge is to invest in capacity expansion in the right places, at the right time, and in the right way in response to the Panama Canal improvements. For this report, a port is be considered “post-Panamax ready” if it has a channel depth of about 50 feet net of allowances for usable tide, as well as sufficient dock and crane capacity. U.S. West Coast ports at Seattle, Oakland, Los Angeles and Long Beach all have 50-foot channels. Northeastern U.S. ports at Baltimore and New York have or will soon have 50-foot channels. On the Southeast coast, Norfolk has a 50-foot channel. Below Norfolk along the U.S. Southeast and Gulf Coasts, there are no ports with 50-foot channels, although Charleston with a 45-foot channel depth and nearly 5 feet of tide can accommodate most post-Panamax vessels. This is also a region with high forecast population and the associated potential for trade growth. To respond to these needs, Miami is deepening their channel and will soon have 50-foot channel depth. In order to prevent ports from becoming the limiting component of the navigation system, the vision for the system must extend beyond the major ports to include lower tier ports. New, large vessels are typically deployed on the longest and largest trade service – Asia to Northern Europe. The “smaller” vessels on that service are forced to re-deploy to the next most efficient service for that vessel size. This cascading continues until the most marginal vessels in the fleet are forced to be scrapped. Cascading typically increases average vessel size for each trade service, placing demands on the port infrastructure to support larger capacity vessels. For U.S. ports to be ready to take advantage of post-Panamax vessel opportunities, major ports not only need to be “post-Panamax ready,” but second tier ports need to be “cascade ready” as they in turn have the opportunity to take advantage of larger vessels that begin to service their trade. For the purposes of this report IWR defines “cascade ready” as a channel depth of 45 feet.

Even if US maritime infrastructure is advanced, increase in Post-Panamax vessels require investment in seaports

IWR 6/20 – Institute for Water Resources (“U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, Institute for Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 20, 2012, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Preparing_for_Post_Panamax_Vessels.pdf)//MM
Population and income drive demand for trade, and trade drives the demand for transportation services. The U.S. population is expected to increase 32 percent, or almost 100 million people, in the next 30 years. The greatest population growth will occur in the South and West. Per capita income is expected to increase 170 percent in the same time period. These increases will drive increased trade, with imports expected to grow more than fourfold and exports expected to grow more than sevenfold over 30 years. The recent U.S. Navy Commercial (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EEtZ5r0CIYI), which states that 70% of the world is covered by water, 80% of all people live near water, 90% of all trade travels by water, highlights the importance of waterborne commerce to the Nation and the world. Our interconnected transportation networks, built in the last century or earlier, resulted in a competitive trade position for this Nation. In order to pass on to future generations the benefits of our competitive trade position, the Nation needs to ensure effective, reliable, national transportation networks and interconnections for the 21st Century. However, as Admiral John C. Harvey, Jr., Commander of the U.S. Fleet Forces Command, put it, “…many of our citizens have taken our maritime services for granted – we are no longer a ’sea conscious‘ Nation – even though we live in a global economy where 90% of all commerce is still transported by ship…” Despite this, I believe we have an opportunity as a Nation to strategically position public and private investments to become again a world maritime leader. The Nation is taking steps to seize that opportunity. The Conference Report for the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2012 (Public Law 112- 74) requested a report from the Institute for Water Resources on how Congress should address the critical need for additional port and inland waterway modernization to accommodate post-Panamax vessels. Post-Panamax vessels are a reality today. They make up 16% of the world’s container fleet, but account for 45% of the fleet’s capacity. The efficiencies of scale they provide drive the deployment of more and more of these vessels. By 2030, they are expected to make up 27% of the world’s container fleet, accounting for 62% of its capacity. This report provides an analysis of the broad challenges and opportunities presented by the increasing deployment of post-Panamax vessels and outlines options on how the Congress could address the port and inland waterway infrastructure needs to accommodate those vessels. This Nation must address the need and the challenges of a modern transportation system and evaluate potential investment opportunities. This report advances that objective. It contributes to an ongoing public discussion, which is already underway, and will help inform current and future decisions on the maintenance and future development of our ports and waterways and their related infrastructure.

Ports are not prepared for the Panama Canal expansion 

Abbott, 11 -- Editor, AAPA Seaports Magazine (Paul, "Special Feature on Port-Related Infrastructure", Summer, www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=18152#seaportsarticle4) // NK

Somewhat paradoxically, the $5.25 billion Panama Canal expansion project, on schedule for completion in 2014, is a key factor putting further time pressure on infrastructure improvements,including channel deepening, at ports on U.S. East and Gulf coasts hoping to handle the super-sized containerships that will be able to transit the enhanced water passageway directly from Asia.

Richard A.Wainio, port director and chief executive of the Tampa Port Authority, offered a note of caution at the fourth annual Shifting International Trade RoutesWorkshop, co-sponsored by the American Association of Port Authorities and U.S. Maritime Administration, hosted Feb. 1-2 by the Tampa Port Authority.

“America’s ports are not ready,” said Mr. Wainio, who was born in Panama and worked 23 years in executive positions at the Panama Canal. “If we don’t modernize our facilities soon, we will not lead in the 21st century, we will follow. We’re 20 years behind the curve.”

Workshop speaker Dr.Walter Kemmsies, chief economist in the New York office of Moffatt & Nichol, put it simply: “We need a lot of investment in capacity and infrastructure.”

Current US infrastructure can’t handle larger ships from Panama Canal expansion

Oxford Analytica Daily Brief Service 10-- PANAMA: Canal expansion brings long-term gains, 12/8, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/816415690?accountid=14667) EL 

SUBJECT:The impact of greater Panal Canal capacity on world trade and shipping. SIGNIFICANCE: Investing billions of dollars building a new set of locks will pay off only if Panama can attract away users from other routes and destinations. ANALYSIS: The prospect of an enlarged Panama Canal handling much bigger (post-Panamax) cargo ships than in the past is focusing attention, particularly from port operators in the United States, on the potential impact of expansion on global shipping and trade patterns. Views differ sharply, according to whether they think they will benefit or suffer from the change. Many of these views have been aired in forums such as the recent Caribbean Shipping Association conference, and a seminar organised by California State University at Long Beach's Center for International Trade and Transportation. Sharp divisions emerged: Some thought the impact of the expanded Canal would be marginal, and West Coast ports would retain their dominant position in handling trade from Asia, using intermodal methods of transferring goods to rail and road for onward shipment to markets all over the country. They pointed out that West Coast ports already had modernised, adapted to environmental protection legislation and developed storage and transport facilities that other ports only just were beginning to consider. Others argued that, despite this, the all-water route from the Far East to the Gulf and US East Coast via the expanded Canal, in time, would attract a much bigger share of Asian trade, not only with ever-larger container ships but also extremely large bulk and liquid carriers using the Canal for the first time. Panamax and post-Panamax. One economist, Robert West of professional services company WorleyParsons, has analysed the relative costs of shipping a container from Asia to the US West Coast, then using the rail 'land bridge' for onward transport to destinations in the eastern United States, and shipping it through the Canal to a US East Coast port, then transporting it inland: He estimated that transiting the Canal using current Panamax ships, with a capacity of 4,000 twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU), is the best way of shipping goods to 46% of the US population, compared with 56% using West Coast intermodal ports. By 2014, when an 8,000 TEU (post-Panamax) ship can be used, the all-water route to the East Coast will be best for 63% of the US population. That is implicitly the view of a range of US ports, from Houston, New Orleans and Mobile on the Gulf to Miami, Jacksonville, Savannah, Charleston, Baltimore and Norfolk on the Atlantic. For example, the president of South Carolina's State Port Authority thinks Panama Canal expansion will be the most significant development in shipping since the introduction of the container in the 1950s. He believes that, with its deep harbour, Charleston is in a good position to capture up to 3 million TEUs a year that previously would have gone to West Coast ports. Ferocious competition. Competition between these and other ports for a piece of the expected new business already is ferocious. There is a desperate race to modernise, expand and adopt more efficient and reliable cargo handling techniques: Bill Johnson, director of the Port of Miami, recently said that if Miami harbour were not dredged to a depth of 50 feet, post-Panamax ships instead would go to Freeport, Mississippi, and 1 billion dollars of annual revenues would be lost. He added that none of Florida's 14 ports currently was deep enough to handle bigger ships, but both Miami and Jacksonville should complete dredging by the time improvements to the Panama Canal are completed, and Port Manatee, south of Tampa, also has a big development programme under way.

The US is drastically behind on port infrastructure – without dredging our ports can’t hold Panamax ships

Gutierrez 12 - Former Secretary of Commerce (Carlos, "The Future of the Ex-IM Bank: Securing a Global Market Presence in the 21st Century", April 18, Center for National Policy, cnponline.org/ht/a/GetDocumentAction/i/37556) // NK

The Panama Canal is expanding in volume over the next two years. That’s a big deal. We have to dredge our ports to be able to receive these new post-Panamax ships that are going to be entering our ports. I don’t believe that we have finished dredging our ports. I heard the other day, about six months ago, the Port of Miami was just – the budget was just approved. It’s a little bit late. And if we’re not ready – amazing thing – if we’re not ready, we can’t receive these post-Panamax ships. MR. BATES: While in the Bahamas, they are working on mega-ports that can accept those kind of ships. MR. GUTIERREZ: That can accept those ships. Top 10 ports in the world, six are in China, and the other four are European, none in the U.S. And there’s nothing more strategic, more competitive for trade than an efficient port system. It takes us seven years to get a capital expenditure project approved in Long Beach. So this is – it’s the Ex-Im Bank. It’s free trade agreements. It’s giving the president fast track authority. And when we talk about free trade agreements, let’s go out and negotiate. President doesn’t have the authority to negotiate. So I’m not sure that we’re being taken seriously when we go to the table and start negotiating for this transpacific partnership. And then of course, you know, not all government spending is bad. I wish that some of that stimulus money would have gone into commercial infrastructure, commercial infrastructure – roads that help move product, rail that helps move product, and most importantly, ports. I find it a little bit embarrassing that we don’t have at least one port in the top 10. So there’s an awful lot of work to do and the rest of the world has gotten the message and they’re off and running. And we seem to be standing still, pondering – pondering what to do and if we should do it. I’ll leave it there with that positive note and – (laughter) –

US ports won’t be able to accept 30% of port calls post-Panamax

Morrison 12 -- Masters candidate Nicholas School of the Environment of Duke University (Brandon, "Race-to-the-Top: East and Gulf Coast Ports Prepare for a Post-Panamax World", May, pg. 5, Racedukespace.lib.duke.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/10161/5201/MP-Brandon%20Morrison-FINAL.pdf?sequence=1) // NK

Ports require a channel depth of 40 feet to handle the largest ships currently coming through the canal. However, a loaded 8,000-TEU vessel (i.e., a Post-Panamax vessel) sits 46 to 47 feet deep in saltwater and a foot deeper in freshwater (Spivak, 2011). This deeper draft necessitates a channel depth of nearly 50 feet, which many East and Gulf Coast ports currently lack. A USACE study determined that insufficient navigation channel depths restrict nearly 30% of port vessel calls; thus necessitating the need for ports to dredge in order to incorporate larger vessels (Spivak, 2011)

Squo fails:  shallow channel depths

30% of commercial port calls are restricted because of inadequate channel depths

The Beacon 11 – Maritime Exchange newspaper services serving Delaware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania (The Beacon, “Ramping up RAMP”, Maritime Exchange, 12/11, http://www.maritimedelriv.com/Publications/Beacon/issues/Winter2011/Winter_2011_Beacon.pdf)//MM
 “As a result, many of the country’s most valuable navigation channels are under maintained, reducing the cost effectiveness, global competitiveness, and efficiency of maritime trade,” said Barry Holliday, Chairman, HMTF Fairness Coalition, and Executive Director, Dredging Contractors of America. The problem is clear: due to inadequate appropriations from the trust fund, navigation channels are getting narrower and shallower because of sediment accumulation. The Corps of Engineers recently reported that almost 30% of commercial vessel calls at U.S. ports are constrained due to inadequate channel depths. Consequently, ships with cargoes destined for the U.S. market cannot be fully loaded because they cannot get through inadequately maintained channels. The ramifications hit both economically in the form of increased costs to move cargos and on the safety front, with the increase in potential for vessel groundings. The RAMP Coalition is working to correct this injustice. It has garnered significant support among members of Congress to ensure that the tax revenue is spent for its intended purpose. In January of this year, Congressmen Charles Boustany of Louisiana and Joe Courtney of Connecticut introduced H.R. 104, the “Realize America’s Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act.” This legislation currently has 132 co-sponsors, including local Congressmen John Carney of Delaware, Michael Fitzpatrick and Patrick Meehan of Pennsylvania, and Frank LoBiondo of New Jersey. A companion bill in the Senate, S. 412, the Harbor Maintenance Act of 2011, now has 26 co-sponsors, including Delaware’s Christopher Coons and Robert Menendez of New Jersey. H.R. 104 and S. 412 address only future trust fund revenues, and not the existing surplus. “With our nation’s economy in a crisis situation, it defies imagination that the federal government does not spend the already available resources to support its maritime transportation infrastructure,” Rochford said. The RAMP Coalition believes this attitude can be changed.

Two thirds of channels aren’t at their authorized depths

South East Shipping News 12 – News on shipping and maritime travelling in the South East (SE Shipping News, “RAMP Act Remnant to stop the theft of Harbor Maintenance Tax now in conference”, SE Shipping news, 4/12, http://seshippingnews.typepad.com/south_east_shipping_news/2012/04/ramp-act-remnant-to-stop-the-theft-of-harbor-maintenance-tax-now-in-conference.html#trackback)//MM
The proposal came in the form of an amendment to H.R. 4348, legislation regarding federal highway, transit and other transportation programs, and would protect funding for regular maintenance and dredging of the nation’s harbors by making sure that funds available in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) match revenue expended from it each fiscal year. The amendment is based the Realize America’s Maritime Promise Act (RAMP) Act (H.R. 104) which Capps and a bipartisan group of other Representatives introduced. The RAMP Act is also supported by a large coalition of organizations, including maritime businesses and agricultural operators, as well as the California Marine Affairs and Navigation Conference, which represents Central Coast ports and harbors. The amendment will now be a focus of debate in the upcoming conference committee of House and Senate members to negotiate a long-term transportation bill. Capps has been pushing for finalization of the transportation bill for months. “Our ports and harbors are a vital part of our local economy, but the growing backlog of dredging needs at these waterways continues to stand in the way of their full utilization,” said Capps. “I’ve heard repeatedly from Central Coast port directors and harbor masters that their navigation channels aren’t being maintained at their autho rized depths. And while I’ve been able to work with both Republican and Democratic administrations to secure federal funds to conduct critical maintenance dredging on the Central Coast, I know that more can and must be done. That’s why I supported this common sense amendment to ensure HMTF funds will be used for their intended purpose – the dredging and maintenance of our coastal ports and harbors.” Across the country, silt accumulation and a growing backlog of maintenance dredging needs continues to stand in the way of the full utilization of our nation’s ports and harbors. Today, an alarming two-thirds of our nation’s navigation channels are not maintained at their authorized depths. And, according to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the backlog of needed maintenance dredging projects grew from $2.36 billion to $3.25 billion last year. For too long, user fees deposited into the HMTF have not been fully utilized to maintain and support ports and harbors. For example, at the beginning of Fiscal Year 2012, the HMTF had a surplus of approximately $6.2 billion; yet, the funding was not being used to address the backlog of necessary maintenance dredging needed to sustain maritime infrastructure, but instead other federal programs. Similarly, the 2013 budget assumes a level of revenue $1.66 billion into the HMTF while utilizing $839 million, or 51 percent, of the fund’s revenue. At the end of 2013, the budget projects a balance in the fund of about $7 billion. Coast al ports and harbors, including require annual or semi-annual dredging. Delays or decreases in federal funds to maintain these ports and harbors could negatively impact regional and national commerce, reduce economic competitiveness, and increase the risk of vessel groundings, collisions, and pollution incidents. “Going forward, I’ll be working to ensure that the language passed by the House today to protect port and harbor funding is included in the final transportation bill signed by the President,” added Capps.

Current ports are too shallow – dredging is key

Puentes, 12  (Panel Discussion)- Senior Fellow The Brookings Institution (Robert, "Domestic and Global Challenges", 1/25, Brookings, "State of the Union 2012: www.brookings.edu/~/media/events/2012/1/25%20state%20of%20the%20union/20120125_state_of_the_union.pdf) // NK
MR. PUENTES: And it’s also clear when he talked about the construction jobs and just how hard those have been hit. So it does seem like a gimme. It’s really a very -- not even bipartisan. A non-partisan issue. When you leave Washington and you talk to folks outside the beltway, there isn’t a very different message when it comes to infrastructure. People clearly understand the priority that we have to rebuild what’s in place now and then put in place that kind of infrastructure that’s going to propel us into the 21stcentury. Funding it is clearly going to be, you know, the big challenge. There are lots of ideas that are out there. Taking more advantage of publicprivate partnerships, taking advantage of perhaps some foreign direct investments. This is a little bit of the speech last night. So there are lots of ideas about how we can do that but I think it’s not just around finding the money to do it but we’ve got to figure out ways to cut through some of the regulatory red tape that’s holding these projects up. Environmental regulations get a lot of the focus of that but it’s not the only thing that’s holding these projects up. And clearly when you go overseas you realize just how important it is that we have some of these protections in place. But we have to focus on those projects that are clearly meeting measures of national standards. Again, if we’re trying to double exports in five years, that clearly leads you down a path to certain investments particularly around our ports. For example, they’re widening the Panama Canal. We’re going to have gigantic ships floating up the Atlantic Coast and nowhere to dock because the ports are too small. They can’t handle them. They need to be dredged and all that kind of business. That’s a national priority. That really needs to be something that we focus on with a laser because again, we’re not going to be able to do all these other national objectives unless we have infrastructure that’s still in the 20th century.

The new Panama Canal will require deeper ports 
Darcy 11 - Assistant Secretary of the Army (Jo-Ellen, "The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities", 10/26, republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Darcy.pdf) // NK
PORT DEEPENING

Containerized cargo is forecasted to continue to increase in the near future. Many of the world's shipping companies are constructing larger, more efficient container vessels that require channel depths of 50 to 55 feet. The new Panama Canal locks are scheduled for completion in 2014 and will increase the permissible draft of vessels transiting the In Panama Canal from 39.5 feet to 50 feet. Some of our ports are better suited than others to accommodate the full extent of the deeper draft vessels that are forecasted to be in service.

On the Atlantic coast, the U.S. now has two 50-foot deep ports capable of receiving these ships - Norfolk and Baltimore. The Corps expects to complete deepening the Port of New YorklNew Jersey to 50 feet in FY 2014. The Corps is also working with the Port of Miami, which is financing a project to deepen the federal channel to 50 feet. The U.S. also has several other ports with depths of 45 feet on the Atlantic, Pacific and Gulf coasts, which will be able to accommodate such vessels when they are less than fully loaded. The ports of Los Angeles, Long Beach, Oakland, Seattle, and Tacoma also have depths Of 50 feet or greater.

Increased depth is key

Spivak 11 -- senior research analyst at the HNTB Corporation, a transportation design and engineering firm (Jeffrey, "The Battle of the Ports", May/June, American Planning Association, aapa.files.cms-plus.com/Battle%20of%20the%20Ports%20-%20Planning%20mag%20-%20May_June%202011.pdf) // NK

At the Port of Jacksonville, an Asian shipping company pushed back the opening of a $300 million container terminal by at least two years, waiting for the St. Johns River to handle larger ships. Across the U.S., inadequate channel depths constrain almost 30 percent of port vessel calls, a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers study determined in 2009. "The changeover in fleets [to larger freighters] is happening at a faster rate than people expected," says Richard Barone, the transportation director at the Regional Plan Association in New York. 

This issue is becoming increasingly important as the Panama Canal expansion looms. Ports today need only 40 feet of channel depth to handle the largest ships coming through the canal. But a loaded 8,000-TEU ship sits 46 to 47 feet deep in saltwater and a foot deeper in freshwater. This draft requires a channel depth of close to 50 feet, and only one top East Coast container port is at that level now — the Port of Virginia in Norfolk. "Depth is absolutely critical," says John Martin, an international maritime market consultant who has done hundreds of port studies in the U.S. "A port's viability increasingly depends on the ability to attract a major carrier. You don't want a constraint." 

Ports can’t support the Panama Canal expansion - depth
IWR, 2008 – The Institute for Water Resources is responsible for federal harbor improvements (“The Implications of Panama Canal Expansion to U.S. Ports and Coastal Navigation Economic Analysis”, IWR, December 2008, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/iwrreports/whitepaperpanamacanal.pdf) //MGD
V. Which U.S. ports are likely to benefit from the Canal’s expansion? This represents a major concern for economists working on Corps navigation projects. It is certainly true that not all ports will benefit equally or immediately following the expansion. A 2005 report by Drewry Shipping Consultants of London examined the future of the Panama Canal and its effect on shipping and concluded that even 10 years after the Panama Canal is expanded, most US East ports will not have the capacity or the depths to accommodate the amount of Post-Panamax vessels. Already struggling to handle containerships carrying up to 6,000 TEUs, many ports are ill-equipped to deal with a new generation of vessels, soon to appear in the Pacific that will carry more than 8,000 TEUs each. Larger ships require the terminal to have longer docks, more storage area, deeper water at the dock, and a capacity to move containers from the terminal to truck or rail.

Squo fails: congestion/inefficiency

Status quo fails – ports are inefficient, congested, and unreliable

Salin, 2010 – Works for at the USDA in the transportation program (Delmy, “IMPACT OF

PANAMA CANAL EXPANSION ON THE U.S. INTERMODAL SYSTEM”, USDA, January 2010, http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5082003) //MGD

According to the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), U.S. foreign trade of 1.4 billion metric tons (mt) accounted for 19 percent of global waterborne trade (7.6 billion mt) in 2006. From 2002 to 2006, global trade increased 23 percent, the greatest 5-year growth rate of the last 20 years. Foreign trade represented nearly 22 percent of U.S. gross domestic product (GDP) in 2006. DOT forecasts that it will reach 35 percent of the GDP by 2020 and 60 percent by 2030 (DOT 2009a). China’s demand for primary products (petroleum, iron ore, coal, and grains) and its growth in the global consumer product container trade have been the main drivers of world trade increases. More than 95 percent of U.S. cargo imports arrive by ships (DOT 2009a). To accommodate this increase in global trade, shipbuilders are making larger vessels. However, the larger Post-Panamax1 vessels require deeper and wider shipping channels, greater overhead clearance, and larger cranes and shore infrastructure (Knight, 2008; DOT 2009a). Some U.S ports, such as the Ports of Long Beach, Savannah, Oakland, Charleston, and Seattle, can receive the PostPanamax vessels. However, the efficiency of these ports is reduced by congestion caused by inland rail and road chokepoints (DOT 2009a). Congestion affects the service reliability of the U.S. transportation system. Capacity expansion in the transportation system is critical for economic growth (ACP 2006).

Squo fails: shipping

Lack of federal funding increases shipping costs and decreases trade

Shortridge 12-- Chief of Community Relations at Delaware Department of Agriculture, Reporter at the News Journal (Dan, “Funding holds up Nanticoke River dredging”, 1/16, The News Journal, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/916158505?accountid=14667) EL

Sussex County bought the 41-acre parcel a year and a half ago for $580,000, or about $14,000 an acre, to be used as a dumping site for dredge spoils hauled up from the bottom of the nearby Nanticoke River. Business leaders say deepening the river is vital to get barge traffic through, and they have been pushing for it for years. But the land has remained unused, and federal officials now say they don't have enough money -- estimated at $1.9 million -- to move forward with the Nanticoke dredging project. Dredging was initially projected to start as early as this year. When the land was purchased in May 2010, it was hailed as the last piece of the puzzle necessary for getting the Nanticoke dredged. The last time the river was dredged was in 1990. The lack of action has aggravated local leaders. "Oh, sure, it's frustrating," said Sussex County Council President Mike Vincent, R-Seaford, who represents the area. "We are continually trying to get that money." Perdue AgriBusiness, which has two storage facilities on the Nanticoke that receive and distribute corn, soybeans, wheat and barley, called the dredging work "sorely needed." Company spokeswoman Julie DeYoung said barges are now forced to travel at high tide on certain parts of the river to keep from grounding. The company recently invested $210,000 to dredge its own dock area on the river. Perdue moves 8 million to 10 million bushels of grain through its Nanticoke operations each year, DeYoung said. "Without the maintenance dredging, the continued shallowing of the river will require us to reduce the amount of grain put into each barge, resulting in additional trips and higher transportation costs," she said. 'Trying to squeeze' The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers performs and pays for the dredging itself, but the county is responsible for finding a disposal site for the material dredged up. Bob Blama, the Corps' project manager, said the project right now lacks the money even to finish the initial engineering and design work, let alone the millions it will take to dredge the river. "We didn't get that much to cover everything. We're trying to squeeze in the things we can," Blama said. The agency is moving ahead in some areas, including an environmental assessment that is expected to be available for public comment within a week, Blama said. County leaders say the project is so important that they have taken it upon themselves to secure that initial funding, estimated at about $110,000, County Administrator Todd Lawson said. Without the design and engineering money in hand by the spring, the project will fall off the Corps' project list and go to the back of the line, Lawson said. "It is a priority project for us," he said. "We're trying to get the money." Members of Delaware's congressional delegation said that while the federal government struggles with its spending issues, infrastructure projects such as the Nanticoke dredging are good investments. They pledged to continue to work to obtain the funding. "It would be a big setback to let this project go incomplete after significant progress has already been made on engineering, design and the purchase of property for the dredged material," said U.S. Rep. John Carney, D-Del. U.S. Sen. Tom Carper, Delaware's senior senator, said his staff has been working with the Corps since the summer to get funding, and he is hopeful that the money will be found "in the near future." River traffic down Barge traffic along the Nanticoke has been restricted by the shallow water, Vincent said. Companies hauling grain, fuel, rock and other bulk materials can't load their barges as full as they once could, increasing shipping costs. "If you can't ship as much as you were before, that raises the cost of your product to whomever you're selling it to," Vincent said. The river has shoaled to a depth of about 91 1/42 feet in some areas. The maintenance dredging would return it to its normal 12 feet. Shipping volumes have declined over the years, from 1.5 million tons of material in 2005 to 761,000 tons in 2009. A single barge can transport the same amount of bulk material as 150 tractor-trailers. Some residents and environmental advocates have expressed concern about the dredging, saying it would allow boats to go faster and for larger barges to use the river, causing damage. Some shoreline property owners have complained about barges striking the riverbanks and docks, requiring costly repairs. 'Never had enough' It's unclear just what happened to the money initially set aside for engineering and design work. Vincent said he was told the Corps had budgeted $160,000 for the work, but over the summer about $100,000 was shifted to another project. 

Port maintenance is underfunded in the status quo – this hurts shipping

Charles 11 – Senior manager of government relations for the American Society of Civil Engineers( “Legislative Hearing on H.R. 104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act”, ProQuest Congressional, July 8th 2011)//MG

The most striking example of our continuing disinvestment in critical waterways infrastructure occurs in our ports and harbors. In 1986, Congress enacted the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) to provide federal funding for the operation and maintenance (O&M) costs at U.S. coastal and Great Lakes harbors from maritime shippers. O&M costs involve mostly the dredging o harbor channels to their authorized depths and widths. The HMTF is financed by a tax on importers and domestic shippers using coastal or Great L.akes ports. The tax is assessed at a rate or 0.125 percent of cargo value ($1.25 per $1,000 in cargo value). In FY 2012. the HMTF balance will be an estimated at $6.1 billion. The administration is requesting $732 million in FY 2012 for the O&M of channels and harbors—equal to 45 percent of the anticipated FY 2012 revenues of nearly $1.6 billion and to about eight percent of the funds anticipated year-end balance. The House Appropriations Committee recently found this situation to be unacceptable. The [administration's] proposed reduction in funding for maintenance or deep draft navigation is particularly perplexing since the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF), which is Intended to fund 100 percent of the maintenance dredging requirements or coastal and Great Lakes ports, will have an estimated balance of more than $6.1 billion at the beginning of fiscal year 2012. The budget request does not propose drawing down the balance to address unmet dredging needs, and, in fact proposes to use less than one-half the estimated receipts for fiscal year 2012 for maintenance dredging. Also included in the budget request is a proposal to expand the activities eligible for reimbursement from the 11MW, although no specific details have been provided to date. The Committee strongly opposes any attempt to divert this revenue from the purposes for which it was collected, namely maintenance dredging. Also, in general, for the top 59 ports, the corps is only able to maintain authorized depths only within the middle half of the channel, 33 percent of the time. The fiscal year 2012 budget request is unlikely to improve that statistic. It is clear, therefore, that this proposal to expand HMTF uses is not based on a lack of need for Funds for existing eligible dredging activities. Energy and Water Development Appropriations Bill 2012: Report of the House Comm. on Appropriations. 112a cong. 13(2011). Despite this large and growing surplus in the trust fund, the busiest US. harbors are presently under maintained. As the House Appropriations committee noted, the Corps of Engineers estimates that full channel dimensions at the nation's busiest 59 ports are available less than 35 percent of the time. This situation can increase the cost of shipping as vessels carry less cargo in order to reduce their draft or wait for high tide before transiting a harbor. It could also increase the risk of a ship grounding or collision. ASCE strongly supports enactment of HMFT. 104, which would require that all revenues flowing into the HMTF (plus any interest earned) in any fiscal year would be appropriated for O&M expenses at harbors and channels. If enacted, BuR. 104 would Support the appropriation or $1.597 billion-more than twice the administration’s proposal—from the HMTF for operations and maintenance of harbors in FY 2012, an amount equal to the total revenues (taxes and interest) now estimated to be received into the trust Fund that year.

Squo fails: infrastructure 

Ports are the weakest point of US infrastructure – multiple failures trigger delays 

Brainard, 8 – Chair in International Economics, Vice President and Director (Bernard, “Infrastructure: Time to Compete to Win”, Brookings, 7/22, http://www.brookings.edu/research/opinions/2008/07/22-infrastructure-brainard) // NK
For too long, we have been badly neglecting investments in infrastructure. The American Society of Civil Engineers has given our rail systems a C-, our air traffic infrastructure the grade of D+, our roads a D and our navigable waterways a D-. The Congressional Budget Office estimates that infrastructure spending is twenty percent below what would be required to simply stay in place, let alone to begin to repair the damage of years of neglect and move forward. When time is money, delays associated with weak infrastructure reduce our export competitiveness. Take ports, which process ships that carry over a quarter of U.S. exports by value, and almost three-quarters by weight. Rail infrastructure within port terminals is often antiquated, leading to breakdowns and backups. A shortage of staging area leads to congestion as shippers struggle to maneuver their goods. Inadequate IT systems cause shippers to send cargo to ports that are already at capacity, exacerbating congestion at peak times. And that’s only the delays within the ports. The Government Accountability Office warns that the increasing congestion around ports represents a threat to our ability to move goods for export.
Squo fails: resilience

Status quo waterways lack resilience and threaten the economy

Charles 11 – Senior manager of government relations for the American Society of Civil Engineers( “Legislative Hearing on H.R. 104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act”, ProQuest Congressional, July 8th 2011)//MG

Forty-seven percent of all locks maintained by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers were classified as functionally obsolete in 2006. Assuming that no new locks are built within the next 20 years, by 2020, another 93 existing locks will be obsolete-rendering more than 8 out of every 10 locks now in service outdated. In 2009, ASCE gave the nation's waterways infrastructure an overall grade of D — due to the age or many facilities and the fact that the current system of inland waterways lacks resilience. Waterway usage is increasing, and recovery from damage or any significance would be retarded by the age and deteriorating condition or the system, posing a direct threat to the American economy. ASCE was founded in 1852 and is the country’s oldest national civil engineering organization. It represents 140.000 civil engineers individually in private practice, government, industry, and academia who are dedicated to the advancement of the science and profession of civil engineering. ASCE is a non-profit educational and professional society organized under Part 1.501(c) (3) or the Internal Revenue Code.

The Corps of Engineers continues to suffer from many years of under funding for essential infrastructure systems. If allowed to continue, this trend likely will result in ever greater system failures and the consequent expenditure of tens of billions of dollars to rebuild what could have been built more economically in the first instance. One example of the lack of investment has shown up on the Mississippi River, where budget cuts have reduced funds available for dredging existing channels and constricting traffic on the river, a situation that damages the U.S. economy.

Squo fails: funding insufficient

Port maintenance is underfunded in the status quo – this hurts shipping

Charles 11 – Senior manager of government relations for the American Society of Civil Engineers( “Legislative Hearing on H.R. 104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act”, ProQuest Congressional, July 8th 2011)//MG

The most striking example of our continuing disinvestment in critical waterways infrastructure occurs in our ports and harbors. In 1986, Congress enacted the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) to provide federal funding for the operation and maintenance (O&M) costs at U.S. coastal and Great Lakes harbors from maritime shippers. O&M costs involve mostly the dredging o harbor channels to their authorized depths and widths. The HMTF is financed by a tax on importers and domestic shippers using coastal or Great L.akes ports. The tax is assessed at a rate or 0.125 percent of cargo value ($1.25 per $1,000 in cargo value). In FY 2012. the HMTF balance will be an estimated at $6.1 billion. The administration is requesting $732 million in FY 2012 for the O&M of channels and harbors—equal to 45 percent of the anticipated FY 2012 revenues of nearly $1.6 billion and to about eight percent of the funds anticipated year-end balance. The House Appropriations Committee recently found this situation to be unacceptable. The [administration's] proposed reduction in funding for maintenance or deep draft navigation is particularly perplexing since the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF), which is Intended to fund 100 percent of the maintenance dredging requirements or coastal and Great Lakes ports, will have an estimated balance of more than $6.1 billion at the beginning of fiscal year 2012. The budget request does not propose drawing down the balance to address unmet dredging needs, and, in fact proposes to use less than one-half the estimated receipts for fiscal year 2012 for maintenance dredging. Also included in the budget request is a proposal to expand the activities eligible for reimbursement from the 11MW, although no specific details have been provided to date. The Committee strongly opposes any attempt to divert this revenue from the purposes for which it was collected, namely maintenance dredging. Also, in general, for the top 59 ports, the corps is only able to maintain authorized depths only within the middle half of the channel, 33 percent of the time. The fiscal year 2012 budget request is unlikely to improve that statistic. It is clear, therefore, that this proposal to expand HMTF uses is not based on a lack of need for Funds for existing eligible dredging activities. Energy and Water Development Appropriations Bill 2012: Report of the House Comm. on Appropriations. 112a cong. 13(2011). Despite this large and growing surplus in the trust fund, the busiest US. harbors are presently under maintained. As the House Appropriations committee noted, the Corps of Engineers estimates that full channel dimensions at the nation's busiest 59 ports are available less than 35 percent of the time. This situation can increase the cost of shipping as vessels carry less cargo in order to reduce their draft or wait for high tide before transiting a harbor. It could also increase the risk of a ship grounding or collision. ASCE strongly supports enactment of HMFT. 104, which would require that all revenues flowing into the HMTF (plus any interest earned) in any fiscal year would be appropriated for O&M expenses at harbors and channels. If enacted, BuR. 104 would Support the appropriation or $1.597 billion-more than twice the administration’s proposal—from the HMTF for operations and maintenance of harbors in FY 2012, an amount equal to the total revenues (taxes and interest) now estimated to be received into the trust Fund that year.

Current funding for dredging is inadequate

AP 6/22 – associated press (The Associated Press, “Price tag to dredge Eastern ports for big ships: $5 billion”, 6/22/12, http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/story/2012-06-21/southern-ports-expansion/55746890/1) // CB

SAVANNAH, Ga. – U.S. seaports in the Southeast likely need up to $5 billion to deepen their shipping channels so they can trade with super-size cargo ships expected to arrive soon through an expanded Panama Canal, a federal agency said Thursday in a report to Congress.

The report, from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, is in response to Congress' request to examine improvement needs among the nation's ports as local governments scramble for federal funds to deepen their harbors to make room for a growing fleet of giant commercial ships.

The East Coast has only three ports —New York, Baltimore and Norfolk, Va. — with waterways deep enough to accept the fully loaded ships regardless of tides.

The Southeast, forecast to undergo the nation's biggest growth in population and trade, remains too shallow from Virginia to South Florida and across the Gulf to Texas.

The need for expanding port capacity "is likely to be most critical along the U.S. Southeast and Gulf coasts," the report said.

That's because no shipping channels are at least 50 feet deep, which will be required for the ships — many from China and other Asian countries — that will begin using the Panama Canal after a major expansion is completed by the end of 2014.

Savannah, Ga., Charleston, S.C., and Miami on the Southeast coast, as well as several ports in the Gulf, are already undertaking harbor-deepening projects. None have advanced beyond studies to actual dredging, however.

In April, the Corps completed a 12-year study on the Port of Savannah — the nation's fourth busiest container port — which wants $652 million in taxpayer funds to deepen more than 30 miles of river.

The Corps said 17 such projects are being studied overall, and the cost of harbor expansions across the Southeast would likely be $3 billion to $5 billion.

"Strategically, we need to find a bucket of money to fund the projects that need to happen to keep our nation competitive," said Curtis Foltz, executive director of the Georgia Ports Authority, which is seeking final permits and funding to start deepening the Savannah harbor next year.

The budget crisis has made federal funding for port projects extremely tight, especially since Congress and President Obama for the past two years have sworn off so-called "earmark" spending that was used to fund such projects in the past.

The Army Corps report said current funding levels for port improvements won't cover all the projects that should be done.
Squo fails: current accommodations

Current accommodations fail – now is the key time to prepare for the finished Canal

Mitchell and Lee 11 -- *Masters Candidate **Professor of Civil Engineering, University of Delaware ("An Engineering Evaluation of the Panama Canal Widening on the East Coast Freight Corridors", August, pg 10 & 11, www.ce.udel.edu/UTC/current%20Research/Lee_Mitchell_Final%20Report.pdf) // NK
There are many unknowns related to the expansion of the Panama Canal and its affect on global shipping. Some are concerned that the size of the ships may not be the most important factor, but instead an increase in traffic brought by globalization (Knight, 2008). Also, researchers are concerned that if tolls at the Panama Canal become too high, other routes such as the Suez Canal will become more popular (Knight, 2008). A third and perhaps the most important concern is the readiness of the existing East Coast and Gulf ports. Even ten years after the expansion of the canal, most ports will not have the necessary capacity to accommodate post-panamax ships. In order to accommodate larger ships, infrastructure investments will need to be made. Some of these investments include deeper channels, longer docks, more storage area and the ability to move containers from ships to truck or rail (Knight, 2008). At the present time, there generally is a wide spread belief that the ports just cannot be ready in time to accept an increase in capacity and frequency of ships. 

Port Expansion

The issue of larger post-panamax ships calling on ports is not just a scheduling issue, but also a physical issue. Larger container ships require longer docks, more cranes, deeper water and make on-dock rail even more attractive especially with limited storage space. Additionally, as containers are stacked wider and higher, it requires larger and more cranes to efficiently unload these larger ships (McCray and Gonzalez, 2007). Not all ports are ready to accept larger ships or an increase in the frequency of arrival of these 11 types of ships. Additionally, there is a lot of lead time required to expand to have the necessary capacity to become a port that handles NPX ships. New cranes cost nine million dollars (U.S.) to eleven million dollars (U.S.) and acquiring more land can be costly or possibly, not even an option. Deeper water can take years, including the time for environmental studies, permits and expensive dredging (McCray & Gonzales, 2008). All this indicates that if ports are not ready now, they will not be ready in the near future to handle post-panamax ships.

The impact to the East Coast and Gulf Coast ports is truly the debated question. Some say “Enlarging the Panama Canal will be one of the most significant logistical „Game Changers‟ in U.S. shipping history, providing East Coast ports positioned to handle larger ships an economic windfall” (Abt, 2008). The key in that statement is “ports positioned to handle larger ships”. The ability of ports to handle post-panamax ships will likely be one of the limiting factors in how much of an increase there will be (Abt, 2008). Ports that want to be a part of this possible opportunity are outlining their plans for upgrades to increase capacity and size of ships that they are able to handle. “Besides increased dredging, the most frequently mentioned plans were investments in rail yard expansion and electric freight handling equipment and larger greener warehouses” (Abt, 2008).

East Coast port expansion is delayed – current efforts to improve are lip service

Port Technology, 2012 – Ports infrastructure news source (“Panama chief slams US officials for delaying port upgrades”, Port Technology, February 8 2012, http://www.porttechnology.org/news/panama_chief_slams_us_officials_for_delaying_port_upgrades/) //MGD

Panama Canal Authority CEO criticizes US for not taking advantage of canal expansion

Project delays likely to impact Panama, says Zubieta

The CEO of the Panama Canal Authority, Alberto Aleman Zubieta, has slammed port officials in Canada and the US for not making the most of the Panama Canal expansion.

Zubieta stresses that if East Coast ports continue to delay the upgrade of their respective facilities then Panama itself will not realize the benefits of the canal doubling its capacity.

“What concerns me is how long it takes to do these types of projects and that they are not now being done in the U.S.,” Zubietta told Modern Materials Handling magazine.

The US$5.25 billion expansion of the Panama Canal, responsible for five percent of the world’s yearly trade, is scheduled for completion in 2014. When completed the canal will not only double its current capacity but will allow vessels with a capacity of 12,000 TEU to safely navigate the 102-mile waterway.

East Coast ports, including Savannah, Jacksonville and Charleston, are hoping that the enhancement of the key shipping route will attract valuable business.

However, as its stands only New York and Virginia Port are capable of handling the largest container vessels operating on the world's oceans.

Zubieta added of the importance in enhancing East Coast ports and its influence on the future of the canal’s income.

“You must realize that you are in a globalized economy. If you do not do it, someone else will. If you don't capture those markets, someone else will,” explains Zubieta.

The Savannah deepening project has been highlighted as one of the key areas of focus in Georgia in regards to next year’s budget, with Georgia Governor Nathan Deal recommending the release of $47 million of funds.

“It's good for objective observers to back up what Gov. Deal has said repeatedly. We need action now,” said Brian Robinson, a spokesman for the Georgia Governor.

“The state of Georgia is doing everything it can to move this process forward, including investing tens of millions more in the Savannah Port deepening this year. We are committed to this project, which is vital to all of Georgia and, in fact, the entire Southeast,” he added.

Despite Savannah being the fourth largest container port in the US and the fastest growing of the nation’s major ports it is also the shallowest in the country.

AT: Funding now

New construction is underfunded

Bridges 2011 –Chairman of the Board of the American Association of Port Authorities and Executive Director of Virginia Port Authority (Jerry A., “Testimony of Jerry A. Bridges Chairman of the Board of the American Association of Port Authorities and Executive Director of Virginia Port Authority before the United States House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee Hearing: the Economic importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?” , October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Bridges.pdf )//MM

Modernization and deepening of federal channels is another critical issue for our nation to be prepared for 2lst century trade realities. There are two trends in this area which are cause for great concern. First, the funding level of the Corps of Engineers new construction budget has decreased considerably, with the President's current request at a level that is half of what we have seen historically. This decrease comes despite the challenges noted above, such as the expansion of the Panama Canal, the need to be able to handle the current and future World fleet, our new trade agreements and Americas international competitiveness. Our neighbors and competitors are not waiting. We must make this a higher priority to avoid negative consequences resulting in job loss, worsening road congestion, and less competitive exports.

Port Authority spending for dredging trades off with its operating budget 

Miller 10-- government and economic development reporter (Jay, “Port changes course”, Crain’s Cleveland Business, 7/19, ProQuest) EL

The Port Authority continues to work with the Corps to find short-term solutions for dumping the dredge material. The problem is paying the local share of the cost. Until a recent change in federal law, the cost of dredging was covered in its entirety by the federal government. Now, when the current disposal site near Burke Lakefront Airport is filled, local communities - not necessarily the Port Authority - will pay 25% of the cost of dredging work. Because it has managed the local end of the dredging in the past, the Port Authority expects to continue in that role. But it needs to find the money for the local share. Paying the local share would burst the Port Authority's current operating budget, so it must look to new sources of revenue to cover the cost. That money could come from a new tax or grants from state or federal transportation funds.

Budget cuts are forcing internal tradeoffs—dredging and lock operations
Evans 11— a senior writer for The News-Star in Monroe, LA, specializing in government reporting and civic-mapping (Robbie, “Cuts may delay or end dredging work”, News-Star Monroe , 7/13, ProQuest) EL

The future of commercial navigation on the Ouachita River will be grim in another year or so if the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers doesn't receive more funding.
Officials with the corps' Monroe office said Tuesday they may be forced to either drastically scale back annual dredging operations or reduce operation of the river's locks because of more than $3 million in budget cuts over the next year. Either option chosen by the corps to reduce its budget is going to have a negative effect on commercial navigation, according to shippers who use the system. "Would you rather have dredging or lock operations?" corps chief of river operations Jerry Stewart asked river users during a meeting Tuesday at the corps' Monroe office. "We don't have the money to do both." The corps needs about $10.5 million annually to operate the navigation system and dredge, but the 2012 fiscal budget, which begins on Oct. 1, has just $7.4 million allocated for the Ouachita. As a result, Stewart said he is looking at operating the locks daily for a 12-hour period. If the corps doesn't cut hours on the locks, it won't be able to adequately dredge the river to keep an adequate navigation channel open, typically 9-feet deep and 100-feet wide. Less dredging would require shippers to reduce the cargo loads on barges using the Ouachita River. "We're trying to balance light loading with keeping the system open," Stewart said. "We have been making it work with less dredging up to this point, but something has to change." Randy Martin-nez of Golding, which ships petroleum products by barge for Valero to the Genesis terminal in Ouachita Parish, said the issue of decreasing funding for the corps' maintenance and operations on the Ouachita River has been an issue brewing for several years. With the corps' $3 million budget cut in the upcoming fiscal year, Martin-nez said he's concerned the corps will continue to cut funding to the point where commercial navigation on the river will cease.

There is no money in the budget for dredging

Hendrickson 6/18 – news reporter (Dyke, “No dredging planned for clogged channel”, 6/18/12, Newbury Port News, http://www.newburyportnews.com/local/x1291711435/No-dredging-planned-for-clogged-channel) // CB

NEWBURYPORT — City officials have reported that buildup of sand in the mouth of the Merrimack is so significant that it challenges boaters at low tide, but representatives of the Army Corps of Engineers say they will do no dredging this year.

Edward O'Donnell, chief of the Navigation Section of the Army Corps of Engineers, said his agency has no plans to provide services to deepen and/or clear the oft-changing channel.

"Our plans are to improve the jetties this fall, but we will not be doing any dredging," O'Donnell said.

"There is no money in the budget. We are working on our budget for 2014 now, but I can't talk about what might be going into it."

The mouth of the river was dredged several years ago, but waterfront veterans say it often fills with sand and silt.

Boaters say that even the northern contour of the mouth is shallow at low tide.

"If you know the channel, you can usually get in and out by taking the (north) route closest to Salisbury," said Bob Cronin, a city councilor and veteran boater.

"Now even that is shallow at low tide."

AT: TIGER funding solves

The stimulus wasn’t sufficient – poorly allocated money leaves ports underfunded

Abbott, 11 -- Editor, AAPA Seaports Magazine (Paul, "Special Feature on Port-Related Infrastructure", Summer, www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=18152#seaportsarticle4) // NK

Stimulus funds barely scratch surface

Federal stimulus funding, including two phases of Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery grants, has only covered a small fraction of demand. The initial TIGER grants and those under TIGER II were designated to help pay for more than 125 construction and planning projects, but the total number of grant applications was nearly 2,500. In dollar terms, the two grant rounds have provided $2.1 billion, compared with some $70 billion in requests.

While the share of TIGERII grants going to port projects was more than double that in the first TIGER round, TIGER II’s 17 percent share for ports was still well shy of the 25 percent figure sought by AAPA leadership. The process used in selecting recipients of federal transportation grants has come under fire by the Government Accountability Office and House Republican leadership.

At a May 4 congressional committee hearing, House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman John L. Mica, R-Fla., condemned the overall American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.

“I couldn’t be more frustrated with our country’s current economic situation,” Rep. Mica said. “Two years after passing the stimulus, unemployment is still at record levels and millions of
people are still out of work.

“The stimulus package totaled $787 billion, a number that has since been revised to be even higher,” Rep.Mica continued. “Only a fraction of that $787 billion was dedicated to infrastructure. Even that small amount was too tied up in red tape, and a significant portion of the infrastructure stimulus funding is still not spent. Two years ago, I urged Congress to invest in infrastructure, but I also urged that funding be expedited so that we could get that money out quickly and get people working.

“The stimulus turned out to be an expensive, nearly trilliondollar lesson,” Rep. Mica concluded. “While funding for infrastructure, appropriately invested, can effectively create jobs, this failed stimulus will go down in history as one of the government’s greatest failures.” (Please turn to page 18 for an exclusive guest article from Rep. Mica.)

TIGER funding is insufficient

Benjamin 11 –Executive Director Port of Oakland and as President of the California Association of Port Authorities (Omar R., “Testimony of Omar R. Benjamin Executive Director Port of Oakland before the House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee Hearing: “Economic importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?”, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Benjamin.pdf )//MM

Now that the deepening has occurred, however, we are engaged in yearly efforts to ensure that adequate maintenance dredging funds can be released to maintain our channels at its authorized depth. Our shippers pay Harbor Maintenance Taxes on the value of their import cargo, which is in turn credited to the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF). These are user-supported fees that support critical maintenance dredging at no cost to the federal government. Yet while the HMTF currently is running a significant surplus every year, with over $5 billion having accumulated in the Trust Fund, ports around the country are not able to access these funds in a sufficient and timely manner. We strongly urge the Congress to make use of the full HMT collections so that ports can continue to stay internationally strong and competitive. As the Congress continues to contemplate and develop important transportation priorities such as the Surface Transportation Reauthorization and the Water Resources Development legislation, I would urge you to not forget the role of the ports and related goods movement partners in delivering economic growth and prosperity. We greatly appreciate the limited investment programs that seaports have recently had access to, such as TIGER, but it’s clear that more remains to be done and such efforts need to be expanded and made more robust so that seaports can participate more fully in the federal transportation funding system. In conclusion, Chairman Gibbs, Ranking Member Bishop and Members of the Committee, we appreciate the increased focus and attention on the role of seaports in delivering economic growth. We are now working cooperatively as never before to increase cargo volumes and grow our economy, but we cannot compete and win if we do not have a partner in the federal government. It is only with your help that we can secure the needed investments in our infrastructure so we can bring back jobs, increase trade and support a full economic recovery for our nation.

AT: West Coast port upgrades

Even if they win that West Coast ports are prepared, their cards don’t assume East Coast needs

Frittelli, 2011 – Specialist in Transportation Policy (John, “Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Expenditures”, Congressional Research Service, January 10, 2011, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41042.pdf)//MM
For further information, see the USACE’s Dredging Information System at http://www.ndc.iwr.usace.army.mil/ 

dredge/dredge.htm. Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Expenditures Congressional Research Service 5 Ships calling at U.S. ports have been limited in size somewhat by the dimensions of the Panama Canal. The development of double-stack container rail service in the 1980s reduced the cost of shipping containers over land across the United States, thereby reducing reliance on the Canal for transcontinental shipments, and allowing trans-Pacific carriers to deploy larger, “post-Panamax” ships. This development increased the competitiveness of U.S. West Coast ports as gateways for trans-Pacific containerized trade, which is by far much larger than trans-Atlantic trade. Recently, the Panama Canal has embarked on a widening and deepening project, expected to be completed around 2015. 9 U.S. Gulf and East Coast ports anticipate that the Canal’s expansion will enhance their competitiveness vis-à-vis West Coast ports in capturing Asian cargo and, thus, their interest in dredging to accommodate larger ships has intensified. Due to geological differences, U.S. Gulf and East Coast ports, as a group, require far more dredging than do West Coast ports, some of which are particularly large generators of HMT revenue. If U.S. ports subject to the HMT shipped more cargo between them, they would have more of an economic interest in the maintenance of each other’s navigation channels.

Economy advantage

--AT: Cargo demand low

Cargo demand is increasing despite the recession

IWR 6/20 – Institute for Water Resources (“U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, Institute for Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 20, 2012, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Preparing_for_Post_Panamax_Vessels.pdf)//MM
Cargo carriers, seeking to service this global trade more efficiently and lower costs, are commissioning the building of ever larger ships, known as post-Panamax vessels. These vessels are currently calling at U.S. ports and are expected to call in increasing number. The completion of the Panama Canal in 2014 will influence the timing of their arrival at certain ports. However, post-Panamax vessels will dominate world trade and call at U.S. ports regardless of the Panama Canal expansion as they are expected to represent 62 percent of total container ship capacity by 2030. How the Nation invests in the maintenance and modernization of its navigation infrastructure presents financial challenges to be met and economic opportunities to be seized. Sustaining a competitive U.S. navigation system that can enhance economic opportunities for future generations without significant harm to the environment will require a coordinated effort between government, industry and other stakeholders. Identifying Capacity Maintenance and Expansion Issues Associated with post-Panamax Vessels Congress directed the USACE Institute for Water Resources to submit to the Senate and House committees on appropriations a “report on how the Congress should address the critical need for additional port and inland waterways modernization to accommodate post-Panamax vessels.” This report fulfills that request. This report identifies capacity maintenance and expansion issues associated with the deployment of post-Panamax vessels to trade routes serving U.S. ports. This identification has been accomplished through an evaluation of the future demand for capacity in terms of freight forecasts and vessel size expectations and an evaluation of the current capacity of the Nation’s inland waterways and coastal ports. Despite the recent worldwide recession, the expected general trend for international trade is one of continued growth as the world’s population and standard of living grow. As international trade expands, the number of post-Panamax vessels is expected to increase. The Nation’s ability to attract these vessels and allow efficient use of their capacity is the key to realizing the transportation cost savings these vessels represent. For example, the Corps investigation of the Port of Savannah indicates a $652 million dollar investment where the benefits far exceed the cost. Growth is expected in overall trade and deployment of post-Panamax vessels to U.S. ports is certain for multiple trade routes. The expansion of the Panama Canal, currently underway, will accelerate the timing of the deployment of these vessels to more U.S. ports. There is, however, uncertainty in the port specific details: at which ports they will call; when these vessels will arrive in large numbers; how deep these vessels will draft arriving and departing; and the supporting infrastructure needed (channel depth and width, number and sizes of cranes, size of available container storage area). Despite the lack of port specific certainty, the Nation can move forward identifying individual projects using established risk informed decision making methods. 

Recent recession irrelevant—cargo will increase again

Costa and Rossen 5/5 -- *Ph.D. Candidate and Research Assitant, Dept. of Agricultrual Economics, Texas A&M, **Professor Dept. of Agricultural Economics, Texas A&M (Rafael and Parr, "THE IMPACTS OF THE PANAMA CANAL EXPANSION ON WORLD COTTON", pg. 2 &3, www.trforum.org/forum/downloads/2012_55_Panama_Canal_Expansion_Cotton.pdf) EL

Global container fleet capacity is forecast to increase from 13.2 million twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU) in 2010 to 16.8 million TEU in 2013, placing additional demand on U.S. ports and transportation system infrastructure (ACP 2010). The demand for containers for the export of corn, wheat, oilseeds, and distiller’s dry grain (DDG) increased from 306,000 TEU in 2003 to 804,000 TEU in 2008. While this represents a relatively small share of total containers available for U.S. cargo, much of the increased demand occurred at the ports of Savannah and Norfolk. Part of the reason for this was the significant increase in freight rates for bulk cargo during this time period. The situation resulted in a shortage of containers on the East Coast and 3 led to the increased shipments of cotton to the West Coast for export. Although congestion and container shortages were mitigated somewhat by the recent economic recession, global cargo shipments have recovered and are expected to again strain the U.S. port system.

Demand for high port capacity will substantially increase

Anderson 2011 –Chief Executive Officer of the Jacksonville Port Authority (JAXPORT) (A. Paul, “testimony of A. Paul Anderson Chief Executive Officer of the Jacksonville Port Authority (JAXPORT) for the Record of the united States House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Subcommittee on Water Resources and the Environment Hearing: “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?””, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Anderson.pdf )//MM

The United States' seaports play a critical role in our nation's economy. Today, more than 13 million Americans work in positions related to international trade and that trade accounts for more than a quarter of U.S. GDP. Nearly all U.S. cargo, imports and exports, is carried by ship, and volumes are growing.   Over the past 10 years, containerized cargos at U.S. ports, measured in twenty-foot equivalent units (TEUs), have grown at a compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of 4.1 percent. Over the past 20 years, TEUs grew at CAGR of 5.1 percent, culminating in a total of more than 41 million TEUs handled by U.S. ports in 2010. [1]

Historically, there is a strong relationship between the volume of containerized cargo and U.S. GDP: TEUs grew at a rate of one and a half times the growth of real GDP. Since 2000, TEUs have grown (and fallen) at nearly two times the change in real GDP. 

Using this historical analysis, U.S. real GDP is likely to grow between 2 to 4 percent annually over the next five years, and based upon a 1.5x future growth rate, this equates to a 3 percent to 6 percent baseline growth rate in TEUs at U.S. ports, in essence, a doubling of containers handled at U.S. ports in 20 years. [2]

Recent trade agreements are projected to significantly boost U.S. product exports. The South Korean Free Trade Agreement would increase exports by as much as $10.9 billion in the first year, and the agreement with Colombia would increase exports by as much as $1.1 billion per year. [3] This additional business has ample positive economic impact in the U.S. According to maritime economic analyst firm Martin Associates, American jobs created by exports pay 13 percent to 17 percent higher wages than non trade jobs in the economy.

These long awaited trade agreements and analysis of historical trends leave me with no doubt that U.S. container trade will continue to grow through the 2lst Century. However, this growth will not be experienced equally across the three major American seaport regions: the Pacific, the Gulf and the East Coast. Mounting economic pressures are leading shippers to demand more efficient transportation networks. Changing global trade patterns, the emergence of new trade routes focused on the U.S. East Coast, the opening of the newly expanded locks of the Panama Canal in 2014 and continuing innovation in logistics practices are facilitating the movement of cargo into and out of our country in dynamic ways.
delay bad

Any delay increases shipping costs

Kornegay, 9 - executive director of the Port of Houston Authority (H. Thomas, “Dredging up a Disaster: Declining Federal Maintenance of Nation’s Ports,” World Energy Source,
http://www.worldenergysource.com/articles/text/kornegay_WE_v8n4.cfm)//DH

While holding back funds already collected from the Harbor Maintenance Tax Trust Fund each year, the proposed federal budget also cuts the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Civil Works program, which includes money for construction, maintenance and study of deep-draft dredging projects in America’s harbors and navigation channels.

This chronic underfunding of the Corps of Engineers’ Civil Works program is creating major challenges for public ports, ocean carriers and their customers in meeting the expectations of the businesses and communities they serve, in terms of both safety and an economic perspective. Each year that new dredging projects are delayed and existing projects go unfinished, our nation is put at a competitive disadvantage to export its products overseas by causing the cost of waterborne imports to go up.
Deepening key to seaport competiveness

Insufficient dredging sends business overseas
Broder Singer 11— Publications Consultant, School of Business at University of Miami, Freelance Editor, Splendid magazine at Miami Media LLC, Independent Editor (Rochelle, “Dredging Deeper”, Florida Trend, May, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/866057185?accountid=14667) EL

In 2014, two new locks will come into service at the Panama Canal, accommodating ships carrying nearly three times as much cargo as today's canal-transiting ships. A surprising announcement by Gov. Rick Scott will make the Port of Miami one of the few ports on the eastern seaboard that can accommodate those gigantic ships. The post-Panamax ships will require deeper harbors - 50 feet rather than 42 - for loading and offloading cargo. A dredging project already under way at the Port of Virginia will have that port ready to accommodate the ships in 2014. Miami is the only other port on the seaboard that Congress has approved for such a dredge and that can have it finished by 2014. If ships can't load and unload cargo at the Port of Miami, says Port Director Bill Johnson, they will likely bypass a southern U.S. stop altogether. Without the port at 50 feet, Johnson says, "millions of containers will likely go to Freeport, Bahamas, and other ports outside the U.S.," he says. The project was ready to go, waiting only for the federal government's portion of the funding to add to the $137.5 million committed by the county and state. But funding wasn't included in President Barack Obama's budget this year. Then in early March, Scott directed the state Department of Transportation to loan the port $77 million for the project. The port, in turn, will forward the money to the Army Corps of Engineers, which is in charge of the project.
US Seaports must be widened and deepened to meet demand or US will lose their economic edge to competitors. Panama Canal expansion means now is key.

Gibbs, 2011 – Subcommittee Chairman (Bob, “Memorandum on the Hearing on “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?”, October 21, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/112th/Water/Water%20Briefing%20Memo%20%20%2010-26-11.pdf)//MM
Past Shipping Trends Trends in shipping reflect overall international trade and economic trends. The recession decreased consumer spending and the demand for imported goods, which in tum reduced international trade. The economic downturn of the past few years impacted maritime trade as it did all modes of freight transportation. Despite these factors, the comparatively low cost of this type of waterborne shipping makes it an attractive option as the economy began its slow recovery and personal consumption expenditures increased. According to the AAPA, in the first half of 2011, the U.S. imported 25% more industrial supplies and non-crude oil materials compared to the first quarter of 2010. Even as the industry has been tested in the recent past, new challenges lay ahead. Future Industry Challenges. The future expansion of the Panama Canal presents unique opportunities and challenges for the maritime trade industry. For almost the past hundred years, the depth and width of the Canal has capped the size of ships that may traverse it and ultimately reach Gulf and Atlantic ports from the Pacific. These ships are referred to as Panamax ships and have a capacity of around 4,500 TEU. Ships larger than the Canal capacity are referred to as Post Panamax and can carry up to 12,500 TEU. Today, Post Panamax ships with cargo destined for the United States from Asia utilize West Coast ports where they unload goods to be transported eastward by overland methods. The large scale ships provide significant cost to operators, greater profit margins and are becoming more prevalent. A report published by the Panama Canal Authority notes that half of the liner construction orders to major ship builders to be completed between 2006 and 2011 year were for Post Panamax ships. When the Canal expansion is complete in 2014, Post Panamax ships from the Pacific will be able to engage in maritime trade with U.S. Gulf and Atlantic ports via the Canal. Trade routes will change as the final lock gates open. Transportation researchers such as those at Georgia's Center of Innovation for Logistics believe that there could likely be a 25% to 30% shift in freight shipping routes from the West Coast to East Coast destinations utilizing all water routes. However, not all East Coast ports are ready for the coming traffic. On the Eastern Seaboard, only the Port of Virginia in Norfolk, VA is currently able to accommodate a Post Panamax vessel. Other ports are cued up for deepening projects or studies, but the Corps' resources are limited and this increases the timelines for navigation projects. At two-and-a-half times the size of their Panamax counterparts, the arrival of Post Panamax ships also presents landside challenges to seaports. To handle the increased cargo, terminals will need to be expanded or built; workers with varieties of skills and trainings will need to be hired; streamlined Customs and Border Patrol policies may need to be implemented to handle the increased load; and intermodal connections must be improved to efficiently bring goods to market. Many ports sit in urban areas where expansion is limited and expensive. Additionally, port and local traffic compete for space on highways, slowing down the commute for everyone. Inadequate infrastructure at ports can greatly diminish the cost effectiveness of maritime shipping. In order to stay competitive and take advantage of the economic boom posed by larger shipments, supply chain infrastructure investments must be made. Previous shipping routes have made the Pacific coast ports the busiest in the nation, but this is likely to be challenged in the coming years as more efficient options become available. Vessels that were too large to reach destinations beyond the Canal have made Pacific gateways the nation's busiest ports based on containerized trade handled per year. Five of the country's top ten ports (Los Angeles, Long Beach, Oakland, Seattle and Tacoma), including two of the top twenty container ports in the world, are located on the West coast. The expected shift in routes may reduce traffic to these ports, although it will be somewhat mitigated by an overall increase in global trade. Also ports in California, Oregon and Washington are facing competition with the state- of-the-art and aggressively expanding Port of Prince Rupert in British Columbia. Advanced throughput capabilities at that port mean that goods can impressively reach Chicago in less than 100 hours. Both marine and landside infrastructure development at American ports is required to stay globally competitive. As Canada has no Harbor Maintenance Tax, shippers could realize an average $137 savings per container by moving cargo through Canada. The U.S. Federal Maritime Commission plans to study diversion of cargo typically destined for the United States through the Port of Prince Rupert. The agency is responding to a request from members of Congress from the West Coast to study the impact of Prince Rupert, Canada taking cargo bound for America from Los Angeles, Long Beach, Oakland, Seattle and other ports. This complex issue involving the Harbor Maintenance Tax, weaker container inspections, and the subsidy of cargo rail moves through Canada to the U.S. border near Chicago will likely have significant impacts on the nation's ports as well.

Lack of accommodations pushes trade to other nations 

Bishop 11 -- (Timothy, The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st-Century Trade Realitites", October 26, www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg70928/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg70928.pdf) // NK
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing on the economic importance of our Nation’s seaports. I could not agree more with the premise of this hearing. Seaports are the critical hub of exports leaving and entering the United States. Nothing could be more important to our trading and economic balance than to ensure that our seaports are prepared to handle cargo and create jobs.

Twice in the last 5 months we have held hearings on issues in legislation associated with our maritime and inland waterway systems. We have heard from witness after witness about the importance of maintaining our waterway transportation system. I get it. And I think we all agree that more needs to be done. 'The problem that I am struggling with is how we are going to meet the needs under the present constraints that we are operating under.

As I have looked over the testimony from our witnesses today, I am struck by three consistent themes. The first theme, that in order to prepare for a shipping world where the cost of shipping and the timing of getting the commodities to market, or the market drivers, we need seaports that can support the shipping carriers of the future, along with the land-side infrastructure to quickly and efficiently move the cargo from ship to rail, trucks, or airplanes, and out of the – out to the intended industries.
The second theme is that ports create jobs, lots of jobs, both directly loading ships, and indirectly, through the moving and distributing of the commodities from port to destination. If the seaports lose capacity, or cannot handle the bigger container ships, then ships and jobs go away to Canada, Mexico, or other ports that will support them.
The third theme is that we need to find a more efficient and timely way to fund and support our seaports. The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers operation and maintenance, and Corps construction programs, along with private partners, have historically stood together to find ways to meet the seaport needs of our country.

Absent improvements companies will use alternative ports 
Lipton 04—reporter at the New York Times (Eric, “Dredging Project Makes Way For Newer, Larger Ships: FLOOD TIDE: Second of two articles”, The New York Times, 11/23, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/432909863?accountid=14667, ProQuest) EL
''We ask for this improvement, not locally, but nationally,'' went one local appeal for a federally financed dredging of the Kill Van Kull in 1917, prefiguring the pleas that are heard today. ''The government cannot spend its money to better advantage than by this improvement.'' Two years earlier, state and local governments in New Jersey used a two-foot-wide pipe to suck centuries' worth of muck out of swampy Newark Bay, deepening it and creating, with the help of a dike, a new waterfront that is known today as Port Newark. The port's advantages were obvious. Because the railroads had run their tracks to New Jersey, it was there -- not at the piers in Manhattan or Brooklyn -- that direct rail connections to the rest of the nation could be made. Highways would soon follow. And as pallets began to be replaced in the 1950's by larger metal containers that had to be stacked before they could be loaded onto a truck or rail car, the expansive new waterfront became the heart of New York's port, wiping out ship traffic along the West Side of Manhattan and most of the trade in Brooklyn. But Newark Bay, and the Kill Van Kull, the channel used to get there from the main harbor, also had serious drawbacks. The daily flow of the Hudson and East Rivers had created naturally deep harbors in Brooklyn and along the West Side of Manhattan, or at least riverbeds of silt that could easily be dredged, and by the 1930's these waterways had channels 40 to 45 feet deep. By comparison, Newark Bay was shallow, and the Kill Van Kull, with its bedrock floor, was only 20 to 30 feet at its deepest. Navigating that channel, ships had to make a nearly 90-degree turn just west of the Bayonne Bridge, a spot nicknamed Death Alley after dozens of accidents, including a fiery collision of two tankers in 1966 that killed 33. That tight squeeze has prompted perennial pleas to dig deeper. For the most part, the Port Authority, with help from the Army Corps, was able to stay ahead of the demands of larger ships, carving the Kill Van Kull to 35 feet in the 1970's and then 40 feet in the late 80's. The tight turn at Death Alley was also widened, although it remains a daunting obstacle that may someday require further widening. But with the July 1998 visit of the Regina Maersk -- a container ship that draws 47 feet of water when fully loaded -- New York officially lost the ship-versus-harbor contest. The only way the Regina Maersk could enter Newark Bay was to carry one-fifth of its full load. Maersk, one of the world's largest shipping companies, had carefully staged the Regina's arrival, and threatened soon afterward to move its East Coast hub out of New York, perhaps to Baltimore or to Halifax, Nova Scotia. ''The ship owners' message was simple: If we did not meet the demands, the cargo would go elsewhere, even if it was still headed to New York consumers,'' said Lillian C. Borrone, then the port commerce director at the Port Authority. ''No matter how much we had already spent, it wasn't going to be enough. We were no longer a viable modern port. We needed to evolve more.''

Funding for deepening seaports key to competing with Canada and Mexico 

Napolitano, 2011- Representative of California on the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure and the Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment (Grace F., “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st-Century Trade Realities?”, Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure House of Representatives One Hundred Twelfth Congress, First Session, October 26, 2011, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg70928/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg70928.pdf)//MM
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank yourself, Chairman Gibbs, and Ranking Member Bishop, for holding this hearing. And I agree with my colleague, Ranking Member Bishop. We must invest in our ports. The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund is an important tool to rebuild our harbor infrastructure. The intent of it is for shippers to pay a fee that is spent—supposed to be spent—on maintaining the harbors that the shippers use. Unfortunately, that is not the case. It is not operating in a fair or equitable manner. The harbors must pay into the trust fund—they pay in to receive a very small fraction in return to maintain their harbors. The top 10 harbors in the U.S. collect 70 percent of the trust fund revenues, although they receive only 16 percent of those expenditures. This inequality has led to the busiest U.S. harbors that pay the most into the system being drastically under-maintained, and we are facing a loss to Canada and Mexico in the meantime, especially as the new super-tankers are requesting ports that are not maintained sufficiently to allow them to berth. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers estimates that the Nation’s busiest 59 ports are maintained to only 35 percent of authorized depth. The situation can increase the cost of shipping as vessels carry less cargo in order to reduce their draft, or they wait for high tide before transitioning into a harbor. This can also increase the risk of a ship grounding or a collision, possibly resulting in an oil spill. According to CRS, only 30 to 45 percent of these revenues are being spent in harbors that shippers even use. Assessing a fee on shippers and then distributing the revenues mostly or entirely for the benefit of other users undermines the trust fund and its intended use, and the user fee concept. Our Los Angeles and Long Beach harbors, which—both are not in my area, but that’s the Alameda Corridor that goes right through my area—receive less than 1 percent of the funds they pay into the system. Mr. Chair, 1 percent is not exactly equity. Seattle and Tacoma receive about 1 percent of the funds they pay into the system. The harbors of New York, Boston, Houston, receive less than 25 percent of the funds they pay into this system. 6 And they end up going to the competitor ports. This situation is incredibly unfair. This would be as if the Government assessed a fee on McDonald’s and gave the money to Burger King to build better restaurants. We must fix the problem. Money shippers pay into the fund should be spent entirely on maintaining the harbors they are—use. Additionally, we should also expand the in-water uses of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. Those funds should pay for harbors over 45 feet in depth, if those harbors are financing the fund. The fund should pay for berth dredging, as well. There are many issues concerning this, and I trust that we will continue to look at this, and maybe get a little bit better equity for those harbors that actually need it to be able to continue bringing business to the U.S. ports, instead of going to other ports throughout the Nation—or I mean throughout the world. I thank you. And I am talking about Mexico and Canada. Mr. Chair and Ranking Member thank you again, and I yield back.

Shallow channel depth in the US means companies are switching to Canadian ports

Larson, 2010 – Vice President of Caterpillar Inc. Chairman and President of Caterpillar Logistics Services, Inc. (Steve, “Testimony of Stever Larson Vice President, Caterpillar Inc. Chairman and President Caterpillar Logistics Services Inc. before the U.S. Senate Committee on Finance Subcommittee on International Trade, Customs, and Global Competitiveness” U.S. Senate, http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/042910sltest.pdf)//MM
Furthermore, access to many U.S. ports is constrained by channel depth, which limits the size of vessels that can call at a port. The largest of the mega-containerships and tankers that are increasingly being used can only be accommodated at a limited number of U.S. ports, and most of these ports must routinely dredge and deepen their harbor channels and pier areas to maintain access (The Transportation Challenge, Moving the U.S. Economy, Cambridge Systematics, Inc.). Because of U.S. port capacity constraints, out-dated manual processes and communications, and lack of integration and automation, Caterpillar has come to increasingly utilize Canadian ports for both import and export containers due to improved transit times and costs. Approximately 40 percent of Caterpillar’s imports and exports now move through Canadian ports, with 50 percent of our European imports arriving in Halifax. Our imports arriving in Illinois from Montreal, Canada are 2 to 3 days faster and more cost-effective than those that arrive from Norfolk, VA and service is also 2 days faster from Prince Rupert Harbor (north of Vancouver) than going through Long Beach/LA. We are currently looking to use this route for additional selected traffic in 2010. Concerns with our water infrastructure do not stop at our ports, however. Because of their ability to move large amounts of cargo, the nation’s inland waterways are also a strategic link in our freight movement system. Unfortunately, according to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, forty-seven percent of all locks maintained by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers were classified as functionally obsolete in 2006. Assuming that no new locks are built within the next 20 years, by 2020, another 93 existing locks will be obsolete—leaving more than 8 out of every 10 locks now in service outdated (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, The U.S. Waterway System—Transportation Facts, December 2007). 

Dredging ports is critical for competitive U.S. ports

Leone 10 – Port Director of the Massachusetts Port Authority and AAPA Chairman of the Board and U.S. Delegation Chairman (Michael, “Navigation Channels must be ensured priority status”, AAPA Seaport Magazines, Summer 2010, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2010.pdf)//MM
It’s normal for ports, like all businesses, to retrench during bad economic times. But that would also be shortsighted, since a downturn can be a good time for ports to make those infrastructure investments necessary to prepare for the new generation of larger cargo and passenger vessels on the near horizon. Over the next five years, more than 300 containerships ranging in capacity from 6,000 twenty-foot-equivalent container units to 14,000 TEUs are scheduled to come into service, along with new fleets of mega-cruise ships, such as Royal Caribbean’s 6,300-passenger Allure of the Seas set to launch in the fall. Given this challenge, regular maintenance dredging and deepening of federal navigation channels tops the list of important investments that the federal government must make in order for U.S. ports to remain competitive. This is because most U.S. ports do not have naturally deep harbors. According to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, almost 30 percent of the nearly 96,000 annual vessel calls at U.S. ports are constrained by inadequate channel depths. Congress has begun to take notice of this problem and is looking into the Corps of Engineers’ ability to implement measures aimed at improving efficiency, reliability and responsiveness in its analysis of deep-draft navigation projects. The American Association of Port Authorities has asked Congress to give additional consideration to the project development process and the timing of when these reviews occur. The Corps of Engineers and its port partners need to be on the same page regarding review methodologies and economic expectations so that, once a port invests millions of dollars and several years into a feasibility study, the project is not sidetracked at the 11th hour over an unexpected disagreement in the study methodology. This actually happened in Boston when the Massachusetts Port Authority invested 10 years and more than $3 million studying the feasibility of deepening Boston Harbor only to have the study rejected, twice, by Corps of Engineers headquarters staff when late-stage reviews revealed differences of opinion on the economic study parameters and methodologies. And Boston is by no means alone. Other channel-deepening studies which are critical for the future competitiveness of our ports have been stalled for years due to technical or basic policy conflicts. In order to meet the demands of a global economy, these projects must advance to the construction stage or our national economy will suffer. AAPA leadership also believes that the development of a deep-draft center of expertise with a dedicated staff of subject matter professionals would greatly expedite and improve the quality of the planning and review process. It is essential that Congress work together with the Army Corps of Engineers, the Office of Management and Budget, other involved federal agencies and the nation’s ports to make sure that there is a thorough and reliable process for the review and approval of feasibility studies on these all-important dredging projects so that U.S. consumers and workers can continue to reap the benefits of our global economy that are delivered by efficient ports. 

Modernizing port infrastructure is critical to competitiveness 

Financial Times 11 – global news agency for business news and analysis (Anna Fifield, “US: Obstacles to progress,” The Financial Times, August 1, 2011, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/01ff75ec-bc6c-11e0-acb6-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1yTIfa77A) // CB
Such progress cannot come soon enough for business leaders such as Scott Davis, chief executive of UPS, the package delivery company for which a delay of five minutes a day per truck costs $100m a year. “The US is not going to be competitive with the rest of the world if we don’t have the proper infrastructure. It’s frustrating,” Mr Davis says, describing how moving goods by truck is eight times more efficient than by air, and rail is four times more efficient than trucking. Ships are the most efficient of all but ports are congested, he adds.

It is imperative to tackle the problem, he says. “The way we’re going to have jobs is by growing and exporting. We need to be able to compete with the developing world but we can’t unless we have the infrastructure.”

Indeed, the US spends only 2.4 per cent of gross domestic product on infrastructure – less than half the average of 5 per cent that prevails in European countries – and half the level of 1960, according to the Treasury. In its latest infrastructure report card, the American Society of Civil Engineers awarded America a D. One in every five bridges is classified as “structurally deficient”, requiring significant maintenance, repair or replacement. This was the classification held by the I-35W bridge in Minneapolis before it collapsed in 2007, killing 13 and injuring 145.

The number of miles travelled by cars and trucks has doubled in the past 25 years, but highway lane miles have increased by only 4.4 per cent. Demand for electricity has increased by about one-quarter but the construction of new transmission facilities has decreased by 30 per cent. The US now ranks 23rd for overall infrastructure quality, according to a World Economic Forum study.

Deteriorating surface transport infrastructure will cost the economy more than 870,000 jobs by 2020 and suppress GDP by $3,100bn, says the ASCE. If investments in surface transport are not made within the next decade, businesses will pay an added $430bn in costs and exports will fall by $28bn.

To bring surface transport infrastructure up from deficient to sufficient would require an additional $94bn investment in highways and transit systems, the report concluded. “If we continue to fail to make these investments, it will affect families, businesses and our place in the world economy,” says Kathy Caldwell, president of ASCE.

But such large numbers are a hard sell in Washington. Though some deficit-cutting proposals included plans to increase infrastructure spending, none came close to the level needed even to maintain roads, bridges and airports in their current condition.

There is little doubt infrastructure projects are a winner when it comes to creating jobs, even if only in the short term. “For every dollar spent, we get more out of infrastructure investment than anything else,” says Donna Cooper of the liberal Center for American Progress think-tank, a former deputy mayor of Philadelphia. “If you give $1bn in tax breaks, you’re not sure if it creates any jobs. But spend $1bn on bridges and you know it creates 18,000 jobs.”
US is falling behind infrastructure—kills competitiveness

Nagle 08-- President and Chief Executive Officer of the American Association of Port Authorities (Kurt J, “Improvements to infrastructure are critical to meeting demand”, Seaports Magazine, pg. 8-9, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2008.pdf, Summer) EL
Despite the current economic uncertainties, it remains clear that international trade volumes will continue to increase. If we consider the international supply chain, there are imminent – and in some cases urgent – needs to upgrade or augment Western Hemisphere transportation infrastructure that handles goods movement into and out of our ports. Emerging trading giants such as China and India are placing a high priority on transportation infrastructure investments. Earlier this year, JP Morgan Chase & Co., the third-largest U.S. bank, set up a $2 billion fund focusing on infrastructure investments in India. The result of this and other private and government investment will be that spending on India’s roads, ports and power may triple over the next five years. And, in China, the national government is adding about 1,860 miles (3,000 km.) of expressway a year to the existing network, making China’s roads system second only to those of the United States in terms of total miles. Here in the Americas, a $5.25 billion expansion of the Panama Canal is under way. Upon completion in 2014, the canal’s capacity will be doubled, allowing transit of larger, wider ships. The truth is that China, India and much of the developing world are building new roads, rails, tunnels and bridges at a staggering pace. China currently spends 9 percent of its gross domestic product on transportation infrastructure, and India spends more than 5 percent. While they started well behind the United States and other countries in this hemisphere, they are catching up fast. The United States, for example, has spent less than 2 percent on average as a percentage of GDP since 1980. It cannot expect to remain competitive with that level of investment. Among AAPA’s top priorities is a focus on freight mobility throughout the hemisphere to support projects that enhance the multimodal movement of goods, as well as policies that recognize the interconnected nature of roads, rails and waterways. At AAPA’s annual convention in Norfolk last September, our membership adopted a new resolution titled,“Urging National Governmental Support for Port Development and Goods Movement.” It cites the importance of freight mobility to economic development, stability and growth. Furthermore, it encourages all hemispheric countries to elevate port development and goods movement to a national priority, and to make favorable policy decisions and infrastructure investments in support of that priority. One of the ways in which AAPA is fulfilling this resolution is through its many educational forums, such as the “Shifting International Trade Routes and Planning for the Panama Canal Expansion” workshop held in Tampa, Fla., in January. Presenters and panelists addressed shifts in global trade patterns; trade lane competition and impacts on waterside and terminal development; the need for landside and inland infrastructure development to meet future infrastructure needs; and various financing alternatives to pay for them. In the U.S. Congress, hearings are already under way for a new surface transportation bill. We anticipate there will be many innovative proposals advanced, possibly including some of the ideas proposed by the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission, which released its report in January. In that report, the commission proposed to Congress that the United States should more than double current transportation investments to between $225 billion and $340 billion per year; shave at least eight years off the current 14-year approval process for large projects; and consider a wide range of potential funding mechanisms. Looking ahead, AAPA will continue to work with its members, elected leaders, planning organizations and the transportation community to advocate for improved traffic flows in the intermodal corridors serving ports. We value your continued support and participation in this important endeavor.
key to supply chain

Lack of sea port infrastructure cripples US supply chain – that’s key to competitiveness

Lamb-Hale, 2010 – Assistant Secretary for Manufacturing and Services International Trade Administration for the U.S. Department of Commerce (Nicole Y., “Testimony before the Senate Committee on Finance, Subcommittee on International Trade, Customs, and Global Competitiveness for ‘Doubling U.S. Exports: Are U.S> Sea Ports Ready for the Challenge?’” U.S. Senate, April 29, 2010, http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/042910nltest.pdf)//MM
AMERICA’S FREIGHT INFRASTRUCTURE AND SUPPLY CHAIN COMPETITIVENESS. As sourcing and product delivery operations span larger and longer distances, firms are transforming the way they look at and manage supply chains. No longer are individual companies competing with each other, entire supply chains are. Effective supply chains and just-in-time delivery systems drive modern global business. Supply chain infrastructure is the glue that binds successful trade routes. It affects the cost of every single product in the United States. Inefficient connections and capacity limitations lead to delays that raise the price of a company’s product, and make it harder to compete globally. Supply chain infrastructure is an important factor in a company’s decision on where to invest, build, and employ people. These decisions require substantial lead times, and the quality of the infrastructure determines the attractiveness of a particular location. As world commerce becomes more integrated, and as sourcing and product delivery operations span larger and longer distances, America’s firms and supply chains are being transformed. It has long been the case that it is no longer the individual companies that compete with each other. Rather, entire supply chains – fully integrated processes that connect manufacturer to transporter to distribution center to point of sale – are now the primary competitors in domestic and global commerce. Efficiencies in supply chains lead to competitive advantages, and they make possible global sourcing, just in time delivery systems, and modern global business itself. The velocity and efficiency of each supply chain depends on the infrastructure through which these goods and products flow. The increasingly time-sensitive and integrated nature of modern supply chains make smooth, just-in-time goods movement a critical element in that supply chain’s ability to compete in the global economy. Industry today sees infrastructure as an interconnected network of physical transport facilities, combined with modern information technology systems. The efficiency of this infrastructure -- and the industries that depend on it—is affected by environmental and sustainability considerations, new financing options, education, and regulatory and trade security measures. This speaks to the growing sophistication and complexity of modern supply chains, and their critical reliance on the quality of America’s supply chain infrastructure to support modern, high-tech manufacturing. Industry members have told us that supply chain infrastructure makes a difference because it affects the cost of every single product made or used in the United States. Missing connections and capacity limitations between port and manufacturer lead to delays that raise the price of every American export product and make it harder to compete with international producers. To illustrate this point, a recent Wall Street Journal article reported that a key harbor grain terminal in the Port of Los Angeles lacks enough space to handle the volume of exports arriving from inland producers due to the limited rail service to that terminal. Leading executives have also told us that a nation’s supply chain infrastructure also makes a difference when deciding where their firms will invest, build facilities and employ people. These decisions require substantial lead times, and the quality of the infrastructure at the point of decision – the efficiency of the ports, the level of inter-modal connections, the quality of the IT systems, and more – determines in part the attractiveness of a location. The United States has long been accustomed to having a top-flight freight system. However, for many reasons – including our lack of a comprehensive, system-wide U.S. freight infrastructure development strategy, and our overly modal approach to planning and investment – we are not improving our freight infrastructure fast enough to keep pace with the needs of our 21st Century supply chains, and with the development of integrated transportation systems in the nations that compete with us in the global marketplace. Our national supply chain infrastructure is a global competitiveness issue. Studies have shown the impact of our inability to respond to this global challenge. A recent World Bank LPI survey ranks the United States as only the world’s 15th most competitive economy in logistics performance terms, behind such global national competitors as Germany, Singapore, Japan, the United Kingdom, Hong Kong, and Canada. The survey also found that the U.S. is only the world’s 7th most efficient economy in terms of its infrastructure, again behind such leading competitors as Germany, Singapore, and Japan. Senior executives from industry tell Commerce repeatedly that what is missing is a comprehensive and coordinated national policy approach to moving product in the United States. According to industry, the basic elements of a national policy approach must include: • Viewing the supply chain infrastructure as a whole, a system of interrelated parts emphasizing the interconnection points; • Emphasizing the needs of the system users, i.e., the manufacturers and shippers whose products flow through the system; • Ensuring that supply chain infrastructure enhances America’s economic competitiveness and export growth; • Acknowledging that security of this critical infrastructure system is vital and requires an interagency and public/private partnership approach; and • Recognizing that a competitive, modern supply chain infrastructure is indispensable to the sustained recovery of American manufacturing and exports and the success of our nation’s export strategy. In other words, a port is only as competitive as the road, rail, and air networks to which it is connected. 
Investing in port infrastructure is key to US competitiveness 

Nagel, 2011 – President of the American Association of Port Authorities (Kurt, “America’s Seaports Promote Prosperity”, United States Coast Guard, Summer 2011, http://www.uscg.mil/proceedings/Summer2011/articles/24_Nagle%20Prosperityi.pdf) //MGD

As primary gateways for overseas trade, U.S. seaports are critical links for access to the global marketplace and enable America’s exports to compete internationally. Investment in America’s port infrastructure and intermodal connections—both land and waterside—helps the nation prosper and provides an opportunity to bolster the country’s economic and employment recovery. A strong infrastructure Helps American agricultural and mineral producers export their products, while U.S. manufacturing and assembly firms benefit from import transportation savings because they often rely on imported parts, components, and bulk commodities. Seaports are so much more than safe harbors for ships to load and unload cargo. They help us build and grow international trade, which strengthens the national economy. At the same time, seaports stoke local economic engines by providing high-paying jobs while supporting employment in other industry sectors—ranging from freight logistics to retailing—that rely on the efficient movement of goods. Our seaports are also dynamic transportation hubs that must constantly adapt to meet ever-changing global trade demands. This is why keeping them modern, navigable, safe, and sustainable is such a core priority for the American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA)—as it should be, we believe, for the nation. 

key to Growth

Investment in port infrastructure is key to global competitiveness and economic resiliency 

Nagle, 11 -- President and Chief Exectuive Officer, American Association of Port Authorities (Kurt, "Port-related infrastructure investments propel prosperity", Summer Edition, www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=18152#seaportsarticle4) // NK
As the primary gateway for overseas trade, seaports are a critical link for access to the global marketplace, and they enable a nation’s exports to compete internationally. To that end, investments in port infrastructure and intermodal connections – both land and waterside – help a nation prosper and provide an opportunity to bolster that country’s economic and employment recovery.

For example, recent public-sector federal stimulus programs in the United States aimed at investing in transportation infrastructure have helped jumpstart a number of port-related infrastructure projects, ranging from rehabilitation of a portowned rail line serving forest products businesses on the southern Oregon coast, to a crane replacement program at the Port of Providence, R.I., to assist an America’s Marine Highway project aimed at reducing truck traffic congestion on Interstate 95.

In another example, Transport Canada this spring announced C$2.1 billion in funding through its Gateways and Border Crossings Fund to improve transportation infrastructure for Canadian industry. One recipient is northern New Brunswick’s Belledune Port Authority, which received C$1.5 million toward construction of a C$13 million center for modular fabrication of facilities for new mines, oil refineries, power plants and other large projects. The Canadian government also recently established the C$1.25 billion Public-Private Partnerships Fund to support innovative projects that provide significant public benefits and an alternative to traditional government infrastructure procurement.

These and many other examples throughout the hemisphere remind lawmakers and private-sector interests alike of an important truth: investing national, local and private resources into seaport-related infrastructure – from waterways and highways to railroads and terminal facilities – is imperative to help a nation meet increasing exporter and consumer demands, as well as demands for economic and environmental sustainability.

At AAPA’s spring conference in lateMarch, we were pleased to have U.S. National Export InitiativeDirector Courtney Gregoire discuss how NEI wants to partner with ports to improve and expand their export promotion activities and help prospective exporters find markets, financing and risk mitigation for their foreign sales. Increasing exports helps create jobs and business opportunities. Policymakers must make the connection that raising the priority of funding for port-related infrastructure – such as navigation improvements and intermodal connections that reduce congestion and freight transportation costs – makes their country more globally competitive.

Similar discussions on the link between increasing trade and improving freight transportation infrastructure will be on the agenda at AAPA’s Communicating the Importance of Infrastructure Investments Seminar for public and government relations professionals, June 21-23, in Savannah, Ga.; at the association’s 20th Congress of Latin American Ports, June 23- 24, in Lima, Peru; and at AAPA’s Maritime Economic Development Seminar, July 11-13, in Portland, Ore. Additionally, these topics are to be addressed at the association’s Latin and Caribbean Executive Management Conference, Nov. 15-17, in Veracruz, Mexico.

Through AAPA, the hemispheric port community is working together to develop and implement policies and programs that will stimulate trade and business development, grow jobs, and sustain and improve the critical gateways for global trade. Via the many voices of the collective AAPA membership, we are being heard, from Alaska to Argentina and from Guam to Guadeloupe. Advocacy and awareness efforts combined with information-sharing, training programs and international cooperation and relationship-building are just some of the ways AAPA is working to ensure its members and their customers enjoy efficient, reliable and competitive transportation access in the years ahead.
Investing national, local and private resources into seaport-related infrastructure – fromwaterways and highways to railroads and terminal facilities – is imperative to help a nationmeet increasing exporter and consumer demands, as well as demands for economic and environmental sustainability

Deep channels and harbor key to increasing growth
Bird 09— covers criminal justice and breaking news. She joined The Post and Courier staff in 2008 as a business reporter, covering ports and tourism (Allyson, “Strategic port plan approved; Board members put focus on markets, infrastructure”, The Post and Courier, 10/21, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/374154720?accountid=14667, ProQuest) EL
Seemingly righted after a tumultuous year in both politics and business, the State Ports Authority on Tuesday approved a strategic plan to steer it forward. At its monthly meeting Tuesday, the SPA board approved the plan, which sets four primary initiatives: taking advantage of market opportunities; developing infrastructure to support growth; improving stakeholder relations; and sustaining itself financially. Though seemingly intuitive, the plan underlines the need to focus on the SPA's assets, explained agency spokesman Byron Miller. "We've got to do a better job carrying forward to our customers why this is the place to be," he said. One of Charleston's primary advantages, the plan concluded, is the harbor's depth, which already can accommodate 84 percent of current and on-order container ships, and 90 percent of them at high tide. Concord, Mass.-based firm Norbridge developed the plan, which cost the SPA about $500,000, with help from Halcrow, a New York firm. Implementing the goals means further deepening the shipping channel, completing the first phase of the new terminal at the former Navy base and pursuing a new terminal with Georgia in Jasper County. The strategic plan outlined the SPA's strengths, which include its easy access with wide and deep channels, efficient and productive facilities and an impressive customer base that includes 18 of the top 20 container carriers from around the world. Its weaknesses, the plan points out, include a lower participation in high-growth Asian trade than competing ports, the lack of a distribution center base and its spread-out system of terminals, which offer limited room for growth. The plan predicts market recovery late next year and in early 2011, and the Panama Canal expansion will be opportunities for the SPA. It counts shipping line consolidations and competitors' expansions among its threats. Further illustrating the need for deep channels, the SPA board on Tuesday also decided to seek funding to dredge the channel to its terminal in Georgetown. After a drought, a local cargo base decline and years of insufficient maintenance funding, the waterway there remains 21 feet deep, or six feet short of what it needs to secure new business. Board member Harry Butler, who heads a special committee on Georgetown, said the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which requests dredge money from the federal government, will work with the SPA if it finds money beyond what the Corps secures. Butler said the federal agency stands to receive about $1.5 million for the project this year, while the necessary dredging would require about $12 million over the next two years. SPA officials did not discuss a possible means for getting the difference, but officials will consider tapping unused federal stimulus funds.

key to Jobs

Investment in ports directly stimulates the economy and reinstates American competitiveness 

Dredging Today 6/19 – news agency (Dredging Today, “U.S. Seaports, Private-Sector Partners Make Major Investments in Port Infrastructure,” Jun 19th, 2012, http://www.dredgingtoday.com/2012/06/19/u-s-seaports-private-sector-partners-make-major-investments-in-port-infrastructure/) // CB

“Infrastructure investments in America’s ports and their intermodal connections – both on the land and waterside – are in our nation’s best interest because they provide opportunities to bolster our economic and employment recovery, help sustain long term prosperity, and pay annual dividends through the generation of more than $200 billion in federal, state and local tax revenue and more than $22 billion in Customs duties,” said Kurt Nagle, AAPA president and CEO. “From a jobs standpoint, America’s seaports support the employment of more than 13 million U.S. workers and create 15,000 domestic jobs for every $1 billion in manufactured goods that U.S. businesses export.”
According to economist John C. Martin, Ph.D., president of Lancaster, Pa.-based Martin Associates, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis formulas show that investing $46 billion in infrastructure at U.S. ports creates more than 500,000 direct, indirect and induced domestic jobs, accounting for more than 1 billion person-hours of work.

“Those are really significant job numbers,” emphasized Dr. Martin. “From a dollars-and-cents perspective, it’s hard to over-emphasize the value of investing in ports, particularly when you factor in how much these investments help lower the cost of imports and make our exports more competitive overseas.”

Mr. Nagle added that, despite substantial investments by port authorities and their private-sector business partners, inadequate infrastructure connecting ports to landside transportation networks and water-side shipping lanes often creates bottlenecks, resulting in congestion, productivity losses and a global economic disadvantage for America. “These congestion issues and productivity losses have the potential to stymie America’s ability to compete internationally and to create and sustain jobs,” he said.

As recently as 2005, the World Economic Forum ranked the U.S. number one in infrastructure economic competitiveness. Today, the U.S. is ranked 16th, while neighboring Canada is ranked 11th and fast-developing China has risen to 44th. This change in ranking is due mostly to the fact that the U.S. spends only 1.7 percent of its gross domestic product on transportation infrastructure while Canada spends 4 percent and China spends 9 percent. Even as the global recession has forced cutbacks in government spending, other countries continue to invest significantly more than the U.S. to expand and update their transportation networks.

Maintaining ports is key to employment – 13 million jobs
Peyton 2011 –President Ilwu Marine Clerks Assocation Local 63 International  (Peter, “Testimony of Peter Peyton, President Ilwu Marine Clerks Association Local 63 International Longshore and Warehouse Union Before the House Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee on ‘The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?’”, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Peyton.pdf )//MM

Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me to testify on behalf of our International President, Robert McEllrath, and the 65,000 members of the international Longshore and Warehouse Union, (ILWU). Based in San Francisco, our union represents longshore workers in California, Oregon, Washington, Alaska, and Hawaii, as well as warehouse, maritime, agriculture and hotel and resort workers. International trade accounts for 30 percent of the national GDP. International trade through our seaports supports 13 million jobs, many of them good paying union jobs with decent benefits. These are the jobs and the standard of living workers in our country deserve. Even when dollars are set aside for freight mobility projects, those projects are stalled in red tape. One example of this is Southern California, where there are currently numerous funded freight mobility projects still not under way. 100,000 high paying construction jobs that could translate into more money for local and state funds lay dormant. The lLWU's priority is the maintenance of good jobs and the creation of good paying jobs with benefits. There is a direct correlation between making the necessary investments in our transportation system and job creation. Infrastructure investments are critical to the long term economic health of our country on American jobs not only at seaports, but throughout the transportation chain including trucking, rail and warehouse/distribution jobs for American workers. Currently, the Federal Maritime Commission is conducting a study to look at whether shippers are choosing Canadian ports to avoid paying the Harbor Maintenance Tax in the United States. More importantly, Canada is making the necessary investments in rail and road infrastructure to move cargo more efficiently from the Ports of Vancouver and Prince Rupert Island to the American Midwest. On September 22, 2011, the Bureau of National Affairs reported the Government of British Columbia plans to invest $3 billion in port related infrastructure. The Government immediately committed $50 million to the Port of Vancouver's Deltaport to improve rail connections as part of the planned $200 million Deltaport Terminal, Road, and Rail Infrastructure Project designed to increase container capacity in southern British Columbia. The Prince Rupert Port Authority in British Columbia says 2010 was the best it’s ever had for cargo volumes. The port handled nearly 16.5 million tons of cargo last year, up 35% over 2009. The ILWU represents Canadian longshore workers and we want our Canadian brothers and sisters to do well. However, it is time for the United States to look at making the kind of investments necessary in transportation projects to maintain and create high wage jobs of the future for American workers. Investing in our nation's seaports is a vital component to jumpstarting the economy and putting Americans back to work. During a time when our nation's unemployment rate is barely under 10%, we need to find ways to create sustainable good paying jobs. At a recent infrastructure meeting with U.S. Trade Ambassador Ron Kirk, the Ambassador noted the importance of small businesses competing worldwide for an export market. It was clear to all participants at the meeting that without infrastructure, improving America's ability to compete with other nations for goods-to-market export would be nearly impossible. Research shows the impact of investing in our nation's seaports has a significant effect on jobs nationwide. In 2006, seaport and seaport-related business generated approximately 8.4 million American jobs. Employment opportunities included not only the direct handling of imports and exports, but also retailers, freight works, ship pilots, marine construction workers, wholesalers, manufacturers, and distributors, to name a few. To note a more specific example, the San Pedro Bay Ports provide a considerable amount of jobs as just a small part of the US seaports community. According to 2008 data, 3.4 million jobs were linked to trade among the San Pedro Bay Ports nationwide. In addition, job growth related to trade at the ports of LA and Long Beach grew more than 2.84% since 2005. The ILWU strongly suggests the Committee give strong consideration to passing H.R. 1122, The Freight Focus Act, introduced by Congresswoman Laura Richardson (D-CA).
Investment in ports creates and sustains jobs
Burnson, 2012 – Executive Editor for Logistics Management (Patrick, “U.S. seaports plan to invest $46 billion by 2017”, Logistics Management, June 19 2012, http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/u.s._seaports_plan_to_invest_46_billion_by_2017/) //MGD
In a recently completed survey that the American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA) initiated, U.S. seaport agencies and their private-sector partners plan to invest a combined $46 billion over the next five years in wide-ranging capital improvements to their marine operations and other port properties.

Maritime director, Kraig Jondle, Director of Business and Trade Developmentat the Port of Los Angeles, said the existing infrastructure and ongoing expansion of terminals and warehousing will only make the port more attractive for trade in both directions.

“It’s encouraging see that exports are ramping up,” he says, “but we are forecasting a steady increase in inbound calls, too. We work very closely with the Port of Long Beach to ensure that Southern California can compete with ports anywhere in the nation. We have deep water and a great rail network, so we don’t have to raise bridges or dredge harbors.”

While port authorities and their business partners are making major investments into port facilities, studies show the intermodal links—such as roads, bridges, tunnels and federal navigation channels—to access these facilities get scant attention by state and federal agencies responsible for their upkeep, resulting in traffic bottlenecks that increase product costs and hamper job growth.

To help remedy these problems, AAPA continues to advocate for a national freight infrastructure strategy and for the U.S. Congress to quickly pass a reauthorized multi-year transportation bill that targets federal dollars toward economically strategic freight transportation infrastructure of national and regional significance.

“Infrastructure investments in America’s ports and their intermodal connections – both on the land and waterside – are in our nation’s best interest because they provide opportunities to bolster our economic and employment recovery, help sustain long term prosperity, and pay annual dividends through the generation of more than $200 billion in federal, state and local tax revenue and more than $22 billion in Customs duties,” said Kurt Nagle, AAPA president and CEO. 

According to economist John C. Martin, Ph.D., president of Lancaster, Pa.-based Martin Associates, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis formulas show that investing $46 billion in infrastructure at U.S. ports creates more than 500,000 direct, indirect and induced domestic jobs, accounting for more than 1 billion person-hours of work.

“Those are really significant job numbers,” emphasized Martin.  “From a dollars-and-cents perspective, it’s hard to over-emphasize the value of investing in ports, particularly when you factor in how much these investments help lower the cost of imports and make our exports more competitive overseas.”

Nagle added that, despite substantial investments by port authorities and their private-sector business partners, inadequate infrastructure connecting ports to landside transportation networks and water-side shipping lanes often creates bottlenecks, resulting in congestion, productivity losses and a global economic disadvantage for America.  “These congestion issues and productivity losses have the potential to stymie America’s ability to compete internationally and to create and sustain jobs,” he said.
Key to State economies

State economies depend on ports—dredging key to attracing post-Panamax ships and jobs
Chapman 08—Reporter at the Atlanta Journal Constitution (Dan, “PORT'S FUTURE, RIVER'S FATE: Savannah dredging adrift in sea of studies: Bigger ships will require making the river deeper, but how to do it without hurting ecology, economy is up for debate”, The Atlanta Journal Constitution, 7/1, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/337549643?accountid=14667) EL

Savannah --- Nearly a decade ago, Congress blessed the deepening of the Savannah River by as much as 6 feet. It hasn't happened. Instead, the river has been studied, sampled, surveyed, mapped, modeled, monitored, even oxygenated. But it hasn't been dredged, to the annoyance of state officials who fear further delays will harm the port's $15 billion annual economic impact on Georgia. If the next generation of super-sized container ships can't glide upriver from the Atlantic Ocean 26 miles away, they may head instead to Charleston, Norfolk or other East Coast ports. Billions of dollars --- and Savannah's reputation as the nation's fastest-growing container port --- are at stake. "This project is absolutely critical," said Steve Green, chairman of the Georgia Ports Authority. "It may be the single-most critical public works project to the state's overall economy for the foreseeable future." Deepening the river faces environmental obstacles. The Sierra Club and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service question whether the impact on fish and birds can be mitigated. The Sierra Club and others threaten lawsuits if U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' plans don't protect the river and its environs. Critics also question the need for dredging 26 miles of river when a proposed port at nearby Jasper, S.C., is 10 miles closer to the ocean. "If you build Jasper, you can avoid the mitigation disasters of a harbor deepening," said Steve Willis, chairman of the Sierra Club of Georgia's coastal group. "And you'd end up with a cleaner, better, safer port." Dredged since 1800s At least five times since the late 1800s, the Savannah River has been deepened. Ships scuttled by Confederates were plucked from the river in 1896 when the Savannah was first dredged. In 1945, the river reached 34 feet so ships hauling pulp and paper could reach the sea. The Savannah dropped to 42 feet in 1992, yet many of the world's biggest container ships must wait for high tide, or reduce their loads at other ports, before they can safely navigate the river. Seven years later, Congress authorized $232 million to dredge the river to 48 feet. Georgia taxpayers would cover $85 million. Jeffrey Humphreys, a University of Georgia economist, said the Savannah and Brunswick ports brought $15 billion to Georgia in fiscal 2006. Nearly 120,000 direct jobs --- stevedores, truckers, warehouse managers and paper mill workers --- depend on the ports. The state also reaped $1.6 billion in port-related taxes, according to a Ports Authority funded study. Savannah's recent shipping success --- it's the second-busiest port on the East Coast after New York-New Jersey --- was built upon the surge in steel boxes filled with toys, clothes and electronics from Asia. Containers carry about 80 percent of the trade in and out of the port. Container traffic grew 72 percent at Savannah between 2002 and 2007. Ships calling at Savannah can carry as many as 6,700 TEUs, an industry measurement for a container. Fully loaded ships can't reach the main terminals at Garden City, a few miles above downtown Savannah. Roughly three-fourths of the container ships are constrained by the tides. Either the low tides keep them from running the river, or they inch upstream with lighter-than-preferred loads. A deeper Savannah River would allow heavier, and more lucrative, cargo loads into port. Restrictions cost time and money and give shipping lines reason to consider deeper ports. Ports Authority Executive Director Doug Marchand worries the next wave of super-sized container ships to hit the East Coast, able to carry up to 8,000 TEUs, will avoid Savannah without the deepening. The Panama Canal, the main transit point for Asia-bound vessels, is upgrading its channels and locks to handle the mega-ships. Work should be completed by 2014, when port traffic is expected to double. "We have seen a tremendous amount of change in global trade since we got the authorization to move this project forward," Marchand said. "It's even more critical now that we get the 48 feet." Corps officials said last week no decision has been made on how deep the river should go. The deeper the channel, the better for shipping but the steeper the cost to Georgia taxpayers. Daniel Parrott, a Corps civil engineer in Savannah, said the overall price tag has doubled to roughly $500 million. The federal government would shoulder 65 percent if the river is dredged no deeper than 45 feet. Georgians would pay half --- $250 million --- if the river is deepened further. 
Key to Stimulus

Government infrastructure investments key to short-term stimulus

Sundet, 2010 - Coast Committeeman for the international Longshore and Warehouse Union (Leal, “Testimony of Leal Sundet, Coast Committeeman International Longshore and Warehouse Union Before the Senate Subcommittee on Int’l Trade, Customs and Global Competitiveness Senate Finance Committee on ‘Doubling U.S. Exports; Are U.S. Seaports ready for the challenge?’” Senate Finance Committee, April 29, 2010, http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/042910lstest.pdf)//MM
President Obama has set a high goal of doubling exports and creating 2 million additional trade‐related jobs. In previous testimony to Congress, the Department of Labor cited recent research that found the wages of workers are 10 to 11 percent higher at plants that export their products. We welcome the opportunity to load even greater amounts of agricultural goods for export as there are many high paid jobs associated with grain, wheat and other commodities. However, the President and Congress would be remiss if an opportunity were not taken to re‐invigorate our industrial base and create manufacturing jobs so we can export value‐added products. The ILWU’s priority is the maintenance of good jobs and the creation of good paying jobs with benefits. There is a direct correlation between making the necessary investments in our transportation system and job creation. Infrastructure investments are critical to the long term economic health of our country. The Recovery Act was a start, keeping the country from sliding further into a depression. The Recovery Act investments created or sustained 280,000 transportation project jobs. Employment growth, including direct and indirect jobs related to these investments, grew by 890,000, according to the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. However, the infrastructure investments were not enough to catapult us out of the recession. The number of the unemployed continues to rise. Therefore, Congress must commit to larger scale investments in jobs and infrastructure if we are to accelerate economic growth and fix the high rate of unemployment in the long term. Necessary investments in rail and road improvements need to be concentrated in and out of our nation’s public ports if we are to double exports. The infrastructure investments in our roads, bridges and rail are critical to the efficient movement of our cargo. Major investments in rail and fast corridors must be a higher priority. For the west coast, it is vitally important that investments be made on projects that move cargo from east to west and visa‐versa. Recovery Act projects such as the Gerald Desmond Bridge replacement in Long Beach achieves the priority of moving the cargo efficiently from the interior of the country for export while creating approximately 21,980 jobs. In addition, the Recovery Act investment in the Mercer corridor in Seattle achieves the goal of efficiently moving our exports while creating an estimated 7,000 jobs. These investments as well as investments in infrastructure in the interior of the country are necessary to move exports more efficiently. In terms of investing in port infrastructure, we recommend that Congress continue to work with the public ports on their needs rather than looking at private facilities. 

Port infrastructure will directly stimulate the economy
Bordoff et al, 9 - Policy Director of the Hamilton Project, an economic policy initiative at Brookings (Jason, "Strengthening American Competitiveness: Regaining Our Competitive Edge", Feburary, Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2009/2/american%20competitiveness%20brainard/02_american_competitiveness_brainard.pdf) // NK
Investing in infrastructure should be a central focus of any stimulus package; it will be a critical part of the eﬀort to not only climb out of today’s deep economic downturn but also boost U.S. competitiveness over the long term. Infrastructure is a visible, tangible representation of how well government works; most Americans interact with some form of government-funded infrastructure on a daily basis. Poor infrastructure undermines popular conﬁdence in government. It also distorts economic activity and slows down productivity. In this sense, weak infrastructure can be seen as a tax on every good produced in the United States. Roads, bridges, railroads, airports, information technology and ports form the connective tissue of our economy. They allow goods to move rapidly from one part of the country to another—and from the U.S. to the rest of the world. 

For too long, the U.S. has badly neglected investments in infrastructure. The American Society of Civil Engineers has given our rail systems a C-, our energy infrastructure a D+, our air traﬃc infrastructure a D, and our roads and inland waterways a D-. The Congressional Budget Oﬃce estimates that infrastructure spending is 20 percent below what would be required to avoid further deterioration, let alone to begin to repair the damage of years of neglect and move forward. When time is money, delays associated with weak infrastructure reduce our competitiveness. Substandard port infrastructure, for example, means that by some estimates the U.S. forgoes $10 billion in exports every year. 

Ports are key to stimulus

Knatz 09—Executive Director of the Port of Los Angeles and Chairman of the Board and U.S. Delegation Chairman of the American Association of Port Authorities (Dr. Geraldine, “Seaports continuing to deliver prosperity”, Seaports Magazine, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2009.pdf) EL

Seaports have long been recognized for their ability to create jobs and generate tax revenues while facilitating the safe and secure movement of cargo. As ports around the world feel the impact of the deepest global recession in decades, there is growing pressure on many port authorities to take bold, dramatic steps toward ensuring that port activity continues to provide jobs and other economic benefits. Despite the severity of the downturn, these hard times present an opportunity for member ports of the American Association of Port Authorities to prepare for eventual economic recovery. For their part, AAPA ports are aggressively pursuing stimulus funding for more than 200 shovel-ready infrastructure projects with a combined construction value of $8.5 billion. These projects could create more than 275,000 jobs and provide tremendous economic contributions to neighboring cities and communities, many of which are severely impacted by the global economic crisis. While these American Recovery & Reinvestment Act programs include funding for waterside navigation projects, road and rail connections to ports and other traditional infrastructure projects, stimulus projects will also help AAPA ports initiate or continue to advance “green” development initiatives at their facilities. For example, the U.S. Department of Energy received $400 million from the stimulus act for transportation electrification that can fund electric and hybrid trucks and marine vessels, including retrofits, as well as infrastructure for shoreside power production for ships. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s clean diesel program also received $300 million that can be used for reducing diesel emissions from port-related activities. Environmentally responsible expansion projects, such as those funded through the Department of Energy, will not only create and sustain jobs, but will improve air quality and provide other environmental benefits in port regions. Similarly, the U.S. Commerce Department’s Economic Development Administration received $150 million for grants to economically distressed communities to generate new employment, retain existing jobs and stimulate industrial and commercial growth. Such opportunities could involve regional partnerships among AAPA ports for mutually beneficial projects. At the same time that AAPA ports are pursuing projects that will provide much-needed jobs and economic stimulus, the EPA is proposing creation of an Emissions Control Area that would significantly reduce emissions of sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides and particulate matter from ocean vessels moving within a 230-mile buffer zone around U.S. and Canadian coastlines. According to EPA, which was joined by its Canadian counterpart in submitting the proposal to the International Maritime Organization, creation of the ECA would save the lives of as many as 8,300 Americans and Canadians every year. The AAPA’s U.S. Delegation has endorsed the North American ECA. In addition to investing in our infrastructure and continuing our environmental progress during these tough economic times, it is equally important that national leaders resist any impulse to adopt protectionist policies that would further reduce the flow of cargo through seaports. International goods movement has flourished as trade barriers have been torn down. Particularly now, national governments must avoid resurrecting those hurdles. The show of support from our national leaders is evidence that AAPA’s rallying cry – Seaports Deliver Prosperity – is being heard and producing results. Now, as our nations work toward recovery, AAPA ports must keep up the drumbeat: Seaports Deliver Prosperity. The vitality of our seaport regions depends on it.
Ports is the best infrastructure investment— creates jobs and stimulates the economy
Martin 09—President of Martin Associates (Dr. John, “Transportation system demands stimulus aid”, Seaports Magazine, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2009.pdf, Summer) EL

In 2007, Martin Associates estimated that U.S. deepwater ports supported more than 13 million jobs throughout the United States and contributed about $3.2 trillion to the national economy. The economic value of this cargo activity represents about 25 percent of the U.S. gross domestic product. The deepwater ports system is vital to the movement of foreign trade, and the components of the coastal ports system are essential to the operation of the entire logistics system used by the nation’s exporters and importers. The coastal ports system is the only economically feasible method for handling the export of raw materials, grains, most manufactured products and perishable cargos. If the deepwater component of the logistics system fails, not only are port industry jobs lost, but also the entire export-related economic sector suffers. Similarly, the coastal ports system, with its connections to the highway and rail systems, is vital to importers, including importers of retail consumer goods as well as importers of raw materials and manufactured products. Without the efficient port system and accompanying inland delivery system, imported consumer goods such as clothing, electronic goods and seasonal fruit would not reach store shelves. With respect to manufacturing activities, the growing reliance on “just-in-time” inventory underscores the need for an efficient port system to receive and to distribute imported manufacturing components. In addition, the inland waterway system is critical to the nation’s economic vitality. Based on U.S. Army Corps of Engineers data, about 630 million tons of cargo are transported on the U.S. inland waterway system. While no formal economic impact study has been conducted for the importance of the inland waterway system, using job estimates from Martin Associates’ 2003 Port of Pittsburgh economic impact study, these 630 million tons of cargo are estimated to generate about 2.5 million jobs nationwide. The deepwater and inland port industries are facing critical infrastructure issues that have been exacerbated by the most recent economic conditions. The deepwater ports are in need of dredging funds, capital improvement dollars and terminal infrastructure investment to increase terminal densification and prepare for the next-generation container vessels that will transit the expanded Panama Canal after 2014. Between 2007 and 2008, international containerized cargo volume at U.S. ports fell by 5 percent, while noncontainerized cargo volume fell by 10 percent. In terms of 20-foot-equivalent container units, the largest reduction in total TEU moves was recorded in the San Pedro Bay ports (Los Angeles and Long Beach), where TEU throughput fell by 10 percent between 2007 and 2008, followed by the Pacific Northwest ports, which reported a 4 percent decline in total TEUs. With the 5 percent decline in containerized tonnage at U.S. ports, revenue received by the ports was similarly impacted, even for those ports where minimum annual guarantees were in place, as these minimums in many cases were relaxed. Similarly, with a 10 percent decline in breakbulk and bulk tonnage, wharfage revenue received by the U.S. ports will also be down. With the loss in revenue streams and the continued loss in throughput projected through 2009 at minimum, the ports will face increasing budgetary restrictions, impacting not only capacity enhancement investments but system preservation investments as well. The loss in international cargo traffic also impacts the rail and trucking industries serving the ports, further impacting much-needed rail investments to maintain, as well as enhance, rail system velocity. For ports more dependent on intermodal cargo, the impact of curtailed rail investments will be particularly hard-felt, as the curtailment of investments will further exacerbate the declining market share of ports in the Pacific Northwest as well as in the San Pedro Bay area. Further impacting funding availability for the U.S. port system, the financial crisis has lead to curtailment, to some extent, of private-sector funds available for port infrastructure. While this market for capital has not completely evaporated, as exemplified by the recent offer by CenterPoint Properties for Virginia Port Authority marine facilities and the Ports America concession at Oakland, the multiples on earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation and amortization, commonly known as EBITDA, have fallen from a high of 30-plus for the Maher Terminal acquisitions in March 2007, to about an 8 multiple in current times. With respect to the inland waterways, Martin Associates reported that, in 2000, the majority of the locks and lock chambers in place on U.S. inland waterways are fewer than 1,000 feet in length. In this same report, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers reported that 15 percent of the locks are 1,000 to 1,200 feet long, 60 percent are between 600 and 900 feet long, and 25 percent are fewer than 600 feet long. More importantly, about 50 percent of the locks and dams are now approaching 60 years of age and reaching the end of their economic life. Not only is age and the need to replace these aging locks and dams a constraint on the ability of the inland waterways to handle cargo in the future, but the potential failure of one or more of the lock systems would be catastrophic in terms of loss of life as well as economic impact. The inefficiency of the older lock and dam system results in direct costs to barge operators as well as other users of the inland waterways system in terms of time delays and lost export opportunities of the nation’s agricultural sector, according to a December 2000 white paper sponsored by the Marine Transportation System National Advisory Council. With the need to stimulate the faltering economy, the marine transportation system offers an attractive and productive segment to which funds should be directed. It would be difficult to identify a single transportation sector that supports nearly 16 million high-paying jobs, as well as a sector that is vital to enhancing the competitive position of U.S. manufacturing and agricultural sectors in the global economy, and where investments in infrastructure, such as the locks and dams on the inland waterway system, will not only improve the competitive economic environment of the nation, but, more importantly, potentially avert a major life-threatening catastrophe.

The plan creates stimulus that jump starts the economy
Nagle, 09 – CEO and President of American Association of Port Authorities memorandum to the director to the Office of Management and Budget (Kurt, 4/06/12, AAPA, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/SEricsson-fundingCorps040609ltrhd1.pdf)//GP
I am writing on behalf of America's seaports. AAPA represents the 86 largest U.S. seaports and the leading seaports throughout the Americas. In addition to landside infrastructure, new deepening projects and maintenance dredging performed by the Corps of Engineers are the lifeblood of the ports and help keep the U.S. competitive in world markets. 

We are increasingly concerned about the lack of definition and urgency in making the stimulus funding available to Corps districts so that the important work of rebuilding the economy envisioned by the Administration and Congress can begin. Public Port Authorities are already in the process of generating additional economic activity and creating additional jobs with stimulus funds provided by other federal agencies, yet, the needed dredging and related projects cannot proceed without Corps stimulus funds.

 As the non-federal partner, seaports are ready to do their part in the recovery. We urge you to act promptly and with urgency to get these funds in place so that the benefits to the economy and U.S. workers can be realized as envisioned
key to consumer prices

Lack of dredging makes shipping more expensive

Rosolen 11-- Managing Editor of Food in Canada; Materials Management & Distribution; PurchasingB2B magazines at publishing (Deanna, “US dredging issue reaches crisis stage”, Materials Management and Distribution, Mar/Apr, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/864583699?accountid=14667) EL

The Great Lakes industry on the US side is pushing for more funds from its federal government for dredging - calling it a "crisis situation". The last time the Great Lakes ports had sand and silt dredged completely was 2009, says Steve Fisher, executive director of the Washington-based American Great Lakes Ports Association. Fisher explains the amount that needs to be dredged each year on average is 3.3 million cubic yards of sand and silt out of the navigation channels in the various harbours. But this year, the federal budget "only contains funds to dredge about half that amount". In the US, dredging is performed by the Army Corps of Engineers. Because it falls under the federal government it is subject to the ups and downs of the federal budget and so it fluctuates from year to year. Fisher says it's been under-funded nationally and especially in the Great Lakes area for a number of years. This happens to be a tougher year. In fact, Glen Nekvasil, vice-president corporate communications for the Cleveland, Ohio-based Lake Carriers Association, says the federal budget allocated is the lowest ever in recent memory. It means only 11 of the 83 US ports on the Great Lakes will be dredged. "This is just a crushing blow for our industry," he says. "We're calling it a dredging crisis." Fisher says for every year the dredging budget is under-funded, the sand and silt still accumulate. "Mother Nature keeps depositing sand and silt into the navigation channels and if the government doesn't come in every year and remove it, over time the harbours will actually silt up," says Fisher. "The consequence is that ships can't operate in the harbour because the depth isn't adequate." And that is hurting the shipping industry. It affects the economy and makes shipping much less efficient. It also means shipping is more costly and those costs will have to be passed onto the consumer. Nekvasil says shippers are having a difficult time getting by, literally. For the ships to make it through the channels and harbours they're having to reduce their carrying capacity. If the lakes were dredged as they should be, Nekvasil says the biggest ships would be carrying 70,000 tons of iron ore or coal. But last year the best loads just topped 66,000 tons. So the industry is losing 5,000 to 6,000 tons on its biggest ships. There have also been times when water levels were so low those same ships were only carrying 60,000 tons. Nekvasil says the Great Lakes Delegation, which is made up of senators and members of congress who represent the eight Great Lakes states, will be heading to Washington to push for new legislation, Bill S.412, the Harbor Maintenance Act of 2011; and Bill H.R.104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise Act or RAMP Act. Both bills, says Nekvasil, require that the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund be used on navigation infrastructure. The trust fund was created through the Harbor Maintenance Tax, which is a federal tax imposed on shippers based on the value of the goods being shipped through ports. The tax is placed in the trust fund to be used for maintenance dredging of federal navigational channels. According to Nekvasil, the trust fund is "not coming back to us. It's not being spent on dredging." "It boils down to sometimes we are not able to meet all of our customers' requirements," he says. "We have just so many days a year that we can sail and we can't make ships go faster - they would burn so much fuel that it just becomes uneconomical. And it's not as if you can say 'let's make five more trips this year to carry as much cargo as we did last year, so kick her up a few notches.' You can't do that. Our backs are to the wall." 
Goods shipped through the Panama Canal are cheaper – economies of scale

Spivak 11 -- senior research analyst at the HNTB Corporation, a transportation design and engineering firm (Jeffrey, "The Battle of the Ports", May/June, American Planning Association, aapa.files.cms-plus.com/Battle%20of%20the%20Ports%20-%20Planning%20mag%20-%20May_June%202011.pdf) // NK

The main advantage is cost. Water transportation is almost always less than rail and truck 

transportation, and ever-larger ships offer great economies of scale by spreading costs over more 

units of freight moved per ship. The cost of transporting a 20-foot-long container from Hong Kong to 

the eastern U.S. through a Los Angeles port and then by rail and truck is roughly $3,500, according 

to Drewry Supply Chain Advisors. The firm estimates that shipping a container would cost $250 to 

$1,000 less if it were loaded on an 8,000-TEU ship, sent through the Panama Canal, unloaded at an 

East Coast port, and then hauled by rail and truck to a midwestern or southern destination.  

Plan solves consumer prices

Gibbs, 2011 – Subcommittee Chairman (Bob, “Memorandum on the Hearing on “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?”, October 21, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/112th/Water/Water%20Briefing%20Memo%20%20%2010-26-11.pdf)//MM
Economically, transportation costs are not absorbed by shippers or retailers but are instead passed on to the consumer. Impediments to shipping increase costs and consumer prices. Maritime shipping allows for a wide spectrum of goods from across the world to reach the American consumer. According to a study conducted by the International Chamber of Shipping (ICS) and the International Shipping Federation (ISF), the shipping price of consumer goods shipped over water is generally between just I% and 2% of the shelf price. Logistical factors that raise transportation costs include ships being forced to carry lighter and less valuable loads in order to accommodate un-and under-dredged channels; being marooned by tidal changes because of shallow channels, inefficient cargo handling at the port; and slow, congested landside transportation. At just six feet, the proposed depth in the deepening the Port of Savannah channels from 42 feet to 48 feet would result in 15% to 20% cheaper shipping costs on goods that pass through it. Naturally, one of the many benefits to investments in maritime infrastructure is reduced consumer good prices and therefore an overall positive economic impact.
Key to deficit

Port expansion boosts federal and state tax revenue

Benjamin 2011 –Executive Director Port of Oakland and as President of the California Association of Port Authorities (Omar R., “Testimony of Omar R. Benjamin Executive Director Port of Oakland before the House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee Hearing: “Economic importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?”, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Benjamin.pdf )//MM

Thank you, Chairman Gibbs, Ranking Member Bishop, and Committee Members for holding this hearing today to focus attention on the critical role that seaports play in our nation’s economy and how we support and enhance international trade opportunities America's ports are working every day to prepare for the future and grow our economy and I appreciate the opportunity to share our perspective with you. I am Omar Benjamin, Executive Director of the Port of Oakland. I also serve as President of the California Association of Port Authorities, which is comprised of the states eleven publicly owned, commercial ports and is dedicated to maintaining a vigorous and vital port industry in California, and was recently appointed to serve on the Secretary of Transportation's Port Advisory Committee, as part of the Marine Transportation System National Advisory Council. The Council is charged with making recommendations on removing impediments that hinder the effective use and expansion of the nation’s waterways, ports, and intermodal connections, and developing guidelines for a national freight policy from a marine transportation perspective. The Port of Oakland covers 20 miles of waterfront on the eastern shore of San Francisco Bay, with nearly 1,300 acres devoted to maritime activities and another 2,600 acres devoted to aviation. Our Port is the third busiest container port on the U.S. West `Coast, and the fifth busiest in the nation, with nearly 2,000 vessel calls per year. We are also one of the leading export gateways for American products, especially for agricultural goods from throughout the nation, and particularly California's San Joaquin Valley. Over $7.1 billion in U.S. agricultural products for export are shipped through the Port of Oakland annually, helping to maintain a nearly 50/50 ratio of import and export activity and positioning us to support national efforts to increase exports and put Americans back to work. America’s ports do not just create jobs within their local regions, but instead distribute their economic impact throughout the entire nation. Over 70,000 jobs in the Northern California Mega-region and more than 800,000 jobs across the country are impacted by the Port of Oakland's activities. For example, in Chairman Gibbs' home state of Ohio, $385 million worth of goods are imported and exported through the Port of Oakland, helping to generate over 3,500 local jobs in Ohio. In Ranking Member Bishop's home state of New York, Oakland's activities sustain over 25,000 jobs and $2.7 billion worth of cargo. Businesses throughout the United States have the ability to get their goods to the international market efficiently and competitively. Through the activities of our customers and tenants we create local, state and national tax revenues. If we do not maintain the infrastructure at our ports to stay competitive and maximize our efficiency, the consequences will be felt across the country by the tens of thousands of American businesses whose success is directly tied to international trade. The Port of Oakland, along with our counterparts in the Pacific Northwest and the Pacific Southwest, is facing unprecedented competition from our neighbors in Canada and Mexico. Both countries are developing comprehensive national freight shipping programs, supported by all levels of government and coordinated with private rail companies and shipping firms. These national freight programs are specifically designed and tailored to divert the trade that goes through U.S. West Coast Ports. Both Canada and Mexico have invested heavily in major port modernization and expansion projects that have fundamentally challenged our U.S. Pacific Coast trade network. Canada, especially, offers direct rail connections to the Midwest through the Port of Prince Rupert. The U.S. stands to lose tax revenue and jobs if these trends continue. The Port of Oakland, along with its sister ports in Los Angeles, Long Beach, Seattle, Tacoma and Portland has formed the U.S. West Coast Collaboration to elevate the importance of the U.S. West Coast ports competitiveness and address national policy concerns. We have also partnered with our Class I railroads (the Union Pacific Railroad and BNSF Railway), as well as labor and terminal operators (ILWU and the Pacific Maritime Association) to preserve the job creation and the economic benefits of our operations. We all recognize that improvements in rail, road, airport infrastructure, and deep-water access are all crucial to an effective transportation system that delivers jobs, economic growth, and long-tern benefits for the region, state and nation. Yet what the federal government is lacking is a coordinated national goods movement strategy that can address these multiples modes of transportation in a clear, consistent, and coordinated manner. There must be a seamless connection between all modes of transportation to ensure a reliable and cost-effective supply chain. In addition, this coordinated federal strategy can help to prioritize spending and maintain the significant federal investments that have already been made in what are essentially national assets. 

Seaports support the US economy through jobs, trade, and taxes

Gibbs, 2011 – Subcommittee Chairman (Bob, “Memorandum on the Hearing on “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?”, October 21, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/112th/Water/Water%20Briefing%20Memo%20%20%2010-26-11.pdf)//MM
Economic Benefit of Maritime Trade Impacting ports, coastal regions, and consumers in both national and global economies, the economic importance of maritime trade to the United States cannot be underestimated. Nearly a third of the nation's Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is derived from international trade, the bulk of which is waterborne. According to an August 2011 letter to the Deficit Reduction Committee from the American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA), seaports themselves provide for $200 billion in federal, state, and local tax revenue each year. Thirty million jobs are directly related to international trade, with the U.S. maritime industry alone providing 13 million jobs throughout the country. According to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), U.S. agricultural exports, which in FY 2009 reached $96.6 billion, generate an additional $135 billion in supporting business activity in the transportation, distribution, food processing and manufacturing sectors. The Economic Research Service of the USDA notes that for every dollar of goods exported, this creates another $1.36 in supporting activities. Overall, the AAPA research finds that maritime trade creates $2 trillion of commerce annually in the United States. In addition, the federal government collects billions of dollars annually in tariffs and duties from port activities. Marine ports are economic engines to their regions. For example, the Port of New Orleans supports economies not only around the Gulf of Mexico but throughout the entire Mississippi River Valley. The inland waterway system, as well as intermodal connectors from across the country, bring agricultural products, mined resources, and other valuable raw materials to the Port of New Orleans and the global market. According to Port Director Gary LaGrange in testimony before the Subcommittee, The Port itself employs thousands of employees, and the activity of that port alone supports 380,000 jobs across the region. On the East coast, the expanding Port of Savannah is responsible for 7% of the state of Georgia's total employment.
key to Congestion

Deeper ports will expand port use and reduce road and rail congestion

Rase 11 – Port Director of Lake Charles Harbor and terminal district  (Charles Jr., Legislative Hearing on H.R. 104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act, ProQuest Congressional, July 8th 2011 )//MG

Ports have a significant impact on the local and national economy. The Port of Lake Charles

generates over 31,000 jobs, $2.3 billion in personal income, and $4.6 billion in business revenue.

As mentioned above, it also contributes $765 million directly into the federal treasury.

Nationally, the public port industry generates 13.3 million jobs, $649 billion in personal income

and over $3 15 trillion in cargo related spending.

Deep-draft ports move 9.4% of U.S. overseas trade by volume. The federal initiative to double

the country's foreign trade will be supported by these deep-draft ports. The larger ship that will

transit the new Panama Canal will call at these ports. Deep-draft ports are critical to the nation’s

Maritime Highway initiative, which will reduce congestion on U.S. highways and shrink

pollution from trucks and railroads. In doing all of this, deep-draft ports will play a decisive role

in the country's economic recovery. Yet nationwide, the federal channels at these deep-draft

Ports suffer from the same chronic underfunding as the Calcasieu Ship Channel.

The port industry cannot fulfill its potential as a national economic engine if the navigation

infrastructure for these ports is not maintained. If deep-draft vessels are delayed, if they cannot

load to the depths authorized by Congress, then imported cargo is more costly for U.S.

consumers and U.S. exports become uncompetitive on world markets.

The irony here is that the funds to dredge and maintain deep-draft ports at congressionally

authorized depths and widths are already collected and available. The Harbor Maintenance Tax

was implemented to provide funding to maintain the nation's navigation infrastructure. This tax

has been collected for power two decades but never fully used for its intended purpose. The

Harbor Maintenance Tax Trust Fund has a surplus of some $6 billion dollars. And the surplus

grows annually because congress does not allocate all of the Harbor Maintenance Tax even

for its authorized and intended purpose of dredging the nation's ports. HR. 104 is a step toward

solving this problem. HR. 104 requires that all of the Harbor Maintenance Tax collections be

used for navigation dredging. it does so without earmarks and without adding new taxes. If

Congress passes HR. 104 and adds to the Corps maintenance budget the incremental collections

that have gone to build up the surplus. Over the next ten years $5 billion will be spent on.

dredging the nation's harbors.

The key is to add the unspent portion of the tax collections to the Corps' Navigation Operations

and Maintenance Budget. To illustrate, the Corps' average Navigation O&M budget over the

past 5 years has been about S1.335 billion and the unspent portion of the tax collected is about

$500 million per year. Adding the unspent portion of the tax means that the Corps’ Navigation

O&M budget should average $1.835 billion over the next 10 years. By doing so, the deferred

maintenance or the nation’s deep-draft maritime infrastructure should be caught up and the U.S.

port industry will allow the country to Realize America’s Maritime Promise.

If we fail to properly maintain our navigation channels, the cost of trading with the United States

will increase, the cost of energy and the ability of our manufacturers to compete in the global

marketplace will decreases and the economy of the United States will suffer. On behalf of the

Port of Lake Charles. and the many users of the Calcasieu River Channel. I urge the Committee

to pass HUR. 104 and fully fund harbor dredging with funds already collected for that purpose.
The plan decreases road and rail congestion

Mulligan and Lombardo 10 -- *Department of Accountancy, Finance and Economics, Western Carolina University **Center for Maritime studies, United States Merchant Marine Academy (Robert and Gary, "Panama Canal expansion: alleviating global climate change", August 24, www.springerlink.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/ylw8127203w2043m/fulltext.html) // NK

The more successful the Panama Canal expansion project proves in achieving market share, the greater will be its impact in relieving clogged highway and railroad arteries in the USA and lowering costs of transport over competing modes, as well as improving time performance. More importantly, every mile freight is carried via sea instead of by either the US interstate highway or rail lines will alter fuel consumption. The research also will present the importance of considering a substantive policy change in terms of conducting projected environmental analysis beyond the immediate project to ascertain global environment implications. Often environmental impact analyses are required and conducted with a scope limited to the project’s immediate physical surroundings.
Maritime trade decreases road and rail congestion 
Friedman 2011 –President and CEO, Clevelan-Cuyahoga County Port Authority (William D., “Hearing on the Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?”, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Friedman.pdf )//MM

Thank you Chairman Gibbs and members of the committee for this opportunity to come before you on this critical topic. For nearly 25 years I have worked at coastal and inland ports and on real estate development projects tied to the global supply chain. I served in leadership roles at the Port of Seattle, as CEO of the Ports of Indiana, and now am CEO of the Port of Cleveland, an important gateway that connects the North American heartland to the global economy via the St. Lawrence Seaway. From here today representing the Cleveland port only, but I believe my views are consistent with those of maritime professionals throughout the Great Lakes/St. Lawrence Seaway region. First let me thank you and your colleagues for initiating several bills that are critically needed in the Great Lakes and nationally. These are: * HR 2840, the Commercial Vessel Discharges Reform Act of 2011 * HR 1553, the Short Sea Shipping Act of 2011, and * HR 104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise Act All three bills would better prepare our port and others for 21st Century Trade Realities. The Great Lakes/St Lawrence Seaway system is a major economic resource and trade corridor with vast unrealized potential. It provides direct waterborne connections between our manufacturing and agricultural companies and the global marketplace. An economic benefit study released just last week, documents the value of the Great Lakes-Seaway system. On the US side alone, system shipping generates 128,000 jobs, $9.6 billion annually in personal income, $18.1 billion annually in business revenue, and more than $2.6 billion annually in federal, state and local taxes. In Greater Cleveland, maritime commerce supports almost 18,000 jobs and more than a $1.0 billion in paychecks cashed every year. Our cargoes include raw materials and finished goods that are dependent on our maritime highways. Iron ore from Duluth is shipped on 1,000-foot Great Lakes vessels to ArcelorMittal's Cleveland mill, the most productive integrated steel facility in the world. And massive pieces of industrial equipment made in Ohio and neighboring states are exported from our port to the world. Waterborne transport to and from the industrial Midwest is proven to drive down shipping costs and make exports more competitive, while easing congestion on our highways and rail networks. Yet despite these benefits the promise of the St. Lawrence Seaway - - one of the great engineering wonders of the world - has yet to be fully realized. And both the system and our ports are vastly underutilized. Reform of federal regulations and policies must occur for the Great Lakes to play its intended role as a critical gateway for US. exports and trade.

Key to Exports/trade

An increase in funding is key to maintaining trade – that’s key to the economy
AAPA 10 – American Association of Port Authorities (“Maintaining and Deepening our Maritime Highways” November 2010, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/Awareness/HMT%20Fact%20Sheet_12%2028%2010.pdf)//GP
Seaports serve as a critical gateway to domestic and international trade, connecting large and small U.S. businesses to the global marketplace. Handling two billion tons of domestic, import and export cargo annually, seaports are a critical component of our nation’s transportation infrastructure system. As we prepare for increasing cargo volumes and the future generation of bigger cargo and passenger vessels, our maritime highways must be improved to allow ships to transit safely and efficiently to deliver the goods that businesses depend on both in the U.S. and abroad. 

Our nation’s maritime highways have been neglected by the federal government, the entity responsible for the maintenance and deepening of federal navigation channels. Maintaining these channels should be a top priority in order for the United States to remain competitive. 

Seaports and the Economy Modern, navigable seaports are vital to international trade and our nation’s economic prosperity. Seaports facilitate the export of American-made goods, which are essential to employment and the recovery of our economy, and for every $1 billion in exports, an estimated 15,000 new jobs are created in the U.S. U.S. seaports generate more than $3 trillion in economic activity and handle approximately 2 billion tons of international and domestic cargo each year. America’s seaports are investing more than $2 billion a year to maintain and improve their infrastructure. However, many of the land and water connections to seaports are insufficient and outdated – hindering their ability to move consumer goods and other cargo into and out of the U.S. Most U.S. ports do not have naturally deep harbors and, according to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, almost 30 percent of the nearly 96,000 annual vessel calls at U.S. ports are constrained by inadequate channel depths.

A Necessary Investment Federal investment to maintain and improve (deepening and widening) navigation channels is critical to keeping the U.S. competitive in the global economy. More than 90 percent of the nation’s busiest seaports require regular maintenance dredging in order to move the 99.4 percent of America’s overseas cargo that arrives and departs by ocean-going vessels. Without routine dredging, ships are limited from entering certain waterways or cannot sail with full cargo loads, which ultimately increases costs to consumers. The federal government does not fully utilize the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) for its intended purpose – which is to pay for navigation dredging. Since its inception in 1986, the tax, by importers and domestic shippers, has not been fully utilized while critical dredging needs have been neglected. AAPA urges the federal government to utilize 100% of the HMT for its intended purpose. Users of our nation’s harbors are currently paying between $1.3 billion and $1.6 billion annually but, in a typical year, less than $800 million is appropriated for channel maintenance, leaving a growing balance of $5.6 billion (as of November 2010). This results in increased costs for waterborne transportation, higher prices to consumers and reduced competiveness of U.S. exports in the global marketplace. Greater federal appropriations are required to deepen and widen federal navigation channels to keep the U.S. globally competitive. 

AAPA is a strong supporter of a national program in which the private sector and the Army Corps of Engineers reserve fleets that expand and maximize our dredging capabilities when needed. Recovered sediments from deep-draft dredging are an essential resource for the restoration of degraded environmental coastal resources. There are numerous environmental protections in current law such as limiting dredging to certain times of year, called environmental windows to protect sea life such as turtles. Dredged material disposal is also carefully managed to ensure contaminated sediments are contained and not harmful.

Dredging is key to maintain trade – ports handle 99% of overseas cargo
Holliday, 2010 – Executive Director of Dredging Contractors of America and Chairman of Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition (Barry W., “Testimony of Barry W. Holliday, Executive Director, Dredging Contractors of America and Chairman, Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition Before the Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, Proposals for a Water Resources Development Act of 2010, Part II”, April 15, 2010, Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/RAMPtestimony15Apr10jsfin.pdf)//MM
Our ports and harbors are gateways to domestic and international trade, connecting the United States to the world. U.S. ports and harbors handle more than 2.5 billion tons of domestic and international trade annually. These ports are responsible for moving more than 99 percent of the country’s overseas cargo, and that volume is projected to double within the next 15 years. With the expansion of the Panama Canal in 2015, many of our ports will realize substantial volume growth and it will be essential to ensure consistent maintenance of the navigation channels. In 2007, there were 13.3 million port-related jobs – 9% of all jobs in the US that account for $649 billion in personal income. A $1 billion increase in exports creates an estimated 15,000 new jobs. The U.S. military depends on numerous ports that have agreements with the federal government to serve as bases of operation to deploy troops and equipment during national emergencies and this role is more evident and important than ever. As modern vessels increase in size, navigation channel depths must increase accordingly if we are to continue to play a major role in the international marketplace. A recent U.S. Army Corps of Engineers study reports that almost 30 percent of the 95,550 vessel calls at U.S. ports are constrained due to inadequate channel depths. At current funding levels, our navigation channels and harbors are becoming shallower and narrower each year as nature deposits more sediment than is removed. Without a navigation channel dredged to its authorized width and depth, a port’s economic viability is threatened. The United States will lose existing business and potential new business to foreign ports - and once lost, history shows it is rarely regained. An example of the need for increased funding through the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund can be found on the Mississippi River. According to the Army Corps of Engineers, the Baton Rouge to the Gulf of Mexico project regular appropriations process provides approximately $100 million less than what is needed each year for adequate dredging. The annual shortfall in the Great Lakes region is approximately double that amount.3

Expanding port infrastructure is vital to export led growth

Boustany, 11 – Legislative Hearing on RAMP Act with the House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Charles Boustany is a Congressional representative from Louisiana (Charles, “Legislative Hearing on the RAMP Act”, Legislative Hearing, 7/8/11, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf)//MM
Responsible for moving more than 99 percent of the country’s overseas cargo, U.S. ports and waterways handle more than 2.5 billion tons of domestic and international trade annually, and the volume is projected to double within the next 15 years, especially after the expansion of the Panama Canal. In 2007, there were 13.3 million port-related jobs, 9 percent of all the jobs in the United States, accounting for $649 billion in personal income. A $1 billion increase in exports creates an estimated 15,000 new jobs. And that is just what this bill is intended to do: strengthen our infrastructure, create jobs, double our exports, as the President wants to do, and stimulate our economy. America’s deep-draft navigation system is at acrossroad. Our ability to support continuing growth in trade hinges on critical channel maintenance at our ports. I urge the subcommittee to use this unique opportunity, this bipartisan opportunity, to make changes needed and pass the RAMP Act. Future port dimensions affecting jobs, trade, the economy, and our national defense, cannot be compromised. And that is why I urge passage. Again, thank you all for allowing me to testify. I will be happy to take any questions from the subcommittee. 
Port infrastructure investment is vital to the economic recovery 
Anderson 2011 –Chief Executive Officer of the Jacksonville Port Authority (JAXPORT) (A. Paul, “Testimony of A. Paul Anderson Chief Executive Officer of the Jacksonville Port Authority (JAXPORT) for the Record of the united States House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Subcommittee on Water Resources and the Environment Hearing: “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?””, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Anderson.pdf )//MM

Despite the stepchild status typically afforded ports, the fact is, with proper strategic investment now, our national recovery will come by sea. Every dollar invested in port facilities returns seven‐fold. [10] Nearly all U.S. cargo, imports and exports, is carried by ship. Are we really going to beef up domestic manufacturing and increase export volumes in the next decade?  How will we move it to the rest of the world without investing significantly in our nation’s gateway infrastructure?

Many of America’s most critical port projects – and the new jobs these improvements guarantee – are stuck in neutral because of inefficient and overlapping bureaucracy and lack of commitment from our nation’s leaders. Harbor improvements are not “pork barrel” legislative gifts. The nation’s deepwater ports system is fundamental to trade, and our individual port gateways are vital to the logistics supply chains of U.S. importers and exporters. To realize the maximum, positive economic impact from these global shifts in trade patterns, the United States must invest in its gateway infrastructure.   Port progress is everyone's business. It’s time to correct the disconnect.
Waterborne trade is key to the economy but dredging is key – Harbor maintenance solves best

Mica, 11 -- Chairman of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure (John, "Multimodel freight transportation is essential to the U.S. economy", Summer, http://www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=18152#seaportsarticle4) // NK

Multimodal freight transport is essential to U.S. economy
As chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, one of my highest priorities is ensuring that our nation’s transportation network supports our economy and helps it to grow.

Although the T&I Committee is organized by separate modes of transportation – with two subcommittees on maritime or waterborne transportation, in addition to subcommittees focused on aviation, railroads and highways and transit – the committee must make certain that a national transportation system can move freight efficiently across all of these modes. Moving freight effectively is essential to economic growth.

For too long, a stovepipe mentality and approach to transportation authorization has failed to truly integrate all modes to enhance cargo and freight mobility.

A nation that cannot efficiently move cargo and people will not have a vibrant domestic economy and will have little chance of competing in a larger world economy. Much of the United States’ ability to move cargo lies in waterborne trade. Two billion metric tons of freight moved through U.S. ports in 2009. This amounted to 44 percent of U.S. foreign trade by value.

Although the president has set a goal of doubling the amount of exports in the next five years, eight of the nation’s 10 largest ports are not at their authorized widths or depths. Yet in setting this goal, the administration failed to propose fully utilizing the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. Over the years, billions of dollars in cargo fees have some come into the trust fund but have not been spent according to for their intended purpose. Meanwhile, our ports’ dredging and harbor channel improvement needs grow. With limited infrastructure resources, it is essential that we do more with less, and utilizing these harbor maintenance funds for their specified purpose is one key way of doing so.
Ports trade growing now—key to US economy

Woodley Jr. 08— Chairman – PIANC (Permanent International Association of Navigation Congresses) USA (John Paul, “Dredging key to keeping nation’s economy afloat”, Seaports Magazine, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2008.pdf, Summer) EL
What keeps America’s economy growing? To a great extent, it is our trade with other nations, more than 99 percent of which moves through our deep-draft ports. In 2004, U.S. harbors and waterways handled nearly 1.4 billion tons of foreign trade, valued at nearly $1.16 trillion. Foreign trade now accounts for 29 percent of our gross domestic product, up from 8 percent in 1959. Like the volume of trade itself, the size of vessels in foreign trade is also increasing rapidly – especially in the containership sector. Larger ships require deeper and wider channels to accommodate them. Fully loaded bulk vessels may need 60 feet or more. For U.S. ports to stay competitive in today’s global trade environment, U.S. channels and facilities must be able to accommodate these increasingly larger vessels in the world fleet. Containerships are the heavyweights of the new fleet, and U.S. containerized trade is expected to grow from 157 million metric tons in 2000 to 350 million metric tons by 2020 and 525 million metric tons by 2040. Navigation customers and stakeholders need to help the American public understand the importance of a resilient marine transportation system. We have our work cut out for us. The public will not support additional investments if they think the economy is in the tank, but that’s all they’re hearing from most news media. If people believe the economy is robust and growing, on the other hand, they will understand we need infrastructure to keep it going. Without the infrastructure, economic growth cannot continue.

Dredging is key to the fast and efficient transportation of goods that keeps our economy competitive

USACE, 08 – United States Army Corp of Engineers (“Dredging: Building and maintaining our underwater highways”, September 4, 2008, http://www.mvr.usace.army.mil/Brochures/Dredging.asp)//GP
Modern Economics of Shipping Today, wagons and 200-ton cargo ships are of times past, but we can look at modern vessels and compare their capacity efficiencies. Modern technology allows the building and operation of ever-larger vessels. Worldwide automation, standardization and advanced technology applications have made water transportation safer and ever more efficient. Approximately 95 percent of all United States international trade moves through our ports. Our now global economy must allow for fast and efficient transportation of goods meeting consumer needs and providing the means for import and export opportunities. As world populations increase, demand for goods will also increase, requiring further expansion of our water transportation system. As global economic forces exert pressure, we must build bigger and more efficient ships and navigation channels must be deepened and widened. The designing, building and maintaining of these channels can be compared to building an underwater highway. The huge vessels of the future entering and exiting our harbors will need underwater super highways.
Exports are a major source of economic growth, but ports are key

Branham 12 -- Council of State Governments Managing Editor, citing CanagaRetna senior fiscal analyst for The Council of State Government (Mary, "Panama Canal Expansion Expected to Bring Larger Ships to the Atlantic, Gulf Coasts", March/April, www.csg.org/pubs/capitolideas/Mar_Apr_2012/portsintransition.aspx) // NK
No one expects a change in the port picture to happen overnight. Some Atlantic and Gulf coast ports need extensive renovation, and the transportation infrastructure outside the ports could have an impact.

“We stand to lose our competitive edge because we are not making fundamental infrastructure investments that are necessary for us to be competitive vis-à-vis the rest of the world,” said CanagaRetna.

He notes that the U.S. export market has been one bright spot in an otherwise dismal economy. The ports—regardless of location—will play a key role in ensuring that continues.
“The challenge is to make sure that this export-led growth continues,” CanagaRetna said. “You need these ports to be a conduit for this impressive flow of trade both into and out of the United States.”
Port efficiency is the biggest internal link to trade

Khachatryan and Casavant 11—Research Associate and Director/Professor at the Freight Policy Transportation Institute at the School of Economic Sciences at Washington State Unviersity (Hayk and Ken, THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN U.S. TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE 

IMPROVEMENTS AND INTERNATIONAL TRADE, http://wstc.wa.gov/Meetings/AgendasMinutes/agendas/2011/July19-20/documents/11_0719_BP5_FPTIInfrastTrdPolicyRept.pdf, EL)

The quality dimension of infrastructure improvements, including road, airport, port, and time required for customs clearance is another important topic and has been investigated in Nordås and Piermartini (2004), with a bilateral trade flow gravity model. Three sets of gravity equations were estimated using clothing and automotive sector data, with variables focusing on infrastructure quality (pertaining to roads, ports, airports, telecommunication, and customs 11 clearance time). The study found that (1) bilateral tariffs have a statistically significant negative relationship with bilateral trade flows, and (2) among all of the indicators tested in the model, port efficiency has the biggest influence on the bilateral trade flows. Meanwhile, timeliness and access to telecommunications were found to be positively correlated with export competitiveness. All of the above mentioned relationships support earlier comments the benefits of infrastructure improvements on long-run improved trade competitiveness. Limao and Venables (2001) investigated the dependence of transport costs on transport infrastructure and found a statistically significant negative estimate of trade flows elasticity with respect to trade cost (the estimated elasticity was found to be around – 3) . Deteriorating transport infrastructure reduces trade volumes through supply disruptions and increased transport costs. For instance, the infrastructure deterioration from median to 75 the percentile leads to a 12% increase in transport costs. This would consequently reduce the trade volumes by about 28%. The relationship between infrastructure investment and the volume of trade can also be evaluated by including the length of country’s motorway network in gravity models of trade (Bougheas et al., 1996). The results based on European data showed that there is generally a positive relationship between infrastructure investments, volume of trade and economic welfare. 

Infrastructure investments are key to growth and fulfilling the NEI

Abbott, 11 -- Editor, AAPA Seaports Magazine (Paul, "Special Feature on Port-Related Infrastructure", Summer, www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=18152#seaportsarticle4) // NK

Infrastructure crucial to export growth

The vital role of sufficient transportation infrastructure in boosting exports has been underscored by National Export Initiative Director Courtney Gregoire, who delivered the address at the “Washington People” luncheon during AAPA’sMarch 21-22 spring conference in Washington.

Ms. Gregoire said there is “no question” that America’s seaports are “vitally important” to reaching the NEI goal that President Obama initially set forth in his January 2010 State of the Union Address. And she called upon the U.S. Department of Commerce and AAPA to work together to craft a joint initiative for export promotion.

Lobbyist Robert K. Dawson told spring conference attendees that the NEI could be viewed as the most positive recent occurrence in encouraging port development.

“Trade expansion is essential for economic growth to take place in the least costly way,” saidDawson, president of Washington-based Dawson & Associates Inc., who served in the 1980s as assistant secretary of the U.S. Army for civil works. “Expanding trade, as the [Obama] administration recognizes, can be an engine for growth. Port improvements contribute spectacularly to that growth.”

But infrastructure improvements can’t contribute to growth if public- and private-sector entities alike don’t enthusiastically embrace the need to invest in them.

ports activity worth 4 trillion

Ports are responsible for 4 trillion in economic impacts

American Society of Civil Engineers 11 – Founded in 1852 the ASCE represents more than 140,000 members of civil engineering professions worldwide and is America’s oldest national engineering society (ASCE, “Policy Statement 218 – Improvement and Maintenance of Ports, Harbors, and Waterways”, ASCE, 7/30/11, http://www.asce.org/Content.aspx?id=8325)//MM
The growing U.S. port industry generates tremendous economic benefits to the nation. It creates 13.3 million jobs throughout the nation (Martin Associates, Lancaster PA, 2008) and accounts for $3.95 trillion in economic impacts, including $1.4 trillion in waterborne imports and exports alone (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007). In 2007, international trade represented nearly 30% of the U.S. GDP (Office of U.S. Trade Representative). This increasingly global economy and growing demand for cargo have resulted in the creation of larger ships, and thus the need for maritime improvements such as draught requirements for channels, the size of turning basins needed in harbors, and the length of berths needed at ports. It is in the best interest of the United States to have well-maintained and modern port, harbor, and waterway facilities. This can be achieved through dedicated funding for maritime projects and an improved regulatory process.

plan key to econ leadership

Federal investment in port deepening is critical to economic growth and preventing trade collapse

Kiefer et al, 2k – principal investigator for Planning and Management Consultants– study authorized by Section 401 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1999, report to the US Army Corps of Engineers (Jack, Planning and Management Consultants, “The National Dredging Needs Study of Ports and Harbors Implications to Cost-Sharing of Federal Deep Draft Navigation Projects Due to Changes in the Maritime Industry”, May 2000, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/iwrreports/00-R-8.pdf) // CB

International trade has become increasingly important for the United States. Since 1946, the value of foreign commerce has increased by a factor of almost twenty in real inflation-adjusted terms. In 1999, it was worth $1.7 trillion. International trade has also become an important engine for economic growth. In 1999, foreign trade comprised almost 27 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Approximately 95 percent of U.S. foreign trade is waterborne, excluding trade with Canada and Mexico. Containerships carry almost 55 percent of international cargo in terms of value, and this amount is expected to increase in the future. By 2010 the amount of cargo carried by large containerships is expected to equal the amount of 1996 cargo carried by all containerships. Historically, container throughput has doubled every ten years and is expected to continue to double by 2010. The size of vessels in the world containership fleet has grown dramatically since 1985. Containership ports around the world are deepening their navigation channels down to 15 and 16 meters (49 to 52.5 feet) and beyond, with the financing subsidized by national governments. For the United States to maintain a competitive position in global markets, a first class port system fully capable of servicing new containerships is critical. The budgets of public ports are heavily burdened with providing necessary landside infrastructure to accommodate the anticipated growth of container traffic. 

An examination of a likely potential portfolio of channel projects indicates that nineteen projects at fifteen ports may involve deepening beyond 45 feet over the next twenty years. Such a portfolio includes projects which are authorized and programmed for construction along with projects that are currently in various stages of planning, engineering or design. Consequently this portfolio has projects of varying degrees of uncertainty regarding their actual construction and should represent an upper limit for analyzing budgetary impacts from changing the WRDA ’86 cost-sharing rules. If the Federal government financed 65 percent of channel deepening beyond 45 feet rather than 40 percent, estimates indicate that it would require an additional annual expenditure of about $42 million for construction and roughly $51 million in maintenance dredging. Total expenditures for construction and maintenance ($93 million) would comprise about two percent of the Corps current annual budget. 2 

Changes in the maritime industry since WRDA ’86 are significant enough that the three-tier cost-sharing policy should be revised for future growth considerations to a two-tier policy by eliminating the 45 foot threshold. Increased Federal investment in harbor deepening would promote the general welfare of the Nation through increased growth in international trade during a period when foreign trade is significantly contributing to the Nation’s robust economic growth. Relieving non-Federal sponsors of the added cost to deeper channels will allow for the optimal allocation of national resources. The conditions under which Section 101, WRDA ’86 was implemented have changed and need to be updated for the 21st Century.

Failure to dredge ports ensures collapse of trade leadership

Kiefer et al, 2k – principal investigator for Planning and Management Consultants– study authorized by Section 401 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1999, report to the US Army Corps of Engineers (Jack, Planning and Management Consultants, “The National Dredging Needs Study of Ports and Harbors Implications to Cost-Sharing of Federal Deep Draft Navigation Projects Due to Changes in the Maritime Industry”, May 2000, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/iwrreports/00-R-8.pdf) // CB

5.6 Direct Costs of Not Deepening Harbors to Accommodate Larger Ships  

The direct costs of not deepening harbors to accommodate larger ships could be measured as cargo diverted to a foreign port and higher per unit transportation costs which would result in higher commodity prices making imported goods more expensive and exported goods and less competitive in world markets. These types of impacts could dampen international trade that has significantly contributed to the Nation’s recent economic expansion. The potential impacts of these costs are best demonstrated with an example. Assume a fully loaded 6,000 TEU containership is sailing on a trade route from Rotterdam to New York. Fully loaded the ship sails at a draft of 46 feet and requires water depths of about 51 feet to safely navigate. To sail into New York, which is assumed to have a 45 foot channel, the vessel would likely offload cargo at the Canadian port of Halifax. Sailing with a lighter load results in a 35 percent cost increase per TEU. 34 This substantial increase in transportation costs could result in a vessel operator bypassing the constrained port altogether, at least for discretionary hinterland cargo. The point is that under such circumstances there is a significant impact on port competitiveness and depending on location and other factors, trade may be lost to the Nation. At the very least, the constrained port would be used inefficiently resulting in higher transportation costs that are ultimately reflected in commodity prices, and a loss of revenue for the port and local economies.

5.7 Conclusion  


The United States needs to maintain its competitive position in the global marketplace by providing an efficient port system fully capable of servicing new generations of containerships. Public ports in the U.S. have allocated huge sums of capital in an effort to prepare their facilities for growing container trade and larger containerships. Given the cost pressures facing the Nation’s ports and since ports have taken a major step in securing an efficient maritime transportation network, perhaps the Federal role in deep draft navigation channels should be expanded as a matter of national policy. 

This risks collapsing US economic leadership

Rendell 12 -  Co-chairman of Building America’s Future Education Fund. (Ed, “US Must Get Prepared to Handle Larger Ships, AAPA, Summer 2012,

http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2012.pdf)//MG

The big ships are coming, the big ships are coming! If Paul Revere were alive today, this may very well be the warning he would be shouting through the streets. Big ships are indeed coming, once the newly modernized and expanded Panama Canal opens in 2014. Will U.S. ports be ready to accommodate the new larger vessels that will soon become the norm? Will the road and rail infrastructure needed to move millions of tons of goods to and from these ports be adequate to handle the increased traffic? Unless we get serious about making long-term strategic infrastructure investments, we risk missing the proverbial boat. The United States became an economic superpower due in large part to visionary infrastructure investments made by previous generations. Today, this legacy of advancement and innovation is at risk because global economic competitors are taking the reins and building the transportation networks of the 21st century. And, despite the global recession, other nations continue to make calculated investments in their infrastructure. China has poured $3.3 trillion into its infrastructure since 2000 and can now boast having six of the world’s top 10 ports while the U.S. has none. Brazil has invested $240 billion since 2008 and has committed another $340 billion over the next three years. As a result, Brazil’s Acu Superport is larger than the island of Manhattan with stateof-the-art highway, pipeline and conveyor-belt capacity to ease the transfer of raw materials onto ships heading to China. Meanwhile, here at home, we are struggling to make the necessary investments just to maintain what we have, and we seem to be unwilling to make the hard choices on future strategic investments. The numbers speak for themselves: In 2005, the World Economic Forum ranked U.S. infrastructure No. 1. Today, the U.S. is ranked No. 16. And when it comes to port infrastructure, the World Economic Forum ranks the U.S. 23rd, behind such countries as Iceland and Estonia. Last year, Building America’s Future Educational Fund, a national and bipartisan coalition of state and local elected officials, which I co-chair with New York Mayor Michael Bloomberg and former California Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger, released a sobering report on the state of America’s transportation infrastructure. The report, Falling Apart and Falling Behind, available at www.bafuture.org/ report on the Web, illustrates just how much ground the U.S. has lost to our international economic competitors. 

exports key to competitiveness

Reliance on exports will strengthen economic competitiveness 
Bayh, 12 -- US Senator, Indiana (Evan, "SEN. BAYH: NATIONAL EXPORT INITIATIVE WILL MAKE 'ENORMOUS DIFFERENCE' IN BOOSTING ECONOMY", 3/11, Proquest, US Fed News Service) // NK
"We cannot rest in our efforts to strengthen America's global economic competitiveness, and to accomplish that, it's essential that we open new foreign markets to our goods. This initiative is an instance where robust presidential leadership and a talented team in place at the Export-Import Bank will make an enormous difference in steering our national economic ship into steadier waters.

"Today, our country took a meaningful step in providing an adrenaline shot to domestic businesses and the workers who depend on them. This government-wide commitment to financing export growth and opening new markets will help millions of global consumers discover what Americans already know: 'made-in-the-USA' is an indelible stamp of excellence.

"Indiana needed this. An enhanced focus on exports will help us further strengthen our industrial base and put Hoosiers back to work. Indiana's economy is more reliant on manufacturing than any other state per capita. Hoosier workers know that consumers worldwide will buy our products if markets are opened and credit is flowing. I'm excited because Hoosier manufacturers could see increased profitability by selling everything from locally made vehicle parts, industrial machinery, and pharmaceutical products to a substantial new customer base."

Expanding exports is key to a sustainable increase in competitiveness

U.S. Newswire, 10 ("Trade Association Applauds National Export Initiative", 10/12) // NK
NEW ORLEANS, Oct. 12 /PRNewswire-USNewswire/ -- The Southern United States Trade Association (SUSTA) fully supports the federal government's National Export Initiative, which aims to double U.S. exports over the next five years, and the trade association's uniquely successful export development programs can help meet that goal.

The National Export Initiative (NEI) is a historic effort that aims to spur job creation and economic growththrough exports. SUSTA is already working toward this goal thanks to the Market Access Program (MAP). MAP is one of the few programs available to help level the international playing field for U.S. agricultural exporters in the face of increasingly subsidized foreign competition. Since its creation by the federal government in 1985, MAP has become a vital gateway for small businesses in the food and agriculture industry to access international markets and grow their sales overseas.

Administered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Foreign Agricultural Service, MAP is a vehicle through which American businesses partner with non-profit organizations to share the cost of overseas marketing and promotional activities - such as participating in international trade shows and trade missions - in order to boost export sales.

A recent independent study of MAP results shows the program's positive impact on the American economy. The study demonstrated that for every MAP dollar spent by government and industry on export development, U.S. exports rose by $35, delivering a 35-to-1 return on investment.

"Continued investment in this program is justified by the track record of success it has built," says SUSTA Executive Director Jerry Hingle. That is why SUSTA and other agricultural trade organizations hope Congress and the White House will continue to fund MAP at its current level of $200 million. "We've already demonstrated what MAP can do," he said. "Continued funding will ensure that we can provide more opportunities around the globe for American companies and help achieve our country's goal of growingexports."

The results of MAP have a direct impact on U.S. employment, supporting tens of thousands of jobs, according to the USDA. These jobs are not just in the farming sector but also include transportation, processing and packaging and extend from rural communities to urban centers in every state.

"These jobs are based on American land and its products," added Bernadette Wiltz, SUSTA's deputy director and international marketing director, "so they generally are secure from outsourcing. Still, agricultural businesses need assistance to grow and compete overseas."

International market development programs are permitted by World Trade Organization rules, with no limit on funding amounts, and this has made them pivotal components for the promotional strategies of competitors around the globe. Foreign competitors invest approximately $1.2 billion annually in market developmentactivities, many of which are in direct competition with U.S. producers.

"With our competitors spending more than five times what we do on export development in this sector, the National Export Initiative should help U.S. exports regain their share of international markets and rally support behind successful programs such as these," adds Hingle.

SUSTA is a non-profit trade development association comprised of the Departments of Agriculture of the 15 southern states and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. Since 1973, its programs and services have assisted exporters of high-value food and agricultural products. SUSTA is funded by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS), its member states and private companies.

The National Export Initiatives export increase reduces the trade deficit and enhances competitiveness 

Lanham, 10 -- US Senator, Chair of the Senates Committe on Small Business and Entrepreneurship (Mary "Landrieu Comments on Export Promotion Cabinet's Report to the President on The National Export Initiative", 9/17, Proquest) // NK
"With 95% of the worlds customers located outside of our borders, small businesses cannot afford to miss out on opportunities that will allow them to expand their business globally, especially when sales at home are low," said Senator Landrieu. "I applaud the recommendations made by the Export Promotions Cabinet regarding the implementation of the National Export Initiative. I was especially pleased by the report's focus on increasing exports by small businesses, as well as the prominent role the SBA will play in carrying out many of the goals the report identifies."

Senator Landrieu continued, "Even a modest increase in exports by our small businesses will help to reduce the trade deficit, create new jobs, and transform our economy in ways that will allow our small businesses to remain competitive with their foreign counterparts. I am grateful to the Cabinet for listening to my recommendations, and I thank the Administration for their efforts to implement a comprehensive, coordinated and modern approach to promoting export by small business. I look forward to working with the President to implement the Cabinet's recommendations in the months ahead."

Exports key to growth
Exports spur growth, especially in times of recession

Dixon and Rimmer, 11 (Peter and Maureen, "Doubling U.S. Exports Under the President's National Export Initiative: Is it Realistic? Is it Desirable?" Centre of Policy Studies Monash University,  www.monash.edu.au/policy/ftp/workpapr/g-220.pdf) // NK

The U.S. is suffering from its most serious recession since the 1930s. Using the USAGE model, we have traced out a picture of the economy, run P1, in which there is a natural recovery starting in 2011, with employment approximately returning to its baseline (no recession) path by 2015. Given this picture, the cost of the recession accumulated for the years 2008 to 2020 is about 44% of a year's aggregate employment or 70 million 1-year jobs.

Implementation of policies to achieve the President's target under the NEI of doubling exports by 2015 could substantially reduce this cost. In our P7 run, we found that policies implemented over the period 2011 to 2015 which

• shifted export-demand curves to the right by 15% (C1),

• reduced costs per unit of exports by 5% (C2), and

• generated a 15% impact on exports and imports via trade agreements (C3),

would approximately double exports by 2015. At the same time, they would reduce the cost of the recession to 28% of a year's employment or 45 million 1-year jobs, a saving of 25 million jobs. In P7, (C4) policies (cuts in public expenditure of 10%) are also undertaken. However, their implementation is delayed until 2015 when employment has returned approximately to its baseline (no recession) path. Our simulations show that tighter fiscal policies implemented when employment is well below its baseline level contribute relatively little to the goal of expanding exports while at the same time they have strongly negative effects on employment.

The value of export promotion policies in (C1) to (C3) as a means of stimulating employment is sensitive to the state of the economy. The worse the recession and the slower the natural recovery, the more valuable are these policies. In a simulation not reported in this article, we created an alternative no-policy recession scenario (P1alt) in which the start of the recovery is delayed until 2012. In this alternative scenario, the cost of the recession for the period 2008 to 2020 is 55% of a year's aggregate employment or 88 million 1-year jobs. Implementation of the P7 package in this situation reduces the cost of the recession to 35% of a year's employment or 56 million jobs, a saving of 32 million jobs.
Increasing exports is key to preventing economic shortfalls

Istrate et al, 10 -- senior research analyst and associate fellow with the Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative (Emilia, "Export Nation: How U.S. Metros Lead National Export Growth and Boost Competitiveness", July, Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2010/7/26%20mountain%20exports%20muro/0726_exports_istrate_rothwell_katz.pdf
) // NK

As it turns out, the doubling of exports in a five year period is extremely rare in the United States.3 In real terms, such a doubling has occurred just three times in American history and not since 1949, when exports were twice as high as they were in 1944, a very atypical period. Focusing on the ambitious nature of the goal, however, misses the larger point: Any increase in U.S. exports would benefit the nation, so the federal government is right to think about maximizing exports. More importantly, it is up to local leaders, in businesses and government, to assess their own strengths and weaknesses and address them to sell to foreign markets.

Increasing exports is one key strategy for addressing current and past structural economic deficiencies. Even before the protracted recession that soured the U.S. economy, a number of longer term problems have plagued the country: declining median wages; increasing inequality; and ample fluctuations in the business cycles. The bursting of the most recent bubble, in housing and its finance, has resulted in the most stubborn period of high unemployment since the early 1980s and perhaps, by the time it ends, the Great Depression.
Exports key to Jobs

Exports create jobs – they directly benefit the economy 

Istrate et al, 10 -- senior research analyst and associate fellow with the Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative (Emilia, "Export Nation: How U.S. Metros Lead National Export Growth and Boost Competitiveness", July, Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2010/7/26%20mountain%20exports%20muro/0726_exports_istrate_rothwell_katz.pdf
) // NK

Economists have argued at least since the 18th century that trade is linked to economic growth, and there is abundant evidence in favor of the theory.8 Trade enhances growth by taking advantage of diverse productive capacities, and by encouraging specialization and economies of scale.9 In addition, trade creates wealth even when trading partners are identical because of specialization through scale economies.10 Many products with large upfront costs (like Hollywood movies, pharmaceuticals, solar technologies, computer processing microchips) simply could never be profitable if not for vast international markets, which allow producers to amortize the costs of producing a single product via sales at scale.11

There is also evidence that exporting makes companies more competitive.12 Exporting forces companies to stay on the cutting edge of competition and exposes them to international best practices. Even if companies initially struggle in foreign markets, there is evidence that this intense competition forces them to improve over time. For example, Taiwanese exporting firms are more likely to invest in R&D and to witness faster productivity growth regardless of R&D.13

Exporting activity generates jobs. A recent economic report from the U.S. Department of Commerce estimates that, in 2008, 10.3 million jobs were supported by the entire chain of export production, including inputs and transportation.14 The Commerce figure was produced using inputoutput tables, which relate an industry’s supply and demand of products to and from other industries. This study estimated 11.8 million export related jobs in 2008, using a different method that multiplies the total number of jobs in an industry by the ratio of its export sales to its gross value added. Unlike the Commerce estimate, this study ignored the fact that imports are used in the production of some exports, which may explain the discrepancy.

exports key to manufacturing

Exports key to the US manufacturing industry

Timmons 11 – Contributor for Politico news (Jay, “Trade deals are key to economic growth”, Politico, 10/02/11, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1011/64937.html)//MM
Manufacturing has slowed as the economy struggles to recover and President Barack Obama and Congress search for ways to get it growing again. One solution for economic growth is clear: exports. For manufacturing jobs to grow in the United States, we must increase exports. We have not placed the emphasis on exports that our competitors have, and we have paid the price for it. We export much less of our manufacturing production than other major manufacturing economies. In fact, according to the National Association of Manufacturers, the U.S. ranks 13th among the 15 largest manufacturers based on the proportion of manufacturing production that is exported. The decline is not a recent phenomenon. In 2000, 14 percent of world exports of manufactured goods came from the United States. By last year, our share had slipped to 9 percent. Had we maintained 2000 levels, our manufactured goods exported last year would have been $450 billion more than they were — eradicating our manufactured goods trade deficit.

US econ key to global

US economy is key to the global economy

Arora et al. 6 – Arora is the IMF senior representative for China and Vamvakidis is the senior  representative for the IMF in Croatia (Vivek Arora and Athanasios Vamvakidis, “The Impact of US Economic Growth on the Rest of the World”,  Journal of Economic Integration, Vol. 21, No. 1, March 2006, http://www.jstor.org /stable/pdfplus/23000816.pdf?acceptTC=true)//MG

A common view among economists is that the United States is an engine of the world economy, in the sense that U.S. and world output are closely correlated and movements in U.S. economic growth appear to influence growth in other countries significantly. While this view seems intuitive and plausible, quantitative assessments of just how much U.S. growth matters for other countries have been relatively neglected in the literature. This paper attempts to fill this gap by providing estimates of the impact of U.S. growth on growth in a large sample of countries during the past two decades in the context of a methodology that is standard in the growth literature. The significant role of the United States in the world economy would suggest that U.S. growth could have a substantial impact on other countries. The impact could be transmitted through several channels, most obviously trade linkages-with higher U.S. growth contributing to a rise in U.S. import demand, which is reflected directly in an increase in the net exports of other countries. The paper estimates the direct contribution of net exports to the United States to economic growth in a number of countries, and shows that the direct contribution is substantial for several countries, especially in North America and Asia. However, the overall impact of U.S. growth on growth in other countries could encompass a broader set of effects than just the direct impact on net exports. Additional trade effects of U.S. growth on growth in other countries could include, given the relatively advanced level of U.S. technology, an impact on investment and on innovation and technology transfers along the lines discussed in the literature on trade and growth.1 Moreover, with U.S. foreign direct and portfolio investment playing a large and growing role in world financial flows, the effects of U.S. growth may also be transmitted through financial linkages. In addition, U.S. developments could have a significant impact on business and consumer confidence in other countries. A quantification of the overall impact of U.S. growth on growth in the rest of the world thus requires a formal econometric analysis.  The paper reports results from an estimation of the overall impact of U.S. growth on growth in other countries during the past two decades in the context of a standard growth model. The analysis focuses on countries' average growth rates during five-year sub-periods, rather than on shorter-run macroeconomic fluctuations that may be associated with business cycles. Rather than attempting to isolate each of the channels by which U.S. growth may be expected to influence growth in other countries, the paper focuses on quantifying the aggregate impact.2 The impact is estimated in a growth regression that also controls for other generally-accepted determinants of long-run growth. The results suggest that U.S. growth is a significant determinant of growth in a large panel of industrial and developing countries, with an effect as large as one-for-one in some specifications. The impact of U.S. growth turns out to be larger than the impact of growth in the rest of the world, suggesting that it has dominated the influence of any common global factors. The results are robust to changes in the sample, the period considered, and the inclusion of other growth determinants. 

International growth is directly tied to U.S. growth

Arora et al. 6 – Arora is the IMF senior representative for China and Vamvakidis is the senior  representative for the IMF in Croatia (Vivek Arora and Athanasios Vamvakidis, “The Impact of US Economic Growth on the Rest of the World”,  Journal of Economic Integration, Vol. 21, No. 1, March 2006, http://www.jstor.org /stable/pdfplus/23000816.pdf?acceptTC=true)//MG

The results suggest a positive and statistically significant impact of U.S. growth on growth in other countries, particularly developing countries. The regression results reported in Table 4 cover all countries in the sample. The first regression includes U.S. per capita real GDP growth in addition to the standard growth determinants, while the second regression also includes non-U.S. world per capita real GDP growth.15 A 1 per cent increase in U.S. growth is correlated with an average 1.0 per cent increase in growth in other countries. The estimate for non U.S. world growth in the second regression is positive (0.4 per cent), although much smaller than the U.S. coefficient and not statistically significant. To test whether growth in countries that trade more with the United States is more highly correlated with U.S. growth, the third regression includes an interaction term of U.S. per capita real GDP growth with the share of exports to the United States in  total exports. The interaction term is indeed positive and statistically significant at the 10 per cent level (it is significant at the 5 per cent level if the ^-statistics are corrected for heteroskedasticity). The estimated impact of U.S. growth remains statistically significant even when non-U.S. world growth is included in the regressions, which suggests that the influence of U.S. growth on growth in other countries is distinct from the influence of any common global shocks on growth across countries. Furthermore, the estimated impact of U.S. growth is considerably larger than the estimated impact of growth in the rest of the world, which suggests that the U.S. effect dominates any impact from common global shocks. The impact of the other variables on growth is as expected and consistent with the general conclusions in the literature. The coefficient for the trade share is not statistically significant, but once the investment share is excluded from the regressions it becomes statistically significant (and is positive) for most of the specifications. This result is consistent with the conclusion of previous studies that the impact of openness on growth occurs in part through investment (for example, Levine and Renelt, 1992). The regressions in Table 5 include only developing countries.17 The results are similar to those for the full sample. The estimates indicate that a 1 per cent increase in U.S. growth is correlated with an average 1 per cent increase in developing country growth. The estimate for non-U.S. world growth is again considerably smaller than that for U.S. growth, and is not statistically significant. 

US economic determines world growth

Arora et al. 6 – Arora is the IMF senior representative for China and Vamvakidis is the senior  representative for the IMF in Croatia (Vivek Arora and Athanasios Vamvakidis, “The Impact of US Economic Growth on the Rest of the World”,  Journal of Economic Integration, Vol. 21, No. 1, March 2006, http://www.jstor.org /stable/pdfplus/23000816.pdf?acceptTC=true)//MG

II. How Much Does U.S. Economic Growth Matter for Growth in the Rest of the World? 

The large economic size of the United States and its close linkages with the world economy would suggest that U.S. growth could have a significant influence on growth in other countries. In 2000, U.S. GDP was equivalent in size to over one-fifth of world GDP on a purchasing power parity basis and nearly a third of world nominal GDP at market exchange rates.3 The United States accounted for over one fifth of the expansion in world real GDP during the past two decades, and for nearly a quarter of the expansion during 1992-2000. World and U.S. growth have moved closely together in recent decades, with a correlation coefficient of over 80 percent. 

economic collapse impact

U.S. Economic collapse causes China, India, Iran and Russia to challenge American Supremacy

McCoy 10 –Professor of History at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, BA from Columbia and PhD in Southeast Asia History from Yale (Alfred, “How America will Collapse (by 2025)”, SALON magazine, 12/06/10, http://www.salon.com/writer/alfred_mccoy/)//MM
Such negative trends are encouraging increasingly sharp criticism of the dollar’s role as the world’s reserve currency. “Other countries are no longer willing to buy into the idea that the U.S. knows best on economic policy,” observed Kenneth S. Rogoff, a former chief economist at the International Monetary Fund. In mid-2009, with the world’s central banks holding an astronomical $4 trillion in U.S. Treasury notes, Russian president Dimitri Medvedev insisted that it was time to end “the artificially maintained unipolar system” based on “one formerly strong reserve currency.” Simultaneously, China’s central bank governor suggested that the future might lie with a global reserve currency “disconnected from individual nations” (that is, the U.S. dollar). Take these as signposts of a world to come, and of a possible attempt, as economist Michael Hudson has argued, “to hasten the bankruptcy of the U.S. financial-military world order.” Economic Decline: Scenario 2020 After years of swelling deficits fed by incessant warfare in distant lands, in 2020, as long expected, the U.S. dollar finally loses its special status as the world’s reserve currency. Suddenly, the cost of imports soars. Unable to pay for swelling deficits by selling now-devalued Treasury notes abroad, Washington is finally forced to slash its bloated military budget. Under pressure at home and abroad, Washington slowly pulls U.S. forces back from hundreds of overseas bases to a continental perimeter. By now, however, it is far too late. Faced with a fading superpower incapable of paying the bills, China, India, Iran, Russia, and other powers, great and regional, provocatively challenge U.S. dominion over the oceans, space, and cyberspace. Meanwhile, amid soaring prices, ever-rising unemployment, and a continuing decline in real wages, domestic divisions widen into violent clashes and divisive debates, often over remarkably irrelevant issues. Riding a political tide of disillusionment and despair, a far-right patriot captures the presidency with thundering rhetoric, demanding respect for American authority and threatening military retaliation or economic reprisal. The world pays next to no attention as the American Century ends in silence. 

economic leadership - warming impact

Multilateral economic cooperation solves key global threats – especially warming 

Matthews 07 - president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Jessica, "Europe and the US: Confronting Global Challenges," 11/8, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/transcript_mandelson.pdf)

 Now, the question I want to answer today is, how do we do this and to what purpose? Firstly, fundamentally, we must engage with economic globalization, accept it, shape it. We’re not going to roll it back, and if we could, we shouldn’t seek to do so. In fact, I’d argue that the preservation of an equitable economic globalization should be the core political commitment at the heart of the transatlantic economic relationship, equivalent in its way to the mutual commitment to democracy that the Atlantic Charter embodied six decades ago, because managed right, an economically integrated world is ultimately not only a more stable and a more equitable world; it is also our principal means of meeting the increasing number of global challenges that require collective action. The reshaping of the global economy and the huge dramatic changes that are taking place in the economic landscape of the world certainly test the nerves of us in Europe and the nerves of you too in the United States. But just because it tests our nerves doesn’t mean to say that these changes are not in our interests. It’s true that some parts of our manufacturing sectors are certainly facing some tough competitive pressure. It is true that this will force us to think about how we choose to educate and to train ourselves in the future, and how we ensure that the benefits of economic growth are equitably shared. That’s a major policy challenge for us on both sides of the Atlantic. It is true that because of these great changes and the huge anxiety that they are generating amongst people on both sides of the Atlantic that policymakers are under increasing pressure to show that our embrace of economic globalization is not naivety, that we’re not being taken for a ride, in other words, by the rest of the world; to show that – as we need to do as policymakers – to show that closing the gate to the outside world is not a better alternative to keeping that gate open to the rest of the world. Now, these debates are broadly the same in Europe and the United States. But in an open global market, we have to understand that the growing economies of the developing world are also a competitive stimulus and a real engine for the growth of our own economies. They are a market for our goods and for our investment. They are a source of downward pressure on consumer prices and inflation at home. They are also the driving force that has lifted perhaps half a billion people out of poverty in half a human lifetime, which is hard to argue against. In defending and preserving this openness to the world and this growth of the global economy and its integration, the EU and the U.S. are faced with some simple realities. The first is that we now live in a world that is increasingly economically multi-polar. One billion new workers have entered the global labor force in the space of just two decades in the world. In those 20-odd years, China has risen from a country with which the EU traded almost literally nothing to becoming our biggest trading partner for manufacturers. In some ways, an older balance of economic power is reasserting itself in the world. In 1830, India and China were the two biggest economies in the world – in 1830. By 2050, they will again be amongst the very largest economies in the world. Of course, this is not the only way of weighing power in the modern world, far from it. But it is fundamental. And that’s in the nature of the fundamental revolution in economic terms, and also political terms, therefore, that the world is undergoing. Now, the machinery of what you might call the Atlantic consensus – the World Bank, the IMF, GATT, G7 or G8 – was conceived and rooted in the assumption that the global economic and political order could and would indeed be governed largely by the Atlantic world. That assumption now no longer holds. There has been a reorientation from the Atlantic to the Pacific and beyond. Now, the multilateral institutions that survive, therefore, will be those ones that are able to adapt to this new 21st century landscape. The second simple reality that I would identify for you is that economic globalization means interdependence. This is not simply a question of global supply chains and production lines. Our open markets are a ladder out of poverty for the developing world. Their growing markets are a source of growth for us. That is the fundamental interdependence that links and joins us and our interests together in the global economy. A world of growing prosperity and economic integration is a more stable world, even if it doesn’t always feel that way Now, for that reason, multilateral institutions in the multilateral trading system will matter more than ever in the new global age of the 21st century. There is no going it alone in this century, in this global age. Interdependence doesn’t allow going it alone in the way that we have tried to practice or imagine it was possible in the past. Our ability to get things done multilaterally will define the extent to which we can shape globalization in a way that makes it equitable and sustainable and binds in the big new players who are emerging in that global economy. It will certainly define the extent to which we can confront huge pressing problems such as global warming, migration, nuclear proliferation, and energy security.
Warming’s the only existential threat

Deibel ’07 – Professor of IR at the National War College (Terry, “Foreign Affairs Strategy: Logic for American Statecraft,” 2007, Conclusion: American Foreign Affairs Strategy Today)

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

trade collapse impact - war
Collapse of US trade leadership causes trade blocs creating multiple scenarios for global conflict

Bergsten 97 – Peterson Institute for International Economics (Fred C., “Global Trade and American Politics”, September 27, 1997, The Economist, http://www.iie.com/publications/papers/print.cfm?doc=pub&ResearchID=291) 

Second, the trade policy credibility of the United States will totally evaporate if it sits on the sidelines for the next four years—the minimum result of a failure to win new negotiating authority. The United States led the agreement of the 34 democracies in the Western Hemisphere to create a Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA). The United States turned the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation forum (APEC), whose 18 members comprise half the world economy, into a substantive organisation by initiating annual summit meetings in 1993 and supporting its agreement to achieve “free and open trade and investment” by 2010 (for its industrialised members ) and 2020 (for the rest). The United States insisted that the World Trade Organisation agree to resume negotiations on agriculture, services and other central issues by 2000. American withdrawal from these initiatives would doom them all, threatening a reversal into protectionism.

Third, American leadership has been crucial in assuring the compatibility, indeed the complimentarity, of regional and global liberalisation. Some purists have condemned the United States for deviating from the exclusive pursuit of multilateral agreements. But American strategy has promoted regional arrangements (starting with its pact with Canada and extending through NAFTA to the current FTAA and APEC initiatives) partly to press the more inward-looking EU and others to move ahead on the global path. Now that so many regional arrangements are in place or underway, America's defection could throw the whole process into reverse. Key groups—the EU, Mercosur and perhaps some new Asian groupings—could forget the global track and bring to life the much feared nightmare of a world of hostile trade blocs.

Fourth, American trade policy itself could suffer irreparable harm from a failure of the current legislative effort. The United States is in its seventh year of expansion with unemployment and inflation at their lowest in decades. Its chief competitors in Europe and Japan remain mired in prolonged slumps. President Clinton was decisively re-elected a year ago and remains extremely popular. If the United States cannot pursue trade liberalisation now, when will it ever be able to?

A failure, or a severe limitation on the use of new authority (e.g., to add only Chile to NAFTA), would represent a stunning victory for organised labor and others that oppose globalisation. Such a victory would be led by Congressman Richard Gephardt, the minority leader of the House of Representatives, and a likely presidential candidate in 2000. The United States has not had a protectionist President for a century (though Ronald Reagan's wrong-headed macroeconomic policies produced a spate of new import quotas) but such an outcome is by no means impossible if the present debate were to misfire. The countries that have taken out insurance policies against a US reversion to protectionism via free trade agreements, Canada and Mexico, have not idly overcome their historical aversions to getting into bed with their superpower neighbor.

The Global Impact

Would all this be so serious for the rest of the world? After all, the United States is no longer hegemonic in economic terms. Its share of world output has dropped below a quarter and its share of trade is even less. The EU is larger on both counts and the creation of the euro will end America's monetary dominance. Moreover, globalisation has enormous momentum. Big trade agreements have been proceeding without America. The EU brokered an interim financial services agreement in 1995 when America chose to stay out, is expanding its membership and heading toward mostly free trade with its Mediterranean neighbors by 2010, and is pursuing agreements with Mercosur and Mexico. Subregional pacts such as Mercosur and the ASEAN Free Trade Agreement are moving ahead. Canada and Mexico have concluded their own free trade agreements with Chile.

All these deals hurt the United States, by creating or threatening discrimination against it,—but this is nothing more than turnabout for America's own preferential compacts. The global problem is that American disengagement would puncture, and probably destroy, the prospects for consummating the extraordinarily promising scenario for world trade that has evolved since the end of the Uruguay Round and is now poised to proceed. That scenario has two related elements.

The first is credible implementation of the two huge regional free trade agreements launched in 1994, the FTAA and APEC. Their conversion from political pledges to practical realities would provide huge new reductions of trade barriers. It would also bring irresistible pressure on the EU and others to avoid the risk of facing costly discrimination by joining a new global liberalisation initiative.

APEC is particularly crucial to this strategy. Because of it's size, its pledge in 1994 to achieve free trade in the region is potentially the most far-reaching economic agreement in history. At the same time, its devotion to “open regionalism” means that it will offer to extend its liberalisation to non-members. The EU has always said that “it will not be left behind if APEC does what it says it will do,” as was indeed the case with the Information Technology Agreement (ITA) a year ago. APEC thus dramatically magnifies America's own effort to continue reducing global barriers.

The second element in the global scenario would then be a major new effort in the WTO, perhaps the “Millennium Round” called for by Sir Leon Brittan or at least a simultaneous “round-up” of key issues as proposed by my colleague Jeffrey Schott. As in the past, rounds or round-ups that include a number of issues and sectors will be needed to meet the diverse interests of the full WTO membership and permit the necessary tradeoffs across topics that produce far-reaching liberalisation. It is true that the ITA and the telecommunications agreement represented victories for the sectoral approach but talks on maritime services collapsed and the outcome of the current renewed effort on financial services is unclear. A broader approach will almost certainly be required to provide substantial global progress.

Once all the regional arrangements are on their way to being realised, about two-thirds of world trade will in fact have achieved, or be headed toward, barrier-free status. The WTO membership would then recognise that global free trade was a practical reality and guide the next round(s) by setting an explicit goal of reaching that milestone—perhaps by 2010 on the APEC and Euromed models. The WTO's director-general Renato Ruggiero, the Canadian government, and the declaration of the WTO's ministerial conference in Singapore last December have all already endorsed variants of that prospect.

In addition, this scenario would decisively counter the risk that the regional pacts will become sources of new international conflict. Mr. Ruggiero has put it nicely: regionalism will undoubtedly continue to proliferate so the issue is whether the groupings go off on their own, with possibly disastrous consequences, or increasingly fuse into a common global context that eventually wipes out their preferential features. The latter outcome is obviously superior but the chances of reaching it would be severely jeopardised by a prolonged period of American inaction.

There would be even bigger cost to the world from a failure of the Clinton fast-track effort: an enormous boost to the backlash against globalisation. Such a backlash is evident almost everywhere, from striking workers in France to the tirades of Malaysia's prime minister against international investors. There is some justice in the complaints. On balance, globalisation is clearly good for every country, but many governments have been slow to erect the necessary domestic complements. Without adequate safety nets to cushion adjustment burdens, and worker training that will convert potential losers into winners who can take advantage of the better jobs and higher wages that become available, political support for globalisation may be impossible to sustain.

In this environment, victory for the anti-globalisation forces in the United States could have terrible global consequences. Defensive reactions would surface almost immediately, especially in the Asian and Latin American countries that depend most heavily on the American market. China, Russia and others could lose interest in further liberalisation and joining the WTO. A half century of global economic opening could stall or even be thrown into reverse.
The broader international credibility of the United States would of course suffer severely as well, with substantial implications for international politics and even global security. It would be impossible for America to withdraw from such a central component of international affairs, or indeed repudiate initiatives undertaken with great fanfare by its own president and his predecessors, without jolting confidence in its staying power in other respects.

Trade blocs guarantee miscalculation and nuclear war

Spicer 96 – economist and member of British Parliament (Michael, June 1996, “The Challenge from the East and the Rebirth of the West”, pg. 121)

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

Griswold 05 – director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute (Daniel, “Peace on earth? Try free trade among men,” December  29, 2005, http://www.freetrade.org/node/282) 

Buried beneath the daily stories about car bombs and insurgents is an underappreciated but comforting fact during this Christmas season: The world has somehow become a more peaceful place.
As one little-noticed headline on an Associated Press story recently reported, "War declining worldwide, studies say." According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, the number of armed conflicts around the world has been in decline for the past half-century. In just the past 15 years, ongoing conflicts have dropped from 33 to 18, with all of them now civil conflicts within countries. As 2005 draws to an end, no two nations in the world are at war with each other.

The death toll from war has also been falling. According to the AP story, "The number killed in battle has fallen to its lowest point in the post-World War II period, dipping below 20,000 a year by one measure. Peacemaking missions, meanwhile, are growing in number." Those estimates are down sharply from annual tolls ranging from 40,000 to 100,000 in the 1990s, and from a peak of 700,000 in 1951 during the Korean War.

Many causes lie behind the good news -- the end of the Cold War and the spread of democracy, among them -- but expanding trade and globalization appear to be playing a major role. Far from stoking a "World on Fire," as one misguided American author has argued, growing commercial ties between nations have had a dampening effect on armed conflict and war, for three main reasons.

First, trade and globalization have reinforced the trend toward democracy, and democracies don't pick fights with each other. Freedom to trade nurtures democracy by expanding the middle class in globalizing countries and equipping people with tools of communication such as cell phones, satellite TV, and the Internet. With trade comes more travel, more contact with people in other countries, and more exposure to new ideas. Thanks in part to globalization, almost two thirds of the world's countries today are democracies -- a record high.

Second, as national economies become more integrated with each other, those nations have more to lose should war break out. War in a globalized world not only means human casualties and bigger government, but also ruptured trade and investment ties that impose lasting damage on the economy. In short, globalization has dramatically raised the economic cost of war.

Third, globalization allows nations to acquire wealth through production and trade rather than conquest of territory and resources. Increasingly, wealth is measured in terms of intellectual property, financial assets, and human capital. Those are assets that cannot be seized by armies. If people need resources outside their national borders, say oil or timber or farm products, they can acquire them peacefully by trading away what they can produce best at home.

Of course, free trade and globalization do not guarantee peace. Hot-blooded nationalism and ideological fervor can overwhelm cold economic calculations. But deep trade and investment ties among nations make war less attractive.
Trade wars in the 1930s deepened the economic depression, exacerbated global tensions, and helped to usher in a world war. Out of the ashes of that experience, the United States urged Germany, France, and other Western European nations to form a common market that has become the European Union. In large part because of their intertwined economies, a general war in Europe is now unthinkable.

In East Asia, the extensive and growing economic ties among Mainland China, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan is helping to keep the peace. China's Communist rulers may yet decide to go to war over its "renegade province," but the economic cost to their economy would be staggering and could provoke a backlash among Chinese citizens. In contrast, poor and isolated North Korea is all the more dangerous because it has nothing to lose economically should it provoke a war.

In Central America, countries that were racked by guerrilla wars and death squads two decades ago have turned not only to democracy but to expanding trade, culminating in the Central American Free Trade Agreement with the United States. As the Stockholm institute reports in its 2005 Yearbook, "Since the 1980s, the introduction of a more open economic model in most states of the Latin American and Caribbean region has been accompanied by the growth of new regional structures, the dying out of interstate conflicts and a reduction in intra-state conflicts."

Much of the political violence that remains in the world today is concentrated in the Middle East and Sub-Saharan Africa -- the two regions of the world that are the least integrated into the global economy. Efforts to bring peace to those regions must include lowering their high barriers to trade, foreign investment, and domestic entrepreneurship.

Advocates of free trade and globalization have long argued that trade expansion means more efficiency, higher incomes, and reduced poverty. The welcome decline of armed conflicts in the past few decades indicates that free trade also comes with its own peace dividend.

Global trade is key to avert nuclear annihilation

Copley News Service ’99 (Dec 1) // LN
For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it.
The alternative to globalization is bad – great power rivalries 

Patrick, 9 -- senior fellow and director of the Program on International Institutions and Global Governance at the Council on Foreign Relations (Stewart, "Protecting Free Trade", March 13, nationalinterest.org/article/protecting-free-trade-3060) // NK
The economic consequences of protectionism were bad enough. The political consequences were worse. As Hull recognized, global economic fragmentation lowered standards of living, drove unemployment higher and increased poverty-accentuating social upheaval and leaving destitute populations "easy prey to dictators and desperadoes." The rise of Nazism in Germany, fascism in Italy and militarism in Japan is impossible to divorce from the economic turmoil, which allowed demagogic leaders to mobilize support among alienated masses nursing nationalist grievances.

Open economic warfare poisoned the diplomatic climate and exacerbated great power rivalries, raising, in Hull's view, "constant temptation to use force, or threat of force, to obtain what could have been got through normal processes of trade." Assistant Secretary William Clayton agreed: "Nations which act as enemies in the marketplace cannot long be friends at the council table."

This is what makes growing protectionism and discrimination among the world's major trading powers today so alarming. In 2008 world trade declined for the first time since 1982. And despite their pledges, seventeen G-20 members have adopted significant trade restrictions. "Buy American" provisions in the U.S. stimulus package have been matched by similar measures elsewhere, with the EU ambassador to Washington declaring that "Nobody will take this lying down." Brussels has resumed export subsidies to EU dairy farmers and restricted imports from the United States and China. Meanwhile, India is threatening new tariffs on steel imports and cars; Russia has enacted some thirty new tariffs and export subsidies. In a sign of the global mood, WTO antidumping cases are up 40 percent since last year. Even less blatant forms of economic nationalism, such as banks restricting lending to "safer" domestic companies, risk shutting down global capital flows and exacerbating the current crisis.
trade solves central asia

Trade solves Central Asian stability – commerce and economic integration

CNN 12 – Business 360 Global Exchange, based on a speech by US Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton’s outline on the importance of stability and peace as a result of trading (Business 360 Global Exchange, “Clinton: Trade key to fighting extremism”, CNN, 5/02/12, http://business.blogs.cnn.com/2012/05/03/clinton-trade-key-to-fighting-extremism/)//MM
The United States aims to promote stability in Central Asia by encouraging trade in the region, U.S. Secretary of State Hilary Clinton told CNN. The American strategy focuses on bolstering north-south trade, linking India and Pakistan via Afghanistan to the former Soviet republics of Central Asia. “If people are trading with each other, if they are investing in each other's countries, if they are engaged in commerce of all kinds, there develop relationships and, frankly, stakes in peace and security that are desperately needed,” Clinton told CNN’s Jill Dougherty. “Security yes, we have to work on that, but what is really promising is the economic integration of the entire region,” she added. But for many countries in the region, economic integration is seen as secondary to security. Instead of borders opening to trade, many are closing. But Clinton cited increased trade between India and Pakistan and across the Pakistan-Afghanistan border as examples of progress. She added: “There is an important idea of a pipeline that would carry gas from Turkmenistan through Afghanistan and Pakistan into India; all four countries are in support. “There are roads and bridges being planned that come from Kazakhstan through Uzbekistan into Afghanistan that go through Turkmenistan to the sea. There’s just a lot of ideas.” And she said trade could help combat extremism in the region. “Some countries would like to build a 20-foot wall because they worry about extremists from other places,” said Clinton. “That’s just not realistic in the 21st century. It’s far better to develop your economy to trade with your neighbours to give your young people jobs. That’s one of the best arguments against extremism.” Clinton gave Uzbekistan as an example of U.S. investment, where an American automobile manufacturing plant is producing cars for export in the region. “Each country has unique assets that can be capitalized on but no country alone can maximize their economic potential without opening their borders to more trade and investment,” she said. “So while we work bi-laterally with a lot of these countries to help them, we also continue to preach the idea of economic integration.” She added: “We do have to put security at the forefront, and the United States has helped every one of these countries with security. But what is security for? It is to enable people to have a better life and one of those is by raising the stand of living and business, investment, and trade can do that.”

Agriculture advantage
Ag competitiveness low

U.S. Agriculture will not prevail in the future unless measures in infrastructure are taken to catch up to the rest of the world

Kagochi, 2007 – doctor of philosophy, A Dissertation Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of Auburn University (“EVALUATING THE COMPETITIVENESS OF US AGRICULTURAL MARKET COMMODITIES”, 8/04/07, http://etd.auburn.edu/etd/bitstream/handle/10415/1382/KAGOCHI_JOHN_16.pdf?sequence=1)//GP
The United States (US) has incurred large and persistent agricultural and food trade surpluses over the past two decades (CAST, 1995). The agriculture share of US GDP is only slightly over 1% but its share of exports was 8% in 2002. This export performance came about despite falling terms of trade and declining real prices at the farm level (Gopinath and Roe, 2000). Colyer and Jolly (2000) attribute the exports to a highly productive and internationally competitive agricultural industry. The concept of competitiveness encompasses a variety of factors including changes in nominal exchange rates, relative prices, and production costs. Product differentiation, for instance, has an important role when competitive strategies of enterprises are considered. Productivity growth, reliability, timely delivery, quality, after-sales service, financing arrangements, technological innovation, investment in physical and human capital, management style, and the institutional and structural environment play important roles in competitiveness. Many of these factors are qualitative in nature and research has typically focused on easily quantifiable indicators such as export price indices and unit labor costs (Tweeten and Pai, 1990; Agénor, 1997; Dohlman, Schnepf, and Bolling, 2001). The strong export performance of US agriculture in recent years is an indication that the sector is highly competitive in international markets, as Colyer and Jolly (2000) point out. They also note that the world’s economic and trading systems are undergoing 2 change and many factors can affect the competitive position of particular products. A competitive edge for US agriculture, therefore, may not prevail in the future. Changes in US agriculture competitiveness can change due to research, trading alternatives, economic and agricultural subsidies, amended or new trade agreements, international politics, protectionism, economic and social development, expanding production and adopted technologies in other countries. Regmi and Pompelli (2002) note that as economies become more interrelated with globalization and trade liberalization, US agricultural and food processing sectors will be more exposed to global markets. The ability of the US to maintain exports depends on competitiveness which in turn hinges on improved productivity, willingness to adapt to changing forces in demand and supply of agricultural products, and continued evolution of trade-oriented policies and programs (Colyer and Kennedy, 2000). With expanding regional and international trade agreements, countries enjoy the better access to foreign markets but have to contend with new competition (Cockburn, 1998). ERS, Agricultural Baseline Projections to 2013 (2004) predicts that US agriculture exports will continue to face strong trade competition, from traditional exporters, such as Argentina, Australia, and Canada, and countries that have ability to invest in their under-developed resources that include Brazil, Hungary, Romania, Russia, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan. A relatively strong trade weighted US dollar will also remain a constraining factor on US agricultural exports. Several studies concur with these predictions. Tweeten and Pai (1990) construct domestic resource cost coefficients for a number of US agricultural commodities under alternative resource and public policy scenarios. They conclude that the US is losing 3 competitiveness in major agricultural commodities such as soybeans due to farm policies and lagging technology relative to the rest of the world. They also conclude that for the US to be competitive, government support should shift from protectionism, which by its nature lowers competitiveness, to increased public research on technology. Dohlman, Schnepf, and Bolling (2001) examine the export cost competitiveness of US, Brazilian, and Argentine soybean producers by comparing the components and distribution of farm level production costs, internal marketing and transportation costs, and shipping costs to a common export destination using data from 1998/99 marketing years. Their study reveals that Brazil and Argentina maintained lower total production costs than the US mainly due to higher imputed US land values. However, while traditional studies of competitiveness focus on comparative costs or market participation of countries or industries, subsidies distort costs and market shares, especially in agriculture. The present study, therefore, includes quantitative factors, such as technological innovation measured by research and development (R&D), seldom included in studies of competitiveness to analyze the competitiveness of US agricultural export commodities. The study’s contribution to the body of economic literature is three-fold. First, the study develops a R&D and human capital index measures that are used to evaluate US agricultural commodities competitiveness. Second, the study uses general equilibrium model to empirically test the impact of biotechnology adoption on the competitiveness of US agricultural sector as well as US agricultural exports. Finally, the study uses the AIDS model to evaluate the importance of agricultural commodities differentiation as a tool for measuring US agricultural export commodities competitiveness.

Food shortages now

Agriculture shortages now– water scarcity and climate change 

Redding 07 - a communications consultant with a Master of Arts in applied anthropology (Terry, “The Population Challenge: Key to Global Survival” The 21st Century Papers: the Population Institute, 2007, http://www.populationinstitute.org/external/files/reports/21st_centry.pdf)//GP
Population and Food Security Food security is closely tied in many ways to climate change and water scarcity. Several additional factors affect the dynamic, however, including global food production (and the uncertainty over shifts from harvesting corn to producing more corn for ethanol), domestic subsidies, food aid, world prices for fertilizers and pesticides, and genetically modified crops. In an interesting twist that clearly outlines the complex and troubling interrelationship between population growth, agriculture and climate change, while agriculture is a victim of climate change, it is also part of the problem. Livestock accounts for 18 percent of global greenhouse gas emissions, while forestry and deforestation is responsible for 18 percent of carbon dioxide emissions. Rice production is perhaps the main source of anthropogenic methane, emitting some 50 to 100 million metric tons per year. 69 Growing populations in states with at-risk agricultural production will only exacerbate the potential for both internal and cross-border conflicts. Lester R. Brown, president of the Earth Policy Institute, writes “…achieving an acceptable worldwide balance between food and people may now depend on stabilizing population as soon as possible, reducing the unhealthily high consumption of livestock products in industrial countries, and restricting the conversion of food crops to automotive fuels.” 70 Writers participating in a special multi-part Science magazine series examining critical worldwide resources note that global food security will remain a worldwide concern for the next 50 years and beyond; crop yields have fallen in many areas because of water scarcity and declining investments in research and infrastructure, and climate change and HIV/AIDS are other crucial factors affecting food security in many regions. The situation is dependent on several interconnected factors, including education and investments in ecosystems, but is in need of increased investment and policy reforms. 71 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change reported that the pressures of climate change on the world’s food system are better understood than most other impacts. While there may be beneficial effects for more industrialized countries due to higher yields, there will be strong negative effects for crops and people in poorer and hungrier regions, as well as for those poorly connected to regional and global trading systems. Overall, the number of hungry and malnourished in the world may increase by 10 percent, or an additional 80-90 million people, later in the 21 st century. 72 Once again, the poorest countries will suffer the most. In sub-Saharan Africa, the population may increase by 80 percent by the year 2020, 73 setting the stage for potentially dramatic consequences. During the same time period, agriculture fed by rainfall could decline 50 percent in some African countries. As a whole, over 95 percent of Africa’s agriculture depends on rainfall. “Climate change in Africa is a life or death situation,” said Menghestan Haile, weather expert for the World Food Program. “I think global warming will affect everyone. The difference is our capacity to respond and adapt to it.” 74 
World Food insecurity is growing

Brown, 09 - Brown joined the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Foreign Agricultural Service as an international analyst. Brown earned masters degrees in agricultural economics from the University of Maryland and in public administration from Harvard University. In 1964, he became an adviser to Secretary of Agriculture Orville Freeman on foreign agricultural policy. In 1966, the Secretary appointed him Administrator of the department's International Agricultural Development Service. In early 1969, he left government to help establish the Overseas Development Council.

 (Lester “Chapter 1. Selling Our Future: The Emerging Politics of Food Scarcity”, Earth Policy Institute, 2009, http://www.earth-policy.org/books/pb4/PB4ch1_ss3)//GP
The Japanese government, IFPRI, and others have suggested the need for an investment code that would govern these land acquisition agreements, a code that would respect the rights of those living in the countries of land acquisition as well as the rights of investors. The World Bank, the U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization, and the African Union are apparently each drafting codes of conduct. 34 Growing world food insecurity is thus ushering in a new geopolitics of food scarcity, one where the competition for land and water resources is crossing national boundaries. Many of the land acquisitions are in hunger-ridden, land-scarce countries, leaving less land to produce food for the people who live there. The risk is that this will increase hunger and political instability, leading to even more failing states. No country is immune to the effects of tightening world food supplies, not even the United States, the world’s breadbasket. For example, if China turns to the world market for massive quantities of grain, as it recently has done for soybeans, it will necessarily look to the United States, which dominates world grain exports. For U.S. consumers, the prospect of competing for the U.S. grain harvest with 1.3 billion Chinese consumers with fast-rising incomes is a nightmare scenario. 35 In such a situation, it would be tempting for the United States to restrict exports—as it did, for example, with grain and soybeans in the 1970s when domestic food prices soared. But this is not an option with China, which now holds well over $1 trillion in U.S. debt. It is often the leading international buyer at the monthly auctions of U.S. Treasury securities that finance the growing U.S. fiscal deficit. In effect, China has become banker to the United States. Like it or not, U.S. consumers will share their grain with Chinese consumers, regardless of how high food prices rise. 36 

Grain reserves are diminishing

Roberts 2006— Canadian food policy analyst and writer, widely respected for his role as the manager of the [Toronto Food Policy Council] (TFPC) from 2000-2010 (Wayne, The Energy Bulletin, 10/31, “Grain Drain: Get Ready for Peak Grain” ,http://www.energybulletin.net/node/21815, EL
Now’s the time to brace yourself for major price hikes in food, as peak grains join the lineup of lifestyle-changing events along with peak oil and peak water. Unless this year’s harvest is unexpectedly different from six out of the last seven years, the world’s ever-decreasing number of farmers do not produce enough staple grains to feed the world’s ever-increasing number of people. That’s been a crisis of quiet desperation over the past decade for the 15,000 people who die each day from hunger-related causes. It’s about to cause a problem for people who assumed that the sheer unavailability of food basics, usually seen as a problem of dire poverty, would never cause a problem for them. Whenever there’s a shortfall in the amount of food produced in any given year, it’s possible to dip into an international cupboard or “reserve” of grains (wheat, rice and corn, for example) left over from previous years of good harvests. Tabs have been kept on the size of that reserve by the U.S. Department of Agriculture since the end of World War 11. Few people looked at these tables until Lester Brown cried the alarm a few months ago, a short while after Darin Qualman, brilliant researcher with Canada’s National Farmers Union, one of the few farm organizations which thinks agriculture policy should be about feeding people, not finding new ways to raise commodity prices by getting rid of farm surplus. The world’s grain reserve has been dipped into for six of the last seven years, and is now at its lowest point since the early 1970s. There’s enough in the cupboard to keep people alive on basic grains for 57 days. Two months of survival foods is all that separates mass starvation from drought, plagues of locusts and other pests, or wars and violence that disrupt farming, all of which are more plentiful than food. To put the 57 days into geopolitical perspective, China’s shortfall in wheat is greater than the entire wheat production of Canada, one of the world’s breadbaskets. Since the World Trade Organization prohibits government intervention that keeps any items off the free trade ledger, there’s no law that says that Canadians, or any other people, get first dibs on their own food production. To put the 57 days in historical perspective, the world price for wheat went up six-fold in 1973, the last time reserves were this low. Wheat prices ricocheted through the food supply chain in many ways, from higher prices for cereal and breads eaten directly by humans, to the cost for milk and meat produced from livestock fed a grain-based diet. If such a chain reaction happens this year, wheat could fetch $21 a bushel, again about six times its current price. It might fetch even more, given that there are two other pressing demands for grains that were not as forceful during the 1970s. Those happy days pre-dated modern fads such as using grains as a feedstock for ethanol, now touted as an alternative to petroleum fuels for cars, and pre-dated factory barns that bring grains to an animal’s stall, thereby eliminating farm workers who tended livestock while they grazed in fields on pasture grasses. Look forward to two new questions at the supermarket cash register: Will that be cash or chargex? Will that be for food basics, meat or car fuel? University ethics classes and church elders can also ponder the moral dilemmas imposed on the wealthy when they choose fuel and meat while others starve. Historians will also recall that 1970s food prices went up alongside price hikes for oil, contributing to the runaway inflation that defined the decade’s economic challenge. The 1970s experience shows that seemingly small blips in food reserves and availability can lead to major shocks in the economy and society. Probably because the food marketplace brings together two unorganized and relatively desperate forces -- at one end, about two billion basically unorganized food producers who don’t want to postpone selling in case they get stuck holding a bag of perishable food, and at the other end, about six billion unorganized consumers who don’t want to go hungry until food prices come down – reactions to changes in food availability and price are volatile, and have high impact. The 1970s drop in world food reserves was accompanied by many eventful trends from which the world has yet to fully recover. Traumatic famines across Africa, Afghanistan and Bangladesh, the emergence of hard-right politics in conventional parties as governments prepared for a crackdown on unions that were blamed for the inflationary spiral, and tight money policies that doubled unemployment levels are among the legacies of this decline of food reserves. The modern international food movement, coming on the heels of the world environment movement of the 1960s, also emerged out of the food crisis of those years. Even modest price changes can carry a big wallop this time too, especially in a world that’s already suffering from crisis-overload. For a third of the world’s people who subsist on less than two dollars a day, pennies can make a life and death difference. There’ll be an echo of that desperation in wealthy North America, where about ten per cent of the population – mostly single-parent families and recent immigrants – faces some form of food insecurity. About half of the people in this group can’t afford today’s food prices and rely on friends or foodbanks when they run out of money, which is at least once a month. People in this group may start running out of food twice a month. People in the second group, who now make ends meet without relying on charity by using budget tricks that rely on cheap foods, will find they can’t get by without at least one trip to the foodbank. That means demand on foodbanks, frequently at the breaking point today, will triple. This is the stuff of food riots, which were also commonplace during the 1970s.

Major food shortages globally now

Kim 2008—manager of Practical Risk Management, a website dedicated to analysis of current events in finance, economy, geopolitic, stock market, and other areas of interest to business minded individuals (Ed, “Risk Analysis of Global Grain Shortage”, 4/11, http://riskyops.blogspot.com/2008/04/risk-analysis-of-global-grain-shortage.html) EL

 “We may not fully know how the competing theories weigh in as being…that we do not come to that point.” Major media around the world have increased their reporting on the shortage and increase prices of feed grains’ deleterious effect on developing countries. BBC News has an excellent, detailed coverage on this subject but let me present a small sampling of the local press, which reveals that the rising grain prices are not regional but truly global: China Daily: “In a bid to curb inflation, which has been driven by high food prices, the government has been trying to contain the price of edible oil by releasing stocks from the State reserve and putting price restrictions on some oil products. The government has also been working to increase supply by giving more subsidies to producers.” Chosun Ilbo (South Korea): “…some food and consumer products prices have gone up by a whopping 60 percent. The main reason for the increases is soaring prices of raw materials including wheat, corn, soybeans and oranges as well as oil.” Philippine Star: “Analysts in Asia have warned that the Philippines, together with Bangladesh, where the poor currently spend around 70 percent of their income simply on food, will be among the first to be hit by rising global food prices.” RIA Novosti: “Kazakhstan may introduce grain export duties or ban grain exports completely to protect the domestic market…Any grain export restrictions would be aimed at protecting the Kazakh market from grain shortages. Kazakhstan, which is one of the world's top five grain exporters and the world's largest flour exporter, last considered introducing grain export duties in March.” RIA Novosti: “Russia banned on Monday grain exports to Belarus and Kazakhstan until April 30 in an apparent effort to stabilize domestic bread and flour prices.” AP News (Egypt): “The bread crisis here in recent days has largely been fueled by the worldwide increase in food prices, which has pushed more people to rely on subsidized bread in an impoverished country where 20 percent of the 76 million population live on less than $1 a day. The result has been bread shortages and riots by customers waiting in long lines at subsidized bakeries.” BBC News: “UN World Food Program (WFP) and other agencies may be forced to ration food aid due to shortages. Last week, the head of the WFP, Josette Sheeran, warned that global food reserves are at their lowest level in 30 years and that the rise in basic food costs could continue until 2010.” Reuters: “Across the globe foods from bread to milk have become more expensive and in some countries helped fuel inflation. High prices for rice, beans and other food staples provoked food riots in Haiti this week.” 
More than two billion people live on less than $2 dollars a day – even minimal food blips put them at risk

Runge and Senauer 07-- Distinguished McKnight University Professor of Applied Economics and Law and Director of the Center for International Food and Agricultural Policy at the University of Minnesota and Professor of Applied Economics and Co-director of the Food Industry Center at the University of Minnesota (C. Ford and Benjamin, May/Junes 07, Foreign Affairs, “How Biofuels Could Starve the Poor,” http://www.foreignaffairs.org/ 20070501faessay86305/c-ford- runge-benjamin-senauer/how- biofuels-could-starve-the- poor.html) EL

The enormous volume of corn required by the ethanol industry is sending shock waves through the food system. (The United States accounts for some 40 percent of the world's total corn production and over half of all corn exports.) In March 2007, corn futures rose to over $4.38 a bushel, the highest level in ten years. Wheat and rice prices have also surged to decade highs, because even as those grains are increasingly being used as substitutes for corn, farmers are planting more acres with corn and fewer acres with other crops. This might sound like nirvana to corn producers, but it is hardly that for consumers, especially in poor developing countries, who will be hit with a double shock if both food prices and oil prices stay high. The World Bank has estimated that in 2001, 2.7 billion people in the world were living on the equivalent of less than $2 a day; to them, even marginal increases in the cost of staple grains could be devastating. Filling the 25-gallon tank of an SUV with pure ethanol requires over 450 pounds of corn -- which contains enough calories to feed one person for a year. By putting pressure on global supplies of edible crops, the surge in ethanol production will translate into higher prices for both processed and staple foods around the world. Biofuels have tied oil and food prices together in ways that could profoundly upset the relationships between food producers, consumers, and nations in the years ahead, with potentially devastating implications for both global poverty and food security. 
World food security is deteriorating— restricting exports and high prices

Brown, 09 - Brown joined the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Foreign Agricultural Service as an international analyst. Brown earned masters degrees in agricultural economics from the University of Maryland and in public administration from Harvard University. In 1964, he became an adviser to Secretary of Agriculture Orville Freeman on foreign agricultural policy. In 1966, the Secretary appointed him Administrator of the department's International Agricultural Development Service. In early 1969, he left government to help establish the Overseas Development Council. (Lester “Chapter 

1. Selling Our Future: The Emerging Politics of Food Scarcity”, Earth Policy Institute, 2009, http://www.earth-policy.org/books/pb4/PB4ch1_ss3)//GP 

As world food security deteriorates, a dangerous geopolitics of food scarcity is emerging in which individual countries, acting in their narrowly defined self-interest, reinforce the negative trends. This began in late 2007 when wheat-exporting countries such as Russia and Argentina limited or banned exports in an attempt to counter domestic food price rises. Viet Nam banned rice exports for several months for the same reason. Several other minor exporters also banned or restricted exports. While these moves reassured those living in the exporting countries, they created panic in the scores of countries that import grain. 21 At that point, as grain and soybean prices were tripling, governments in grain-importing countries suddenly realized that they could no longer rely on the market for supplies. In response, some countries tried to nail down long-term bilateral trade agreements that would lock up future grain supplies. The Philippines, a leading rice importer, negotiated a three-year deal with Viet Nam for a guaranteed 1.5 million tons of rice each year. A delegation from Yemen, which now imports most of its wheat, traveled to Australia with the hope of negotiating a long-term wheat import deal. Egypt has reached a long-term agreement with Russia for more than 3 million tons of wheat each year. Other importers sought similar arrangements. But in a seller’s market, few were successful. 22 The inability to negotiate long-term trade agreements was accompanied by an entirely new genre of responses among the more affluent food-importing countries as they sought to buy or lease for the long term large blocks of land to farm in other countries. As food supplies tighten, we are witnessing an unprecedented scramble for land that crosses national boundaries. Libya, importing 90 percent of its grain and worried about access to supplies, was one of the first to look abroad for land. After more than a year of negotiations it reached an agreement to farm 100,000 hectares (250,000 acres) of land in the Ukraine to grow wheat for its own people. This land acquisition is typical of the many that have introduced a new chapter in the geopolitics of food. 23 What is so surprising is the sheer number of land acquisition agreements that have been negotiated or are under consideration. The International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) has compiled a list of nearly 50 agreements, based largely on a worldwide review of press reports. Since there is no official point of registry of such transactions, no one knows for sure how many such agreements there are. Nor does anyone know how many there will eventually be. This massive acquisition of land to grow food in other countries is one of the largest geopolitical experiments ever conducted. 24 The role of government in land acquisition varies. In some cases, government-owned corporations are acquiring the land. In others, private entities are the buyers, with the government of the investing country using its diplomatic resources to achieve an agreement favorable to the investors. The land-buying countries are mostly those whose populations have outrun their own land and water resources. Among them are Saudi Arabia, South Korea, China, Kuwait, Libya, India, Egypt, Jordan, the United Arab Emirates, and Qatar. Saudi Arabia is looking to buy or lease land in at least 11 countries, including Ethiopia, Turkey, Ukraine, Sudan, Kazakhstan, the Philippines, Viet Nam, and Brazil. 25 

plan kt transport cost

Port expansion is vital to economic and agricultural export competitiveness

Gibbs 11 – Legislative Hearing on RAMP Act with the House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Bob Gibbs is the chairman of the subcommittee (Bob, “Legislative Hearing on the RAMP Act”, Legislative Hearing, 7/8/11, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf)//MM
Mr. GIBBS. Welcome. The Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment will come to order. Today, we will have a legislative hearing on H.R. 104, Realize America’s Maritime Promise Act of 2011. This hearing will give Members a chance to hear and review the challenges and opportunities facing America’s navigation system, the current and future roles played by our ports and waterways, and Mr. Boustany’s legislation. Ninety-five percent of the Nation’s imports and exports go through the Nation’s ports. Our integrated system of highways, railroads, airways, and waterways has efficiently moved freight in this Nation. But as we enter a new era of increased trade, our navigation systems have to keep pace. If not, this will ultimately lead to further delays in getting the Nation’s economy back on its feet. In May 2010, the President proposed an export initiative that aims to double the Nation’s exports over the next 5 years. However, with the Corps of Engineers navigation budget slashed by 22 percent over the previous 5 years, and the President only requesting $691 million from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, the export initiative will not be a success. Only if our ports and waterways are at their authorized depths and widths will products be able to move to their overseas destinations in an efficient and economical manner. Since only 10 of the Nation’s largest ports are at their authorized depths and widths, the President’s budget does nothing to ensure our competitiveness in world markets. Modern ports and waterways are critical in keeping the U.S. manufacturers and producers competitive in the world markets. For instance, America’s farmers, like the rest of the economy, depend on the modern and efficient waterways and ports to get the products to market. Improved transportation systems in South America have allowed South American farmers to keep their costs low enough to underbid U.S. green farmers for customers located in this country. With an outdated navigation system, transportation costs will increase and goods transported by water may switch to other congested modes of transportation. With today’s overcrowded highways, like the I–95 corridor, we should be looking to water transportation to shoulder more of the load. Unless the issue of channel maintenance is addressed, the reliability and responsiveness of the entire intermodal system will slow economic growth and threaten national security. 

Infrastructure key to agriculture industry—food transportation

Western Farm Press 11—“ International trade demands better transportation system”, 2/22, Western Farm Press, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/863359861?accountid=14667) EL

American farmers are producing at record levels, and international customers are purchasing more than ever. But the question is: Can our nation's transportation system move grain from farm to port with the speed and efficiency that today's international trade demands? The answer is rapidly becoming a glaring "NO." Surplus masked inefficiency For decades, U.S. farmers raised more grain than global customers were buying, so the nation could live with inefficiencies in moving it to port via truck, rail or barge. By 2002, however, world demand decreased the surplus, and U.S. infrastructure deficiencies started to become more apparent - and problematic. The United States must place greater priority on the movement of freight because the aging U.S. transportation system is not keeping up with today's pace of international trade, according to two infrastructure experts who addressed the U.S. Grains Council International Marketing Conference & Annual Membership Meeting in New Orleans. Wake up call on infrastructure Kurt Nagle, CEO of the American Association of Port Authorities, and Ken Eriksen, senior vice-president at Informa Economics, said the country needs a wake up call on its infrastructure. "A nation is judged by its infrastructure, and the United States is getting worse by the year, if not the day," Nagle said, whose organization represents 160 port authorities in the Western Hemisphere. "We need an attitude adjustment about infrastructure," Eriksen said. In a world where communication is instantaneous, and overnight delivery of packages is standard operating procedure, transportation of freight is not keeping up. Setting higher priority "Developing countries are seeing the opportunity that upgrading their infrastructure can bring, and many are putting higher priority on their infrastructure than we are," he said. Nagle showed statistics that Singapore, Brazil, Japan and the European Union all spend more per capita on infrastructure improvement than the United States. Panama expansion means bigger ships When the expansion of the Panama Canal is complete in time to mark its 100th anniversary in 2014, it will have locks that accommodate vessels up to 1,200 feet long, 160 feet wide and with a draft of 50 feet. The canal now handles vessels no larger than 965 feet long, 106 feet wide and with a draft of 39.5 feet. "But unless the United States does a better job of maintaining its navigation channels through dredging and improvement of its locks and dams, our channel dimensions will not keep pace with larger ships," Nagle said. "And we will not realize the full advantage of the export opportunities the expanded Panama Canal will bring. The lower Mississippi River is a poster child of the inadequate maintenance of federal navigation channels." Exports mean U.S .jobs, global competitiveness The speakers both emphasized that international trade creates and maintains American jobs and that it is shortsighted for the United States not to have an infrastructure that takes full advantage of the growing economic potential that world trade represents. Nagle said seaports support 13 million jobs, and every billion dollars in exports means 15,000 jobs. "Free trade creates jobs," Eriksen said. "Farmers spend months every year raising and taking care of the pile of grain you produce, but you don't recognize the full value of your grain until it is transported. Transportation inefficiency devalues grain and causes bottlenecks that back up all the way to the farm gate." Eriksen and Nagle both applauded the administration's commitment to doubling exports by 2014, but emphasized it will take infrastructure improvements to realize that goal. "Exports are key to global competitiveness, and seaports mean prosperity, but we must have efficient transportation infrastructure that gets goods to the ports" Nagle said. "It has to be a federal priority."

Ports key to cost effective transport – key to competitiveness

USACE, 2012 – federal agency that regulates port infrastructure projects (“U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, USACE, June 20 2012, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Preparing_for_Post_Panamax_Vessels.pdf) //MGD

By undertaking the current expansion, Panama will double the Canal’s capacity. The resulting economy of scale advantage for larger ships will likely change the logistics chains for both U.S. imports and exports. Despite the uncertainties in timing and port-specific implications that still need to play out, the certain injection of successive new generations of post-Panamax vessels into the world fleet could be a “game-changer” for the U.S. over the long term, as it has the potential to not only provide a costeffective complement to the intermodal transport of imports via the U.S. land bridge, while also reshaping the service from Asia to the Mediterranean and on to the U.S. East Coast, but may also affect the highly competitive transport price structure along the Midwest to Columbia-Snake route for grain and other bulk exports bound for trans-Pacific shipping. Inland waterways play a key role in the cost efficient transport of grains, oilseeds, fertilizers, petroleum products and coal. Gulf ports play key roles in the transport of these commodities, such as New Orleans being the dominant port for the export of grains from the U.S. Therefore the expanded canal could provide a significant competitive opportunity for U.S. Gulf and South Atlantic ports and for U.S. inland waterways – if we are prepared. Through effective planning and strategic investment the U.S. can be positioned to take advantage of this opportunity. The railroad industry has been investing $6-8 billion a year over the last decade to modernize railways and equipment, and U.S. ports plan public and private-sourced landside investments of the same magnitude over each of the next five years. Annual spending on waterside infrastructure has been averaging about $1.5 billion. While the U.S. has ports on the West Coast (Los Angeles, Long Beach, Oakland and Seattle/Tacoma) and East Coast (New York, Baltimore and Hampton Roads) expected to be ready with post-Panamax channels in 2014, there is currently a lack of post-Panamax capacity at U.S. Gulf and South Atlantic ports the very regions geographically positioned to potentially be most impacted by the expected changes in the world fleet. The Corps currently has 17 studies investigating the opportunity to economically invest in deep draft ports. At the Port of Savannah, USACE has identified an economically viable expansion to accommodate post-Panamax vessels. This project is estimated to cost $652 million dollars. It is possible that several of the remaining studies will also show economic viability and, if so, the challenge will be to fund these investments. In addition, justified investments in inland waterway locks and dams will be needed to allow the waterway transport capability to take advantage of an expanded canal for U.S. exports. This emphasizes the strategic need to address the revenue challenge within the Inland Waterway Trust Fund. Given this opportunity presented by the deployment of post-Panamax vessels, it is critical that the U.S. develop and move forward with a strategic vision for a globally competitive navigation system that sets the context for ensuring adequate investment in maintaining current waterside infrastructure and also facilitates the strategic targeting of investments to ensure the U.S. is ready for post-Panamax vessels and “cascade” fleet deployments consistent with the growth in global trade that is anticipated over the next twenty years.

Plan increases transport of grains while decreasing costs

IWR 6/20 – Institute for Water Resources (“U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, Institute for Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 20, 2012, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Preparing_for_Post_Panamax_Vessels.pdf)//MM
USACE supports the safe, reliable, efficient, and environmentally sustainable movement of vessels on 12,000 miles of inland and intracoastal waterways. The waterways are the primary artery for half of the nation’s grain and oilseed exports, 20 percent of coal for utility plants, and 22 percent of domestic petroleum movements. 26 USACE’s role includes maintaining the 191 commercially active lock sites with 238 chambers that allow tows to “stair-step” through the nation’s heartland. This Center Gulf region, served by the Mississippi River and its navigable tributaries, could be a beneficiary of an expanded Panama Canal for exports. The Lower Mississippi is currently maintained to a depth of 45 feet. A 50-foot deep Panama Canal will allow current Panamax vessels transiting the Canal to be loaded to their full draft of 42 feet to 45 feet, a significant improvement over the current 39.5 feet. For the vessels with a 45 foot draft leaving New Orleans at 39.5 feet heading for Asia, transportation cost saving gained by loading to 45 feet will be about $0.05 per bushel. USACE completed the UMR-IWW System Navigation Feasibility Study in December 2004. In 2008, the Re-evaluation of the Recommended Plan: UMR-IWW System Navigation Study – Interim Report, a re-evaluation of the feasibility report recommended plan, was completed. Economic models of the river system were developed as part of this study and were used to assess the ability of the current system to handle potential increases in river traffic resulting from shift of mode benefits to Asia. Informa Economics, Inc. estimates that the larger, more efficient Cape class ships reduce the cost of the movement of grains to northeast Asia by an all-water Panama Canal route by $0.31 to $0.35 per bushel of grain. 27 Assuming the Informa grain forecast and the re-evaluation report non-grain forecasts (163 million short tons in 2020), not all potential demand could be accommodated in 2020 with the current system infrastructure. However, using the alternative analysis assuming the Informa grain forecast and no growth in non-grain (87 million short tons), all potential traffic could be accommodated without waterway infrastructure efficiency improvements.

Dredging solves steel and agriculture bottlenecks

Wall Street Journal 11 – ( “Legislative Hearing on H.R. 104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act”, ProQuest Congressional, July 5th 2011)//MG

PAULINA, La.-Historic flooding this year carried an estimated 60 million cubic yards of sediment down America’s largest river system, transforming the winding lower Mississippi into a dangerous obstacle course for large commercial ships and raising transportation costs. Shippers of grain, oil, coal and other commodities now want the Army Corps of Engineers to spend an additional $95 million on dredging to fix the problem. Mother Nature's timing couldn't be any worse, with record floods hitting just as the federal government is seeking ways to save money. The Corps budget this year has allocated less to dredging than last year.

 The Mississippi River is a major thoroughfare for commerce, ferrying key American exports, including grain, corn and soybeans, and imports such as steel, rubber and coffee. A third of the nation's oil comes up the river to refineries in Louisiana.

 But the silt brought by the recent flooding has made the river more shallow, which translates to lighter cargo loads and more trips, raising costs. River pilots earlier this year warned ships to lighten loads to meet new restrictions on draft— the distance between the waterline and the ship's bottom—from 45 feet to 43 feet long sections of the lower Mississippi. The Big River Coalition, an industry group, estimates that on average each foot of lost draft costs shippers an extra $1 million per ship.
Port constraints increase costs and inefficiencies 

Casavant 2K – Professor of Agricultural Economics (Ken, “Inland Waterborne Transportation – An Industry Under Seige”, November 2000, United States Department of Agriculture)//MG

The Problem Port Development. The majority of U.S. exported agricultural commodities and products move as waterborne commerce through the Nation's ports (tables 5 and 6). Exports are often transported through particular ports because of their proximity to that port, availability of low-cost transportation to that port, and accessibility to specific foreign destinations. For example, approximately 70 percent of bulk export grain is moved through U.S. Gulf ports after being barged down the Mississippi River from Corn Belt production areas. Some of this grain is subsequently moved through the Panama Canal. When the transportation system is constrained, potential trade benefits are compromised. Current constraints on ports include the use of larger ships and inland modal congestion. Larger ships are being used in the maritime movement. These ships then put pressure on port services by requiring deeper drafts with accompanying dredging and more storage and unloading/loading capacity. The need for increased and continuous dredging is counterbalanced by environmental concerns and required environmental reviews. Inland modal congestion unfavorably affects port efficiencies and ship utilization, thereby increasing costs when accessing the international market. (For example, trucks haul cherries produced in Washington State to ports, but two-thirds of the travel time occurs on congested highways within 50 miles of the port.) Continued port constraints could lower grain prices and make domestic markets increasingly attractive, such as rail to the Pacific Northwest for interior-produced grains. 

Shallow depths decrease capacity and lead to higher costs

McGregor 11 – Agricultural Marketing Specialist for the USDA (Brian M., “Infrastructure Moves Agriculture”, Summer 2011, Committee on the Marine Transportation System, http://www.cmts.gov/downloads/Summer_2011.pdf#page=54)//MG
Harbor Channel and Inland Waterway Draft Issues Inadequate water depths can lead to higher transportation costs, as barges and vessels may be loaded to less than capacity and more barges and vessels may be required to ship the same amount of commodities. In recent years there have been extended periods where low river levels impeded grain barge movements. When river levels are low, barges must be loaded lighter than normal and the number of barges in a tow may be reduced. At a nine-foot draft, a barge has 1,500 short tons of capacity; for each inch of reduced draft, the barge loses about 16.7 short tons of capacity. According to the U.S. Maritime Administration, when harbor channels are at less than authorized depths, S-Class container vessels lose 320 tons of cargo capacity per inch, Panamax bulk grain carriers lose 179 tons per inch, and Great Lakes ocean-bound vessels lose 115 tons per inch.

plan kt exports

Plan key to agricultural exportation 

IWR 6/20 – Institute for Water Resources (“U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, Institute for Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 20, 2012, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Preparing_for_Post_Panamax_Vessels.pdf)//MM
The Panama Canal expansion is scheduled to be completed in 2014 and will double its existing capacity. The new locks will be able to pass vessels large enough to carry three times the volume of cargo carried by vessels today. The availability of larger, more efficient vessels passing though the new locks on the canal is expected to potentially have at least three major market effects. (1) Currently, there is significant freight shipped to the eastern half of the United States over the intermodal land bridge formed by the rail connections to West Coast ports. The potential for reduced cost of the water route through the canal may cause freight traffic to shift from West Coast to East Coast ports. (2) To take full advantage of the very largest vessels that will be able to fit through the expanded canal but may be too large to call at most U.S. ports, a transshipment service in the Caribbean or a large U.S. port may develop. The largest vessels would unload containers at the transshipment hub for reloading on smaller feeder vessels for delivery to ports with less channel capacity. (3) On the export side the ability to employ large bulk vessels is expected to significantly lower the delivery cost of U.S. agricultural exports to Asia and other foreign markets. This could have a significant impact on both the total quantity of U.S. agricultural exports and commodities moving down the Mississippi River for export at New Orleans. There is uncertainty in the port specific details of when such vessels will arrive in large number, which ports they will call, how deep vessels calling will draft and, consequently, how deep navigation channels must be. Over time these uncertainties will reduce as experience replaces expectation. Even in the face of this uncertainty, individual ports are actively engaged in port expansions and studies to deepen and widen Federal access channels. We can predict that in the absence of transshipment centers post-Panamax vessels will call in large numbers, they will call at most major ports and their sailing drafts will become known. Our challenge is to invest in capacity expansion in the right places at the right time consistent with industry needs. Port capacity depends upon channel depths, channel widths, turning basin size, sufficient bridge heights, and port support structures such as dock and crane capacity to offload and onload goods. The deepest channel requirements are likely to be driven by “weight trade” services. Vessels can be filled to their weight capacity or their volume capacity. Vessels loaded to their weight capacity sail at their maximum design draft; they sit deeper in the water. For volume trade routes, channel width and turning basin size may be of greater importance than additional channel depth at some ports, as vessels loaded to their volume capacity often sail at significantly less than their design draft. The Asian export trade is considered a “cube trade” (i.e. volume trade). Careful consideration is needed when determining channel depth requirements at U.S. ports for this trade route. Post-Panamax Ready For this report, a port is considered “post-Panamax ready” if it has a channel depth of about 50 feet with allowances for tide, as well as sufficient channel width, turning basin size, dock and crane capacity. U.S. West Coast ports at Seattle, Oakland, Los Angeles and Long Beach all have 50-foot channels. Northeastern U.S. ports at Baltimore and New York have or will soon have 50 foot channels. In the Southeast, Norfolk has 50-foot channels. South of Norfolk along the Southeast and Gulf Coasts there are no ports with 50-foot channel depths, although Charleston with a 45 foot channel depth and nearly 5 feet of tide can accommodate most post-Panamax vessels. This is also the region with the greatest forecast population and trade growth. Cascade Effect A system vision should extend beyond the major ports to include lower tier ports. New, large vessels are typically deployed on the longest and largest trade service – Asia to Northern Europe. The “smaller” vessels on that service re-deploy to the next most efficient service for that vessel size. Cascading typically increases average vessel size for each trade service. A navigation system vision should address this cascade effect and its impact on infrastructure for shallower ports. Analysis of individual ports will determine whether the port will need to accommodate post-Panamax vessels or the cascade effect. Remaining Globally Competitive To remain competitive in a changing global trade market, the U.S. would need to continue making the justified investments necessary to maintain and improve its navigation transportation infrastructure where it is appropriate and efficient to do so. Understanding the current funding challenges and making long‐term plans for operations and maintenance (O&M) and justified investments are critical to developing an effective vision for a competitive navigation system. 

Dredging key to accommodate increase in agricultural exports

IWR 6/20 – Institute for Water Resources (“U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, Institute for Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 20, 2012, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Preparing_for_Post_Panamax_Vessels.pdf)//MM
USACE Civil Works appropriations to address waterside infrastructure have averaged about $1.5 to $2 billion per year for the last decade. These expenditures have been used to maintain, construct and improve the most highly justified inland and coastal navigation infrastructure projects, and reflect the nation’s most efficient navigation investment strategy. To accommodate expected increase in agricultural exports through the Gulf, the current inland waterways must be adequately maintained through maintenance dredging and justified major rehabilitation. USACE currently has 17 active studies investigating possible port improvements, most associated with the desire to be post‐Panamax ready. One such study at the Port of Savannah is nearing completion and indicates an economically justified project that will cost about $652 million. It is likely that other studies will also show economically justified projects, either to become "post‐Panamax ready" or "cascade ready." The preliminary estimate to expand some ports along these two coasts was about $3‐$5 billion. Specific investments in ports must be individually evaluated for their timing and economic and environmental merits.

The US will be the leading grain exporter if the infrastructure exists

IWR 6/20 – Institute for Water Resources (“U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, Institute for Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 20, 2012, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Preparing_for_Post_Panamax_Vessels.pdf)//MM
Inland Waterways and Their Role in U.S. Export Trade. The inland waterways comprise rivers, waterways, canals, and the locks and dams that provide some 12,000 miles of commercially navigable waters. The flotillas of towboats and barges that operate on this system carry approximately 15 percent of the nation’s domestic freight. Figure 22 shows how the inland waterways link the heartland of the U.S. to the coast. The biggest role of inland waterways in the export market has been in the global trade for grains and coal. U.S. producers of these commodities face stiff global competition. Investments in competing world ports are tapping production regions that were previously expensive to reach or nearly inaccessible. Examples include coal mines in Mongolia, deep water ports in Brazil for the export of soybeans, and rail lines from eastern coalfields in Colombia to the Pacific Ocean. Shallow draft river systems handled 523 million short tons of cargo in 2009, while coastal systems handled an additional 168 million short tons. Including lake, intraport and intraterritorial movements, the system moved some 857 million short tons—actually a decrease in activity due to the severe recession during that year. The system typically handles more than a billion tons per year. The cargoes are mostly bulk commodities and raw materials such as coal (28% of the tonnage), petroleum (37%), grain and farm products (10%), chemicals (5%), aggregates, steel, and fertilizer (Figure 23). The Mississippi River System is the primary conduit for cargoes from the nation’s Midwest grain belt to Gulf ports. Figure 24 shows traffic on the Mississippi has been declining over the last decade. U.S. government export forecasts indicate near term growth in grain and coal exports that level off over the next 20 years 17 . These forecasts indicate that the U.S. will remain the single largest participant in the global grain trade, while U.S. coal producers will continue to hold a marginal position in the global market. Grain producer forecasts see most of their exports being shipped from the Center Gulf region around New Orleans, with about one-half of the increase in grain exports transiting the Panama Canal 18 . 

Agriculture exports dependent on port depths and are key to the economy

McGregor 11 – Agricultural Marketing Specialist for the USDA (Brian M., “Infrastructure Moves Agriculture”, Summer 2011, Committee on the Marine Transportation System, http://www.cmts.gov/downloads/Summer_2011.pdf#page=54)//MG

The Big Picture. Marine transportation is important to fiscal 2011 agricultural exports, forecast at $137 billion—an all-time record high. Agriculture is forecast to provide a $44 billion trade surplus to the American economy, with imports estimated at $93 billion. Forestry and fishery products and critical farm inputs such as fertilizer, feed, and fuel move on the waterway system as well. Exporters, importers, and domestic shippers depend on authorized port and waterway depths and widths as well as locks and dam infrastructure. In calendar year 2010, 81 percent of U.S. agricultural exports (158 million metric tons) and 77 percent of imports (37 million metric tons) were waterborne.

Ports are vital to US agricultural exports and international competitiveness

Casavant 2K – Professor of Agricultural Economics (Ken, “Inland Waterborne Transportation – An Industry Under Seige”, November 2000, United States Department of Agriculture, http://naldc.nal.usda.gov/download/38357/PDF)//MG
The Problem America's agricultural producers have always been dependent upon transportation. It is transportation that links the fields of the producer to the tables of the domestic and foreign consumers. Waterborne transportation is one component of the entire transportation system that provides service to a broad group of commodities/products. Farm commodities and farm inputs are extensive users of waterborne transportation. In a reciprocal way, the waterborne transportation industry depends upon agricultural and other resource movements for their economic livelihood. Grains are particularly dependent upon waterway services, as they access international markets, markets that take over 50 percent of the U.S. wheat production and an average of 22 percent of the coarse grain output. Producers of corn, soybeans, and white and soft wheats are particularly dependent upon foreign consumers and barge transportation. Because much of U.S. agricultural production is at interior locations far from domestic markets and ports that link our economy to the world, transportation is critical to the competitiveness of the U.S. economy. By investing in an extensive inland waterway system, the United States has been able to improve its competitiveness in international markets. These investments have facilitated lower input costs for U.S. agriculture, provided greater access to international agricultural markets, and strengthened agricultural commodity prices. 

Transportation infrastructure is key to export and agricultural competitiveness
Khachatryan and Casavant 11—Research Associate and Director/Professor at the Freight Policy Transportation Institute at the School of Economic Sciences at Washington State Unviersity (Hayk and Ken, THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN U.S. TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE 

IMPROVEMENTS AND INTERNATIONAL TRADE, http://wstc.wa.gov/Meetings/AgendasMinutes/agendas/2011/July19-20/documents/11_0719_BP5_FPTIInfrastTrdPolicyRept.pdf, EL)

In this study, the Freight Policy Transportation Institute (FPTI) at Washington State University (WSU) reviews the relationship between U.S. transportation infrastructure improvements and national trade competitiveness. The extent to which the condition of transport networks influences the integrity of local and global supply chains is central to understanding the impact of infrastructure investment policy decisions. According to U.S. Department of Commerce and Bureau of Transportation Statistics, during the last decade the international freight and port services trade increased by 69% and 103%, respectively. The U.S. agricultural trade that is more reliant on timely and efficient transportation has doubled during the same time period, with 114% increase in exports, and 103% increase in imports. In addition, according to the U.S. Department of Transportation, the volume of containerized cargo will double by 2020. A combination of recent trends and projected increases in transportation services demand suggest maintaining and investing in efficient transport infrastructure, a network system that serves as a main platform for the national trade and integrated supply chains. Implications for the U.S. export competitiveness are discussed in the context of the recent governmental national export competitiveness initiative. 5 1. 

Introduction U.S. supply chain and export competitiveness is essentially dependent on the national transportation infrastructure. The complex system of seaports, airports, warehousing and distribution centers is connected through intermodal transportation networks to local and global markets. Maintaining efficient transport infrastructure that serves as a platform for integrated global supply chains is crucial for meeting the increased demand for transportation services. The influence of transportation infrastructure improvements on economic growth and development is one of the key questions in transport economics, which has been subjected to numerous reassessments (Aschauer, 1989; Clark et al., 2004; Easterly, 1993). Nevertheless, the general agreement in the peer-reviewed literature is that the transportation infrastructure improvements, combined with necessary political and institutional conditions can contribute to economic growth by facilitating international trade, strengthening regional supply chains, and creating jobs (Nadiri and Mamunes, 1994; Banister and Berechman, 2001; Istrate et al., 2010). In this study, the Freight Policy Transportation Institute (FPTI) at Washington State University (WSU) reviews the relationship between U.S. transportation infrastructure improvements and its export competitiveness. 

Investigation of infrastructure investment effects on net welfare changes is particularly important to the U.S. in the aftermath of the recent economic recession. In particular, infrastructure improvements are essential for export competitiveness in agricultural commodities trade, an export-oriented industry that heavily relies on timely and efficient transportation of crops from production regions to processing and/or transshipment locations and exporting ports. Further, understanding the extent to which the improved transport infrastructure may contribute to the country’s export competitiveness is particularly essential in light of the grain export-6 competitor countries’ (e.g., Brazil) recent investments in new and efficient transportation capacity and infrastructure (Cost et al. 2007). 

Increasing U.S. international trade has recently been prioritized by the National Export Initiative and National Supply Chain Infrastructure Competitiveness Initiative (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2010). As the recent Presidential executive order states “…a critical component of stimulating economic growth in the United States is ensuring that U.S. businesses can actively participate in international markets by increasing their exports of goods, services, and agricultural products. Improved export performance will, in turn, create good high-paying jobs” (The White House, 2010). The path to export growth critically depends on capacity improvement of the complex, interconnected transportation networks, which include highway networks, railroad, intermodal terminals, inland waterways and sea ports. 

To better implement proposed export promotion plans at the state and national levels, policymakers need to understand how investments in different areas of the aging U.S. transportation infrastructure will contribute to the country’s international trade flows and producer revenues through an overall increased economic activity. Increasing exports and staying highly competitive in world markets, requires maintaining reasonable transportation costs, which can be achieved by preserving and developing efficient transport infrastructure. To facilitate the decision making at the policy-level, the main goal of this study is to highlight the potential impact of infrastructural improvements in the U.S. transportation networks on the country’s export competitiveness. Current issues of freight transportation, including waterways lock improvement projects, port-rail connectivity, volume and capacity are discussed to emphasize the need for improvements the national transportation infrastructure system. 7 

US ag key

The U.S. is a vital agricultural producer for the world

Baird, 11 Tim (“Understanding the Consequences of the Panama Canal Expansion on Midwest Grain and Agricultural Exports”, National Center for Freight & Infrastructure Research & Education Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering College of Engineering, May 2011, University of Wisconsin–Madison http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/45000/45000/45001/CFIRE_03-18_Final_Report.pdf
The Midwestern United States is a vital agricultural producer for the nation and the world, particularly for grain crops. The USDA’s National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) reports production volumes and estimates export values for various agricultural products including wheat, feed grains, and soybeans. The MAFC region’s estimated share of wheat exports is significant but not dominant, accounting for 33.1 percent of the nation’s trade in 2009. In the feed grain and soy sectors, the region’s products account for 67.6 percent and 68.3 percent, respectively, of US exports. Within the MAFC region, the ten member states produce widely varying shares of exported crops. Across the three categories of soy and grain reported by NASS, Illinois and Iowa claimed the largest export shares, accounting for nearly a quarter of all US exports and more than a third of the region’s. Focusing on grains, as traced from producer state to port and beyond by the FHWA’s Freight Analysis Framework (FAF) data, an examination of the path that exports take from field to consumer highlights the importance of the Panama Canal to the United States and its agricultural sector. Domestic Grain Production An understanding of the paths US grain takes to its international destinations starts with the places where it is produced. The USDA tracks grain production at the county level across the United States. Midwestern counties account for a majority of the top corn and wheat producing counties in the United States. In 2008, states within the Mid-America Freight Coalition (MAFC) region—Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio, and Wisconsin— accounted for 79.1 percent of corn, 80.6 percent of soy, and 40.1 percent of wheat produced in the United States. In total, almost three quarters of this crop originates in this region. Current Domestic Grain Movements Interstate grain movements are evaluated based on the FHWA 2002 Freight Analysis Framework (FAF). 6 Although the FHWA has released a 2008 supplemental dataset, the sample size was considered too small for use in this analysis. Of all grain shipments originating within the MAFC region (including grain not bound for export), 33 percent was shipped to Louisiana, the single greatest receiver of grain shipped from MAFC states. The next greatest recipients, California and Texas, received only 10 percent and 8 percent, respectively, of MAFC shipments. Oregon and Washington, two important states for grain exports, only received a combined total of 2.5 percent of MAFC grain. Top Grain Ports The 2002 FAF also sampled export activity. The data reveals that Louisiana ports accounted for 62 percent of grain exported overseas, by far the most of any state in the United States. Washington and Texas, the next-closest states, each moved only about 12 percent of exported grain, and Oregon and California shipped 7 percent and 6 percent, respectively. The top exporting states receive grain from both the Midwest and other sources, with significant variation between states. For example, 95 percent of the grain that came into Louisiana and 87 percent of grain entering California originated in MAFC states. By contrast, Texas received 30 percent of its incoming grain from MAFC states, and Washington and Oregon, the next largest grain ports, received only 19 percent and 15 percent, respectively. When grain export figures are weighted by the grain’s source, it becomes clear that Louisiana is a dominant player in the Midwest’s grain export supply chain.

US agriculture key to global food supply

Casavant 2K – Professor of Agricultural Economics (Ken, “Inland Waterborne Transportation – An Industry Under Seige”, November 2000, United States Department of Agriculture)//MG

The Problem Another policy perspective is that the United States has both an ability and an obligation to feed the world, or at least stand ready as a supplier of last resort. In times of famine or crop failures, donor institutions have successfully helped abate these crises with U.S. grains and food products, thus “feeding and nourishing a growing world population and helping farmers grow a wide variety of goods to feed a growing world." This perspective appears to be part of the current policy approach. However, some recent evaluations suggest a different perspective may be evolving. In examining the issue of grain exports from the Upper Mississippi River Basin, the Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy observes that for every ton of corn exported to "poor countries" in 1996, 260 tons were exported to a wealthy Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development country. No soybeans were exported to poor countries in 1996, while 17.8 million metric tons went to wealthy countries.
ag kt economy

Only Agriculture can solve for the erosion of U.S. trade and the economy

NAM, 2010 - The National Association of Manufacturers (NAM) is the leading manufacturing association, representing manufacturers in every industrial sector and in all 50 states. (“Opening World Markets: Increasing U.S. Agriculture Competitiveness and Market Share” Trade and American Competiveness Coalition, http://www.nam.org/~/media/817985F3CB3B4CD39137880D9AAF4E47/Increased_Agriculture_Exports_Come_From_Free_Trade.pdf)//GP
With 95 percent of consumers of U.S. agricultural products living outside the United States, the future prosperity of American agriculture depends largely on the ability to sell to foreign markets. We must continue to seek new markets for commodities and value-added products. To prevent erosion of U.S. market share, the United States must aggressively open markets and increase U.S. agricultural export competitiveness. • U.S. agriculture has seen significant growth in countries that have partnered with the United States on trade deals. U.S. agricultural exports to Mexico and Canada have tripled since implementation of the North American Free Trade Agreement, from almost $10 billion combined in 1995 to over $31 billion in 2010. Or with new partners like Peru, where U.S. agricultural exports reached $737 million, up 258 percent since 2006. • Unfortunately U.S. agriculture has seen the effects of what happens when the United States drags it feet on trade. U.S. market share of wine exports fell from 17 percent in 2001 to just over 10 percent in 2009, while Chilean market share rose during that same time period from 2 percent to over 21 percent due to the wine tariff being eliminated under the Chile-Korea trade agreement. The same has happened to U.S. agriculture overall in Colombia where market share went from almost 40 percent in 2005 to roughly 20 percent in 2010. During this same period Argentina’s market share rose from 7 percent to almost 30 percent due to their trade agreement with Colombia. • Opening world markets is not only important to the bottom line of America’s farmers and ranchers, but to the economic health of our rural communities and the overall U.S. economy. The Agriculture Department estimates that every billion dollars in agricultural exports supports 9,000 U.S. jobs. There is a long supply chain made up of American workers who get products from the farm gate to our foreign customers. They are transportation workers, processors, packers, longshoreman, sales and marketing employees, and administrative and clerical staff. A decline in our exports means a decline in work for those that are a part of that supply chain. Opening markets means increased competitiveness and market share. Inaction means loss of market share and forfiture of economic growth. U.S. Agriculture chooses open markets!
Impact laundry list

Food shortages leads to increased tension, deforestation, economic collapse, and disease outbreak

Kim 2008—manager of Practical Risk Management, a website dedicated to analysis of current events in finance, economy, geopolitic, stock market, and other areas of interest to business minded individuals (Ed, “Risk Analysis of Global Grain Shortage”, 4/11, http://riskyops.blogspot.com/2008/04/risk-analysis-of-global-grain-shortage.html) EL

If more grain exporting countries begin to limit exports, and/or more grain is diverted to biofuel production, then I think that the following risk events will increase in their probability of occurrence: Grain prices will continue to reach new price highs due to limited world supply (traders will be able to skew the market prices even further with their speculative trading) People will begin hoarding grain, leading to more shortage and still higher prices (self-fulfilling action) More countries will begin to experience bread lines (less developed and developing countries) or place a limit on the quantity that one may purchase at one time (developed countries) There will be sporadic shortages of grain based products, leading to localized panic, vandalism, and protests There will be reports of grain carrying ships being hijacked (especially in the South China Sea) Border tension and skirmishes between non-friendly nations will increase in frequency, scope, and duration Companies will begin substituting other vegetables for grain in their products (potato flakes for breakfast anyone?) Mass deforestation of vital rain forests and old growth forests to make room for more farmland (very bad move as it will cause more global climate imbalance) Global stagflation brought on by rising food and fuel prices coupled with businesses failures, mass layoffs and devaluation of the local currency (Nations will print more money (fiat currency) to pay for imports, which will cause rampant price inflation) Precious metal prices will set new highs More catalytic converters will be stolen for their content of platinum, palladium, or rhodium Global pollution levels will increase due to reduction in forest cover and production of more fertilizers Carbon credits will rapidly rise in value as more nations realize that they will not meet their limits set in the Kyoto Treaty Potential for a major outbreak of disease brought on by over farming, malnutrition, and increased pollution Please note that the above risk events are my opinions based on the facts presented. I developed these opinions by asking “What would be the likely outcomes of current events, should they continue linearly in their present vector?”

Agriculture can solve poverty, jobs, wars, environment, gender, democracy, and child survival issues 

APLU, 02 - The Association of Public and Land-grant Universities (A۰P۰L۰U) is a research and advocacy organization of public research universities, land-grant institutions, and state university systems with member campuses in all 50 states, U.S. territories and the District of Columbia. The association is governed by a Chair and a Board of Directors elected from the member universities and university systems. President Peter McPherson directs a staff of about 45 at the national office in Washington, D.C. (Association of Public and Land-Grant Universities, “International Development Agricultural Coordinating Committee” 3/31/2002, APLU,

http://www.aplu.org/page.aspx?pid=628)//GP
International Development Agricultural Coordinating Committee Importance of International Agriculture: Investment in global agriculture helps the world’s poor. There is no other sector in the economy for which investments in the modernization of the sector has such widespread benefits, with a disproportionate share of the benefits channeled to the poor. In today’s interdependent global economy, the food and agriculture sector can be the source of foreign exchange needed to finance higher rates of economic growth and development in lesser-developed countries. Investment in global agriculture increases world and national security: Research shows that investment in agriculture, the economic livelihood for most developing countries, contributes to food security, greater overall economic growth and less vulnerability to civil conflict and wars, thus reducing demands for US-funded disaster relief. Failure to address food insecurity, which leave millions of people hungry, results in increased funds required for disaster assistance and military intervention (usually more costly than the development assistance would have cost to prevent them) and reduced market opportunities for US business. Investment in global agriculture improves US food systems: Supporting agricultural research, education and health standards in other countries helps to ensure that foods consumed by Americans are safe. Collaborating in global agricultural science networks allows US scientists access to the new agricultural varieties, germplasm, management practices and technologies developed around the globe. This access results in significant improvements in the U.S. food system, increases our global competitiveness and contributes to the safety of food produced overseas that is sold in the United States. Investment in global agriculture contributes to multiple U.S. development goals: The multiple foci on environment, gender, democracy and child survival -- all in themselves deserving of attention -- are inefficiently addressed in the absence of economic growth nor will they ever be adequately dealt with by developing countries without donor support in the absence of growing economies. Scarce resources need to be concentrated on economic growth to create the conditions that will foster environmental responsibility, rights and opportunities for women and improved nutrition and health for child survival. Investment in global agriculture creates new markets for US exports: The US food sector accounts for approximately 16% of all employment. About 20% of food production is exported, accounting for between 3 and 4% of all US employment. Of all US food exports, over 50% go to lower income countries. Our private sector seeks new markets internationally. These new markets are increasingly located in countries making the transition to the "middle class" of nations. By stimulating development we create wealth that turns the poor into customers for US goods and technologies. We help ourselves by helping others. Goals: Increase funding for international agricultural programs and Collaborative Research Support Programs (CRSPs) beyond the current level. CRSPs should be funded at $34 million. CRSPs are particularly important, as they directly partner universities with local institutions in the developing countries. They conduct pioneering research critical to international development and develop human capacity in developing countries. Human capacity is the fundamental creator of the knowledge, innovation, and technology that drives economic growth in the sector and speeds the transition to industrial growth
War impact
Increasing food prices increase food insecurity
Naylor and Falcon 10 – Director of the Center on Food Security and the Environment, the William Wrigly Senior Fellow, and professor of Environmental Earth System Science at Stanford University, and Falcon is the deputy director of the center on food security and the environment, former director of the freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies, and professor of International Agricultural Policy and Economics at Stanford University (Rosamond and Walter, “Food Security in an Environment and Economic Volatility”, Wiley Online Library, 12/15/10, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2010.00354.x/pdf)//MM
The recent upheavals in staple food prices, financial markets, and the global economy raise questions about the state of food insecurity, the nature of price variability, and the appropriate strategies for international agricultural development. For decades preceding this turmoil, agriculture had received waning attention from the global development community as real food prices declined on trend. Analysts who worried about food insecurity focused on the fate of poor producers. The dramatic upswing in prices in 2007–08 turned attention toward poor consumers as many countries struggled with food riots, mounting malnutrition, and the adoption of grain self-sufficiency policies (Naylor and Falcon 2008). New debates have been spurred over whether real agricultural prices will resume their long downward decline or whether there has been a more general reversal in the real price of food (OECD and FAO 2010; IAA STD 2009).1 Three-quarters of the world’s poor—the 2.5 billion people who exist on less than $2 per day—live in rural areas and are both consumers and producers of food (Ravallion et al. 2007; World Bank 2008). Because they spend the majority of their disposable income on food and have minimal savings, they are particularly vulnerable to agricultural price spikes. This vulnerability persists in both urban and rural environments, underscoring the general principle that poverty, not geography, is mainly responsible for food insecurity (Ruel 2010). Our objectives in this article are to delineate the nature and causes of recent food price volatility, to gauge whether movements in world prices for the major cereal crops (maize, wheat, and rice) are good indicators of movements in food prices actually paid by poor households, and to delve deeper into the question of how price instability affects food security among different groups in low-income countries. Three main factors distinguish food price volatility in the twenty-first century and underlie our analysis: the important role of financial markets in determining international and domestic commodity prices; the new connection between agriculture and energy markets; and changes in agricultural trade policies that have caused some developing countries to rely more heavily than previously on trade in staples, and others to move toward self-sufficiency.

Empirical analysis proves a link between food insecurity and conflict

Messer et al 1 – Ellen Messer: Professor of Nutrition Science and Policy at Tufts University, Marc J Cohen: Special Assistant to the Director General at the International Food Policy Research Institute & Thomas Marchione: Nutrition Advisor at the Bureau for Humanitarian Response (“CONFLICT: A CAUSE AND EFFECT OF HUNGER,” ECSP REPORT  ISSUE 7, 2001, http://www.fao.org/righttofood/KC/downloads/vl/docs/ECSP7-featurearticles-1.pdf)

Econometric studies provide additional empirical evidence of a link between food insecurity and violent conflict. These studies find a strong relationship between indicators of deprivation (such as low per capita income, economic stagnation and decline , high income inequality, and slow growth in food production per capita) and violent civil strife (Nafziger & Auvinen, 1997; Collier & Hoeffler, 1998).  Mathematical models developed for a U.S. government study identified high infant mortality—the variable that most efficiently reflects a country's overall quality of material life—as the single most efficient variable for explaining conflicts between 1955 and 1994. Along with trade openness and regime type, infant mortality was one of three variables best correlated with the historical cases studied. It often interacts with lack of trade openness and repressive regimes to trigger state failure (Esty et al., 1995; 1998). In sum, political and institutional factors in interaction with environmental factors (such as drought and deforestation) are key indicators of potential conflict in Africa: well-being is affected not just by natural disasters, but also by how effectively a regime responds to them. Ineffective responses include inappropriate policies, such as those used by some Sahelian countries in the 1960s and 1970s: they both neglected agriculture and subjected it to disproportionate taxation relative to the allocation of public expenditure received. These policies greatly intensified the impact of the severe 1972-75 drought in the region (Christensenetal., 1981). Other ineffective responses include unwillingness to respond to disaster, as in Ethiopia in 1974 or Rwanda in 1993 (J. Clay et al., 1988; Uvin, 1996b), and deliberate use of food and hunger as weapons, as in the Horn of Africa in the 1980s and 1990s (Messer, Cohen, & D'Costa, 1998). These examples demonstrate that famine is a result of political choices as well as capabilities (Drèze & Sen, 1989). Ethnic and Political Rivalries, Hunger , and Conflict - There is a high correlation between a country's involvement in conflict and its classification by FAO as a “low-income food deficit” country. Such countries have high proportions of food-insecure households. And, as already noted, conflict is also highly correlated with high rates of child mortality (see Figure 2), which is a common index for food insecurity. Nevertheless, a number of analysts have challenged the notion that food insecurity is a causal factor in conflict. Paarlberg, for instance, argues that environmental scarcities such as land shortage, land degradation, and rapid population growth—what he refers to as “eco-Malthusian emiseration”—are not generally a factor in African conflicts. Rather, Paarlberg notes, the level of conflict in Africa has been relatively stable since the end of the colonial era. In his view, “[a] far more convincing explanation for violent conflict in sub-Saharan Africa starts with the serious geographical mismatch, long noticed on the continent, between post-colonial national boundaries and ethnic boundaries.” (Paarlberg, 1999, page 1). More generally, Gleditsch (1998) has pointed out that most conflicts can be sufficiently explained as a result of political, economic, and cultural factors, without reference to environmental scarcities. In fact, neither viewpoint precludes a food-security connection. Even Homer-Dixon (1999), a leading figure in the environmental security field, concedes that environmental scarcity alone does not inevitably result in conflict. Instead, he stresses that resource constraints can have a profound influence on the social factors that eventually lead to conflict—as when elites monopolize control over scarce resources (such as water, cropland, or forests) and non-elites perceive themselves as unfairly deprived. As an example of how this works in practice, Uvin (1996b) argues persuasively that environmental factors in general—and food insecurity in particular—critically contributed to triggering the 1994 genocide in Rwanda. Per capita food production and availability had declined dramatically in Rwanda over the preceding decade. The collapse of the world price of coffee in 1985 greatly reduced local and national government revenues and sapped rural households' purchasing power, even as urban job opportunities grew scarce and food prices rose. Deteriorating living conditions made many Rwandans into a ready audience for government appeals to ethnic hatred. 

Shortages lead to war—empirically proven

Kim 2008—manager of Practical Risk Management, a website dedicated to analysis of current events in finance, economy, geopolitic, stock market, and other areas of interest to business minded individuals (Ed, “Risk Analysis of Global Grain Shortage”, 4/11, http://riskyops.blogspot.com/2008/04/risk-analysis-of-global-grain-shortage.html) EL

Conclusion The World Bank’s April 2008 report Rising Food Prices: Policy Options and World Bank Response does not paint a rosy picture of the global food shortage and rapid rise in food prices. The World Bank report’s conclusion is that “Food crop prices are expected to remain high in 2008 and 2009 and then begin to decline, but they are likely to remain well above the 2004 levels through 2015 for most food crops.” While we in the developed countries bemoan the impact on our wallets, there are people around the world who bemoan the impact on their survival. As more families are forced to cut back on food, malnutrition will increase. This in turn will lead to increased incidents of major illnesses around the world. The overall effect of this will be series of grass root riots that will increasingly grow in size and turn more violent. With more frequent and violent protests, the probability is great that malevolent ideologists will use this opportunity to take control of some of the affected countries. After all, history shows that the oppressive economic condition – first hyper-inflation, then stagflation, and finally a major depression, all kick-started by the Treaty of Versailles – lead to public discontent in Germany, which made it possible for Hitler and the Nazi party to come into power. This theme reoccurs throughout modern history. John Foran, Professor of Sociology at the UC-Santa Barbara, notes in his research on approximately 36 revolutions in the 20th century that economic change combined with stagnation or deterioration in basic quality of life are two major components of revolutions. We’ve heard the adage that history repeats itself, albeit in a slightly different form. If we persist on staying the course on the current food shortage and its rapidly rising prices, then we are setting the stage for more revolutions to come. I hope that we do not come to that point. 
The impact is great power wars. Their impact takeouts fail to account for the interconnectedness of crises in the NEW world order

Sachs 2008-- director  of the  Earth Institute  at  Columbia  University  and  author of Common  Wealth: Economics for a Crowded Planet (“A User's  Guide to the Century”, The National Interest, July/August,  http://www.earth.columbia.edu/sitefiles/file/Sachs%20Writing/2008/NationalInterest_2008_AUser'sGuidetotheCentury_07_01_08.PDF) EL

THE NEW world order is therefore crisis prone. The existence of rapidly emerging regional powers, including Brazil, China and India, can potentially give rise to conflicts with the United States and Europe. The combination of rapid technological diffusion and therefore convergent economic growth, coupled with the natural-resource constraints of the Anthropocene, could trigger regional-scale or global-scale tensions and conflicts. China's rapid economic growth could turn into a strenuous, even hot, competition with the United States over increasingly scarce hydrocarbons in the Middle East, Africa and Central Asia. Conflicts over water flow in major and already-contested watersheds (among India, Bangladesh and Pakistan; China and Southeast Asia; Turkey, Israel, Iraq and Jordan; the countries of the Nile basin; and many others) could erupt into regional conflicts. Disagreements over management of the global commons-including ocean fisheries, greenhouse gases, the Arctic's newly accessible resources, species extinctions and much morecould also be grounds for conflict. The continuation of extreme poverty, and the - adverse spillovers from laggard regions, could trigger mass violence. Local conflicts can draw in major powers, which then threaten expanded wars-as in Afghanistan, Somalia and Sudan. When poverty is combined with rapid population growth and major environmental shocks (such as prolonged droughts in the Sahel and the Horn of Africa) there is a distinct likelihood of mass population movements, such as largescale illegal migrations of populations escaping hunger and destitution. Such movements in the past have contributed to local violence, as in South Africa of late, and even to war, as in Darfur. These intersecting challenges of our crowded world, multipolarity, unprecedented demographic and environmental stresses, and the growing inequalities both within and between countries, can trigger spirals of conflict and instability-disease, migration, state failure and more-and yet are generally overlooked by the broad public and even by many, if not most, foreign-policy analysts. The instability of the Horn of Africa, the Middle East and Central Asia has been viewed wrongly by many in the U.S. public and foreign-policy community mainly as the battleground over Islamic extremism and fundamentalism, with little reflection on the fact that the extremism and fundamentalism is often secondary to illiteracy, youth unemployment, poverty, indignation, economic hopelessness and hunger, rather than religion per se. The swath of "Islamic" extremist violence across the African Sahel, Horn of Africa, and into the Middle East and Central Asia lies in the world's major dryland region, characterized by massive demographic, environmental and economic crises. The security institutions-such as ministries of defense-of the major powers are trained to see these crises through a military lens, and to look for military responses, rather than see the underlying demographic, environmental and economic drivers-and the corresponding developmental options to address them. Genuine global security in the next quarter century will depend on the ability of governments to understand the true interconnected nature of these crises, and to master the scientific and technological knowledge needed to find solutions.

These conflicts will go nuclear and threaten human survival

Klare 2006-- a professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire College and the author of Resource Wars and Blood and Oil (Michael, 


“The Coming Resource Wars”, 3/7, http://www.tompaine.com/articles/2006/03/07/the_coming_resource_wars.php) EL

It's official: the era of resource wars is upon us. In a major London address, British Defense Secretary John Reid warned that global climate change and dwindling natural resources are combining to increase the likelihood of violent conflict over land, water and energy. Climate change, he indicated, “will make scarce resources, clean water, viable agricultural land even scarcer”—and this will “make the emergence of violent conflict more rather than less likely.” Although not unprecedented, Reid’s prediction of an upsurge in resource conflict is significant both because of his senior rank and the vehemence of his remarks. “The blunt truth is that the lack of water and agricultural land is a significant contributory factor to the tragic conflict we see unfolding in Darfur,” he declared. “We should see this as a warning sign.” Resource conflicts of this type are most likely to arise in the developing world, Reid indicated, but the more advanced and affluent countries are not likely to be spared the damaging and destabilizing effects of global climate change. With sea levels rising, water and energy becoming increasingly scarce and prime agricultural lands turning into deserts, internecine warfare over access to vital resources will become a global phenomenon. Reid’s speech, delivered at the prestigious Chatham House in London (Britain’s equivalent of the Council on Foreign Relations), is but the most recent expression of a growing trend in strategic circles to view environmental and resource effects—rather than political orientation and ideology—as the most potent source of armed conflict in the decades to come. With the world population rising, global consumption rates soaring, energy supplies rapidly disappearing and climate change eradicating valuable farmland, the stage is being set for persistent and worldwide struggles over vital resources. Religious and political strife will not disappear in this scenario, but rather will be channeled into contests over valuable sources of water, food and energy. Prior to Reid’s address, the most significant expression of this outlook was a report prepared for the U.S. Department of Defense by a California-based consulting firm in October 2003. Entitled “An Abrupt Climate Change Scenario and Its Implications for United States National Security,” the report warned that global climate change is more likely to result in sudden, cataclysmic environmental events than a gradual (and therefore manageable) rise in average temperatures. Such events could include a substantial increase in global sea levels, intense storms and hurricanes and continent-wide “dust bowl” effects. This would trigger pitched battles between the survivors of these effects for access to food, water, habitable land and energy supplies. “Violence and disruption stemming from the stresses created by abrupt changes in the climate pose a different type of threat to national security than we are accustomed to today,” the 2003 report noted. “Military confrontation may be triggered by a desperate need for natural resources such as energy, food and water rather than by conflicts over ideology, religion or national honor.” Until now, this mode of analysis has failed to command the attention of top American and British policymakers. For the most part, they insist that ideological and religious differences—notably, the clash between values of tolerance and democracy on one hand and extremist forms of Islam on the other—remain the main drivers of international conflict. But Reid’s speech at Chatham House suggests that a major shift in strategic thinking may be under way. Environmental perils may soon dominate the world security agenda. This shift is due in part to the growing weight of evidence pointing to a significant human role in altering the planet’s basic climate systems. Recent studies showing the rapid shrinkage of the polar ice caps, the accelerated melting of North American glaciers, the increased frequency of severe hurricanes and a number of other such effects all suggest that dramatic and potentially harmful changes to the global climate have begun to occur. More importantly, they conclude that human behavior—most importantly, the burning of fossil fuels in factories, power plants, and motor vehicles—is the most likely cause of these changes. This assessment may not have yet penetrated the White House and other bastions of head-in-the-sand thinking, but it is clearly gaining ground among scientists and thoughtful analysts around the world. For the most part, public discussion of global climate change has tended to describe its effects as an environmental problem—as a threat to safe water, arable soil, temperate forests, certain species and so on. And, of course, climate change is a potent threat to the environment; in fact, the greatest threat imaginable. But viewing climate change as an environmental problem fails to do justice to the magnitude of the peril it poses. As Reid’s speech and the 2003 Pentagon study make clear, the greatest danger posed by global climate change is not the degradation of ecosystems per se, but rather the disintegration of entire human societies, producing wholesale starvation, mass migrations and recurring conflict over resources. “As famine, disease, and weather-related disasters strike due to abrupt climate change,” the Pentagon report notes, “many countries’ needs will exceed their carrying capacity”—that is, their ability to provide the minimum requirements for human survival. This “will create a sense of desperation, which is likely to lead to offensive aggression” against countries with a greater stock of vital resources. “Imagine eastern European countries, struggling to feed their populations with a falling supply of food, water, and energy, eyeing Russia, whose population is already in decline, for access to its grain, minerals, and energy supply.” Similar scenarios will be replicated all across the planet, as those without the means to survival invade or migrate to those with greater abundance—producing endless struggles between resource “haves” and “have-nots.” It is this prospect, more than anything, that worries John Reid. In particular, he expressed concern over the inadequate capacity of poor and unstable countries to cope with the effects of climate change, and the resulting risk of state collapse, civil war and mass migration. “More than 300 million people in Africa currently lack access to safe water,” he observed, and “climate change will worsen this dire situation”—provoking more wars like Darfur. And even if these social disasters will occur primarily in the developing world, the wealthier countries will also be caught up in them, whether by participating in peacekeeping and humanitarian aid operations, by fending off unwanted migrants or by fighting for access to overseas supplies of food, oil, and minerals. When reading of these nightmarish scenarios, it is easy to conjure up images of desperate, starving people killing one another with knives, staves and clubs—as was certainly often the case in the past, and could easily prove to be so again. But these scenarios also envision the use of more deadly weapons. “In this world of warring states,” the 2003 Pentagon report predicted, “nuclear arms proliferation is inevitable.” As oil and natural gas disappears, more and more countries will rely on nuclear power to meet their energy needs—and this “will accelerate nuclear proliferation as countries develop enrichment and reprocessing capabilities to ensure their national security.” Although speculative, these reports make one thing clear: when thinking about the calamitous effects of global climate change, we must emphasize its social and political consequences as much as its purely environmental effects. Drought, flooding and storms can kill us, and surely will—but so will wars among the survivors of these catastrophes over what remains of food, water and shelter. As Reid’s comments indicate, no society, however affluent, will escape involvement in these forms of conflict. 

Food Scarcity causes global war

Calvin, ’98-- a professor at the University of Washington School of Medicine in Seattle, is the author of 16 popular books on science, mostly about brains, evolution, and climate change (William H., A Brain for All Seasons: Human Evolution and Abrupt Climate Chang) EL
The population-crash scenario is surely the most appalling. Plummeting crop yields would cause some powerful countries to try to take over their neighbors or distant lands -- if only because their armies, unpaid and lacking food, would go marauding, both at home and across the borders. The better-organized countries would attempt to use their armies, before they fell apart entirely, to take over countries with significant remaining resources, driving out or starving their inhabitants if not using modern weapons to accomplish the same end: eliminating competitors for the remaining food. This would be a worldwide problem -- and could lead to a Third World War -- but Europe's vulnerability is particularly easy to analyze. The last abrupt cooling, the Younger Dryas, drastically altered Europe's climate as far east as Ukraine. Present-day Europe has more than 650 million people. It has excellent soils, and largely grows its own food. It could no longer do so if it lost the extra warming from the North Atlantic. 
Food price spikes make global war inevitable

Blas 08-- Commodities correspondent for the Financial Times, Javier, 07/02, National Interest Online, “Feeding Frenzy,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_96/ai_n28074563/?tag=content;col1 ) EL
FOOD. MAN'S most-essential resource. And now a cause of war? For years, strategists, policy makers and the rest of the foreign-policy cadre worried the world's vanishing resources would be the cause of conflict. But of course, with energy assets concentrated in the Middle East and crude-oil prices rising from a historical average of $18 a barrel to more than $100 a barrel today, most scenarios centered on a war over oil. At their most imaginative, people have planned for water shortages as a trigger. What no one seemed to be expecting was serious political instability caused by a lack of food. This is not just threat mongering. Experts around the world have voiced concern. Horst Seehofer, Germany's agriculture minister, has warned that "food conflicts" lurk around the corner. UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon recently told a conference that "if not handled properly, this crisis could result in a cascade" of others. It could become % multidimensional problem affecting economic growth, social progress and even political security around the world." Josette Sheeran, head of the World Food Program (WFP), added that riots in more than thirty countries were "stark reminders that food insecurity threatens not only the hungry but peace and stability itself." The World Bank estimates that about 100 million people in 2007 were absorbed into the ranks of the poor and hungry because of the surge in food costs, reversing rich countries' steady efforts to halve global hunger by 2015. Jacques Diouf, head of the UN's Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), said in April he was surprised the UN Security Council had not yet called on him to explain the crisis. Food shortages and price increases have a long history of triggering political turmoil. They were precursors to the French revolutionary movements in the 1700s, and they played a key role in Egypt's 1977 popular uproar--the bread intifada--which challenged President Anwar el-Sadat's rule. But it looked like the problem was solved because the last time food prices were even considered an issue was twenty years ago, when the world's seven richest countries met at their 1987 summit in Venice, Italy. But then, the concern was low prices and "agricultural commodities in surplus," rather than scarcity and inflation. The cozy notion that our food problems are over is under assault after prices, measured by the FAO's index, jumped almost 60 percent in the last year. Staples such as wheat, corn, soybeans and rice, for decades considered abundant, are today scarce and much-more expensive. Although it is unlikely that the ongoing food crisis will trigger full-scale wars, it is clear rising food prices have become a threat to global stability, shaking several poor countries' governments and disrupting international trade. In the first-few months of 2008, the government of Haiti fell amid sharp price increases in staples, particularly rice. Countries as far apart as Egypt and Bangladesh suffered riots. Indeed, according to the World Bank, up to thirty-five countries have experienced food riots, and many more have been forced to make policy U-turns--increasing subsidies, raising civil-servant salaries or restricting basic-foods trade. TWO LONG-term trends are at the heart of this current crisis: swelling demand and sluggish supply growth. What we see now, ironically, is that the rise in global demand for food has come about as a result of the successes of globalization. The subsequent reduction in world poverty, growth of emerging countries like China--large purchasers of protein foodstuffs such as dairy products or meat--and increases in wealth there all left a sharp increase in demand. At the same time, though, there were mass decreases in production. Farming productivity slowed down after years of strong growth because of a reduction in global research in new high-yielding seeds and decreased spending in agronomics like irrigation. Adverse weather, which destroyed crops and hampered farming, and the needs of the biofuel industry, which requires vast amounts of grains, particularly corn, drained supplies even further. And the rise in oil prices made agricultural commodities more expensive, as modern agriculture--very intensive and mechanized--suffered under higher fertilizer and transportation costs. These factors combined to drive agricultural-commodity prices to record levels. All this is leading to waves of food-price crises, each one impacting and compounding the next. The rise in prices began to reach crisis proportions as early as late 2006, when rising biofuel demand pushed corn prices up. Prices of other cereals, particularly wheat and barley, jumped too, propelled by a drought in Australia. Making matters worse, a gradual change in agricultural policies in rich countries, mainly the United States and the European Union, had a major impact. There, reduced levels of subsidies have led to lower agricultural surplus production. A second wave of food inflation arrived in mid-2007, when agricultural commodities reached fresh record highs, prompting the first warnings from UN agencies like the FAO and WFP. The main driver of last year's rise in prices was bad weather, which severely damaged the global wheat crop. Plus, the world was at that point consuming more food--either for feeding humans or animals, or conversion into fuel--than it was producing, and prices reflected that simple fact. At first, though, policy makers blamed speculation in the commodities markets. In response, some countries, such as India, went as far as banning futures trading in certain commodities, including rice, wheat and pulses. But prices have continued to rise in spite of the futures-trading bans, suggesting that fundamental factors, such as higher demand and lagging supply, were behind the price jump, rather than financial speculation. But it is countries' responses to the crises that are making real food shortages more dangerous. Precisely these unhealthy reactions from states like India drove the third--and, so far, last--wave of food inflation. It started in late 2007 and early 2008, as price increases in staples triggered a sharp response from agricultural-commodity-producing countries. They first imposed export restrictions like high tariffs or minimum export prices. Later, as the price of key agricultural commodities like rice--the staple food for almost half the world's population, whose price has, in the past, proven capable of ruining governments--continued to increase, they turned the restrictions into outright trade bans. The extension of these bans sparked panic buying by importing countries, setting off even-sharper price increases. Food inflation, on average, appears to have peaked during the spring, with wheat prices declining to a six-month low, soybeans down sharply from record highs, and the price of sugar and dairy products well below their peaks--though it is expected that the price of some commodities, such as corn, could rise further because of the unrelenting rising demand of the biofuel industry. Even if average food inflation has indeed already hit its ceiling, prices are expected to remain high by historical standards and could easily spike again at any sign of bad weather. We now live in a world with an oversensitive and at-risk food market. WHAT MAKES this all particularly dangerous for global security is "the new face of hunger," as termed by the head of the WFP. The current crisis is hitting the urban poor the hardest, rather than those living in the countryside. And this new face means greater political repercussions and a higher risk of political instability in developing countries; urbanites are better organized than rural farmers and can easily demonstrate against their governments by taking to the streets of their countries' capitals. So states are likely to try to regain social peace and maintain their political power through increased spending--be it higher salaries or subsidies--that favors poor urban populations, instead of investing in long-term economic productivity. The trade-off will be political stability in exchange for lower economic growth as the investment infrastructure and education necessary to sustain economic prosperity will be missing. Egypt, for example, spends more on food and fuel subsidies than on education. States need to create targeted safety nets for poor people--in particular programs such as at-school meals that usually help maintain attendance--while continuing to invest in long-term economic productivity. The effect of all this is that countries are trying to protect themselves, their markets and their supplies to avoid further domestic upheaval, and yet another and deeper wave of food-scarcity panic. But efforts to hedge at home have broader implications. Along with international instability, government policies are leading to disruptions of global trade, a cornerstone of the postcold-war international-relations system. Much of the damage from protectionist policies is already done, but it's going to get worse because of states' domestic focus, export bans, food subsidies and the hoarding of commodities. These trends will have a negative impact on global foreign policy, as they will drive states apart, rather than unite them, making cross-border conflict over food more likely. Rejecting international trade as a solution to hunger, championing instead a vision of impossible local food self-sufficiency, is just plain wrong. It will not remedy the crisis; and it will further complicate short-term supply shocks because countries will not be able to rely on the global market to meet temporary needs. After states turn inward, the global trade of food remaining on the market is likely to become more opaque as governments enter into bilateral trade agreements like the ones recently reached between India and Sri Lanka, Ukraine and Libya, likely China in Africa, and the United Arab Emirates and Pakistan. Those agreements, away from the private sector, are obscure and lack proper oversight, and in may ways only replicate the tried-and-true colonialist model in which the metropolis uses the colony to ensure its food security. A return to food colonialism, dressed as investment, would only complicate resolution of the crisis. About a third of the global rice market has been disrupted in recent months by a cataract of export restrictions or outright bans. Although the wheat, corn and soybean markets have not been affected as much, they have seen serious turmoil. And the impact of export bans on the price of agricultural commodities is dramatic. Rice, for example, traded at about $300 a metric ton before the first restrictions. It rose to $450 a metric ton after India, one of the world's top-five exporters, restricted its farmers in selling the grain abroad, and jumped to $1,000 a metric ton after five of the world's top-ten exporters banned its trade. THE SOLUTION to high food prices is to increase food supply, of course, something that is entirely feasible with the new techniques available to modern agriculture like genetic modification. The most-realistic way to raise global supply is to replicate the Brazilian model of large, technologically sophisticated agro-companies that feed the world market. But that is precisely the model strongly criticized by some Europeans, who would prefer a return to farms that are small, are closer to the consumer and use traditional farming techniques in spite of the low productivity of so-called organic farming. The European model, which can work in a rich country, would condemn to hunger African states, where mass production to feed a hungry population is needed, not low-productivity farming. Countries must design their policies carefully and not return to the business as usual that has prevailed for the last twenty years. If not, even if we see an end to the current crisis thanks to good weather and expanded production, states would only be laying the foundations for the next--and deeper--crisis. If addressed properly, we will see an increase of agricultural-commodity production and, more importantly, developing countries benefiting from both a reduction in prices and an increase in their productivity. If allowed to fester, heart-wrenching famine and government-destroying conflict may become commonplace. 
These conflicts will escalate – compromise is simply impossible in a world of resource shortage

Vatkiotis 08-- Asia regional director for the Geneva-based Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue, Michael, 05/28, New Straits Times, “A hungry world tests skills of peacemakers,” Lexis, EL 

THE food price crisis is threatening to plunge millions back into poverty and if not handled properly can blow out of proportion and spark global problems affecting economic growth and political security, writes MICHAEL VATIKIOTIS War and hunger are inseparable: long experience has shown the close relationship between economic distress and the outbreak of conflict. But the solutions the international community tends to apply are mostly political and rarely address material needs. Everyday concerns of the population rarely reach the negotiating table, in part because the economic and social problems in conflict-ridden societies are extremely complex, involve many actors and can only be resolved in the long term. So what happens when people are driven to kill one another for food? It's a critical question to ask as the world faces a sudden and unexpected food price crisis that is threatening to plunge millions back into poverty. The sharp spike in food prices this year has already generated violence. Food riots in parts of Africa and the Caribbean have created social and political instability. In rice-growing countries like India, Vietnam and Thailand hoarding has begun, with export bans already in place creating inter-state friction. Myanmar's rice-growing capacity has been devastated by cyclone Nargis, which will add to price pressures in the coming months. This is largely a crisis born of inflation and other market factors, rather than fundamental shortages. Prices for the benchmark Thai variety of rice, a food staple across much of Asia, have increased threefold in a year, reports the Asian Development Bank. Meat prices have risen by 60 per cent in Bangladesh in the year ending in March, and by 45 per cent in Cambodia and 30 per cent in the Philippines. With this sharp increase in the price of basic staples people are already hoarding, stealing and fighting over scarce supplies. The World Food Programme calls it a "Silent Tsunami". The threat of conflict is real, both within societies where the numbers impoverished by higher grain prices is already high, and also between states as the trend towards commercial liberalisation and conglomeration is suddenly reversed and replaced by subsidies, price-fixing cartels, and export curbs. In Indonesia. a retired general recently warned: "If students demonstrate it's not a worry, but if hungry people take to the streets, now that's dangerous." Hunger causes conflict when people feel they have nothing to lose and are willing to kill their neighbours over scarce resources. The peasant wars of the late 20th century in Central and South America and the wars that sprung from famine in Nigeria, Ethiopia and Sudan are grim reminders of man's most basic instinct, which is to fight to survive. The trouble is that in terms of resolving conflict, we have come to rely less on material remedies and more on political artifice. Many of the internal conflicts that have been peacefully resolved in recent years only superficially addressed the material seeds of conflict. Peace agreements have been elite affairs where leaders of armed groups and governments reached an understanding on how to share power within a common state. This approach is a sensible first step toward conflict resolution: by convincing those inciting violence to lay down their arms, it becomes possible to start designing a wider range of policies addressing socio-economic issues. However, typically, the socio-economic changes and the economic reconstruction and development the public was expecting trickled down slowly, if at all. Aceh remains one of the poorest parts of Indonesia, as does Mindanao in the southern Philippines - two areas of Southeast Asia where peace has been negotiated. When hunger drives people into conflict, we might presume that peacemaking will simply be a question of providing food. We would be mistaken. In fact, the experience of humanitarian aid agencies in the 1970s and 80s in Africa was that food aid tends to fuel conflict as the combatants seek to harness the supply of nutrition to the goals of war. Experts tell us that farmers will eventually adjust the supply of food to cope with higher demand so that prices stabilise. More encouragingly, there are signs that decades of improving co-operation between states is stimulating a collective urge to resolve the crisis. The sharing of technology is key says former United Nations secretary-general Kofi Annan. He believes that farmers in Africa could double food output in five to 10 years if rich countries partner them in a "Green Revolution" for a long-term solution to the continent's food crisis. But realistically, trade agreements and technological advances are slow-moving transformations. In the meantime, officials in India warn that the food price crisis could plunge millions of people into poverty in a country that is already battling an internal Marxist insurgency that draws support from impoverished and landless peasants. In Bangladesh, where the soaring cost of staples has forced the marginally poor to give up meat and rice, there is a significantly increased risk of conflict in an already fractured polity. The immediate challenge, therefore, is to prevent and resolve conflict arising from the food crisis. This places a significant burden on the international community to swiftly respond to outbreaks of violence. But if people driven to war by hunger are less inclined to compromise this makes the task of peacemaking rather more challenging. For one thing, conflict fuelled by hunger will be more widespread, exerting strain on international agencies involved in peacekeeping and humanitarian work. Food security is already fragile in many African countries and protracted conflict tends to drift across borders, as we have seen in Sudan and Congo. Peacemakers need to be more aware of the socio-economic roots of conflict. They should incorporate in peace agreements remedies for the population's grievances and to enlist the international community's support behind their implementation. Such remedies should include pledges by leaders to address in a meaningful manner contentious issues such as land distribution, job creation, and racial and ethnic discrimination leading to socioeconomic inequality. The ethnic and religious wars of the last half of the 20th century have perhaps lulled us into a false sense of security. We have grown accustomed to resolving conflict by forging political accommodation and compromise in situations where protagonists had much to lose materially if they kept on fighting. But in a world where environmental and market pressures can triple the price of staple commodities in the matter of a few months, it is harder to find the grounds for compromise. This calls for more effective negotiating skills both domestically and internationally, bilaterally as well as multilaterally, to resolve these crises. Markets must be kept open to assist with the flow of goods to crisis situations, and in affected countries solutions must be found that address both elite and popular grievances. 
Unrest impacts

Food shortages spark global instability – France, Egypt, Zambia, and Indonesia prove

Cohen and Andersen 99 – Anderson is a Babcock Professor of Food, Nutrition and Public Policy and World Food Prize Laureate (Marc and Per, “Food Security and Conflict”, Business Library, Spring 1999, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2267/is_1_66/ai_54668884/?tag=content;col1)//MM
Throughout recorded history, riots and rebellions have occurred in towns and cities when the populace experienced or feared food shortages (Crossgrove et al., 1990). Discontent among Parisians and other urban folk over rising food prices and the inadequate government response played a key role in sparking the French revolution of 1789 (Lefebvre, 1962). In the last quarter of the twentieth century, government efforts to eliminate food subsidies for urban consumers in connection with economic policy reform programs led to riots in Egypt in 1976-77 and Zambia in 1990. Violence in Cairo threatened the tenure of the Sadat regime, which restored the subsidies (Thompson, 1981; de Janvry and Subramanian, 1993). Unrest in Lusaka contributed directly to the emergence of multiparty democracy and the unseating of longtime Zambian President Kenneth Kaunda (Rakner and Skalnes, 1996). Most recently, in Indonesia in 1998, the Asian financial crisis caused a currency collapse that in turn led to widespread unemployment, skyrocketing food prices, protests in most urban centers, and occupation of large estates by landless peasants. Violence targeted ethnic Chinese merchants, and contributed to ending the 30-year reign of President Suharto (Richburg, 1998). It is not always the poorest and most vulnerable who participate in these food rebellions. In Egypt, food subsidies covered virtually the entire populace, and better-off households benefitted disproportionately (de Janvry and Subramanian, 1993). In the Zambian case, however, while it is true that most urban dwellers similarly enjoyed subsidies on food and other consumer goods, it appears that those more likely to experience hunger as food prices rose were the main opponents of policy reform. The Zambian Congress of Trade Unions was a leading force in efforts to unseat Kaunda (Rakner and Skalnes, 1996). In Indonesia, there is evidence that elements of the ruling military helped provoke urban violence, although discontent was prevalent among urban as well as rural poor people, and riots occurred in many large and medium-sized cities (Richburg, 1998). In general, urban poor people are less dispersed and disorganized than rural dwellers, and often better educated and more politically savvy. They are easier to organize into trade unions or community associations, and in capital cities, governments fail to pay attention to the desires of poor residents at their peril. Cheap urban food policies may be bad economics, especially in relation to local farm output, but they are usually excellent politics (Cohen, 1994). 

Rising food prices lead to social unrest in multiple nations

AFP, 8 ("IMG warns rising food prices raising risk of war", April 12, afp.google.com/article/ALeqM5hL9XafrtiaulCYd-cHwk4eonPFGw) // NK
Rising food prices could have terrible consequences for the world, including the risk of war, the IMF has said, calling for action to keep inflation in check. "Food prices, if they go on like they are doing today ... the consequences will be terrible," International Monetary Fund managing director Dominque Strauss-Kahn said. "Hundreds of thousands of people will be starving ... (leading) to disruption of the economic environment," Strauss-Kahn told a news conference at the close of the IMF spring meeting here. Development gains made in the past five or 10 years could be "totally destroyed," he said, warning that social unrest could even lead to war. "As we know, learning from the past, those kind of questions sometimes end in war," he said. If the world wanted to avoid "these terrible consequences," then rising prices had to be tackled. Skyrocketing prices on rice, wheat, corn and other staple foods like milk particularly hurt developing nations, where the bulk of income is spent on the bare necessities for survival. Higher energy prices, too, are driving up the cost of food, as well as stoking broader inflation. In recent months, rising food costs have lead to social unrest in several countries such as Haiti and Egypt. Thirty-seven countries currently face food crises, according to the Food and Agriculture Organization.
Food spikes cause political instability

NYT in ‘8 (Marc Lacey, “Across Globe, Empty Bellies Bring Rising Anger”, 4-18, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/04/18/world/americas/18food.html?pagewanted=all, EL) 

That anger is palpable across the globe. The food crisis is not only being felt among the poor but is also eroding the gains of the working and middle classes, sowing volatile levels of discontent and putting new pressures on fragile governments. In Cairo, the military is being put to work baking bread as rising food prices threaten to become the spark that ignites wider anger at a repressive government. In Burkina Faso and other parts of sub-Saharan Africa, food riots are breaking out as never before. In reasonably prosperous Malaysia, the ruling coalition was nearly ousted by voters who cited food and fuel price increases as their main concerns. “It’s the worst crisis of its kind in more than 30 years,” said Jeffrey D. Sachs, the economist and special adviser to the United Nations secretary general, Ban Ki-moon. “It’s a big deal and it’s obviously threatening a lot of governments. There are a number of governments on the ropes, and I think there’s more political fallout to come.” Indeed, as it roils developing nations, the spike in commodity prices — the biggest since the Nixon administration — has pitted the globe’s poorer south against the relatively wealthy north, adding to demands for reform of rich nations’ farm and environmental policies. But experts say there are few quick fixes to a crisis tied to so many factors, from strong demand for food from emerging economies like China’s to rising oil prices to the diversion of food resources to make biofuels. There are no scripts on how to handle the crisis, either. In Asia, governments are putting in place measures to limit hoarding of rice after some shoppers panicked at price increases and bought up everything they could. Even in Thailand, which produces 10 million more tons of rice than it consumes and is the world’s largest rice exporter, supermarkets have placed signs limiting the amount of rice shoppers are allowed to purchase. But there is also plenty of nervousness and confusion about how best to proceed and just how bad the impact may ultimately be, particularly as already strapped governments struggle to keep up their food subsidies. ‘Scandalous Storm’ “This is a perfect storm,” President Elías Antonio Saca of El Salvador said Wednesday at the World Economic Forum on Latin America in Cancún, Mexico. “How long can we withstand the situation? We have to feed our people, and commodities are becoming scarce. This scandalous storm might become a hurricane that could upset not only our economies but also the stability of our countries.” In Asia, if Prime Minister Abdullah Ahmad Badawi of Malaysia steps down, which is looking increasingly likely amid postelection turmoil within his party, he may be that region’s first high- profile political casualty of fuel and food price inflation. In Indonesia, fearing protests, the government recently revised its 2008 budget, increasing the amount it will spend on food subsidies by about $280 million. “The biggest concern is food riots,” said H.S. Dillon, a former adviser to Indonesia’s Ministry of Agriculture. Referring to small but widespread protests touched off by a rise in soybean prices in January, he said, “It has happened in the past and can happen again.” Last month in Senegal, one of Africa’s oldest and most stable democracies, police in riot gear beat and used tear gas against people protesting high food prices and later raided a television station that broadcast images of the event. Many Senegalese have expressed anger at President Abdoulaye Wade for spending lavishly on roads and five-star hotels for an Islamic summit meeting last month while many people are unable to afford rice or fish. “Why are these riots happening?” asked Arif Husain, senior food security analyst at the World Food Program, which has issued urgent appeals for donations. “The human instinct is to survive, and people are going to do no matter what to survive. And if you’re hungry you get angry quicker.” Leaders who ignore the rage do so at their own risk. President René Préval of Haiti appeared to taunt the populace as the chorus of complaints about la vie chère — the expensive life — grew. He said if Haitians could afford cellphones, which many do carry, they should be able to feed their families. “If there is a protest against the rising prices,” he said, “come get me at the palace and I will demonstrate with you.” When they came, filled with rage and by the thousands, he huddled inside and his presidential guards, with United Nations peacekeeping troops, rebuffed them. Within days, opposition lawmakers had voted out Mr. Préval’s prime minister, Jacques-Édouard Alexis, forcing him to reconstitute his government. Fragile in even the best of times, Haiti’s population and politics are now both simmering. “Why were we surprised?” asked Patrick Élie, a Haitian political activist who followed the food riots in Africa earlier in the year and feared they might come to Haiti. “When something is coming your way all the way from Burkina Faso you should see it coming. What we had was like a can of gasoline that the government left for someone to light a match to it.” Dwindling Menus The rising prices are altering menus, and not for the better. In India, people are scrimping on milk for their children. Daily bowls of dal are getting thinner, as a bag of lentils is stretched across a few more meals. Maninder Chand, an auto-rickshaw driver in New Delhi, said his family had given up eating meat altogether for the last several weeks. Another rickshaw driver, Ravinder Kumar Gupta, said his wife had stopped seasoning their daily lentils, their chief source of protein, with the usual onion and spices because the price of cooking oil was now out of reach. These days, they eat bowls of watery, tasteless dal, seasoned only with salt. Down Cairo’s Hafziyah Street, peddlers selling food from behind wood carts bark out their prices. But few customers can afford their fish or chicken, which bake in the hot sun. Food prices have doubled in two months. Ahmed Abul Gheit, 25, sat on a cheap, stained wooden chair by his own pile of rotting tomatoes. “We can’t even find food,” he said, looking over at his friend Sobhy Abdullah, 50. Then raising his hands toward the sky, as if in prayer, he said, “May God take the guy I have in mind.” Mr. Abdullah nodded, knowing full well that the “guy” was President Hosni Mubarak. The government’s ability to address the crisis is limited, however. It already spends more on subsidies, including gasoline and bread, than on education and health combined. “If all the people rise, then the government will resolve this,” said Raisa Fikry, 50, whose husband receives a pension equal to about $83 a month, as she shopped for vegetables. “But everyone has to rise together. People get scared. But we will all have to rise together.” It is the kind of talk that has prompted the government to treat its economic woes as a security threat, dispatching riot forces with a strict warning that anyone who takes to the streets will be dealt with harshly.
High food prices cause revolts—empirical examples

The Trumpet 08-- Richard Palmer, 04/22, “Let them eat cake,” http://www.thetrumpet.com/index.php?q=5064.3336.0.0, EL. 

In Paris they wanted blood. In the mid-afternoon, July 14, 1789, the mob marched on the Bastille. By the end of the day the revolutionaries had their first major victory. France was on the road toward a bloody revolution. A few years later, Napoleon Bonaparte strode across the continent of Europe. The mob in Petrograd was also in a violent mood. What started out as a bread riot brought about the death of an entire royal family. The mighty Russian empire crumbled into dust and the Soviet Union rose from its ruins. Two of the most momentous revolutions in history took place because of food prices. Food was not the only cause, or even the root cause, of the revolutions—but it was the trigger. Hunger on its own does not cause a people to overthrow their rulers. But it does tend to convince people who are already dissatisfied with their lives that something must be done, and it must be done now. The two years before the French Revolution saw two bad harvests. In the year before the revolution, bread prices rose by 88 percent. High taxes meant the poor could not afford to eat. In Russia, food shortages due to World War i led to strikes, protests and mobs marching through the streets shouting “We want bread” in 1917. Russian anarchist Peter Kropotkin, who was an adviser to the Russian government after the bread riots, believed “that famine is essential to any revolution, and that it is to be welcomed because it drives the hungry to cooperate with the revolutionaries,” according to the New York Times. The fact that famine can lead to revolution is well known to militant socialists. The World Socialist Web Site gleefully proclaims that a food crisis “is threatening to unleash a revolution of the hungry that could topple governments across large parts of the world.” Now the Trumpet is not predicting a global sweep toward communism as famine forces comrades around the world to unite. No—but a global food crisis could cause, and in fact already is causing, political instability around the world. 
poverty impacts

U.S. agriculture can solve global hunger and poverty 

Thompson 10 – professor emeritus of agricultural policy at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, has joined The Chicago Council as a senior fellow for global agricultural development and food security (Robert- “The Chicago Council on Global Affairs Expands Program to Support a Renewed U.S. Focus on Global Agricultural Development; Names Several World Food Prize Laureates to Advisory Group”, The World Food Prize, Dec 23, 12/23/10, http://www.worldfoodprize.org/index.cfm?nodeID=24667&action=display&newsID=11003)//GP
A number of policy developments indicate that the United States is beginning to recognize the transformational role agriculture can play in addressing the challenge of global poverty: President Obama called for a doubling of U.S. support for agricultural development in 2010 at the G-20 summit in April 2009; the U.S. Administration rolled out its initial strategic and implementation thinking on the Feed the Future initiative in May 2010; and both the House and Senate have considered legislation to enhance support for agricultural development. However, to ensure these advances are realized in a way that can have a tangible impact on global poverty during a time of economic uncertainty, further policy innovation, sustained political and financial support, and accountability of U.S. policy for agricultural development and food security is needed. “U.S. leadership is key to ensuring agricultural development receives the long-term policy attention and resources needed to reduce global poverty and hunger over the long term,” said Glickman. “The next three years will be critical in determining whether the new U.S. impetus for leadership in agricultural development and food security will become a prominent, effective, and lasting feature of U.S. development policy.” Over the last two years, food security has risen to the top of the agenda of global issues that need urgent national and international attention. Prompted by the food price crisis of 2008, the increase in the number of people living in abject poverty rose to over 1 billion in 2009, and the need to nearly double food production to meet global demand by 2050, world leaders are giving new attention to agricultural development in poor regions and the sufficiency and sustainability of the world’s food supply. “Agricultural development is the essential first step to alleviate extreme poverty and hunger in developing nations,” said Bertini. “We have the knowledge, tools and resources necessary to solve global hunger, but what is needed is sustained momentum in U.S. policy toward supporting agriculture as a poverty alleviation tool.” The Council’s three year initiative draws upon its previous work on agricultural development. In 2009, the Council released the study Renewing American Leadership in the Fight Against Global Hunger and Poverty, which provided a strategic plan for how the U.S. government could more effectively alleviate global poverty through a re-focusing of U.S. foreign assistance on agriculture. In May 2010, it hosted the first annual Symposium on Global Agriculture and Food Security, which served as the platform for the release of the Obama administration’s Feed the Future Guide and discussed how to overcome challenges to the initiative’s implementation.
Spike in prices coming now – causes poverty levels to skyrocket 

Medvedev et al. 8 – both authors hold PhDs in Economics and are analysts for the World Bank (Denis Medvedev and Rafael de Hoyos, “Poverty Effects of Higher Food Prices: A Global Perspective”, November 18th, 2008, http://www.eclac.cl/comercio/noticias/paginas/4/34614/Poverty_Effects_of_Higher_Food_Prices.pdf)//MG
The recent spike in food prices has highlighted the vulnerabilities of poor consumers to higher prices of agricultural goods and has generated calls for massive policy action. This paper provides a formal assessment of the short- and long-term implications of higher prices for global poverty using a representative sample of 63 to 93 percent of the population of the developing world. Using data on changes in the domestic food CPI over the period covering January 2005 and December 2007--when food prices increased by an average of 5.6 percent in real terms--the paper finds that the implied increase in the extreme poverty headcount at the global level is 1.7 percentage points. This estimate takes into account both the increase in the cost of each household's food consumption basket and the rise in incomes of households that derive at least some of their earnings from the production of agricultural goods. The global number hides a significant amount of regional variation, with poverty in Eastern Europe and Central Asia and Latin America remaining roughly unchanged, while the headcount ratios in East Asia and the Middle East and North Africa rising by more than almost 6 and 2.4 percentage points, respectively. Regardless of whether the recent run-up in food prices is temporary, there are some indications that the long-term downward trend in the prices of agricultural commodities may be coming to an end, and thus the current food crisis may be just a 'preview' of a world with higher food prices. By linking the household survey data with a general equilibrium model, the paper finds that a 5.5 percent increase in agricultural prices due to rising demand for first-generation biofuels could raise global poverty by 0.6 percentage points at the extreme poverty line and 0.9 percentage points at the moderate poverty line. Poverty increases at the regional level vary substantially, with nearly all of the increase in extreme poverty occurring in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa. Although farmers benefit from higher output prices, they also tend to consume more food than the richer urban dwellers, which results in the agricultural poverty headcount remaining unchanged while the non-agriculture poverty headcounts increases by 1.3 percentage points. The results in this paper suggest that the poverty consequences of higher food prices are substantial, but that the implied long-term poverty elasticity of high prices is much lower than the short-term elasticity. Still, millions of consumers could fall into extreme poverty due to higher food prices, and millions more already under the poverty line are likely to experience a further deterioration in their living standards. Although the paper's results are dependent on a number of assumptions and estimated relationships--including food consumption shares in a number of countries, share of self-employed income of agricultural households, structural features of the general equilibrium model and the link variables of the micro-simulation--and therefore should not be interpreted as the effect of higher food prices on poverty, they nonetheless provide an important contribution to the discourse by identifying the relevant transmission channels, establishing the orders of magnitude, and exposing the regional and country variation concealed in the aggregate numbers. 

failed states

Food crises lead to failed states

Brown 9 – Founder of the Worldwatch Institute and the Earth Policy Institute (Lester, “Can Food Shortages Bring Down Civilization?” May 2009. Scientific American. http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=civilization-food-shortages)//MG
The biggest threat to global stability is the potential for food crises in poor countries to cause government collapse. Those crises are brought on by ever worsening environmental degradation. One of the toughest things for people to do is to anticipate sudden change. Typically we project the future by extrapolating from trends in the past. Much of the time this approach works well. But sometimes it fails spectacularly, and people are simply blindsided by events such as today's economic crisis. For most of us, the idea that civilization itself could disintegrate probably seems preposterous. Who would not find it hard to think seriously about such a complete departure from what we expect of ordinary life? What evidence could make us heed a warning so dire--and how would we go about responding to it? We are so inured to a long list of highly unlikely catastrophes that we are virtually programmed to dismiss them all with a wave of the hand: Sure, our civilization might devolve into chaos--and Earth might collide with an asteroid, too! For many years I have studied global agricultural, population, environmental and economic trends and their interactions. The combined effects of those trends and the political tensions they generate point to the breakdown of governments and societies. Yet I, too, have resisted the idea that food shortages could bring down not only individual governments but also our global civilization. I can no longer ignore that risk. Our continuing failure to deal with the environmental declines that are undermining the world food economy--most important, falling water tables, eroding soils and rising temperatures--forces me to conclude that such a collapse is possible. The Problem of Failed States   Even a cursory look at the vital signs of our current world order lends unwelcome support to my conclusion. And those of us in the environmental field are well into our third decade of charting trends of environmental decline without seeing any significant effort to reverse a single one. In six of the past nine years world grain production has fallen short of consumption, forcing a steady drawdown in stocks. When the 2008 harvest began, world carryover stocks of grain (the amount in the bin when the new harvest begins) were at 62 days of consumption, a near record low. In response, world grain prices in the spring and summer of last year climbed to the highest level ever. As demand for food rises faster than supplies are growing, the resulting food-price inflation puts severe stress on the governments of countries already teetering on the edge of chaos. Unable to buy grain or grow their own, hungry people take to the streets. Indeed, even before the steep climb in grain prices in 2008, the number of failing states was expanding [see sidebar at left]. Many of their problem's stem from a failure to slow the growth of their populations. But if the food situation continues to deteriorate, entire nations will break down at an ever increasing rate. We have entered a new era in geopolitics. In the 20th century the main threat to international security was superpower conflict; today it is failing states. It is not the concentration of power but its absence that puts us at risk. States fail when national governments can no longer provide personal security, food security and basic social services such as education and health care. They often lose control of part or all of their territory. When governments lose their monopoly on power, law and order begin to disintegrate. After a point, countries can become so dangerous that food relief workers are no longer safe and their programs are halted; in Somalia and Afghanistan, deteriorating conditions have already put such programs in jeopardy. Failing states are of international concern because they are a source of terrorists, drugs, weapons and refugees, threatening political stability everywhere. Somalia, number one on the 2008 list of failing states, has become a base for piracy. Iraq, number five, is a hotbed for terrorist training. Afghanistan, number seven, is the world's leading supplier of heroin. Following the massive genocide of 1994 in Rwanda, refugees from that troubled state, thousands of armed soldiers among them, helped to destabilize neighboring Democratic Republic of the Congo (number six). Our global civilization depends on a functioning network of politically healthy nation-states to control the spread of infectious disease, to manage the international monetary system, to control international terrorism and to reach scores of other common goals. If the system for controlling infectious diseases--such as polio, SARS or avian flu--breaks down, humanity will be in trouble. Once states fail, no one assumes responsibility for their debt to outside lenders. If enough states disintegrate, their fall will threaten the stability of global civilization itself.

middle east war

High food prices lead to Middle Eastern conflict

Thier 11 – staff writer for AOLNews, citing FAO economist and grains expert Abdolreza Abbassian (David, “Are Record Food Prices Fueling Global Instability?”, February 4, 2011, http://www.aolnews.com/2011/02/04/are-record-food-prices-fueling-global-instability/)//MG
Food prices are rising, warns the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization, and the implications for global stability could be dire. According to the FAO, the monthly food price index rose 3.4 percent in January to the highest it's been since the organization started compiling the index in 1990. And it's only expected to continue to rise in the coming months. Experts fear that the increasing pressure on food prices is one of the root causes of the widespread uprisings in the Middle East, and if the U.N.'s prediction of a continued rise holds true, that trend will get worse. "The new figures clearly show that the upward pressure on world food prices is not abating," FAO economist and grains expert Abdolreza Abbassian said in a statement Thursday. The current protests in Egypt and elsewhere have not been focused on food, but some of the earliest rumblings in the crisis surrounded food. Two weeks ago, a restaurant owner set himself on fire in front of the parliament building in Cairo because officials wouldn't give him his share of subsidized bread. A few days before, a fruit cart vendor in Tunisia did the same thing. And Algerians rioted over food throughout January. Scholars like Lester Brown, president of the Earth Policy Institute and author of "World on the Edge" and "Who Will Feed China?," wonder whether the riots in the Middle East are a local phenomenon or a portent of broader instability to come. "When we look at ancient civilizations like the Sumerians and the Mayans, food was the weak link that led to the eventual downfall of their civilizations," he told AOL News. "I had long ago rejected the idea that food could be the weak link that would bring down our modern, global society, but now I'm starting to think that not only it could be, but that it is."

starvation Impacts

Even minor food shortages trigger famine and starvation

Helfand, 7 -- North American vice president of the International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War. (Ira, "An Assessment of the Extent of Projected Global FamineResulting From Limited, Regional Nuclear War",  www.psr.org/assets/pdfs/helfandpaper.pdf) // NK

At this point in time, we are ill prepared to deal with a major fall in world food supply. As of mid August of this year, global grain stocks were approximately 322 million tons with annual consumption at 2,098 million tons.12 Expressed as days of consumption world grain stocks are therefore approximately 49 days, lower than at any point in the last 50 years, and dramatically lower than the 100 to 120 days of consumption available in the 1980’s and 1990’s.13 These stocks would not provide any significant reserve in the event of a sharp decline in global production. At our current baseline there are already millions of people suffering chronic malnutrition. While there is considerable academic debate about the exact scope of global malnutrition, and even about the best way to define malnutrition,14 The average adult needs somewhere between 1800 and 2000 calories per day, depending on his or her stature, to meet basic metabolic requirements and sustain a minimal level of physical activity. Requirements for children are dependent on age and size. There are more than 800 million people in the world whose daily caloric intake falls below these minimum requirements. Each year some five million children in this group starve to death. A small further decline in available food would put this entire group at risk. Given these conditions, even a modest, sudden decline in agricultural production could trigger massive famine. At the time of the great Bengal famine of 1943, during which three million people died, food production was only 5% less than it had been on average over the preceding five years, and it was actually 13% higher than it had been in 1941 when there was not a famine.15 But in 1943, after the Japanese occupation of Burma, which had historically exported grain to Bengal, the decline in food production was coupled with panic hoarding and the price of rice rose nearly five fold, making food unaffordable to large numbers of people. These two factors, hoarding and the severe increase in rice prices, caused an effective inaccessibility of food far more severe than the actual shortfall in production.
 Rising food prices cause mass starvation

Sircus, 10- director of the International Medicine Veritas Association, Ac., OMD, DMP author of some astounding new medical and health related books. One of the most prolific writers in medicine, holds the honorary title of doctor of Oriental medicine and was one of the first nationally certified acupuncturists in the United States. (Mark, “Agricultural Apocalypse 2010”, Agriculture Natural World News, 3/29/10, http://agriculture.imva.info/food-prices/agricultural-apocalypse-2010)//GP

When a large segment of the population is facing a drastic cut in income in the face of escalating food prices we have a catastrophic problem in the making. Today we have the simultaneous events of income deflation and food inflation; two high-speed express trains coming down that tracks at each other, a financial crisis colliding with staggering crop losses, which are cutting deeply into available planetary food reserves. Prices of food are again beginning to soar again just as millions are losing the ability to afford a reasonable diet, though little of this is being observed or reported. But soon even the blind will see. From corn to crude, prices for a wide range of commodities are on the rise across the globe. In recent months, global food prices have been growing at a rate that rivals some of the wildest months of 2008, when food riots erupted across the developing world. January 9th Wall Street Journal The cold is again freezing oranges in Florida. Temperatures in Miami dropped to 36F; beating the record 37F set in 1938. Officials are saying that hundreds of millions of dollars of food perished. Vegetables were among the hardest hit. At least one major tomato grower, Ag-Mart Produce, has already declared that most of its Florida crop is “useless due to the freeze.” Other vegetable farms were expected to lose their entire crop, and wholesale prices have already increased. “Tomatoes were down around $14 for a 25-pound box; now they are up over $20,” said Gene McAvoy, an agriculture expert with the University Florida, who predicted $100 million in vegetable losses. “Peppers — just after New Year’s they were $8 a box; now they’re up around $18.” White sugar climbed to the highest price in at least two decades in London on speculation that India, Pakistan and other importers will purchase more of the sweetener as a supply deficit looms. Excess rains in Brazil and a weak monsoon in India hurt sugar-cane output from the world’s two biggest growers. January 20, 2010 The world faces “mass starvation” following North America’s next major crop failure. And it could even happen before year’s end. So says Chicago-based Don Coxe, who is one of the world’s leading experts on agricultural commodities, so much so that Canada’s renowned BMO Financial Group named the fund after him. A crop failure in North America will have particularly dire consequences for major overseas markets that are highly reliant on U.S. crop imports. Scientists in England are warning that a “perfect storm” of food shortages and water scarcity now threatens to unleash public unrest and conflict, the government’s chief scientist, Professor John Beddington, has warned.[i] “People do not quite realise the scale of the issue,” said Professor Mike Bevan. “This is one of the most serious problems that science has ever faced.” In Britain the lives of hundreds of thousands of people will be threatened by food shortages. The repercussions of food shortages for any society are devastating. The world faces “mass starvation” following more major crop failures in the United States and other places around the globe. According to Chicago-based Don Coxe, who is one of the world’s leading experts on agricultural commodities, so much so that Canada’s renowned BMO Financial Group named the fund after him, this mind boggling event could happen before year’s end. We are facing a problem that literally has never been faced in human history. Surging population and food demand, food inflation, diminishing world food stocks, drought, flooding, cold, diminished credit, infestations, soil erosion, industrial farming, factory farm pollution, aquifers/wells going dry, relocation of produce for energy production are all slamming into a global financial and economic crisis. And in some places like the United States they don’t have enough farmers. Then on top of everything else we have desertification, which is one of the world’s most pressing environmental issues. New deserts are growing at a rate of 20,000 square miles (51,800 square kilometers) a year. Desertification leads to famine, mass starvation and human migration. According to Eric de Carbonnel, “There is overwhelming, undeniable evidence that the world will run out of food next year. The 2010 Food Crisis is going to be different. It is the crisis that will make all doomsday scenarios come true. Early in 2009, the supply and demand in agricultural markets went badly out of balance. The world experienced a catastrophic fall in food production as a result of the financial crisis (low commodity prices and lack of credit) and adverse weather on a global scale. Normally food prices should have already shot higher months ago, leading to lower food consumption and bringing the global food supply/demand situation back into balance. This never happened because the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), instead of adjusting production estimates down to reflect decreased production, adjusted estimates upwards to match increasing demand from china. In this way, the USDA has brought supply and demand back into balance (on paper) and temporarily delayed a rise in food prices by ensuring a catastrophe in 2010.”[ii] According to the United States Department of Agriculture U.S. farmers produced the largest corn and soybean crops on record in 2009. And there are people who believe that anyone who believes government figures on anything concerning the economy or anything else is a total moron. Very few people in the US have given any serious consideration to the question of food security. This essay should convince people that its time to start. For the most part, we’re not aware of the problem but if we look hard at the ‘hidden’ news we see that the handwriting is on the wall for an unimaginable crisis that will come on us as early as this year. More than 2.1 million hectares of grain have been destroyed by drought in 2009 in Russia, Agriculture Minister Yelena Skrynnik said. A total of 616,000 hectares have been destroyed in the region, or 70% of the total amount planted.[iii] “The world is blissfully unaware that the greatest economic, financial and political crisis ever is a few months away. It takes only the tiniest bit of research to realize something is going critically wrong in the agricultural market. All someone needs to do to know the world is headed for food crisis is to stop reading USDA’s crop reports predicting a record soybean and corn harvests and listen to what else the USDA is saying. Specifically, the USDA has declared half the counties in the Midwest to be primary disaster areas, including 274 counties in the last 30 days alone. These designations are based on the criteria of a minimum of 30 percent loss in the value of at least one crop in the county,” continues de Carbonnel.
al qaeda impact

US action to help decrease food prices is critical – status quo creates a rallying cry for Anti-American elements throughout the Middle East – causing state collapse and Al Qaeda takeover

Los Angeles Times 08--, Borzou Daragahi, 05/18, “Islamists gain from food crisis,” http://articles.latimes.com/ 2008/may/18/world/fg-food18, EL
AMMAN, JORDAN — The smell of freshly baked bread calms the room filled with women in frayed cloaks and worn slippers. Grateful for the assistance, they walk out of a Muslim Brotherhood social service center into the trash-strewn alley, clutching plastic bags packed with flat bread loaves. For five years, the Jordanian government has clamped down on the Islamist group's electoral ambitions and its charity programs, suspicious it was using good deeds to win political support. But the global food crisis has carved out new opportunities for the Brotherhood and other hard-line groups across the Muslim world. Increasingly unaffordable prices underscore criticism of autocratic governments and drive more people toward fundamentalist groups. Though the Brotherhood fared poorly last year in municipal elections, it has been steadily gaining ground in recent months, sweeping votes for the leadership of Jordan's professional associations. "We used to win some and lose some. Now, we win all of them," said Zaki Bani Arshid, leader of the Islamic Action Front, the political party of the Muslim Brotherhood in Jordan. "The government which tried to marginalize us politically for years has now given us a big gift." The increase in food prices has challenged America's goals in the Middle East at a critical juncture, when it is attempting to win support from friendly governments for an Israeli- Palestinian peace initiative and for confronting Iran and Al Qaeda. Analysts and officials worry that the crisis could result in food riots. The anger has taken on an increasingly anti-U.S. tone, even among elected officials. Egyptian lawmakers, for example, have accused the United States of causing the crisis by conspiring to keep their country dependent on wheat imports. "If we look at these main factors behind the increase in world food prices and the specter of famine and political turbulence, we will easily reach the conclusion that [the] Bush administration and the bunch of neoconservatives and their foolish policies in waging external wars . . . are, in practice, behind this deep crisis," said an April column in the pro-government daily newspaper Al Watan in Oman, a staunch U.S. ally. "America is being held responsible for what is happening," said Arshid, of Jordan's Islamic Action Front. "It's supporting these corrupt regimes." The frustration is potentially more explosive here than in more democratic parts of the developing world. "People can tolerate anything except when it comes to food," said Labib Kamhawi, a Jordanian economist and critic of the government. "The security establishment cannot open a file for the hungry like you can for the political activists. One day you'll wake up and see havoc." Officials throughout the Middle East have begun importing food, implementing price controls, slashing import duties for foodstuffs and locking in prices for future purchases of wheat and rice. They've also begun preparing local fields for wheat production and making monetary reforms. Morocco has decided to spend $2 billion to raise public-sector wages. In Egypt, where subsidized bread is synonymous with the people's bond to the state, deadly riots broke out during the 1970s when then-President Anwar Sadat considered slashing the subsidies. President Hosni Mubarak is working to calm an explosive atmosphere marked by a rising inflation rate, labor unrest, strikes and fears that long bread lines may again appear. Both Jordan and Egypt have raised government salaries and pensions by more than 20%. And Lebanon's Ministry of Social Affairs plans to increase by eightfold the number of people it aids. Jordanian government officials consider the economic situation their highest priority, a grave, snowballing threat, analysts said. Officials remember the riots that erupted in 1971 when the price of sugar went up and in 1996 when bread prices jumped. "The government understands the severity of the situation," said Fahd Khitan, a columnist and editor for the independent Amman daily Arab Today. But awareness has not been enough to forestall the economic repercussions in a country where per-capita annual income is about $5,500 and 60% of workers earn fixed wages as public-sector employees. Meat and chicken prices have risen 30% since October. The price of a dozen eggs has nearly doubled, to $2.30. And produce has climbed at an even higher rate, with squash soaring from 25 cents a pound to 80 cents and tomatoes from 9 cents a pound to 45 cents. Jordanians say they've seen able-bodied men sifting through garbage bins. Middle-class families have begun selling off personal belongings to maintain their lifestyle or forgoing fruit or lamb for weeks. Mohammed Hadid, a leader of a tribe from which the armed forces draw recruits, was shocked when a retired soldier from his tribe told him he had not eaten meat in five months. "It's still sinking in," Hadid said. Despite the global nature of the price increases, governments across the Arab world have come under particularly harsh criticism. Public service employees, especially those who've served in the security forces, cling to the vision of the state as a caretaker. But policies adopted in recent years have decreased official control of prices. Privatization efforts and free-market slogans have only fueled perceptions of corruption, giving teeth to claims that the region's pro-U.S. governments are corrupt lackeys serving only the elite. "The economic team doesn't believe in the poor," said economist Kamhawi, who often confers with ranking Jordanian officials. "They only care about the rich. They say, 'The poor are failures. We have no interest in helping failures.' " Opponents of the U.S.-backed governments in the Middle East have been locking on to the food crisis. "Let the Workers Eat Cake," blared a headline on the front page of the April 30 edition of Al Akhbar, a Lebanese daily newspaper allied with the Shiite militia Hezbollah. The headline accompanied an article about how the government has delayed a decision to increase the minimum wage. Other than Islamic charities and social wings of militant groups such as Hezbollah or Hamas, there is no tradition of charitable giving to alleviate pressures on the poor. In Pakistan, parents increasingly send children to religious madrasas instead of public schools, lured by the free lunches. Madrasas have been prime recruiting grounds for militants. In Lebanon, Saudi-funded Sunni Muslim charities and political parties, as well as Hezbollah, shield their followers from the worst effects of the rising food prices. "This system of financially helping the poor by political groups has created a great deal of . . . allegiance to politicians and not to state institutions," said analyst Ziad Ayoubi. In Jordan, the Islamic Action Front has ramped up its charity programs, offering food baskets and financial help to 32,000 families. Requests for help have jumped 30% this year, said Murad Adaileh, who oversees the group's social services programs. Applications for free bread have jumped 50% since the beginning of the year. On some days, the line outside the food distribution outlet stretches into the streets. The poor come in droves. Wafa Mansour, 39, a cherub-faced mother of two, visits every other day for bread. "Everything is very expensive," she says. "I can't buy vegetables or meat." Opposition elements led by the Islamic Action Front have called for strikes to protest the prices and the government's privatization plan and are convening a workshop this month to discuss the situation. "The [Islamists] will reap the benefits" of the crisis, said economist Kamhawi. "They will win by default." Analysts and officials worry that the middle class will be sapped of its purchasing power and that more young Muslim men will be driven toward extremist groups. Arab states are considering the creation of an emergency fund to help alleviate spiraling food prices, according to the Jordanian news agency, Petra. Many Jordanians say members of the army, the pillar of the regime, are being struck hardest by the crisis, unable to make ends meet on salaries of less than $10 per day. "When you talk to the police officers and the army they're more and more complaining about everything," said Mohammed Masri, an analyst at the Center for Strategic Studies at the University of Jordan. Hadid, the tribal leader, recently received reports of security forces selling weapons. "In the days to come, Al Qaeda won't need to bring weapons and bombs from outside Jordan," Hadid said. "They'll get it from here. The circumstances will allow Al Qaeda to penetrate the security apparatus." He paused. "There will be explosions."
State takeover by Al Qaeda makes nuclear acquisition and attacks inevitable

Cetron 07--President of Forecasting International, May/June, Marvin J, The Futurist, Vol. 41, Iss. 3, “Defeating Terrorism: Is it Possible? Is it Probable?” Proquest, EL

2. Terrorists will gain weapons of mass destruction. The elite among tomorrow's terrorists will have more than plastic explosives with which to make their point. They will have nuclear weapons. Pakistani engineer Abdul Qadeer Khan ensured that when he gave Pakistan what most extremists regard as an "Islamic bomb" and then spread the plans far and wide. If terrorists cannot lay hands on a stolen weapon from the former Soviet Union, they soon may be able to obtain them from either Islamabad or Tehran. 3. Terrorists will rise to power in governments. Rather than obtaining nuclear weapons from a sympathetic government, al-Qaeda or its spin-offs will likely become the government in any of perhaps a dozen countries. Wherever secular government is weak, it might easily be replaced by a much stronger and more virulently anti-American theocracy with leaders drawn straight from the terrorist movement. Candidates for a terrorist takeover include Iran (where the job already is half done), Iraq, Sudan, Syria, Pakistan, Afghanistan, the "stans" of the former Soviet Union, and perhaps the Gulf states. However, our own choice for "most likely to undergo a religious revolution" is Saudi Arabia, where the royal family has supported the extremist Wahhabi sect for some 200 years. At FI, we will not be surprised if Osama bin Laden returns to his homeland and sets up an Islamist government in Riyadh, with dire consequences for the U.S. economy and for national security. There is precedent for the transformation from terrorist movement to legitimate government, even among Muslim extremist organizations. In Palestine and other parts of the Middle East, Fatah, Hamas, and Hezbollah provide the kind of social safety net that governments in the region do not. Food, clothing, education, shelter, jobs, and medical assistance all flow from these organizations, bringing them a kind of legitimacy that violent action, however widely admired, never could. This service, combined with the corruption of the Fatah government, was the primary reason Palestinians voted Hamas into power, not the organization's intransigent rejection of Israel's existence. If the terrorists do manage to gain control of a functional country, the nature of the game changes radically. When terrorists become the government, all terrorism is state sponsored. The budget available to fund terrorist activities grows manifold. The nation's laboratories and scientists become available to develop chemical, biological, and even nuclear weapons for the cause. If the country is Pakistan, where Pervez Musharraf enjoys the support of virtually none of his citizens, nuclear devices already are available. Preventing terrorists from gaining control over those weapons is one of the most pressing necessities now facing the counterterrorist community. 
The impact is nuclear war

Kirkus Reviews, 1999 – an American book review magazine, Walter Lacquer= American historian and political commentator, Chairman (until 2000) International Research Council of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Washington.[1] Laqueur was Professor of History of Ideas at Brandeis University 1968–1972, University Professor at Georgetown University 1976–1988. He has been visiting professor of history and government at Harvard, University of Chicago, Tel Aviv and Johns Hopkins University, “THE NEW TERRORISM: Fanaticism and the Arms of Mass Destruction”,  [June 1, LN] EL

Terrorism is nothing new. Fanatical groups have been wreaking havoc from time immemorial. Today two things have changed that together transform terrorism from a ''nuisance'' to ''one of the gravest dangers facing mankind.'' First terrorists be they Islamic extremists in the Middle East, ultranationalists in the US, or any number of other possible permutations seem to have changed from organized groups with clear ideological motives to small clusters of the paranoid and hateful bent on vengeance and destruction for their own sake. There are no longer any moral limitations on what terrorists are willing to do, who and how many they are willing to kill. Second, these unhinged collectivities now have ready access to weapons of mass destruction. The technological skills are not that complex and the resources needed not too rare for terrorists to employ nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons where and when they wish. The consequences of such weapons in the hands of ruthless, rootless fanatics are not difficult to imagine. In addition to the destruction of countless lives, panic can grip any targeted society, unleashing retaliatory action which in turn can lead to conflagrations perhaps on a world scale. To combat such terrorist activities, states may come to rely more and more on dictatorial and authoritarian measures. In short, terrorism in the future may threaten the very foundations of modern civilizations. 

pakistan instability

Food spikes will bring down Pakistan’s ruling coalition and bolster radicalism

Ganguly in ‘8 --Director of Research @ Center on American and Global Security @ Indiana U (Sumit,., Newsweek, “The Other Threat to Pakistan”, 6-23, EL 

The new aid, investments and remittances significantly buoyed Pakistan's economy. Yet Musharraf's military regime never used the opportunity to address the country's endemic underlying problems. Tax receipts remained low due to the government's reluctance to crack down on powerful business players, investment in infrastructure lagged, agricultural productivity stagnated and social services were neglected. Adult literacy is still only about 49%, and the Human Development Report ranks Pakistan 136 out of 177 countries. Foreign investors, who'd been flooding the country's booming service sector to cater to its growing ranks of nouveau riche, took note of these persistent flaws, and even the emergence of a democratically elected government in the February 2008 elections did little to allay their concerns. The worsening security situation -- tragically underscored by the assassination of former prime minister Benazir Bhutto in December 2007 -- made the country's future seem all the more uncertain Foreign dollars, thus, soon started to dry up, and the underlying weakness of Pakistan's economy left it acutely vulnerable to other external shocks. When oil prices began to climb this spring, the country reeled, and as Pakistan's treasury faced a dramatic outflow of funds (Pakistan buys most of its oil abroad and has to pay in hard currency), confidence in the rupee fell precipitously. This, in turn, made imports more expensive. The rise in global food prices also hit ordinary Pakistanis hard and, as they cut back on consumption, sent the already shaky economy into a tailspin. All this bodes ill for the country's immediate future. The new coalition government is already deadlocked, mired in an unseemly squabble over the reinstatement of a number of Supreme Court judges arbitrarily dismissed by Musharraf. (Nawaz Sharif, a former prime minister and leader of one half of the coalition, wants to reinstate them; Asif Zardari, Bhutto's widower and the head of the other faction, doesn't.) All these leaders are far too preoccupied with their own survival at the moment to deal with Pakistan's pressing economic ills. Yet, this inattention could prove critical, for economic drift will only exacerbate the country's political woes. Widespread economic distress will lead to increased public demonstrations, strikes and turmoil. Under these conditions, Islamist forces could easily win broad support by promising facile remedies, such as the imposition of Sharia and an end to military cooperation with the United States. An Islamist resurgence would put the country's military, which has recently been accused of starting to appease radicals in the border regions, in an awkward spot, forcing it to decide between trying to co-opt the Islamists and crack down. An Islamist surge could also damage Pakistan's fragile relationship with India, which both countries have tried to repair in recent years. From a US standpoint, all this would be a disaster, since an economically anemic and politically unstable Pakistan wouldn't be able to offer much help against al Qaeda and the Taliban. Islamabad can still switch course if it ends the factional squabbling in the government, restores the independence of the judiciary, professionalises the police and paramilitary forces and keeps the military in check. But time is fast running out. 
The impact is global nuclear war

Morgan in ‘7-- Former Member of the British Labour Party Executive committee (Stephen, “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?” http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639) EL 

Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast. Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US. What is at stake in “the half-forgotten war” in Afghanistan is far greater than that in Iraq. But America’s capacities for controlling the situation are extremely restricted. Might it be, in the end, they are also forced to accept President Musharraf's unspoken slogan of «Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan! »

amazon

And, high food prices dramatically increase Amazon deforestation

Reuters 2008 [Stuart, Grudgings, “As food prices surge, so could Amazon destruction”, 4-29, http://www.reuters.com/article/latestCrisis/idUSN29320802] EL 

RIO DE JANEIRO (Reuters) - Vast areas of idle land in Brazil could be part of the solution to the world food crisis but there is a danger that surging prices will lead to more burning of the Amazon rain forest. Experts say deforestation in the Amazon closely tracks moves on global food markets as farmers along Brazil's vast agricultural frontier react to the prospect of greater profits by cutting trees and burning the land to make way for pasture or crops. "At the very edge of the agricultural frontier, it's very dynamic and that's why you get statistics for deforestation that swing wildly from one year to the next," said Roberto Cavalcanti of Conservation International. "A small shift in food prices can have a big impact on whether it's economical or not to move into the forest." The governor of Mato Grosso, one of Brazil's biggest farming states, last week advocated more deforestation as a solution to the sharp rises in staples such as rice that are threatening to push millions of people into hunger. "There is no way to produce more food without occupying more land and taking down more trees," Blairo Maggi, also Brazil's largest soybean producer and widely known as the "King of Soy", told the Folha news agency.

Now is key – Amazon deforestation recently accelerated as a result of increasing demand– scientific studies prove

Howden 08-- Deputy Foreign Editor at the Independent, 01/18/, Daniel  The Independent (London), “Destruction of the Amazon rainforest surges despite outcry from scientists,” Lexis, EL

The destruction of the Amazon rainforest has surged in the past four months, raising the prospect of 2008 being a disastrous year for the world's most important eco-system, a Brazilian government scientist has warned. Dr Carlos Nobre, a scientist with a government agency that monitors the Amazon said thousands of square miles of rainforest had been destroyed since October, after four years in which deforestation rates had begun to slow. "I think the past four months is a big concern for the government and now they are sending people to do more law enforcement," Dr Nobre, told a seminar in Washington yesterday. "But I can tell you that it [deforestation] is going to be much higher than 2007." The claims from the head of Brazil's National Institute for Space Research appear to undermine the government's record on environmental protection and come in the same week as a major report was released detailing the growth of cattle ranching in the Amazon. Dr Nobre said 2,300 sq miles of forest had been lost in the past four months. That compares with an estimated 3,700 sq miles in the 12 months that ended on 31 July, which Brazilian officials hailed as the lowest deforestation rate since the 1970s. Those figures had already been hotly disputed by conservationists who point to increasing pressure from sugar cane plantations to feed the ethanol boom, illegal cattle ranching for beef exports, soybean production and illegal logging operations. "All those drivers of change are there," said Dr Nobre. "The three years of reduced deforestation ... did not bring by themselves a cure for illegal deforestation." Roberto Smeraldi, from Friends of the Earth Brazil, said the surge was part of the same cycle of destruction that has seen so much of the forest cleared in the past. "We had a real overdose of deforestation between 2002 and 2005, which led to abundant availability of cleared land," he said. "Now this land has been occupied, the process heats up again." Friends of the Earth released a report this week which revealed that 74 million cattle are reared in the Amazon basin where they outnumber people by a ratio of more than three to one. Deforestation has emerged as the second leading source of the carbon emissions driving climate change. Brazil is now among the four main carbon polluters in the world and deforestation accounts for more than three quarters of its emissions. Despite its acknowledged role as one the largest carbon sinks on the planet, its unrivalled biodiversity and the fact it stores half the world's fresh water, one fifth of the Amazon basin has been destroyed in recent years. There are serious concerns that the very survival of the world's largest rainforest is threatened and, last month, the WWF published research suggesting the Amazon could be wiped out by 2030. 

The impact is extinction

Barry 05-- President and Founder of Ecological Internet (EI), his rainforest conservation, climate protection and Internet campaigning have been supported by the MacArthur Foundation, Google Grants and many others. Dr. Glen, 06/11, Forests.org, “Ancient Amazon Rainforests Mowed for Soybean Farms,” http://forests.org/blog/2005/06/ancient-amazon-rainforests-mow.asp, EL

The Amazon, the Earth's mightiest life-giving rainforest, is being bulldozed to grow soybeans. What sort of species destroys 60 million year old ecosystems upon which they depend for habitat - air, water, soil and weather - for short term economic benefits for the few? What will humans do when the biosphere is no longer able to maintain the narrow band of conditions conducive for human life? When will indigenous peoples that understand we are of the land stop being abused and instead be embraced? What is to be done? Not buy soybeans? Boycott Brazil? Peaceful protest? Armed revolution? Or live life as we are while we can? This I know. There is one Earth. Natural ecosystems are a requirement for, and the basis of, human societies and economies. Human numbers are too high, and their combined impact has fractured these ecosystems. Gaia, the global ecosystem in whole, is being slain by you and me. If one looks carefully, increasingly signs of collapsing ecosystems are evident in lands, tides, winds and waters; whose natural services can never be engineered. There is still hope, but time is short. The human family will stop and reverse land, water, ocean and climate degradation, or civilization will die an ignoble and miserable death. It is a requirement for human survival that no more ancient rainforests are lost or diminished. 
South China sea impact

US Food Leadership spills-over- specifically key to Obama’s diplomatic success on energy and scientific cooperation.

Lugar 08—US Senator for Indiana (Nov 7- States News Service-, Richard G., http://lugar.senate.gov/news/record.cfm?id=304806&&, ) Lugar: Overcoming hunger should be starting point for U.S. domestic, foreign policy, EL

As we contemplate the policies of the next administration and Congress in a time of extreme economic uncertainty, we must remind ourselves that hunger has its own timetable. It does not wait for convenient political circumstances. In fact, it usually strikes when times are most difficult. Frequently, it arrives on the heels of drought, flood, war, or disease. But as we have experienced recently, it can also follow from less dramatic economic circumstances that increase the price of food for those least able to afford it. We live in a world where nearly one billion people suffer from chronic food insecurity. The World Food Program reports that 25,000 people die each day from malnutrition-related causes. Ensuring that people are fed, therefore, must be a baseline humanitarian imperative. But it is also a strategic issue. If we fail in our response to hunger, numerous other priorities - both at home and abroad - are at risk. Hungry children learn less in school and are more vulnerable to a range of diseases. If young children suffer sustained malnutrition, they often develop serious cognitive deficiencies, with dire consequences for society’s future. In a global context, our diplomatic efforts to maintain peace will be far more difficult wherever food shortages contribute to extremism and conflict. Our hopes for economic development in poor countries will continually be frustrated if populations are unable to feed themselves. In short, overcoming hunger should be one of the starting points for both U.S. domestic and foreign policy. The growing urgency to achieve food security presents the United States with special responsibilities and unique opportunities. We are the indisputable world leader in agricultural production and technology. A more focused effort on our part to join with other nations to increase yields, improve food distribution, and broaden agricultural knowledge could contribute to a new era in U.S. diplomacy. In the best case, the cause of ending hunger worldwide would become a pillar of U.S. foreign policy, and it would be recognized as such by nations around the world. Such an effort could build relationships with nations where, up to now, we have had few mutual endeavors. It could help solidify our global image, improve our trade relations, and serve as a model for similar efforts in the areas of energy and scientific cooperation. 

FOOD SHORTAGES LEAD TO WAR IN THE SOUTH CHINA SEAS

Kane and Serewicz 01-- prof of security studies at the University of Hull, UK and recent Ph.D. recipient from the University of Hull (Thomas M. Kane and Lawrence W. Serewicz,. “China's Hunger: The Consequences of a Rising Demand for Food and Energy,” Parameters, Autumn 2001, pp. 63-75. prof of security studies at the University of Hull, UK and recent Ph.D. recipient from the University of Hull) EL

China's food requirements give Beijing yet another reason to be emphatic about asserting its claims to the South China Sea. Although this body of water's value as a source of oil remains in question, there is no doubt about its value as a source of fish. The Chinese people's growing appetite for meat makes seafood doubly valuable. Currently all the countries of the region fish in these waters, but as stocks diminish, Beijing may be less willing to share. The idea that China might go to war over fisheries would seem less plausible if it were not for the fact that senior Chinese officials occasionally allude to it. Liu Huaqing, China's highest-ranking military officer, writes that "the strategic importance of the oceans has increased day by day," mainly because "exploitation of the ocean has turned into an important condition for coastal countries in developing their economy and overall strength of national power." [38] Moreover, one must remember that in the North Atlantic, British and European fishing fleets engaged in confrontations which, if the context had not been among European allies, might have led to a more serious conflict. In the South China Sea the dispute-resolution systems are not as far advanced as those in the North Atlantic. Writing in 1998, three Chinese naval officers asserted that ocean resources make command of the sea more vital in the 21st century than ever before. [39] In 1994, Lieutenant Colonel Cui Yu Chen of the Chengdu military "research office" published a book called New Scramble for Soft Frontiers, which notes that as China's need for agricultural land and oil increases, China must reclaim "sovereignty and sovereign interest in the oceans." [40] Fish are only one of the resources that these authors hope to exploit. As Cui Yu Chen observed, China needs ocean territory to supplement its agricultural land, indicating that the Chinese are clearly aware of the importance of the fisheries. One cannot know why the Chinese authorities find He's ideas so compelling. Nevertheless, one can note some ominous possibilities. The idea that struggles between wealthy countries to find new markets will lead to war is basic to Leninism. Lenin took it for granted that this war would bring down the capitalist world order and allow the communist movement to flourish. Mao, Lin Piao, and the revolutionaries of their generation would have seen a "crisis of the capitalist world economy" as a chance to make common cause with the have-nots against the developed West. When Susumu asked whether He Xin believed that a third world war was imminent, the latter responded: Conditions for the outbreak of a new world war are not ripe. Since the sudden change in the world situation last year [in 1989], new antagonistic political and military axes have not been formed. But the present Gulf crisis is a dangerous warning. Suppose there were a big power behind Iraq... [46] Might some of China's leaders envision their own country as an eventual big power behind some future equivalent to the Iraq of the 1990s? If conditions for major war are not ripe today, might they become so tomorrow? There is no way to be sure. Blatant ideological fanaticism has fallen out of favor in the PRC, but the Beijing regime maintains that it rules according to communist principles, and that these principles are integral to China's existence as an independent nation. If order broke down, the Chinese would not be the only people to suffer. Civil unrest in the PRC would disrupt trade relationships, send refugees flowing across borders, and force outside powers to consider intervention. If different countries chose to intervene on different sides, China's struggle could lead to major war. In a less apocalyptic but still grim scenario, China's government might try to ward off its demise by attacking adjacent countries. Conclusion To summarize, China's resource needs have global consequences. The most immediate effect of the PRC's requirements is that Beijing's attempts to buy what it needs will raise the price of food and oil on global markets. Higher prices hurt poorer countries even more than prosperous ones, and this will exacerbate both poverty and political unrest throughout the underdeveloped world. Western countries may feel obliged to offset crises with financial aid and military assistance. This will, among other things, reduce the resources that they have available for responding to other world events. A second consequence is that China's needs may also trigger outright wars over resources. The disputes over territorial boundaries within the South China Sea reflect not only political issues of sovereignty, but the concern for the natural resources within those boundaries. In this manner, the PRC's search for oil in the South China Sea brings Beijing into conflict with its neighbors. If China attempts to seize these waters by force, it will unsettle world markets yet further. A war in the South China Sea could also compel outside powers to intervene, if only to uphold the principles of international conduct outlined in the United Nations Charter. If, for whatever reason, the intervening powers failed to win a clear-cut victory, both they and their principles would lose a dangerous amount of influence throughout the world. 
WAR IN THE SOUTH CHINA SEAS GOES NUCLEAR

UK Defence Forum 8-- , Regional Studies : “Conflict In The South China Sea,” Jan 20, 2003 http://www.ukdf.org.uk/regional /rs8.htm) EL

The oil rich and strategically important Spratly Islands archipelago is one of the world's most important flash points. There is a strong risk that the states of South- east Asia could be drawn into a war with China, destabilising the whole region and upsetting economic growth in one of Britain's most important markets. The shipping lanes passing close to the Spratlys carry 25% of the world's oil trade to Japan and America, the South China Sea is one of the most imortant trade routes in the world. Because of the importance of the sea lanes and oil associated with the Spratlys and the fact that Britain is a signatory to a defence pact that includes Malaysia, one of the disputing states, British naval forces could be called in to the South China Sea. The end of the cold war altered the balance of power in the South China Sea. The United States has withdrawn from Subic Bay in the Philippines and the former Soviet Union has withdrawn from Camranh Bay, Vietnam. China is in the best position to take advantage of the resulting power vacuum. It claims most of the area, and argues that the South China Sea, an area of approximately 800,000 square kilometres, has been encroached upon by other regional powers. The focus of this conflict are the Spratly Islands; claimed by China, Taiwan and, Malaysia, Brunei, Vietnam and the Philippines. The conflict indirectly involves all the states of South-east Asia. The UK is party to the Five Power Defence Arrangements which also involve Malaysia, Singapore, Australia, and New Zealand. This defence pact is not an alliance, but should hostilities break out in the South China Sea, Britain would be obliged to help Malaysia and has an interest in keeping the sea lanes free for trade. The Spratly Islands dispute has the potential to become a major international conflict. 
South China Sea conflict is likely—brink now

UK Defence Forum 8-- , Regional Studies : “Conflict In The South China Sea,” Jan 20, 2003 http://www.ukdf.org.uk/regional /rs8.htm) EL

China poses the greatest threat to 'international peace and stability'. China has barged her way into the South China Sea and refused to compromise the issue of sovereignty. As a member of the UN Security Council she should be setting an example of moderation rather than aggression. China has attacked Vietnam, the Soviet Union, India and Taiwan over territorial issues. Of all the conflicting states, she has the most bellicose post- Second World War history. There are also a number of reasons to doubt whether the international community would be enough to deter China. China does have an expanding market economy, currently 10% of her economy is individually owned. However she is still officially a communist society with a command economy. The capitalist strategy has been pioneered by Deng, however his days are definitely numbered, nobody is sure who will assume power once Deng dies. A more hard- line communist would be much less sensitive to the loss of international trade. While we all think that economic integration is beneficial to China, that view may not be shared by a future leadership in Beijing. China has shown its very capable of wounding its self with disastrous policies like the Great Leap Forward in the late 1950s that resulted in famine or the Cultural Revolution that created chaos throughout the country. A new leader may wish to prove their nationalist credentials by indulging in a 'short victorious war' in the South China Sea. What is more threatening is the Chinese treatment of their own people. One of the few principles of international politics is that democracies never fight each other (though they have few qualms about fighting other forms of government). Restraint in the use of power in domestic affairs is connected to restraint in international disputes. Countries that are prepared to kill their own dissidents, such as in Tianamen Square or Tibet, will lack the moral abhorrence of violence that prevents a democracy from attacking its neighbours. The use of force has been a hallmark of the Chinese leadership, they will use force in an international dispute if they feel they will get away with it. The Chinese leadership has refused to change its domestic policies in the face of prolonged Western criticism. It has shown that it is not scared of international condemnation. So far industrialised countries have not taken any meaningful steps to punish China for her human rights abuses. There is a real danger that like Iraq, the Chinese autocrats will see this silence as weakness. China might attack the ASEAN islands if its leaders thought that the response of the rest of the world would be the same inactivity that resulted from Tianamen Square. Future Chinese aggression is likely to follow a pattern set during the last 8 years. China has embarked upon a series of small scale clashes and harassment with her neighbours, these include the 1988 clash with Vietnam and last year's incident on Mischief reef. China has followed a policy of preventing any rival oil exploration. In June 1994 Chinese ships attempted to blockade a Mobil oil exploration rig operating in a Vietnamese concession. China has attempted to force all oil companies operating in the South China Sea to work with her and so implicitly or explicitly treat China as the sovereign owner of the sea. According to Randall Thompson, the head of Crestone Oil: I was assured by top Chinese officials that they will protect me with their full naval might. That's what they told me in negotiations - that they will have the full naval fleet out there backing me up, if necessary.10 So far each of the sides have been content to occupy empty islands, this process has come to an end for the simple reason that there are no more free islands to take over. There are hundreds more reefs and rocks, but most of them are under water at high tide and are too small to support a garrison. Last February the Chinese were forced to build a number of 'steel supported structures', or rooms on stilts, over a Philippine claimed reef because there was no dry land to build on. The disputant states have run out of room, they will have to take over each other's islets if they are to expand their presence in the South China Sea. I do not believe that China has enough military power to take and more importantly hold, the entire South China Sea. A persistent period of creeping encroachment is much more likely. She will continue to illegally harass rival oil exploration ships. A recent paper published in Hong Kong claimed that up to half of piracy in the South China Seas was actually committed by members of the Chinese navy. China will pick the weakest and most isolated rival, such as the Philippines, and expel their forces from one or two islands at a time. The Chinese navy will back up these actions, any state that resisted China would have to fight a full scale war. ASEAN states, and Vietnam, will be forced to decide whether they will surrender their claims to the Spratlys or stand up and fight. China, as a permanent member of the Security Council, would veto any UN action directed against her. Japan the USA and the UK are possible sources of assistance to the South-east Asians, but their support can not be counted upon. There are two factors that indicate that the South-east Asian states are making preparations for war. The first is the creation of blocs, the second is the acquisition of arms. In both cases states are increasing their strength relative to their enemies, either by enhancing their military or political muscle. The disputant states have become polarised. Polarization can be a step toward war because it focuses the attention of both blocs on the issues that divide them, and so the importance of crosscutting issues that may bind them together are reduced. There are now two groups of states, ASEAN, including Vietnam, versus China (Taiwan can be thought of as a neutral). There is an important difference between the creation of a bloc and an alliance. The bloc is a much more ethereal affair, it denotes polarization between the states in the dispute but it lacks the stability and certainty of an alliance. The creation of a bloc shows that states are coming together and ignoring their mutual suspicions because of a strategic imperative. They are anticipating a war and finding friends if not allies. In an unofficial Chinese navy document entitled Can China's Armed Forces Win the Next War?, the creation of a bloc against China preoccupies the Chinese military authors. Twice it mentioned that the Vietnamese membership of ASEAN threatened China's ability to obtain the islands militarily or diplomatically. The Chinese military, perhaps due to the bloody nose they received from Vietnam in 1979, has much respect for the Vietnamese military. The document calls Vietnam the, 'Unpredictable Ace Hitman..' It foresees that war is inevitable as Vietnam cannot be persuaded to vacate the islands. The document sees the alignment of Vietnam and China's ASEAN opponents as a danger. It calls the group an, 'emerging alliance.' 
South China Sea war would draw in major powers and go nuclear

UK Defence Forum 8-- , Regional Studies : “Conflict In The South China Sea,” Jan 20, 2003 http://www.ukdf.org.uk/regional /rs8.htm) EL

The profound changes brought on the region by the withdrawl of the US and USSR have created a climate of instability. In this climate there is a risk that China may attempt to impose her will on the region by attacking her opponents forces on the Spratlys and non-Chinese merchant vessles on the high seas. It is unlikley that China would attempt to take all the islands in one bite. It would be much easier to get away with a slow period of limited aggression. Britain, along with Malaysia, Singapore, Australia and New Zealand is a signatory of the Five Power Defence Arrangements (FPDA). This defence pact is not an alliance, however if Malaysian ships or troops were attacked then Britain would be under an obligation to assist. In addition Britain has strong trade links with ASEAN and a profound interest in keeping sea lanes open. Britain does not have to capability to intervene on her own. However she might send a naval force in collaboration with Australia and the USA. The most likely form of intervaetion would be similar to the Armilla patrol that operated in the Persian Gulf during the Iran-Iraq war. Neutral ships would be protected by warships and the sea lanes kept open without a formal declaration of war against China. For the first time, Britain, and the US, risk becoming involved in military hostilities with another nuclear power. Despite the very small chance that nuclear weapons would be used such a prospect has frightening prospects for our security in the next century. The international community will have to find a better way of relating to China if we are to avoid a conflict in the near future. One first step might be to stop turning a blind eye to human rights abuses. While this policy would cause a souring of relationships in the short term, China would be given the message that some actions are unacceptable. It could not interpret silence as a weakness and reluctance to become involved in Asian politics that could be exploited. The West should learn the lesson of Iraq, that if reasons of expediency allow the international community to give a free hand to a despotic leadership, those leaders will attack their neighbours because they think they can get away with it. 
The population is increasing but agriculture is questionable – a sustainable system is key to solve
(plan doesn’t solve agriculture policies)

Kahn, 11 -- research staff of Princeton University Program on Science and Global Security (Laura, "The uncertainty surrounding sustainably agriculture", Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, June 20, www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/laura-h-kahn/the-uncertainty-surrounding-sustainable-agriculture) // NK

So, though all of our planet's problems may have started with the domestication of livestock and crops, some form of agriculture is clearly needed to feed the growing global human population. Indeed, the United Nations has recently revised its estimates for the global population: increasing from 10.6 billion in 2050 to a whopping 15.8 billion in 2100 if the high-end estimates PDF prove true. This unprecedented growth poses significant sustainability challenges -- not least of which is: How do we feed all of these people without destroying our arable land and usable water? The United Nations estimates that the percentage of land suitable for agriculture has been leveling off over the past two decades, and the impact of climate change on land use remains unclear. In other words, we may have too little land for too many hungry people. Meanwhile, only 1 percent of the freshwater on the planet is usable and available through the water cycle: evaporation, condensation, storage in the atmosphere, precipitation, and storage in ground reservoirs. We depend on that water cycle for all of our needs, and unfortunately, the reservoirs of groundwater that are critical to our survival are being pumped dry. Arable land and usable water are finite -- which means that despite our growing needs, the resources available to sustain humanity are limited. I have previously outlined the dangers of destroying the environment and leveling forests and vital ecosystems to make room for more farms as well as the risks of packing hundreds -- if not thousands -- of animals into farms. So, given that our basic needs for food, water, air, shelter, clothing, and energy will only increase, what can be done to both mitigate the environmental impact on the planet and meet the needs of our growing population? Is sustainable agriculture the answer? In 1990, Congress passed the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act, which included the term "sustainable agriculture" -- which is loosely defined as a method of integrating animal- and plant-production practices by using a systems approach -- whatever that means. The goal of sustainable agriculture is to satisfy human food and fiber needs, make efficient use of nonrenewable resources, enhance environmental quality, sustain the economic viability of farms, and improve the quality of life for both farmers and society. Despite the vagueness of the concept, it has been embraced by many agricultural experts and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), but as one NGO, Sustainable Table, states: "The definition is more a philosophy or way of life than a strict set of rules. … There is no legal obligation to follow any of the criteria of sustainability, so food can be labeled sustainable when in actuality it isn't." But the only way to feed billions of people is through an actual highly efficient, economically sound, and environmentally friendly agriculture program -- not just a label. We need to implement real-world agriculture policies and practices on a global scale -- instead of just philosophizing. For example, after recognizing the hazards of deforestation to make way for big agriculture, the Brazilian government passed a forest-management law in 2006 mandating that all public forests remain public and establishing a Brazilian Forest Service responsible for protecting and maintaining these public forests. The Brazilian government also created Sustainable Forest Districts using local governance, law enforcement, land-use reform policies, education, and new technologies to stimulate economic growth and forest recovery. And as Brazil protected its forests, its agriculture industry began to boom through careful research, investment, and innovative farming practices. Countries would do well to examine Brazil's efforts. (One alternative to sustainable agriculture could be test-tube meat -- should it become technically, economically, and socially viable.)
LNG advantage

Port infrastructure key to LNG

Deepening ports is key to sustained growth and LNG exports

Abbott 7 – Editor of AAPA Seaport Magazine (Paul Scott, “Ports’ Multi-Billion Dollar Impacts Ripple Throughout the Hemisphere”, Fall 2007, Seaport Magazine, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Fall2007.pdf )//MG

Infrastructure essential Not only must ports provide enough land and cargo-handling facilities to handle trade, as well as adequate connections inland, they also require channels sufficient for transit of increasingly large vessels. As is the case at numerous seaports, the Texas Gulf Coast port of Port Freeport is in the process of feasibility studies to provide data to support the widening and deepening of its channels. This is particularly important at Port Freeport as the liquid-bulk-oriented port looks to the 2008 opening of a liquefied natural gas facility to be served by massive LNG tankers. Port Freeport Managing Director Phyllis Saathoff noted that it is essential that ports pursue opportunities that meet return-on-investment standards – whether it be bringing in tenants for short-term projects or longer-term uses. Some 50 miles north of Port Freeport, the Port of Houston, already the No.1 U.S.port in terms of foreign waterborne tonnage, has this year opened the first phase of its $1 billion-plus Bayport Container Terminal. When the full 1,043-acre Bayport project is completed, it is expected to directly generate 32,000 jobs and more than $2.4 billion in business revenue, according to Port of Houston Authority estimates. A recently released Martin Associates study shows that the Port of Houston’s public and private marine terminals already add $117.6 billion in combined direct revenue, local purchases and related output to the Texas economy, while 785,049 jobs in the Lone Star State are in some way related to the port. With the total volume of cargo shipped through U.S. ports projected by 2020 to be double that of 2000, with containerized cargo volumes likely to triple in the same timeframe, such impact figures clearly will be dramatically rising throughout the nation, provided adequate infrastructure is in place to accommodate this dynamic growth. 

Harbor deepening is vital to expanding US liquid natural gas exports

Massy et al 2012 - currently an assistant director of the Brookings Institution’s Energy Security Initiative. Previously he was a journalist for The Economist’s Technology Quarterly section, where I covered emerging technologies in the international energy sector, and before that, an associate editor at CNET, where I covered transportation and green technology. I am a graduate of theMaster of Science in Foreign Service program at Georgetown University (where I was the Edward Weintal Fellow for Writers in World Affairs), and hold a Masters of International Journalism from City University, London and a BA in English from the University of Newcastle. (Kevin, “Energy Security Initiative: Evaluating the prospects for Increased Exports of Liquefied Natural Gas from the United States” Brookings Institute, January 2012, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/1/natural%20gas%20ebinger/natural_gas_ebinger_2.pdf)//GP
The successful export of LNG will depend upon the necessary shipping infrastructure and capacity being in place. Cheniere Energy is looking to export up to 2.2 bcf/day of gas from its Sabine Pass LNG terminal in Louisiana. 39 Depending on the size of the LNG vessel, this would require between three and five supertankers per week. In order to accommodate this volume of large ships, some domestic U.S. ports will require additional dredging. Other shipping-related concerns include security of vessels and the adequacy of Coast Guard capacity to provide that security (exporters must meet Coast Guard Waterway Suitability, Security, and Emergency standards prior to approval); and the capacity of sea lanes, particularly to Asia. Increasing shipments to Asia will depend on the capacity of the Panama Canal, which is currently too small to accommodate most LNG tankers. However, after the planned expansion of the canal is completed—expected to be in 2014—roughly 80 percent of the world’s LNG tankers will be able to pass through the isthmus, resulting in a dramatic decline in shipping costs to Asia. 40

Port infrastructure key to LNG production

Federal investment in LNG exports will boost domestic production 

Hulbert, 5/26 – a Lead Analyst at European Energy Review and consultant to a number of governments, most recently as Senior Research Fellow, Netherlands Institute for International Relations (Clingendael), was previously Senior Research Fellow at ETH Zurich working on energy and political risk. He started work in the City of London, advising on energy markets and political risk, as Senior Energy Analyst at Datamonitor for leading global utilities, and headed up the Global Issues Desk at Control Risks Group, specializing in political risk, geopolitics and security analysis for multinational companies, governments and institutional investors. He was also seconded to work in Washington, D.C., to enhance CRG's political risk offerings in North America. (Matthew, “Why American Natural Gas Will Change The World”, Forbes, 5/26/12, http://www.forbes.com/sites/matthewhulbert/2012/05/26/why-american-natural-gas-will-change-the-world/)//GP
‘It was the best of times; it was the worst of times’ – never a truer word spoken for the gas industry. Whilst Chesapeake is fighting for its life in the US, spot gas prices are reaching all-time highs in Asia. In this ‘Tale of Two Cities’ you’ll get $2/MMBtu in New York (Henry Hub) and around $20/MMBtu in Singapore (Asian spot). The divorce between the Atlantic Basin and Pacific Basin couldn’t be any starker – the question is whether these spreads will incrementally narrow under inexorable laws of economics, or whether politics will throw a spanner in the works. Depending on how you answer this ‘convergence question’ will have dramatic implications for hydrocarbon asset prices in the years to come. Not to mention the contours of international energy relations.

‘Convergence’ makes most sense for the US of course – Chesapeake’s foibles merely mask a structural problem for American gas players; they are selling their gas for a pittance in the US when they could be making an absolute killing overseas, roughly to the tune of $1bn spreads a day in Asia. Whatever the economic merits of keeping ‘US gas for US consumers’ improving balance of payments, fast tracking coal to gas for emissions, as far as gas players are concerned, it’s still a damp squib. Great, they’ll get $5/MMBtu rather than $2/MMBtu with some unfortunate mothballing / defaults in between. Not exactly the giddy heights of Asian LNG.
Unfortunately for the US energy independence faithful, this is exactly what oil majors are eying for America – and it was Royal Dutch Shell that just let the cat out of the bag. Shell made things quite clear; if it was staying in the US, it means wets, it means looking at gas to liquids, but most of all, means LNG. Wheels have already been put in motion further north in Canada, where Shell, PetroChina, Kogas and Mitsubishi are lining up 12mt/y exports from British Colombia for Asian markets. That follows export licenses already agreed for British outfit, BG Group, and Apache through Kitimat LNG as well as the Alaskan North Slope plumping for LNG to monetise its 35tcf of proven reserves. Canada has no doubt that selling stranded to Asia is the only option it has on the table; it literally couldn’t give its gas away to the US if it tried.

The same penny is dropping in America. BG Group led the way with Sabine Pass off-take; Execlerate have tabled separate plans to build floating LNG plants off the Gulf Coast, while FERC has around 125bcm/y of LNG applications awaiting approval. ‘National flags’ don’t come into the equation, especially when you consider that Exxon Mobil already sells two-thirds of its products overseas; Conocco has been leading the charge to ship 10 million tons a year out of Freeport LNG. Assuming market consolidation is on the cards, US shale provides the perfect prize for cash-rich IOCs to capture: sign up low cost US supplies and sell then into very high value Asian markets, and do so off their own balance sheets. Sit on the acreage; aggressively lobby for LNG exports; pocket the difference. By way of lucrative footnote, domestic acreage is also coming in useful for international swap agreements overseas – call it Exxon-Rosneft 101.
The spanner in the works is political risk of course; how much gas will Washington allow to leave its shores? A couple of years ago you’d have said not much, but the fact the EIA has just downgraded recoverable shale reserves from 827tcf in 2011 to 482tcf in 2012 tells you all need to know. If the US wants to maintain its shale revolution, it badly needs prices to firm to make fields economically viable. LNG exports are a good way of doing that, at least to around $4-7Mmbtu. With some careful positioning, Washington could claim a political victory in the process; maintain the health of US shale (and American jobs) by making a virtue out of LNG export necessity. As far as US Energy Inc. is concerned, LNG isn’t a case of ‘if’, but when, how much and what pricing methods to use. 40 to 50 million tons a year by 2020 should be more than doable. That would make America the third largest LNG player in the world behind Qatar and Australia. 

US LNG key to Europe

The U.S. Natural Gas would take Europe off of Russia’s energy choke hold

Ratner et al 3/13 - Coordinator Specialist in Energy Policy (“Europe’s Energy Security: Options and Challenges to Natural Gas Supply Diversification” March 13, 2012, CRS Report for Congress, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R42405.pdf)//GP 

The 27 member-state European Union (EU) has been a growing natural gas consumer and importer for decades. However, as Europe’s natural gas production has declined in recent years, its dependence on imported natural gas has increased. This has left it more dependent as a whole on its primary supplier, Russia, which has shown some inclination to use its resources for political ends. Natural gas, unlike oil which is a global commodity, is a regional commodity with regional buyers and sellers exerting more influence. 

Over the past decade, some European officials have become increasingly concerned about the potential for cutoffs or curtailments of Russian natural gas supplies to Europe. Most Russian natural gas exports to Europe flow through Ukraine and Belarus. Fragile and sometimes hostile relations between Kyiv, Minsk, and Moscow have in the past resulted in interruptions in the flow of natural gas to parts of Europe, as happened in 2006 and 2009. Some countries in Eastern Europe, which are in some cases almost exclusively reliant on Russian gas imports, have been particularly susceptible to these fluctuations. 

In response to past supply cutoffs and the potential for future energy supply interruptions European leaders, sometimes with the support of the United States, have sought to take steps to increase their energy security by exploring new supply diversification options. One such response, though contrary to the U.S. perspective of energy security through diversification, has been Germany’s decision to support construction of the Nord Stream pipeline, which directly connects Russia and Germany, Russia’s largest importer. Russia has also committed to building the South Stream pipeline across the Black Sea, connecting Russia, Bulgaria, and Hungary. While these pipeline projects bypasses transit states such as Ukraine and Belarus, they also bypass EU member states like Poland and Lithuania that are more critical of Russian policies and also present rivals to other pipelines being pursued by the EU. 

The opening of Nord Stream and the proposal for South Stream highlights a challenge Europe faces with diversifying its natural gas supplies: Russia has demonstrated a willingness to go to great lengths to maintain its hold on European market share of natural gas. However, while some European countries, Germany included, maintain that projects such as Nord Stream enhance European security by providing alternate routes for Russian supplies, a number of EU member states, including Poland and Lithuania, opposed Nord Stream and have questioned Russia’s reliability as an energy supplier. Critics tend to argue, for example, that projects like Nord Stream could give Moscow additional political and economic leverage in its dealings with countries that have been bypassed by the pipeline. Meanwhile, alternative supplies from other regions (e.g., North Africa and Central Asia) face several significant challenges. 

A second EU response to concerns over Europe’s reliance on Russian natural gas supplies is what has become known as the Southern strategy. The so-called Southern Gas Corridor’s flagship initiative is the proposed Nabucco natural gas pipeline. The pipeline is intended to transport up to 1.1 trillion cubic feet of Caspian (and perhaps Middle Eastern) natural gas per year through Turkey into Bulgaria and on to Austria. The Nabucco project has, however, been beset by lengthy delays and ongoing questions about its viability. The six-company Nabucco consortium hopes to begin construction in 2013, but many observers question this timeframe, citing ongoing concerns about capacity and funding. Europe’s Energy Security: Options and Challenges to Natural Gas Supply Diversification 

Congressional Research Service 2 A third European energy initiative involves Europe’s own fragmented internal energy market. In early February 2011, European heads of state pledged to: complete the integration and liberalization of the internal European energy market by 2014; ensure all European member states are connected to a Europe-wide energy supply grid by 2015; boost energy efficiency throughout Europe; and better coordinate external energy policies. European leaders hope that further market liberalization and interconnection of electric grids and pipelines will, among other things, allow member states to share and trade energy more flexibly than at present, mitigating the impact of supply interruptions and overdependence on a single supplier. The European Commission estimates that over €1 trillion (about $1.4 trillion) of infrastructure and other investment will be necessary to realize the EU goals. 

Despite its growing dependence on Russian natural gas, Europe is well positioned geographically to benefit from recent changes in global natural gas development. Since the advent of shale gas in the United States, the world appears to be potentially awash in natural gas. A 2011 study commissioned by the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) showed that technically recoverable shale gas resources worldwide may exceed current global natural gas reserves. 1

Other key developments and possible alternatives to Russian natural gas are outlined below: • Taken as a whole, North Africa could pose a credible alternative to Russian natural gas supplies. The change of regimes in Libya, in particular, and in Egypt as a result of the wave of regional unrest known as the “Arab Spring,” poses a potential opportunity to increase natural gas production and exports from these countries. Both Libya and Egypt have large natural gas reserves, but production and exports have been hampered by domestic policies. Algeria, the largest exporter of natural gas in North Africa and the third largest supplier to Europe behind Russia and Norway, may also hold large volumes of shale gas yet to be developed in addition to their substantial conventional reserves. • Central Asia may hold the greatest potential for new natural gas supplies for Europe, but currently those supplies would have to transit Russia to arrive in the European market. The delays in developing a southern corridor natural gas pipeline route to Europe have forced Central Asian countries to look east instead of west to bypass Russia and open new markets. 2

• Liquefied natural gas (LNG) imports pose an additional alternative to Russian natural gas. In 2010, LNG comprised almost 20% of the EU’s natural gas imports and over 15% of its consumption. The EU has LNG import capacity to meet its peak winter demand for natural gas, but during most of the year the facilities are underutilized. Nevertheless, some countries are considering building additional LNG import terminals to diversify their sources of natural gas. In addition to LNG import terminals, the EU could benefit from increased natural gas storage facilities in order to manage their import capacity during non-peak periods, as well as more pipeline interconnections to move natural gas where it is needed. EU officials have identified both improvements as priorities and they are being pursued, but not without some difficulty. 1 U.S. Energy Information Administration, World Shale Gas Resources: An Initial Assessment of 14 Regions Outside the United States, Washington, DC, April 5, 2011, p. 4, http://www.eia.gov/analysis/studies/worldshalegas/. 2 The southern corridor refers to the area south of the Black Sea and into southern Europe. Europe’s Energy Security: Options and Challenges to Natural Gas Supply Diversification Congressional Research Service 3 • The prospect of significant U.S. LNG exports may pose an opportunity for the United States to play a bigger role in European energy security and global natural gas markets. 3

Most of the proposed U.S. LNG export projects are located on the Gulf coast or east coast of the United States, making shipments, at least initially, more likely to go to Europe than Asia. Additionally, the U.S. natural gas market is one of the only markets in the world where natural gas is not priced against oil, giving it a cost advantage in most of Europe. Should future U.S. LNG contracts not include an oil-indexed formula, pressure would be added for other countries, including Russia, to follow suit. Russian companies, including state-controlled natural gas giant Gazprom, have adamantly defended oil-indexed natural gas prices.

Europe’s Reliance on Russia threatens it’s energy security – American LNG solves

Cohen, 07 - Ph.D., is Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. Olena Krychevska, a Heritage Foundation intern, contributed to the production of this paper.

 (Ariel, “Europe’s Strategic Dependence on Russian Energy” 11/07/12, The Heritage Foundation, http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/13043.pdf)//GP

Policy Implications for the United States From the American perspective, growing European dependence on energy from and infrastructure owned by Russia is a negative geopolitical trend. The Kremlin has demonstrated its readiness to use energy as a political tool. Russia’s assertive Cold War–like posture is a growing concern for Washington. It is in the U.S. strategic interest to mitigate Europe’s dependence on Russian energy. The Kremlin will likely use Europe’s dependence to promote its largely anti-American foreign policy agenda. This would significantly limit the maneuvering space available to America’s European allies, forcing them to choose between an affordable and stable energy supply and siding with the U.S. on some key issues. In general, greater stability, security, and rule of law in energy-exporting states would ensure that oil and gas remain readily available, ample, affordable, and safe. To achieve these goals, the U.S. government should:

• Work with key European governments to address vulnerabilities that result from overreliance on Russia. Only a concerted response by European nations can result in the formulation and implemention of an effective and realistic policy on energy security vis-à-vis Russia. For example, the European Commission’s Gas Coordination Group could facilitate intergovernmental coordination in natural gas. 

The U.S. should: 1. Support the development of European joint and national natural gas reserves to increase preparedness to weather short-term and medium-term interruptions of the gas supply; 2. Encourage European leaders to consider increasing use of liquefied natural gas consumption, which is a more flexible delivery system in terms of geography and infrastructure; 3. Encourage Europe to increase its use of nuclear, coal, and renewable energy; and 4. Work with European governments to apply anti-monopoly legislation to Russian government-owned companies if Moscow continues to deny upstream access to Western companies.

• Support diversification of energy transportation routes in Eurasia, specifically the construction of oil and gas pipelines linking Kazakhstan and/or Turkmenistan to Europe across the Caspian Sea; pipelines connecting the Baku–Tbilisi– Ceyhan oil pipeline and the Baku–Erzerum gas pipeline; and a gas pipeline to link Azerbaijan and Central Asian producers to Southern European markets via the proposed Nabucco pipeline. The U.S. should work with European countries and Turkey to prevent increased European dependence on Russian and Iranian gas through the South Stream gas pipeline project.

• Continue efforts to bring Russia into full compliance with the Energy Charter. Russia has signed the charter but has not ratified it. Ratification and compliance would increase Moscow’s predictability and transparency in energy markets and attract foreign investments. The U.S. and Europe should discourage Russia from using politically motivated pricing schemes and monopolistic practices.

Conclusion Many European countries depend heavily on energy imports and are highly vulnerable to global energy shocks. If current trends prevail, the Kremlin could translate its energy monopoly into untenable foreign and security policy influence in Europe to the detriment of European–American relations. In particular, Russia is seeking recognition of its predominant role in the post-Soviet space and Eastern Europe, as the latest crisis around missile defense deployment in Poland and Czech Republic has demonstrated. This will affect the geopolitical issues important to the U.S., such as NATO expansion to Ukraine and Georgia, ballistic missile defense, Kosovo, and U.S. and European influence in the post-Soviet space.

At a minimum, the U.S. and Europe should work to support new transit lines that bypass Russia, and European countries should cooperate strategically to ensure their longer-term energy security. It is essential that the U.S. and its European allies combine their efforts in finding and implementing innovative ways to reduce energy dependence on Russia.

American LNG could make Europe independent from Russia

Poorsafar 6/22 - is an undergraduate at the Robert S. Strauss Center for International Security and Law of the University of Texas, Austin, just completed Wikistrat's Analytic Training Program. (Hamid, “Europe Should Look West for Natural Gas”, The Atlantic Sentinel, 6/22/12, http://atlanticsentinel.com/2012/06/europe-should-look-west-for-natural-gas/)//GP

More recently, Russia is looking eastward for customers. In late May, the Russians declared a shift to LNG with Asian customers as its new focus for growth. Russia’s scheduled production decline due to a lack of investment in its upstream sector means that the EU cannot “count on” Russia to continually maintain its current production levels. This fact combined with the loss of Caspian consumers to Asia presents the EU with a new problem—where does it get natural gas from? Enter the United States, the world’s largest producer of natural gas in 2011 thanks to the innovations of shale gas technology. Unconventional gas production has increased from 4 percent of American natural gas production in 2004 to 24 percent today. The current dynamics in Asia and Russia make the coordination between Europe and the United States all too likely. Russia seems intent on containing Western influence in the Caspian, its historic backyard. Incidents with Turkmenistan in 2009, Georgia in 2008 and Ukraine on a seemingly annual basis make it hard for the European Union to raise enough capital to build a pipeline in one of the most unstable regions in the world. As Caspian producers look eastward to monetize their large hydrocarbon case, the EU must begin to invest in its LNG infrastructure to meet future American import capacity. The Europeans currently lack this infrastructure but their 20-20-20 by 2020 energy policy initiatives calls for huge capital injections into interconnectors in the natural gas grid and new LNG terminals which will look westward for new sources of natural gas. 

U.S. LNG exports would lead to European energy independence

Hulbert, 5/26 – a Lead Analyst at European Energy Review and consultant to a number of governments, most recently as Senior Research Fellow, Netherlands Institute for International Relations (Clingendael), was previously Senior Research Fellow at ETH Zurich working on energy and political risk. He started work in the City of London, advising on energy markets and political risk, as Senior Energy Analyst at Datamonitor for leading global utilities, and headed up the Global Issues Desk at Control Risks Group, specializing in political risk, geopolitics and security analysis for multinational companies, governments and institutional investors. He was also seconded to work in Washington, D.C., to enhance CRG's political risk offerings in North America. (Matthew, “Why American Natural Gas Will Change The World”, Forbes, 5/26/12, http://www.forbes.com/sites/matthewhulbert/2012/05/26/why-american-natural-gas-will-change-the-world/)//GP
As scary as that might sound, given that anything up to 250mt/y of LNG might make its way onto global markets over the next twenty years from every point on the compass – Nigeria, Indonesia, Israel, PNG, Mozambique, Equatorial Guinea – you name it, now would seem a good time to organise the gas world on global gas fundamentals. The next five to ten years will largely determine which direction we’re heading, but liquid markets are good for fungibility, they are good for supply and good diversity of sources. And it’s US LNG that could tip the balance towards those interests.

Traditional petro-state would be put on the back foot; gas would finally break its oil indexation shackles, new market designs would development. US deliveries would also help to put the transatlantic energy relationship back on track for the more market minded, at least once the ‘hidden hand’ has done what it should do first; let US majors make loads of money in Asia before things globally level out. American natural gas has the potential to change the world – the only question that remains, is whether US politicians will let glorious global convergence play out.
Panama Canal expansion key to multiple industries—LNG, crude oil, coal, metals, and minerals

Sabonge 08-- Vice President of Market Research and Analysis at the Panama Canal Authority (Rodolfo R., “Changing dynamics of world trade”, Seaports Magazine, pg. 17-19, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2008.pdf, Summer, EL)
For more than 93 years, the Panama Canal has played a pivotal role for world trade. Since its inauguration in 1914, more than 950,000 vessels, carrying more than 8 billion long tons of cargo, have traveled through the waterway. Today, this engineering wonder of the world is undergoing a major expansion to increase capacity and allow for the transit of larger and wider vessels. The Panama Canal Authority (ACP) – the autonomous entity of the Panamanian government tasked with the management and operation of the waterway – is investing $5.25 billion to build a third lane of traffic through the construction of a new set of locks. The new locks will allow for the transit of vessels up to 160 feet (49 meters) wide, 1,200 feet (366 meters) long and 50 feet (15 meters) deep. This represents a significant increase in the vessels’ maximum allowable dimensions as the largest vessels (Panamax-size) that transit today are 106 feet (32.3 meters) in beam, 965 feet (294.3 meters) in length and have a draft of 39.5 feet (12.04 meters). The project will benefit the shipping community and consumers around the world, as more cargo will be able to reach markets faster and more efficiently in larger ships. In 2014, when the new locks are slated for completion, vessels with a cargo volume of as many as 170,000 deadweight tons or Panama Canal expansion: Changing dynamics of world trade GUEST COLUMN from the desk of Rodolfo R. Sabonge Vice President Market Research and Analysis Panama Canal Authority capacity of 12,000 twenty-foot-equivalent container units will be deployed through this shortcut. By then, the waterway’s capacity will have doubled to more than 600 million Panama Canal tons, or PC/UMS, per year. Cargo capacity to triple With an expanded canal, containerships transiting the waterway will be able to carry almost three times more containers than today. The increase in cargo flows will benefit not only trade in the main route joining Asia with the East and Gulf coasts of the United States, but also the transshipment activity in the Latin American and Caribbean regions. The Panamanian ports, which last year handled 4 million TEUs (a 34 percent increase from the previous year’s figure), are preparing themselves for the boost in cargo and are investing heavily in equipment and yard expansions to meet the demand of the more than 7 million TEUs projected for 2015. The expansion will undoubtedly impact shipping patterns. As the 8,000- to 12,000-TEU vessels are deployed via the Panama route, the transshipment activity in the Caribbean and Latin American regions will change as larger vessels concentrate in a fewer number of ports.A “cascade effect” will take place, as the size of the feeder vessels grows, and, in some trade lanes, the Panamaxes of today will become the feeder vessels of tomorrow. Aside from the container segment, the expansion is likely to impact the tanker and dry bulk segments. Aframax, Suezmax and Very Large Crude Carrier tankers will be able to transit the waterway, generating opportunities for the development and growth of new trades, such as crude oil from the East Coast of South America to China. LNG markets to gain The new locks will be capable of handling vessels transporting liquefied natural gas that do not fit in through the existing canal, increasing the potential of natural gas projects in Peru and Trinidad and Tobago to reach target LNG markets in North America, Europe and Asia. Additionally, Panamax tanker vessels that currently use the waterway will be able to transit fully loaded, improving their competitiveness in the short- and medium-range hauls. Panamax-sized dry bulkers that transit today at 78 percent of their capacity will increase their utilization rate to almost 98 percent.This will allow for additional cargo loads of as many as 20,000 tons, making a more efficient use of the vessels and generating savings in transportation costs.Baby capesizes of as many as 120,000 DWT will be able to transit at 98 percent of capacity, whereas capesize vessels of as many as 175,000 DWT will be able to transit light-weighted. All this will improve the possibilities of transporting coal, metals and minerals in larger vessels that today cannot transit the Panama Canal. Routes that will clearly benefit from the increase in capacity include the coal cargos that currently take a long voyage from west Canada around the Magellan Strait to Europe and also coal cargos from the East Coast of Colombia to the West Coast of Mexico. New channel being cut Expansion work formally started on Sept. 3, 2007, when 32,000 pounds of explosives removed the top of Paraiso Hill, located on the west lane of the canal. Currently, two contractors – Constructora Urbana S.A. and Cilsa-Minera María – are performing part of the dry excavation work for the construction of the access channel that will link the new Pacific locks with the Gaillard Cut. The expansion project’s biggest undertaking will be the design and construction of the new locks, which will incorporate sliding gates and water-saving basins similar to those used at the Berendrecht Locks in Belgium. The procurement process for this part of the project is already under way. Four international consortia composed of 30 companies from 13 countries have prequalified for the job. The contract is scheduled to be awarded by December 2008. To guarantee that there are no disruptions in traffic, the canal’s own workforce will carry out other tasks, including the dredging of Gatun Lake, the Gaillard Cut and the Pacific and Atlantic entrances of the canal. The expansion project is being overseen by a group of international advisers, including Mizuho Corporate Bank, Shearman & Sterling LLP and CH2M Hill, the No. 1 program management firm in the United States. The expansion project, when completed, will further strengthen the Panama Canal’s ability to facilitate the transshipment of goods central to businesses and their consumers worldwide. Nowadays, it is up to global ports to make a thorough analysis in order to determine the steps to follow and the competitive advantages they could obtain from a project that without any doubt will provide an expeditious trade while offering a safe, reliable and efficient service, and solidifying Panama’s position as the transportation and logistics hub of the Americas.

Central Asia impacts

Central Asia’s resource wealth inevitably causes conflicts

Sahgal and Anand 10 - * former Army officer who created the Office of Net Assessment in the Indian Joint Staff, Senior Fellow at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses and ‘Distinguished Fellow’ School of Geo-Politics at the Manipal Academy of Higher Education,  **
(Arun and Vinod, “Strategic Environment in Central Asia and India”, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/publications/1004Joshi-V-Strategic.pdf)//GP

Integrating Central and South Asia As part of their multi-directional policies, the Central Asian states have been developing their linkages to the south. Central Asia has historical and cultural links with the Middle East and also with countries in South Asia. Building on these relationships, the new governments have been endeavoring to improve ties with Turkey, Iran, Afghanistan, Pakistan and India. Improved connectivity between Central Asia and South Asia is a key element of the concept of a “Greater Central Asia,” which in turn is based on the premise that Central and South Asia are, or can become, a single integrated unit committed to economic activity and growth. Besides deep cultural and historic ties and the war on terrorism, the countries of the region have many common concerns, such as finding outlets for energy supplies, achieving prosperity through economic cooperation, and moving towards enhanced security and stability. 

The concept, propounded by the U.S., puts forth the idea of developing a power grid connecting Central Asia’s underutilized energy resources (hydro-power potential of Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan and power stations based on Uzbekistan’s gas) with consumers in Afghanistan initially and, in later phases, Pakistan and India. The TAPI gas pipeline from Baluchistan, Pakistan, to India, could be said to be part of this concept of a Greater Central Asia. Even though this concept has found resonance in the Central Asian states, India, and Pakistan, there are many challenges in its realization, the major one being the worsening security environment in Afghanistan. Another complicating factor is the India-Pakistan relationship, which would have to improve substantially before any practical shape can be given to the Greater Central Asia strategy. The concept calls not only for regional cooperation but also, significantly, for intra-regional cooperation. An example of the latter is provided by Turkmenistan which, with gas revenues in its coffers, has reached out to neighbor, Afghanistan. In July 2008, Ashgabat agreed to explore and develop Afghanistan’s oil and gas deposits in regions bordering Turkmenistan, along with constructing a rail line, and expanding power lines, transport and communication networks. Uzbekistan and Afghanistan signed an analogous memorandum of cooperation in the field of energy in November, 2006.

The construction of new power stations is already underway, which will increase the supply of energy to Afghanistan. Indeed, power stations in Uzbekistan are expected to provide energy to the power line being built by India from the Uzbek-Afghan border to Kabul. Tajikistan has also signed an agreement with Afghanistan and Pakistan for the export of hydro-based power. The potential for expanding the electric grid to India is immense but is constrained by the unstable situation and massive capital requirements. Similarly, Kazakhstan has been supporting developmental projects in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, the least developed nations among the Central Asian states. The weak economies of Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan require an alliance of several foreign investors to underwrite their costly power projects.

35 But the costs would be significantly offset by the economic spin-offs of such developmental projects and by heightened security and stability. As noted above, the U.S. in 2007 completed a bridge over the Panj River connecting Tajikistan with Afghanistan. At the dedication, the U.S. Commerce Secretary described the bridge as a “physical and symbolic link between Central Asia and South Asia.”’. Afghan President Hamid Karzai, in his remarks, expanded on the theme and called it a link that “unites Central Asia with Southern and East Asia.” China has reconstructed the road from the Panj bridge to Xinjiang and Iran is building the tunnels on the second, northern, route from the bridge. In this instance the U.S., China, Iran, Afghanistan and Tajikistan have all collaborated in a project that benefits every participant as well as other countries. 36 The sustained economic growth of the Central Asian republics would provide the needed foundation for their security and stability. Their natural resources have to be exploited in a harmonious manner that gives mutually beneficial advantages to both producers and consumers while factoring in environmental concerns. But the natural resource wealth of Central Asia has also called forth tensions, if not conflicts, among global powers.. In such a strategic environment, the pursuit of multi-vectored policies that may go against the dictates of Realpolitik may not be easy
LNG key to economy
Exporting LNG can create jobs, and increased manufacturing in the U.S.

OGJ, 3/08 (Oil and Gas Journal, “Speakers address US shale gas, LNG exports, transparency”, Oil and Gas Journal, 3/08/12, http://www.ogj.com/articles/2012/03/speakers-address-us-shale-gas-lng-exports-transparency.html)//GP

In plenary sessions Mar. 7 at IHS CERA Week in Houston, speakers echoed the message that the shale gas revolution in the US is beneficial to the economy by bringing jobs and security of supply and low prices for heating and electric power generation.

The need for producers to be transparent was also a prevailing theme of the day, as some company leaders called for full disclosure of fracing fluids to gain public trust.

Panelists also frequently commented on the probability of exporting LNG from the US.

During the morning plenary, Anadarko Petroleum Corp. Chief Executive Officer James Hackett suggested that it will be difficult for producers to convince landowners to develop resources on their properties and then export that gas to other countries.

Sam Laidlaw, chief executive officer of UK energy company Centrica PLC, emphasized that security of demand is an important factor for gas exporters just as security of supply is important for importers. The UK and the rest of Europe are short on gas supplies, and European gas import infrastructure is already in place. LNG satisfied 30% of UK gas demand in 2011, Laidlaw added.

During the morning’s second gas plenary, Daniel Poneman, deputy secretary of energy with the US Department of Energy, said DOE is weighing the impacts of the US exporting LNG. This net assessment of pros and cons, Poneman said, will evaluate a multitude of factors, including the effect of such exports on gross domestic product, gas prices in the US, availability of supply, employment, and others.

Thomas Walters, president of gas and power marketing at ExxonMobil Corp., talked about using natural gas to fuel vehicles. While it is starting to emerge in certain areas, cost is a hurdle, he said.

Walters said it makes sense to power vehicles with natural gas and addressed how the market and consumers will move toward it. For it to be successful, consumers must pick up the concept and pull it toward them, Walters said, rather than having it pushed towards them.

Luncheon keynote speaker Royal Dutch Shell PLC Chief Executive Officer Peter Voser said the industry needs to do a better job of convincing the world that gas is a force for good by way of energy security for North America, job creation, reduced energy costs, and increased manufacturing, including the rebirth of the US petrochemical industry. Voser also said companies need to be more transparent to ensure trust.

US has LNG reserves
The U.S. has the capacity to be a leading LNG net exporting nation

Bass and Pickering 6/13 – *Mr. Bass is a Director in Navigant’s Energy Practice in London and has provided strategic advice and transaction support to his clients in the energy industry for over twelve years. Projects have covered oil, gas and renewable resources, the commercial feasibility of developing an LNG receiving terminal and negotiation support on an independent power project. **Gordon Pickering a Director in the Energy practice, with over 28 years of energy marketing and consulting experience in the wholesale natural gas and power industries in the United States and Canada. (Richard and Gordon, “The U.S. Has A Natural Gas Glut; Why Exporting It As LNG Is A Good Idea”,

 Forbes, 6/13/12, http://www.forbes.com/sites/energysource/2012/06/13/the-u-s-has-a-natural-gas-glut-why-exporting-it-as-lng-is-a-good-idea/)//GP

The emergence of shale gas has caused natural gas prices in North America to drop to the lowest levels seen in decades. Shale gas resources elsewhere in the world, however, have not yet been developed to the same extent—creating a sustainable arbitrage opportunity. Given the potential profitability of liquefying surplus North American gas production and exporting it as Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG), a number of companies are now willing to develop capital-intensive natural gas export projects.

LNG exports will help to provide better balance between supply and demand in the market, dampening price volatility in North America, and providing circumstances in which industrial gas investments and feedstock natural gas purchases can be made with greater confidence in long-term natural gas pricing.

As recently as 2007, North America was looking at a significant gas shortage and more than sixty LNG import projects were proposed.  Just five years later, the implementation of horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing has led North America to a sizable excess of gas supply.  The latest figures from the U.S. Energy Information Agency (EIA) indicate that natural gas supply could exceed demand by 2016, enabling North America to become a net exporter of LNG.

The rapid increase in natural gas production has had a substantial impact on gas pricing in North America.  While gas prices in North America are not directly correlated to oil prices, up until late 2008, natural gas prices generally matched oil price trends.  Since the increase in shale gas production was first identified in Navigant’s groundbreaking North American Natural Gas Supply Assessment in 2008, natural gas prices have headed downwards from $5.00 per million British thermal units (mmBtu) to approximately $2.50 per mmBtu in May 2012.  However, although natural gas prices decreased, crude oil prices increased during the same period.  While the EIA indicates that long term North American natural gas prices will rise to $4.00 to $6.00 per mmBtu, natural gas will continue to trade at a sizable discount to oil on an energy equivalent basis.
hegemony advantage

Deepening key to readiness

Dredged Ports are key military readiness

Weakley 8 – Realize America’s Maritime promise, Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition, testimony of James Weakley the president of the Lake Carriers’ Association (James, “Realize America’s Maritime Promise”, Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition, 4/30/08, http://www.ramphmtf.org/speeches_043008.html)//MM

Our ports and harbors are gateways to domestic and international trade, connecting the United States to the world. Because of the Nation´s port system, food grown by Iowa farmers reaches tables in Japan and Russia. Manufacturers in Texas can sell goods and services profitably to foreign countries and supply food for peace. Appalachian and Midwest coal moves through coastal ports to power plants domestically and around the world, providing the fuel to heat and light homes, businesses, and cities. 

Whether products are arriving at our shores or departing for foreign sale, trade relies on an efficiently operating U.S. port system. Without exception, ports are critical to every State in the Nation. On average, each of our 50 States relies on 13 to 15 ports to handle its imports and exports, which add up to more than $5.5 billion worth of goods moving in and out of U.S. ports every day. Responsible for moving more than 99 percent of the country´s overseas cargo, U.S. ports and waterways handle more than 2.5 billion tons of domestic and international trade annually, and that volume is projected to double within the next 15 years - particularly after the expansion of the Panama Canal. International trade is responsible for 25 percent of the U.S. Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Along with meeting the demands of international trade, ports are busy with a sustained surge in cruise travel. Cruises depart from 43 ports in North America with a positive economic impact in all 50 States, since over 79 percent of cruise industry expenditures are made with U.S. businesses, including airlines, travel agents, food and beverage, and ship maintenance and refurbishing. On the Great Lakes, enormous quantities of raw materials that move by vessel are used to power major cities, make steel, and build roads. 

Equally, or more important is the National Defense support that our Nation´s ports provide. The U.S. military depends on numerous ports that have agreements with the Federal Government to serve as bases of operation and to deploy troops and equipment during national emergencies. Today this role is more evident than ever and more important than ever, given the current climate of persistent threats around the globe coupled with the closure in recent years of U.S. military ports. 
Military Readiness key to deterrence – solves war

Spencer 2k – Senior Research Fellow on Nuclear Energy Policy from the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies (Jack, “The Facts about Military Readiness”, The Heritage Foundation, 9/15/2000, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2000/09/bg1394-the-facts-about-military-readiness)//MM
The evidence indicates that the U.S. armed forces are not ready to support America's national security requirements. Moreover, regarding the broader capability to defeat groups of enemies, military readiness has been declining. The National Security Strategy, the U.S. official statement of national security objectives,3 concludes that the United States "must have the capability to deter and, if deterrence fails, defeat large-scale, cross-border aggression in two distant theaters in overlapping time frames."4 According to some of the military's highest-ranking officials, however, the United States cannot achieve this goal. Commandant of the Marine Corps General James Jones, former Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Jay Johnson, and Air Force Chief of Staff General Michael Ryan have all expressed serious concerns about their respective services' ability to carry out a two major theater war strategy.5 Recently retired Generals Anthony Zinni of the U.S. Marine Corps and George Joulwan of the U.S. Army have even questioned America's ability to conduct one major theater war the size of the 1991 Gulf War.6 Military readiness is vital because declines in America's military readiness signal to the rest of the world that the United States is not prepared to defend its interests. Therefore, potentially hostile nations will be more likely to lash out against American allies and interests, inevitably leading to U.S. involvement in combat. A high state of military readiness is more likely to deter potentially hostile nations from acting aggressively in regions of vital national interest, thereby preserving peace.

EXT – solves Military readiness

Dredging ports key to military readiness

Bowers 94 – President of the International Longshoreman’s Association (John, “Dredging and its impact”, United States Congress House Committee on March, 6/16/1994, http://www.ebooksread.com/authors-eng/united-states-congress-house-committee-on-merch/dredging-and-its-impact--hearing-before-the-subcommittee-on-merchant-marine-of--tin/page-10-dredging-and-its-impact--hearing-before-the-subcommittee-on-merchant-marine-of--tin.shtml)//MM
Aside from the obvious economic and statistical aspects of port activities are others that also impact on the nation's interests in very meaningful ways. I, of course, refer to the central role that our ports and the various related facilities contribute in times of international crises, when military operations and foreign aid and assistance require the rapid, broad-based and efficient movements of troops and equipment, as well as food and materiel to locations abroad which no other means of transportation can ever provide in equal means or quantities. These have been reflected most recently during Operation Desert Storm and in the Somali campaign. Unfortunately, the world's political and economic straits far from foreclose the prospect of further expeditions or the needs for economic assistance that must rely on the ability and availability of our nation's ports to timely and efficiently meet them as and when the moment arrives. But it is sine qua non that our military terminals must be accessible in order to get the jobs done. All of the foregoing activities must proceed on a realistic assumption that they can be carried out safely, in terms of navigation and without accidents and impediments. This, of course, means that our harbors are deep enough - and that the piers that receive our vessels are clear enough - to accommodate those vessels that come in and out on a daily basis. In order for this to happen, it is absolutely essential that the dredging of all ports which must service commercial and military cargoes be given priority attention by Congress at this particular juncture in our nation's maritime history, precisely because we are at the cross-roads of a major crisis that has developed at an exponential rate because of bureaucratic lethargy and inability to focus upon and to sort out what are claimed to be - but which, in the final analysis, really are not - competing or irreconcilable needs and interests. The various government agencies charged with overseeing and implementing legislation and regulations pertaining to the environment, the quality of our air and waters as well as transportation, commerce and the dredging process itself have been unable to get their acts together despite years of testing, talking and testimony. In the process, our ports have been allowed to deteriorate and become irrelevant to the needs of modem commerce. The rippling effects of this process threaten to not only choke off the ports themselves, but, as well, the work, incomes, taxes and economic viability of the regions and national economy that 1 have described above in very graphic and concrete terms that cannot be ignored by you or by the legislative and executive arms of government. 

Federal policy key to dredging ports for national defense

Bowers 94 – President of the International Longshoreman’s Association (John, “Dredging and its impact”, United States Congress House Committee on March, 6/16/1994, http://www.ebooksread.com/authors-eng/united-states-congress-house-committee-on-merch/dredging-and-its-impact--hearing-before-the-subcommittee-on-merchant-marine-of--tin/page-10-dredging-and-its-impact--hearing-before-the-subcommittee-on-merchant-marine-of--tin.shtml)//MM
As far as the absence of dredging pertains to our military readiness in times of mobilizations, I must note that it was reported that the Military Ocean Terminal in Bayonne, New Jersey, a vital link in our nation's logistical support system, was only able to accommodate a single ship at a time during the Gulf War. I believe that that terminal has serviced as many as four ships at a time in the past. I doubt that I could cite a more poignant example of the need for routine dredging as it impacts on our national defense. To the members of the I.L.(ove)A.(merica) Union, who extended their every effort in this great endeavor in handling this cargo, this fact of life in their own port was beyond the ludicrous. It adversely reflected on their own government's failure to meet its basic obligations in the overall defense effort. Despite the litigation, regardless of the numbers of conferences, colloquiums, surveys, outreach sessions and meetings, it remains a fact of life that the various federal agencies have been unable to coordinate their respective roles and actions so as to streamline the regulatory processes and to issue permits within reasonable and realistic time limits. At the same time, the scope of the problem is so pervasive and the policies of these federal agencies are so extensive and all-encompassing as well as pre-empting and overlapping those of the states, that nothing short of measures applicable to dredging in all ports and waterways will have a salutary effect on the problems being encountered. No matter which way one turns or thinks. it all points in the same direction. There is a growing consensus, even on the part of the forces that advocate environmental causes, that the answer to all our problems is a national policy that puts everything in balance and which accommodates the needs and objectives of current legislation, environmental safeguards and economic concerns - including those of labor, management, shipping and related interests. Let me make one thing very clear to the members of this Subcommittee. The ILA consists of thousands of human beings and their families who populate not just the New York/New Jersey regional area, but who live in and commute to ports throughout the areas of the country where our members are employed. We and they, no less than those who purport to advance environmental causes, are genuinely concerned over the legitimate and realistic defects of toxic materials in the air that they inhale, in the waters that they fish and swim and in the food and liquids that they consume. However, what we are urging is a sensible, sensitive, responsive, coordinated and efficiently streamlined procedure for entertaining and processing dredging applications in which those concerns will be brought into balance with economic, maritime, labor and other equally significant concerns, so that the environmental factors can be satisfied within reason without choking off the highways of water-borne commerce that feed and fuel our nation's ports and inland industries and populations. They are a prime key to our Nation's competitiveness in an era of keen rivalry for markets. They are a barometer of gainful employment in every major port and even in many minor ones. Billions of dollars have been invested in container terminal facilities that will simply deteriorate or lie fallow if ships cannot directly and safely come to berth. Hundreds of thousands of manhours - often irretrievable once lost — will continue to disappear, in addition to those which already have been lost in the Port of New York to date. Inasmuch as over 90% of our ports required regular maintenance dredging in order to stay open, in addition to project dredging to accommodate specific present and future needs of ever-larger vessels and their cargoes, I urge the members of this Subcommittee to take the obvious and indicated actions to assure that navigable channels in all of our country's harbors are dredged to the depths that these vessels must have in order to operate at their optimum capacities. Our experience confirms that this requires a legislative mandate to and for the prime government agencies concerned with the dredging process, including, without limitation, the EPA, Commerce, DOT and the Corps of Engineers to coordinate their activities in connection with the processing and approval of dredging applications; to issue regulations and to initiate procedures within clearly defined time limits that cannot be by-passed or circumvented, including those within which reasonable and reasonably-conducted tests will take place without constant updating and revisions; to take into consideration all of the interests and factors, including commercial, labor, environmental, shipping, etc., that will be effected by approving as well by not approving dredging permits; and to weigh the relative costs and effects of these factors on the regions in and about the ports where applications are pending, including the industries and populations that service and are serviced by those ports. 

Dredging is vital to supporting military mobilization and naval logistics
USACE, 08 – United States Army Corp of Engineers (“Dredging: Building and maintaining our underwater highways”, September 4, 2008, http://www.mvr.usace.army.mil/Brochures/Dredging.asp)//GP
Dredging Is for People The importance of dredging cannot be underestimated. Our national defense and economic well-being depend on our successful participation in the global marketplace. Our military vessels depend on rapid access to land-based facilities. This participation and access is possible only if state-of-the art shipping vessels can safely operate in our navigable waters. Constructing and maintaining our underwater highway keeps these big ships moving. The men and women of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers work closely with port authorities and other stakeholders to keep our shipping channels open for the benefit of the people of the United States.
Deepening key to heg

Dredging ports is critical to maintaining hegemony and trade 

Melnick 08 – graduate of Boston University Law School, trial attorney and supervisor for the Legal Aid Society (Robert S., “DREDGING: MAKING WAVES FOR COMMERCE OR ENVIRONMENTAL DESTRUCTION” 19 Vill. Envtl. L.J. 145, lexis)//CB

 
As cities compete for federal funding for dredging projects, Congress faces pressure to minimize the detrimental effects of dredging instead of focusing on the economic benefits. n1 Ports throughout the United States sustain the economy by shipping exports and receiving imports from container ships while simultaneously serving recreational purposes by providing dockage for cruise ships. n2 More importantly, the military uses many ports to provide national security to the United States. n3 Despite the benefits of increasing access to ports, environmental concerns over dredging and the disposal of dredged material have forced a conflict between economic development and environmental preservation. n4
Environmental groups, the legislature, the courts, and the President are all involved in the controversy surrounding dredging activities. n5 One of the primary problems associated with dredging is the changing regulatory process, which substantially increases project costs and delays. n6 The regulatory process has two distinct problems: (1) determining whether dredging projects should proceed under the balancing approach; and (2) determining how to assess and measure contaminated sediment to ensure that the disposal of dredged material is safe. n7 The balancing approach is simply a comparative analysis between commerce and the environment. n8 There are several factors that must be considered to  [*146]  ensure the safe disposal of dredged material because dredging causes incidental effects by disbursing pollutants and contaminants settled on the bottom of the ocean floor into the water column, changing the water flow, and disturbing bottom living communities. n9
Dredging maintains navigable waterways for commercial, recreational, and national defense purposes. n10 The continuously increasing sizes of commercial container ships, which are taking advantage of economies of scale, require deeper channels and berths. n11 Initially, channels that were approximately thirty-five feet deep were sufficient to handle smaller container ships, called Panamax vessels. n12 Larger Post-Panamax vessels and Post-Panamax Plus vessels, however, replaced Panamax vessels. n13 A Panamax vessel is labeled as such because it is the largest ship that can pass through the Panama Canal. n14 Post-Panamax vessels may travel via the deeper Suez Canal and require channels up to forty-five feet deep. n15 Post-Panamax Plus vessels require channels with depths up to fifty feet. n16
Due to the reduction in trade barriers, world trade has increased the total value of imports and exports to twenty percent of the Gross Domestic Product of the United States. n17 Ninety-five percent of all imports and exports in the United States pass through United States' ports. n18 In 2004, the New York-New Jersey Port, the  [*147]  third largest port in the United States, had $ 114 billion of cargo pass through it; additionally, it provided approximately 227,000 direct jobs and 186,000 indirect jobs in 2000. n19 Consistent with the overall decline in the number of ports that can accommodate the larger vessels, the New York-New Jersey Port cannot receive these larger vessels because its channels are not deep enough for the vessels' draft. n20 In 1986, Congress authorized the United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to initiate dredging projects to deepen navigation channels to fifty feet in the New York-New Jersey Harbor. n21
Dredging is essential to economic superiority and retaining US hegemony

Phernambucq 93 – District Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer (Stanley G, “DREDGING: KEY LINK IN THE STRATEGIC NATIONAL DEFENSE”, 15 April 1993, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA264544) // CB

The United States is a seafaring nation and our ports play an important role in our Nation's trade, economy and defense. Since the founding of the country, the United States has been dependent upon water transportation for its trade. Every major metropolitan region of the United States centers around a port or is linked directly by rail or canal to a port facility. The end result has been the creation of a network of ocean, Great Lakes and river ports, which link our nation's centers of commerce, trade, industry, distribution, education, and culture.' This paper will examine the strategic importance of dredging,- a key link in maintaining access to these ports, and describe why upgrading of water transportation infrastructure in the United States and maintenance of these facilities is in jeopardy. Dredging is seen by most people as innocuous, uncomplicated and merely a "housekeeping activity", however, it is just the opposite. 2 

It is technically complex, legally difficult and is essential to the future vision of our leadership to revitalize the Nation's economy. Dredging is inconsequential to most people because it is not a commonly observed event, but it has become an environmental, economic, and political battle ground for competing interests. Today's economic threat does not come from another nation's navy or some terrorist organization, but stems from our inability to efficiently accomplish the mundane task of dredging to allow ships access to our nation's centers of commerce.

DEFINITION 

A simple definition of dredging is the underwater excavation of soils and rock. This process consists of excavation, transportation, and disposal or reuse of the dredged material. Disposal of dredged material has become the real problem. The environmental and legal problems have become extremely difficult and seemingly impossible to resolve with the present bureaucratic institutions.'

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE 

Ports, harbors and inland waterways have been of strategic importance throughout history. Geographers, historians and military leaders have recognized that it is critical to have these facilities clear of silt and debris. A country with outlets to the sea has a major economic advantage over land locked countries: comparatively speaking, sea transportation is cheap and reliable. Navigable rivers serve as economic lifelines, tying a country together and boosting international trade. Examples include the Rhine, Danube, and the Yangtze which have extensive inland waterways systems.'

To demonstrate the importance of dredging, one can look at historical examples. During biblical times, the largest city in the Roman province of Asia was Ephesus. This city was a thriving seaport, but silt brought down the mountain by the Cayster River gradually filled the harbor. A few channels were kept open by dredging, but the port gradually lost its importance. Today, Ephesus is eight miles from the coast, separated by marsh. 5

Peter the Great battled for years to obtain Russian outlets on the Baltic and Black Sea. 6 The strategic importance of access to the seas has been seen in a much more recent example. In his book, General Schwarzkopf discusses a visit he had to Kuwait in 1989, as he was taking command of Central Command. As he talked to General al-Sanii about the Iraqi threat, the Kuwaiti general noted that the Shatt al-Arab waterway had not been dredged for the entire course of the Iran war, and was so full of silt, sunken ships, and unexploded artillery shells, that it would be unusable for years. He felt that Saddam Hussein was very likely to try and seize the port area near the Kuwait City of Babiyin Island to insure his access to the Persian Gulf. Dredging of the other channel would have allowed ample access to the sea and might have made the strategic objectives of Kuwait less necessary for Saddam Hussein. 7

The strategic importance of ports and access to ports is recognized by leadership because economic chaos occurs when the infrastructure of a developed region fails to keep pace with the demands placed on it by rapid economic growth and necessity. 8 The need to move commerce cheaply and efficiently becomes critical to a nation's survival.

The United States, too, has seen a need to transport people, equipment, materials, and commodities by water. Dredging became necessary to increase the channel depths of many of our own waterways to provide access to certain ports and harbors. As ships grew, so did the need for dredging deeper channels, turning basins, and berthing areas. Regular maintenance dredging became necessary to keep these facilities at the required depth. In earlier days, the difficult part of dredging was the engineering and transport of the material. Often times the material was simply cast to the side of the channel, or moved a short distance for disposal. Environmental considerations were unheard of, and the most inexpensive engineering solution was used. This dredging process played a vital role in maintaining the economic well-being of the United States and its development and allowed low cost transportation.9

Dredging and maintaining access to our waterways has historically been the responsibility of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. They have the responsibility to dredge for the Federal Government, to contract its accomplishment, and to regulate all private elements during dredging operations. The question is often asked, why the Army is interested in waterways and how does this task relate to the national defense? The reason has evolved over the past century and its significance to our strategic defense is taking center stage as our economy moves to the top of the governmental interest list.

It was not until after the Civil War that the Federal Government's role in maintaining waterways was officially codified. Before 1790, states had the power to collect tolls from interstate commerce in order to recover project costs.' 0 In 1808, the first comprehensive study was done to recommend an elaborate system of canals and waterways to develop the nation and to strengthen its union. The Army had experienced great transportation and logistic problems during the War of 1812, and the Army Corps of Engineers was tasked to evaluate these problems following that war.

The Corps study, completed in 1816, clearly indicated the need for improvements to the water transportation system for economic and military reasons. The study concluded that the national defense should rest upon four pillars: a strong Naval force, a highly mobile regular Army supported by reserves and National Guard, invincible defenses on the seacoast, and improved rivers, harbors and transportation systems that could permit rapid movement to meet the enemy and swifter more economical logistical lines." In the wake of that study, Congress recognized the strategic importance of these waterways and the responsibility of the federal government to pay for the development of our system.1 2 In 1819, Secretary John C. Calhoun, called for a federal effort to improve specific critical waterways for strategic military reasons and economic development. Calhoun stated, "...government realizes its security in the beneficial effects from a people made prosperous and happy by a wise direction of its resources in peace."'"

It was not until 1824, when the first waterway act was passed which involved the removal of vairious problem areas and, ultimately, became the beginning of federal dredging projects. This act afforded President Monroe the opportunity to specify the federal engineering agency to supervise the project. Since the Corps of Engineers had done the study, it was chosen to be the lead agency and the effort was rationalized as a national defense issue.

During the Civil War, both Union and Confederate troops made use of inland waterways to transport troops and supplies. After the war, the aspect of dredging, as a means to keep waterways open °was realized as a strategic national defense issue. Postwar planning to rebuild the South included development of waterways to help the recovery of the devastated Southern economy. These projects were designed to provide new employment, restore commercial activity, strengthen national bonds, and assist in the rebuilding process.

The waterways continued to evolve through World War I and World War II. Money was put into building and maintaining more reliable waterways throughout the nation for defense and economic prosperity. These routes became extremely important when sea lanes were threatened during periods of global war.

Today, the United States has the most extensive domestic water transportation system in the world. 1 4 The strategic importance of our channels and waterways has not decreased; rather, dredging as a strategic necessity has increased as the call to revitalize the infrastructure surfaced during the last election. In the years ahead, the economic investment to keep vital channels open will continue to increase in importance. Dredging remains the solution to keep this system in operation.

PRESENT DAY

The economic well-being of the nation has now taken center stage. As Calhoun spoke of economic prosperity as a national security issue, so did all of the presidential candidates in the 1992 election. Foreign policy and defense issues took a back seat, and the campaign was seemingly won on economic issues. President Clinton stated that "foreign and domestic policy are inseparable in today's world.''15 He further stated that we must restructure our military force and reestablish America's economic leadership at home and abroad. He also makes reference to our export of a half-trillion dollars in 1991; almost 99% of that export was through our port system.' 6 America is physically located at the global crossroads. It serves to link Asia and Europe. In the next century, we will be afforded the opportunity to transform the United States into the logistic center for world trading.1 7 This type of commitment would require an upgrade to our transportation system, and integral in this upgrade would be the deepening of our channels and waterways to accommodate deeper draft ships. Today's ships have increased greatly in size and draft: deeper draft, more efficient ships, are common throughout the world (see appendix I). Our channels must keep pace with this technology and we must dredge adequately to allow safe passage of these new types of ships. Key to that upgrade would be dredging and the need to dispose of the dredged material. It would facilitate the boom to our export and import business envisioned by our new president. An essential link in the economic strategy of the nation is dredging.
In the next decade, trade predictions indicate increases of 200% by volume and 50% by amount of critical raw materials delivered by sea.'s The Navy's primary purpose will be to keep the sea lines of communication open, but this job is counterproductive if ships cannot get into port. Access to the seas, free trade and economic importance are inseparably linked to the ability to dredge and keep our channels open. 

U.S. Transcom is the agency tasked specifically with the maintenance of a strong defense transportation system and has cited maintenance of our merchant marine as the single biggest issue. It is the contention of this author that the mundane problem of dredging goes hand in hand with the success of the maritime industry.' 9 Further, access to present day ports will cease if disposal of dredged material is not addressed. The Navy has recognized the extreme importance of dredging in its evaluation of base closures and home port options. To invest a great deal in a port facility when dredging could be curtailed or the price of dredging significantly increased becomes a major planning factor. For example, in San Francisco, the Navy recognizes the possibility of an increase in cost by as much as ten times over that now paid for routine dredging services. Shrinking budgets will not allow for that and alternate locations muut be considered as cost effective porting alternatives. 20

Ports are critical to resupplying the military
AAPA 08 – American Association of Port Authorities, organization of leading port authorities and experts (AAPA, “U.S. Public Port Facts”, July 2008 http://www.aapa-ports.org/files/pdfs/facts.pdf) // CB

ROLE OF U.S. PUBLIC PORTS

U.S. public ports provide the vital link for getting goods to the nation's consumers and in transporting U.S.-made products overseas for export.
In the U.S., 126 public seaport agencies have jurisdiction over 185 public ports (some agencies control multiple ports). These ports are located along the Atlantic, Pacific, Gulf and Great Lakes coasts, as well as in Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

Established by enactments of state government, public port authorities develop, manage and promote the flow of waterborne commerce and act as catalysts for economic growth. These agencies include port authorities, special-purpose navigation districts, multi-state authorities and departments of state, county and municipal governments.

Public ports develop and maintain terminal facilities for intermodal transfer of cargo between ships, barges, trucks and railroads, and for ferry and cruise ship passenger loading and unloading.

In addition to maritime functions, port authority activities may also include airports, bridges, tunnels, commuter rail systems, inland river or shallow-draft barge terminals, industrial parks, Foreign Trade Zones, world trade centers, terminal or short-line railroads, shipyards, dredging, marinas, and various public recreational facilities.

Public ports also play a critical role in our national security, peacekeeping and humanitarian efforts around the world. In particular, ports support the mobilization, deployment and resupply of U.S. military forces.
Ports on the coasts and inland waterways provide a total of about 3,200 berths for deep-draft ships.

WORLD TRADE

Deep-draft ports, which accommodate oceangoing vessels, move 99.4 percent of U.S. overseas trade by volume and 64.1 percent by value, according to the U.S. Census Bureau.

The U.S. Department of Transportation projects that, compared to 2001, total freight moved through U.S. ports will increase by more than 50 percent by 2020 and the volume of international container traffic will more than double.

ECONOMIC IMPACT

Public ports generate significant local and regional economic growth, including creation of jobs. Total direct and indirect annual impact of the U.S. port industry includes:

13.3 million jobs, accounting for $649 billion in personal income and more than $3.15 trillion in marine cargo-related spending (Martin Associates, Lancaster PA, 2008);

Some $3.95 trillion in international trade for an all-encompassing range of goods and services, with nearly 1.4 billion tons, valued at $1.4 trillion, in waterborne imports and exports alone 

Dredging is also critical to enabling more effective forward deployment of military forces which is key to primacy
Juda and Burroughs 04 – Juda: professor, Department of Marine Affairs, University of Rhode Island, Ph.D., Columbia University

(1973), Burroughs: professor, Department of Marine Affairs, University of Rhode Island, Ph.D., Massachusetts

Institute of Technology and Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution (1975) (Lawrence Juda and Richard Burroughs, “Dredging Navigational Channels in a Changing Scientific and Regulatory Environment” 34 Journal of Maritime Law & Commerce 174-179) // CB
But port facilities and maritime transportation are also important from another perspective, that of national security. They enable the supply of United States military forces deployed abroad. For example, DOT points out that ninety per cent of all supplies used in Operation Desert Storm were shipped from U.S. ports. 6

According to DOT, water transportation is environmentally sound, since ships and barges, when compared to other means of transportation, have the smallest number of accidental spills or collisions. 7 Further, water transportation is more fuel efficient per ton of cargo moved than other modes of transportation. 8 But these assessments focus only on the actual operation of transportation systems and do not consider, for example, potential environmental problems associated with dredging, an activity essential for contemporary maritime transportation

While the movement of goods in trade is shaped fundamentally by factors of supply and demand, it is also affected by the ability to transport goods from where they are found or manufactured to where they are desired, as well as the ability to do so in a dependable and efficient manner and on cost competitive terms. 9 Containerization 10 and the use of ever larger ships, tankers and bulk ships as well as container ships, represent responses by the shipping industry to these transportation influences.
Simply put, larger ships benefit from economies of scale, so that a larger container vessel has lower costs per container and a larger tanker lower costs per unit of crude oil or other cargo. 11 DOT has noted the trend toward the use of mega-container ships, that is ships designed to carry over 4,500 boxes measured in terms of twenty foot equivalent units (TEUs). 12 The Regina Maersk, the first 6,000+ TEU containership, was delivered in early 1996,

[table omitted]

and in the period of 1997-1999 some thirty five new vessels were ordered with a TEU capacity ranging from 4,500 to 9,000 TEUs. 13 Ships on order now include what will be the two largest containerships in the world, with a capacity of 9,800 TEUs (for the China Shipping Group to be operated between Hong Kong and Los Angeles). 14 Industry sources suggest that in the near future ships with up to 12,000 TEU capacity will enter into service, 15 and DOT expects that, by 2010, almost one third of all general cargo tonnage will be transported on ships with more than 4,000 TEUs. 16

But if larger vessels offer cost efficiencies for ship operators, they present new problems for port managers. As ships have become larger, they have acquired deeper drafts, demanding deeper water to accommodate their hulls. At the start of the twentieth century, navigational channels of thirty 30 feet in depth were sufficient to allow safe movement of almost all ships, 17 but this is no longer the case. Since the introduction of container carrying ships in the 1950s, six generations of such ships have evolved, with successively deeper drafts (Figure 1). 18 It is believed that the drafts of the mega-containerships

[table omitted]

that will be coming online will not be greater than 14.5 meters, a figure that does not exceed the draft of the largest containerships now in service. 19 Mega container ship operations require a water depth of at least fifty feet in ship channels, turning basins, and ship berths. 20 According to the Maritime Administration, in 1997 only four of the ten major U.S. container ports that collectively loaded and unloaded almost eighty per cent of container traffic had channel and berthing areas deep enough in draft for fully laden megacontainerships. 21 (Table 2).
It is not ship draft alone that must be considered in navigational dredging. Other factors, such as increased beam and windage, create maneuverability problems in narrow channels. 22

A particular port’s lack of the clearances needed by these larger, deeper draft vessels undercuts its potential for commercial success. To maximize their attraction for very large containerships, ports must be able to offer easy entrance and departure, the capacity to entertain such vessels even with full loads (high load factors), efficient loading and unloading, and ready access to other forms of transportation as part of the desired seamless network of intermodal carriage. For ship operators, fast turnaround time is essential, as any time lost at ports lessens the time that ships can move cargoes and generate revenues, frustrates the expectations of shippers regarding delivery, and generally raises questions about the reliability of service.

In this market, ports with channels or berthing facilities that do not provide needed clearance for these newer and larger vessels may be avoided altogether. Otherwise, they may be left to served only by smaller ships or those that are not fully loaded. In the port of Oakland, for example, deep draft vessels have had to key their arrival times to tidal schedules, and delays in unloading might then cost an additional 10.5-14 hours of waiting for the next high tide. 23 Such scenarios have serious implications for the port, for businesses dependent on maritime transportation, and, ultimately, for the consumer.

The needs of ports to accommodate larger vessels with deeper drafts, taken together with the natural process of sedimentation, create demands for the dredging of shipping lanes. As noted by a former DOT official, for ports “the competition to capture markets by having the deep channels required for mega-ships translates simply and inescapably into millions of tons of dredged materials.” 24 The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) estimates that the Corps of Engineers annually dredges and disposes of some 300 million cubic yards of material from navigation maintenance and improvement projects. To this figure must be added some 100 million cubic yards of material dredged by port authorities, terminal owners, marinas, and private individuals. 25

In connection with maritime transportation, dredging is needed in three types of situations: to maintain present widths and depths by counteracting the natural redistribution of coastal sediments, to widen and deepen existing channels for access by new, larger vessels, and to create new port facilities where they have not existed before.

Ports are key to wartime shipments

AAPA Seaports Magazine, 3 ("The Impact of War and Terrorism", Fall, www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Fall2003.pdf) // NK

Vital national efforts such as military cargo moves for Operation Iraqi Freedom/Operation Enduring Freedom would not be possible without U.S. seaports and the people who keep them working. As important as they are in times of peace, ports take on an added significance in wartime, when they provide the conduits for everything from armored vehicles to ammunition to get to battlefield locations on the other side of the planet. Military and civilian leaders agree that a network of multiple ports – each with sufficient rail capabilities and other intermodal infrastructure – is essential to war efforts. But, without proper funding for improvements to rail capacity and other facilities, ports are not able to maximize their ability to handle influxes of thousands of railcars loaded with military cargoes “Ports are absolutely critical,” said Bill Lucas, the top civilian in the U.S. military transportation arena. “We couldn’t do it without them. “We are very, very dependent upon U.S. ports,” added Lucas, who for the past 13 years has served as deputy to the commander of the Alexandria, Va.-based Military Traffic Management Command (MTMC). Lucas noted that ports played an essential role as military loadouts in support of this year’s Iraq conflict moved with much greater efficiency than those associated with Operation Desert Storm in 1991.

at: heg bad

Hegemonic decline risks imperial lashout

McCoy 10 –Professor of History at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, BA from Columbia and PhD in Southeast Asia History from Yale (Alfred, “How America will Collapse (by 2025)”, SALON magazine, 12/06/10, http://www.salon.com/writer/alfred_mccoy/)//MM
Counterintuitively, as their power wanes, empires often plunge into ill-advised military misadventures. This phenomenon is known among historians of empire as “micro-militarism” and seems to involve psychologically compensatory efforts to salve the sting of retreat or defeat by occupying new territories, however briefly and catastrophically. These operations, irrational even from an imperial point of view, often yield hemorrhaging expenditures or humiliating defeats that only accelerate the loss of power. 
cotton advantage

PORT EXPANSION K2 COTTON EXPORTS

Port expansion is key to increased cotton exports
Rossen et al, 11 - Professor/Extension Economist and Director at the Center for North American Studies (Parr, "Impacts of Transportation Infrastructure on the U.S. Cotton Industry", May, Center for North American, cnas.tamu.edu/AMS%20Cotton%20Transportation%20Report%20June%202011.pdf) // NK

The new Panama Canal lock system will be equipped to handle vessels up to 12,600 twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU) for containers, compared to a present maximum vessel size of 4,400 TEU.  The Canal expansion should relieve U.S. West Coast congestion on routes to Asia and increase potential to increase cotton shipments from the U.S. Gulf and South Atlantic ports to China and other Asian destinations.  The Journal of Commerce estimates that Gulf port container volume could increase by 20 percent due to Panama Canal expansion.  In addition, U.S. ports have experienced a 156% increase in post-Panamax vessel calls over the past five years, increasing the demand for service of larger vessels (U.S. Department of Transportation). While yet to be verified empirically, it is expected that significant additional volume of U.S. cotton will be shipped via Gulf Coast and East Coast ports to China and the Far East after 2014.  This in large part, however, will depend on the expansion of these ports to handle post Panamax vessels.  While East Coast ports such as Savannah, Charleston and Norfolk are in position to benefit initially from the expansion of post-Panamax vessel trade, the amount of additional cargo that may be handled is uncertain until improvements are made in capacity and water depth (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers).  Ports along the southern Gulf are positioned to gain longer-term as port facilities are expanded.  LA/LB and Oakland can be expected to 7continue as a major port in the post-Panamax era well into the future, but at some point may reach capacity limitations and be forced to expand.
Port expansion is key to increased cotton exports
Costa and Rossen, 12 - Ph.D. Candidate and Research Assistant, Dept. of Agricultural Economics, Texas A&M, Professor Dept. of Agricultural Economics, Texas A&M (Rafael and Parr, "THE IMPACTS OF THE PANAMA CANAL EXPANSION ON WORLD COTTON", pg. 2 &3, www.trforum.org/forum/downloads/2012_55_Panama_Canal_Expansion_Cotton.pdf)

The U.S. cotton industry is highly dependent on foreign markets. It is important for the U.S. industry to remain competitive with foreign suppliers such as Brazil, India and Uzbekistan. One of the major factors that will affect the efficiency, distribution and competitiveness of U.S. cotton will be the expansion of the Panama Canal.  With sea freight the fastest growing mode of transportation, the number and size of vessels that are able to pass through the Canal will increase after the expansion is completed in 2014.  The new Panama Canal locks system will be equipped to handle post-Panamax vessels, up to 12,600 twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU) for containers, compared to a present maximum vessel size of 4,400 TEU (Panamax). This expansion is necessary not only to accommodate growing commerce, but also because post-Panamax vessels are forecast to account for nearly 25 percent of cargo vessel capacity by 2012 and already account for 35 percent of all vessels carrying cargo worldwide (ACP 2007). The PCE will likely have a role in relieving U.S. West Coast congestion on routes to Asia and potentially increase cotton shipments from the U.S. Gulf and South Atlantic ports to  China and other Asian destinations.  Drewry Supply Chain Consultants, a maritime industry research firm, projects that the West Coast ports will see increased competition from the postexpansion Panama Canal and noted that the East Coast and Gulf Coast ports could seize up to 25 percent of the traffic coming into the West Coast (CanagaRetna 2010).  In addition, U.S. ports have experienced a 156% increase in post-Panamax vessel calls over the past five years, increasing the demand for service of larger vessels (USDOT 2009).
Effective ports are key to the U.S. cotton industry

Rosswn et al 11 – A report prepared under cooperative agreements between the Agricultural Marketing Service and Texas AgriLife Research (Parr, “Impacts of Transportation Infrastructure on the U.S. Cotton Industry”, CNAS, 5/11, http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5092073)//MM
The U.S. transportation system, including roads, air, rail, waterways and ports is under constant use and strain. At a recent conference at the University of Virginia it was concluded “Before the onset of the recession, bottlenecks in all transport modes had begun to compromise both the quality of people’s lives and America’s global competitiveness. Today, the transportation system’s deficiencies will almost certainly impede the pace of economic recovery,” (Miller Center of Public Affairs). The U.S. cotton industry operates within these constraints and its competitiveness is linked directly to the efficiency of U.S. and global systems and transportation infrastructure.

Efficient ports key to a competitive cotton industry

Rossen et al 11 – A report prepared under cooperative agreements between the Agricultural Marketing Service and Texas AgriLife Research (Parr, “Impacts of Transportation Infrastructure on the U.S. Cotton Industry”, CNAS, 5/11, http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5092073)//MM
Because the U.S. cotton industry is highly dependent on foreign markets, it is important for the industry to keep U.S. cotton competitive with foreign suppliers such as India and Uzbekistan. Transportation is one of the major factors that affect the competitive position of U.S. cotton, allowing the delivery of cotton to international markets in a timely, cost effective manner. The increase in U.S. cotton exports has clearly resulted in a shift in trade patterns and logistical requirements. In particular, increasing cotton demand in China and other Asian countries has increased cotton shipments to congested U.S. west coast ports (Fraire et al.). This problem was exacerbated during 2008 as Atlantic and Gulf ports became increasingly inaccessible for containerized cotton exports. Outgoing grain and oilseed exports required a greater number of containers and berths at ports. Delta and Southeast cotton shipments to China were increasingly shipped via the West Coast instead of Savannah, which resulted for the first time in a declining futures market basis for Delta/SE cotton relative to Texas cotton. While port congestion has eased since that time due to the global economic downturn, adequate transportation infrastructure that guarantees cotton shipments in a timely, efficient manner will provide a greater level of competitiveness for U.S. cotton exports in the future. Consequently, the primary objective of this study is to evaluate U.S transportation infrastructure serving the cotton industry. Furthermore, this study will analyze the potential impacts of transportation infrastructure improvements on the U.S. cotton industry, focusing on requirements in Texas, Arkansas and Louisiana. These states were chosen because they are contiguous and, when taken together, account for about half of U.S. cotton production. While production is high in this region, only about one-quarter of U.S. cotton exports are shipped via Texas and Louisiana ports. This is in contrast to the western cotton states of California, Arizona and New Mexico that account for less than ten percent of cotton production. About one-half of U.S. cotton exports, however, are shipped through western seaports. Further, the proximity of Texas, Arkansas, and Louisiana to Mexico merits analysis because of Mexico’s prominence as a major market. Finally, improvements and expansion of the Panama Canal are analyzed to assess the impacts on cotton shipping patterns in the United States and globally. Many of the logistical and infrastructure issues affecting the cotton industry in recent years have related to major producing states. The task of accumulating cotton in this production area for shipment to the Texas-Mexico border, Gulf ports, and western U.S. ports is of major importance to the overall competitiveness of the U.S. cotton industry. Inefficiencies with this process, however, emphasize the need for additional study. Global container fleet capacity is forecast to increase from 13.2 million twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU) in 2010 to 16.8 million TEU in 2013, placing additional demand on U.S. ports and transportation system infrastructure (ACP 2010). The demand for containers for the export of corn, wheat, oilseeds, and distiller’s dry grain (DDG) increased from 306,000 TEU in 2003 to 804,000 TEU in 2008. While this represents a relatively small share of total containers available for U.S. cargo, much of the increased demand occurred at the ports of Savannah and Norfolk. Part of the reason for this was the significant increase in freight rates for bulk cargo during this time period. The situation resulted in a shortage of containers on the East Coast and led to the increased shipments of cotton to the West Coast for export. Although congestion and container shortages were mitigated somewhat by the recent economic recession, global cargo shipments have recovered and are expected to again strain the U.S. port system.

EXPORTS K2 COTTON INDUSTRY

Exports key to cotton industry

Peabody et. al 04— Department of Agricultural and Applied Economics at Texas Tech University (Phil, Samerendu Mohanty, David Willis, and Jaime Malaga, “THE FUTURE OF U.S. COTTON EXPORTS: PROSPECTS AND UNCERTAINTIES”, 1/5-9, http://www.aaec.ttu.edu/publications/beltwide%202004/d025.pdf) EL

Abstract The cotton industry is one which is heavily reliable on international trade. The United States, while a large demander of the world’s cotton, is also one of the world’s largest producers of the crop making them heavily reliant upon exports to the rest of the world. In recent years, U.S. exports have been at record levels. Texas Tech baseline predictions have exports remaining at these levels but showing little growth in the next decade. From the Texas Tech baselines, some countries are predicted to compete with the U.S. in exporting cotton, while others are predicted as major importers of cotton. Net Exporters include the U.S., Australia, Brazil, and Uzbekistan. Net Importers include China, India, and Mexico. U.S. Cotton Exports: An Overview The United States cotton industry generates more than 400,000 jobs in the various sectors from farm to textile mill and annually produces over $25 billion in products and services. Moreover, the cotton industry is heavily reliant on international trade and the United States is a large supplier of cotton to the global market. Thirty percent of the world’s consumption of cotton fiber is traded internationally, before processing. This is a larger percentage than for wheat, corn, soybeans, or rice. The U.S. is the world’s second largest cotton producer, behind China. India and Pakistan rank third and fourth, respectively, in cotton production. Combined, these four countries account for approximately 60 percent of the world’s production and consumption. Australia is also a significant producer of the world’s cotton accounting for 2-3% of world cotton production. (See Figure 1) The U.S. is the third largest cotton consumer in the world, behind China and India. The next three largest consumers are Turkey, Brazil, and Mexico. (See Figure 2) Even though the U.S. is the third largest consumer of cotton, U.S. imports account for less than 1% of worldwide imports. However, U.S. imports have grown in recent years. Prior to 1994, U.S. imports were virtually zero (ERS, 2003). The continued long term sustainability of the U.S. cotton industry is heavily dependent on the industry’s ability to compete in the export market. Six countries account for 40 percent of all world imports: the European Union, Indonesia, China, Brazil, South Korea, and Thailand. While the U.S. Exports to all of these markets, only a small share has been to the EU and Brazil. (USDA, 2003) Moreover, in 2000 only one of these six markets (Indonesia) ranked among the top five importers of U.S. cotton. In 2000, the top five importers of U.S. cotton (ranked from largest importer to smallest) were Mexico, Turkey, Indonesia, Taiwan, and Japan. The landscape of the U.S. export market has changed significantly over the past two decades. (See Figure 3) The last two years have seen a dramatic increase in the amount of U.S. cotton exported. In 2002 cotton exports reached a 21 year high of almost 12 million bales. In 2001 the level was approximately 11 million compared to about seven million in both 2000 and 2001. (See Figure 4) 

Port exports are key to the industry

Informa Economics 10-- Commodity, Food Industry, Agribusiness, Transportation and Energy Research and Consulting Company  (“EVALUATION OF COTTON FUTURES DELIVERY LOCATIONS”, March, https://www.theice.com/publicdocs/futures_us/ICE_Cotton_Delivery_Locations_report.pdf) EL

As discussed in the previous section of this report, the U.S. cotton industry has become considerably more export oriented in recent years, with exports equivalent to 74% of production on average over the last three crop years. During this time period, 81% of U.S. exports have been destined for Asia, with China individually accounting for 32% of the total. Given the Asian orientation of exports, the Los Angeles Customs District has grown into the largest export-staging location for U.S. cotton, handling just under half of total U.S. export shipments in 2007/08 and 2008/09 (see Figure 13). Among ICE cotton futures delivery locations, Houston/Galveston, Texas, has remained an important port for exports, while New Orleans now plays only a marginal role. The closest port to the Greenville, South Carolina, delivery point is Charleston, which has accounted for modest volumes in recent years, although Savannah, Georgia, is in the same region and has been the second-largest Customs District for cotton exports.
PCE S/ COMPETITIVENESS

Panama Canal expansion will increase competitiveness of cotton exports

Robinson, 12—professor of agricultural economics at Texas A&M University (John, “Potential Impacts of Panama Canal Expansion on U.S. Cotton”, Feburary, Texas AgriLife Extension Service, http://cnas.tamu.edu/SAEA%2012%20Panama%20Canal%20Exports%20Presentation%20Robinson.pdf) EL

Panama Canal Importance to U.S. Cotton Exports • In 2010,1.34 million bales from Norfolk, Charleston, and Savannah exported to East Asia via Panama Canal (compiled from WISERTrade) • This represents ~10% of the total U.S. exports • Panama Canal cannot handle post-Panamax vessels (12,000 TEUs) • U.S. cotton exports via the Panama Canal were via smaller Panamax vessels (<5,000 TEUs) Panama Canal Expansion (PCE) & Costs • Economies of scale in maritime shipping • Currently, 36% of the world containerized fleet is Post-Panamax vessels (up to 12,000 TEU) • After PCE, shipping costs per container likely decline 40% • Cost structure • Panamax vessel operational costs of $2,314/TEU (4,000 TEU) • Post-Panamax vessel operational costs of $1,449/TEU (10,000 TEU) Panama Canal Expansion • Transit times vs. PCE Cost Savings • The East Coast to China (Shanghai port) route via the Panama Canal (all-water) is 7-8 transit days longer than the Intermodal Option (West Coast ports then rail to East Coast) • Intermodal Option across US is more efficient time-wise • But, the all-water route from the East Coast is about $490/TEU cheaper than the Intermodal Option • This cost differential corresponds to a savings of ~$70/TEU/day ($490/TEU/7 days) • PCE will reduce maritime costs at least $210/TEU for the East Coast ports to China Panama Canal Expansion • Panama Canal Expansion & Toll Charges • Recent toll increases captured 30% of the potential savings of the expansion or $70/TEU of $210/TEU • PCE will reduce maritime costs for shipments from the Gulf & South Atlantic ports to China by $140/TEU What We Did & Why  Assess Impacts of the Panama Canal Expansion on U.S. Cotton Exports by Port  Evaluate PCE Impacts on U.S. Cotton Export Flows, Export Levels, Prices & Revenues  PCE is Underway & Will Be Completed by Mid - 2014  PCE Will Shape Future Competitive Position of US Cotton Production & Exports • Maximize (Whse Revenue) – (T Costs) Scope of the Spatial Price Equilibrium Model •416 excess supply regions and 25 excess demand regions. •410 US excess supply regions (warehouses) •6 foreign regions (Australia, Brazil, India, Sub-Sahara Africa, Uzbekistan & other exporters) •11 US excess demand regions (domestic mills) •14 foreign excess demand regions (Bangladesh, China, EU-27, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Japan, Mexico, Pakistan, South Korea, Taiwan, Thailand, Turkey, Vietnam & other importers) •US cotton transportation network connects excess supply regions with excess demand regions & ports via truck & rail •15 U.S. cotton exporting ports and 5 intermodal (rail loading) sites Data and Parameters • Estimated excess demand and supply equations; cotton handling and storage costs; and railroad, truck, ocean freight rates • In the US model, excess supply regions are warehouses which are optimal solution to the least cost shipping model developed by Fraire et. al (2010) • Truck and rail rates were based on estimates from Fraire et. al (2010) • Ocean freight rate estimates were proxies of the difference between import price (CIF) and export price (FOB) for each pair of trading partners 28% Reduction in Ocean Freight rates Due to PCE • Panama Canal expansion is expected to increase cotton exports via the Panama Canal • U.S. Gulf and Atlantic ports should increase exports • Pacific Coast ports, however, would experience a reduction in exports Panama Canal Expansion Will Play Major Role in Future of US Cotton Exports • Total U.S. cotton Exports Increase by 238,000 Bales, 2% • Gulf and S. Atlantic Ports Increase Exports by 4.6 Million Bales or 90% • West Coast Exports Decline by 4.3Million Bales or 66% • Gains in Revenue for Most Cotton Producing States  TX, GA, TN & AR Lead Gainers • CA & AZ Lose Revenue • Total Revenue Increase, $300 Million  $86 Million Gain for Texa PCE Could Be Larger than Estimated • Texas Gains Regardless • Competitive Position of US Cotton Enhanced • Gulf & South Atlantic Ports Stand to Gain Constraints: Depth, Land Area & Funding • Infrastructure Improvement & Gains Follow Port Development Roads, Bridges, Power Supplies, etc.

US cotton exports will increase because of PCE—lower ocean freight rates

Costa and Rossen, 12 -- *Ph.D. Candidate and Research Assitant, Dept. of Agricultrual Economics, Texas A&M, **Professor Dept. of Agricultural Economics, Texas A&M (Rafael and Parr, "THE IMPACTS OF THE PANAMA CANAL EXPANSION ON WORLD COTTON", pg. 2 &3, www.trforum.org/forum/downloads/2012_55_Panama_Canal_Expansion_Cotton.pdf) EL

Orleans, Houston, Charleston, Gulfport, and Mobile) to Asian and Pacific importing countries (China, Indonesia, Thailand, Bangladesh, Pakistan, Honk Kong, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) due to PCE is expected to increase cotton exports via the Panama Canal. U.S. Gulf and Atlantic ports are expected to increase their share of total U.S. cotton exports. Pacific Coast ports, however, are expected to experience a reduction in exports. A 10 percent reduction in ocean freight rates for the routes that travel via the Panama Canal is estimated to increase U.S. cotton exports via the Gulf and Atlantic ports except Gulfport, Mississippi, and Mobile, Alabama (table 4). The absolute change in exports was the largest for the port of Savannah, Georgia, followed by the port of Houston, Texas. The increase from 2,294 to 3,965 thousand bales (72.8 percent increase) in exports positioned the port of Savannah as the leading cotton exporting port passing the LA/LB ports (down to 3,837 from 6,375 thousand bales). The total absolute change for the U.S. Gulf and Atlantic ports was equivalent to a positive 2,617 thousand bales, which in relative value this is equal to a 51.1 percent increase. Furthermore, the share of U.S. cotton exports through the Panama Canal increased from 38 percent (5,119 thousand bales) to 58 percent (7,737 thousand bales) after the expansion. West Coast ports decreased shipments considerably by reducing total exports approximately 2,538 thousand bales. The route via the intermodal option (rail to West Coast ports) reduces its share of total U.S. cotton exports by 20 percentage points (from 51 percent to 31 percent). The largest decrease in exports occurs in the LA/LB ports, going from 6,375 to 3,837 thousand bales, in relative terms, this is equivalent to a decline of approximately 40 percent. As expected, cotton flow patterns resulting from the analysis of scenario two (28 percent ocean freight rate reduction) are similar to scenario one in direction, but larger in magnitude. The ports of Savannah and Houston increased cotton exports to 4,566 and 2,621 thousand bales, respectively (table 5). An important point is that the port of Houston becomes the nation’s second largest cotton exporter. The ports of New Orleans, Charleston, and Norfolk more than doubled their exports with increases up to 185 percent for Charleston. Total exports from the Gulf and Atlantic ports rose to 9,990 thousand bales from 5,120 thousand bales for the base model (an increase of 95.13 percent). Such increases in exports via the Gulf and Atlantic ports indicate that the PCE could increase the canal’s share in total U.S. cotton exports to 74 percent from 38 percent in the base model. West Coast ports undergo an extreme decline in exports, going from 6,762 thousand bales to 2,147 thousand bales. Another key observation is that the intermodal option reduces its share of total U.S. cotton exports. Only 15 percent of total U.S. cotton exports are shipped via the West Coast ports. The largest factor for such reduction is the decrease in exports via the LA/LB ports, down to 1,762 thousand bales which places LA/LB as the third most important port for the U.S. cotton exports. Although cotton flows are altered with lower ocean freights for the Atlantic and Gulf ports, total U.S. cotton exports are only modestly impacted. For the 10 percent freight rate reduction scenario, the increase in total U.S. cotton exports was equal to 76.9 thousand bales which is equivalent to a 0.6 percent increase (table 4). In the second scenario, a 28 percent reduction in ocean freight rates increases total U.S. cotton exports. Although still a modest increase in relative terms (1.9 percent), total U.S. cotton exports rose to 13,493 thousand bales, up by 247.2 thousand bales (table 5). As the PCE occurs, there would be an anticipated reduction in ocean freight rates which corresponds to a decrease in transportation costs linking the U.S. producers (warehouse level) to importers in the Asian and Pacific importing countries. This increases price and production in U.S. regions that ship via the Panama Canal. For example, in scenario one, U.S. cottonproducing regions that ship via the Panama Canal experience an increase in price that ranges from $0.89/bale (Arizona) to $7.03/bale (South Carolina) (table 6). Most of the U.S. cotton production regions experienced an increase in price. However, in California and Oklahoma, prices decrease as the Panama Canal expansion occurs. Prices decreased modestly for those U.S. regions since exports are diverted to Asian and Pacific importing countries via the West Coast ports. 

PCE increases US cotton industry competitiveness, but transportation infrastructure is key

Costa and Rossen, 12 -- *Ph.D. Candidate and Research Assitant, Dept. of Agricultrual Economics, Texas A&M, **Professor Dept. of Agricultural Economics, Texas A&M (Rafael and Parr, "THE IMPACTS OF THE PANAMA CANAL EXPANSION ON WORLD COTTON", pg. 2 &3, www.trforum.org/forum/downloads/2012_55_Panama_Canal_Expansion_Cotton.pdf) EL

Due to the Panama canal expansion and its potential reduction in ocean freight rates for the Gulf and Atlantic ports to Asian and Pacific markets, the U.S. gains competitiveness through increases in exports, prices, and producer revenue (table 7). For scenarios one and two, the increase in exports is equal to 76.95 and 247.27 thousand bales, respectively. Cotton price and producer revenues also increase in both scenarios. There are greater impacts from scenario two due to the larger reduction in ocean freight rates. With a 28 percent reduction in ocean freight rates, the cotton price and producer revenue increase to $15.20/bale and $291.13 million, respectively. The transportation system in the United States is under constant use and strain. This system of roads, rail, ports and waterways is also of crucial importance to the efficiency and competitiveness of the U.S. cotton industry. As global cotton mill use expands, greater demands than ever before will be placed on this system. Constraints and improvements in U.S. transportation will ultimately influence cotton exports, shipping patterns and world trade. The purpose of this study was to assess U.S. transportation infrastructure and the potential impacts of improvements on the U.S. cotton industry. The United States is forecast to export 15.75 million bales of cotton in 2011, representing about 87 percent of the cotton crop. China was the largest market for U.S. cotton in 2010, accounting for 35 percent of all U.S. cotton exports. Turkey, Mexico, Indonesia and Vietnam accounted for 34 percent of U.S. cotton exports. Los Angeles/Long Beach, Savannah, Houston and Laredo are the major ports through which the majority of U.S. cotton was exported. Results of our spatial equilibrium analysis indicates that under most normal cotton shipping scenarios, the port of LA/LB retains its dominance, especially for exports to Asia. Savannah, Houston and Laredo also continue as major export ports. Laredo retains its importance as the primary port for cotton exported to Mexico. New Orleans, Charleston and 17 Norfolk remain key suppliers of cotton to Europe and the Middle East. Oakland continues as an important port for Asian markets, while Hidalgo, Texas remains important for exports to Mexico. The completion of the Panama Canal expansion (PCE) in 2014 has major implications for altered shipping patterns throughout the United States. These results assume a 28 percent reduction in ocean transportation rates for cotton shipments to Asian markets attributed to the PCE. The United States generally gains from the PCE in several ways. First, total cotton exports are estimated to increase by 247,000 bales, or about two percent. Important regional shifts in trade do occur, however. Exports from India are estimated to decline, as do exports from Brazil and Uzbekistan. Along with these export declines are estimated drops in price and producer revenues for these countries, ranging from $6.0 million in Uzbekistan to $10 million in Brazil and India. U.S. prices are estimated to increase by $0.03/pound, while revenues rise by $291 million. Due to lower ocean transportation costs from Gulf and South Atlantic ports, these ports are estimated to double their share of U.S. cotton exports. Houston is estimated to become the nation’s second largest cotton exporting port after Savannah, expanding cotton volume by twothirds to 2.6 million bales. Exports from the port of Savannah are estimated to double to 4.6 million bales. New Orleans, Charleston and Norfolk are all estimated to increase their volumes of cotton exports from 1.0 million bales to 3.6 million bales. Exports from Texas land-based ports of Laredo and Hidalgo are mixed, with overall export volume down nine percent to 1.4 million bales. Laredo is estimated to gain about 11 percent in export volume to 1.2 million bales, while exports from Hidalgo would decline 40 percent to 185,000 bales. Gains for the Gulf, South Atlantic and Texas ports come at the expense of the West Coast ports. Cotton exports from LA/LB are estimated to decline 72 percent to 1.8 million bales, while export volumes from Oakland are down marginally to 385,000 bales.
ADD-ON I/L MAGNIFIER


The US is the largest cotton producer

Costa and Rossen 5/5-- *Ph.D. Candidate and Research Assitant, Dept. of Agricultrual Economics, Texas A&M, **Professor Dept. of Agricultural Economics, Texas A&M (Rafael and Parr, "THE IMPACTS OF THE PANAMA CANAL EXPANSION ON WORLD COTTON", pg. 2 &3, www.trforum.org/forum/downloads/2012_55_Panama_Canal_Expansion_Cotton.pdf) EL

The global demand for cotton is expected to grow in the future. According to USDA, world cotton mill use reached a record 123.8 million bales in 2006/07, and nearly matched that at 123.3 million bales in 2007/08 (USDA). While world use dropped to 109.9 million bales in 2008/09 due to the global economic downturn, cotton use has recovered to average about 117 million bales for the past two years. China and India have experienced the greatest gains in cotton use since 2000. The continuing increase in world demand for cotton is a good sign for the U.S. cotton industry as it offsets the decline in the domestic mill demand. The United States continues to be the largest supplier of cotton to the world market and is forecast to account for 41 percent of world trade in 2010/2011.

2AC ADD-ON: AMAZON

Port expansion is key to increased cotton exports
Rossen et al, 11 - Professor/Extension Economist and Director at the Center for North American Studies (Parr, "Impacts of Transportation Infrastructure on the U.S. Cotton Industry", May, Center for North American, cnas.tamu.edu/AMS%20Cotton%20Transportation%20Report%20June%202011.pdf) // NK

The new Panama Canal lock system will be equipped to handle vessels up to 12,600 twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU) for containers, compared to a present maximum vessel size of 4,400 TEU.  The Canal expansion should relieve U.S. West Coast congestion on routes to Asia and increase potential to increase cotton shipments from the U.S. Gulf and South Atlantic ports to China and other Asian destinations.  The Journal of Commerce estimates that Gulf port container volume could increase by 20 percent due to Panama Canal expansion.  In addition, U.S. ports have experienced a 156% increase in post-Panamax vessel calls over the past five years, increasing the demand for service of larger vessels (U.S. Department of Transportation). While yet to be verified empirically, it is expected that significant additional volume of U.S. cotton will be shipped via Gulf Coast and East Coast ports to China and the Far East after 2014.  This in large part, however, will depend on the expansion of these ports to handle post Panamax vessels.  While East Coast ports such as Savannah, Charleston and Norfolk are in position to benefit initially from the expansion of post-Panamax vessel trade, the amount of additional cargo that may be handled is uncertain until improvements are made in capacity and water depth (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers).  Ports along the southern Gulf are positioned to gain longer-term as port facilities are expanded.  LA/LB and Oakland can be expected to 7continue as a major port in the post-Panamax era well into the future, but at some point may reach capacity limitations and be forced to expand.
That’s key to stop Brazilian expansion in the market - empirics
New York Times ‘4 (June 29, Brazil's Big Stake in Cotton Likely to Become Bigger, http://www.nytimes.com/2004/06/29/business/brazil-s-big-stake-in-cotton-likely-to-become-bigger.html?pagewanted=all&src=pm) //EL

''It all depends on prices,'' said Mr. Oliveira, 40, who is also president of the São Paulo state cotton growers' association. ''If prices are attractive, people here are going to plant more cotton. And if the United States is forced to get rid of its subsidies, you can bet that prices will go up and you'll see a lot more cotton around here.'' In its W.T.O. complaint, Brazil contended that the more than $3 billion in annual subsidies paid out to American cotton growers led to increased output in the United States and artificially depressed global prices, robbing Brazil of potential export markets and undercutting the livelihood of its farmers. The subsidies have helped make the United States the world's second-largest cotton producer and the leading cotton exporter, with more than 40 percent of the global market. Using data from the United States Department of Agriculture, Brazil argued that American cotton exports would fall 41 percent and production would drop 29 percent if Washington scrapped its subsidies. It also estimated that world cotton prices would rise 12.6 percent, helping farmers in developing countries like Brazil that do not have the benefit of government subsidies. The United States has vowed to appeal the W.T.O. decision, saying that the aid programs for American cotton producers are fully consistent with international trade rules. Because the appeals process can drag on for months, maybe years, it is unlikely that Washington will cut cotton subsidies sharply anytime soon. But if Brazil's challenge survives the appeal, Congress could eventually be forced to reduce all agricultural subsidies, which total about $19 billion a year. ''This could have implications far broader than cotton,'' said Brink Lindsey, director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the libertarian Cato Institute in Washington. Without United States cotton subsidies, according to the Brazilian Association of Cotton Producers, Brazil could double its cotton production in just two years. Brazil, South America's largest country, is already on track to harvest a record 1.38 million tons of cotton this season, more than twice as much as it produced five years ago. Exports are booming and could bring in as much as $600 million in 2004, the same amount spent in 2003 to import cotton from abroad, much of it from the United States.

Brazilian Cotton Expansion collapses the Amazon and the Cerrado

La Vina 7- Antonio, Dean of the Ateneo School of Government, Lindsey Fransen, Associate @ World Resources Institute, Paul Faeth, Managing Director at the World Resources, Yuko Kurauchi, Consultant @ World Bank, ‘7 [January, UNEPI Policy Note, Agriculture Subsidies, Poverty, and the Environment, http://www.unpei.org/PDF/policyinterventions-programmedev/Agric-subsidies-Poverty-Environment.pdf] //EL

Cotton production in Brazil, along with a number of other agricultural commodities such as soy and livestock, is primarily carried out by large-scale, mechanized farming operations (ICAC 2002). The success of agribusiness has contributed to overall economic growth in Brazil, but outcomes for the poor and for the environment have been mixed. Structural changes in the agricultural sector favoring large farms have increased production and export earnings, but they have placed smaller, poor farmers under increased competitive pressure (OECD 2005). Not only can this increase rural poverty, but the expansion of large farms can have the effect of pushing small-scale farmers off agricultural land and into ecologically vulnerable areas such as the Cerrado (savannahs) and Amazon (WWF 2003). Thus, if subsidy reductions in the United States create incentives for increasing cotton production in Brazil, special safeguards may be necessary to ensure that the reforms indeed allow small-scale farmers to beneﬁt along with larger operations, and that the environment is protected.

Amazon destruction causes extinction.

Takacs 96 - Ph.D. in science and technology studies @ Cornell, Professor of Environmental Humanities, Institute for Earth Systems Science and Policy, California State University, Monterey Bay, David, The Idea of Biodiversity: Philosophies of Paradise, p. 200-1] EL

"Habitat destruction and conversion are eliminating species at such a frightening pace that extinction of many contemporary species and the systems they live in and support ... may lead to ecological disaster and severe alteration of the evolutionary process," Terry Erwin writes." And E. 0. Wilson notes: "The question I am asked most frequently about the diversity of life: if enough species are extinguished, will the ecosystem collapse, and will the extinction of most other species follow soon afterward? The only answer anyone can give is: possibly. By the time we find out, however, it might be too late. One planet, one experiment."" So biodiversity keeps the world running. It has value in and for itself, as well as for us. Raven, Erwin, and Wilson oblige us to think about the value of biodiversity for our own lives. The Ehrlichs' rivet-popper trope makes this same point; by eliminating rivets, we play Russian roulette with global ecology and human futures: "It is likely that destruction of the rich complex of species in the Amazon basin could trigger rapid changes in global climate patterns. Agriculture remains heavily dependent on stable climate, and human beings remain heavily dependent on food. By the end of the century the extinction of perhaps a million species in the Amazon basin could have entrained famines in which a billion human beings perished. And if our species is very unlucky, the famines could lead to a thermonuclear war, which could extinguish civilization."" Elsewhere, Ehrlich uses different particulars with no less drama: What then will happen if the current decimation of organic diversity continues? Crop yields will be more difficult to maintain in the face of climatic change, soil erosion, loss of dependable water supplies, decline of pollinators, and ever more serious assaults by pests. Conversion of productive land to wasteland will accelerate; deserts will continue their seemingly inexorable expansion. Air pollution will increase, and local climates will become harsher. Humanity will have to forgo many of the direct economic benefits it might have withdrawn from Earth's well stocked genetic library. It might, for example, miss out on a cure for cancer; but that will make little difference. As ecosystem services falter, mortality from respiratory and epidemic disease, natural disasters, and especially famine will lower life expectancies to the point where cancer (largely a disease of the elderly) will be unimportant. Humanity will bring upon itself consequences depressingly similar to those expected from a nuclear winter. Barring a nuclear conflict, it appears that civilization will disappear some time before the end of the next century not with a bang but a whimper. 14
2AC ADD-ON: CCP

The Chinese textile industry is on the brink of collapse – rising costs

PRC Ministry of Commerce 2008 (4/25, "Chinese textile firms struggle to survive in 2008", China Textile Network Company, http://textination.de/en/tiw/2008/TIW04252008.pdf) //EL

Textile firms, once an export engine of China, are fighting for their survival this year with rising costs and dismal overseas market hit by the subprime crisis. Those firms wooing foreign buyers at the 103rd China Import and Export Fair, the largest trade fair in the country also called the Canton Fair, felt the pinch. Few buyers visited their exhibition stall, and fewer still signed contracts. William Lowry, an American clothing buyer, came to the fair for the 20th time this year. It was different from previous years because this time he just looked, he did not buy. "Chinese product competitiveness was not much as it was. I'm thinking of buying from other countries. The reduction in tax rebates and the devaluation of the dollar have made Chinese products 20 percent higher than what it was." "Twenty percent means I'm looking elsewhere," William said. The Chinese currency has ventured below the seven yuan mark since the government loosened the unit's peg to the dollar in 2005. The yuan has gained about 18 percent since then. This has made Chinese textile products more expensive and its price advantage has almost vanished compared with products from Vietnam and India. The yuan appreciation, together with the rising material and labor costs, has driven some textile firms to the brink of bankruptcy. Source: China Textile Network Company - 4 The Lanyan Group, the largest denim products manufacturer based in the eastern Shandong Province, received only one million-meter cloth order this year, one fifth last year's total. In the area where Lanyan is, only 70 out of over 100 textile factories are working normally. Even those still operating are finishing their previous orders, said Zhang Meng, a manager with the Lanyan Group. Anyway, the textile firms are finding ways to survive. Changing the price tag is sure to be the first choice for many of the textile exhibitors on the fair. "Our quoted price is 10 percent higher than last spring. Our labor cost increased 10 percent and dyeing costs rose eight percent last year," said Yang Hongchang, a sales manager of Ningbo Yongnan Knitting Co Ltd, a major knitted coat and T-Shirt exporter to Europe, Canada, New Zealand and Russia. However, the price rise has made foreign buyers hesitate before making their decision. "Australia is a small country in population and we are a small company. We're affected by the States and people don't want to spend now. "The price is seven to ten percent higher than last year. I have to look and see," said a manager with Des Rowe, an Australian footwear agency, without giving his name. 

Port expansion is key to increased cotton exports
Rossen et al, 11 - Professor/Extension Economist and Director at the Center for North American Studies (Parr, "Impacts of Transportation Infrastructure on the U.S. Cotton Industry", May, Center for North American, cnas.tamu.edu/AMS%20Cotton%20Transportation%20Report%20June%202011.pdf) // NK

The new Panama Canal lock system will be equipped to handle vessels up to 12,600 twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU) for containers, compared to a present maximum vessel size of 4,400 TEU.  The Canal expansion should relieve U.S. West Coast congestion on routes to Asia and increase potential to increase cotton shipments from the U.S. Gulf and South Atlantic ports to China and other Asian destinations.  The Journal of Commerce estimates that Gulf port container volume could increase by 20 percent due to Panama Canal expansion.  In addition, U.S. ports have experienced a 156% increase in post-Panamax vessel calls over the past five years, increasing the demand for service of larger vessels (U.S. Department of Transportation). While yet to be verified empirically, it is expected that significant additional volume of U.S. cotton will be shipped via Gulf Coast and East Coast ports to China and the Far East after 2014.  This in large part, however, will depend on the expansion of these ports to handle post Panamax vessels.  While East Coast ports such as Savannah, Charleston and Norfolk are in position to benefit initially from the expansion of post-Panamax vessel trade, the amount of additional cargo that may be handled is uncertain until improvements are made in capacity and water depth (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers).  Ports along the southern Gulf are positioned to gain longer-term as port facilities are expanded.  LA/LB and Oakland can be expected to 7continue as a major port in the post-Panamax era well into the future, but at some point may reach capacity limitations and be forced to expand.
That’s key to the Chinese textile industry

Asia Times 06 - 12/6 [http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China_Business/HL06Cb01.html, “China's cotton conundrum”) EL

Quantity import of foreign cotton has met the demand and helped cut the production costs of China's cotton textile industry on the one hand, but on the other hand, it is having a negative impact on China's cotton market. Statistics show that China's cotton import has kept rising since 2003, from nearly 170,000 tons in 2002 to 870,000 tons in 2003, to 1.823 million tons in 2004, 2.572 million tons in 2005 and further to 3.25 million tons in the first 10 months of this year. There are now dozens of cotton dealers in more than 50 countries exporting cotton to China, compared with only a few in the past. The number of large state-owned Chinese cotton-importing enterprises has also increased, to more than 1,000. Many cotton dealers from the United States, big or small, have opened representative offices, branch companies or agencies in China. US cotton production and processing enterprises have also begun to export cotton to China. Other countries, such as India and Australia, are also exporting cotton to China. China's cotton output has increased from 5.32 million tons in 2001 to 5.7 million tons in 2005, growing at an average annual rate of 2%, while its demand for cotton by the textile industry has increased from 5.91 million tons to 9.3 million tons, growing at an average annual rate of 14%, and the supply shortage has increased from 400,000 tons to 3.7 million tons. Price advantage is the trump card of foreign cotton producers. The field cost of ginned cotton is 8,900 yuan (US$1,135) per ton in China, 3,000 yuan lower than that produced in the United States. However, the cost, insurance and freight of US cotton import in Chinese ports is 1,000-1,500 yuan per ton lower than that of home-grown cotton. The reason lies in huge subsidies the US government grants to its cotton exporters. The price of cotton on the international market was 1,870 yuan per ton lower than on the domestic market in the first half of this year, and the average price of cotton imported was 960 yuan per ton lower than on the domestic market. Chinese cotton textile enterprises relied on cotton import for more than 40% of their cotton consumption in the first half of this year, thus cutting spinning cost by nearly 7%. Meanwhile, compared with Chinese enterprises, foreign cotton dealers offer a higher-quality service, even providing technical advice. Imported cotton also has advantages in terms of delivery date and higher quality.
Chinese Textile Industry is key to CCP stability

Stratfor 08 - subscription-based provider of geopolitical analysis  6/12 [China: Rescuing the Textile Industry, http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/china_rescuing_textile_industry] //EL
Sample Article: China: Rescuing the Textile Industry Summary A proposal by China's Ministry of Industry and Information Technology to raise export tax rebate rates for its textile and garment sectors seems likely to be implemented. China's textile sector is under severe stress, but Beijing cannot allow it to collapse. There is a fair chance the Communist Party's grip on internal stability would go down with it. Analysis A proposal to increase export tax rebate rates for the Chinese textile and garment sectors, floated June 6 by the Chinese Ministry of Industry and Information Technology, appears likely to be implemented, a source told STRATFOR on June 12. The move would mark a reversal of a key tenet of the government's economic reform program. It is not clear whether the source's information was based on a conversation with senior Chinese officials or simply on a fresh batch of rumors. However, regardless of its origins, STRATFOR believes such a positive call to be well-founded. China's textile sector is under severe stress, but Beijing cannot allow it to collapse without risking widespread social instability that could threaten the government's hold on power. Textiles are one of the most vital pillars of economic stability in China. The industry accounted for 57 percent of China's $262 billion 2007 trade surplus, and it supports more than 20 million textile workers, 65 percent of whom are rural migrant workers. From China's opening up in the 1980s until recent years, textiles export tax rebates were one of the primary ways in which the Chinese government channeled indirect state subsidies to the industry. Only once the sector had gathered enough self-sustaining momentum -- and in response to intensifying foreign political pressure over a soaring trade surplus and spiraling energy costs -- did Beijing start slashing tax rebates. Now, however, China's textile sector is skating on thin ice. Although the sector's absolute export sales value continues to hit new record monthly highs -- reaching $14.6 billion in April -- its rate of growth has started slipping. In the same month, growth in China's textiles and apparel exports slowed to 11.6 percent compared to April 2007. In addition, about 80 percent of the country's textiles export income goes to less than one-third of China's total pool of textile businesses. When absolute export sales eventually start dipping, the first ones to feel the pinch will be the bottom two-thirds of exporters -- especially the smaller-scale enterprises that have been China's engine of new job creation in recent years. This in turn would lead to an overnight loss of tens of thousands of jobs, provoking massive social instability. For exporters of textile products and garments, the last crunch came in 2004, when the rebate rate for their exported goods fell from 17 percent to the current 11 percent. China wanted to cut down on its excessive energy consumption (textiles is one of the most energy-intensive industries) and start transitioning its economy from a high-polluting, export-driven model to a self-sustaining one driven by domestic consumption. Until the global economy and demand for Chinese exports started to look shaky over the past year, the lower export rebates had become the norm. Now, the textile industry appears to be structuring itself in anticipation that tax rebates will start going back up. Since the beginning of 2008, rumors have been rife that tax rebates would be lowered again. However, the president of the China National Textile and Apparel Association (CNTAA) said May 9 that textile tax rebates have hit a floor and will not be lowered any further. After that, rumors began to fly that rebates would start going back up. Since the comment, companies have started factoring in lower operating costs on the basis of higher future tax rebate levels. Whether firms are doing this through blind optimism or for lack of any other survival means, the situation puts a certain pressure on Beijing. At this point, failing to fulfill these industry expectations would essentially pull the plug on hundreds of thousands of Chinese textile companies. Official statistics confirm that there are more than 40,000 textile companies that earn $660,000 or more in annual export sales. (Even this number is understated, however, given the number of companies operating under the government radar and smaller companies with earnings below the threshold.) The proposal to increase rebates has the backing of Beijing's most powerful political and economic players. These include the National Development and Reform Commission, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Commerce, the central bank, and China's key textile-related industry bodies, the CNTAA and the China Cotton Association. Beijing usually issues policy proposals for public comment only after any main internal controversies or disagreements inside the top leadership circles have been ironed out. Given this level of support, and given that the official stamp of approval already has been granted to this particular proposal document, it is certain that some policy move will result. Signs have appeared in recent months indicating that China is trying to prepare itself for any impending dip in the fortunes of the export sector. Beijing's Labor Protection Bureau recently issued a call for Chinese companies to increase workers' pay by at least 3.5 percent -- a clear indication that the government is trying to ward off potential social unrest. China's Communist regime is trying to buy itself some time to counterbalance the Chinese textile sector's inevitable long-term decline. The textiles industry has its problems; it is highly energy-intensive and responsible for much of the foreign pressure on China for the trade surplus. But Beijing needs to keep the industry afloat, at least in the short to medium term, for its own economic, social and political survival. If the industry collapses, there is a good chance the Communist Party's grip on internal stability will go down with it -- in which case energy concerns and foreign pressure on trade surplus figures become irrelevant, to the regime at least. 
Extinction

Yee, Associate Professor of Government @ Hong Kong Baptist University, and Storey, Asian-Pacific Center for Security Studies, ‘2
(Herbert and Ian, China Threat: Perception, Myths, and Reality, p. 5)

The fourth factor contributing to the perception of a china threat is the fear of political and economic collapse in the PRC, resulting in territorial fragmentation, civil war and waves of refugees pouring into neighbouring countries. Naturally, any or all of these scenarios would have a profoundly negative impact on regional stability. Today the Chinese leadership faces a raft of internal problems, including the increasing political demands of its citizens, a growing population, a shortage of natural resources and a deterioration in the natural environment caused by rapid industrialisation and pollution. These problems are putting a strain on the central government’s ability to govern effectively. Political disintegration or a Chinese civil war might result in millions of Chinese refugees seeking asylum in neighbounng countries. Such an unprecedented exodus of refugees from a collapsed PRC would no doubt put a severe strain on the limited resources of China’s neighbours. A fragmented china could also result in another nightmare scenario — nuclear weapons falling into the hands of irresponsible local provincial leaders or warlords.12 From this perspective, a disintegrating China would also pose a threat to its neighbours and the world.
1AR CCP WORK
Lash out highly likely

Friedberg, Professor of Politics and International Affairs – Princeton, Asia Expert – CFR, ‘10
(Aaron, “Implications of the Financial Crisis for the US-China Rivalry,” Survival, Volume 52, Issue 4, August, p. 31 – 54)

Despite its magnitude, Beijing's stimulus programme was insufficient to forestall a sizeable spike in unemployment. The regime acknowledges that upwards of 20 million migrant workers lost their jobs in the first year of the crisis, with many returning to their villages, and 7m recent college graduates are reportedly on the streets in search of work.9 Not surprisingly, tough times have been accompanied by increased social turmoil. Even before the crisis hit, the number of so-called 'mass incidents' (such as riots or strikes) reported each year in China had been rising. Perhaps because it feared that the steep upward trend might be unnerving to foreign investors, Beijing stopped publishing aggregate, national statistics in 2005.10 Nevertheless, there is ample, if fragmentary, evidence that things got worse as the economy slowed. In Beijing, for example, salary cuts, layoffs, factory closures and the failure of business owners to pay back wages resulted in an almost 100% increase in the number of labour disputes brought before the courts.11 Since the early days of the current crisis, the regime has clearly been bracing itself for trouble. Thus, at the start of 2009, an official news-agency story candidly warned Chinese readers that the country was, 'without a doubt … entering a peak period of mass incidents'.12 In anticipation of an expected increase in unrest, the regime for the first time summoned all 3,080 county-level police chiefs to the capital to learn the latest riot-control tactics, and over 200 intermediate and lower-level judges were also called in for special training.13 Beijing's stimulus was insufficient At least for the moment, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) appears to be weathering the storm. But if in the next several years the economy slumps again or simply fails to return to its previous pace, Beijing's troubles will mount. The regime probably has enough repressive capacity to cope with a good deal more turbulence than it has thus far encountered, but a protracted crisis could eventually pose a challenge to the solidarity of the party's leadership and thus to its continued grip on political power. Sinologist Minxin Pei points out that the greatest danger to CCP rule comes not from below but from above. Rising societal discontent 'might be sufficient to tempt some members of the elite to exploit the situation to their own political advantage' using 'populist appeals to weaken their rivals and, in the process, open[ing] up divisions within the party's seemingly unified upper ranks'.14 If this happens, all bets will be off and a very wide range of outcomes, from a democratic transition to a bloody civil war, will suddenly become plausible. Precisely because it is aware of this danger, the regime has been very careful to keep whatever differences exist over how to deal with the current crisis within bounds and out of view. If there are significant rifts they could become apparent in the run-up to the pending change in leadership scheduled for 2012. Short of causing the regime to unravel, a sustained economic crisis could induce it to abandon its current, cautious policy of avoiding conflict with other countries while patiently accumulating all the elements of 'comprehensive national power'. If they believe that their backs are to the wall, China's leaders might even be tempted to lash out, perhaps provoking a confrontation with a foreign power in the hopes of rallying domestic support and deflecting public attention from their day-to-day troubles. Beijing might also choose to implement a policy of 'military Keynesianism', further accelerating its already ambitious plans for military construction in the hopes of pumping up aggregate demand and resuscitating a sagging domestic economy.15 In sum, despite its impressive initial performance, Beijing is by no means on solid ground. The reverberations from the 2008-09 financial crisis may yet shake the regime to its foundations, and could induce it to behave in unexpected, and perhaps unexpectedly aggressive, ways.
Causes CBW use

San Renxing, Staff Writer @ The Epoch Times, 8/5/’5 (http://english.epochtimes.com/news/5-8-5/30931.html)

Since the Party’s life is “above all else,” it would not be surprising if the CCP resorts to the use of biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons in its attempt to extend its life. The CCP, which disregards human life, would not hesitate to kill two hundred million Americans, along with seven or eight hundred million Chinese, to achieve its ends. These speeches let the public see the CCP for what it really is. With evil filling its every cell the CCP intends to wage a war against humankind in its desperate attempt to cling to life. That is the main theme of the speeches. This theme is murderous and utterly evil. In China we have seen beggars who coerced people to give them money by threatening to stab themselves with knives or pierce their throats with long nails. But we have never, until now, seen such a gangster who would use biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons to threaten the world, that all will die together with him. This bloody confession has confirmed the CCP’s nature: that of a monstrous murderer who has killed 80 million Chinese people and who now plans to hold one billion people hostage and gamble with their lives.
CCP instability leads to billions of deaths

Rexing 5 — Epoch Times staff (The CCP’s Last-ditch Gamble: Biological and Nuclear War. San Rexing Aug 08, 2005, http://english.epochtimes.com/news/5-8-8/30931.html) //EL 
Since the Party’s life is above all else, it would not be surprising if the CCP resorts to the use of biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons in its attempt to extend its life. The CCP, which disregards human life, would not hesitate to kill two hundred million Americans, along with seven or eight hundred million Chinese, to achieve its ends. These speeches let the public see the CCP for what it really is. With evil filling its every cell the CCP intends to wage a war against humankind in its desperate attempt to cling to life. That is the main theme of the speeches. This theme is murderous and utterly evil. In China we have seen beggars who coerced people to give them money by threatening to stab themselves with knives or pierce their throats with long nails. But we have never, until now, seen such a gangster who would use biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons to threaten the world, that all will die together with him. This bloody confession has confirmed the CCP’s nature: that of a monstrous murderer who has killed 80 million Chinese people and who now plans to hold one billion people hostage and gamble with their lives. The CCP is known to be a clique with a closed system. That the CCP chose to reveal, of its own accord, its deepest secrets is extraordinary. One might ask: What is the CCP’s purpose to make public this insane plan? The answer is that the speeches can have the effect of killing three birds with one stone, so to speak. Its intentions are the following: 1) To express the CCP’s resolve that it not be buried by either heaven or earth (a direct quote from one of the speeches). Isn’t the CCP a force that goes against the universe, if it claims that it cannot to be buried by heaven or earth? 2) Facing the truth of the Nine Commentaries on the Communist Party, to quickly change its weak image. 3) To raise public awareness of its battle with humankind by threatening war and encouraging violence. So, strictly speaking, the CCP is leaking this information more to clutch at straws than anything else, so as to save its own life, as opposed to testing the waters of public opinion. Of course, the way the speeches were presented had been carefully prepared. They did not have the usual introductions and conclusions, and the audience, time, place, and background related to the speeches were all kept unidentified. We can speculate on where the speeches were presented, but can’t verify anything. Their aim was obviously to create a mysterious setting. In short, the speeches appeared in a way that makes it difficult to tell whether they are true or not. II. Did the Speeches Come from the CCP? These speeches far exceed the imagination of any normal person. Unable to believe in the existence of such wickedness in the human world, no matter how they stretch their imagination, people would rather think that the speeches can’t be true or are not to be believed. At the very least, denying the speeches gives people a sense of security. One of my friends sent me a book written by someone serving at the pleasure of the CCP. His book was entitled Discussing the Peaceful Rise [of China]. In an attached note my friend wrote in a conversational tone, this book truly represents the mainstream thinking of the CCP today! So we have no choice but to answer seriously the question as to whether the speeches are authentic, whether they represent the CCP’s mainstream thinking, its intentions, and its wild, last-ditch gamble. Otherwise, in the rosy imaginations of kind-hearted people, the CCP would be like a gas-saving lamp that will burn out gradually and quietly, without adding trouble to mankind or bringing disaster to the world. If that will be the case, the world and its people are really in luck! However, Mr. Li Hongzhi, the founder of Falun Gong, in referring to the CCP and its wicked affiliates, concludes, It is bad, it is venomous and it is wicked. If you ask it not to poison others, it, like a poison, can’t. Can that observation be just a casual statement? The Nine Commentaries categorizes the CCP as a force that goes against the universe, an evil cult, and a gangster. Can that just be poking fun? On the other hand, if the CCP can be unequivocally confirmed to be the origin of the speeches, which indeed represent the CCP’s mainstream thinking, that answer will sound a warning to people all over the world. To put it more precisely, an affirmation of the speeches as authentic amounts to incriminating the CCP by asking it to show its evilness and testify for the Nine Commentaries' case that the CCP is a force against humanity. There are indeed quite a number of Chinese who, like the first victims of Stockholm Syndrome who wholeheartedly defended their abductors, listen to nothing but the lies from the CCP. They only feel safe when they are controlled and manipulated by the evil regime. In referring to the CCP’s so-called peaceful rise, they would say: At least, it’s not a rise through war! Are there any good methods to change the minds of those who don’t believe that an aggressive dog will eventually attack people? A destructive experiment, such as urging the dog to attack and create a gruesome scene, is certainly not one of them. Such an experiment would amount to good people, after failing to persuade others to do good, then urging wicked people to do evil. Is the CCP really not as bad as what the Nine Commentaries describes? Has it really changed from being evil into being good? A liar exposing his own lies  that is a true antidote to those lies. III. The Regime Is Not Interested in Taiwan; the Taiwan Debate Is but a Last-ditch Effort to Escape the CCP’s Predicament Based on the reasons above, I will focus on verifying the authenticity of the speech. Looking at the speech in isolation, the words and logic both reflect deep understanding of the Party culture represented by Mao Zedong, Deng Xiaoping, Jiang Zemin and Hu Jintao. Also mixed in are the fascist teachings of He Xin, a new favorite of the CCP’s. For example, the speech cited Mao’s ideas of leading the allies to victory, when they benefit from alliance with you, they will support you, to defend the Three Represents, proposed by Jiang Zemin. This is a very faithful interpretation stemming from the unscrupulous culture of the CCP. The speech also says, The population, even if more than half dies, can be reproduced. But if the Party falls, everything is gone, and forever gone! This is almost identical to Mao’s theory on nuclear war, in which he suggested killing half of the Chinese people and leaving the other 300 million to build communism. The only difference is that during the Mao era, the CCP didn’t sense the urgency of a looming end to their regime. Some people might think that we can’t establish the authenticity of the speech just because Mao said something similar. Coincidently, at this critical moment, Professor Zhu Chenghu of the National Defense University jumped out and announced to the world very loudly that if the United States got involved in a war between Taiwan and Mainland China, China would be the first to use nuclear weapons and wipe out hundreds of cities in the United States, even at the cost of losing every city east of Xi’An. In an unpublished speech by Professor Zhu, he also revealed that the CCP will store enough nuclear weapons to destroy half of the human race. Just about everyone is afraid of death, and hopes others die instead of themselves. Fortunately for high-level CCP officials, nuclear-weapon-proof structures have been built in western China and are ready to be used as soon as the CCP plans to initiate a nuclear attack. How lovable Professor Zhu is! Despite most people’s unrealistic fantasies about the CCP, he showed what the CCP is really about and authenticated Chi Haotian’s speech. Zhu taught every citizen of the world to be cautious and not to forget that the bloodthirsty monster is grinding its teeth. He taught politicians and businessmen in Western countries not to forget their conscience in the face of self-interest, and not to infuse blood into the beast in exchange for the grains of gold between the beast’s teeth. Zhu also taught every citizen of the world to remember: 1) A low-ranking general would not say such arrogant things without the implicit approval of the CCP’s board of directors; 2) While Zhu mentions things like razing [cities] to the ground, and the speeches by Chi Haotian say cripple the United States and clear the stage of the United States, all of these phrases mean the same thing. Before, you could say the speech was made behind closed doors, and was only available on the Internet. Therefore, it could not be used as evidence. Now, however, the military has jumped to the front stage and spoken in broad daylight. Ironically, it exposed its own lies, such as those of China’s peaceful rise and representing the people’s interest. 3) Razing all cities east of Xi’An and hundreds of cities in the United States into a wasteland and killing about one billion people using nuclear weapons are consistent with the principle expressed in the speech that the Party’s existence is the most important. In terms of brutality and insanity, the two statements are inherently similar. 4) Why reunite with Taiwan if the price is eliminating everything east of Xi’An? It is apparent that reuniting with Taiwan is only an excuse. The evil specter of the CCP is not interested in Taiwan itself; the Taiwan debate is but a last-ditch effort to escape the CCP’s predicament. The deaths of one billion people are to be used as medicine to extend the life of the evil specter, which is at the end of its rope. Zhu’s anxiety is self-evident. It fully demonstrates that the CCP knows it is at its wit’s end and could collapse any day now. Zhu’s speech is a signal of the intensification of its war against the human race and should not be neglected. Taiwan is but a backup trigger in the hands of the CCP in its final war against the human race. This is the true purpose for the CCP in passing its anti-secession law in which it declared that it would go to war with Taiwan if Taiwan declared independence.
2AC ADD-ON: INDONESIA

Indonesia Textile Industry is Ensuring Economic Growth
Asia Textile Business ‘7 [Indonesia: Economy Growing by 5.6% in 2006, ProQuest) //EL 

Growing Apparel Exports The textile and apparel industries are important industrial sectors for Indonesia as they contribute significantly to the nation's economy, and are the largest provider of employment and a leading source of export earnings. According to figures compiled by the Indonesia Textile Industry (API), in 2005, textile and apparel companies numbered 2,656 with a workforce of 1,176,183 people. Exports increased by 10.3% in volume and 12.5% in value from 2004 to 1,794,000 tons worth US$8,603 million. Meanwhile, imports amounted to 851,000 tons (down 3.3%) valued at US$1,606 million (down 6.6%). Indonesia's exports of apparel are moving favorably to the European and American markets. A number of apparel manufacturers have reported that they are well booked with orders for several months ahead. The favorable apparel exports are the result of EU and U.S. quotas on imports of textile goods from Mainland China, concern about excessive concentration of business on China, and the pursuit of quality among major apparel manufacturers. Despite the increase in production costs including energy and wages, Indonesia's apparel exports are likely to continue growing in the future.

Hikes in US Cotton Prices Collapse Indonesian Textiles

Regmi et al 97 - Anita, Cotton Analyst for Asia, Latin America & Oceania -USDA [Cotton: World Markets and Trade, http://www.fas.usda.gov/cotton/circular/1997/97-04/apr97cot1.html] //EL

With a growing textile sector spurred by exports, Indonesia's mill use of cotton has increased from less than 2 million bales in 1992/93 to a forecasted 2.2 million bales during MY 1996/97. As Indonesia produces negligible amounts of cotton, the textile sector's demand for cotton is met by imports. The United States is the major cotton source for Indonesia with a sale of approximately 762,000 bales during MY 1995/96, a decline of 17.9 percent from the 928,000 bales exported in MY 1994/95. Australia, the second largest supplier, increased its share of the Indonesian cotton import market from 16 percent to 21 percent, while Pakistan's share rose from 2 percent in MY 1994/95 to 9 percent for MY 1995/96. Price considerations are seen as the major factors affecting these changes in market share. 

Port expansion is key to increased cotton exports – low prices 
Rossen et al, 11 - Professor/Extension Economist and Director at the Center for North American Studies (Parr, "Impacts of Transportation Infrastructure on the U.S. Cotton Industry", May, Center for North American, cnas.tamu.edu/AMS%20Cotton%20Transportation%20Report%20June%202011.pdf) // NK

The new Panama Canal lock system will be equipped to handle vessels up to 12,600 twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU) for containers, compared to a present maximum vessel size of 4,400 TEU.  The Canal expansion should relieve U.S. West Coast congestion on routes to Asia and increase potential to increase cotton shipments from the U.S. Gulf and South Atlantic ports to China and other Asian destinations.  The Journal of Commerce estimates that Gulf port container volume could increase by 20 percent due to Panama Canal expansion.  In addition, U.S. ports have experienced a 156% increase in post-Panamax vessel calls over the past five years, increasing the demand for service of larger vessels (U.S. Department of Transportation). While yet to be verified empirically, it is expected that significant additional volume of U.S. cotton will be shipped via Gulf Coast and East Coast ports to China and the Far East after 2014.  This in large part, however, will depend on the expansion of these ports to handle post Panamax vessels.  While East Coast ports such as Savannah, Charleston and Norfolk are in position to benefit initially from the expansion of post-Panamax vessel trade, the amount of additional cargo that may be handled is uncertain until improvements are made in capacity and water depth (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers).  Ports along the southern Gulf are positioned to gain longer-term as port facilities are expanded.  LA/LB and Oakland can be expected to 7continue as a major port in the post-Panamax era well into the future, but at some point may reach capacity limitations and be forced to expand.
Indonesia’s Economic Growth Necessary for ASEAN - Preserving Asian Stability

Watanabe 5 - Osamu, Chairman and CEO of Japan External Trade Organization, [March 1st, At the Symposium on Reinventing Indonesia’s Industrial Competitiveness, Indonesia in the Era of East Asian Economic Integration, http://www.jetro.go.jp/en/jetro/profile/speeches/2005/mar01.pdf] //EL

I believe that the future of Indonesia depends on how much work it can do in the coming few years. It is time for the whole of ASEAN to become truly united and work closely together to enhance its overall competitiveness and strengthen the region’s industries. Whether or not ASEAN can become stronger very much depends on Indonesia’s development. I am confident that the government and the private sector have the motivation to achieve this goal. And I assure you that Japan will spare no effort in supporting your endeavors. Indeed, it is my sincere hope that Indonesia will soon regain its position as the leader of ASEAN, and that ASEAN as a whole will achieve prosperous growth while maintaining its competitiveness. Japan, China and the Republic of Korea cannot alone maintain the peace and stability of East Asia; a stable ASEAN is essential.

Strong ASEAN Prevents Multiple Scenarios for Nuclear Extinction
Philippine’s Foreign Affairs ‘3 [Press Release No. 036, ASEAN: Focal Point For Asia-Pacific Coooperation, http://www.dfa.gov.ph/news/pr/pr2003/jan/pr036.htm] //EL 


ASEAN is in a unique position to lead cooperation within the Asia-Pacific region and between the Asia-Pacific and other regions of the world. This was the message conveyed by Foreign Affairs Secretary Blas F. Ople to the gathered ministers of ASEAN and the European Union. Secretary Ople made this assertion when he lead the discussions on Agenda Item 5(c) : International Issues - Developments in the Asia Pacific, including the Korean Peninsula, during the 14th ASEAN-EU Ministerial Meeting in Brussels which was held on 27-28 January 2003. In his statement (copy attached) during the meeting, he pointed out that some of the top flashpoints in the world are to be found in the Asia-Pacific, which he said were : the tensions in Korean peninsula, the Taiwan straits, the South China Sea and South Asia -- all of which, according to Secretary Ople, all pre-date our preoccupation with terrorism and all have a decidedly nuclear dimension. “In all this, ASEAN finds itself not only in the geographic heart of the Asia-Pacific, but also at its political core and center. Unlike other continents, the Asia-Pacific has not gone far in terms of integration. There is no organization of Asian states or Asian unity or an Asian union. What we do have is the ASEAN. ASEAN brings together not only the states in the region but also those outside. Our Post-Ministerial process and our ASEAN Regional Forum or ARF provide unique opportunities found nowhere else. And until the Asia-Pacific reaches the level of integration seen in other parts of the world, ASEAN, that organization of ten Southeast Asian states, will have to do” Secretary Ople said in his statement. Secretary Ople said that ASEAN has succeeded in helping diffuse tensions in the South China Sea and that the ASEAN Regional Forum provides a venue through which security issues throughout the Asia-Pacific can be discussed. 
2AC ADD-ON: AFRICA

Port expansion is key to increased cotton exports – key to avoid high prices 
Rossen et al, 11 - Professor/Extension Economist and Director at the Center for North American Studies (Parr, "Impacts of Transportation Infrastructure on the U.S. Cotton Industry", May, Center for North American, cnas.tamu.edu/AMS%20Cotton%20Transportation%20Report%20June%202011.pdf) // NK

The new Panama Canal lock system will be equipped to handle vessels up to 12,600 twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU) for containers, compared to a present maximum vessel size of 4,400 TEU.  The Canal expansion should relieve U.S. West Coast congestion on routes to Asia and increase potential to increase cotton shipments from the U.S. Gulf and South Atlantic ports to China and other Asian destinations.  The Journal of Commerce estimates that Gulf port container volume could increase by 20 percent due to Panama Canal expansion.  In addition, U.S. ports have experienced a 156% increase in post-Panamax vessel calls over the past five years, increasing the demand for service of larger vessels (U.S. Department of Transportation). While yet to be verified empirically, it is expected that significant additional volume of U.S. cotton will be shipped via Gulf Coast and East Coast ports to China and the Far East after 2014.  This in large part, however, will depend on the expansion of these ports to handle post Panamax vessels.  While East Coast ports such as Savannah, Charleston and Norfolk are in position to benefit initially from the expansion of post-Panamax vessel trade, the amount of additional cargo that may be handled is uncertain until improvements are made in capacity and water depth (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers).  Ports along the southern Gulf are positioned to gain longer-term as port facilities are expanded.  LA/LB and Oakland can be expected to 7continue as a major port in the post-Panamax era well into the future, but at some point may reach capacity limitations and be forced to expand.
Increasing cotton prices will increase African cotton farming

Liebhardt 5 - John, freelance reporter @ The Multinational Monitor, [26.5, White Gold or Fool's Gold, http://multinationalmonitor.org/mm2005/052005/liebhardt.html]//EL 

But there seems little prospect for these crops displacing conventionally grown cotton anytime soon. In a country where a majority of people straddle the poverty line, cotton is too socially and economically entrenched to play second fiddle. Cotton provides farmers with equipment and customers, and compared to other crops, it pays well. If U.S. subsidies — and overproduction — decrease and world prices rise even incrementally, more of Burkina Faso’s farmers may find cotton too hard to pass up. “We aren’t like Nigeria which has oil, an ocean and a large seaport,” says Bénéwindé Sawadogo, who runs a fair trade organization in Ouagadougou. “Cotton is our only resource.”

That leads to deforestation and environment problems

Bussey 4 - Jane Bussey, @ Miami Herald, ‘4 [May 2, Boll evil? U.S. detractors waging cotton tug of war, ln] //EL

Eliminating the billions of dollars in handouts to some 25,000 American cotton growers would benefit countries in West and Central Africa that depend heavily on exporting the crop. However, the belief that cotton is a panacea for rural Africans ignores a huge problem: in the regions where the crop is grown, the land is being destroyed. In Benin, a small West African nation that receives 80% of its export revenues from cotton,ii life passes to the rhythm of that crop’s planting and harvest. In Benin’s largest producing region of Banikoara, decrepit trucks loaded impossibly high with white fluff rumble by every few minutes during the weeks of harvest. Just as hunting is etched into the collective identity of the local Bariba people, the community’s identity in recent times has been defined by growing “white gold”. Banikoara’s cotton boom began long before the environmental impacts of growing the cash crop were considered. Now that most local forests have been cut down, residents point to the crop to explain why temperatures are rising, there is less rainfall than before, and all the wildlife has disappeared, including the elephants which attracted the area’s original inhabitants. Losing the Forest Benin loses around 100,000 hectares of forest every year, iii a loss that is most pronounced in cotton producing regions. In practical terms, forest loss means fewer sources of medicine, wood for fuel and construction, and livestock forage. Rapid population growth has outstripped traditional natural resource management systems. To feed their growing families and produce enough cotton to pay off debt and buy necessities, people leave less agricultural land fallow and exhaust the soil, which forces them to clear more land the following year. “Cotton production here will have to shrink eventually because the soil is being exhausted” reported Orou Guere, secretary of a local farmers’ cooperative. No one knows better than those who work the land but this statement is supported by recent research. A study conducted in Southern Mali, another important West African cotton belt, raised questions about the widely held belief that poverty is the main driver of environmental degradation in the region. Instead, it showed that cotton production is a more important factor in exhausting the soil. iv A 2002 study conducted in Northern Benin found that 65% of farmers surveyed noticed that cotton was causing deforestation. And 75% felt that cotton was responsible for depleting the soil. Unlike other cash crops grown in developing countries such as cacao, the raw material for chocolate, and coffee, cotton does not tolerate shade. In order to maximize production, farmers are obliged to cut down all but a few trees on their plots.

Turns Case and Ensures Run Away Warming

Fleshman 8 - Michael, United Nations Africa Renewal @ ESOCODEV, ‘8 [August 8, Saving Africa’s forests, the ‘lungs of the world’, http://www.un.org/ecosocdev/geninfo/afrec/newrels/214-saving-africas-forests.html] //EL

Saving Africa’s forests from the chainsaw and axe of encroaching humanity are essential to the health and productivity of much of the continent’s economy, experts say. They point out that forests help to catch water, prevent soil erosion and regulate local weather conditions. The fate of Africa’s forests could also spell the difference between success and failure in the race against global warming. Trees are among the world’s largest and most efficient living storehouses of carbon monoxide, the “greenhouse gas” most responsible for the earth’s temperature rise and changes in the planet’s climate. Preserving Africa’s surviving tropical forests and planting new trees to replace those lost to deforestation could help reduce the severity of climate change by absorbing more carbon from the air, and ease the local impact of climate change by regulating local weather conditions. An even bigger reason for protecting forests is that cutting trees down helps to cause global warming. According to the UN Environment Programme (UNEP), 20 to 25 per cent of all carbon dioxide released into the atmosphere each year comes from burning trees to clear the land for farming — more than is produced by the all the world’s cars, planes, ships and trains. Burning trees and brush releases the stored carbon back into the atmosphere.

Cotton Revenue Causes West African Conflict - Boosts Arms Imports, Causes Water Conflict, and Finances Civil War

Messer and Cohen 6 - @ International Food Policy Research Institute - Food Consumption and Nutrition Division

Ellen Messer and Marc. J. Cohen, ‘6 [May, Discussion Paper 206, Conflict, Food Insecurity, and Globalization, http://www.ifpri.org/divs/fcnd/dp/papers/fcndp206.pdf] EL 

Sugarcane, cotton, and coffee....exacerbate the tensions.

Sugarcane, cotton, and coffee, which account for a substantial share of export earnings (see Tables 4 and 5), provide possible sources of both “greed” and “grievance” in the food-wars countries. Incomes from these crops provide a major proportion of foreign exchange for governments and their opponents, who can use cash-crop revenues to buy arms; also, reports indicate that locals fight over access to land and water to grow them and then over the crops themselves. In 2000, coffee alone generated over 50 percent of Ethiopia’s foreign exchange earnings. In Burundi, the figure exceeds 60 percent. Sugar and cotton, both important cash crops for domestic and international markets, are also important crops in many of the conflict countries considered here, although their position in international trade is weakened by crop subsidy policies and import quota limits in the United States, the European Union, and elsewhere. Historically sugarcane is the crop most immediately associated with peasant revolution and demands for land reform, as in the Mexican Revolution of 1910, and is also widely associated with immiserating labor conditions, especially in the Caribbean and the Philippines. Periodically, falling prices have led to sometimes-violent struggles over land, as landowners have sought to prevent workers from taking over idle parcels (Karnow 1989; Bale 1998). More recently, owners of Philippine sugar estates in the state of Negros refused to redistribute land for food crop cultivation, as workers demanded. But rather than engage in armed rebellion, former sugarcane workers have collaborated with NGOs to develop other sources of income and attracted international attention by mobilizing around the right to food (FIAN 2002). There is also an incipient organic and fair-trade market in cane sugar (World Shops 2003; Equal Exchange 2005). This is an example of how “alternative globalization” attempts to fill food-security gaps and offer new markets, averting the hopelessness and violence associated with underemployment when sugarcane, as a principal cash crops, fails. Cotton economies historically have also been associated with immiserating labor conditions and violent conflict (Moore 1966) and disastrous income fluctuations for small farmers. World prices for cotton, like those of other agricultural export commodities, are subject to sharp fluctuations, and in recent years, cotton prices have fallen precipitously, at least in the short term, due to U.S., Chinese, and other producer-country export subsidies totaling $5.8 billion annually (Watkins and von Braun 2003). Because cotton is a thirsty crop, some analysts anticipate there will be an increase in interpersonal and intergroup violence as farmers and, in some cases, (former) pastoralists struggle over access to water and improved irrigated land to grow cotton, which some call “white gold.” This has been reported among Afar pastoralists, fighting with government farm managers in the Awash Valley in Ethiopia (Nicol 2000), although again, structural conditions present additional motivations for conflict. In 2003, livelihood-security experts observed fields that were uncultivated, unsown, and in ruins, although production of irrigated forage crops might revive mixed pastoralism in the region (Lautze et al. 2003). Anticipated income from irrigated cotton may be an added factor in longstanding struggles between pastoralists and farmers for control over land and water, further complicated by the state’s attempt to impose its will and determine land use. Which crops receive priority is a large part of the land-value/income/conflict equation, along with social and political conditions governing outcomes in landholding, access to water, and labor conditions. Also, in Chad, where cotton has been the principal export since independence, revenues have played an important financial role in the country’s frequent bouts of civil war. In the past decade, violence has flared as northern herders have shot southern farmers who object to animals grazing in their cotton fields (Azam and Djimtoingar 2002). In Central Asia, where cotton export promotion has long undermined local natural resources and productive capacity around the Aral Sea, some also fear cotton could prompt conflict. Downstream republics of Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan want water to grow cotton, while the upstrbeam nations of Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan (a bloody civil war zone in the 1990s), want more water for food crops and electricity (Postel 1999; Babu and Tashmatov 2000). Even where cotton production is not a source of conflict over land, water, or control of the crop, cotton promoters, including many African leaders, likely exaggerate its potential contributions to peace, prosperity, and sustainable development (see Toumani Toure and Compaore 2003; Tefft 2000). 11 Cotton in 2003 accounted for up to 40 percent of export revenues and 10 percent of GDP in Benin and Chad (Watkins and von Braun 2003). West African leaders frequently protest that other producer nations’ subsidies contribute to worldwide overproduction, falling prices, and income losses for millions of small-scale African cotton farmers. But if all producer countries scale up production in response to a freer market, other developing-country producers might well produce another market glut, with West Africa remaining at a disadvantage. This would be comparable to the coffee-price crash experienced in the 1980s and 1990s after Vietnam rapidly expanded production (Oxfam International 2002, 2005). Nor would a liberalized global cotton market solve conflict-potentiating competition for water and land and indeed, it might exacerbate the tensions.
2AC ADD-ON: INDIA

India’s Textile Industry is ON the Brink - Cotton Price Spike Collapse the Industry

Economic Times 8 - 8/2 [Textiles: Volatile cotton prices may play spoilsport, http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/ Features/Special_Pages/The_Big_Story/Textiles_Volatile_cotton_prices_may_play_spoilsport/rssarticleshow/3317019.cms] //EL
A heavyweight in the global market, the Indian textile sector has been on the roll. Massive cotton production, an ability to produce a wide range of apparel and a spate of overseas acquisitions gave it an aura of invincibility. Given the seemingly insatiable appetite of India's gigantic middle class for its products, the sector was posting higher and higher returns. However, the story has taken a different turn in the last six months. Errant cotton prices have erected a massive roadblock for the textile juggernaut. Ask S P Oswal, CMD, Vardhaman group. He believes India has numbers on its side (to be the global textile leader). However, with cotton prices shooting up to Rs 28,500 per candy (one candy is 356 kg) from Rs 18,000 per candy in 2007, the growth story is threatened with an abrupt ending. There is no denying that the sector has seen an unprecedented growth since 2000. From producing 136 lakh bales (one bale is 170 kg) in 2002-03, India produced 315 lakh bales in 2007-08. Says joint secretary at the ministry of textiles and textile commissioner J N Singh: "We are at an advantageous position. India is expected to produce 325 lakh bales in 2008-09, enough to meet the 4 million tonnes of global cotton shortage. And with Chinese exporters grappling with their problems, it is the right time for us to hit the global market with a bang," he says. But all is not well on the domestic front. Burgeoning cotton prices have led to labour layoffs, mill closures and strikes. A few corrective steps taken by the government - scrapping of 10% import duty on cotton, additional countervailing duty of 4% on cotton imports and 1% duty drawback and making registration of export contracts compulsory - has brought some relief to the sector. However, the industry believes that unless cotton exports are reviewed from time to time, the crisis would be far from over. What's worse - higher prices of cotton apparel might also have an impact on domestic demand for the products. 

India’s Current Textile Growth Critical to its Economy

Domain-b 8—Online Indian newspaper-- 3/18 [Textiles sector to play strategic role in Indian economy: PM news, http://www.domain-b.com/industry/Textiles/20080318_manmohan_singh.html]. EL

The textiles sector has a strategic role in India's industrial economy, the prime minister said today. Addressing the golden jubilee of the Confederation of Indian Textile Industry in New Delhi, Prime Minister Dr Manmohan Singh said, given its widespread dispersal across the country, the textiles industry could be a vehicle for nationwide industrial modernisation and generate large-scale employment, especially close to rural areas. ''The fact that this industry employs a large female workforce, in semi urban and rural areas, enables it to provide employment to both men and women,'' he said. He said apart from the historical tradition and the availability of skilled manpower, India's inherent strength in the textile sector also comes from the strong raw material base, a capacity for production across the entire value chain, and a large and growing domestic market, apart from the vast potential of the global market. ''In making our textile industry globally competitive, especially in the post-multi fibre agreement regime, our government has focused on three imperatives: one, the need to ensure a stable policy environment; two, the need to support modernization through financing technological upgradation; and, three, to help build global brands for Indian textiles,'' the prime minister said. Dr Singh said, government has the responsibility in three or four important areas of business, like ensuring compliance with tax laws, ensuring compliance with environmental regulations and ensuring adherence to workers' welfare and commitments made to stakeholders. ''This would mean that you would at best have to deal with four or five inspectors or regulators,'' he said. For the rest, he said, the laws of the land should be able to take care of the interests of investors, consumers and workers. Dr Singh said he hoped that working together government and industry could create, ''very quiet political consensus'' in the country that will minimise governmental interference in business activity to these four or five areas and that ''the inspector raj that still stifles enterprise will be thing of the past.'' ''I emphasise this here because our textile industry is operating in one of the most competitive markets today and you must therefore be able to compete with other countries so that you can continue to increase production, generate additional employment at home,''he added.
That causes Indo-Pak war

Mamoon and Murshed 10 (Dawood Mamoon researcher at the Institute of Social Studies, S Mansoob Murshed, professor of the economics of conflict and peace at the Institute of Social Studies, 3-7-10, “The Conflict Mitigating Effects of Trade in the India-Pakistan Case,” http://repub.eur.nl/res/pub/20109/pubnr_20109.pdf)

However, if India is able to export or import more, this would at least put a check on any rise in the severity of conﬂict and hostilities would adjust to some average level. Any decline in Indian trade will enhance hostilities. The current low levels of bilateral trade between Pakistan and India is conﬂict enhancing, so more trade with increased exports by both sides to each other should be encouraged. More access to Pakistani markets on the Indian side may not lead to conﬂict mitigation if Pakistan is not able to also export more to India. A rise in education expenditure puts a check on hostilities, as seen in Graph 1e. Graph 1f is the standard representation of India-Pakistan conﬂict, and not only best ﬁts historical trends but also explain the rationale behind recent India Pakistan peace initiatives with decreasing hostilities when not only India but Pakistan also has had economic growth rates as high as 7% per annum. The forecasts suggest that conﬂict will rise, even if there is a significant increase in combined democracy scores, if growth rates plummet. Both Pakistan and India have seen many such years, when hostilities between both countries rose significantly when at least one of the countries is performing poorly, but were channeling more resources on the military as a proportion of their GDPs. The forecasts favour the economic version over the democratic version of the liberal peace. Thus one may look at current peace talks between both countries with optimism as both are performing well on the economic front and channeling fewer resources on the military as a proportion of national income, while at the same time having a divergent set of political institutions, though recently Pakistan has edged towards greater democracy with elections in February 2008.

And that goes nuclear and escalates globally
Caldicott 02, Founder of Physicians for Social Responsibility  [Helen, The New Nuclear Danger: George W. Bush’s Military-Industrial Complex, p. X] EL

The use of Pakistani nuclear weapons could trigger a chain reaction. Nuclear-armed India, an ancient enemy, could respond in kind. China, India's hated foe, could react if India used her nuclear weapons, triggering a nuclear holocaust on the subcontinent. If any of either Russia or America's 2,250 strategic weapons on hair-trigger alert were launched either accidentally or purposefully in response, nuclear winter would ensue, meaning the end of most life on earth.

2AC ADD-ON: UZBEKISTAN

Port expansion is key to increased cotton exports 
Rossen et al, 11 - Professor/Extension Economist and Director at the Center for North American Studies (Parr, "Impacts of Transportation Infrastructure on the U.S. Cotton Industry", May, Center for North American, cnas.tamu.edu/AMS%20Cotton%20Transportation%20Report%20June%202011.pdf) // NK

The new Panama Canal lock system will be equipped to handle vessels up to 12,600 twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU) for containers, compared to a present maximum vessel size of 4,400 TEU.  The Canal expansion should relieve U.S. West Coast congestion on routes to Asia and increase potential to increase cotton shipments from the U.S. Gulf and South Atlantic ports to China and other Asian destinations.  The Journal of Commerce estimates that Gulf port container volume could increase by 20 percent due to Panama Canal expansion.  In addition, U.S. ports have experienced a 156% increase in post-Panamax vessel calls over the past five years, increasing the demand for service of larger vessels (U.S. Department of Transportation). While yet to be verified empirically, it is expected that significant additional volume of U.S. cotton will be shipped via Gulf Coast and East Coast ports to China and the Far East after 2014.  This in large part, however, will depend on the expansion of these ports to handle post Panamax vessels.  While East Coast ports such as Savannah, Charleston and Norfolk are in position to benefit initially from the expansion of post-Panamax vessel trade, the amount of additional cargo that may be handled is uncertain until improvements are made in capacity and water depth (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers).  Ports along the southern Gulf are positioned to gain longer-term as port facilities are expanded.  LA/LB and Oakland can be expected to 7continue as a major port in the post-Panamax era well into the future, but at some point may reach capacity limitations and be forced to expand.
*There was no internal link in the file

Uzbek Cotton Growth Cause Central Asia War

Environmental Justice Foundation, 5 - UK-Based Non-Profit, ‘5 [White Gold The True Cost of Cotton: Uzbekistan, Cotton and the crushing of a nation, www.ejfoundation.org/pdf/white_gold_the_true_cost_of_cotton.pdf, EL

Regionally, the greatest tension exists between Uzbekistan and its two upstream neighbours; Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, which between them generate almost % of the region’s water resources  . Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan lack regional hydrocarbon resources, and seek to use water formed within their territories to generate hydroelectricity, an ambition diametrically opposed to the demands of Uzbek cotton production. The two upstream states need to divert water into reservoirs during the summer – thereby limiting the water available downstream for cotton during the growing season. During the winter, when energy is most in demand, water from their reservoirs is put to use powering the turbines but can cause flood damage to downstream irrigated cropland. To date Tajikistan’s energy ambitions remain largely unrealised. Civil war, compounded by chronic lack of funds have so far thwarted the construction of a major hydropower plant at Rogun  . But the Tajiks continue to court foreign investment to support the project’s completion  . This would entail the creation of the world’s highest dam ( metres) which would hold waters capable of delivering , MW of power  . Uzbekistan remains adamantly opposed on the grounds that it would damage downstream cotton production. The Uzbek attitude has not escaped the notice of Tajik officials, who talk of the dam’s power to force Tashkent into adopting a new political stance towards their country  . The situation in Kyrgyzstan is far more advanced. The Republic has already made progress in increasing the amount of energy derived from hydropower and since independence has substantially moderated the flow of water: a development which has now become a major point of contention between Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan  . In future the three countries are likely to disagree over the extent of regional water withdrawals. Present quotas allow the upstream countries to consume only a fraction of the water they generate. But by  both Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan are predicted to increase their national water demand by over % . Kazakhstan also experiences tension over water supply. Being the furthest downstream of the three countries along the Syr Darya, much of the Kazakh water supply is heavily salinated as a result of upstream mismanagement. As Uzbek farmers divert spent irrigation water back into local river systems, . km of salt laden water is released into the Syr Darya every year  . By the time the Syr Darya has reached Sharadara, (just north of the Uzbek border) its salinity ranges from . to . grams per litre  . Further north the salt concentration rises above . grams per litre: the World Health Organisation guideline value for drinking water salinity  . The seriousness of the situation has led Kazakhstan to declare the situation a matter of national security Under the Soviets the region was managed as a single agricultural entity 32 whose water strategy was laid out by the Ministry of Irrigation in Moscow33 . The fall of Communism brought an end to centrally planned water management 3 : the division of Central Asian water resources is now largely determined by the individual actions of five separate national governments, each intent on fostering their own individual prosperity 3 . Following independence, President Karimov was eager to maintain Uzbekistan’s position as the prime beneficiary of water resources; eventually managing to persuade the other Central Asian states to endure water quotas in line with those of the outgoing Soviet administration 21 . Despite the establishment of the Interstate Coordinating Water Commission (ICWC) – under which states agreed to retain the Soviet system of water allocation 21 – tensions over water continue to run high. Rival governments routinely accuse one another of breaching water quotas 21 . According to a media report in 2003, a British diplomat in Tajikistan stated that “Within 10 years if nothing changes there will be armed conflict”
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Central Asian war Causes Global war

Peimani 02 , Central Asia and Caucasus specialist at the Department of Peace Studies at the University of Bradford, 2002 (Hooman, Failed Transition, Bleak Future: War and Instability in Central Asia and the Caucasus, p. 142-143) EL 

The impact of war and instability in the Caucasus or Central Asia will not be confined to the countries immediately affected. Any local conflict could escalate and expand to its neighboring countries, only to destabilize the entire respective region. Furthermore, certain countries with stakes in the stability of Central Asia and/or the Caucasus could well be dragged into such a conflict, intentionally or unintentionally. Regardless of the form or extend of their intervention in a future war, the sheer act of intervention could further escalate the war, increase the human suffering, and plant the seeds for its further escalation. Needless to say, this could only further contribute to the devastation of all parties involved and especially of the “hosting” CA or Caucasian countries. In fact, certain factors could even kindle a military confrontation between and among the five regional and non-regional states with long-term interests in Central Asia and the Caucasus. This scenario could potentially destabilize large parts of Asia and Europe. The geographical location of the two regions as a link between Asia and Europe. The geographical location of the two regions as a link between Asia and Europe—shared to different extents by Iran, Turkey, and Russia—creates a “natural” geographical context for the expansion of any regional war involving these states to other ports of Asia and Europe. Added to this, Iran, China, Turkey, Russia, and the United States all have ties and influence in parts of Asia and Europe. They are also members of regional organizations such as the Economic Cooperation Organization (Iran and Turkey) or military organizations such as NATO (Turkey and the United States). These geographical, political, economic, and military ties could help expand any conflict in which they are involved. For all the reasons mentioned, war and instability in the countries of the Caucasus and Central Asia will be bad news for a great number of countries, near or far. It is therefore in the interest of all the potential parties to any future military conflict in the two regions to avoid actions that could instigate it. They should also refrain from acts that could unnecessarily escalate such conflicts should they occur. on the contrary, they should employ all their powers to contain and to end such conflicts. Perhaps more importantly than any of these, they should all contribute to the efforts of the Caucasian and CA countries to revitalize their economies and resolve their disputes with their neighboring states or within their own national boundaries. One should hope that, for the sake of peace and stability, Iran, China, Turkey, Russia, and the United States will find enough incentives to become contributing partners to a process of economic growth and the peaceful resolution of conflicts in the Caucasus and Central Asia. Otherwise there is little doubt that the current pace of events in the two regions is heading toward a period of war and instability, with a devastating result for the exhausted Caucasian and CA countries. This development will contain a great potential for escalation, with sever implications for the security of many other countries in Asia and Europe 
2AC ADD-ON:CHINA
The Chinese textile industry is on the brink of collapse – rising costs

PRC Ministry of Commerce 2008 (4/25, "Chinese textile firms struggle to survive in 2008", China Textile Network Company, http://textination.de/en/tiw/2008/TIW04252008.pdf) //EL

Textile firms, once an export engine of China, are fighting for their survival this year with rising costs and dismal overseas market hit by the subprime crisis. Those firms wooing foreign buyers at the 103rd China Import and Export Fair, the largest trade fair in the country also called the Canton Fair, felt the pinch. Few buyers visited their exhibition stall, and fewer still signed contracts. William Lowry, an American clothing buyer, came to the fair for the 20th time this year. It was different from previous years because this time he just looked, he did not buy. "Chinese product competitiveness was not much as it was. I'm thinking of buying from other countries. The reduction in tax rebates and the devaluation of the dollar have made Chinese products 20 percent higher than what it was." "Twenty percent means I'm looking elsewhere," William said. The Chinese currency has ventured below the seven yuan mark since the government loosened the unit's peg to the dollar in 2005. The yuan has gained about 18 percent since then. This has made Chinese textile products more expensive and its price advantage has almost vanished compared with products from Vietnam and India. The yuan appreciation, together with the rising material and labor costs, has driven some textile firms to the brink of bankruptcy. Source: China Textile Network Company - 4 The Lanyan Group, the largest denim products manufacturer based in the eastern Shandong Province, received only one million-meter cloth order this year, one fifth last year's total. In the area where Lanyan is, only 70 out of over 100 textile factories are working normally. Even those still operating are finishing their previous orders, said Zhang Meng, a manager with the Lanyan Group. Anyway, the textile firms are finding ways to survive. Changing the price tag is sure to be the first choice for many of the textile exhibitors on the fair. "Our quoted price is 10 percent higher than last spring. Our labor cost increased 10 percent and dyeing costs rose eight percent last year," said Yang Hongchang, a sales manager of Ningbo Yongnan Knitting Co Ltd, a major knitted coat and T-Shirt exporter to Europe, Canada, New Zealand and Russia. However, the price rise has made foreign buyers hesitate before making their decision. "Australia is a small country in population and we are a small company. We're affected by the States and people don't want to spend now. "The price is seven to ten percent higher than last year. I have to look and see," said a manager with Des Rowe, an Australian footwear agency, without giving his name. 

Port expansion is key to increased cotton exports
Rossen et al, 11 - Professor/Extension Economist and Director at the Center for North American Studies (Parr, "Impacts of Transportation Infrastructure on the U.S. Cotton Industry", May, Center for North American, cnas.tamu.edu/AMS%20Cotton%20Transportation%20Report%20June%202011.pdf) // NK

The new Panama Canal lock system will be equipped to handle vessels up to 12,600 twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU) for containers, compared to a present maximum vessel size of 4,400 TEU.  The Canal expansion should relieve U.S. West Coast congestion on routes to Asia and increase potential to increase cotton shipments from the U.S. Gulf and South Atlantic ports to China and other Asian destinations.  The Journal of Commerce estimates that Gulf port container volume could increase by 20 percent due to Panama Canal expansion.  In addition, U.S. ports have experienced a 156% increase in post-Panamax vessel calls over the past five years, increasing the demand for service of larger vessels (U.S. Department of Transportation). While yet to be verified empirically, it is expected that significant additional volume of U.S. cotton will be shipped via Gulf Coast and East Coast ports to China and the Far East after 2014.  This in large part, however, will depend on the expansion of these ports to handle post Panamax vessels.  While East Coast ports such as Savannah, Charleston and Norfolk are in position to benefit initially from the expansion of post-Panamax vessel trade, the amount of additional cargo that may be handled is uncertain until improvements are made in capacity and water depth (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers).  Ports along the southern Gulf are positioned to gain longer-term as port facilities are expanded.  LA/LB and Oakland can be expected to 7continue as a major port in the post-Panamax era well into the future, but at some point may reach capacity limitations and be forced to expand.
US cotton exports are key to the Chinese textile industry

Asia Times 06 - 12/6 [http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China_Business/HL06Cb01.html, “China's cotton conundrum”) EL

Quantity import of foreign cotton has met the demand and helped cut the production costs of China's cotton textile industry on the one hand, but on the other hand, it is having a negative impact on China's cotton market. Statistics show that China's cotton import has kept rising since 2003, from nearly 170,000 tons in 2002 to 870,000 tons in 2003, to 1.823 million tons in 2004, 2.572 million tons in 2005 and further to 3.25 million tons in the first 10 months of this year. There are now dozens of cotton dealers in more than 50 countries exporting cotton to China, compared with only a few in the past. The number of large state-owned Chinese cotton-importing enterprises has also increased, to more than 1,000. Many cotton dealers from the United States, big or small, have opened representative offices, branch companies or agencies in China. US cotton production and processing enterprises have also begun to export cotton to China. Other countries, such as India and Australia, are also exporting cotton to China. China's cotton output has increased from 5.32 million tons in 2001 to 5.7 million tons in 2005, growing at an average annual rate of 2%, while its demand for cotton by the textile industry has increased from 5.91 million tons to 9.3 million tons, growing at an average annual rate of 14%, and the supply shortage has increased from 400,000 tons to 3.7 million tons. Price advantage is the trump card of foreign cotton producers. The field cost of ginned cotton is 8,900 yuan (US$1,135) per ton in China, 3,000 yuan lower than that produced in the United States. However, the cost, insurance and freight of US cotton import in Chinese ports is 1,000-1,500 yuan per ton lower than that of home-grown cotton. The reason lies in huge subsidies the US government grants to its cotton exporters. The price of cotton on the international market was 1,870 yuan per ton lower than on the domestic market in the first half of this year, and the average price of cotton imported was 960 yuan per ton lower than on the domestic market. Chinese cotton textile enterprises relied on cotton import for more than 40% of their cotton consumption in the first half of this year, thus cutting spinning cost by nearly 7%. Meanwhile, compared with Chinese enterprises, foreign cotton dealers offer a higher-quality service, even providing technical advice. Imported cotton also has advantages in terms of delivery date and higher quality.
And, the textile industry is key to China’s economy - jobs

Face Zhang 2008 (June 6, "Pessimism in the Chinese Textile Industry", http://ezinearticles.com/?Pessimism-in-the-Chinese-Textile-Industry&id=1229313) EL

A recent research report showed that in China's textile industry, two-thirds of companies are having an average operating margin of only 0.62%. If these companies fail, it will affect 15 million jobs. Textile is one of the most representative exports of China, with a trade surplus of US$150 billion last year. But the Chinese RMB has gone up 14% against USD since the currency reform, and the US subprime crisis is spreading to other countries. As a result, the whole Chinese exporting sector is surrounded by a pessimistic atmosphere. High level action "One third of textile companies will go broke in 2008," such a rumour was circulating the internet in China in early January, and it caught the attention of the Ministry of Commerce of China and China National Textile and Apparel Council (CNTAC). Therefore in March, 6 research groups were sent to the top 6 textile provinces in China, namely Jiangsu, Zhejiang, Shandong, Guangdong, Fujian and Hebei, as they have a collective textile export share of 85% nationally. What the research groups want to find out include impacts from the rising currency, raw material costs, rising labor costs, reduction of export rebates, increase in export duties, etc. In light of the intensive policy adjustments and environment changes, how are Chinese textile companies coping? What more can they afford? No one knows exactly the number of textile companies in China. The official statistics show that there are currently more than 40,000 companies with annual sales above 5 million yuan (US$660,000), based on export statistics. But CNTAC said that there are hundreds of thousands of smaller players. According to Mr Sun Huaibin, Director of China Textile Economic Research Centre, 80% of profits in the Chinese textile industry were contributed by 1/3 of the companies in 2007. These companies have a profit margin of 6%-10%, against the industry average of 3.9%. But even this profitable one-third is having a hard time now. "Due to various factors, long term sales contracts are no longer easy to get now," said Mr Sun. Another rumour has been circulating since January that export rebates will be cut by a further 4%. Although this has not been officially confirmed, many companies are already factoring into this effect when negotiating export prices. And investment bank analysts are also predicting that RMB will rise another 10% this year. China exported US$176 billion worth of textile products in 2007, up 19% from 2006, the lowset growth rate since 2003. In the first two months of 2008, China exported US$16.4 billion clothing and accessories, up only 5.7% from previous comparable period (pcp). CNTAC recommendations According to the National Bureau of Statistics, the Chinese textile sector registered operating revenue of US$96 billion and profit of US$3.8 billion between January and November 2007, up 23.54% and 42.7% from pcp respectively. But Mr Sun pointed out that there is a terrible polarisation in the Chinese textile sector. So even the overall statistics showed that textile exports are still rising, many small to medium companies are on the struggle. CNTAC people also revealed that companies in Humen of Guangdong Province, a major textile trade centre of China, are now actually easier to find labours, which indicates the rising level of textile unemployment. On the other hand, the international market is becoming more and more competitive, China, Vietnam and India are all fighting for supply orders. The labour-intensive textile industry is a truly sensitive industry. There are more than 20 million textile workers in China, with about 13 million are rural migrant workers. If 2/3 of the companies fail, the remaining 1/3 can only absorb half a million of them. Ms Xu Wenying, vice-president of CNTAC, suggested that "the government should also pay attention to this problem when they are tackling trade surplus and inflation issues. It will endanger the social stability if there are suddenly tens of thousands of people losing their jobs."

A Chinese downturn spills over – leads to a global depression
Shenkar, 05 - Ford Motor Company Chair in Global Business Management, Professor of Management, Fisher College of Business, (The Chinese Century, p. 173) //EL

A doomsday scenario is more likely to be triggered by internal Chinese problems that will then spill into the outside world. China faces a number of serious risks: Its financial system is close to insolvency and if the government were to lose its ability to prop it up, it could implode. A decline in the growth rate could send an already high unemployment rate into the stratosphere at a time when the social safety net is still nascent. Inequality between the rich and the poor is growing by the day, which increases resentment and further erodes the fragile legitimacy of the Communist regime. In this environment, a trigger in the form of a steep and sudden revaluation could ignite social unrest and set off a violent reaction. A fall in domestic demand will then cause China to dump its enormous capacity in world markets and, given global overcapacity in many industries, the impact will be devastating. Foreign counterparts will be pushed to sell at a loss, governments will set emergency tariffs, and exports will chase fewer and fewer open markets. The end result will be global depression on a scale not seen since the 1970s. 
steel advantage
2AC steel addoon

Lack of dredging undermines the steel industry by collapsing exports
Petry 4/2 - correspondent at American Metal Market (Corinna, “US shippers urge feds to use funds for dredging”, Metal Bulletin Weekly, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/1010279097?accountid=14667) //EL

Insufficient federal funding for dredging US waterways is developing into a burgeoning crisis that could translate into lower productivity for both iron ore mines and steel mills, according to the Lake Carriers Association (LCA), which represents the US-flag fleet of vessels carrying iron ore, coal and other commodities on the Great Lakes.

"Years of insufficient federal funding for dredging have left more than 17 million cubic yards of sediment clogging ports and waterways," the LCA said. "It appears this year will hold more of the same."

The federal government has levied a tax on waterborne cargoes to pay for dredging for the past 25 years. Revenues are deposited in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, which takes in roughly $1.6 billion per year. But the government generally spends only half of that amount, and uses the rest to "paper balance" the budget, the LCA said, and the trust fund will have an actual surplus of nearly $7 billion by Sept. 30, the end of fiscal 2012.

Legislation introduced last year would require the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund to spend what it takes in each year for dredging on dredging, and the Senate's version of the transportation reauthorization bill also includes a provision that requires trust fund revenues to be fully spent.

Lake vessels collectively forfeit more than 8,100 tons of cargo for each inch of reduced draft, the LCA said. When cargo is left on the dock, the vessel owner isn't the only one who loses money: roughly 8,100 tons of iron ore represents eight hours of production at a large mine, enough ore to make steel for 10,000 cars and enough work to keep an auto plant running for 14 days.
The steel industry is key to the economy and hegemony.

Harley Shaiken, professor specializing on labor and the global economy at UC-Berkeley, March 22, 2002, Detroit News, “Yes: Steel industry vital to healthy U.S. economy, national security,” http://www.detnews.com/2002/editorial/0203/25/a11-446451.htm

But because an advanced industrial economy needs a vibrant steel industry, not just a source of steel products, the U.S. steel industry needs some temporary resuscitation and long-term structural support to survive. More than 30 firms have gone bankrupt since 1998 -- and far more would likely have fallen over the edge without President George W. Bush's recent modest measures. The hard lesson of this debacle might well have been that it's easier to see an industry like steel implode than to rebuild it when it's needed. Why does America need a steel industry? Steel executives want to keep their companies afloat and the steelworkers union wants to preserve members' jobs. But beyond their immediate concerns, an important, long-term public interest is involved. First, steel provides critical linkages throughout manufacturing. A healthy steel industry can spur innovations in downstream industries such as autos. These industries would enjoy earlier access to new processes and products. U.S. steel firms, for example, are spearheading an international consortium on advanced vehicle concepts. It doesn't help that three of the largest U.S. firms involved are in bankruptcy. Second, steel remains an important source of well-paid, middle-class jobs. While more than 70,000 jobs are threatened at bankrupt steel producers, an additional 250,000 jobs at suppliers and firms dependent on steelworker spending are impacted, according to Professor Robert Blecker at American University. A collapsing steel industry cuts a wide swath of destruction through communities. Finally, a domestic industry provides more stable sources of supply, which is pivotal in a national security crisis. Steel is genuinely a strategic industry unless we are thinking about aluminum aircraft carriers and mahogany tanks.

port deepening key to steel exports

Insufficient dredging funding hurts economic competitiveness—steel and heavy products
Ngai 12-- commodities reporter covering the metals and mining industry (Catherine, “Dredging, infrastructure spending must top US priorities: AAPA chief”, Metal Bulletin Weekly, 1/16, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/926219023?accountid=14667, ProQuest) EL

Dredging maintenance and infrastructure spending issues should be addressed before initiating discussions on growing the economy, according to the head of the American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA). "We talk a lot about wanting to increase trade and exports to boost the economy, but we need to first recognize that we must invest in our infrastructure so trade will be competitive," AAPA president and chief executive officer Kurt Nagel told AMM. "The last cycle of dredging funding was the highest level it has been, and it was barely half of what should have entered the system." Speaking on the sidelines of AAPA’s Shifting International Trade Routes Conference in Tampa, Fla., Nagel said that money collected through the federal Harbor Maintenance Tax, a levy on goods shipped into the country, is not properly routed to maintain dredging needs at U.S. ports. As a result, he said, importers who bring in such heavy products as steel are unable to do so efficiently. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers said that $2.37 billion was allotted for operation and maintenance in the fiscal 2011 budget, with another $264 million set aside for the Mississippi River and its tributaries. But some say that isn’t enough. "We realize there’s a general need to rebuild our transportation infrastructure throughout the country. In our overall system, half of the navigation channels are dredged to their authorized depth only 35 percent of the time," Nagel said. "That means you’re obviously going to increase costs for cargo by reducing the capacity of the channels." The AAPA said its top priority in Washington will be to get President Obama to propose a budget next month that includes a significantly higher level of funding for maintenance dredging. "We’re also working with Congress to propose legislation that will require the government to fully utilize the tax that’s being collected," Nagel said. But with the nation headed towards federal elections in November, it will be difficult to convince Congress that investments in infrastructure projects are a necessity, Nagel said. "We’re making some significant inroads, but we’re faced with the upcoming elections and the federal budget situation. We live in an environment where the question is always, “’Where do we cut?’ because no one wants to spend." In a World Economic Forum study, the United States last year fell one place to 23rd for worldwide port infrastructure quality. Nagel said that port infrastructure relies on the entire supply chain ‘"everything from connecting cargo from the port to a barge, rail or truck and transporting it to the final destination. "Our goal is that when the President or Congress talks about transportation, we want them not to think only about highways and bridges, but also how that connects to our ports, and ultimately the world market, via our navigation channels," he said. "It’s a priority to invest in all of these aspects of our infrastructure if we’re going to be competitive internationally." 
Current US ports can’t store the large amount of containerized steel scrap to meet the demands of their importers

Davidson, 4/10, Senior Writer, Metal Bulletin (Sean, “ Demand drives US ferrous scrap export prices up”, Metal Bulletin, 4/10/12, Lexis Nexis)//AK 

Ferrous scrap export prices jumped between $5 and $10 per tonne last week, driven by sustained demand from Turkey off the East Coast and Taiwan off the West Coast.

East Coast exporters said bulk cargo sales to Turkey of the 80/20 mix of No. 1 and No. 2 heavy melting steel scrap were in a range of $451 to $453 per tonne c.f.r., up between $8 and $10 from a week earlier. Sources said freight had stayed steady at around $26 per tonne, but some said freight could soften by up to $2 per tonne in coming weeks.

Contradicting reports of East Coast bulk cargoes to Turkey suggested anywhere between four and eight cargoes sold last week. AMM confirmed four sales early in the week at prices that were up $8 per tonne before rising an additional $2 by Thursday. 

One cargo sold to Turkey early last week was up $8 per tonne to $451 per tonne c.f.r. for 80/20 heavy melt and to $456 per tonne for shredded, according to sources, while a cargo sold late Thursday at $453 per tonne c.f.r. for 35,000 tonnes of 80/20 heavy melt and $463 per tonne for 5,000 tonnes of plate and structural scrap.

A third cargo of 33,000 tonnes of 80/20 heavy melt and 7,000 tonnes of shredded scrap sold at a composite price of $452 per tonne, while a fourth cargo of 40,000 tonnes of 80/20 heavy melt and 5,000 tonnes of bonus grade (five-foot plate and structural scrap) went for a composite price of $454.50 per tonne.

"Bulk shredded scrap traded at about $458 per tonne on Friday, up $10. This week, I expect it to hit $460," a large East Coast exporter said. "Between 12 and 14 cargoes sold to Turkey last week, and I believe seven or eight of those cargoes were shipped from the U.S."

East Coast shipments of containerized shredded scrap to India gained between $5 and $10 per tonne last week, trading in a range of $490 to $495 per tonne c.f.r. Market participants said the increases were driven by a shortage in container availability that is likely to continue.

Two sources said there were rumors that one shipping company had suspended all bookings of containerized scrap, while a second shipping company was rumored to have reduced the number of available containers.

"Basically, what happened across the globe is that container lines took vessels off the market a few weeks back, then overbooked ships this month and blamed vessel space. They did all this to increase rates and blame space as the issue. The United Kingdom and European Union are booked out until the first few weeks of May," a containerized scrap ex-porter said. "Container rates are up, but you can secure some space on ships if you pay a nice premium. India pricing is up with the increase on shipping, but still spotty."

Other sources said last week's container sales of shredded scrap were at $438 per tonne f.a.s. Savannah, Ga., $440 per tonne f.a.s. New York and $432 per tonne f.a.s. Baltimore. A Mumbai-based importer of U.S. scrap told AMM that prices for containers of shredded scrap were between $490 and $495 per tonne c.f.r. Nhava Sheva.

On the West Coast, a few sources said they had heard rumors of one bulk cargo of shredded scrap being sold to a Tai-wanese consumer at $475 per tonne c.f.r., but AMM was unable to confirm the deal.

Meanwhile, containers of 80/20 heavy melt gained $5 per tonne last week as several exporters reported sales to Taiwan at around $450 per tonne c.f.r. after starting the week at $445. West Coast containerized scrap exporters said 80/20 heavy melt had traded in a range of $410 to $420 per tonne f.a.s. Long Beach/Los Angeles.

"Freights are up between $3 and $5 per tonne, which negates the rise," one Los Angeles based-source said. "However, steel scrap cargoes are competing with waste paper, grains, hay and cotton this season, and it results in a shortage of available containers. Other ports are dramatically lower due to higher containerized freights."

US exports key to grow the steel industry

Phelps, 11, President, AIIS[American Institute for International Steel] (David, ”US Economy and Steel Market Mid-2011

Where are We? Where Are We Headed?”, Port of Houston Authority, 8/9/12, Lexis Nexis)//AK  

Before I begin though, I would like to introduce AIIS, in case there is someone in the room who doesn’t know who we are.  AIIS is the trade association that represents importers and exporters of steel, some steel mills, stevedores, port authorities, like POHA, customs brokers, ocean carriers, rail, barge and truck transportation companies, freight forwarders, warehousing and steel distributing companies.  Our trading company members represent a major portion of the imported steel that arrives in the US year after year.  AIIS’s purpose is to promote open markets and free trade.  

Steel imports are critical to the US steel market since US producers do not produce enough steel in a normal year to satisfy demand.  Our domestic steel industry competitors on the import side of things in recent years are increasingly our partners in exporting as they have increased their commitment to the export market, to the benefit of the trading companies, domestic mills themselves and of course, port authorities and everyone in the logistics chain.  The export business is of growing importance to our AIIS members and we are pleased to be working cooperatively with domestic mills, selling their steel around the world.  
In the US market, our customer base and the domestic industry’s customer base is the same and so we live and die by the ability of American manufacturing to succeed in the US and international markets.  As a result, AIIS in recent years has expanded its agenda to include non-trade related pro-manufacturing issues such as taxes, regulatory issues, cap and trade and other issues affecting the competitiveness of our US manufacturing base.  
Infrastructure key to steel
US infrastructure key to the steel industry’s competiveness 

Ngai, 4/11, Senior writer for Metal Bulletin (Catherine, “Surma lays out key policy priorities for AISI”, Metal Bulletin, 4/11/12, Lexis Nexis)//AK

The US steel industry needs less-burdensome government regulations, affordable energy, adequate investments in in-frastructure and strong enforcement of international trade regulations to ensure growth moving forward, according to American Iron and Steel Institute chairman John P. Surma. 

"The American steel industry is leading the economy out of the recession. The rationale behind that is that steel con-tinues to be the basis, backbone and essential building block of the economy," Surma said during a media conference call highlighting AISI policy objectives for 2012. "For every job formed in the steel industry, seven additional jobs are formed in other economic sectors."

Surma, who is chairman and chief executive officer of Pittsburgh-based U.S. Steel Corp., spoke with urgency of the need to encourage growth in U.S. manufacturing.

One area of discussion was the importance of passing a multiyear infrastructure bill, which would help stimulate steel demand and allow U.S. companies to be competitive internationally.

"Our crumbling infrastructure system is a top national priority," he said. "It's essential to be able to do business effi-ciently within our own borders."

Last month, Congress passed a last-minute 90-day short-term infrastructure extension, the ninth of its kind, in efforts to continue funding the nation's highways, surface transportation and bridges.

Surma added that many of the new and aggressive regulations proposed by the Environment Protection Agency (EPA) have been "counterproductive" for the steel industry and increased costs with no true benefit.

Strict trade enforcements, including domestic trade laws and cases brought by the U.S. Trade Representative at the World Trade Organization (WTO), also must be maintained to ensure fair competition.

"China employs certain protectionist policies . . . (such as) undervaluing its currency by as much as 30 percent. We need to maintain strength in our trade remedy laws to ensure well-paying jobs, critical materials for our national defense and high-value exports," he said. "We want our nation's manufacturing sector to thrive and drive our economic recovery."

Investment in transportation infrastructure key to reinvigorate the steel industry

Prentice, 3/22, Senior writer Metal Bulletin (Chris, “Infrastructure, fair trade said key to recovery”, Metal Bulletin, 3/22/12, Lexis Nexis)//AK

U.S. spending on transportation and infrastructure and increased protection from trade imbalances will help the recovering domestic steel sector stay on track, industry leaders told the Congressional Steel Caucus in Washington.
John P. Surma, chairman and chief executive officer of U.S. Steel Corp. and chairman of the American Iron and Steel Institute, said the industry is recovering, but the recovery has been slow.

"Apparent steel demand in the U.S. continues to increase, but even after the expected gains of 6 percent this year and another 6 percent next year, demand in the U.S. would still only be at 88 percent of the four-year annual average preceding the recession," he told the steel caucus hearing.

The major exception to moderate year-on-year growth in steel market segments this year is construction, which continues to be a drag on U.S. economic and steel market growth, particularly in terms of public sector construction, Surma said.

In order to stimulate further growth, domestic spending on transportation and infrastructure is a must, industry executives said.

"The steel industry urges Congress to provide a dedicated source of revenue on a long-term basis sufficient to meet the growing infrastructure needs of this economy," ArcelorMittal USA Inc.'s president and chief executive officer, Michael G. Rippey said, adding, that the House of Representatives should follow the Senate's lead in passing a transportation funding bill.

The Senate last week approved a two-year, $109-billion surface transportation funding bill ahead of a March 31 deadline. The House is still considering its own five-year, $260-billion transportation bill (AMM, March 15).

Executives said that legislators also need to address state-owned enterprises, notably in Russia and China, that make it difficult for U.S. mills to compete.

Some 80 percent of all Chinese outward investment-which totaled $73 billion in 2011, up from $10 billion in 2005-has been funded by state-owned enterprises, Nucor Corp. chairman and chief executive officer Dan DiMicco said, citing data from The Economist.

The steel industry would support legislation against Chinese currency manipulation as one way to create a fairer balance with foreign competitors, he said. "We have let China manipulate its currency for far too long. Our trade deficit in goods with China-if these numbers don't blow your mind, I don't know what could-was $295 billion last year alone and over $2.4 trillion since 1999."

Steel K2 military
The steel industry is key to US hegemony and economic primacy.

AISI 4 [American Iron and Steel Institute, “A Strong U.S. Steel Industry:  Critical to Protecting U.S. Infrastructure, Homeland Security and Economic Security,” 9-2-4, www.steel.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Trade2&TEMPLATE=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm&CONTENTID=18271]
"Steel is an important jobs issue; it is also an important national security issue.  I am here to trumpet one of the great values of America.  That's the enterprise of the American worker, the hardworking American citizens who make this economy go. And those are the steelworkers of America.  I appreciate what you do for our country."    President George W. Bush, August 26, 2001 

The President and many other U.S. government leaders recognize that steel and national security go hand in hand.  The North American Security and Prosperity Partnership (SPP), in the first Ministerial “Report to Leaders” (June 2005), identifies steel as a “strategic” industry.  Given the tragic events of September 11, 2001 and the subsequent global war on terror, the importance of a strong and viable American steel industry to U.S. national infrastructure, homeland security and economic security cannot be overstated. 

It is vital to U.S. national economic security and to our homeland security that America does not become dangerously dependent on offshore sources of supply for: 

The steel that goes into our energy infrastructure such as petroleum refineries, oil and gas pipelines, storage tanks, electricity power generating plants, electric power transmission towers and utility distribution poles; 

The steel that goes into our transportation security infrastructure such as highways, bridges, railroads, mass transit systems, airports, seaports and navigation systems; 

The steel that goes into our health and public safety infrastructure such as dams and reservoirs, waste and sewage treatment facilities, the public water supply system and, increasingly, residential construction; 

The steel that goes into our commercial, industrial and institutional complexes such as manufacturing plants, schools, commercial buildings, chemical processing plants, hospitals, retail stores, hotels, houses of worship and government buildings.  

In the above context, this paper provides a summary and enhancement of a December 

2001 report prepared by America’s steel-producing community, entitled “A Strong U.S. 

Steel Industry: Critical to National Defense and Economic Security.” It is submitted here in connection with the revised draft National Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP).  This paper covers: the role played by steel in all its forms in homeland security and economic security; the nation’s increased need for steel to bolster our homeland security and economic security; and the role that domestically produced steel must play to meet our overall security objectives.

In the wake of September 11, we are justifiably concerned about the security of the physical underpinnings of our society, especially its essential infrastructure.  Virtually all elements of this infrastructure -- energy, transportation, health, public safety and buildings -- are dependent upon steel for their construction and security.  The importance of a strong and viable domestic steel industry to U.S. national economic security and to our homeland security is clear.

The September 11 attacks on the United States illustrate that (1) steel will be needed to “harden” existing

U.S. infrastructure and installations and (2) a strong and viable domestic steel industry will be needed to provide immediate steel deliveries when and where required.  We need only consider the potential difficulties that the U.S. would face in defending, maintaining and rebuilding vital infrastructure in an environment where our nation is largely dependent upon offshore sources for steel.  If the U.S. were to become even more dangerously dependent upon offshore sources of steel, we would experience sharply reduced security preparedness in the face of: 

Highly variable, and certainly higher, costs; 

Uncertain supply, impacted by unsettled foreign economies; 

Quality, design and performance problems; 

Inventory problems, long lead times and extended construction schedules. 

In this submission, we will examine U.S. infrastructure, segment by segment, all of which are highly steel-intensive. We will cite specific examples of our infrastructure need, the importance of steel as a material to this need and the importance of a strong and viable domestic steel industry to meet this need.  

Even prior to September 11, the American Society of Civil Engineers reported that $1.3 trillion would be needed through 2005 alone for major infrastructure improvements in The United States. The situation has likely worsened since publication of the figures below. According to authoritative government and consuming industry studies:  

25 percent of U.S. bridges are currently either structural deficient or obsolete, so roughly 150,000 of our nation’s bridges will need to be modernized and rebuilt; 

27 percent of America’s highways are judged to be poor-to-mediocre, so more than a quarter of the U.S. highway system will need to be rebuilt and upgraded; 

21 percent of U.S. rail track is rated as “less than good,” so more than a fifth of our nation’s railway system will need to be better maintained or rebuilt;  30 percent of U.S. airport runways are classified as “needing repair,” so nearly a third of our nation’s airport runways will require upgrading. 

Our country depends upon a healthy American steel industry to meet these and other growing U.S. demands for steel-intensive infrastructure. Engineers and contractors on sophisticated infrastructure projects require an uninterrupted supply of quality steel that they can trust to meet the performance characteristics of their project’s design, delivered on time and at a competitive cost.  U.S. national economic security requires a strong and viable domestic steel industry to meet all these criteria on a consistent plate steel in wide and very heavy gauges.  Prompt and effective maintenance and restoration of pipelines are vital to our national energy security infrastructure and to our national economy 

Electric power generation is an engine for our economy. Steel is not only present in the structures, but in the huge generators, which use large quantities of sophisticated electrical lamination steel sheet, and in the boilers, pressure vessels and pipe that is needed to produce basis. 

US steel industry key to national defense- missiles, Navy, Armor, airplanes, and artillery 

American Iron and steel institute, 7, American iron and steel institute, specialty steel industry of North America, steel manufacturers association, and united steelworkers (“STEEL AND THE NATIONAL DEFENSE” Jan. 2007)//AK

Introduction

This analysis presented by the U.S. steel industry addresses the importance of domestically produced steel to our nation’s overall national defense objectives and the increased need for steel to bolster our economic and military security. The President and other U.S. government leaders have recognized repeatedly the critical interdependence of steel and national security. The American steel industry and the thousands of skilled men and women who comprise its workforce produce high quality, cost-competitive steel products for military use in applications ranging from aircraft carriers and nuclear submarines to Patriot and Stinger missiles, armor plate for tanks and field artillery pieces, as well as every major military aircraft in production today. These critical applications require consistent, high quality on-shore supply sources. While leading-edge defense applications represent only a small portion of overall domestic sales of steel products, defense-related materials are produced on the same equipment, using some of the same technology, and are developed by the same engineers who support the larger commercial businesses of steel companies in the U.S. 

Steel is key to military power

American Iron and steel institute, 7, American iron and steel institute, specialty steel industry of North America, steel manufacturers association, and united steelworkers (“STEEL AND THE NATIONAL DEFENSE” Jan. 2007) //AK

The U.S. carbon/alloy and specialty steel industries are vital partners to American defense

contractors and to the DOD. Domestic and specialty metals are found in virtually every military

platform. Whether it is missiles, jet aircraft, submarines, helicopters, Humvees® or munitions,

American-made steels and specialty metals are crucial components of U.S. military strength. A

few examples follow:

1. The Joint Strike fighter F135 engine, the gears, bearings, and the body itself, will use high performance specialty steels and superalloys produced by U.S. specialty steel companies.

2. Land based vehicles such as the Bradley Fighting Vehicle, Abrams Tank, and the family of Light Armored Vehicles use significant tonnage of steel plate per vehicle.

3. Steel plate is used in the bodies and propulsion systems of the naval fleet.

4. The control cables on virtually all military aircraft, including fighter jets and military transport planes, are produced from steel wire rope.

Numerous additional examples illustrating how steel and specialty metals directly support the

U.S. defense industrial base are provided in Appendices 1 and 2. These materials are an integral part of many diversified military applications and, as such, are in a continuing state of technological development.

Steel’s importance to the military must also be looked at in a broader context to include both direct and indirect steel shipments to the military infrastructure that are needed to support our defense efforts, both at home and overseas -- e.g., all of the steel that goes into the rails, rail cars, ground vehicles, tanks, ships, military barracks, fences and bases, which are not classified as shipments to ordinance, aircraft, shipbuilding or other military uses.

The September 11 attacks on the United States made it clear that (1) steel will be needed to “harden” existing U.S. infrastructure and installations and (2) a strong and viable domestic steel industry will be needed to provide immediate steel deliveries when and where required. Consider the potential difficulties the U.S. would face in defending, maintaining and rebuilding infrastructure in an environment where our nation is largely dependent upon foreign steel. By 4 becoming even more dangerously dependent upon offshore sources of steel, the United States would experience sharply reduced security preparedness in the face of:

• Highly variable, and certainly higher, costs;

• Uncertain supply, impacted by unsettled foreign economies and politics;

• Quality, design and performance problems;

• Inventory problems, long lead times and extended construction schedules.

US steel industry key to economic growth, stronger infrastructure, and aspects of homeland security

American Iron and steel institute, 7, american iron and steel institute, specialty steel industry of north america, steel manufacturers association, and united steelworkers (“STEEL AND THE NATIONAL DEFENSE” Jan. 2007)//AK

The steel industry in the United States employs about 160,000 skilled, efficient workers who make over $60 billion worth of high quality carbon, alloy and specialty steel products annually, using state-of-the-art equipment and technology to produce flat and long products. Independent producers make pipe and tube products, wire and other products. In addition to the many direct applications of steel in individual weapons systems, steel is critical to the nation’s infrastructure.

As described in an April 2005 report entitled “The Transformation of the North American Steel Industry: Drivers, Prospects and Vulnerabilities” (by Professor Timothy J. Considine of Pennsylvania State University), a restructured and globally competitive “New American steel industry” today plays a key strategic role in developing high quality, more durable manufactured goods and stronger, longer-lasting infrastructure.

As the Cuomo Commission on Trade and Competitiveness stated in its 1998 report, "industries are interdependent and a broad base of industrial activity is necessary for a healthy economy." The U.S. steel industry is an important source for employment and tax revenues for local and regional economies. In the United States, for every one job in the steel industry, seven additional jobs are created in other economic sectors, such as raw materials, transportation, computers and related technical services. These interrelationships demonstrate that the steel industry maintains a key role in economic development. In particular, steel remains integral to the manufacturing sector. A strong domestic steel industry is vital to ensuring a sound manufacturing base.

In 2005, the world consumed more than 1 billion tons of steel. This extraordinarily wide use of steel reflects its critical role in nearly all aspects of manufacturing. A financially strong, technologically-advanced, and environmentally-sustainable steel industry in the United States is essential to serving the material -- and homeland security -- needs of American society in the 21st century. Besides the direct environmental benefits from improving the energy and material efficiency of U.S. manufacturing, higher quality steels generate a wide array of other benefits throughout our society. New steels and steel applications are providing more durable and hazard-resistant structures. Light weight, high strength steels -- which are gaining increasing acceptance in automotive applications -- are achieving more fuel-efficient vehicles while improving passenger 3 safety. Likewise, new armor plated and alloyed steels can play an increasingly important role in serving our nation’s growing homeland security needs.

Steel is used in every aspect of National Defense and key to Transportation infrastructure security

American Iron and steel institute, 7, american iron and steel institute, specialty steel industry of north america, steel manufacturers association, and united steelworkers (“STEEL AND THE NATIONAL DEFENSE” Jan. 2007)//AK

A strong and viable domestic steel industry is critical to America’s national defense, national economic security and homeland security. Virtually every military platform is dependent on U.S- produced steels and specialty metals.

.. The U.S. steel industry’s ability to supply our defense establishment will depend on the

steel industry’s continued ability to compete in its commercial markets and maintain a

domestic manufacturing presence.

.. Announced global steel capacity increases in China, India and other countries are

enormous; they are far in excess of projected world steel demand growth; and much of this

announced growth in foreign steel capacity is attributable to foreign government support

and other types of aid. The U.S. government must call upon other governments to exercise

restraint and refrain from subsidizing the growth of capacity that will jeopardize our

commercial markets -- and thereby undermine the industry’s ability to supply the smaller

defense market. The U.S. government must also ensure that the trade policies of foreign

competitors are consistent with international rules -- thereby permitting domestic

producers to compete on the basis of genuine comparative advantage.

.. The U.S. government must adopt policies that encourage continued investment in

domestic manufacturing. Otherwise, the research and development that is critical to the

development of strategic metals will follow our production capabilities offshore. This

would seriously compromise military preparedness and force the U.S. military to become

more dependent upon foreign sources of supply.

.. The Chinese government’s support of its steel industry provides an artificial advantage in international competition. If left unchallenged, this support will result in the transfer of significant U.S. manufacturing capability to China. 10

.. Steel the material -- and a strong and viable U.S. steel industry -- remain more essential

than ever to our nation’s (1) energy security infrastructure; (2) transportation security

infrastructure; (3) health and public safety; and (4) commercial, industrial and

institutional buildings. 

US Steel industry key to transportation infrastructure, homeland security, and economic security

American Iron and steel institute, 7, american iron and steel institute, specialty steel industry of north america, steel manufacturers association, and united steelworkers (“STEEL AND THE NATIONAL DEFENSE” Jan. 2007)//AK

The President and many other U.S. government leaders recognize that steel and national security go hand in hand. The North American Security and Prosperity Partnership (SPP), in the first Ministerial “Report to Leaders” (June 2005), identifies steel as a “strategic” industry. Given the tragic events of September 11, 2001 and the subsequent global war on terror, the importance of a strong and viable American steel industry to U.S. national infrastructure, homeland security and economic security cannot be overstated.

It is vital to U.S. national economic security and to our homeland security that America does not become dangerously dependent on offshore sources of supply for:

􀂉 The steel that goes into our energy infrastructure such as petroleum refineries, oil and gas pipelines, storage tanks, electricity power generating plants, electric power transmission towers and utility distribution poles;

􀂉 The steel that goes into our transportation security infrastructure such as highways, bridges, railroads, mass transit systems, airports, seaports and navigation systems;

􀂉 The steel that goes into our health and public safety infrastructure such as dams and reservoirs, waste and sewage treatment facilities, the public water supply system and, increasingly, residential construction;

􀂉 The steel that goes into our commercial, industrial and institutional complexes such as manufacturing plants, schools, commercial buildings, chemical processing plants, hospitals, retail stores, hotels, houses of worship and government buildings.

In the above context, this paper provides a summary and enhancement of a December 2001 report prepared by America’s steel-producing community, entitled “A Strong U.S. Steel Industry: Critical to National Defense and Economic Security.” It is submitted here in 2 connection with the revised draft National Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP). This paper covers: the role played by steel in all its forms in homeland security and economic security; the nation’s increased need for steel to bolster our homeland security and economic security; and the role that domestically produced steel must play to meet our overall security objectives.

Steel K2 Economy
Steel key to jobs and is leading us out of the recession

Ngai, 4/11, Senior writer for Metal Bulletin (Catherine, “Surma lays out key policy priorities for AISI”, Metal Bulletin, 4/11/12, Lexis Nexis)//AK

The US steel industry needs less-burdensome government regulations, affordable energy, adequate investments in in-frastructure and strong enforcement of international trade regulations to ensure growth moving forward, according to American Iron and Steel Institute chairman John P. Surma. 

"The American steel industry is leading the economy out of the recession. The rationale behind that is that steel con-tinues to be the basis, backbone and essential building block of the economy," Surma said during a media conference call highlighting AISI policy objectives for 2012. "For every job formed in the steel industry, seven additional jobs are formed in other economic sectors."

Surma, who is chairman and chief executive officer of Pittsburgh-based U.S. Steel Corp., spoke with urgency of the need to encourage growth in U.S. manufacturing.

One area of discussion was the importance of passing a multiyear infrastructure bill, which would help stimulate steel demand and allow U.S. companies to be competitive internationally.

"Our crumbling infrastructure system is a top national priority," he said. "It's essential to be able to do business effi-ciently within our own borders."

Last month, Congress passed a last-minute 90-day short-term infrastructure extension, the ninth of its kind, in efforts to continue funding the nation's highways, surface transportation and bridges.

Surma added that many of the new and aggressive regulations proposed by the Environment Protection Agency (EPA) have been "counterproductive" for the steel industry and increased costs with no true benefit.

Strict trade enforcements, including domestic trade laws and cases brought by the U.S. Trade Representative at the World Trade Organization (WTO), also must be maintained to ensure fair competition.

"China employs certain protectionist policies . . . (such as) undervaluing its currency by as much as 30 percent. We need to maintain strength in our trade remedy laws to ensure well-paying jobs, critical materials for our national defense and high-value exports," he said. "We want our nation's manufacturing sector to thrive and drive our economic recovery."

US steel industry key to the economy and national defense

Wood, 11, Senior Manager Research and Markets (Laura, “Research and Markets: 2011 Report Analyzing the US Steel Industry”, Reuters, 1/31/11, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/02/01/idUS28030+01-Feb-2011+BW20110201)//AK

The steel industry is critical to the U.S. economy. Steel is the material of choice for many elements of construction, transportation, manufacturing, and a variety of consumer products. Traditionally valued for its strength, steel has also become the most recycled material, with two-thirds of U.S. steel now produced from scrap.
The U.S. steel industry is a more than $50 billion enterprise, and additional downstream processing pushes the value closer to $75 billion. The industry accounts for nearly 10% of the global raw steel market, providing over 110 million net tons in 2006. Large quantities of low-cost imports have challenged the industry in recent years, but restructuring, downsizing, and widespread implementation of new technologies have led to vastly improved labor productivity, energy efficiency, and yield.

As a result of industry consolidation, the number of steelmaking facilities has decreased significantly over the last few decades. As of 2006, around 85 companies were producing raw steel at almost 140 locations. The absolute number of integrated mills producing steel in basic oxygen furnaces has always been relatively small and is currently at around 20. The highest geographic concentration of mills is in the Great Lakes region, including Indiana, Illinois, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Michigan, and New York. Approximately 80% of US steelmaking capacity is in these states. The industry employs more than 100,000 people nationwide.

In the United States, two methods are used to produce steel: the ore based, or integrated process, and the scrap based, or electric arc furnace process. Two different approaches are used to prepare semifinished billet: the integrated process, which uses a blast furnace, and the minimill, which uses a direct electric arc furnace. Once steel is in the semifinished state, further processing is required in both the minimill and the integrated steel-making process.

The manufacturing process of steel uses a complex series of capital-intensive unit processes to produce value-added, high-quality steel. Annual production of an integrated steel mill is three to five million metric tons. The integrated mill represents several billion dollars of capital investment, which has typically been funded over several generations. Only 21 integrated steel mills remain in operation and are located in the Great Lakes region near sources of iron ore, coal, and water.

Aruvian's R'search focuses on this highly lucrative industry, bringing you - Analyzing the US Steel & Steel Mill Products Market. The report is a complete guide to all the recent developments going on in the industry, along with an in-depth analysis on market statistics, market structure, competition in the industry, where the US Steel Industry stands on a global scenario, and much more.

Sections focusing on the value chain analysis of the industry, the steel crisis of 1998, a comparison of US, Japanese and South Korean steel companies, and the importance of the US steel industry to US national defense, adds a different perspective to this report as compared to the many others available today. Where the US Steel Mill Products Market stands on a global scenario is an added feature in this report.

The influence of the US Steel Industry and the US Steel Mill Products Industry on other industries in the country is yet another added boost to the potential of this report for investors and researchers alike!

National defense steel key to the economy-distributes the spending and jobs

American Iron and steel institute, 7, american iron and steel institute, specialty steel industry of north america, steel manufacturers association, and united steelworkers (“STEEL AND THE NATIONAL DEFENSE” Jan. 2007)//AK

Thus, the companies are not typical

defense contractors who derive the majority of their sales and profits from their defense business.

It is the overall financial health of U.S. steel producers, and not simply the profitability of their

defense business, that is essential to their ability to be reliable defense suppliers.

The domestic steel industry also believes that, over an extended period of time, the United States

could lose much of its steel-related manufacturing base if U.S. steel consumers continue to move

production offshore due to market-distorting foreign government incentives and due to unsound

economic policies at home. If we continue to lose our manufacturing base due to market distorting

foreign competition or U.S. economic policies that are hostile to domestic investment

and U.S.-based manufacturing, it could become impossible to produce here; the U.S. military

would lose its principal source of strategic metals; and we as a nation would become dangerously

dependent upon unreliable foreign sources of supply.

The U.S. steel industry, consisting of all carbon and alloy steel producers and specialty metal

producers, employs more than 160,000 highly skilled workers who produce over $60 billion of

high quality steel and high-technology specialty alloy products annually. The industry includes

state-of-the-art, large and small electric arc furnace producers (or “mini mills”) that make steel

from recycled scrap, and highly efficient large “integrated” steel producers who make steel from

virgin materials and recycled steel.3

Steel is produced in many forms, including flat-rolled and long products, carbon pipe and tube

products, wire and other fabricated products. Carbon and alloy steel is used in all major end-use

markets, including construction, automotive, machinery, appliance and containers. Specialty

steels are high technology, high value materials, produced by small and medium-sized

companies. These specialty metals are used in extreme environments that demand exceptional

hardness, toughness, strength and resistance to heat, corrosion and abrasion, such as in the

aerospace and chemical processing industries. All segments of the domestic steel industry

contribute directly or indirectly to the defense industrial base.

steel K2 infrastructure
US steel industry key to all transportation infrastructure - aff is a prerequisite to solve current problems with infrastructure

American Iron and steel institute, 7, american iron and steel institute, specialty steel industry of north america, steel manufacturers association, and united steelworkers (“STEEL AND THE NATIONAL DEFENSE” Jan. 2007)//AK

In the wake of September 11, we are justifiably concerned about the security of the physical underpinnings of our society, especially its essential infrastructure. Virtually all elements of this infrastructure -- energy, transportation, health, public safety and buildings -- are dependent upon steel for their construction and security. The importance of a strong and viable domestic steel industry to U.S. national economic security and to our homeland security is clear.
The September 11 attacks on the United States illustrate that (1) steel will be needed to “harden” existing U.S. infrastructure and installations and (2) a strong and viable domestic steel industry will be needed to provide immediate steel deliveries when and where required. We need only consider the potential difficulties that the U.S. would face in defending, maintaining and rebuilding vital infrastructure in an environment where our nation is largely dependent upon offshore sources for steel. If the U.S. were to become even more dangerously dependent upon offshore sources of steel, we would experience sharply reduced security preparedness in the face of:

.. Highly variable, and certainly higher, costs;

.. Uncertain supply, impacted by unsettled foreign economies;

.. Quality, design and performance problems;

.. Inventory problems, long lead times and extended construction schedules. In this submission, we will examine U.S. infrastructure, segment by segment, all of which are highly steel-intensive. We will cite specific examples of our infrastructure need, the importance of steel as a material to this need and the importance of a strong and viable domestic steel industry to meet this need.

Even prior to September 11, the American Society of Civil Engineers reported that $1.3 trillion would be needed through 2005 alone for major infrastructure improvements in the United States. The situation has likely worsened since publication of the figures below. According to authoritative government and consuming industry studies:

.. 25 percent of U.S. bridges are currently either structural deficient or obsolete, so roughly 150,000 of our nation’s bridges will need to be modernized and rebuilt; 4

.. 27 percent of America’s highways are judged to be poor-to-mediocre, so more than a quarter of the U.S. highway system will need to be rebuilt and upgraded;

.. 21 percent of U.S. rail track is rated as “less than good,” so more than a fifth of our nation’s railway system will need to be better maintained or rebuilt;

.. 30 percent of U.S. airport runways are classified as “needing repair,” so nearly a third of our nation’s airport runways will require upgrading.

Our country depends upon a healthy American steel industry to meet these and other growing U.S. demands for steel-intensive infrastructure. Engineers and contractors on sophisticated infrastructure projects require an uninterrupted supply of quality steel that they can trust to meet the performance characteristics of their project’s design, delivered on time and at a competitive cost. U.S. national economic security requires a strong and viable domestic steel industry to meet all these criteria on a consistent basis. Summarized below are examples of how domestic steel is a critical component of key infrastructure sectors. Nearly every sector needs to be expanded to meet growing demand, and also requires extensive maintenance for safety and longevity. Additional details are available.

Steel is used in every aspect of transportation infrastructure

American Iron and steel institute, 7, american iron and steel institute, specialty steel industry of north america, steel manufacturers association, and united steelworkers (“STEEL AND THE NATIONAL DEFENSE” Jan. 2007)//AK

An efficient national highway system is crucial to the defense and security of our country. The Eisenhower Interstate Highway System was created and implemented with this important objective. Maintaining and improving this vital transportation link is a top national priority, and steel plays a vital role though reinforcing steels (rebar), guardrails, signage, light poles and other supporting structures. In addition, building our transportation security infrastructure with steel saves energy. Continuously reinforced concrete roadways have been shown to improve fuel efficiency in heavy vehicles by as much as 20 percent, and steel-intensive transportation infrastructure improvements are also helping to reduce commuter delays – a tangible way to decrease the billion of dollars wasted in burning excessive fuel.

Bridges are the critical links along roads, highways and rail lines. Routine maintenance and replacement are required for the normal and emergency movement of people and goods. The many thousands of bridges in the United States that are structurally obsolete are a threat to U.S. national economic security, and steel is providing a competitive alternative with the introduction of high-performance steel (HPS) plate for bridge girders – developed through a partnership between steel trade associations, the U.S. Navy and the Federal Highway Administration. More than 200 high-performance steel bridges have been opened to service in 43 states since its introduction in 1997.

U.S. railroads are an important component in the long distance movement of freight and people. Effective maintenance and repair of roadbed, railroad bridges and rolling stock is essential, and all are highly dependent upon the availability of sophisticated steels with unique specifications. In addition, and looking to the future, U.S. cities and regions have begun to explore seriously the possibility of using new “maglev” trains -which use technologically sophisticated electrical and magnetic steels, and vast amounts of carbon steel plate for the rail beds -- as a cost effective means of moving large numbers of people quickly.

Public safety in major urban areas depends upon reliable mass transit. Steel is a significant component of mass transit rail systems -- from the stainless steel found in our subway cars, to the electrical steel used for the “hot” third rail in our subway systems to the carbon steel used for the rails themselves along the thousands of miles of track in our cities’ mass transit systems.

There are over 19,000 public and private airports across the United States. Steel is an important component of airport facilities -- from the structural steel framing in terminals to the reinforcing steel in runways, to the sound barriers and runway approach lighting structures.

Port construction and maintenance are very steel-intensive, requiring large quantities of steel piling, plate, rail and structural units. In addition, support equipment, such as cranes, is steel-intensive.

coal advantage

PORT EXPANSION K2 COAL INDUSTRY

Coal and LNG exports are booming – deeper ports are necessary to compensate for the influx

Apte et al 11 – Regional Director of L.E.K. Consulting for South and South East Asia and has 14 years experience in management consulting, led project teams on numerous assignments for MNCs, Asian corporations, and various government agencies in strategic and business development, mergers and acquisitions, implementation, change management, organizational redesign and restructuring and corporate governance, member of the Board and Audit Committee for Siam, Masters degree in theological studies from Harvard University and a Bachelor of Arts degree in literature and history from Oberlin College (Sharad Apte, Julian Critchlow, Andy Steinhubl, “Are we on the edge of a truly global gas market?”, 2011 http://www.bain.com/Images/BAIN_BRIEF_Are_we_on_the_edge_of_a_truly_global_gas_market.pdf) // CB

As the ﬁnancial markets for coal developed, so did the necessary seaborne coal infrastructure of ever larger and deeper ports and better transport systems comprised of railways, river barges and trucks. LNG is now following a similar path. Investments in pipelines and conventional gas infrastructure have accelerated, as illustrated by the development of key pipelines linking China to gas ﬁelds in Myanmar, Kazakhstan and Russia. A plethora of re-gas terminals around the globe have also emerged. New technology developments, including FLNG, mini-LNG and ﬂoating re-gas capability further aid this LNG infrastructure development.

In addition to greater liquidity and better infrastructure, higher volumes of coal also helped create more sophisticated ﬁnancial instruments, allowing non-traditional players to get involved with coal and regular buyers and suppliers to hedge their positions. In the 1990s, growth in the coal spot market, along with tender sales, boomed. Global COAL started futures trading in 2006 (see Figure 3). Currently, the seaborne trade indices in Asia, Europe and North America move in tandem as the coal trading market continues to grow. LNG appears to be following a similar pattern. Traditionally, LNG trade was primarily regional and achieved through long-term contracts. But over the last 20 years, it has evolved from a bilateral to a more international market-based model.

Increased port capacity is required to compensate for growth in the coal industry

NRC 07 – National Research Council, elite council formed to meet the requirements of scientific and technical services (National Academy of Sciences, “Coal Research and Development to Support National Energy Policy”, June 2007, http://dels.nas.edu/resources/static-assets/materials-based-on-reports/reports-in-brief/coal_r&d_final.pdf) // CB

Transport of Coal 

Growth in the use of coal depends on having sufficient capacity to deliver increasing amounts of coal or electricity derived from coal reliably and at reasonable prices to an end user. The capacity, reliability, and price of rail transportation—the dominant mode of coal transport—depend largely on supply and demand factors, as well as on prevailing business practices, the investment climate, and the nature of regulatory oversight of the railroad industry. Reliable and sufficient waterborne transportation—the second most prevalent method of coal transport—depends on the construction and maintenance of waterway infrastructures, especially lock-and-dam infrastructure and port capacity. 

The coal transportation and electrical transmission systems are large and complex networks where localized disruptions can have severe and widespread impacts. An improved understanding of the factors that control these networks will help to minimize the risks of cascading system disruptions.

Carbon Sequestration 

If coal is to continue as a major component of the nation’s future energy supply in a carbon constrained world, large-scale demonstrations of carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) to reduce CO2 emissions from coal-based power plants will be required. Detailed assessments are needed to identify potential geological formations that are capable of sequestering large quantities of CO2 . The USGS should play a leading role in a program to identify, characterize, and catalogue the CO2 sequestration capacity of potential geologic sequestration resources, with participation by the DOE Carbon Sequestration Program and state agencies.

Conclusion

Coal will continue to provide a major portion of energy requirements in the United States for at least the next several decades, and it is imperative that policy makers are provided with accurate information describing the amount, location, and quality of the coal resources and reserves that will be available to fulfill these energy needs. It is also important that we extract our coal resource efficiently, safely, and in an environmentally responsible manner. A renewed focus on federal support for coal-related research, coordinated across agencies and with the active participation of the states and industrial sector, is a critical element for each of these requirements. Table 1 summarizes the report’s R&D funding recommendations.

warming advantage

warming addon

The plan will substantially decrease greenhouse gas emissions – it will slow the rate of warming

Mulligan and Lombardo 10 -- *Department of Accountancy, Finance and Economics, Western Carolina University **Center for Maritime studies, United States Merchant Marine Academy (Robert and Gary, "Panama Canal expansion: alleviating global climate change", August 24, www.springerlink.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/ylw8127203w2043m/fulltext.html) // NK
Clearly, climate change-causing emissions can be reduced when cargo is shipped in New Panamax vessels from ports in east Asia to the east coast of the USA via the expanded Panama Canal. For comparative analysis purposes, the global environmental benefit of canal expansion and the use of New Panamax vessels considering either Los Angeles/Long Beach or New York/New Jersey as the destination is equal to 324.4 kg less CO2 produced for each TEU shipped directly via sea from Guangzhou to New York/New Jersey.

Table 4 presents the alternative CO2 emissions based on cargo transits via sea through the expanded canal and delivery by ship to the US west coast with overland carriage by train to the US east coast.

The data presented above does not reflect a precise reduction in emissions. Rather, it offers insight as to the magnitude of CO2 emissions reductions possible if all cargo traffic from Guangzhou to New York/New Jersey transits through the Panama Canal. Admittedly, this is unrealistic. But the insight provided is especially important: the research supports the argument that as a result of the expanded Panama Canal, CO2 emissions will be reduced for cargo moving from east Asia to the US east coast. The exact level is a function of many factors impossible to quantify on an a priori basis, (e.g., port of origination, port of destination, cargo volume, percentage of cargo transported via the expanded Panama Canal versus transported across the US land bridge). It is reasonable to expect a minimum savings of approximately four billion kilograms of CO2 emissions each year from 2025 on, and this annual savings is permanent.

It is important to note that in addition to CO2 emissions reduction, other noxious pollutants will also be reduced. Tables 5, 6, and 7 address additional pollutants emitted by diesel engines: NOx, CO, other HC, particulate matter, and SO2. Because ships require so much less energy to transport an equivalent cargo, transporting any freight through the canal, rather than over the US land bridge, generates significantly lower emissions of NOx, CO, and HC. However, because the residual fuel oil ships burn contains significant amounts of sulfur and other impurities, SO2 and particulate emissions are actually higher for canal transit, or at least they would be in the absence of additional regulation.

The higher SO2 and particulate emissions could be avoided by switching to refined diesel fuel, similar to that burned by trucks and trains, but this would wipe out part of the cost advantage. Chang et al. (2006) concluded that sulfur content reduction was a more effective mechanism than emissions regulation (Chang et al. 2006). They also concluded that tax-recycling would be a useful mechanism to mitigate the economic impact on the industries affected most directly.

SOx emissions from ships, including SO2, are largely a function of the sulfur content of the original petroleum deposits and the sulfur content of all fuels including residual marine bunker fuel will face increased regulation. From 2010 the waters off North America have been designated an IMO Emission Control Area (ECA), subject to more stringent environmental regulations. By 2020, emissions are expected to be reduced by 320,000 tons for NOx, 90,000 tons for particulates, and 920,000 tons for SOx. These represent annual reductions of 23%, 74%, and 86%, respectively, below predicted levels in 2020 absent the more stringent regulations (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2011).

In practice, implementation of the ECA means that ships entering the designated area would need to use compliant fuel for the duration of their voyage that is within that area, including time in port as well as voyages whose routes pass through the area without calling on a port. The quality of fuel that complies with the ECA standard will change over time. From the effective date in 2012 until 2015, fuel used by all vessels operating in designated areas cannot exceed 1.0% sulfur (10,000 ppm). Beginning in 2015, fuel used by vessels operating in these areas cannot exceed 0.1% sulfur (1,000 ppm). Beginning in 2016, NOx aftertreatment requirements also become applicable.

The use of the Panama Canal as the transit point for cargo movement from Asia to the east coast of the USA will thus contribute to improved environmental quality through alleviating the extent as well as delaying the progression of greenhouse-gas-emission-caused global climate change. This improvement in environmental quality is not limited to the superior fuel economy characteristics container vessels offer, but also results from the fact that reduced congestion on interstate highways will allow truckers to drive at a steady speed and realize better fuel economy and spend less time on the highways as delays decrease, though these secondary effects are not quantified here. Furthermore, the primary benefit is directly proportional to the number of tractor-trailers or TEUs which can be removed from the US interstate highway and rail systems and transported by ship.
Warming kills plankton

Alois and Cheng 7 – The Arlington Institute is a non-profit think tank specializing in predictive modeling of future events (Paul and Victoria, “Keystone Species Extinction Overview”, Arlington Institute, July 2007, http://www.arlingtoninstitute.org/wbp/species-extinction/443)//MM
Plankton is a blanket term for many species of microorganisms that drift in open water and make up the base of the aquatic food chain. There are two types of plankton, phytoplankton and zooplankton. Phytoplankton make their own food through the process of photosynthesis, while zooplankton feed on phytoplankton. Zooplankton are in turn eaten by larger animals. In this way these tiny organisms sustain all life in the oceans. According to the NASA, phytoplankton populations in the northern oceans have declined by as much as 30% since 1980.[4] While the cause of this decline remains uncertain, there are several theories.

One theory points to global warming as the main cause.[5] Phytoplankton require nutrients obtained from the bottom of the ocean to reproduce. At the Earth’s poles, ocean water is colder at the surface than down in the depths. Therefore water from the bottom of the ocean rises to the top, carrying with it essential nutrients from the ocean floor. However, as the water near the surface becomes warmer due to climate change, less water rises from the bottom, resulting in less nutrients for the phytoplankton. This consequently hinders their reproduction processes.

Another theory suggests that carbon dioxide emissions are causing this decline in plankton population. The ocean has always absorbed a significant amount of carbon dioxide, but in recent years its capacity for this pollutant may not have been able to keep up with the level of human output. Recent studies suggest that the carbon dioxide the ocean absorbs is turned into carbonic acid, which lowers the pH level of the ocean.[6] This acidification is highly corrosive to sea animals that form shells, including pteropods, which are a type of zooplankton. Pteropods are a food source for countless larger animals such as salmon and cod. If they are unable to survive in an acidic ocean, then the entire ocean system will be threatened.

Large-scale Plankton death destroys the marine ecosystems – also decreasing CO2 absorption leading to positive feedback loops

Connor 6 – Editor of the Independent’s Science Section (Steve, “Warmer Seas will Wipe out Plankton, Source of Ocean Life”, The Independent/UK, 1/19/06, http://www.commondreams.org/headlines06/0119-01.htm)//MM
Microscopic plankton comes in animal and plant forms. The plants are known as phytoplankton. They lie at the base of the marine food chain because they convert sunlight and carbon dioxide into organic carbon - food for everything else. Smaller animals such as shrimp-like krill feed on plankton and are themselves eaten by larger organisms, from small fish to the biggest whales. Without phytoplankton, the oceans would soon because marine deserts. Phytoplankton are also important because of the role they play in the carbon cycle, which determines how much carbon dioxide - the most important greenhouse gas - ends up in the atmosphere to cause global warming. Huge amounts of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, which dissolves in the oceans, are absorbed by phytoplankton and converted to organic carbon. When the phytoplankton die, their shells and bodies sink to the seabed, carrying this carbon with them. Phytoplankton therefore acts as a carbon "sink" which takes carbon dioxide from the atmosphere and deposits the carbon in long-term stores that can remain undisturbed for thousands of years. If the growth of phytoplankton is interrupted by global warming, this ability to act as a buffer against global warming is also affected - leading to a much-feared positive feedback.
ext – plan solves warming

Increasing travel via the canal decreases emissions – less road use

Mulligan and Lombardo 10 -- *Department of Accountancy, Finance and Economics, Western Carolina University **Center for Maritime studies, United States Merchant Marine Academy (Robert and Gary, "Panama Canal expansion: alleviating global climate change", August 24, www.springerlink.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/ylw8127203w2043m/fulltext.html) // NK
The use of the Panama Canal rather than the US land bridge can offer two potential benefits. First, use of the canal will reduce fuel consumption and resultant costs. The more freight diverted from the land bridge to the canal, the greater the benefit in reducing traffic congestion on the land bridge, thus lowering costs and increasing profits in the competing overland sector. Thus, shipping through the Panama Canal would contribute to improving shippers’ profit margins. Second, the added aspect of reducing emissions is a measurable benefit.

The environmental impact of canal expansion was quantified in terms of reduced emissions of greenhouse gasses and other climate-change causing pollutants, and was shown to be greater than the volume of freight accommodated. The Canal Authority’s traffic projections were used to estimate cargo volumes under two alternative scenarios—one in which the canal is expanded as planned, and one in which the cargo which would have been accommodated by the expanded canal is carried overland across the US land bridge, at greater expense and with greater detrimental environmental impact.

One limitation of this study is that out of necessity, it ignores possible future technological improvements which may result in lowered emissions. Fuel consumption and emissions were calculated based on today’s available technology. The future progress of technological change cannot be forecast with enough confidence for any other approach. Also, it seems most reasonable to assume that any improvement in diesel technology would affect all three transportation modes equally, though this cannot be guaranteed in advance.

The canal expansion may be a unique example of a very large engineering project which simultaneously fulfills two goals often found to be conflicting: encouraging economic expansion, while alleviating environmental impact. It this sense, it should serve as a model for future mega-projects. The economic benefits will be substantial and widespread, and will go hand-in-hand with the environmental benefits of less fuel burned and lower emissions of pollutants and greenhouse gasses.
oil spills advantage

oil spills addon
Shallow ports risk oil spills and American competiveness

Landrieu 12 – Chairwoman Senate Subcommittee on Homeland Security (Mary, “Harbor Maintenance Funds Must Be Put to Intended Use”, 2011/2012 Issue of Seaport Magazine, http://digital.sea-portsinfo.com/issue/54053)//MG
As gateways to domestic and international trade, America’s ports and harbors are vital to U.S. global competitiveness and American jobs. They drive industries and support the delivery of products through the entire economy. Unfortunately, the critical federal waterways that serve our ports have not been adequately maintained. The Harbor Maintenance Tax, or HMT, and Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, or HMTF, were established in 1986 to fund operations and maintenance of federal ports and harbors. However, this funding is not being used to address the backlog of necessary maintenance dredging needed to sustain our vital infrastructure. The HMT is charged against the value of imports and domestic cargo arriving at U.S. ports that have federally maintained harbors and channels and deposited into the HMTF. Today, the HMTF has a balance of approximately $6 billion. That is why earlier this year, I introduced the Harbor Maintenance Act of 2011 to correct funding inequities in the operation and the maintenance of U.S. ports and harbors. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers surveys show our harbor channels are getting shallower and narrower. This means vessels carrying American-made goods cannot be filled to capacity, nor can ships with imports for the U.S. market enter many ports with a full load. This drives up the cost of our nation’s exports and imports and increases the risk of vessel grounding and associated oil spills. Ignoring the maintenance of harbors and ports impacts regional and national commerce, reduces our economic competitiveness, and increases the risk of vessel groundings, collisions and pollution incidents. Charging maritime commerce for this tax while failing to provide the service for which it was established is simply unfair. Recently, the Army Corps of Engineers indicated that full access to the funds available in the HMTF would allow the Corps to adequately maintain all active dredging projects. This means that critical projects, such as the lower Mississippi River and the Calcasieu Ship Channel, could be dredged annually to authorized depths. These waterways are the primary arteries for some of the largest ports in the world. Similar problems occurred with the Highway Trust Fund and the Airports and Airways Trust Fund, and Congress enacted legislation to more closely tie trust fund expenditures and revenues. The Harbor Maintenance Act of 2011 would establish a similar fix for the HMTF and ensure that annual spending levels are linked to the revenues, collected each year through the HMT. Appropriating the money from the HMTF for its intended use would be a boost to our nation’s economy. Not only would it keep critical arteries of commerce clear for passage, it would also create jobs to complete and maintain these dredging projects. And the best part is that, according to the Congressional Budget Office, the bill won’t add a single penny to the federal deficit. At a time when our economy is struggling to get going, it only makes sense for Congress to enact legislation that will help the economy at no additional cost to taxpayers.

Oil Spills collapse the ecosystem

Adams 10 – The results of an oil spill (Mike, “The Guld Oil Spill: An Extinction Level Event?”, Blogspot, 5/9/10, http://coyoteprime-runningcauseicantfly.blogspot.com/2010/05/gulf-oil-spill-extinction-level-event.html)//MM
The possibility of an extinction event? It's hard to say exactly what's going on in the Gulf right now, especially because there are so many conflicting reports and unanswered questions. But one thing's for sure: if the situation is actually much worse than we're being led to believe, there could be worldwide catastrophic consequences. If it's true that millions upon millions of gallons of crude oil are flooding the Gulf with no end in sight, the massive oil slicks being created could make their way into the Gulf Stream currents, which would carry them not only up the East Coast but around the world where they could absolutely destroy the global fishing industries. Already these slicks are making their way into Gulf wetlands and beaches where they are destroying birds, fish, and even oyster beds. This is disastrous for both the seafood industry and the people whose livelihoods depend on it. It's also devastating to the local wildlife which could begin to die off from petroleum toxicity. Various ecosystems around the world could be heavily impacted by this spill in ways that we don't even yet realize. There's no telling where this continuous stream of oil will end up and what damage it might cause. Theoretically, we could be looking at modern man's final act of destruction on planet Earth, because this one oil rig blowout could set in motion a global extinction wave that begins with the oceans and then whiplashes back onto human beings themselves. We cannot live without life in the oceans. Man is arrogant to drill so deeply into the belly of Mother Earth, and through this arrogance, we may have just set in motion events that will ultimately destroy us. In the future, we may in fact talk about life on Earth as "pre-spill" versus "post-spill." Because a post-spill world may be drowned in oil, devoid of much ocean life, and suffering a global extinction event that will crash the human population by 90 percent or more.

--XT solves oil spills

Undermining maintenance destroys competitiveness, risks oil spills

Napolitano, 2011 – California representative and ranking members on the Committee and Subcommittee (Grace F., “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st-Century Trade Realities? Hearing before the Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure House of Representatives, One Hudred Twelfth Congress: First Session”, October 26, 2011, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg70928/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg70928.pdf )//MM

The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund is an important tool to rebuild our harbor infrastructure. The intent of it is for shippers to pay a fee that is spent—supposed to be spent—on maintaining the harbors that the shippers use. Unfortunately, that is not the case. It is not operating in a fair or equitable manner.

The harbors must pay into the trust fund—they pay in to receive a very small fraction in return to maintain their harbors. The top 10 harbors in the U.S. collect 70 percent of the trust fund revenues, although they receive only 16 percent of those expenditures. This inequality has led to the busiest U.S. harbors that pay the most into the system being drastically undermaintained, and we are facing a loss to Canada and Mexico in the meantime, especially as the new super-tankers are requesting ports that are not maintained sufficiently to allow them to berth.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers estimates that the Nation’s busiest 59 ports are maintained to only 35 percent of authorized depth. The situation can increase the cost of shipping as vessels carry less cargo in order to reduce their draft, or they wait for high tide before transitioning into a harbor. This can also increase the risk of a ship grounding or a collision, possibly resulting in an oil spill.

Oil spills kill marine keystone species

Earth Gauge 10 – A national environmental education foundation program (Earth Gauge, “Gulf Oil Spill Series: Effects on Invertebrates”, National Environmental Education Foundation, 2010, http://www.earthgauge.net/wpcontent/EG_Gulf_Invertebrates.pdf)//MM
A variety of factors affect the impact of oil on invertebrate populations, including the type of oil, how long the oil has been in the water, concentration, type of habitat, microbial communities present, weather conditions and water quality. Latitude can also be a factor. Hydrocarbons – organic compounds made up of carbon and hydrogen that are the building blocks of oil – linger longer in high latitude marine environments. In addition, high latitude ecosystems have simple food webs and lower biodiversity; if a keystone species’ population is reduced after an oil spill, there are few to no species that can take its place in the food web. Because oil spills input a large amount of oil into the marine environment in a short amount of time, marine bacteria that typically digest oil from natural sources cannot break it down fast enough to prevent impacts on other marine life. In addition, if there is more sediment in the water, it mixes with oil, causing the oil to sink or travel farther outside of the spill area. Once it enters the ocean, crude oil breaks down into three main components, which each affect invertebrates in a different way. Volatile compounds evaporate at the surface or dissolve in the water column, impacting animals such as plankton that live close to the surface and take in a large amount of water relative to their body size. Another component of oil forms a thick “mousse,” which coats mammals and birds, in addition to washing onshore and impacting tidal communities. The third is a sinking component that impacts invertebrates, fish and mammals below 

Keystone species loss collapses the world’s ecosystems

Alois and Cheng 7 – The Arlington Institute is a non-profit think tank specializing in predictive modeling of future events (Paul and Victoria, “Keystone Species Extinction Overview”, Arlington Institute, July 2007, http://www.arlingtoninstitute.org/wbp/species-extinction/443)//MM
Human beings have recklessly exploited the resources on this planet and continue to do so despite the obvious widespread negative consequences. Due to the severe effects of human expansion in the last 10,000 years, some scientists now believe that the Earth has entered a new “extinction phase”.[1] According to the World Resources Institute, the current rate of species extinction is between 50 and 1000 times more than the geo-historical norm.[2] The World Conservation Union’s (IUCN) Red List reports that of the 40,117 species the organization examined, 16,119 were in danger of extinction: one in eight species of birds, one in three of amphibians, and one in four of mammals.[3]

Considering the convenience of modern life, it is easy for people to forget that they rely on natural ecosystems to live as much as other animals do. Advances in the production and distribution of food in the last fifty years have created the impression that humans have mastered their environment, but that is far from being the case. In recent years it has become apparent that much of the progress made in the past several decades came with a price. The ecosystems that human beings depend on for their very survival have been radically undermined, and today many of them appear to be on the verge of breaking down.

The most recent paradigm in ecological sciences posits that environmental change happens in a rapid, non-linear fashion. This paper will examine certain species of organisms that have the potential, once their numbers are low enough, to trigger a sudden collapse in the cycles that provide human beings with food.

Solvency

Port deepening solves competitiveness

Port deepening is vital to seaport competitiveness and the economy
Nagle, 2012- President and CEO of the American Association of Port Authorities (Kurt J., “Testimony of Kurt J. Nagle President and CEO of the American Association of Port Authorities Before the United States House of Representatives Appropriations Committee Energy and Water Development, and Related Agencies Subommittee”, Budget Hearing- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Assistant Secretary, Chief of Engineers, March 7, 2012, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/EWTestimony%20Mar2012%20Final.pdf)//MM
Since the birth of our nation, U.S. seaports and waterways that connect them have served as a vital economic lifeline by bringing goods and services to people around the world and by delivering prosperity to our nation. U.S. seaports are responsible for moving more than 99 percent of our country’s overseas cargo. Today, international trade and seaport activities accounts for more than a quarter of America’s Gross Domestic Product.2 

America’s seaports support the employment of 13.3 million U.S. workers, and seaport-related jobs account for $649 billion in annual personal income. For every $1 billion in exports shipped through seaports, 15,000 U.S. jobs are created. Seaports facilitate trade and commerce, create jobs and help secure our borders, support our military and serve as stewards of valuable coastal environmental resources. 

Ports are dynamic, vibrant centers of trade and commerce, but what is most important to understand is that seaports rely on partnerships. Seaports invest more than $8 billion every year to maintain and improve their infrastructure. In recent years, however, this commitment has not been adequately matched by the federal government. Federal funding for dredging federal navigation channels has slowed and decreased, especially for new construction. Further, maintenance dredging is sorely underfunded, despite a more than $6 billion (and growing) surplus in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. 

As we look to the future, we do know that there are challenges and opportunities. As we recover from this economic downturn, we must make investments today to address the trade realities of the future. Here are some the challenges that cause us to ask: Are we ready?

· Ship sizes continue to get larger, requiring on-going modernization of ports and federal navigation channels, even for ports that will not require 50 feet of depth. 

· Canada and Mexico are making investments which could result in losses of maritime jobs in the U.S. as cargo enters the U.S. through these countries. We have already seen this job loss on the West Coast. 

· Can Likewise, Panama is investing to meet these new realities, with the Panama Canal expansion due to be completed in 2014. Seaports have been making investments in the billions, but federal funding has been slow to match these investments. 

· The U.S. seeks to double exports; however countries like Brazil and Chile, who compete against the U.S. in terms of agricultural exports, are making investments that could make their exports more competitive. 

· New trade agreements with Korea, Panama and Colombia have been approved, with other trade agreements under negotiations which should result in increased exports and imports through ports. 

· In addition to these near-term challenges, we know that the U.S. population is forecast to grow by 100 million – a 30 percent increase – before the middle of the 21st century. And many of the goods used by this population will flow through seaports.3 

So are we ready? The work of this subcommittee will play a large part in responding to that question. While ports are planning for the future, the federal government has not kept pace with the industry or our international competitors. 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. We must realize greater transportation savings to move in a positive economic direction. That means dredging to maintain existing federal channels and dredging to deepen to more effective channel dimensions where it makes economic sense.

Port deepening projects take decades to plan and build and we cannot wait. Federal investments in seaports are an essential and effective utilization of limited resources, paying dividends through increased trade and commerce, long-term job creation, secure borders, military support, environmental stewardship, and more than $200 billion in federal, state and local tax revenue. The federal government must make funding for dredging a higher priority. 

The President’s budget request of $4.7 billion falls far short of meeting the nation’s water resources development needs. When the federal channel deepening project currently under construction for New York/New Jersey completes, it appears that the Corps may be out of the navigation channel construction business. Of equal concern, the President’s request regarding the uses and draw from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) of $848 million includes only about half of the required funding for navigation channel maintenance, in spite of adequate annual tax collections from channel users. AAPA strongly believes the HMTF should be fully utilized for its intended purpose of maintaining federal navigation channels. 

Developing and maintaining federal navigation channels is the most federal of all the Corps’ missions. Predating the nation itself, the Continental Army was tasked by General Washington to clear waterways for navigation. The mission was memorialized in the Commerce Clause of the Constitution (Section 1, Article 8). Maintaining our federal channels to their authorized and required dimensions is a critical part of maximizing the contributions the Corps and seaports make to our national economy.
In addition, this is a critical component of the nation’s economic security and competitiveness in world trade. Currently, only two of the nation’s top seaports are dredged to their authorized dimensions, and those two, Los Angeles, California, and Long Beach, California, are naturally deep ports with relatively low rates of sedimentation. Lack of adequate maintenance dredging is a critically unmet need that affects all four coasts. The problem has become acute on the Great Lakes, and on the East and Gulf Coasts. We have been advised by the Corps that the annual tax collection of about $1.5 billion is sufficient to meet those needs.4 

We believe there is a pressing need for legislation to fully use the HMTF annual revenue and preserve and assure that the funds are made available annually for the intended purpose -maintenance of our nation’s federal channels. We encourage you to convince the leadership that a permanent HMT solution, with long-term funding must be found. We agree that stripping funding from other parts of the Corps budget is not the solution. Fully utilizing HMT revenues for their legislated purposes would create sizable benefits in terms of America’s international competitiveness, as well as restore trust that taxes or fees created by Congress to fund specific programs are in fact used for those purposes. In addition, fully apportioning HMT collections for the legislated and intended purposes will reaffirm Congress’ original intent when it established the tax a quarter century ago and will send a strong signal that this Congress intends to recognize and reaffirm the commitment that taxes or fees collected for a specific purpose will in fact be directed toward that program and not redirected to other budget areas. 

Deeper ports are key to marine highways, competitiveness and global trade 

Rase 11 – Port Director of Lake Charles Harbor and terminal district  (Charles Jr., Legislative Hearing on H.R. 104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act, ProQuest Congressional, July 8th 2011 )//MG
Ports have a significant impact on the local and national economy. The Port of Lake Charles generates over 31,000 jobs, $2.3 billion in personal income, and $4.6 billion in business revenue. As mentioned above, it also contributes $765 million directly into the federal treasury. Nationally, the public port industry generates 13.3 million jobs, $649 billion in personal income and over $3 15 trillion in cargo related spending.

Deep-draft ports move 9.4% of U.S. overseas trade by volume. The federal initiative to double the country's foreign trade will be supported by these deep-draft ports. The larger ship that will transit the new Panama Canal will call at these ports. Deep-draft ports are critical to the nation’s Maritime Highway initiative, which will reduce congestion on U.S. highways and shrink pollution from trucks and railroads. In doing all of this, deep-draft ports will play a decisive role in the country's economic recovery. Yet nationwide, the federal channels at these deep-draft Ports suffer from the same chronic underfunding as the Calcasieu Ship Channel.

The port industry cannot fulfill its potential as a national economic engine if the navigation infrastructure for these ports is not maintained. If deep-draft vessels are delayed, if they cannot load to the depths authorized by Congress, then imported cargo is more costly for U.S. consumers and U.S. exports become uncompetitive on world markets.

The irony here is that the funds to dredge and maintain deep-draft ports at congressionally authorized depths and widths are already collected and available. The Harbor Maintenance Tax was implemented to provide funding to maintain the nation's navigation infrastructure. This tax has been collected for power two decades but never fully used for its intended purpose. The Harbor Maintenance Tax Trust Fund has a surplus of some $6 billion dollars. And the surplus grows annually because congress does not allocate all of the Harbor Maintenance Tax even for its authorized and intended purpose of dredging the nation's ports. HR. 104 is a step toward solving this problem. HR. 104 requires that all of the Harbor Maintenance Tax collections be used for navigation dredging. it does so without earmarks and without adding new taxes. If Congress passes HR. 104 and adds to the Corps maintenance budget the incremental collections that have gone to build up the surplus. Over the next ten years $5 billion will be spent on. dredging the nation's harbors.

The key is to add the unspent portion of the tax collections to the Corps' Navigation Operations and Maintenance Budget. To illustrate, the Corps' average Navigation O&M budget over the past 5 years has been about S1.335 billion and the unspent portion of the tax collected is about $500 million per year. Adding the unspent portion of the tax means that the Corps’ Navigation O&M budget should average $1.835 billion over the next 10 years. By doing so, the deferred maintenance or the nation’s deep-draft maritime infrastructure should be caught up and the U.S. port industry will allow the country to Realize America’s Maritime Promise.

If we fail to properly maintain our navigation channels, the cost of trading with the United States will increase, the cost of energy and the ability of our manufacturers to compete in the global marketplace will decreases and the economy of the United States will suffer. On behalf of the Port of Lake Charles. and the many users of the Calcasieu River Channel. I urge the Committee to pass HUR. 104 and fully fund harbor dredging with funds already collected for that purpose.

tiger solvency mechanism

The USFG should expand TIGER grants to support port infrastructure upgrades

Mohr, 11 - EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR PORT OF EVERETT (John, Testimony before the HEARING ON CREATING JOBS AND INCREASING U.S. EXPORTS BY ENHANCING THE MARINE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM, 6/14,

http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyCGMT/2011-06-14%20Mohr.pdf)//DH

FEDERAL PORT INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS: In 2009, as part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), the Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) grant program was developed. For the first-time, that I am aware of, a transportation grant opportunity allowed ports to submit projects that were "within the terminals" for funding consideration.

This program was so popular, the U.S. Department of Transportation received $1.6 billion worth of grant requests from the port industry alone in the first round. This grant program highlighted the need for ongoing investments from the federal government in our marine highways, and the American Association of Port Associations (AAPA). Along with other port industry leaders have been working to establish a port infrastructure grant, similar to the TIGER grants, in the Surface Transportation Reauthorization bill. This is critical, because, just to modernize one berth at the Port of Everett's existing terminal facility comes with a price tag of nearly $100 million - and this does not include equipment.

expedited review solves
Federal leadership is vital – the plan expedites funding for new projects and streamlines regulatory barriers

Paulson 10 – Executive Director of the Port of Vancouver (Larry, “Doubling U.S. Exports: Are Seaports Ready for the Challenge”, http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/042910lptest.pdf)//MG
 The primary issues of this hearing – addressing what we need to do locally, regionally and nationally to eliminate inefficiencies and improve our competitiveness – are critical to the economic future of our nation. From our perspective, we need to do several things right now to ensure we are moving in the right direction.

1. Implement a national strategic freight policy and plan. – We understand these discussions are underway nationally, but currently observe disconnected guidance and strategy for making sure we properly target our limited resources to the highest national freight system needs.

2. Priority of, and funding for freight transportation, freight rail and port freight and intermodal projects. – Over the past year funding has been available for additional transportation projects through programs in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act programs. Unfortunately, ports like ours who have aggressively sought funding through this program, have struggled to compete. In our efforts, we could show solid job creation both short term and long term; we could demonstrate high economic return; we remedied a system chokepoint; we had completed all environmental reviews; and we had strong partners and matching dollars – we were ready on all accounts – and, yet we have struggled to find infrastructure funding that matches our project. We aren’t alone. Several applicants in our industry found their requests being leapfrogged by those with much lower qualifications, because, in part, the direct partnership between federal programs and ports is a more recent phenomenon. In fact, many federal programs have not kept pace and often greatly limit federal help to critical freight transportation, freight rail and port freight and intermodal projects.

3. Promote federal policies and streamlined, coordinated permitting processes that recognize the role of ports. – As previously stated, ports often “fall through the cracks” of traditional transportation and infrastructure funding streams and strategic policy guidance to agencies. Tragically, as the country is asking for economic and job growth, as well as significant export growth, the institutions ports must rely upon lack intergovernmental coordination and well defined policies to favor port and freight projects necessary to support these goals. We have experienced this first hand as we have developed our West Vancouver Freight Access project and brought on line new port properties. 

Expedited review and increased funding solves port competitiveness

Leone, 11 – Port Director of the Massachusetts Port Authority (Michael, Letter to the Federal Maritime Commission, 12/21, http://www.fmc.gov/assets/1/Documents/11-19-comments%20of%20Massachusetts%20Port%20Authority%20(MassPort).pdf)//DH

There are several actions the U.S. Government can take to improve the competitiveness of U.S. ports. The full expenditure of the amounts in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund HMTF is of primary concern to U.S. ports.  As ships become larger it is imperative that U.S. ports are dredged to their authorized depth. The HMTF has a 6 billion surplus yet there are many ports that are functioning with shallow and narrow channels that are in dire need of dredging to service their current customer base. Additionally the federal government needs to find a way to expedite the review approval and eventual funding of projects to deepen federal channels. Without an expedited process many ports will no longer be able to handle the larger ships that are now operating in all trade lanes.

solves in short-term
Ports infrastructure spills over and creates a stimulus in the short-term
Seaports Magazine 09—magazine by the American Association of Port Authorities (“Port development stimulates economy”, Summer, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2009.pdf) EL

Despite the economic downturn, the Port of Long Beach remains financially sound and is planning to invest more than $2 billion in infrastructure development in the coming years. These projects will keep Long Beach competitive, protect the environment and improve security – all while creating thousands of temporary construction jobs and other permanent jobs in Long Beach and Southern California. The port already supports about 30,000 jobs in Long Beach, 316,000 jobs in Southern California and 1.5 million jobs across the nation. Since the port contracts for the majority of its construction work, port spending boosts opportunities for local Southern California construction and contracting firms. The projects have many other spillover economic benefits. “Even in these challenging times, the port has an opportunity to invest in the economic recovery of this region,” said Richard D Steinke, executive director of the Port of Long Beach. “While cargo traffic is slower, we can focus on efforts to develop infrastructure that will create a short-term stimulus and ensure local job creation for decades to come.” The funding for port terminal development projects comes from port revenues, received mostly from leases with private shipping terminal operators. Through prudent financial planning during the boom years, the port built up a strong reserve fund and credit rating, which will allow it to finance these projects. Some infrastructure projects will be funded with a mix of port, state and federal funds. As with all port development, the projects will adhere to the aggressive environmental measures of the port’s Green Port Policy and San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan. 
USACE solves

Corps are the consulted experts on the seaport infrastructure and funding 

Smith, 6/21 –Reporter for the AP (Bruce, “Report to Congress says Seaports on Southeast Gulf Coasts Need Deeper Water for Giant Ships”, Washington Post, June 21, 2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/report-to-congress-says-seaports-on-southeast-gulf-coasts-need-deeper-water-for-giant-ships/2012/06/21/gJQAjzrJtV_story.html)//MM
SAVANNAH, Ga. — U.S. seaports in the Southeast likely need up to $5 billion to deepen their shipping channels so they can trade with supersized cargo ships expected to arrive soon through an expanded Panama Canal, a federal agency said Thursday in a report to Congress. Lawmakers asked the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to examine improvement needs among the nation’s ports as local governments scramble for federal funds to deepen their harbors to make room for a growing fleet of giant commercial ships. The East Coast only has three ports — New York, Baltimore and Norfolk, Va. — with waterways deep enough to accept the fully loaded ships regardless of tides. The Southeast, forecast for the nation’s heaviest growth in population and trade, remains too shallow from Virginia to south Florida and across the Gulf to Texas. The need for expanding port capacity “is likely to be most critical along the U.S. Southeast and Gulf coasts,” the report said. That’s because the region has no shipping channels that are at least 50 feet deep, the target depth for the giant ships — mostly from China and other Asian countries — that will begin using the Panama Canal after a major expansion is completed by the end of 2014. The Corps said those so-called post-Panamax ships make up only 16 percent of the world’s container fleet, but have nearly half that fleet’s carrying capacity. “Those numbers are projected to grow significantly over the next 20 years,” Maj. Gen. Michael J. Walsh, the Army Corps’ deputy commanding general for civil works, said in statement Thursday. Savannah, Ga., Charleston, S.C., and Miami as well as several ports in the Gulf are already undertaking harbor deepening projects, though none have advanced beyond studies to actual dredging. In April, the Corps completed a 14-year study on the Port of Savannah — the nation’s fourth busiest container port — which wants $652 million in taxpayer funds to deepen more than 30 miles of river. Florida port officials hope to have a $150 million deepening of Miami’s port finished by 2014. The Corps said 17 such projects are being studied overall, and the cost of harbor expansions across the Southeast would likely be $3 billion to $5 billion. “Strategically, we need to find a bucket of money to fund the projects that need to happen to keep our nation competitive,” said Curtis Foltz, executive director of the Georgia Ports Authority, which is seeking final permits and funding to start deepening the Savannah harbor next year. Jim Newsome, CEO of the South Carolina State Ports Authority, said he was pleased that the Corps “recognizes that the Southeast region’s ports are of special importance in a national planning strategy.” The deepening projects singled out by the Army Corps represent just a fraction of the money U.S. ports are spending to upgrade their docks, ship-to-shore cranes and other infrastructure. The American Association of Port Authorities released a survey last week showing U.S. ports plan to spend at least $46 billion on improvements in the next five years. Still, the Corps’ report cautioned that “uncertainty will persist” for several years after the Panama Canal expansion is finished as to how many supersized ships will call on U.S. ports, which ones they’ll frequent and how full their cargo decks will be. Giant ships sailing through Egypt’s Suez Canal have already begun making trips to the East Coast, where high tides give them enough of a boost to reach ports such as Savannah and Charleston. The budget crisis has made federal funding for port projects extremely tight, especially since Congress and President Barack Obama for the past two years have sworn off so-called “earmark” spending that was used to fund such projects in the past. The Army Corps report said current funding levels for port improvements won’t cover all the projects that should be done. If Congress won’t increase the agency’s funding for harbor projects, the report said, then perhaps state governments and private companies such as shipping lines should be required to pay a greater share. Another alternative would do away with the current cost-sharing system. Ports would include the cost of deepening in the fees they charge shippers and could borrow from a federal infrastructure bank for major projects. “As long as every port and every federal waterway is treated fairly, then I think anything’s probably on the table,” said Foltz, Georgia’s ports chief. “But we need to find a funding source to make sure our ports remain competitive.” The report warned that as trade shifts to Southeast ports, making room for bigger ships will carry environmental costs associated with deepening harbors and building more port infrastructure. “Deepening channels in estuaries can allow saline water to penetrate deeper into freshwater ecosystems where it may damage wetlands and contaminate water supplies,” the report said. “Rising sea level associated with global warming may worsen these effects.” The report did not make any recommendations on which specific projects should be ranked before others. Environmental groups and other critics have said the federal government should play a larger role in coordinating which ports get deepened to focus on those that would yield the greatest benefits for the least amount of money and environmental damage.

Port of Oakland projects prove the Corps solves

Benjamin 2011 –Executive Director Port of Oakland and as President of the California Association of Port Authorities (Omar R., “Testimony of Omar R. Benjamin Executive Director Port of Oakland before the House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee Hearing: “Economic importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?”, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Benjamin.pdf )//MM

As the federal government looks to trim spending and address our nation’s debt, however, we cannot underestimate the importance of investing in strategic assets like seaports, which deliver jobs and tax revenue back to the federal government. In 2001, for example, construction began on the Port of Oakland's 50-foot deepening project, and now that it is complete it is has given us the ability to support the latest generation of larger, more efficient container vessels. The 50-Foot Project included the widening and deepening of the Harbor Entrance, Outer and inner Harbor channels, and two turning basins to -50 feet, as well as local business and utility relocations. The Port itself paid not only its cost-share for the dredging, but also the entirety of berth deepening and wharf-strengthening that was required. The Port also completed more than $800 million in expansion projects at its own expense, consisting of building two new marine terminals, an intermodal rail terminal, realigned roadways, and a 40-acre public waterfront park. The investment of federal funds leveraged millions in Port funds and has helped us attract new tenants and convince our existing customers to invest in building and expanding their facilities in Oakland. The project created over 8,800 jobs in construction, engineering, maritime, trucking and shipping. It increased annual business revenues for the Porfs customers by $1.9 billion, and it raised local tax revenues by $62 million per year. The dredged material itself was reused to restore hundreds of acres of wetlands along the San Francisco Bay, providing a huge environmental benefit to the region. These outcomes resulted in the 50-foot project being rated with an extraordinary 11-to-1 benefit-to-cost ratio by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Corps solve- business testimony proves

Holliday, 2010 – Executive Director of Dredging Contractors of America and Chairman of Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition (Barry W., “Testimony of Barry W. Holliday, Executive Director, Dredging Contractors of America and Chairman, Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Fairness Coalition Before the Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, Proposals for a Water Resources Development Act of 2010, Part II”, April 15, 2010, Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/RAMPtestimony15Apr10jsfin.pdf)//MM
I am Barry Holliday, Executive Director of the Dredging Contractors of America. Thank you for providing me the opportunity to testify today. I would first like to discuss the positive results from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act work accomplished by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and the dredging industry. I would like to take this opportunity to acknowledge the outstanding cooperation and leadership by the Corps of Engineers in managing the execution of the additional dredging work funded by the ARRA. The Corps and the Dredging Contractors of America initially coordinated a series of regional conference calls with the districts and dredging industry that ensured a comprehensive understanding of the work to be done and the specific dredge plant that would be needed. As a result of these discussions, the dredging industry was able to effectively ensure equipment and resources were available to get the job done. In my written testimony, I have included a full listing of all the new equipment and new dredges that were acquired as a result of the ARRA. To synopsize, two large pipeline dredges were brought back from the Middle East, several new dredges were built, and substantial investments were made in discharge pipeline, barges, tugs, floating cranes and derricks, and other dredging support equipment for this additional dredging workload. The Corps and the dredging industry have effectively demonstrated that they can execute and on rather short notice. During Fiscal Year 2009, the dredging industry accomplished an additional $117 million of dredging work as a result of ARRA, and an additional $212 million as a result of hurricane supplemental and other emergency dredging work in the Gulf of Mexico. But this additional work is only a short-term band-aid against larger long-term dredging needs. There continues to be a major shortfall of funds appropriated to adequately maintain our ports and harbors. 

Dredging key to post-panamax
Port dredging is vital to accepting post-Panamax ships

Gibbs 11 – Legislative Hearing on RAMP Act with the House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Bob Gibbs is the chairman of the subcommittee (Bob, “Legislative Hearing on the RAMP Act”, Legislative Hearing, 7/8/11, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67286/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67286.pdf)//MM
Mr. GIBBS. Before we conclude this first panel, I would just like to interject and make everybody aware that this is a key time. We are 3 years out, the Panama Canal is supposed to be completed. And they are building new ships that handle more cargo. They are bigger. And we have probably got one, maybe two, ports currently that can handle these bigger ships. If we are going to increase our exports with the Panama Canal, this is essential that we get the bill passed and get the dredging done to handle those bigger ships. 
Only dredging solves – ports would be useless without it

USACE, 08 – United States Army Corp of Engineers (“Dredging: Building and maintaining our underwater highways”, September 4, 2008, http://www.mvr.usace.army.mil/Brochures/Dredging.asp)//GP
Efficiency in Size Evolution of ships: From the time of the two-masted schooner to today's super-container giants, seagoing vessels not only have increased carrying capacity but are also wider, longer and faster and require deeper channels. Improving "productivity" of shipping means more cargo moved, faster, safer, and more efficiently while consuming less energy and producing less pollution. Evolution of shipping: From moving goods in barrels, basketsand sea chests to the container ship concept implemented in the 1960s was a long process. Containerization operates under the premise that durable and nondurable goods can be safely and economically shipped worldwide in standard 20-feet long containers (called twenty-foot equivalent units - TEUs). These containers are intermodal, can be stowed efficiently on container ships, and can be placed easily on railroad cars, in aircraft cargo holds, or on semi trailer trucks for door-to-door delivery. Other shipping methods include break/bulk, super colliers, and tankers. Over time, container ship design evolved into a standard limited to a size able to pass through the Panama Canal. Today's container ships, however, can be more than 1,000 feet long, carry up to 6,000 TEUs and require at least 45-feet channel depth. Ships of the future will be bigger yet and will need navigation channels at least 50 feet deep. Other nations in Europe and Asia are improving shipping channels to accommodate vessels with 60-feet drafts and deeper. 
 Dredging (drejing) vt. To enlarge or clean out (a river channel, harbor, etc.) with a dredge.   With their increased size, ships need improved navigation channels to enter and leave ports efficiently, quickly and safely. Few rivers or harbors are naturally deep. Without dredging, the New York harbor would be impassable to passengers liners and cargo ships. Periodic maintenance dredging, as well as occasional enlarging and deepening of navigation channels is essential to accommodate commercial and recreational vessels. Consumer product prices stay low when ships can transport their goods directly to the port.   Evolution of shipping channels closely parallels settlement of the United States. Congressionally authorized navigation improvement projects date to 1780 when Congress approved appropriations for lighthouse construction.   Construction of new navigation channels involves removal of materials previously undisturbed. Maintenance dredging operations involve the repetitive removal of naturally recurring deposited bottom sediment such as sand, silt and clays in an existing navigation channel. More then 400 ports and 25,000 miles of navigation channels are dredged throughout the United States to keep traffic operating efficiently.

Normal means

USACE = Actor

Normal means is the Army Corps of Engineers

Darcy 2011 – Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (Jo-Ellen, “Complete Statement of the Honorable Jo-Ellen Darcy Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) before the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment United States House of Representatives on the Economic importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?” , October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Darcy.pdf)//MM
Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to testify on the economic importance of our seaports and preparation for the 2lst Century trade realities. The Army Corps of Engineers helps facilitate commercial navigation by providing support for safe, reliable, highly cost-effective, and environmentally sustainable waterborne transportation systems. To this end, the Corps invests over $1.5 billion annually - roughly one third of the total budget for the Civil Works program - to study, construct, replace, rehabilitate, operate, and maintain commercial navigation infrastructure for approximately 13,000 miles of coastal channels and 12,000 miles of inland waterways. At coastal harbors on the Atlantic, Gulf, Pacific, and Great Lakes coasts, the work performed by the Corps includes: surveying navigation channels; evaluating proposals to construct deeper, wider, or longer channels; constructing such improvements; maintaining them by periodic dredging; maintaining other coastal navigation structures such as jetties, breakwaters, and locks; and maintaining certain of the bridges that cross these channels.

Normal means is contracting

Normal means is USACE contracting out to private sector

Frittelli, 2011 – Specialist in Transportation Policy (John, “Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Expenditures”, Congressional Research Service, January 10, 2011, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41042.pdf)//MM
The non-federal sponsor pays 10% of the cost over a period not to exceed 30 years. For example, of the 20% paid by a non-federal sponsor for the construction of a harbor of less than 20 feet, 10% of the total (half of the non-federal sponsor’s costs) is paid over 30 years. Over the last decade, maintenance dredging has accounted for about seven out of every ten federal dredging dollars and about 84% of the total material dredged (construction dredging has accounted for the remaining three dollars and 16% of total material dredged). About 80% of maintenance dredging is performed by private contractors under the USACE’s direction. On a per cubic yard basis, construction dredging is over twice as expensive as maintenance dredging. In constant dollars (2000), the USACE calculates that maintenance dredging costs per cubic yard have increased from $1.53 in 1963 to $3.19 in 2008. 8 The Corps dredges only the federally designated channels in harbors. Port authorities are responsible for dredging berths, which is the area next to the pier where a ship docks. 

off-case arguments

states aff answers

Fed key: regulations

States and local ports are bound by federal regulations which require federal funding before new projects can begin

Gibbs, 2011 – Subcommittee Chairman (Bob, “Memorandum on the Hearing on “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?”, October 21, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/112th/Water/Water%20Briefing%20Memo%20%20%2010-26-11.pdf)//MM
Infrastructure Investment Investing in ports not only creates jobs during the construction period, but supports wider and long lasting opportunities. Knowing the value of maritime trade, localities and port authorities have invested in the infrastructure of their ports. The AAPA finds that American ports are investing $2 billion annually in marine terminal capital improvements. The Port of New Orleans has spent $400 million in recent years on landside improvements that make it more efficient and attractive to shippers. Acknowledging that 12% of the country's international containers pass under the Bayonne Bridge, The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey have pledged $1 billion toward the bridge retrofit that will allow for Post Panamax ships to sail under it and into the Atlantic Coast's busiest port. The cost benefit analysis of the project estimates that this single project will provide a $3.3 billion dollar annual national benefit. Local investments optimize existing infrastructure and increases port efficiency; however, many projects are required to utilize Federal funds and processes. 

The operation and maintenance of shipping channels is paid for by the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF), which is funded from a .125% ad valorum tax levied on cargo imports at American ports. The HMTF is a user fee that grows based on the value of cargo coming to ports. These monies pay for the necessary dredging that keeps navigation channels open for business. In fiscal year 2010, the HMTF grew by $1.3 billion; however, only $828,550,000 was spent in total operations of the fund as the balance was diverted to deficit spending. Because the HMTF is not _off-'book' on paper there is a balance, however the reality is that all of the balance has been used to offset other government spending. Because of this inequitable allocation, many of the country's most valuable navigation channels are under maintained, reducing the cost effectiveness and efficiency of maritime trade. 

While some FY 2012 presidential budget requests reflect goals of the NEI, in the areas of navigation there appears to be a disconnect between the production of exports and the transportation of exports overseas. The International Trade Administration request was $526 million towards the administration costs of implementation. Thirty million dollars of Small Business Administration grants are to be disbursed to states to support export activities. Transportation is addressed in the President's budget request with a sweeping surface transportation authorization request and $70.5 billion to fund the Federal Highway Administration. However, maritime trade, the most prevalent form of exportation, does not receive as much funding necessary to support a significant development much less doubling exports. 

The President's Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works program appropriation request in the Administration's FY 2012 budget submittal is $4.631 billion, which is approximately 6.1% below the annualized Continuing Resolution for FY 2011 of $4.929 billion. These funds are distributed to the many missions of the Corps civil works program including investigations, construction, operations and maintenance, levee safety, flood control and environmental restoration. The Corps budget has a profound effect on waterborne commerce as it shoulders the bulk of coastal infrastructure development and operation and maintenance activities. Unlike surface transportation funding, there is no Federal credit assistance programs for the construction, operation and maintenance of ports' navigation channels. Even local ports with willing investors are often required to wait on Federal appropriations to pursue needed projects. Two accounts within the budget of the Corps have significant impact on maritime trade: 

Construction - The President's budget requests $1.48 billion for the Construction account. This is $210 million less than the FY 2011 annualized Continuing Resolution of $1.69 billion. These funds are used for the construction of river and harbor, flood damage reduction, shore protection, environmental restoration, and related projects specifically authorized or made available for selection by law. Almost half of this budget request is for flood damage reduction projects. However, more alarming is that approximately $470 million are for ecosystem restoration projects that provide Rule or no economic benefits, while navigation projects would only receive $280 million. 

Operation and Maintenance - The President's budget also requests $2.314 billion for expenses necessary for the preservation, operation, maintenance, and care of existing river and harbor, flood control and related projects. This is $47 million less than the FY 2011 annualized Continuing Resolution of $2.361 billion.

The budget would use only $691 million from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund resulting in an increase in the estimated balance from $6.12 billion to $6.93 billion at the end of FY 2012. In addition, while proposing paltry amounts be appropriated from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, the President's budget proposes to expand the authorized purposes of the fund for activities not typically associated with the Corps of Engineers maintenance of navigation channels. 

Among the persistent barriers to trade, only one-third of the nation's federal navigation projects are currently at their authorized depths and widths, and 8 out of the nation's 10 largest ports are not at their authorized depths and widths. Exporters are required to wait for high tide to get out of port or are forced to ship in lighter loads. This reality is especially burdensome for the many raw material exporters whose products are heavy and whose ships require deeper drafts. 

Overall, the President's proposal does not address some of the nation's most profound infrastructure needs. It does not direct Congress to pursue multiyear reauthorizations that provide stability and predictable funding to projects. Developing world-class infrastructure cannot be hurried to completion in two years to comply with a truncated funding schedule. Even beyond funding, a transportation infrastructure bill could include no cost policy changes that would support maritime trade. The proposed legislation does not streamline the permitting processes, an action that would expedite valuable projects. Permit backlog delays the timeline for construction and increases costs associated with navigation projects that could promote maritime trade. Also, legislation that would support maritime trade would allow non-federal project sponsors to supply more capital to navigation projects without having to wait on the appropriations process. Re-authorizations, permanent policy changes, and regulatory reduction would unlock private capital and hasten project completion, benefitting maritime trade and the economy as a whole existing river and harbor, flood control and related projects. This is $47 million less than the FY 2011 annualized Continuing Resolution of $2.361 billion. 
Federal law prevents the CP – states can act alongside the federal government – but they’re still subject to federal requirements
Dyke 10— Business Writer at The Greenville News (David, ”Two options for port funding, Graham says”, The Greenville News, 11/19, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/807392435?accountid=14667) EL

The Ports Authority says it needs to deepen the Charleston harbor to remain competitive following the widening of the Panama Canal in 2014. The widening is expected to quicken a trend toward megaships that will change global logistics and open new business opportunities for South Atlantic shipping facilities. The Charleston port can accommodate the big ships now, but only during high tide. Port officials have said a $400,000 federal earmark to study the deepening of the Charleston harbor is a critical initial step in a $300 million expansion. Federal law requires the Corps of Engineers to conduct the study before improvements to a harbor can be made. Without it, no deepening is permitted and it must be funded through the appropriations process, the officials said. They said there is no other way. Business leaders, including executives from Boeing South Carolina, Sonoco, BMW Manufacturing, Milliken & Co. and Michelin North America, have stressed that the port is South Carolina's single most important natural asset and will help shape the state's economy for generations. Officials with the Georgia Ports Authority said they reached a major milestone Wednesday with their plan to expand the Savannah Harbor. It was reached, the officials said, when the Corps of Engineers released its draft environmental impact statement to the public and agencies for review and comment. "The study's release is a significant step forward for the Savannah harbor expansion project and addresses a critical need of our country's transportation infrastructure," said Curtis J. Foltz, the Georgia authority's executive director. The $40 million scientific study details plans to avoid impacts to natural resources and proposes mitigation for any unavoidable impacts of the project. GPA officials say larger vessels offer more capacity and lower the cost per container compared to current Panamax vessels. That's an important economic consideration for such companies as BMW and Michelin, which both have large Upstate operations and are major users of the Port of Charleston. The Georgia harbor expansion will deepen the Savannah River from its current 42-foot depth to as much as 48 feet. The Atlanta Journal-Constitution reported the project would cost an estimated $551 million with 70 percent borne by the federal government. Georgia's legislators have approved $102.3 million of the remaining costs, the newspaper reported. Long term, DeMint said he wants to restructure the way the Corps of Engineers identifies priorities and funds projects. He also wants to reform the Harbor Maintenance Trust fund to allow South Carolina to get back the money it contributes. Currently, the fund can't be used for new construction to make a port deeper, as Charleston proposes. He said he wants to meet with officials from the port, the Corps of Engineers and legal advisers to determine if the port can proceed with its own feasibility study and have that study recognized by the federal agency. Graham has said states have the right to fund such studies on their own. However, federal officials have rejected port studies conducted that way and states didn't get reimbursed for the money they spent, he said. Port officials worry that if they pay the initial feasibility-study cost, it will jeopardize federal funding for the project. Normally, a cost-sharing system is in place where the federal government will pay 40 percent of the construction bill to deepen the harbor, with the state paying the remaining 60 percent, a port spokesman said. DeMint told The News recently that he understands the port's importance to the state and its economy, but it was time to draw the line on earmarks. Graham this week joined DeMint and Sen. Mitch McConnell, the Senate Republican leader, in calling for a two-year ban on the practice. Raju Chebium of Gannett's Washington Bureau contributed to this report.

Federal regulations prevent deepening without a USACE study first

Allen, 12 - Judson Falknor Professor of Law, University of Washington; Visiting Professor, Yale Law School and Distinguished Visiting Professor of Maritime Studies, U.S. Coast Guard Academy (Craig, “ Future Ports Scenarios for 21ST Century Port Strategic Planning”, JOURNAL OF TRANSPORTATION LAW, LOGISTICS & POLICY, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID2066661_code334079.pdf?abstractid=1967856&mirid=2)//DH

To keep pace with growing capacity demands, marine terminals that once averaged 50 acres, with alongside depths of less than 40 feet, now find themselves expanding to 100 and even 200 or more acres and needing alongside depths sufficient to accommodate ships with 50 foot drafts. On-dock rail access, nearby container freight stations and the need for an efficient transit corridor connecting the port to its intermodal arteries create additional port development challenges. Ports attempting to address those development challenges complain, and the federal MTS studies largely agree, that domestic management of marine areas in the U.S. is badly fragmented and is plagued with a confusing array of laws, regula​tions and practices at the federal, state and local levels. In some places, more than a dozen federal, state and local agencies regulate the same cubic foot of water. Additionally, devel​opment and operations planning in marine areas suffers from frequent conflicts between federal, state, local, tribal and interagency mandates, policies and procedures, and too often lacks an effective mechanism for resolving those conflicts.91

Exasperated port officials in Charleston, SC, would likely be among the first to declare the current regime ponderously slow. Port planning efforts there to dredge the channel to 50 feet, to accommodate the larger Panamax ships that will be trading to east coast ports after the Panama Canal expansion project is completed in the summer of 2014, were “slow steamed” by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, who told the port that a 5-8 year long feasibility study costing up to $20 million will be required before the dredging could even begin. As a result, the project could not be completed until 2024—more than a decade after the canal expansion.92

Federal regulations take 10 years to approve port deepening projects

Feigenbaum, 12 - transportation policy analyst with Reason Foundation (Baruch, “Government Bureaucracy Is Sinking Port Deepening Projects,” 2/13, http://reason.org/news/show/1012613.html
 

CURRENT FUNDING PROCESS 

Most ports do not have the local funds to deepen their harbors. The cost of deepening ranges from $600 million for the port of Savannah to $1.3 billion for the port of New York.

Ports must go through a cumbersome, lengthy, and unpredictable process to obtain federal funding that is governed by the Water Resources Development Act of 2007 (WRDA 2007). The first task in the current federal process is a reconnaissance study, which examines the cost-benefit ratio. Conducting the study requires a Congressional authorization and an appropriation and must show a cost-benefit ratio of 1.0 or higher, where the benefits of deepening the port are greater than the costs, for the process to continue.

The feasibility study, the next step, includes an Environmental Impact Study, Design Overview, and Economic Analysis. This Economic Analysis often compares one port to another port to determine if a project has a net national benefit. In the analysis the Army Corps of Engineers studies incremental increases such as deepening a harbor from 42 to 43 feet and then from 43 to 44 feet. The Corps studies each incremental increase until it finds the deepening with the greatest benefit. After the Corps has completed the study it transmits the findings, labeled a Chief's Report, to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works. The findings recommend proceeding - if it is appropriate - with the process. If the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works agrees with the recommendation, the plan will be forwarded to the Office of Management and Budget, which must also approve the project, and Congress.

At this stage the project is approved, but it is not yet funded. Currently OMB has a freeze on funding all new port deepening projects because it is prioritizing public safety projects. The Port of New Jersey/New York is the only port to have received sufficient funds -over $600 million- to deepen its harbor. And it took the port almost 10 years from the start of the process until the port began the dredging process in 2008.

Many other East Coast and Gulf Coast ports are on a waiting list for federal funds to permanently deepen their harbors. The following ports have expressed an interest: Boston, MA; Morehead City, NC; Charleston, SC: Savannah, GA; Jacksonville, FL; Canaveral, FL; Fort Lauderdale, FL; Miami, FL; Mobile, AL; Port Arthur, TX; Galveston, TX; Texas City, TX; Freeport, TX; Corpus Christi, TX; and Brownsville, TX.

The current situation is problematic for two reasons. First, with the Panama Canal opening in 2015, other ports cannot afford to wait for a 10-year-long process. Second, with limited federal money available and the prioritization of safety projects, some ports may not receive any federal funding at all.

Current federal regulations prevent new infrastructure upgrades from being completed on time

Spivak 11 -- senior research analyst at the HNTB Corporation, a transportation design and engineering firm (Jeffrey, "The Battle of the Ports", May/June, American Planning Association, aapa.files.cms-plus.com/Battle%20of%20the%20Ports%20-%20Planning%20mag%20-%20May_June%202011.pdf) // NK

These projects illustrate the ports' high hopes. It's unclear, however, whether they will be completed in time for the opening of the Panama Canal's new locks. The governmental reviews required for Savannah's dredging project stretched over more than a decade, involving interests ranging from the commercial fishing industry to environmental groups in neighboring South Carolina. "It's been a political logistics nightmare," says Tom Thomson, executive director of the Chatham CountySavannah Metropolitan Planning Commission, "but it was necessary to ensure that all the issues were addressed to the community's satisfaction."  

Who will pay?

Major port projects typically require congressional approval and federal funding, and several port authorities were counting on the federal government's proposed fiscal year 2012 budget to kick-start their expansion plans. The ports of Savannah and Miami requested $105 million and $75 million, respectively. The two received a total of $600,000. The Port of Charleston couldn't even get $400,000 for a dredging feasibility study. 

Current regulations mean new projects take 10-20 years

Abbott 08—Editor of AAPA Seaports Magazine (Paul Scott, “Canal expansion demands swift infrastructure action”, Seaports Magazine, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2008.pdf, Summer) EL

To be ready to handle more and bigger ships that will be able to transit the Panama Canal after the 2014 completion of the $5.25 billion expansion project, port officials along the U.S. East and Gulf coasts and beyond are busily working to enhance facilities. But they face serious challenges. Bureaucracy an impediment Indeed, Mr.Wainio said at the Jan. 23-24 event in Tampa that it is “almost a given” that U.S. ports won’t be prepared to handle the influx of activity to be associated with a doubling of the Panama Canal’s capacity and a near-tripling of the maximum size of vessels it will be able to accommodate. Much of the problem, he said, revolves around a bureaucratic system that frequently mires channel-deepening and other infrastructure improvements in a process that can take 10 to 20 years. “The system is basically broken,” Mr. Wainio said. “The world is different, and it moves a lot faster. It’s time to look at doing a complete overhaul of the system. 
Federal construction contracts are legally binding – attempts to circumvent will cause the ports to be sued 
Edmonson 5—associate editor of the Journal of Commerce (Robert G., “In a deep hole”, Journal of Commerce, 3/21, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/312932173?accountid=14667) EL


"I think we have nine or 10 projects on the suspended list. It means that the president is not making a budget request for those projects. That's a grave concern for us," Sanford said. "We've entered into legally binding project cooperation agreements with the government. Our ports have put pretty sophisticated funding mechanisms in place to pay their part of the cost. The government can pull out of these contracts with no recourse, but project cooperation agreements are written such that the ports can't pull out without being dragged into federal district court." 

A port that's unable to complete a channel deepening could find itself at a competitive disadvantage with a rival that has recently dug its channels to 45 or 50 feet. East Coast ports are already beginning to see more calls from post-Panamax container ships that have been bumped off Pacific trade lanes by 8,000-TEU vessels. Now those 5,000- to 6,000-TEU ships are being routed to Atlantic ports from Asia via the Suez Canal. 

"It's already happening. We're seeing lightering - Freeport, Bahamas, comes to mind. They're making a good living essentially lightering off the large ships, or spreading the cargoes to smaller vessels," Sanford said.

Channels are federal property—means states can’t solve
Gerena 05— Online Editor at Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond, Business Writer at Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond, Freelance Writer and Editor at Self-employed (Sole Proprietorship), Senior Editor at EQUITIES Magazine (Charles, “Sink or swim”, Winter, Region Focus, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/201535291?accountid=14667) EL

First, there is the task of deepening and widening waterways even further. Since channels are federal property, the Army Corps of Engineers performs routine dredging that clears channels of silt and other debris, while federal funding covers part of the cost of enlarging channels. Ports pay the remainder of that tab, plus they are responsible for deepening the access channels that lead to individual terminals and the berths where ships dock.

Federal regulations block local ports from making new investments
Cook 11 - J.D. Candidate, Fordham University School of Law (Christopher T., “FUNDING PORT-RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE AND DEVELOPMENT: THE CURRENT DEBATE AND PROPOSED REFORM” 38 Fordham Urb. L.J. 1523, lexis)//CB

Containerized cargo is here to stay, but what is less certain is how the United States will fund new infrastructure and development to accommodate its proliferation within the shipping industry. n27 In recent years, members of Congress have proposed legislation to fund infrastructure and development at U.S. seaports. n28 Three of these proposals create a fund based on a tax or fee assessed on the value of goods entering or leaving the United States. n29 A separate proposal concerns the creation of an infrastructure bank that, with an initial government contribution of $ 10 billion, would "leverage private-public partnerships and maximize private funding" to fund infrastructure and development projects. n30 Two of these proposals died in committee during the 111th Congress, n31 and the other two have been reintroduced in the 112th Congress after failing to be enacted in previous legislative sessions. n32
[*1529]  The hands of local port authorities, however, are tied by constitutional and statutory constraints, rather than a lack of consensus. n33 Port authorities generate revenues through the management of port facilities. n34 The ability of port authorities to assess taxes on shippers "for the privilege of entering, or trading, or lying in a port or harbor" n35 is precluded by the United States Supreme Court's interpretation of the Constitution's Tonnage Clause. n36 The Court has, however, recognized a State's ability to assess a charge on shippers for actual use of port facilities that is fairly apportioned to "opportunities, benefits, or protection conferred or afforded by the taxing [authority]." n37 Congress placed additional constraints on state regulatory authority with the passage of the Shipping Act. n38 The Shipping Act provides that port authorities cannot "fail to establish, observe, and enforce just and reasonable regulations and practices relating to or connected with receiving, handling, storing, or delivering property [at ports]"n39 or impose "any undue or unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage with respect to any person." n40 Courts and the Federal Maritime Commission ("FMC") have interpreted this as requiring any fee imposed on a shipper, trucker, marine terminal operator, n41 or beneficial  [*1530]  cargo owner n42(collectively "Port Users") to generate actual benefits to the user on a reasonably equivalent basis. n43 The problem with this fee structure is that it limits the ability of port authorities to assess a fee for the construction and development of large-scale, port-related infrastructure and development projects n44 - the benefits of which would accrue to both those paying and not paying the fee, or the costs of which would be incurred by those not enjoying the benefit.

Fed key: jurisdiction

The federal government has exclusive jurisdiction over deepdraft channels and harbors

Sherman 2 – Director of Research and Information Services American Association of Port Authorities (Rexford, “Seaport Governance in the United States and Canada”, American Association of Port Authorities, http://www.aapa-ports.org/files/PDFs/governance_uscan.pdf)//MM
The U.S. Constitution does grant the federal government exclusive jurisdiction over the navigable waters of the United States, including its deepdraft channels and harbors--authority delegated primarily to the Coast Guard and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. But federal jurisdiction over harbors stops at the water's edge. Port authorities in the United States are instrumentalities of state or local government established by enactment or grants of authority by the state legislature. Neither Congress nor any federal agency has the power, or even the right, to appoint or dismiss port commissioners or staff members, or to amend, alter or repeal a port authority charter. Certain port activities are, of course, subject to federal law and jurisdiction, particularly those pertaining to foreign and interstate commerce 

Fed key: private investment
Streamlining regulations and providing predictable federal funding is vital to increasing private sector investment

Peyton 2011 –President Ilwu Marine Clerks Assocation Local 63 International  (Peter, “Testimony of Peter Peyton, President Ilwu Marine Clerks Association Local 63 International Longshore and Warehouse Union Before the House Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee on ‘The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?’”, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Peyton.pdf )//MM

Every year, California's port customers pay more than $400 million in fees into a federal fund with assurances the money will be available to fund the navigational maintenance and improvements necessary to keep U.S. ports competitive in a global marketplace. Unfortunately, the revenues deposited in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund are not being spent. Additionally, instead of investing these funds to keep our ports competitive, the Trust Fund has now built up a surplus of over $5 billion. Appropriations of funds by Congress from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund have been inadequate for the nation's harbor maintenance needs. Only half of the revenue generated is being spent on operation and maintenance. The RAMP ACT proposes to allocate this revenue for the purpose of dredging and harbor maintenance. We support legislation to spend the harbor maintenance revenues for its intended purpose. Finally, Congress must place a high priority on intermodal connectors. One such connector that is vitally important for the efficiency of cargo movement is on-dock rail. On-dock rail serves as the connector between vessel and rail transportation just as the truck move serves as the connector between vessel and rail transportation in an off-dock rail facility. Removing the truck move provides more fluidity to the transportation system and reduces costs to shippers and ultimately consumers. Improvements to existing on dock rail systems and the construction of new on'-dock rail systems have far reaching benefits to the country. It is the position of the ILWU that if we are going to emerge from these economic times with the intent of being competitive in a global economy, it is essential the federal government lead the way in a vision of funding state of the art infrastructure projects that will allow our freight mobility to be second to none. The budget would use only $691 million from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund resulting in an increase in the estimated balance from $6.12 billion to $6.93 billion at the end of FY 2012. In addition, while proposing paltry amounts be appropriated from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, the President's budget proposes to expand the authorized purposes of the fund for activities not typically associated with the Corps of Engineers maintenance of navigation channels. Among the persistent barriers to trade, only one-third of the nation's federal navigation projects are currently at their authorized depths and widths, and 8 out of the nation's 10 largest ports are not at their authorized depths and widths. Exporters are required to wait for high tide to get out of port or are forced to ship in lighter loads. This reality is especially burdensome for the many raw material exporters whose products are heavy and whose ships require deeper drafts. Overall, the President's proposal does not address some of the nation's most profound infrastructure needs. It does not direct Congress to pursue multiyear reauthorizations that provide stability and predictable funding to projects. Developing world-class infrastructure cannot be hurried to completion in two years to comply with a truncated funding schedule. Even beyond funding, a transportation infrastructure bill could include no cost policy changes that would support maritime trade. The proposed legislation does not streamline the permitting processes, an action that would expedite valuable projects. Permit backlog delays the timeline for construction and increases costs associated with navigation projects that could promote maritime trade. Also, legislation that would support maritime trade would allow non-federal project sponsors to supply more capital to navigation projects without having to wait on the appropriations process. Re-authorizations, permanent policy changes, and regulatory reduction would unlock private capital and hasten project completion, benefitting maritime trade and the economy as a whole.

Federal funding is critical to getting the private sector on board

AAPA 9 – American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA, “The Role of the Federal Government in Maintaining Federal Channels,” 2009, http://www.aapa-ports.org/Issues/content.cfm?ItemNumber=1007) // CB

Since 1789, Congress has authorized and funded activities to ensure free and open access of the nation’s waterways to navigation. The General Survey Act of 1824 established the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as the agency responsible for the Nation’s navigation system.

Today, the entire U.S. economy depends on an efficient and reliable transportation system to remain competitive in domestic and international markets. Our ability to trade is a major component of our prosperous economy.

U.S. port development and maintenance is a shared responsibility of Federal, state, and local governments, with extensive private sector participation. The Federal government maintains harbor access channels, while individual ports construct and maintain the landside terminal facilities, dredge their own berths, and contribute to channel improvement cost-sharing programs.
Relying in good faith on this long-standing partnership, local port authorities have spent over $16.8 billion since World War II and expect to spend an additional $1.3 billion annually to construct and maintain the landside facilities over the next five years.

Local ports fund a share of Federal navigation improvement projects, either 35 percent or 60 percent depending on depth. Federal spending for maintenance dredging of navigation channels is about $500 million annually. Investment decisions made by local ports and the private sector have been based on the expectation that the Federal Government will continue to fund maintenance dredging.

The benefits of safe and efficient trade provided by our system of water highways are spread throughout the country. Foreign trade activities of each state are supported by a variety of ports; on average, each state relies on between 13 and 15 ports to handle 95 percent of its imports and exports.

Fed key: stimulus

Federal infrastructure spending is a key stimulus – states will cut spending in response to the CP

Bordoff et al, 9 - Policy Director of the Hamilton Project, an economic policy initiative at Brookings (Jason, "Strengthening American Competitiveness: Regaining Our Competitive Edge", Feburary, Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2009/2/american%20competitiveness%20brainard/02_american_competitiveness_brainard.pdf) // NK

Federally funded infrastructure development, particularly for “shovel-ready” projects, has the potential to be smart policy in the face of what is expected to be a long and deep recession: it not only creates jobs, but also builds the highways and ports of tomorrow. Without federal support, states and localities (which generally may not run deﬁcits) are likely to cut spending on infrastructure projects, at precisely the moment government spending needs to stimulate the economy by boosting demand. Investing in infrastructure can promote U.S. competitiveness. Our bridges and railways are crumbling, our ports are overwhelmed, and our communities are not fully wired for advanced communications. In fact, the American Society of Civil Engineers gives the current U.S. infrastructure an overall grade of D.

Fed key: competitiveness
Federal leadership is vital to maximizing competitiveness

SCHANK, 5/20 – President and Ceo of the Eno Center for Transportation, was a Transportation Policy Advisor for Hilary Clinton, and holds a Ph.D. in urban planning from Columbia University, a Master of City Planning from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and a B.A. in urban studies from Columbia University. (Joshua,“The Federal Role in Transportation: Four Ideas for Greater Federal Involvement”, Eno Center for Transportation, 5/20/12, http://www.enotrans.org/eno-brief/the-federal-role-in-transportation-four-ideas-for-greater-federal-involvement)//GP

Final Thoughts

All of these ideas have a consistent theme – they require strong federal leadership to maximize our return on investment. Our freight system, airports, highways, and ports all require some federal coordination in order for the U.S. to effectively compete in the global economy. While we consider the federal role in transportation given the increasing possibility of diminished federal funding in the coming decades, these are areas where there not only needs to be a federal presence, but federal leadership. If local transportation decisions are seen as purely political, with little regard to performance outcomes or national goals, we will fall short of where we need to be as a nation. These transportation investments will require strong federal leadership to ensure that they remain primarily influenced by data, analysis, and desired outcomes.

Fed key: state budgets

States lack the resources

Reixach, 11 -- Exectutive Port Director and Chief Exectuive Officer Port Freeport Texas and AAPA Chairman of the Board and U.S. Delegation Chairman (A.J., "Are we ready to handle growht in global trade?", Summer, http://www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=18152#seaportsarticle4) // NK

In my welcoming remarks Feb. 1 at the Shifting International Trade Routes Workshop, co-sponsored by AAPA and the U.S.Maritime Administration, I reflected upon a question posed three years earlier by Sean Connaughton, then MARAD’s administrator, at the first such workshop held in Tampa, Fla.

In late January 2008, Mr. Connaughton described the expansion of the Panama Canal as “an incredible opportunity” but added, “The question is, ‘Are we ready for it?"
Here in 2011, three years closer to the 2014 target date for completion of canal expansion, that is still the question – “Are we ready?”

AAPA’s leadership is diligently at work in efforts to ensure that port and inland infrastructure is sufficient to handle the growing demands of global commerce, but proactive industry support at federal and state levels is critical to chances for success.

Clearly, even without impending completion of Panama Canal expansion, we need more money for infrastructure – both at our ports and in road and rail connections into the hinterlands. At the same time, most states’ transportation departments are essentially broke, and we are still awaiting a long-overdue multiyear surface transportation authorization bill and comprehensive National Freight Plan.

Grants such as those through the Transportation Investment GeneratingEconomicRecovery, or TIGER, programs have helped,but, aswe have seen fromthe fact that grant applications have been for many times the number of projects – and dollars – that have gained awards, the stimulus money is obviously not enough.

The earmark ban in Congress will put further pressure on means for paying for such things as surface infrastructure projects and channel deepening.

In May, I met inWashington with leadership at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, senior staff of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, and top officials at the U.S. Department of Transportation.

During the Corps meeting, I expressed concern over the Obama administration’s lack of funding for deepening projects and discussed the Corps’ involvement with DOT in establishing strategic port priorities and a national transportation system.

With T&I Committee staff, the discussion covered the maritime section of the transportation bill, the need for full intended use of billions of dollars in Harbor Maintenance Tax collections, streamlining of the Corps’ process and improved project delivery, and changing the cost-share arrangement for channel projects.

AT: Independent state funding
Ports have to get federal approval even if the federal government doesn’t fund it

IWR 6/20 – Institute for Water Resources (“U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, Institute for Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 20, 2012, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Preparing_for_Post_Panamax_Vessels.pdf)//MM
USACE = US Army Corps of Engineers

Regardless of the Federal government’s role in funding future navigation improvements, maintenance and operations, USACE will continue to have an environmental regulatory oversight responsibility. Under most options USACE will continue its responsibility for performing environmental assessments and developing environmental protection and mitigation plans. However, if individual ports choose to proceed on their own with harbor deepening projects then USACE would need to provide permits for any proposed action.

AT: States solve leadership

States can’t provide the same leadership

Allen, 12 - Judson Falknor Professor of Law, University of Washington; Visiting Professor, Yale Law School and Distinguished Visiting Professor of Maritime Studies, U.S. Coast Guard Academy (Craig, “ Future Ports Scenarios for 21ST Century Port Strategic Planning”, JOURNAL OF TRANSPORTATION LAW, LOGISTICS & POLICY, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID2066661_code334079.pdf?abstractid=1967856&mirid=2)//DH

Many ports are actively engaged in strategic planning processes that require a periodic review of the ports’ vision statement. To compensate for the lack of federal leadership, some state governments have stepped in. For example, the legislature for the state of Washington provided Washington’s ports with guidance on strategic planning in the con​text of comprehensive planning.125 The state’s guidance document addresses values, vision and mission statements,126 goals and objectives, plan implementation and periodic review and updating.

To the south, Oregon ports are in the midst of a state-wide strategic planning initiative under the auspices of the Oregon Public Ports Association.127 A clear leader in the initia​tive, the Port of Portland, has adopted a regionally appropriate strategic plan that sets out its vision “to be a prominent, innovative economic development engine while steward​ing the region’s community and environmental best interests.”128 Reflecting the needs and values of a different region, the Port of Cleveland’s (Ohio) strategic plan vision statement proclaims that the port “will be known as the premier port on the Great Lakes: highly ef​fective, efficient, innovative, and trusted in delivering its mission of spurring job creation and economic vitality for Cleveland and Cuyahoga County.”129

Other public, private and hybrid state and regional planning bodies have provided additional leadership and coordination. For example, the Puget Sound Regional Council has developed a Vision 2040 for regional transportation, growth management and eco​nomic development planning in the greater Seattle-Tacoma area.130 The Pacific NorthWest Economic Region, a statutory, non-partisan, bi-national (U.S. and Canada), public/private partnership, provides another important forum for trade and transportation planning.131 In the state of Florida, the Florida Ports Council serves as the professional association for Florida’s fourteen deepwater seaports and their management and coordinates preparation of the ports’ five-year seaport mission plans.132 In southern California, FuturePorts de​ scribes itself as a regional voice for port, industry and community concerns for the Los Angeles and Long Beach area. Its seven-part Strategic Action Plan is designed to promote Southern California’s economic, environmental and social goals.133 While these initiatives are commendable, without a clear national port policy to provide the overarching frame​work, there is a real danger that regional or local approaches will not give adequate atten​tion or weight to national and international interests.

Federal expenditure boosts federal trade leadership – subnational actors won’t have the same effect
Kiefer et al, 2k – principal investigator for Planning and Management Consultants– study authorized by Section 401 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1999, report to the US Army Corps of Engineers (Jack, Planning and Management Consultants, “The National Dredging Needs Study of Ports and Harbors Implications to Cost-Sharing of Federal Deep Draft Navigation Projects Due to Changes in the Maritime Industry”, May 2000, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/iwrreports/00-R-8.pdf) // CB

The cost-sharing threshold for deep draft navigation projects greater than 45 feet, as established by Section 101, WRDA ’86, should be considered for change by eliminating the increase in cost-sharing for those General Navigation Features beyond 45 feet. The conditions under which Section 101, WRDA ’86 was implemented have changed and need to be updated for the 21st Century. The importance of international trade for the U.S. economy has reached significant proportions that make U.S. ports critical conveyors of national well-being and national benefits to domestic consumers and manufacturers alike. Requiring local communities to invest a greater share of local finances for deeper channels that benefit the Nation could result in resource allocations that are less than optimal from a national perspective. Since the general welfare of the Nation is increased through cheaper goods and services a slightly higher Federal expenditure for deeper harbor channels will provide for continued growth in international trade and achieve optimal national resource allocation. Given that the growth in larger containerships is expected to continue as globalization of trade expands and foreign nations no longer maintain cost-sharing thresholds, the current cost-sharing rules establishing a 50/50 cost-share for channels dredged deeper than 45 feet should be considered for elimination.

State overinvestment disad
States will overinvest in ports infrastructure - this increases manufacturing costs in state economies – federal coordination solves

Cohen and Monaco 8 – *associate professor of Economics at the University of Hartford and ** Professor of Economics at California State University, Long Beach. She is a recognized expert in the economics of the trucking industry and has published extensively on the wages, characteristics, and working conditions of port truck drivers, port labor issues, port infrastructure, and the effects of port deregulation.  (Jeffrey and Kristen, “Ports and Highways Infrastructure Investment and Inter-state Spatial Spillovers”, International Regional Science Review, July 2008, http://www.w.metrans.org/nuf/documents/Monaco-Cohen.pdf)//GP

The sign and significance of the elasticity of variable costs with respect to the average ports infrastructure in neighboring states (N) is particularly intriguing. We find that εVC,N = 0.129 (p-value = .003) in the SAR model, approximately half the 0.239 (p-value < 0.001) in the SUR model. This implies that increasing neighboring states’ ports infrastructure stocks by 1 percent leads to an increase in a particular state’s manufacturing costs by 0.129 percent. This can be attributed to the presence of external diseconomies of scale, as was found by Cohen and Morrison Paul (2005) in the context of food manufacturing industry costs. If 13 neighboring states become too large (in terms of the sizes of their ports), these neighbors may draw away productive resources from a particular state, leading to higher manufacturing costs in that state. Boarnet (1998) found a similar phenomenon in an analysis of California county highway capital stocks. 

An interesting ramification of the finding of external diseconomies from neighboring states’ ports here is that from society’s viewpoint, the overall stock of ports infrastructure may be too large. When choosing the optimal size of ports infrastructure, individual states do not account for these diseconomies faced by a neighboring state, and thus states may choose too much ports infrastructure. Assistance from a higher level of government may lead state policy makers to coordinate their decisions and choose a more “socially” desirable level of ports infrastructure. It is important to qualify this finding, however, that within individual states there may be too little ports infrastructure investment. This may be due to the fact that ports infrastructure investment undertaken at the county or regional level within a particular state may impose benefits upon manufacturing firms in nearby counties or regions within that state, due to the proximity to improved ports infrastructure. If this is the case, then state or regional port authorities could be helpful through playing a more prominent role in the ports infrastructure investment decision making process. In order to assess these overall impacts, a county level follow-up study would be extremely helpful, either for ports within a particular state, or for ports over counties or regions across all states.

The spatial autocorrelation parameter estimates are positive and significant for the cost function equation as well as for each of the input demand equations. The sign and significance of these estimates implies that a shock (to costs or input demands) that hits some states, such as a hurricane in the Gulf coast, spills over to become shocks (to manufacturing 14costs and/or input demands) in a neighboring state. Thus, in addition to the agglomeration economies measure described above, spatial autocorrelation can be an additional source of spillovers. 

We now describe findings on the relationships between the infrastructure variables. First, εSHVH,S <0 and εSHVS,H <0, but both are insignificant. These findings imply that additional ports infrastructure has no significant impact on the shadow value of highways, and additional highways have no impact on the shadow value of ports infrastructure, respectively. This result is robust in both the SUR and spatial autocorrelation adjusted models.

Second, εSHVN,S <0 and is significant in the spatial autocorrelation model. This implies that a smaller ports infrastructure stock in a particular state results in additional ports in neighboring states causing variable costs to increase in the particular state. 2 In other words, states that are “contracting” (states with decreasing ports infrastructure stocks) are hit harder by the external diseconomies of scale due to additional neighboring states’ ports infrastructure, while the shadow value of additional ports in neighboring states decreases in states that increase their ports infrastructure. On the other hand, εSHVS,N was insignificant in both estimations, implying that additional ports infrastructure in neighboring states has no impact on the shadow value of ports infrastructure in a particular state.

There are other insights that the cost function can yield, including information on the elasticities of substitution between inputs and the infrastructure variables. One finding is that with both estimation procedures, the shadow value of ports increases when the number of production workers, non-production workers, or materials inputs increase. This is an important finding, since it implies that additional workers or materials inputs (that is, economic activity) make ports more valuable to manufacturing firms. Second, the shadow value of neighboring states’ ports with respect to each of the three variable inputs is positive and significant. The interpretation here is that with fewer manufacturing inputs in a particular state, additional ports in neighboring states lead to higher costs to manufacturing firms in the particular state. This may be related to the negative external economies of scale from neighboring states’ ports infrastructure. States with decreasing amounts of manufacturing inputs are more severely impacted by the negative external economies of scale than growing states (i.e., states with increasing manufacturing employment). The elasticity of the shadow value of ports with respect to private capital is insignificant, which says that private capital and ports are neither substitutes nor complements. 

Finally, the elasticity of the shadow value of ports with respect to time is positive and significant. This finding implies that the pure passage of time makes additional ports in a particular state more valuable to manufacturing firms in that state. Similarly, the elasticity of the shadow value of other states’ ports with respect to time is positive and significant, implying that the passage of time (holding all other cost determinants constant) makes additional neighboring states’ ports capital stocks more valuable to a particular state in terms of how this extra capital would reduce manufacturing costs in the particular state.
Conclusions Using both seemingly unrelated regression and spatial autocorrelation models, we estimate input demands together with a cost function model with state-level data. This allows us to measure the effects on manufacturing from increasing ports and highways 16infrastructure. We find that increasing ports and highway infrastructure will decrease manufacturing costs at the state-level. However, if a neighboring state increases its port infrastructure, manufacturing costs will increase, evidence of external diseconomies of scale. Finally, we find no significant relationship between the shadow value of ports and highways infrastructure or the shadow value of highways and port infrastructure.

states link to politics

States links to politics – independent state funding still requires Congressional approval

Barnett, 12 (Ron, USA Today, 5/24, “East Coast ports scramble to dig deep, for supersize ships,” http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/story/2012-05-24/deepening-harbors/55653540/1)//DH  ‘the association’ = the American Association of Port Authorities

South Carolina's Legislature this month designated $300 million to the Charleston project — enough to do the job even if the federal government doesn't come up with its 40% match.

"I think everyone is starting to suspect that there may not be enough federal funding for any harbor, basically, today," Newsome said. "So we have to operate under the assumption that we're not going to get held up by a lack of federal funding."

There are other hurdles, both environmental and political.

U.S. Sen. Lindsey Graham, R-S.C., has introduced legislation that would require the Corps of Engineers to rank the ports for funding priority.

Even if federal money isn't approved, congressional authorization would be needed for the work to go ahead, said Lt. Col. Ed Chamberlayne, commander of the Corps of Engineers Charleston District.

AT: Devolution CP

Federal leadership is key – jurisdictional infighting and budgets prevent states from filling in

Reid, 8 - Senior Editor, Civil Engineering Magazine, American Civil Society of Engineers (Robert, “The Infrastructure Crisis”, Civil Engineering Magazine, January, http://www.asce.org/Content.aspx?id=25562)

But today such projects seem in danger of becoming ancient American history. Budget deficits, political infighting, the not-in-my-backyard syndrome, and a host of other problems often delay, diminish, or nullify plans for both new construction and needed upgrades to the infrastructure.
Overcoming such obstacles will require leadership, experts stress. And since it is the nation’s public infrastructure that is being discussed, that leadership must come from the public sector, especially the federal government.

Flynn concludes that the only way to solve the nation’s infrastructure problems “is with presidential leadership that uses the bully pulpit to help make the repair and maintenance of our infrastructure a national priority.” The enormous costs involved make it “politically impossible for a governor or mayor to talk about large investments in infrastructure as a key priority for the state or for a city,” Flynn adds, although he stresses that Washington only needs to set the tone, not define every detail of the process.

But right now such federal leadership is sorely lacking.
The federal agencies “involved in providing infrastructure do not appear to be guided by an overarching strategy that would integrate their actions across the infrastructure sectors,” noted Colonel Edward C. Gully, currently the special assistant to the commanding general of the facilities at Fort Lee, Virginia, involved in the U.S. Department of Defense’s base realignment and closure process, in a 2006 paper, “An Assessment of Our National Infrastructure Strategy,” he wrote while attending the U.S. Army War College. “Most critically, the lack of a long-term vision and well-defined ends and goals leads to a very fragmented approach and the sub-optimal use of federal resources,” Gully wrote. Although he stressed that “prioritization is critical,” Gully noted that “the current approach lacks a deliberate means to identify the relative priorities across the various programs—that is, among roads, aviation, water, inland navigation, et cetera.”

The result, Gully concluded in that paper, is “an unknown and unacceptable level of risk.”

other counterplan answers

AT: Prioritization CP

Forcing prioritization of port improvements will collapse smaller ports – means all ports will lose competitiveness

Kornegay, 9 - executive director of the Port of Houston Authority (H. Thomas, “Dredging up a Disaster: Declining Federal Maintenance of Nation’s Ports,” World Energy Source,

http://www.worldenergysource.com/articles/text/kornegay_WE_v8n4.cfm)//DH

Smaller ports have fewer resources with which to fight for or otherwise secure funds for maintenance dredging. Any increased costs imposed on shippers by such smaller ports would certainly drive away those customers. The system as it is currently evolving will soon leave smaller ports behind at a time when maritime trade is growing rapidly. After the small ports are starved out, the balance of the ports could then also be in jeopardy.

Prioritizing funding shortchanges small ports and destroys competitiveness 

Bridges 2011 –Chairman of the Board of the American Association of Port Authorities and Executive Director of Virginia Port Authority (Jerry A., “Testimony of Jerry A. Bridges Chairman of the Board of the American Association of Port Authorities and Executive Director of Virginia Port Authority before the United States House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee Hearing: the Economic importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?” , October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Bridges.pdf )//MM

Some may suggest that we should concentrate federal investment in just a few ports, but we must take a closer look at the diversity of port cargo and the impact of only deepening a few ports. A container port, normally doesn't handle significant bulk cargo, dangerous cargo or refrigerated cargo. Additionally, often smaller ports are located near key U.S. manufacturers to aid in their imports and exports. Each of our 50 states relies on 13-15 seaports to handle its imports and exports. Concentrating port activity to a smaller geographic area will result in increased transportation costs and more congestion on roads and rails. Total throughput should not be the only calculation in determining federal investment. 

at: P3 CP

Current federal investment is unpredictable – won’t leverage private investment without a strong federal signal
Brinson, 2012 – former president of the American Association of Ports Authorities and former president of the Port of New Orleans (Ryan, “Federal ‘reforms’ for port upgrade are long overdue”, The Post and Courier, April 21 2012, http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20120421/PC1002/120429847/1023&source=RSS) //MGD

In 2012, as many U.S. ports plan anxiously for the Panama Canal expansion, the federal performance in development and maintenance of the federal channel system is as unpredictable and as unreliable as ever. Today, local port authorities pay as much as 60 per cent of the cost of federal channel deepening.

With its Harbor Maintenance Tax, the government has collected nearly $6 billion more than it has spent on channel maintenance since 1986. Last year, the Congressional Budget Office concluded, “Full channel dimensions are, on average, available less than about a third of the time at the 59 highest use U.S. harbors.”

Despite the promises of the 1986 “reforms” and the well-documented needs for wider and deeper federal channels, there has been one new work authorization bill in the last decade — one!

Of the $2.4 billion authorized for deeper channels over the last 12 years, 75 percent was designated for New York Harbor.

And by the way, an estimated $15 billion is collected each year at U.S. seaports as Customs duties.

Like most major U.S. ports, the Port of Charleston is a “cash cow” for the federal government. Two dollars are collected for every one spent on harbor maintenance with application of the harbor maintenance tax. Customs duties on port cargo at Charleston are estimated to be just under $800 million annually.

The simple sorry point is the federal government has done a better job of taxing and collecting at ports than it has in providing the navigation channel capacities our nation so clearly needs.

The SPA celebrates its 70th anniversary this year, and never before have its Port of Charleston operations been better recognized and supported throughout the state. Newsome and his team have done a good job of profiling the reward and risk propositions of Charleston’s 50-foot channel plan.

And understanding those risks, South Carolina leaders are sending bold signals to the post-Panamax marketplace — and a message to the feds. Last year, Hugh Leatherman of Florence, chairman of the S.C. Senate Finance Committee, stood by Newsome’s side at a press conference and assured the market that $180 million, the state’s 60 percent share of the $300 million 50-foot project in Charleston Harbor, would be provided promptly.

Now with the clock ticking on decisions related to the Panama Canal expansion, Sen. Leatherman and his colleagues are quietly raising the ante. Sen. Leatherman confirmed last week that South Carolina is prepared to advance the full $300 million expenditure needed for the Charleston deepening project.

“The Port of Charleston is vital to economic strength in all parts of our state,” the senator said. “We don’t know what the federal response will be, but we intend to do all we can to assure that funds are available to make sure this project is not delayed because the federal government can’t fund it in a timely way.”

That’s a strong and reassuring message to the market, and one Jim Newsome and his colleagues can readily use. But it should also be a declaration to the federal government, from the White House to Capitol Hill, that now is the time for the feds to match the initiative and commitments of public port authorities all over the United States in assuring our nation has the seaport system it requires for national security and economic progress.

P3’s still require changing federal regulations and require federal approval

Feigenbaum, 12 - transportation policy analyst with Reason Foundation (Baruch, “Government Bureaucracy Is Sinking Port Deepening Projects,” 2/13, http://reason.org/news/show/1012613.html
 

PPPs could be further encouraged in the future by changing several parts of the process.

Ports, or the private partner, could contribute more than 50 percent of the funding for the feasibility study-perhaps 80-100 percent allowing the corps to complete the study in a timely manner. If the port deepening project is approved, the federal government could refund the extra funds above the 50 percent benchmark for the feasibility study. Other processes such as the Environmental Impact Study could be shortened. Duplicate studies by state and local governments could be conducted at the same time as federal studies or could be eliminated.

With the deepening of the Panama Canal, East Coast ports cannot afford to sit around and wait for the current appropriations process. The canal's expansion is going to bring great economic benefits to the ports capable of handling larger ships. Yet, as it stands, most American ports won't be able to take advantage of the opportunities. 

Privatization perm solves best. 

IWR 6/20 – Institute for Water Resources (“U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels”, Institute for Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 20, 2012, http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/docs/portswaterways/rpt/June_20_U.S._Port_and_Inland_Waterways_Preparing_for_Post_Panamax_Vessels.pdf)//MM
122 For priority segments, USACE would then issue requests for proposals for improvements and/or maintenance and repair over a fixed-term contract (say 30 years). In those requests for proposals USACE would specify what services were expected to be provided by the private partner, when the services would be realized, and would request a repayment schedule for the provision of those services. 123 The private partner could be asked to design and/or build and/or operate and maintain channels and navigation locks and dams in return for an annual payment. USACE would provide support to 124 and oversight over the private partner, assuring that the terms of the contract with respect to lock operations and channel maintenance were honored. The private entity would secure all the necessary financing for waterway improvement or O&M. 125 The Federal government would agree to compensate a private partner for expenses incurred in segment improvements and maintenance. Revenues needed to honor the contracts could be derived from any or a combination of the following: general appropriations, raising the fuel tax, lock passage fees, lock congestion fees, or segment passage fees. 

P3’s Links to politics

Privatization links to politics
United States Infrastructure Report 12—“Transportation Infrastructure Outlook and Overview”, 2nd Quarter, pg.32, ProQuest, www.businessmonitor.com , EL

The expansion of the Panama Canal, due to be completed at the end of 2014, is prompting US east coast ports to expand to be able to receive post-Panamax vessels. Major dredging projects are taking place at Norfolk Charleston, while the Port of New York/New Jersey is planning to raise the Bayonne Bridge to allow large ships to reach the port, a project estimated to cost US $1.3bn. At the same time, West Coast ports are investing to improve competitiveness in order to soften the blow when the canal expansion is complete. The Port of Los Angeles is expanding its intermodal links as well as dredging to receive mega-vessels (too large for the Panama Canal even after expansion) and improving export capacity to meet growing Asian demand. However, funding concerns are also a factor in the port sector. Although some ports have won federal grants for investment, many are facing the possibility that they will not be able to afford to expand. Although we have seen a couple of private concessions for ports over recent years, and there is now increased impetus to push forward on this, there is little political will behind a major privatization drive. Therefore, we remain bearish for now, with flat growth anticipated between 2015 and 2016. 

AT: Local CP

Local shipping fails will be invalidated by the Shipping Act

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

3. Analysis of Cargo-Based Fee Validity
 Identifying the benefits from the Infrastructure Fee and the Cargo Facility Charge is critical in assessing the validity of the fee under the Tonnage Clause and Shipping Act. Equally important is recognizing who is actually enjoying those benefits. Under the Shipping Act, the reasonableness of the fee will need to be closely apportioned to the benefits actually enjoyed. n264 The Tonnage Clause commands a less exacting standard - that the fees are tied to an actual use enjoyed by the payor. n265
The Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach's Infrastructure Fee is assessed directly on beneficial cargo owners transporting containerized cargo. n266 The fees would be used to construct, repair, maintain, and operate various highway and freight rail projects designed to reduce roadway congestion and adverse environmental and public health-related impacts. n267 These benefits flow directly to beneficial cargo owners. For example, the savings attendant with reduced fuel consumption and quicker delivery and pick-up times would be passed through to the beneficial cargo owner in the form of reduced transaction costs. n268 What the Infrastructure Fee fails to address is the free ride given to trucks transporting vehicle, bulk, and break-bulk cargo, as well as every motorist traveling on the funded improvement. n269 A  [*1562]  court is not likely to view these exceptions as de minimis. n270 Further, the environmental benefits of the various transportation projects inure to the benefit of everyone. n271 Although the benefits of cleaner air and reduced fuel consumption could be seen as ancillary to the construction and maintenance of new and existing freight rail and roadways, the Shipping Act provides that the actual benefits flowing to a user must be as closely apportioned as possible to the charge. n272
Alternatively, PANYNJ's Cargo Facility Charge is assessed on almost all shippers loading or unloading cargo at the port. n273 Like the InfrastructureFee, fees collected under the Cargo Facility Charge will be used to construct, repair, maintain, and operate roadway and freight rail projects. n274 New roadways and freight rail facilities would benefit shippers utilizing those improvements by reducing time in the port to load and unload cargo. The problem is that not all shippers avail themselves of these benefits. Nine shipping lines assert this argument, claiming that PANYNJ's Cargo Facility Charge unreasonably prefers shippers who are largely reliant on freight rail to those shippers who minimally utilize freight rail, if at all. n275 Further, challengers could argue that freight rail and roadway improvements inure to truckers and beneficial cargo owners - who do not pay the Cargo Facility Charge - in greater proportion than to shippers. This fee structure was specifically struck down in the Baton Rouge decision, which held that "if the challenger pays more than other parties pay, for fewer benefits than other parties receive, then the charge is unreasonable under [the Shipping Act]."n276
All three ports will likely have a difficult time defending a challenge to cargo-based charge under the Shipping Act. With a sophisticated  [*1563] economic analysis, however, the ports could demonstrate that the reduced congestion and development of intermodal facilities accrues a tangible benefit on shippers and beneficial-cargo owners in proportion to the cost by reducing the overall cost of transporting goods through more efficient loading, unloading, and delivery times. n277 Additionally, if the short-term costs of the Infrastructure Fee and Cargo Facility Charge were immediately absorbed into the price of shipping services, it could be argued that the costs attendant with the fee would actually be borne by the consumer and were thus de minimis. n278
Finally, the Infrastructure Fee and Cargo Facility Charge would not likely constitute a tax under the Tonnage Clause. Both fees, at least in part, fund the repair, maintenance, and operation of existing freight rail and roadway projects. n279 Under Clyde Mallory, these fees would be justified on grounds that the use of these projects confers a measurable benefit on the payor in the form of reduced time for loading and unloading and, consequently, less fuel consumption in the ports. Even under U.S. Shoe, one could argue convincingly that the fees - approximately $ 4.95 per TEU under the Cargo Facility Charge and $ 10 per TEU under the Infrastructure Fee - are a "fair[] match [to] the ... use of port services and facilities" n280 and, therefore, are not an impermissible duty of tonnage. n281
The cargo-based fees proposed or implemented at the three largest U.S. ports generate revenue for reinvestment in port-related infrastructure and development projects. Both fees likely withstand challenge under the Tonnage Clause, but their sustainability is uncertain under the Shipping Act. n282Given the need to generate new funding for infrastructure and development at U.S. seaports, Congress should expressly authorize port authorities to assess fees on Port Users for  [*1564]  reinvestment in port-related improvements by amending the Shipping Act.

AT: Offsets CP

Failure to increase Corps funding means the plan will tradeoff with maintenance accounts

Bishop, 2011 – New York representative and ranking members on the Committee and Subcommittee (Timothy H., “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st-Century Trade Realities? Hearing before the Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure House of Representatives, One Hudred Twelfth Congress: First Session”, October 26, 2011, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg70928/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg70928.pdf )//MM

Contrast this with the recent jobs proposal of President Obama, which calls for an increase in investment for our Nation’s infrastructure, including its wastewater and drinking water infrastructure, as well as commercial ports, levees, and projects on the inland waterway system. We need to get our ship back on an even keel, with leadership, sound policy, and investments in the programs and infrastructure that keeps our country moving forward. I hope that today we can all concur in our support for increasing expenditures from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. That seems to be without question. However, the broader agreement does not address the reality that unless we increase the overall investment in the Corps of Engineers, we cannot increase the funding for harbor dredging and channel maintenance, without impacting other Corps construction or maintenance or restoration projects. The mantra of doing more with less makes for a great bumper sticker, but makes for terrible public policy, especially when considering the large number of jobs and the impact to our Nation’s economy. We simply can’t have it both ways.

We all understand the terrible spot we are in with the national financial picture. It is not pretty, and it will not be fixed overnight. I would contend that doing more with less with respect to our seaports and waterway infrastructure harms our Nation and makes the outcome we all seek—that is to say, fiscal sustainability—more elusive for several reasons.

First, it directly impacts millions of jobs across the Nation, by one count potentially jeopardizing over 13 million jobs.

Second, it has substantial negative impact on local economies and the bottom line of industries, including both large and small businesses, and the employees they support.

Lastly, it reduces our Nation’s ability to compete in a global trade economy.

I am glad we are having this conversation today, because it allows us to highlight the problem that we are having, our inability to have an open and expansive dialogue on how we move forward from the quagmire we find ourselves stuck in. While we bicker about congressional earmarks and cutting back on all forms of regulation and agency budgets, the seaports continue to silt in, our shipping channels continue to shoal and narrow, and our infrastructure falls apart from age and neglect.

The result is that more and more of the shippers of the world are looking to other countries to move their goods and services. We have to prepare for the future world of shipping and seaports. We have to protect our economy and our jobs. We have to think smarter and more strategically, in terms of integrating sea shipping with rail, roads, and air distribution systems. We cannot do this without having an integrative and strategic approach. To do otherwise would be, in my opinion, foolish and a real waste of an opportunity to provide the public with the leadership they are demanding. I stand ready to have that discussion, and encourage my colleagues and the administration to sit down and get to solving the problem, rather than just arguing about our problems and pointing fingers with respect to who caused them.

AT: EIS CP

EIS review has no substantive impact on the outcome

Melnick 08 – graduate of Boston University Law School, trial attorney and supervisor for the Legal Aid Society (Robert S., “DREDGING: MAKING WAVES FOR COMMERCE OR ENVIRONMENTAL DESTRUCTION” 19 Vill. Envtl. L.J. 145, lexis)

An EIS "must consider all foreseeable direct and indirect effects," and the lead agency's analysis must meet the "hard look" standard. n154 But, NEPA's application as a substantive law has failed. n155 After the environmental effects are identified and evaluated, the agency is allowed to determine whether "its goals outweigh the environmental costs." n156 An EIS does not require consideration of all alternatives, but only those that are reasonable within the purpose of the proposed project. n157 The challengers of a proposed project have the burden of proving the decision was arbitrary and capricious. n158
B. Self-Policing
Instead of cooperating with the EPA to find an environmentally acceptable alternative to the Project and the RI/FS being conducted, the Corps actions in NRDC I appeared to circumvent the regulations established under NEPA. At the same time, however, the Corps is also required to find the cheapest alternative for dredging and disposing of dredged material, provided it complies with environmental laws. n159 The mission of the Corps is not to provide environmental protection, but rather to comply with environmental laws and cooperate with the EPA; therefore, the Corps should not be in charge of determining "whether their proposed projects will harm the environment." n160 One critic suggests: any "foreseeable adverse environmental impact" identified in an EIS for a proposed action should result in an arbitrary and capricious decision. n161
 [*162]  NEPA was intended to be the "'most important and far-reaching conservation-environmental measure'" passed by Congress. n162 In practice, "NEPA has proven to be little more than a procedural hurdle, with no impact on the substantive outcome of proposed federal projects." n163 The reason for this result is that the agency proposing a project with significant environmental impacts becomes the lead agency under NEPA with corresponding authority following it. n164 This authority empowers the lead agency to determine whether the project creates any significant environmental impacts from the project, to draft an EIS, and to identify the best alternatives to the project. n165 A lead agency that does not have environmental expertise, still has the authority to: (1) determine whether the project results in a major federal action with a significant environmental impact that would require an EIS; (2) engage other federal agencies, if any, to aid in the EIS; and (3) proceed with the project despite adverse environmental effects or a lack of approval from environmental experts. n166
NEPA's process ends when a lead agency determines a project will not have any significant environmental impact, unless the action is challenged in court. n167 The EPA has the authority to review an EIS, but it is not required to review an EA or FONSI. n168 This results in little oversight by the EPA in preparation of an EA. n169 Instead when a FONSI is issued, the EPA should have authority to require an EIS. n170
Critics of the self-policing initiative suggest that the EPA should have dual authority with other federal agencies responsible for projects with environmental concerns. n171 At a minimum, the  [*163]  EPA should have to sign off on any FONSI. n172 In Ocean Advocates v. United States Army Corps of Engineers, n173 the Corps issued a FONSI without stating any reasons. n174 Although the court held an EIS was required because there was no support for the FONSI, the time and expense of litigation could have been avoided if a FONSI required EPA approval. n175 An amendment to NEPA or judicial action could enact this dual authority. n176
Lead agencies have also tried to circumvent the EIS requirement by segmenting their projects, which prevents the cumulative effects from having a significant environmental impact. n177 NEPA requires consultations with federal agencies having environmental expertise when preparing an EIS, but this requirement is commonly by-passed by lead agencies that either simply proceed over objections, or conclude that no significant environmental impact is likely. n178 The EPA has authority to review the final EIS, but the review is limited to the information included in the EIS, which the biased lead agency prepared. n179 The self-policing by lead agencies could easily be limited by granting additional authority to the EPA, and other environmental agencies, to allow them to be involved in the preparation of an EIS. n180
Disad answers

general link nonuniques

Federal funding for port development is increasing now

Szakonyi, 6/22/12 – associate editor, Journal of Commerce (Mark, “Freight Rail, Ports Get $104 Million in TIGER Grants,” 
http://www.joc.com/infrastructure/freight-rail-port-projects-get-104-million-tiger-grants)//DH
Roughly 35 percent of $500 million in funding goes to road and bridge projects

Port and freight rail projects received roughly one-fifth, or about $104 million, through the Department of Transportation’s fourth round of TIGER grants, with public transit, passenger rail, bicycle lanes and walking trail projects getting about 40 percent of the funding.

About 35 percent, or $175 million, will go toward the replacement of roads and bridges. The rest, or about $10 million, heads to projects in Native American reservations. In the last round of TIGER grants, road and bridge projects received about half of the $511 million awarded, and port and rail-related projects, including passenger rail projects, got about 22 percent of the funding.

"President Obama’s support for an America built to last is putting people back to work across the country building roads, bridges and other projects that will mean better, safer transportation for generations to come,” Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood said. “TIGER projects mean good transportation jobs today and a stronger economic future for the nation.”

The Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery grants to 47 projects in 34 states fell short of the $10.2 billion requested though 703 applications. The recent round of grants will support about $1.7 billion in investments, and work on 27 projects that gained grants in previous rounds is expected to begin the in the next six months, LaHood said. Work has begun already on 64 projects funded through the program.
AT: Politics

Port renovation has bipart support

Seaport Magazine 12 – (“Ports and Politics”, 2011/2012 Issue of AAPA Seaport Magazine, http://digital.sea-portsinfo.com/issue/54053)//MG

Bipartisan House caucus backs ports U.S. Rep. Janice Hahn, D-Calif., and U.S. Rep. Ted Poe, R-Texas, have announced formation of the bipartisan House Ports Opportunity, Renewal, Trade and Security (PORTS) Caucus. According to an Oct. 25 joint statement, the mission of the caucus will be “to promote the importance of our ports to the nation’s economy and the need to secure them.” The congressmen noted that U.S. ports support 13.3 million jobs and account for $3.15 trillion in business activity. Rep. Hahn, whose district includes the Port of Los Angeles, said, “As a long-time advocate for the Port of Los Angeles, I understand how vital the ports are for our nation’s economy. This bipartisan caucus will bring together members who represent diverse ports across the country, so we will find ways together to promote our ports and keep them safe.” Rep. Poe, whose district includes the Port of Port Arthur, commented, “Promoting and protecting our nation’s ports is critical to both national security and economic security. Ports are the gateway in and out of the United States. They are our country’s link to the rest of the world and the global economy. I look forward to working with Rep. Hahn to building an effective congressional caucus that advocates on the behalf of ports nationwide.” The announcement from Hahn and Poe came the day before Oct. 26 testimony before the Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee by several port industry leaders, including Jerry A. Bridges, executive director of the Virginia Port Authority and current AAPA chairman.

Plan has bipartisan support

Boustany 12 – Congressional Record of the 112th Congress, second session from the House of Representatives Volume 158 Number 56 (Charles, “Congressional Record; Proceedings and debates of the 112th Congress, Second Session”, Congressional Record, 4/18/12, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CREC-2012-04-18/pdf/CREC-2012-04-18-house.pdf)//MM
Our country depends on its maritime commerce. Without the use of our maritime transportation routes, we’re not really talking about transportation. We cannot expand exports and we cannot move our agricultural commodities or our manufactured goods to other destinations around the world if we do not have waterways that have been maintained. The Army Corps of Engineers has said to me on multiple occasions, if you take the top 60 ports and harbors in this country, fewer than 35 percent of those waterways are dredged adequately to the authorized depth and width authorized by Congress. My bill, which is now an amendment to this transportation bill, H.R. 104, is the RAMP Act. It is the Realize America’s Maritime Promise Act. It has bipartisan support with 190 Members in the House and with over 30 Senators over on the Senate side. 

Ports will lobby for the plan

Marcario, 11 – Assistant Editor at Seapower Magazine, Navy League of the United States (John, “Where Does the Money Go?” June 2011, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/AAPAArticles/Where%20does%20the%20money%20go%20-%20Seapower%20-%20June%202011.pdf)//GP
USACE officials said they have heard several complaints from ports and maritime officials regarding how little trust fund money is spent each year. 

"The ports would like to see us fully maintain these navigation channels so that they can economically move their commerce. Once they understand the current legislation is what drives our process, they channel that energy into seeking legislative change through Congress," said Jim Walker, head of the navigation branch at the Washington headquarters of the USACE. 

Infrastructure spending has massive political support

FT 11 – global news agency for business news and analysis (Anna Fifield, “US: Obstacles to progress,” The Financial Times, August 1, 2011, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/01ff75ec-bc6c-11e0-acb6-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1yTIfa77A) // CB

The Senate’s environment and public works committee responded with a two-year, $109bn bill that would keep spending at current levels plus inflation rather than cutting it. Though some Democrats are unhappy at maintaining the status quo rather than boosting spending, this proposal is more likely than Mr Mica’s to win bipartisan support. House Republicans “would vote down a Mother’s day resolution if it had extra spending”, he said, referring to the Tea Party caucus that generally objects to any increased spending.

Infrastructure should be a promising area for bipartisan compromise, says Ryan McConaghy of the Third Way, a left-leaning think-tank. “For the left it’s a job creator with immediate effects, like FDR’s New Deal or Eisenhower’s highway system. And the business community supports it because it makes investment decisions more attractive.”

Both the labour unions and the Chamber of Commerce, seldom on the same side of an issue, support greater infrastructure spending. The chamber has criticised Mr Mica’s $230bn bill for being too small.

AT: Plan Overturns Earmark Ban

Congress can authorize the Corps to do the plan without overturning the earmark ban

Anderson 2011 –Chief Executive Officer of the Jacksonville Port Authority (JAXPORT) (A. Paul, “testimony of A. Paul Anderson Chief Executive Officer of the Jacksonville Port Authority (JAXPORT) for the Record of the united States House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Subcommittee on Water Resources and the Environment Hearing: “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?””, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Anderson.pdf )//MM

In addition to procedural reformation at the Corps of Engineers, Congress must accept its own

responsibility to maintain the nation’s ports and harbors. Toward that end, I applaud the efforts of Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman Mica, Representative Boustany and the co‐
sponsors of H.R. 104 to make full use of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. This is an excellent first step toward ensuring a sustainable future for American waterway navigation. However, due to the moratorium on earmarks, the next WRDA bill will not include project authorizations. There is no authorizing mechanism in place at this time. Yet there are 11 completed Army Corps Chief of Engineers reports, with another three to six anticipated within the next several months, including the report for Jacksonville Harbor Mile Point (by March 2012). Until such time as the earmark moratorium is lifted or there is a new authorizing mechanism established for Corps projects, Congress should provide an Interim mechanism to allow the Army Corps to move forward with projects that are time sensitive and critical to navigational safety. To fully realize the potential of U.S. ports to jumpstart the nation’s economy, I urge Congress to include language in the Surface Transformation bill to streamline Corps processes as outlined above, authorize harbor projects and embrace investments in our country’s navigation channels. Other recommendations include: 1) reduce or eliminate Army Corps requirements regarding initiation of the independent, external peer review; and 2) enactment of Sec. 110 of the House‐passed FY 2012 Energy and Water development appropriations bill which facilitates fast tracking of project design by allowing non federal sponsors to contribute towards the federal share of design costs.   

AT: Spending DA

Plan doesn’t require new spending

Boustany 12 – Congressional Record of the 112th Congress, second session from the House of Representatives Volume 158 Number 56 (Charles, “Congressional Record; Proceedings and debates of the 112th Congress, Second Session”, Congressional Record, 4/18/12, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CREC-2012-04-18/pdf/CREC-2012-04-18-house.pdf)//MM
Our country depends on its maritime commerce. Without the use of our maritime transportation routes, we’re not really talking about transportation. We cannot expand exports and we cannot move our agricultural commodities or our manufactured goods to other destinations around the world if we do not have waterways that have been maintained. The Army Corps of Engineers has said to me on multiple occasions, if you take the top 60 ports and harbors in this country, fewer than 35 percent of those waterways are dredged adequately to the authorized depth and width authorized by Congress. My bill, which is now an amendment to this transportation bill, H.R. 104, is the RAMP Act. It is the Realize America’s Maritime Promise Act. It has bipartisan support with 190 Members in the House and with over 30 Senators over on the Senate side. 

What has happened, Mr. Speaker, is this: in 1986, Congress created the harbor maintenance tax and the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. This was a user fee on the owners of the cargo—a user fee, an ad valorem tax. The revenue was supposed to be dedicated solely to operations in maintenance dredging by the Army Corps of Engineers where they have Federal authorization. What has happened over time is that these funds have been diverted to other uses. In 2011, the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund collected more than $1.4 billion in revenue, but only slightly over half of it was used for the intended purpose. The rest was diverted off to all kinds of other sources. Frankly, Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the Oversight Subcommittee on Ways and Means, I find this to be an egregious abuse and diversion of taxpayer dollars. 

My amendment is very simple. It ties the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund receipts to the expenditures so that these funds will be used for their intended purpose, and that is to dredge, to maintain, these very important waterways. Now, why is all that important? Well, the years of neglect of these waterways is hurting American competitiveness, and it is hurting our ability to export. 

The bottom line is this: for every foot that we lose in shoaling on the Mississippi River, we’re losing $1 million per day per ship because of the short loading or the light loading of these vessels or of their operating under restricted schedules. In January of 2012 alone, we had five vessels that ran ashoal on the Mississippi River— five vessels that ran ashoal. It is a safety issue as well as an economic issue. Not only that, many of our Great Lake ports are closing. They’re closing because of shoaling. 

How can we be a competitive Nation that is engaged in international trade if we don’t take care of these waterways? This funding is critical to preventing these draft restrictions. In fact, the Army Corps of Engineers has said if they could have access to the incoming receipts, they could maintain all these waterways to the specified depth and width. 

What is really good about this amendment is that it also adds nothing to the deficit. According to the CBO, it doesn’t score. It’s not an earmark. It’s programmatic spending. It’s basically restoring the original intent of the use of these funds. So I urge the support of the rule and, certainly, of my amendment and of the underlying bill. 

Budget surplus for the plan exist from the HMTF, plan doesn’t link to spending 
Frittelli, 2011 – Specialist in Transportation Policy (John, “Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Expenditures”, Congressional Research Service, January 10, 2011, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41042.pdf)//MM
Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Expenditures Introduction In 1986, the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) was enacted to fund U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE or the Corps) activities related to the routine operation and maintenance (O&M) of harbors, namely the dredging of harbor channels to their authorized depths and widths. This tax is assessed on the value of imported and domestic cargo handled at ports at the current rate of 0.125% ($1.25 per $1,000 in cargo value), which in recent years has raised over $1 billion annually. U.S. waterborne exporters no longer pay the tax because a 1998 U.S. Supreme Court ruling found it unconstitutional. Importers generate about 95% of the tax revenue. The tax revenues are deposited into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) from which Congress annually appropriates funds for harbor maintenance. In recent years, HMTF annual expenditures have remained relatively flat while HMT collections have increased due to rising import volume (except in 2009 when collections declined along with import volume). Consequently, a large “surplus” in the HMTF has developed. Despite the surplus, the busiest U.S. harbors are not being fully maintained, according to the Corps. Full channel dimensions are, on average, available less than about a third of the time at the 59 highest use U.S. harbors. 1Under-maintained channels in busy U.S. ports could increase the risks of ship groundings or collisions, resulting in spilled cargo or fuel oil. They also could raise the cost of shipping, requiring ships to carry less cargo to reduce their draft or wait for high tide before transiting a harbor. To rectify this situation, some industry stakeholders seek to enact a “spending guarantee” to spend down the surplus in the HMTF. However, examining where trust fund monies have been spent indicates that little or no shipping is taking place at many of the harbors and waterways that shippers are paying to maintain. Some of these harbors or waterways are among the most expensive to maintain in the country and collectively they represent a significant portion of total HMTF expenditures. Thus, in addition to possibly increasing HMTF expenditures, policymakers may consider whether current expenditures are being efficiently and equitably utilized. Given the amount of HMT collections not spent on harbors and the amount spent on harbors with little or no cargo, a rough estimate is that less than half and perhaps as little as a third of every HMT dollar collected is being spent to maintain harbors that shippers frequently use. 
The HMT isn’t being used now and could fund the plan

Tellez, 11 - EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL UNION (Augustin, Testimony before the HEARING ON CREATING JOBS AND INCREASING U.S. EXPORTS BY ENHANCING THE MARINE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM, 6/14,
http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyCGMT/2011-06-14%20Tellez.pdf)//DH

The use of the Harbor Maintenance Tax is another issue - and one that directly impacts our ability to meet the President's export initiative goals. Right now, over $5 billion sits in the Harbor Maintenance Trust fund and those dollars aren't being spent on our harbors and rivers. This means that our navigation channels and harbors have been accumulating silt and sediment that make it more difficult for deeper draft vessels to navigate. The U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers has reported that almost 30% of commercial vessels calling on American ports cannot carry full loads because of inadequate depths. Ships cannot transit our harbors fully loaded, which is inefficient and costly, both for exports and imports: We must use this trust fund for the purpose for which it was created - ensuring our ports, harbors and navigable rivers are dredged and able to handle the traffic they need to handle.
The HMTF has an unallocated surplus

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

4. Congressional Analysis
Two long-term problems with the bills discussed above are that the Export Clause limits the revenue generating potential of congressional tax and spend measures n176 and that the bills only partially fund qualifying projects. n177 A broader fee assessed on all cargo - not just imports - would generate revenues more quickly and best provide funding in full for capital-intensive infrastructure and development projects.

A third problem with a congressional solution is that the distribution of funds would be contingent on congressional action. The HMTF is one example of how the members of Congress can create a fund to meet an existing need and subsequently fail to allocate funds to needy projects. The HMTF is funded with tax revenues assessed on the value of imported goods, which Congress may use for the dredging and maintenance of waterways and channels. n178 "In recent years, HMTF annual expenditures have remained relatively flat while [Harbor Maintenance Tax] collections have increased due to rising import volume ... . Consequently, a large "surplus' in the HMTF has developed. Despite the surplus, the busiest U.S. harbors are not being fully maintained ... ." n179 This surplus has engendered debate over whether members of Congress are adequately responsive to the needs of portsn180 and has even prompted Senator Carl Levin to sponsor the  [*1550]  Harbor Maintenance Act of 2011 to guarantee that funds collected are disbursed for necessary projects. n181
Dredging is underfunded now – funding through the Harbor Maintenance Fund solves

Slone 12 -- transportation policy analyst at The Council of State Governments (Sean, "Future of Freight Transportation on the Minds of State, Federal Officials", April 4, Knowledge Center, http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/drupal/content/future-freight-transportation-minds-state-federal-officials) // NK

Politico reports this week on an effort in Congress that could help revitalize the nation’s cargo ports in advance of the 2014 opening of an expanded Panama Canal. A group of lawmakers is supporting the RAMP Act (the acronym stands for Realizing America’s Maritime Promise), which would ensure that revenues from the Harbor Maintenance Tax, an ad valorem fee on cargo that goes into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, would all go towards port improvements. In the past, Congress has raided those revenues to fill unrelated budget holes. Annual dredging needs at the nation’s ports are estimated at between $1.3 billion and $1.6 billion. But over the past five years, annual expenditures have averaged less than $800 million. The Harbor Maintenance Tax brings in about $1.4 billion annually.
Funding surplus from the Harbor Fund means no new spending will be used for the plan, it has bipartisan support

Politico 12 – Respected Political News, Co-authors Burgess Everett, a transportation reporter for Politico from the University of Maryland, and Adam Snider, a transportation reporter from the University of Clemson (Politico, “Lawmakers Find Updating Ports a Heavy Lift”, Politico, 4/2/12, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0412/74751.html)//MM 

“This should be a no-brainer when you think about it,” said Rep. Charles Boustany (R-La.). “You’ve got the cheapest, cleanest way to transport and you have a ready-made solution to solve some of the problems plaguing our maritime infrastructure that doesn’t add to the deficit, doesn’t require earmarking.” Boustany is the lead sponsor of RAMP and has secured 187 bipartisan co-sponsors for the legislation. But the problem goes deeper than dredging — many West Coast ports are already prepared for the post-Panamax ships. It’s a confusing situation that caused Rep. Janice Hahn (D-Calif.) to form the bipartisan PORTS Caucus with Co-chairman Rep. Ted Poe (R-Texas) to educate their colleagues about the effects of port commerce. Caucus membership has grown — including a number of lawmakers who don’t even have a port in their district. “Ports are a mystery to most people,” Hahn said. “I know about them because I’ve got one in my backyard, I can literally see it from my house. We don’t have a national freight policy in this country. If we had a national freight policy that understood the global supply chain, all of our ports should’ve been ready for dredging.” That’s just the first step that water-savvy lawmakers are considering. Los Angeles and Long Beach are dredged — and they need work now on bridges, roads and on-dock rail to avoid congestion on land, Hahn said. But she envisions that sort of reform as a second step — the first is the basic national restructuring envisioned by the RAMP Act. Not everyone sees doing things in separate steps. Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) is a vocal booster of getting the country’s imports and exports in order. And though his home state’s port of Charleston isn’t yet ready for a wider Panama Canal, he envisions more wide-ranging port legislation. “I’ve got something I’m working on independent of this act — my vision for the Harbor Maintenance Fund. It’s becoming clearer,” he said. “The trust funds are not meeting their intended purpose. They need to be reformed from top to bottom, not just change the revenue flow.” While Graham still pushes for money for Charleston, he sees a network of ports with different needs. He echoed Hahn’s thoughts on the unique situation for West Coast ports. “We don’t have a vision in terms of the Panama Canal expansion — should the Harbor Maintenance Fund be changed? The West Coast, they’re getting a raw deal here. They pay about 30 percent of all the fees, but they can’t use the money for interior road/rail development. They don’t need deeper ports; they need to be able to create infrastructure to get the products off the dock to the interior,” he said. Rep. Alcee Hastings (D-Fla.) said the Sunshine State isn’t faring much better — and he said all of his state’s ports are in need of improvement. “For us as Floridians, we don’t get recompensed for the amount that we put in. We get less than we should,” Hastings said. The House legislation has a companion bill in the Senate, called the Harbor Maintenance Act, sponsored by Sen. Carl Levin (D-Mich.). Levin’s bill has 35 sponsors. Graham is not one of them. “The money that’s collected is not used for what it’s supposed to be used for. And what it’s supposed to be used for is dredging harbors around the country,” said Levin, who called the Great Lakes port situation desperate. “Ships have to light-load in order to get into the harbors; they can’t carry in the load that they’re supposed to; and at the same time we’ve got this surplus in the harbor fund.” That surplus exceeds $6 billion, but Boustany says those funds are only on paper: “That money has probably already been spent in previous years, because it’s probably been lent out to fund other operations of government, other aspects of the Army Corps of Engineers budget.” So his bill would apply only to future years and wouldn’t even require input from the Congressional Budget Office. “If we were to try to go after that, it would trigger a score. Whereas by taking incoming revenue, the way the original bill was written, it does not trigger a score with the Congressional Budget Office,” he said. CBO scores can raise eyebrows on the Hill and might cause reluctant lawmakers to oppose a bill they see as a spending increase — a fate Boustany and others hope to avoid. But ports and land-side connections are not the end of the story. Inland waterway systems are a crucial link in the process of moving goods into and out of the country’s interior. Last Friday, a bipartisan group of House members introduced a bill they hope will speed the upgrade of U.S. locks and dams. The Waterways Are Vital for the Economy, Energy, Efficiency, and Environment Act is drawn from recommendations from the Inland Waterways Capital Development Plan that recommended changes to cost-sharing rules and a 50 percent boost in the diesel fuel user fee that funds projects. It’s all part of a concerted effort in Congress to make U.S. ports’ dire situation better known — and to fix it. “I realized that ports weren’t a part of the national policy discussion back here,” Hahn said. “I’m ready for the president to use ports and jobs in the same sentence. Cargo doesn’t vote. There’s no faces.” 

HMTF has six billion for funding port dredging operations under the RAMP Act

House Report 11 – Summary on the activities of the committee on Transportation infrastructure for the 112th Congress, first session from the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure U.S. House of Representatives (112th Congress, “Summary on the activities of the committee on transportation infrastructure for the 112th Congress”, House Report, 7/1/11-12/30/11, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CRPT-112hrpt348/html/CRPT-112hrpt348.htm)//MM
 Purpose: To consider and hear testimony regarding H.R. 104 the Realizing American's Maritime Promise Act. The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) provides funds for the United States Army Corps of Engineers to carry out the dredging of navigation channels to their authorized depths and widths. It was established by the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 to fund the harbor operation and maintenance activities of the Corps. The HMTF is based upon a user fee collected from shippers (not including exporters) that utilize the Nation's coastal ports. In FY 10 the HMTF grew by $1.3 billion, but only $828.6 million was spent in total operations, burgeoning the HMTF balance to nearly $5.6 billion by the end of FY 10. At the end of FY 11 the HMTF is estimated to have a balance of $6.1 billion. Since the HMTF is not ``off-budget'' or separate from the general fund, all surplus funds have, in effect, already been spent by the federal government. Despite the theoretical HMTF balance, the Nation's federally maintained navigation channels are dangerously under maintained. Only one third of the Nation's navigation channels are at their authorized depths and widths, portions of the important Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway have been closed to commercial navigation due to lack of maintenance dredging , and eight out of the Nation's ten largest ports are not at their authorized depths and widths. Summary: The Subcommittee heard testimony from the author of the legislation, Hon. Charles Boustany (R-LA), and representatives from industries and communities that would be impacted by H.R. 104. The legislation would require the total budget resources for expenditures from the HMTF for harbor maintenance programs to equal the level of receipts plus interest credited to such Fund for that fiscal year. The primary result would be greater funds for the operation and maintenance of federally maintained channels what would support robust coastwise trade.

The HMTF surplus is unspent

Boustany 11 – Representative from Louisiana, PhD (Charles Jr., Legislative Hearing on H.R. 104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act, ProQuest Congressional, July 8th 2011)//MG

Because the revenues and expenditures of the HMTF are part of the overall budget, if the Trust

Fund does not spend all of its revenues the "surplus" helps offset deficits in the rest of the

general budget. As a result, chronic underfunding of critical harbor maintenance occurred. The

uncommitted balance in the Trust Fund continues to grow and according to the House

Appropriations Committee's FY 2012 Energy and Water Development report, will reach $6.1

billion by the beginning of FY 2012. This means that there are billions of dollars in the Harbor

Maintenance Trust Fund unused even though there are significant harbor maintenance needs.

In FY 2010, the Harbor Maintenance Tax collected more than $1.2 billion from shippers for the

purpose of funding dredging projects. However, only $793 million of dredging and related

maintenance costs were reimbursed from the fund, and ports and harbors were unable to dredge

to their authorized project dimensions. According to the Corps' own FYI0 Budget Justification,

full channel dimensions at America's top 59 harbors are maintained less than one-third of the

time.

HMTF money is unspent and sitting in the treasury

Marcario, 11 – Assistant Editor at Seapower Magazine, Navy League of the United States (John, “Where Does the Money Go?” June 2011, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/AAPAArticles/Where%20does%20the%20money%20go%20-%20Seapower%20-%20June%202011.pdf)//GP
Since 1986, import and domestic shippers have been charged a Harbor Maintenance Tax against the value of their cargo to recover operation and maintenance costs at U.S. coastal and Great Lakes harbors. The 0.125-percent tax rate has not been changed since 1990. 

The tax revenue, which goes into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF), is spent mostly on dredging harbor channels to their authorized depths and widths. For the last decade, however, far more revenue has gone into the HMTF than has been spent maintaining U.S. ports. As of April, the HMTF has $5.65 billion in unspent revenue. 

The tax revenue is deposited into the U.S. Department of Treasury, which decides which projects completed by the USACE are eligible for reimbursement from the HMTF Separately, Congress appropriates the tax funds each year for harbor dredging and maintenance. 

The USACE budgets about $800 million per year for coastal navigation channel maintenance that is eligible for reimbursement. This amount is determined based on input from ports and shippers, the overall budget ceiling and distributions across the USACE's eight Civil Works functions. Those functions are: impacts of navigation, flood damage reduction, hydropower, environmental stewardship, regulatory, recreation, water supply and formerly used site remedial action plan cleanup of contaminated sites. 

Money collected from the tax that is placed into the Treasury is spent on ongoing operations of the federal government, said Treasury spokesman Matt Anderson. 

"The funds are invested in Treasury securities, and they can be redeemed on an ongoing basis. So the funds are available on an ongoing basis," Anderson said. 

The HMT can pay for the plan

Mohr, 11 - EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR PORT OF EVERETT (John, Testimony before the HEARING ON CREATING JOBS AND INCREASING U.S. EXPORTS BY ENHANCING THE MARINE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM, 6/14,

http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyCGMT/2011-06-14%20Mohr.pdf)//DH

We would like to see the federal policy modified to ensure equal treatment of all U.S.-bound cargoes regardless of how they arrive in the U.S. For cargoes arriving at U.S. seaports, the HMT would remain the same. For international cargoes arriving via a land border, a new account would be created for investments in cargo-specific infrastructure improvement projects.

The Port of Everett would also support the effort to make sure that all the funds collected through the HMT are spent on harbor maintenance. If all the $1.3 billion dollars collected from taxing the value of cargo imported into the U,S. in 2010 was reinvested in harbor maintenance, an additional half-a-billion dollars would have been invested in U.S. ports. This would increase efficiency, lower costs to U.S. manufacturers and support U.S. construction jobs.

As noted earlier, the federal government collects far more money in harbor maintenance taxes than it expends on harbor maintenance. As a result, the HMT fund has a balance of more than $5 billion while important dredging needs go unmet. The taxes collected for harbor maintenance should be spent on harbor maintenance.

The HMT can pay for the plan

Roberts, 11 - SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL COUNSEL, CROWLEY MARITIME CORPORATION, AND REPRESENTATIVE OF THE AMERICAN MARITIME PARTNERSHIP (Michael, Testimony before the HEARING ON CREATING JOBS AND INCREASING U.S. EXPORTS BY ENHANCING THE MARINE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM, 6/14, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyCGMT/2011-06-14%20Roberts.pdf)//DH
Spending. Turning next to government spending, similar to aviation, trucking and most other transportation modes, most government spending in connection with the commercial maritime industry has properly been focused on creating and sustaining infrastructure - the waterways, seaports, safety systems, and other assets needed to have a safe and efficient maritime system. In tandem with this government infrastructure investment, the overwhelming majority of investment in vessels, equipment, training, and other resources needed to provide services using the infrastructure comes from the private sector, and is based on the normal expectation that such investment will produce a reasonable return.

As Members of this Subcommittee well know, government revenue to build and maintain the federal maritime infrastructure comes from both dedicated taxes and general revenue. Dedicated tax revenues from maritime commerce and industry include the Harbor Maintenance Tax and inland waterways fuel tax, which are deposited in trust funds. General revenue such as tariffs on imported goods and user fees, comes from several sources, including from maritime commerce and industry; this revenue is not deposited into trust funds. In 1999, the GAO' found that maritime commerce and industry paid more than $20 billion annually in tariffs, fees and dedicated federal taxes (not including income taxes).3 This is several times more than the annual federal costs to construct and maintain U.S. maritime transportation infrastructure.

Unfortunately, almost half of the annual revenue coming into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund is diverted to other uses. Consequently, harbor navigation channels are becoming shallower and narrower as they silt in.
Developing and maintaining a world-class maritime infrastructure, such as harbors that can accommodate the world's largest ships, modern lock-and-dam systems, are precisely the kind of stimulus projects that should be going forward in this tough economy. They provide jobs to people today. They represent a much-needed investment in our children's future, helping America to keep pace with its global economic rivals. The cost of doing these projects today is relatively cheap compared to boom times. The projects would generate economic activity and federal revenue to offset their costs over time. In the case of harbor maintenance, the money needed to do these projects has already been paid into the government. Not expanding and maintaining our maritime infrastructure will cost the U.S. economically by making transportation less efficient and U.S. exports less competitive, which will result in communities and industries losing economic activity and jobs to more accessible locations.

The maritime industry strongly supports your efforts to recapture the maritime infrastructure funding that has been diverted to other uses, and to cut through red tape and break down unreasonable regulatory barriers to going forward with these projects.

AT: Federalism disad

The federal government has exclusive jurisdiction over deepdraft channels and harbors

Sherman 2 – Director of Research and Information Services American Association of Port Authorities (Rexford, “Seaport Governance in the United States and Canada”, American Association of Port Authorities, http://www.aapa-ports.org/files/PDFs/governance_uscan.pdf)//MM
The U.S. Constitution does grant the federal government exclusive jurisdiction over the navigable waters of the United States, including its deepdraft channels and harbors--authority delegated primarily to the Coast Guard and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. But federal jurisdiction over harbors stops at the water's edge. Port authorities in the United States are instrumentalities of state or local government established by enactment or grants of authority by the state legislature. Neither Congress nor any federal agency has the power, or even the right, to appoint or dismiss port commissioners or staff members, or to amend, alter or repeal a port authority charter. Certain port activities are, of course, subject to federal law and jurisdiction, particularly those pertaining to foreign and interstate commerce 

No link

APTA, 07 –  (American Public Transportation Association , “U.S. DOT Offers Model Legislation for Private Investments” American Public Transportation Association, 1/22/07, http://www.apta.com/passengertransport/Documents/archive_3569.htm)//GP
It is well established that the Commerce Clause is the basis for exclusive federal jurisdiction over navigable waterways. The landmark United States Supreme Court case of Gibbons v. Ogden, 22 U.S. 1 (1824) found that navigation of vessels in and out of the ports of the nation is a form of interstate commerce and that federal law takes precedence. Federal authority over navigable waterways has been repeatedly affirmed by the U.S. Supreme Court.
Federal government has jurisdiction – solves jobs, competitiveness and global trade

Nagle 11 – CEO and President of the American Association of Port Authority ( “Legislative Hearing on H.R. 104, the Realize America's Maritime Promise (RAMP) Act”, ProQuest Congressional, July 8th 2011)//MG

Since our founding fathers drafted the Constitution back in 1787 establishing the United States government, our legislative branch has been charged with the task of regulating commerce. It was important to those drafting the Constitution to create a system where trade and commerce could move freely between states and beyond our national borders and to defend the United States against invasion. Therefore, certain powers were granted to Congress in Article l, Section 8 or the U.S. Constitution including “the regulation of commerce with foreign nations and among the several states...” and 'to establish Post Offices and Post Roads.” Maintaining our national infrastructure that supports foreign and interstate commerce is not only a federal responsibility but is strongly in the national interest as established by our forefathers. In fact, improving waterways and coastal ports for navigation and national security is the most federal of infrastructure responsibilities. Dating to the early missions assigned the Continental Army by then General George Washington. In these times of a tightening Federal Budget, as Congress and the Administration take on the task of prioritizing expenditures and identifying core federal missions that are in the national interest and help to revitalize our economy, a key focus should be on maintaining and strengthening our nation's infrastructure, including federal navigation channels, that support foreign and interstate commerce - the underpinnings of our economic security. These are wise investments that pay dividends immediately and over time, and form the backbone or our economy and society at large Investments in port-related infrastructure are multipliers, as they create infrastructure that allows long-term job creation, positioning the United States as a leader in international trade and commerce. From the earliest days of our nation. there has been a clear and consistent federal role and national interest in developing and maintaining landside and waterside connections to America's seaports. This vital transportation infrastructure literally connects American farmers, manufacturers and consumers to the world marketplace, More than a quarter or U.S. GDP arid over 13 million jobs are accounted for by international trade. It is critical that basic, core federal missions such as these, that directly impact Americas economic vitality, jobs, and global competitiveness, be recognized and prioritized. The Congress must honor its pledge to maintain the nation’s ports and harbors with the revenue provided by users.

Federal action is not precluded by port preference clause

Newman and Walder 3 – Newman: associate professor of the public policy program at the National University of Singapore, Walder: visiting professor and lecturer at Harvard University (David and Jay H., “A Federal Port Policy”, 2003, http://www.spp.nus.edu.sg/docs/wp/wp01.pdf)//MG
 Still, as recently as a year ago, DOT commented that some of the fragmented and decentralized decision making process surrounding the nation’s maritime transport system was established, at least in part, in the U.S. Constitution (USDOT 1999). Others, as noted earlier, have held a similar view that the federal government’s unwillingness to exert centralized control stems from the Constitution. One implication is that the decentralized institutional process is therefore resistant to change through the standard channels of executive and legislative action.   

 We offer a contrary view. The port preference clause, as interpreted by the Supreme Court, does not preclude the development of a national port plan in which the planning of port investments could be made in the context of national interests. Our inquiry has not revealed one case in which the Supreme Court has found federal action to violate the port preference clause. Moreover, the language of Court decisions has narrowed the scope of the clause to such an extent that only the most egregious act of Congress would run afoul of the Court’s interpretation. 19

AT: Port Security Tradeoff

Port security unnecessary, expensive, and ineffective

Peyton 2011 –President Ilwu Marine Clerks Assocation Local 63 International  (Peter, “Testimony of Peter Peyton, President Ilwu Marine Clerks Association Local 63 International Longshore and Warehouse Union Before the House Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee on ‘The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?’”, October 26, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/TestimonyWater/2011-10-26%20Peyton.pdf )//MM

The federal government is carrying a significant deficit, which means every project request should not be funded. Too often do we see other projects funded that have little to do with moving cargo more efficiently or creating high wage jobs of the future. One example is the emphasis placed on a port security program. The ILWU argues that savings can be found by scrapping some port security projects and mandates that will ultimately be paid by shippers if they choose to utilize American seaports. How many new fences and cameras are really necessary? Is it an impediment to efficient trade to spend countless millions of dollars to radiate 100 percent of containers for export? Do we need to screen a sufficient number of containers that would create the same barrier? The TWIC program is a hugely expensive program that provides very minimal security benefits. TWIC readers will add another layer of expense to shippers who choose to use American ports. We strongly urge Congress to look at eliminating spending on risky short sea shipping projects as well as cutting port security spending on ineffective and useless projects such as the TWIG program. Instead, Congress needs to use the savings from cutting these programs to make the necessary investments in road, bridge, and rail projects a top priority. 

Plan is key to transition focus from security towards infrastructure

Sundet, 2010 - Coast Committeeman for the international Longshore and Warehouse Union (Leal, “Testimony of Leal Sundet, Coast Committeeman International Longshore and Warehouse Union Before the Senate Subcommittee on Int’l Trade, Customs and Global Competitiveness Senate Finance Committee on ‘Doubling U.S. Exports; Are U.S. Seaports ready for the challenge?’” Senate Finance Committee, April 29, 2010, http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/042910lstest.pdf)//MM
Prior to 9/11, there was a great deal of attention given to the infrastructure necessary to relieve congestion in and out of our ports. Creating fast corridors to move exports and imports that benefit the entire nation as well as workers engaged in international trade became a top priority. The ILWU testified before the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee on the need to make investments in rail and offered ideas on space management at ports for the purpose of alleviating congestion and more efficiently moving cargo. Of course the attention turned to security after the attacks on our country, but it is now time to prioritize the building of our infrastructure. The ILWU supports SAFETEA‐LU reauthorization. In the context of that legislation, we support a dedicated funding mechanism for infrastructure projects at U.S. seaports and surrounding areas to improve the movement of goods, and mitigate environmental damage caused by the movement of goods. Any fees or taxes levied should not have the effect of diverting cargo to Mexico or Canada. The ILWU represents longshoremen in British Columbia and though it is not our intention to take any work from them, we do want U.S. policy to have the effect of moving and expanding port and trade related jobs away from the United States. The Corps of Engineers civil works budget should be fully funded to complete critical port maintenance and deep dredging projects. These projects are essential to keep American ports competitive, particularly with the growing need for channels to accommodate a new generation of vessels that require deeper drafts. The harbor maintenance tax surpluses should not be used to mask the federal deficit but should be dedicated to projects that will help provide the capacity to double our exports over the next 5 years. The ILWU is in full agreement with the Port of Portland regarding the need to keep industrial property around ports from being taken over by condos and apartments or other types of non‐trade related development. These areas must be set aside for warehouse jobs related to international trade. This is important for job creation and the efficient movement of our exports and imports. The ILWU is in a constant battle with developers who want to encroach upon our ports. Recently, we won these battles against developers in San Diego and Sacramento but we should not be in a position of constantly fighting development at the expense of port and trade related jobs. Thank you for inviting us to testify today on this important subject.

AT: topicality - Plan is maintenance

Maintenance dredging is distinct from dredging to increase channel depths

Allen, 12 - Judson Falknor Professor of Law, University of Washington; Visiting Professor, Yale Law School and Distinguished Visiting Professor of Maritime Studies, U.S. Coast Guard Academy (Craig, “ Future Ports Scenarios for 21ST Century Port Strategic Planning”, JOURNAL OF TRANSPORTATION LAW, LOGISTICS & POLICY, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID2066661_code334079.pdf?abstractid=1967856&mirid=2)//DH
75 “Maintenance” dredging refers to dredging operations to keep or restore the channel depth and width to its designed project dimensions. It is contrasted with dredging operations to increase the channel’s depths, widths or length beyond the original project dimensions.
Plan’s dredging is distinct from maintenance

U.S. Maritime Administration 9 ("America's Ports and Intermodal Transportation System", January, pg. 50, www.glmri.org/downloads/Ports&IntermodalTransport.pdf)

Almost every one of the Nation’s top 50 ports handling foreign commerce requires regular maintenance dredging. Together, these ports move nearly 99 percent of U.S. overseas trade by weight and 61 percent by value. 11 Without routine dredging, sections of the navigation channels can quickly become shallow, reducing the draft and size of vessels accessing these ports. In addition, as the size of ships continues to grow, approach and alongside depths in several key ports must be increased to as much as 45 to 50 feet. If we do nothing more than merely maintain existing channels at project depth, the Nation’s competitive edge ultimately will erode. The Nation has to do more than maintain, it must deepen channel depths to accommodate the largest vessel sizes. But meeting this challenge requires a signiﬁcant investment by both the Federal government and private industry.

AT: Competiveness disads

Competitiveness isn’t zero sum – US gains don’t hurt others

Bordoff et al, 9 - Policy Director of the Hamilton Project, an economic policy initiative at Brookings (Jason, "Strengthening American Competitiveness: Regaining Our Competitive Edge", Feburary, Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2009/2/american%20competitiveness%20brainard/02_american_competitiveness_brainard.pdf) // NK
Increased competitiveness need not come at the expense of others at home or overseas. An expanding global economy means that more nations and people can achieve higher standards of living. Indeed, the global economy has contributed to lifting hundreds of millions out of poverty around the world. The threat to U.S. competitiveness is not that emerging economies are becoming too strong, but that polarization and paralysis in Washington have allowed the U.S. economy to become too weak. While other nations have been investing heavily in their people, ideas and infrastructure (and some in their own green transformations), the United States has been spending down the public goods that are crucial for our children’s prosperity. It is past time to invest in America’s society and economy. 

environment answers

A/T: Dredging  Turn

Dredging stimulates job creation preventing economic collapse and no risk of turns – dredged material can be used to create clean technology

Terra et Aqua 09 – technical journal published for professionals and informative article for government agencies (Terra et Aqua, “How dredging can boost the economy,” June 2009, http://www.iadc-dredging.com/cenuploads/Press_Release_Terra_et_Aqua_115.pdf)//CB

As governments around the world have been grappling with the financial crisis, the critical importance of dredging is now front and center. Renewed interest has been sparked in dredging and its contributions to long‐term, global infrastructure – to port, harbour and waterway maintenance and development, to ensuring coastal protection and to the exploration for energy and the supply of energy sources, be it oil and gas offshore or newly designed windmill farms at sea. From Australia to Germany to the United States and everywhere in between, public infrastructure spending, including ports and waterways, has become part of government stimulus packages, aimed at creating jobs and halting the economic downward slide.
In China, billions of euros have been stipulated for railway, highway, airport, port, and urban and rural grids. Port construction and waterways development are expected to continue at the same rate as in the past several years as a stimulus against the recession. In Germany, as part of the Government’s € 80‐billion stimulus package more than € 1.8 billion (US$2.5 billion) will flow into German waterway projects this year and next, double the amount in the previous two years. This clearly recognises the fact that waterways are a more energy and environmentally efficient way of moving large volumes of freight than the already congested roadways. In the Netherlands, the Government presented a € 6‐billion (US$ 8.1‐billion) economic stimulus plan to parliament, saying the funds would be spent over the next six years, primarily on infrastructure projects, unemployment prevention and sustainable energy. And in the United States recently signed Recovery Act legislation has appropriated $4.6 billion to the US Army Corps for its Civil Works programmes including the Mississippi River and Tributaries and its Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP). These funds are expected to accomplish work on water resources projects that will benefit the country for years to come.

Dredging is acknowledged as an integral part of all these projects. But the importance of dredging also puts a responsibility on the dredging industry for tackling complex challenges with innovative solutions, a responsibility which all members of the dredging community, from engineers to crews to project managers, take seriously.

This issue of Terra et Aqua examines two such ingenious approaches: An article on Ireland’s beneficial use of dredged material points out that in an island nation such as Ireland where dredging is essential, the search for more cost‐efficient means of achieving coastal security, as well as port development, can be combined by using, rather than disposing of, dredged material. This comprehensive study demonstrates how the removal of sediment from harbours can be used to construct a coastal structure that is sustainable, rather than treating dredged material as a waste. A second article, from Belgium, describes an innovative design approach and offshore marine operation which have facilitated the construction of the Thornton Bank Offshore Wind Farm, “windmills in the water” that can handle larger turbines and will therefore provide more clean energy. Newly invented dredging technologies played a key role in making the realisation of these windmills feasible.
Clearly, rivers, waterways and coastal areas are significant assets both to business and the broader community. Dredging has always had a tremendous, though sometimes unseen and underestimated, economic importance. Now more than ever large infrastructure projects involving dredging are being recognised as a tool for stimulating job creation and, literally and figuratively, contributing to keeping the global economy afloat.
Turn- dredging helps the environment—other uses for the material

Woodley Jr. 08— Chairman – PIANC (Permanent International Association of Navigation Congresses) USA (John Paul, “Dredging key to keeping nation’s economy afloat”, Seaports Magazine, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2008.pdf, Summer) EL
Our dredging work also operates under myriad legal requirements:The National Environmental Policy Act; Clean Water Act; Marine Protection, Research & Sanctuaries Act, Coastal Zone Management Act; and the Endangered Species Act, to name a few. International agreements with the Great Lakes Commission, the London Convention, the International Maritime Organization, etc., also outline our standards of practice. People often forget that dredging is really about creating and moving land – even if the land is underwater in the ocean or a channel. Even when it is placed, the material must be managed. The economic benefits of dredging are clear, but environmental benefits can be just as real. For more than two decades, the Corps of Engineers has promoted the concept that dredged material is a resource. It can be used for beach nourishment, underwater berms, artificial islands and wetlands, etc. It can shelter fish spawning areas or build oyster bars and other habitat. Or it can restore and establish wetlands.At the former Hamilton Army Airfield in Marin County, Calif., we are using dredged materials from Oakland Harbor to return the airfield to its wetland state. In the Chesapeake Bay, dredged materials from Baltimore Harbor are being used to restore wildlife habitat at Poplar Island. While we are proud of our beneficial use of dredged material, though, we recognize it is not a cure-all. Beneficial use often increases cost of a project.
New initiatives solve environmental concerns

Abbott 08—Editor of AAPA Seaports Magazine (Paul Scott, “Environmental initiatives grow as passion for ports”, Seaports Magazine, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Fall2008.pdf, Fall) EL

Port authorities and their partners have established sustainability as a dynamic priority, transcending the now-archaic objective of regulatory compliance with wide-ranging, aggressive attitudes, focusing not just on today but on the health and welfare of future generations. “We are committed to going above and beyond compliance with regulations,” said William Nurthen, general manager for program support and performance management at the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, which this year announced a goal of carbon neutrality from operations by 2010. “We are driven by our social responsibility to advance extensive measures to help achieve a greener tomorrow.” Even before the formal adoption in fall 2007 of sustainability as a standard business practice, member ports of the American Association of Port Authorities have been engaged in a gamut of activities that aim for – and achieve – environmental enhancement. Use of less polluting fuels by ships, trucks, rail engines and terminal equipment is one key way in which the port industry is taking a leadership role in reducing man’s carbon footprint. One of the most stunning examples of such efforts is the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, introduced in 2006 by the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. Both ports look to enhance their environmental advances this fall with initiation of Clean Trucks Program initiatives to replace existing drayage truck fleets with new vehicles that run on cleaner energy sources. (See related article by Geraldine Knatz, Ph.D., Executive Director of the Port of Los Angeles). The Port of Long Beach has jumpstarted its program with a $35 million order for 100 heavy-duty trucks that run on liquefied natural gas and another 200 that are powered by clean diesel. The executive director of the Port of Long Beach, Richard D. Steinke, who served as AAPA chairman in the 2001-02 term, refers to current and future times as “the era of environmental sustainability,” and his port has adopted an environmentally focused logo and the catchphrase of “Your Environmentally Friendly Port while dedicating nearly half its $1 billion spending plan for fiscal 2009 to air quality measures and other environmental programs. Terminal operators are joining other port tenants and stakeholders in developing and implementing environmentally friendly programs. For example, East Coast Warehouse & Distribution Corp.’s 350,000-square-foot food facility at the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey’s Elizabeth, N.J., marine terminal is powered by more than 5,000 roof-mounted solar panels – believed to be the largest installation of its kind in the world – reducing environmental impacts while cutting utility bills nearly in half. Indeed, ports and their users are increasingly finding that doing things in an environmentally conscious manner also means cost savings. For example, the South Carolina State Ports Authority will save an estimated $40 million in construction expenditures for its new Navy Base Terminal by using fill material brought in over water from an ocean dredge disposal site, under a plan approved in July by the U.S. Department of the Interior. The plan also will reduce environmental impacts compared with the bringing in of material from a greater distance by truck. “This is a common-sense decision to utilize existing resources for the benefit of the taxpayer,” said U.S. Sen. Lindsey Graham, R-S.C., who was joined by U.S. Rep. Henry Brown, R-S.C., in championing federal approval of the plan. “It is fitting to take material dredged from the harbor for shipping and use it to benefit trade for the whole nation.” In the Pacific Northwest, the Port of Portland, Ore., a longtime leader in eco-friendly initiatives large and small, recently made a “win-win” proposition out of removal of eight defunct grain storage bins from a terminal area. The port will recoup more than the $120,000 it pays for the project through the contractor’s sale of thousands of tons of salvaged steel, plus the port will regain 7 acres for productive use. David M. Knuckey, director of engineering at Port Freeport, noted that his Texas Gulf port’s development of a formal environment policy, to be followed by adoption of a comprehensive environmental management system, is indicative of a proactive approach that makes sense on multiple levels. “Such a policy is important because of the shortage of fossil fuels and concerns about greenhouse gases and global warming,” Mr. Knuckey said. “Not only that, but it makes good business sense. It’s a return on investment. It’s the right thing to do, both from an environmental standpoint and a business standpoint.” Among ports that already have certified environmental management systems in place is the Port of Corpus Christi, about 140 miles southwest of Freeport. The all-encompassing program there extends to include quarterly environmental training for employees and extensive outreach to contractors, as well as a tenant audit program. In addition to programs addressing air emissions, electrical consumption, water quality and other concerns, the Port of Corpus Christi has instituted a recycling program that, to date, has kept from being dumped in landfills more than 35 tons of paper, cardboard, plastics, hazardous and fluorescent lamps, electrical components, oil, scrap metal, cans, tires and batteries. While many such programs can be put in effect at little cost – and may even pay for themselves – for ports to fully implement environmentally conscious projects, federal support often is required. Channing F. Hayden Jr., director of navigation and security at the Port of Lake Charles, said his Louisiana port’s plans to build a marsh habitat using dredged materials, while having gained financial support at state, parish and port levels, are on hold because of a dearth of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers appropriations. “Without the funding,” Mr. Hayden said, “we can’t proceed.” Sustainability programs are not just about people. They are about mammals, fish and plant life, too. One initiative at Port Manatee, on the Florida Gulf region’s Tampa Bay, has entailed relocation of seagrasses in conjunction with a channel-deepening project and has produced an area for manatees to feed and fish to breed that is now five times the original seagrass site. Another effort at the same port, undertaken in collaboration with the Manatee County Audubon Society and Gulfstream Natural Gas System LLC, has turned a dredged materials disposal island once overrun with snakes, raccoons and other predators into a home for more than 10 threatened bird species. Habitat restoration and ecosystem development projects undertaken by ports are flourishing throughout the Western Hemisphere, with new ones being advanced on a regular basis. At Toledo, Ohio’s port, where remediation and redevelopment of a pair of 100-plus-acre brownfield sites has provided opportunities for building a marina, new cargo berths and a future maritime museum, port officials are looking forward to phased construction of several islets in Lake Erie. The islets, to be formed from beneficially reused materials gleaned from the maintenance of Toledo Harbor, would enhance habitats for fish, birds and other wildlife, thus serving as an attraction for local boaters and ecotourists from throughout the world. Warren McCrimmon, seaport director of the Toledo-Lucas County Port Authority, echoing the sentiments of hemispheric port leaders, said, “At the seaport, this stuff is one of our major passions.” Eco-friendly initiatives enhance air, land, water Environmental initiatives undertaken by ports and their stakeholder partners meet a wide range of objectives related to air, land and water sustainability. Typical of the ecologically minded programs in place at Western Hemisphere seaports, separated by sector addressed, are: Air • Hybrid vehicles and cargo-handling equipment • Biodiesel, ultra-low-sulfur diesel, liquefied natural gas and other alternative fuels in trucks and equipment • Improved gates and truck appointment systems that reduce engine idling times • Electric and battery power, including electrified gantry cranes • Solar and wind energy, both directly and through purchase of renewable energy credits • Incentive programs encouraging use of clean fuels by vessels calling port facilities, as well as reduced speeds, in port zones • “Cold-ironing” systems that provide shoreside electric power to ships at berth • “Sock-on-a-stack” systems to trap air pollutants from vessels • Electricity usage conservation, through tinting of windows, energyefficient bulbs and sensors to turn off lights in vacant rooms Land • Protection and nurturing of various land-based animal species • Beach nourishment, habitat restoration and other beneficial uses of clean dredged materials • Chassis pools that reduce equipment storage requirements and improve traffic flow through marine terminals • Treatment of contaminated soils and sediments • Use of recycled materials and recycling of wastes Water • Protection and nurturing of various aquatic mammal and fish species • Management/treatment of ballast water • Pressure-wash units for recreational boaters, to reduce invasive marine species risks • Stormwater skimming and treatment • Porous asphalt paving that allows stormwater leak-through • Use of probationers to clean trash from bayou areas • Water usage conservation, including through low-flow plumbing fixtures
Dredging Good- Generic

Dredging is good for the environment

USACE, 08 – United States Army Corp of Engineers (“Dredging: Building and maintaining our underwater highways”, September 4, 2008, http://www.mvr.usace.army.mil/Brochures/Dredging.asp)//GP
Dredging Can Benefit the Environment About 95 percent of dredged material is not contaminated and is a resource that, placed in proper locations, can be put to productive use. Our search for opportunities to beneficially use dredged material includes wetlands, construction, borrow pit reclamation, landfill cover, construction aggregate, beach nourishment, and wildlife and endangered species habitat. The Corps of Engineers and the Environmental Protection Agency use scientific procedures for identifying and assessing contaminated sediments at dredging projects. These procedures have been published in technical manuals to ensure that dredged material will be managed in an environmentally responsible manner. When contaminated sediments are identified in material that must be dredged for navigation, proper safeguards are undertaken to isolate the contaminants from the environment. Where the dredged material is highly contaminated and traditional disposal is not suitable, one of a number of special remediation technologies might be considered. Activities such as physical separation (hydro-cycloning or arttrition scrubbers) and incineration can be used to remove contaminants from the dredged materials. However, these techniques are very expensive, have limited application, and create management problems of their own.

Beneficial Uses Placing dredged materials in areas that benefit the environment is reffered to as "beneficial uses." This method offers perhaps the greatest number of possibilities for placement. Suitable dredged material is placed as fill to create recreational areas, airports, or other projects. Constructing wetlands is a beneficial use that has evolved into a scientific process where habitat can be designed for specific plants and animals, including critical habitat for endangered species. Where clean sand cannot be economically transported to renourish beaches, underwater berms can be constructed just offshore from the beach zone and the sands may be transported by natural forces to the beach. Agriculture and industry have also welcomed the beneficial use concept. Some disposal areas leased to farmers have been successfully converted to crop and pasture lands. Sites in or near cities have been used industrial sites, parking lots, and airports.

Dredging isn’t harmful – status quo regulations solve

Hamons, 6 -- Maryland Port Administration (Frank "'Dredge is not a dirty word', Winter, www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=3518#seaportsarticle1) // NK

"Dredge" is a word that has undeservedly gained a negative connotation - undeservedly because dredging allows ports to continue to serve the demands of commerce while generating material that can be put to beneficial use.
Ports on all U.S. coasts are advancing programs that focus on environmentally favorable utilization of dredged materials, restoring natural habitats for wildlife.

"You can't dredge if you don't have a place to put the material," said Frank L. Hamons, deputy director for harbor development at the Maryland Port Administration, citing government regulations and public concerns. "Everyone wants you to use this material beneficially, to view it as a resource rather than a waste."
For the Maryland Port Administration, that means making beneficial use annually of some 3.2 million cubic yards of material generated through channel dredging.

Maryland port officials have responded to the challenge with such actions as the restoration of Poplar Island, some 30 miles south of the Port of Baltimore and 25 miles from the center of channel-dredging activity. Using bucket dredges and scows to get material to the island site, then hydraulically loading it, some 14 million cubic yards of material have been placed at Poplar Island since placement began in 2001, according to Mr. Hamons.

This has allowed Poplar Island, which had eroded to fewer than 5 acres when the port authority embarked on the project in 1998, to be restored to the 1,140-acre site that it was back in 1847. Not only has this been of benefit to more than 200 bird species, but the island also has become one of the world's largest breeding sites for diamondback terrapins.

Port officials have involved the public from the start - from the concept stage to bringing scores of tour groups by boat to Poplar Island.

"We have an extensive outreach program," Mr. Hamons said, noting efforts that have gained support of government officials as well general citizenry. "When people help you put something together from the start, they have ownership and you have far greater support."

Port of Houston Authority officials point to similar accomplishments in consensus-building efforts, which date back to the widening and deepening of the Houston Ship Channel in the 1970s. Its Beneficial Use Group (BUG, for short) brings together representatives of local, state and federal agencies as well as various environmental activist organizations.

"The success of the group is that they were able to formulate and come up with beneficial use of dredged material," said Aston Hinds, the Port of Houston Authority's environmental affairs manager.

The BUG's task has been especially challenging because the Houston Ship Channel is home to the nation's largest petroleum corridor, so sediments often contain moderate to high levels of various chemicals.

"We, the port, have developed guidelines and criteria that material must meet to be accepted for our sites," Mr. Hinds said. "Unlike private companies, which, to make a profit, may not want to go much beyond what is required by law, we have this mission to go beyond the law and regulations. For us, we look at what is in the best interest of the public."

At sites such as Redfish Island and Bird Island (renamed Evia Island), the authority is working to establish some 4,250 acres of wetland habitats.

On the West Coast, the Port of Oakland is approaching its goal of nearly 100 percent beneficial reuse of dredged materials. The process is resulting in the recovery of numerous endangered species.

"One of the reasons for our success is that we apply lessons learned from previous projects," said Len Cardoza, manager of port dredging programs for the Port of Oakland.

Dredging Good- Water Contaminants 

Dredging removes water contaminants

Central Dredging Association 5 – Booklet on dredging provided by PIANC, Envicom members, CEDA, IADC, IAPH, WEDA, and WODA (CEDA, “Dredging: the facts”, CEDA, 2005, http://www.dredging.org/documents/ceda/downloads/publications-dredging_the_facts.pdf)//MM
Another environmental use of dredging has been in initiatives designed to remove contaminated sediments, thus improving water quality and restoring the health of aquatic ecosystems. This so-called “remediation” or “clean-up” dredging is used in waterways, lakes, ports and harbours in highly industrialised or urbanised areas. The removed material may be treated and used afterwards, or disposed of under strict environmental controls. Under proper conditions a viable alternative to removal is in-situ isolation, i.e. the placement of a covering or a cap of clean material over the contaminated deposit. 

Dredging Good- Sediment Uses

No pollution—new sediment reusing strategies

Houston and Steinberg 11—Manager of Sustainable Practices and Senior Program Manager at the Port of Long Beach (Christine and Ari, “Dredged materials have beneficial use”, Seaports Magazine, Fall, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Fall2008.pdf) EL

Since the Port of Long Beach was established at the mouth of the Los Angeles River in 1911, deep draft navigable channels, ship berths and new land have been created through the reuse of dredged sediments. In fact, more than two-thirds of the land in our Harbor District was created this way. Though the initial rationale for reusing sediments to create land related more to convenience and cost-effectiveness, today’s dredged material reuse decisions consider the most beneficial reuse and the fact that opportunities for costeffective disposal of nonhazardous contaminated sediment are limited. In January 2005, the Long Beach Harbor Commission adopted the port’s precedent-setting Green Port Policy, with one of the policy’s six program strategies addressing soils and marine sediments: “Remove, treat or render suitable for beneficial reuse contaminated soils and sediments in the Harbor District.” Later in 2005, the Los Angeles Contaminated Sediments Task Force, a stakeholder group comprising dredgers, regulators and environmental advocates, finalized its long-term management strategy for clean and contaminated sediments. These strategies have complementary priorities for beneficial sediment reuse, with unconfined ocean disposal as the least-favored alternative for placement of any sediment. The strategies allow our port to assist other dredgers who generate contaminated sediments but do not have landfill opportunities. And they encourage environmental enhancement, such as beach nourishment or habitat restoration, as the highest use of clean sediment. As our port works to improve, modify and expand to accommodate demand for marine terminal space, berths and navigation channels are deepened, slips are filled and new land is added by mechanically dredging and placing sediments behind rock dikes or bulkheads. As early as the 1990s, we have partnered with resource agencies, local organizations and the stakeholder task force to manage contaminated sediments by sequestering them into engineered landfills where the mobility and leaching potential of the contaminants are minimized. When excess capacity is available and our project schedules are in sync, we invite other dredgers, such as the city and county public marinas, to deposit their contaminated material in our fills. Comprehensive water quality monitoring and inspections are conducted during these projects to ensure that contaminated sediments are retained in the fill as designed. Clean dredged material has numerous uses. It has been used to restore deep, nonport borrow pits that disrupt benthic communities and to create shallow-water habitats. A number of our dredging projects have provided sand for replenishment of local beaches. Material from a channel improvement project was recently used to cap deepwater contaminated sediments as a demonstration project for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Project designs have incorporated use of rock dikes to promote aquatic habitat, and there have been a number of examples where demolition debris, most notably concrete piling, has been used to create artificial reefs offshore to promote fish habitats. In addition, the port requires that all dredge projects use electric-powered equipment to reduce diesel emissions. In very rare cases, sediment that is not suitable for reuse is transported to upland disposal sites where it is used for landfill daily cover. Our port is working with the stakeholder task force to develop alternative sediment-handling technologies, such as separation, washing and stabilization, that could create locally usable products and eliminate negative impacts from transport and upland disposal. Our ultimate goal is to reuse 100 percent of all generated sediment within our harbor district.

Dredged materials are used for habitat restoration

Central Dredging Association 5 – Booklet on dredging provided by PIANC, Envicom members, CEDA, IADC, IAPH, WEDA, and WODA (CEDA, “Dredging: the facts”, CEDA, 2005, http://www.dredging.org/documents/ceda/downloads/publications-dredging_the_facts.pdf)//MM
Dredging for the environment Dredging can be undertaken to beneﬁt the environment in several ways. Dredged materials are frequently used to create or restore habitats. Recent decades have also seen the increasing use of dredged materials for beach replenishment. These schemes are designed to prevent – or reduce the likelihood of – erosion or ﬂooding. Such beach nourishment or recharge is achieved by placing dredged sand or gravel on eroding beaches. This represents a “soft-engineering” solution, an important alternative to – often more costly – structural solutions such as rock armour or concrete walls. 

A/T: Ports Hurts Environment -Trade

Continued Maritime Trade Reduces Fossil fuels and protects endangered fish and wildlife 
Gibbs, 2011 – Subcommittee Chairman (Bob, “Memorandum on the Hearing on “The Economic Importance of Seaports: Is the United States Prepared for 21st Century Trade Realities?”, October 21, 2011, http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/112th/Water/Water%20Briefing%20Memo%20%20%2010-26-11.pdf)//MM
Environmental Benefits. Maritime trade is also environmentally friendly.  Cargo ships at sea do the work of trains and trucks, but use less fossil fuel and have lower emissions.  According to a 2007 study of total emissions conducted by a working group of the International Maritime Organization, international maritime shipping accounts for only 2.7% of annual global greenhouse gas emissions.  In fact, a bottle of wine shipped from France to New York has a smaller carbon foot print of one shipped over land from California.  The Corps of Engineers, charged with maintaining and developing the nation's navigation channels, balances this responsibility with environmental restoration projects.  An example of this is the use of dredged material to create protected coastal sanctuaries for
fish and wildlife.

A/T: Ports Hurts Environment -Ports take lead

Ports are taking the lead towards clean energy

Koman and Blubgh, 6 *Program Manager Clean Ports USA **Director of National Clean Diesel Campaign (Trish and Jim, "Ports working together to achieve cleaner air", Winter, http://www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=3518#seaportsarticle1) // NK

Recently, a historic joint meeting between the boards of harbor commissioners for Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach was conducted. These two premier ports, which compete fiercely in the marketplace, put aside their differences to work toward a common clean air goal for the health of their neighboring communities.

Under the National Clean Diesel Campaign, we repeatedly have seen this kind of cooperative action.

For example, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is helping to fund a seawater scrubber demonstration project on a cruise ship and a regional emissions inventory project in the Pacific Northwest, where the ports of Seattle and Tacoma and other Puget Sound Maritime Air Forum members are cooperating to achieve clean air goals.
On the East Coast, as part of EPA's Northeast Diesel Collaborative, port authorities are considering working together to be sure that, as one fleet modernizes, the entire fleet benefits from newer equipment that meets more stringent EPA emissions requirements.

On the Gulf Coast, industry and regulators are cooperatively establishing best practices for reducing fugitive emissions from barges carrying petroleum.

Across the nation, maritime professionals, engine manufacturers, public health advocates, c o n s t ruction companies, state agencies, freight companies, industry groups, school districts and elected officials who may not agree on other topics find common ground in achieving the public health benefits of reducing harmful emissions from older diesel engines.

That is why EPA, in partnership with the American Association of Port Authorities, established the Clean Ports USA program as part of its National Clean Diesel Campaign to promote the adoption of new technologies to achieve public health goals. The program provides comprehensive strategies, information and incentives for the diverse range of fleets that call on marine ports.

Pollution emissions at ports are being cut – California proves

Boxer, 11 -- Senate Environment and Public Works Committee (Barbara, "Viability demands investment in cleaner, more efficient ports", Fall, www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=18177#seaportsarticle1) // NK

Yet, having a robust, integrated freight system does not have to pose a threat to public health. In recent years, initiatives on the local, state and federal levels have cut pollution emissions from containerships, vehicles and other sources located in ports. California’s ports have led the way in safeguarding public health from environmental hazards posed by port-related activities.

Data released earlier this year from the Port of Los Angeles’ air quality monitoring stations showed concentrations of certain types of air pollution have been reduced dramatically. In fact, 2010 was the fourth straight year that toxic air contaminants had fallen – despite the fact that cargo volumes at the port had increased. By purchasing cleaner equipment and participating in a variety of emission-reduction initiatives, along with complying with new air quality regulations in California, the Port of Los Angeles has slashed harmful air emissions by 40 to 50 percent since 2006.

A/T: Ports Hurts Environment -Committee

The newly formed Environmental Committee solves all reasons ports are bad – it controls environmental destruction

Blume, 11 -- Environmental Affairs Manager Port of Houston Authority and Chair AAPA Environmental Committee (Dana, “AAPA Dedicates Committee to Environmental Practices”, Fall, www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=18177#seaportsarticle1) // NK

The newly distinct Environment Committee, or EC for short, now is charged with promoting the universal development of environmental policies, programs and sustainability practices at member ports. The EC, on behalf of member ports, is monitoring, collecting, exchanging and providing interpretation of domestic and international government policies, maritime affairs, emergent industry practices and innovative technologies related to environmental and sustainability aspects of ports and port operations.

The EC supports practices and policies that protect and enhance the quality of the environment and surrounding communities and encourages cooperation and coordination in the resolution of environmental issues and impacts to overall goods movement.

The EC acknowledges that all ports are different, with environmental and sustainability programs addressed independently. However, ports in general are striving to become more sustainable in their operations and have many lessons to share.

Now that the EC has become a standalone committee, it is addressing environmental and sustainability issues through its working groups, which focus on a variety of environmental focus areas, such as air quality, sustainability, water quality and climate change.

A/T: Ports Hurts Environment -EPA Demonstrations

The EPAs demonstrations and National Clean Diesel Campaigns solve

Koman and Blubgh, 6 *Program Manager Clean Ports USA **Director of National Clean Diesel Campaign (Trish and Jim, "Ports working together to achieve cleaner air", Winter, http://www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=3518#seaportsarticle1) // NK

The Clean Ports USA program has grown significantly since the first workshop sponsored by AAPA's Harbors, Navigation and Environment Committee and Operations Committee in Corpus

Christi, Texas, in January 2005. In early 2005, EPA Administrator Steve Johnson announced a series of demonstration projects under the agency's National Clean Diesel Campaign, including grants to port authorities. These projects allowed the port authorities in Tacoma, Massachusetts and Houston to demonstrate retrofit technology in cargo-handling equipment and trucks.

In addition, EPA has also awarded grants to provide incentives for cruise ships to burn cleaner, low-sulfur fuels while docked at the Port of San Francisco; to demonstrate a liquefied natural gas locomotive serving ports in Southern California; to retrofit dockside cargo-handling equipment in Philadelphia; and to retrofit three yard hostlers at the Port of Long Beach with LNG engines and most recently to pilot diesel hybrid technology on yard hostlers

The Clean Ports USA serves as a catalyst to provide incentives, funding and industry-to-industry information about technologies, best practices, success stories and lesson learned. In conjunction with port authorities, the Maritime Administration and several national trade organizations, EPA has co-sponsored a series of educational workshops across the country, including Houston, Seattle, New York, Philadelphia and Duluth, Minn.

Recognizing that the technology is available and that states must have reductions in time to meet the attainment deadlines under the Clean Air Act, Congress passed new legislation to provide incentives for reducing diesel emissions in both the transportation and energy laws. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 authorizes more than $200 million per year over five years for incentive grants and loans to reduce diesel emissions. There are additional provisions for statewide programs and fleet modernization, with an emphasis on marine port s. Congress is expected to make final appropriations under this new authority soon.

The president's budget request for 2007 includes nearly $50 million for diesel emission reduction programs. If enacted, EPA anticipates competitions for grant dollars would be administered by the EPA's Regional Collaborative Network. This network consists of seven of EPA's field offices   across the country and their partner organizations.

As outlined by the act, priority for grants or loans will be given to cost-effective projects that maximize public health benefits and serve areas with high population densities and poor air quality from diesel fleets. Projects will need to include technologies certified or verified by EPA or California Air Resources Board, conserve diesel fuel and use ultra-low-sulfur fuel.

Under SAFETEA-LU, for the first time, priority is given for Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ, for short) dollars to fund cost-effective diesel emission reduction projects, such as retrofitting construction equipment. More than $8.6 billion is authorized over the five-year program (2005-2009), with annual authorization amounts increasing each year during this period.

Metropolitan planning organizations and state departments of transportation now have a powerful new incentive to pursue diesel emissions reductions.

EPA is providing federal leadership on these issues. EPA is in the process of developing regulations for new engines in locomotives and marine vessels (such as harbor craft).The agency is considering how to best work with the International Maritime Organization once Congress enacts implementing legislation for MARPOL Annex VI to examine the feasibility of establishing a sulfur emissions control area (or SECA) for the United States. Because of the needs of cargo interests, we are also expanding the voluntary SmartWay Transport Partnership to consider the entire emissions footprint from goods movement.

Momentum is building for the National Clean Diesel Campaign's Clean Ports USA program as we continue to work collaboratively and develop incentives to reduce diesel emissions and achieve these important public health benefits.

A/T: Ports Hurts Environment -Environmental Management System

The EMS program solves ports environmental weaknesses – collaboration and bandwagoning

AAPA Seaports Magazine 6 ("Process management system bears environmental benefits", Winter, www.aapa-ports.org/Publications/SeaportsDetail.cfm?itemnumber=3518#seaportsarticle1) // NK

 EMS is spelling environmental benefits for seaports.

Short for Environmental Management System, the port EMS assistance project provides participating port authorities with a practical framework for enhanced environmental performance.

"EMS is such a positive program and it has had such a favorable impact on us that we really cannot say enough good about it," said Sarah Kowalski,environmental compliance specialist for the Port of Corpus Christi Authority, which was among nine U.S. port authority participants in the first round of the program. (Others were the Port of Houston Authority,Virginia Port Authority, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, Port of Portland (Ore.), Port Everglades (Fla.), Port of Vancouver (Wash.), Port of Los Angeles and Port of New Orleans.)

Led by the not-for-profit Global Environment & Technology Foundation, in partnership with the American Association of Port Authorities and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the EMS program now has five port authorities taking part in its second round. They include the Maryland Port Administration, Port of Long Beach, Port of Oakland, Cleveland-Cuyahoga County Port Authority and Port of Everett (Wash.).

Corpus Christi port officials have been so impressed with results from first-round EMS participation that the Texas port is among four authorities now taking part in a similar Security Management System program focusing on security-related practices. Other current SMS participants are the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, Port of Portland and Port of Long Beach.

"We have truly gone through a culture change," Port of Corpus Christi's Ms. Kowalski said. "It has made employees environmentally conscious here at work and at home.They now are constantly coming to me with ideas of how to improve things.

"We have gone from 'what isn't known is better' to an approach of 'the more you know, the better it is,'" said Ms. Kowalski. "The environmental improvements that have been made around here are huge."

For example, she said, the Port of Corpus Christi has recycled more than 150,000 pounds of cardboard, plastic and paper that previously would have headed to a landfill. In addition to the positive environmental impact, the recycling move already has brought the port nearly $30,000 in revenue.

The Port of Corpus Christi also has been honored with awards, including an environmental conservation stewardship award from the Coastal Bend Bays Foundation and one from the Pollution Prevention Partnership and Corpus Christi Regional Air Quality Working Group for the port's air emissions diesel environmental management program.

M. Kathleen Broadwater, deputy executive director of the Maryland Port Administration, a second-round EMS participant, said she is impressed with the sharing of information that takes place in the program's three-day workshops, four of which take place over the two-year course of the program.

"The program opens up an opportunity to talk with other ports about issues related to how you do an EMS and to learn from their experiences," she said. "That kind of give and take and learning from each others' experiences is really beneficial."

The program also includes two on-site visits to each participating port, as well as weekly technical assistance. Each port pays $50,000 and makes a commitment to active top management involvement.

Ms. Broadwater said her port authority's EMS team already has identified several ways to improve procedures. For example, port maintenance workers have improved the manner in which they clean coils of air-conditioning units on port buildings, thus reducing chemical-related risks.

"It's not rocket science to fix things such as that," she said,"but it is important."

Noeleen Tillman, GETF's Encitas, Calif.-based vice president over environmental programs, commented,"One of the key success points is that it's a very regimented program that encourages participants to act in a proactive way rather than a reactive way."

AT: Ports increase co2

Ports have significantly reduced emissions

Leone 10 – Port Director, Massachusetts Port Authority and AAPA Chairman of the Board and U.S. Delegation Chairman (Michael, “Efficient, sustainable transport remains top industry priority”, AAPA Seaports Magazine, Fall 2010, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Fall2010.pdf)//MM
The port industry has also taken a leadership role in implementing environmental programs to replace older trucks and reduce diesel emissions. Two full years ahead of schedule, the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have had remarkable success with their Clean Truck Programs, reducing air emissions by 80 percent. Other ports have also implemented similar programs to reduce the environmental footprint of their port operations. AAPA fully supports these progressive programs that focus on having cleaner drayage trucks but do not regulate individual truckers. It is essential AAPA maintain its leadership role in advocating for increased Diesel Emissions Reduction Act funding. This funding source has been used extensively to install shore power for vessel operations, retrofit yard equipment and buy cleaner trucks. AAPA must also continue to work with the Coast Guard and the International Maritime Organization to develop standards to reduce vessel emissions and ballast water discharges. Additionally, the federal government is in the process of implementing new measures to protect ocean and coastal resources. One of the tools being considered to meet this goal is marine spatial planning. This concept was incorporated in the Massachusetts Ocean Management Plan to make sure the state’s waterways provide safe navigation for vessels, preserve valuable marine resources and be available, as appropriate, for offshore renewable energy sites. It is essential that AAPA remain engaged in the federal process to ensure that landside infrastructure is preserved for port operations and that our navigation channels can safely handle the next generation of vessels. 

Port carbon programs lower emissions

LaCrois 10 – Executive Vice President of Business Development at the CarbonNeutral Company (Mark, “Ports can act immediately to reduce carbon emissions”, AAPA Seaports Magazine, Fall 2010, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Fall2010.pdf)//MM
A strategic approach to carbon management makes it possible to combine growth with a reduction in carbon emissions. The maritime sector must balance the demand for delivering produced and manufactured goods with the requirement to shift to a low-carbon economy. As consumer demand increases for goods, so does the quantity of greenhouse gas emissions. Ports, as fixed facilities, are able to lead the way in measuring and reducing carbon emissions. Organizations such as the World Ports Climate Initiative, under the leadership of the International Association of Ports and Harbors, are playing a part in encouraging ports to reduce their impact. These projects are already being led by the Port of Los Angeles, the ports of Oslo and the Port of Rotterdam, each of which is among those that have moved to implement carbon management strategies. Implementing an offset-inclusive carbon management program is a simple and immediate way to demonstrate leadership. A strong position on carbon management delivers real commercial advantages, including additional planning permission benefits, enhanced relationships with the local community and a powerful competitive differentiator. Carbon neutrality involves measuring all the carbon emissions produced at the port, setting reduction targets and reducing emissions through a comprehensive plan of reductions. This includes a carbon offset program wherein offsets are used as immediate, cost-effective reductions to enable the port to meet the target of zero emissions. Measurement entails assessing the amount of carbon dioxide produced directly and indirectly over a period of time. The boundary of the carbon assessment must be set in a clear and consistent way, and the port must ensure the assessment is completed according to a recognized standard. The measurement must use third-party-endorsed emissions factors, such as the WRI/WBCSD Greenhouse Gas Protocol, additional information about which may be found on the Web at www.ghgprotocal.org Once the footprint is established, a port can think about a reduction target. All the reduction proposals, both internal and offsets, should be evaluated in terms of the amount of carbon reduced vs. the cost of implementation. In simple terms, the ports will pay to outsource emissions reductions when it is more cost efficient or technologically feasible than doing so in-house, in the same way as if they were making the decision to outsource a business process like accounts payable or payroll. Every business makes strategic decisions to make or buy, to in-source or outsource, and delivering emissions reductions is no different. There is no doubt that climate change and the resulting increasing cost of carbon presents a significant risk to business. As ports think about how to go green, they should remember that carbon management presents a strategic opportunity to gain immediate commercial benefits from a strong carbon position – in addition to preparation for the future. 

