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1nc status quo solves
Status quo is upgrading ports now

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

Eighteen ports along the East and Gulf coasts are already deepening their channels or pursuing plans 

to do so, according to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Numerous ports are also building or 

planning new terminals and wharfs, and some are adding highway connections to interstates and 

installing new overhead cranes that are longer than a football field.  

In New Jersey, for instance, the New York-New Jersey port authority is dredging its channel to 50 

feet, and it recently approved raising the Bayonne Bridge 65 feet rather than demolish and rebuild 

the structure. In Georgia, the Port of Savannah is midway through an eight-year, $500 million 

expansion that will nearly double its container capacity, and it is pushing ahead with a dredging 

project that will deepen its channel from 42 feet to 48 feet. In South Carolina, the Port of Charleston 

is building a $525 million container terminal on a former U.S. Navy base that, when completed in 

2016, will increase the port's handling capacity by almost half. And as part of a $600 million upgrade 

plan, Alabama's Port of Mobile has opened a $300 million container terminal and completed a turning 

basin enlargement for Post-Panamax ships.  

Then there's the $2 billion in new projects planned for the port of Wilmington, North Carolina, 

according to a Southern Legislative Conference survey of ports. "The expansion of the Panama Canal 

is the tool to help us build on our port," says Stephanie Ayers, director of planning and development 

for the North Carolina State Ports Authority. 

Status quo solves – upgrades now

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 big ships are coming, and East Coast ports are scrambling to get ready for them.

A growing number of supersize freighters, which up to now have relied mostly on West Coast ports to deliver goods from Asia to the USA because they couldn't fit through the Panama Canal, will be able to make the trip to the East Coast economically when an expansion of the canal is completed in 2014.

Ports on the Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico, whose harbors have been too shallow to accommodate these behemoths, are gearing up to spend more than $40 billion over the next five years to deepen their shipping channels and make other upgrades, according to Aaron Ellis, director of communications for the American Association of Port Authorities.

The ports of Norfolk, Va., and Baltimore have completed projects that put them in position to be the first to receive the big ships, some of them 1,110 feet long with the capacity to haul up to 13,000 boxcar-size freight containers, Ellis said.

Elsewhere, the work is in varying stages:

•The Army Corps of Engineers is expected to finish dredging a 50-foot deep channel to three terminals in New York Harbor by the end of the year and to the mainNew York terminal by 2014, according to New York/New Jersey Port Authority spokesman Hunter Pendarvis. The authority has committed $1 billion to raise the Bayonne Bridge by 64 feet to allow the bigger ships to pass under, he said.

•Miami-Dade County reached an agreement in April with environmental groups that had raised concerns about the Port of Miami's Deep Dredge project. It is expected to be able to handle the big ships by 2014 or soon thereafter, according to Ellis.

•The Corps of Engineers completed a study in April finding that Savannah, Ga.'s proposed $652-million channel deepening project is viable.

•The Corps is in the midst of a study of Charleston harbor, said Jim Newsome, president and CEO of the South Carolina Ports Authority.

•Philadelphia and Corpus Christi are currently involved in dredging projects, according to Ellis. Boston, Jacksonville, Canaveral and Freeport, Texas, are among other ports pursuing deeper channels, he said.

The association is lobbying Congress for approval, which is required by the Constitution for such projects, and for funding. But, "Because freight doesn't really have as strong a voice as the movement of people, it's going to take a lot of heavy lifting," Ellis said.

"We're fighting hard enough in this country just to keep our navigation channels maintained at their authorized depths and widths."

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."

Rail freight means East Coast ports don’t need to expand

Meyers, 2012 – transportation reporter for Politico (Jessica, “Panama Canal expansion turns into ‘money grab’”, Politico, May 13 2012, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0512/76224.html) //MGD

Freight companies don’t see much change. “We are confident much of the trans-Pacific shift has already taken place,” said Aaron Hunt of Union Pacific, one of the country’s main rail systems. “We feel our intermodal rail network gives the West Coast ports the advantage in shipping time-sensitive products all the way to the Ohio Valley and points south of the Ohio Valley.”

West Coast ports don’t look too intimidated, either. “You have governmental, congressional people who want to make sure they are in the game because they’ve been told it’s a game-changer,” said Kraig Jondle, the Los Angeles port’s director of business development. “We don’t think so.”

No need for dredging—exports and imports are slowing

Bonney 6/19--- expert on transportation finance and economics, senior reporter in transportation for 20 years (Joseph, “JOC Economist Lowers Forecast For Container Traffic”, Journal of Commerce, ProQuest, 
http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/1021045006?accountid=14667)

Sluggish economic growth, a weak jobs market and flagging consumer confidence have led Journal of Commerce Economist Mario O. Moreno to lower his forecast for U.S. containerized imports and exports this year. In the June issue of the JOC/PIERS Container Shipping Outlook, Moreno reduced his forecast for containerized imports to 4.1 percent from 4.5 percent. He downgraded his forecast for export growth to 2.3 percent from 3.5 percent. Below-par growth in employment remains a drag on housing, which supports imports of furniture and other home goods, and on consumer spending that supports retail imports, Moreno said. His revised forecast calls for 17.636 million 20-foot-equivalent units this year. That would be an increase from the 16,939,004 million TEUs in 2011, when volume rose 2.9 percent. The forecast for the next two years calls for imports to rise 5.2 percent to 18.55 million TEUs in 2013 and 6.5 percent to 19.75 million TEUs in 2014. The record for U.S. containerized imports was 18.4 million TEUs in 2006. Exports are expected to total 12.174 million TEUs this year. That would compare with 11,901,421 TEUs last year, when exports rose 6.5 percent. For 2013, exports are forecast to rise 4.3 percent to 12.7 million TEUs. The 2014 projections call for a 4.3 percent increase to 13.245 million TEUs.

        xt—ports expanding

Status quo solves the aff – US ports are expanding 

Business Facilities, 2011 – news website (“The Canal Gets Bigger, and U.S. Ports are Ready”, BusinessFacilities.com, April 2011, http://businessfacilities.com/articles/cover-story/the-canal-gets-bigger-and-u-s-ports-are-ready/) //MGD

A $5.25-BILLION BIRTHDAY PRESENT FOR THE CANAL

Today, this problem is being addressed with a $5.25-billion expansion of the Panama Canal that is scheduled to be completed on the Canal’s 100th anniversary in August 2014. The expansion will permit large ships from Asia to travel directly to East Coast destinations instead of offloading their goods on the West Coast and shipping them across the country by rail and road. With 15 percent of the world’s maritime fleet unable to use the Canal because the ships are too large, the expansion project will have a major impact on trade across the world.

In 2006, then Panama President Martin Torrijos announced a plan to double the capacity of the Canal. Included in the plan were new sets of locks, dredging of the approach channels and deepening the passage between each set of locks. In October 2006, 76.8 percent of Panama’s voters approved in a national referendum a $5.25 billion plan to expand and modernize the canal. The project will include two new sets of single-lane, three-step locks—one set at the Atlantic entrance and one at the Pacific; two new navigational channels to connect the new locks to existing channels; and deeper, wider versions of existing shipping lanes. In all, canal crews will dredge 130 million cubic meters of rock and soil, enough to fill the Empire State Building nearly 130 times. The new traffic lane will be large enough to accommodate post-Panamax ships and will double the canal’s capacity.

The impending unveiling of the new and improved Panama Canal has created a frenzy among major East and Gulf Coast ports, all of which are aspiring to be the destination-of-choice for ships passing through the Canal. Economically, the stakes are enormous—the “winner” will reap billions of dollars in new shipping business.

The current scramble among U.S. ports reaches all the way up the coast to New York and beyond. For example, there currently is a push to replace the Bayonne Bridge in northern New Jersey, because the current bridge is too low for larger container ships to enter New York/New Jersey port facilities. If the bridge structure is not altered, it is likely the Port of New York and New Jersey will lose jobs after the expansion of the Canal is completed.

In Savannah, GA, they are working around the clock to scrape six feet of mud from the bottom of the Savannah River. Port officials are racing to complete a $625-million channel deepening project by 2014.

Ports from New York to Miami are scrambling to spiff up their harbors and shipping channels. Baltimore and Norfolk already have 50-ft. channel drafts, and the Port of Philadelphia is upgrading. According to a recent report in The New York Times, the competition to become the go-to port for ships passing through the Canal is fiercest in the Southeast and the Gulf Coast, which has the closest ports to the Isthmus.

“Everyone is lined up, and the door is about to open,” Bob Pertierra, vice president of supply chain development for the Metro Atlanta Chamber, told the Times. “If you can imagine the crowded three- or four-lane highway you’re driving on suddenly getting expanded to 12 lanes, you can picture what’s about to happen.”

Joining Savannah in the jousting are Charleston, SC, Jacksonville, FL, Miami and more than a dozen other ports, including major inland ports like Memphis. One hurdle that contenders must overcome is the fact that most major port expansions require Congressional approval, studies by the Army Corps of Engineers and a significant amount of federal funding.

According to another Times report, some sharp elbows are being thrown as state and local officials vie for the pole position in the big ports contest. Curtis Foltz, executive director of the Georgia Port Authority, noted Savannah already is a much larger port than Charleston. “All you have to do is look at the numbers,” he said. “The stats speak for themselves.”

The incoming governor of South Carolina picked up the gauntlet at a recent annual dinner for SC ports, which was held the same day last month that the Corps of Engineers announced its approval for Savannah’s dredging project.

“You now have a governor who does not like to lose,” Gov.-elect Nikki Haley declared. “Georgia has had their way with us for way too long, and I don’t have the patience to let it happen anymore.”

Somewhere, Teddy Roosevelt is smiling. May the best port win, and earn a well-deserved “Bully!” from Mt. Rushmore. Here is an up-close look at some of the contenders.

GEORGIA PORTS BRING THEIR ‘A’ GAME TO CANAL CHALLENGE

Facilitating global trade though strategic East Coast gateways, the Georgia Ports Authority (GPA) currently operates two deepwater seaports and two inland ports in Georgia. Its two Atlantic seaports are the Port of Savannah and the Port of Brunswick; its two inland ports, both linked to the Gulf of Mexico, are Port Bainbridge and Port Columbus. The Port of Savannah is based in Garden City and the Port of Brunswick is located in Brunswick. Each of these ports hosts multiple terminals. The Port of Savannah, by far the largest, is the flagship port.

Georgia’s ports are critical to continued economic growth in the state. Combined, its deepwater ports and inland barge terminals support more than 295,000 jobs throughout the state annually and contribute $15.5 billion in income, $61.7 billion in revenue and $2.6 billion in state and local taxes to Georgia’s economy.

In preparation for the Panama Canal expansion in 2014, the GPA has embarked on an expansion and modernization plan to more efficiently accommodate newer, larger vessels that already are calling on East and Gulf Coast ports. These vessels like the CMA CGM Figaro, which called on Savannah in August 2010, offer more capacity and lower cost per container compared to current Panamax vessels.

The GPA is working with federal and state agencies toward the approval of the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project (SHEP), which would deepen the Savannah River from 42 feet to 48 feet. Although the port is able to serve 8,500 TEU (20-foot equivalent unit, the standard measure of container capacity) vessels, a deepened harbor will enable the port to more efficiently serve larger ships, the frequency of which will grow exponentially once the Panama Canal’s expansion project is completed.

“We’ve worked more than a decade to make deep water a reality here,” said Curtis J. Foltz, executive director of GPA. “This is the last piece of the puzzle. This tells our customers this state, this port is committed to being here for them.”

According to GPA, completion of SHEP is critically important to continued economic growth in the Southeastern U.S. and Georgia. As the fastest-growing and fourth-largest container port in the nation, the Port of Savannah was responsible for moving 8.3 percent of the U.S. containerized cargo volume and more than 18 percent of all East Coast container trade in FY 2010 (July 1, 2009—June 30, 2010). The port, which boasts a uniquely balanced export-import ratio, handled 12 percent of all U.S. containerized exports, a total of 1.14 million TEUs. The port also is a gateway to more than 44 percent of the U.S. population and 42 percent of all job-creating companies, officials said.

“This project—one of the most important and productive civil works projects in the country—will maintain and create jobs and commerce throughout the nation, while significantly reducing transportation costs for U.S. shippers,” said GPA Chairman Alec L. Poitevint. “As the Southeast’s gateway to the world, our harbor must be able to accommodate these vessels without tidal restrictions in order to efficiently serve global commercial demands.”

The project, recently approved by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is moving to construction. The project cost of $576 million will result in a 4.3-to-1 benefit-to-cost ratio, meaning that for every dollar spent on the project, more than $4.00 in benefits will be realized.

GPA’s Focus 2020 is a strategic development plan to invest more than $1 billion on innovative capital improvements to its terminals. Focus 2020 puts Savannah’s Garden City Terminal, with two on-terminal Intermodal Container Transfer Facilities (ICTFs), at the epicenter of its plans to proactively increase the capacity of the port to handle the anticipated growth in container cargo moving across its docks over the next decade.

The GPA plan includes equipment upgrades such as the ongoing addition of “reefer racks” for containers transporting temperature-sensitive cargoes, installation of nine additional super post-Panamax cranes (to be completed by 2020) and 64 rubber-tired gantry cranes. The project also includes construction of a “Cargo Beltway” to accelerate commercial traffic between the terminal and major near-by interstates.

Georgia’s ports provide a strategic gateway to rail and road distribution networks that offer the most efficient and reliable intermodal access to markets across the Southeast and Midwest. Served by Class I rail service—Norfolk Southern Railroad and CSX Transportation—Savannah offer unrestricted double-stack service and two- to three-day transit times to major hubs throughout the Midwest, Gulf Coast and Southeast, including overnight service to Atlanta, the fastest of any North American port. Immediate interstate access is available via Interstates 95 (North/South) within 5.6 miles and I-16 (East/ West) within 6.3 miles.

Currently, about 20 percent of the cargo the Port of Savannah handles moves by rail; that is expected to increase to as much as 25 percent over the next five to ten years, according to John Wheeler, GPA’s senior director of trade development.

“Shippers wanting to discharge their cargoes as near to inland markets a possible are seeing that Savannah’s rail connections give them a distinct advantage over moving their shipments through a West Coast port,” said Wheeler.

That, Wheeler says, makes Savannah “the head of the logistics funnel that moves cargo in a triangle from Chicago to Dallas and Atlanta and everywhere in between.”

In February, GPA announced significant volume gains at the Port of Savannah, reflecting the global demand for Georgia-based exports. In January 2011, Savannah posted the second best month ever with 132,257 containers (237,004 TEUs), which yielded a fiscal year-to-date increase of 14.3 percent and 13.3 percent, respectively. Container tonnage posted the third best month ever with 1,887,179 tons. More than 200 vessels called on the port, an increase of 20 percent compared with January 2010.

Breakbulk tonnage for the ports of Savannah and Brunswick totaled 171,761 tons, which is an increase of 43 percent compared with January 2010. At the Port of Brunswick, auto and machinery units practically doubled compared with January 2010, moving 37,313 units in January 2011.

“Accommodating recent increases in volume without impacts on our world-class speed and efficiency levels is due to the hard-working men and women on our terminal, but also to the strategic infrastructure upgrades,” said Poitevint. “As larger vessels continue to call on the Port of Savannah, the increased global demand for trade through our ports necessitates the efficiency and additional capacity of a deepened harbor.”

PORT OF NEW ORLEANS IS READY

New Orleans has been a center for international trade since 1718, when it was founded by the French. Today, the port is one of America’s leading general cargo ports, holding the nation’s top market share for imported steel, natural rubber, plywood and coffee.

The Port of New Orleans has six trunk line railroads, more than any other seaport in the U.S., which are connected to the docks by a short line railroad, the New Orleans Public Belt Railroad. The Mississippi River and its tributaries provide 14,500 miles of navigable waterways. Barge traffic reaches major markets in the American heartland including Chicago, St. Louis, Tulsa, Memphis, Pittsburgh and many other locations.

The Port’s cargo profile is primarily breakbulk, heavy-lift and containerized cargo. It is the largest importer of natural rubber in the U.S. and the second largest importer of green coffee. Other important commodities include steel, non-ferrous metals (New Orleans is a certified London Metal Exchange Port), forest products, frozen poultry and chemicals.

The port’s facilities include 22 million square feet of cargo-handling area and more than 6 million square feet of covered storage area that accommodate an average of 2,000 vessel calls each year. The port ranked sixth in total trade by cargo volume in 2008 and moved 229,067 TEUs in 2010, according to statistics from the American Association of Port Authorities.

In anticipation of capturing a big chunk of the transpacific Asian trade previously destined for West Coast ports, the port is ramping up expansion projects to assure the availability of adequate terminal capacity and address transportation infrastructure needs and marketing for all-water Asian liner service. The port hopes to have finances secured and expansion projects completed by 2014.

“The Port of New Orleans and all of the ports on the Gulf Coast are preparing for the expansion of the Panama Canal,” said Gary P. LaGrange, president and CEO, Port of New Orleans. “We are in the process of adding incremental capacity to our container terminal through the addition of two gantry cranes and by adding marshalling area. In 2011, we increased our container volumes by 31 percent. We have an expansion footprint that allows us to continue to increase capacity as the need arises and as funding becomes available.”

Over the past 10 years, the port has invested more than $400 million in new state-of-the-art facilities. Improved breakbulk and container terminals feature new multipurpose cranes, expanded marshalling yards and a new roadway to handle truck traffic.

Currently, two gantry cranes are under construction in Korea for a total price of about $25 million and are expected to arrive in New Orleans by the end of 2011. The 100-foot gauge cranes will have the outreach needed to handle the super post-Panamax container ships.

The Crescent Corridor project, currently underway, will link the Port of New York and New Jersey to the Port of New Orleans. The Crescent Corridor is a railroad corridor expansion program that will be operated by the Norfolk Southern Railway (NS). The line, proposed by NS in 2007, will run along Interstate 81 and will be a major intermodal corridor running between Louisiana and New Jersey.

The port currently is looking to raise $150 million in financing for a $237 million expansion of its Napoleon Avenue Container Terminal Complex, the second of a three-phase, $500 million development. The Napoleon Avenue Container Terminal, completed in 2003, increased the depth available for container vessels at New Orleans from 33 feet to 45 feet. Subsequent investments have improved efficiency by adding space for the storage of empties and chassis, and building a near-dock rail yard that allows containers to be transferred quickly from ship to rail and vice versa. Right now, the port is in the process of adding four acres of marshalling area to the terminal.

As part of a Katrina recovery project, the port is building a new refrigerated terminal at Henry Clay Avenue Wharf on the Mississippi River. The facility includes a 140,000 square-foot warehouse able to store 35 million pounds of product between 15 and 40 degrees F and to blast-freeze 1.2 million pounds of product in 20 hours or less. This capacity will be available at the dock, adjacent to where refrigerated ships will call.

In January, the port started a project to renovate the Julia Street Cruise Terminal. The estimated $13.7 million project will renovate two smaller terminals at Julia Street into one large, modern terminal. The project includes the installation of a new climate-controlled articulated gangway, currently under construction in Sweden. The terminal will be home to Royal Caribbean’s Voyager of the Seas, which will home-port in New Orleans beginning this fall. The 1,020-foot cruise ship carries 3,838 passengers and will be the largest cruise ship ever to call on the Port of New Orleans. The project is expected to be completed in October.

PORT OF VIRGINIA’S CAPACITY GROWS BY LEAPS AND BOUNDS

For the past six years, the Virginia Port Authority (VPA), which owns and operates the Port of Virginia, has been working on various projects to prepare for the Panama Canal expansion. VPA’s lease of the massive APTM intermodal terminal at Portsmouth and its capacity expansion at the Norfolk International Terminal both help Virginia to be positioned favorably, as do the move of the local railroad line, and the planning for even more capacity at Craney Island.

The port is one of two ports on the East Coast which can already handle the channel depth of 50–55 feet and height clearance (approximately 50 feet) which are needed for the larger ships that would begin coming through the widened canal (the other is Baltimore). Its Suez-class cranes can handle ships loaded 26 containers across, giving them the ability to handle vessels larger than any currently built.

“With our 50-foot-deep channels, no overhead (bridge) obstructions, double-stack rail to Chicago and modern container terminals, Virginia is well-positioned for the future,” said Jerry A. Bridges, the executive director of the VPA. “There is no other port on the U.S. East Coast that has a comparable list of assets. So we are ready for an expanded Panama Canal—we’ve been ready for almost six years.”

In January, the port began the first phase of its $2.2-billion, multi-phase terminal project to build the Craney Island Marine Terminal, which will be the fourth state-owned, deepwater marine cargo terminal. The first phase involves construction of the foundations for a network of dikes that eventually will support a 600-acre marine terminal. The foundation work will be done in phases as finances permit.

“Another key asset of the Port of Virginia is our ability to expand,” said Bridges. “Right now, construction on Craney Island is underway; that long-term project could feasibly double the capacity at our port. All the permitting and paperwork is complete and we received $27 million in [President Obama’s] proposed budget for fiscal 2012.”

Last September, the VPA awarded two contracts worth a combined $30.9 million for this phase of work. The total cost to complete the 600-acre site is $700 million and that will be done through a 50-50 cost-share agreement with the federal government.

Projected benefits of the Craney Island Eastward Expansion Project:

    •The construction phase will generate 1,176 jobs and $37 million in wages

    •When it is complete, the cargo moving over Craney Island will generate 54,000 jobs, $1.7 billion in   wages, and $155 million in state and local tax revenue.

    •Its cumulative economic impact on the Commonwealth will be $5 billion annually

   • It will generate $6 billion in national economic development benefits—money that will not have to be invested by the federal government in large transportation infrastructure projects needed to move goods to consumers

In July 2010, the VPA signed a 20-year lease agreement that gives the agency control over all operations at APM Terminals North America in Portsmouth, VA (APTM). The 576-acre terminal is heralded as the most technologically advanced marine cargo facility in the Americas. The lease agreement unifies all the marine cargo container terminals in the Hampton Roads harbor under the VPA flag for the next two decades.

“This asset presents a host of opportunities for The Port of Virginia,” said Bridges. “It gives us ample container capacity now and in to the future; we will be able to market the technology and efficiency of this facility to our customers; and it gives us on-dock rail capabilities that we previously didn’t have.”

In February 2011, following its 41-day voyage from China to Virginia, the Zhen Hua 24 eased its way into the Chesapeake Bay carrying two fully-erected Post-Panamax container cranes that were bound for service at APMT. Once the units are put into service, APMT will have eight post-Panamax cranes. In total, the VPA will have 22 container cranes in the Hampton Roads Harbor, Panamax-class and larger.

In April 2010, the port began work on phase II of its Central Rail Yard at Norfolk International Terminals (NIT). The $10.1-million project will add six new tracks to the existing Central Rail Yard configuration. The 648-acre facility, the port’s largest terminal, has 4,000 linear feet of berth and 3.3 miles of on-site rail with links to NS and CSX that boasts a current capacity of 1.4 million TEUs annually, with room for further expansion. It is home to 14 of the biggest, most efficient cranes in the world. These ZPMC cranes are the only cranes capable of handling the “ships of tomorrow.” Completion of the project is expected sometime in the spring of 2011.

The port’s rail business has always been one of its strongest areas of growth and with the completion of the Heartland Corridor, a three-year, public-private partnership project, the port now has fast, direct, double-stacked access to Chicago. This project is critical to East Coast ports since they move freight from the ports to inland locations quicker, cheaper and greener.

Called one of the largest railroad engineering projects of the past century, Norfolk Southern raised the height of 28 tunnels in the Appalachian Mountains to open the Heartland Corridor. The benefits to the port began immediately—nearly 250 miles will be sliced from current routes saving up to two days in transit time for shippers. In September, the VPA sent its first-ever double-stack train, which was more than 4,300 feet long, on its way through the corridor to Chicago.

“This project provides us with a solid, competitive advantage that has been drawing a significant amount of interest from our customers,” said Bridges. “Couple this capability with our 50-foot-deep channels and an expanded Panama Canal, Virginia is well-positioned for the future.”

PORT OF BROWNSVILLE: WORLD-CLASS AND CONFIDENT

The Port of Brownsville, which opened more than 70 years ago, is a world-class deepwater seaport located at the southernmost tip of Texas at the western-most terminus of a 17-mile channel that flows into the Gulf of Mexico at the Brazos Santiago Pass, which was the landing place of Spanish conquistador Pineda in 1519, and others.

The port, which is the only deepwater port directly on the U.S.-Mexico border, plays a significant role in the movement of goods between Mexico and the U.S., as well as globally. In April 2010, Breakbulk Magazine ranked the port as third among top 10 U.S. ports for steel imports, eighth for steel exports and third for steel imports and exports.

With over $90 million currently invested in infrastructure projects, the port is positioning itself to remain very competitive and to provide multi-modal transportation options in anticipation of the increased shipping activity in the Gulf of Mexico as a result of the Panama Canal expansion.

“As cargo increases in the Gulf as a result of the canal expansion all ports in the Gulf region will benefit,” said Eduardo A. Campirano, Port Director and CEO. “Businesses make a logistical decision based on proximity to their facilities and the cargo’s final destination. We are a versatile port that can handle most of the cargo that comes through the Gulf region and feel very comfortable with our opportunity to compete.”

Finding new ways to give the port a new dynamic as a center of intermodal freight movement, the port is implementing an aggressive rebuilding and renovation infrastructure plan. Focusing mainly on capital improvement transportation projects, some of the latest developments at the port include the SH 550 Project, which will facilitate the movement of cargo to and from the port, the new Port Entry Road that will tie into the SH 550 Project, improvements to the Overweight Corridor and road and utility improvements inside the port.

“Our Overweight Corridor helps manufacturing plants keep costs low,” said Manuel Ortiz, public information officer for the Port of Brownsville. “Plants are able to load trucks at Mexican weight standards that are 1.5 times higher than U.S. standards—this cuts down on the number of trips and therefore overall expenses.”

In order to accommodate new ocean-going ships, the port is working to deepen and widen the Brownsville ship channel, which will help it to offer a cost savings through economies of trade and expand its growing transloading capabilities. Other projects include improving its short-sea shipping capabilities; pursuing expansion of its deep draft heavy lift general cargo dock to expand its break bulk capabilities; and constructing an additional oil dock to keep up with a growing petroleum and liquid cargo business.

The port recently received the U.S. Department of Transportation “Marine Highway Designation” due to its work on a Marine Highway Project with its partner Port Manatee, FL. The Marine Highway links not only two regions of the country, but also two countries, which is highly beneficial for the community and the environment because it improves job creation and federal funding potential and reduces the number of trucks on the already congested U.S. highway system, thereby lowering greenhouse gas emissions.

“In essence the Marine Highway is a virtual highway linking Port Manatee, Florida and the Port of Brownsville,” said Ortiz. “The designation is important because of the positive impact it will have from both a commerce and environmental standpoint. The designation will allow us to more effectively compete for future funding, which will in turn allow us to continue to develop this service.” To date the port has received over $3 million out of an initial $7 million dollars available for the funding of federal projects.

The port’s infrastructure already in place allows the region to maximize its potential and provides a way for the Rio Grande Valley region to transport goods globally. It is connected with the Mexican Port of Lazaro Cardenas and inland ports in Monterrey, San Luis Potosi and Saltillo by a rail line.

Since it was established in 1983, the Brownsville and Rio Grande International Railroad (BRG) line has grown to be a very successful operation. The BRG is a subsidiary of the Brownsville Navigation District and provides efficient and reliable railroad service. Operations are 24/7 with an average monthly load of 2,700 plus cars.

From 1994 to 2009, BRG saw an increase of 114 percent in car counts per year. In 2010, BRG was not only able to post a successful year financially—it also posted a record month in October. On average, BRG moves approximately 2,700 car loads per month; however, in October it moved 3,784 carloads.

According to Norma Torres, president and CEO of BRG, this is due to increased demand for scrap metal by refineries located in Monterrey Mexico. “We expect demand to increase over the next year,” said Torres.

With this demand, BRG is hoping to not only purchase additional equipment but also to build a new rail yard. “The development of the north rail yard is going to be a crucial component to our future,” said Torres.

In addition to having one of the largest Foreign Trade Zones (FTZ No. 62) in the U.S., the port offers over 40,000 acres of land, along with 12 cargo docks, four oil docks, one liquid cargo dock, 650,000 square feet of covered storage and 2.3 million square feet of open storage.

“We have sufficient draft, with intermodal capabilities, and we have the services in place to compete with every Port within the Gulf region,” said Campirano. “In addition, we have ample land to continue to grow as demand increases in the future.”

PORT OF SOUTH LOUISIANA: HEAVYWEIGHT TONNAGE KING

The Port of South Louisiana, a 54-mile port district on the Mississippi River between New Orleans and Baton Rouge, is the largest tonnage port in the Western Hemisphere. Over 4,000 oceangoing vessels and 55,000 barges call at the port each year. In 2010, the facilities within St. Charles, St. John the Baptist and St. James parishes handled more than 246 million short tons of cargo brought to its terminals via vessels and barges. With exports of over 48 million short tons of cargo in 2010, the port also is the highest- ranked exporter in North America.

The port offers users a strategic location at the intersection of the Mississippi River and the Gulf of Mexico and an intermodal transportation network of waterways, roadways, rail and air featuring access to four interstate highways, four Class I railroads, Louis Armstrong International airport and St. John Parish Airport, and deepwater via the Mississippi River. The inland barge system, comprised of 19,262 miles of waterway, moves more than 124 million short tons of cargo upriver to major U.S. markets in the Midwest and Northeast.

In the heart of the port lies the Globalplex Intermodal Terminal, a 335-acre maritime industrial park for both vessels and barges that provides handling and storage for bulk, breakbulk and containerized cargos. Its deep-draft bulk terminal has one of the largest cement facilities in North America. Cargo is quickly moved to and from landside storage via an extensive covered conveyor system.

The proposed expansion of the Panama Canal is a key factor influencing Louisiana ports. The expansion will allow the Panama Canal to approximately double its logistics capacity, which will significantly increase cargo volume.

“We believe that Louisiana can win a significant share of new logistics business and that Chinese investment funds are a potential source of Louisiana foreign direct investment,” said Don Pierson, assistant secretary of Louisiana Economic Development. “Moreover, the Panama Canal has traditionally been a gateway for dry goods, such as grains, minerals, fertilizers, coal and liquid goods, such as chemical products, crude oil and oil derivates. These are all strong suits for Louisiana.”

In April 2010, port and economic development agency executives traveled to Asia to share some of the advantages and benefits Asian companies—which typically ship via ports located on the west coast of North America—would have in the Port of South Louisiana. Since then, the port has been even more committed in expanding its operations and in securing new capital investment within the region, such as the planned terminal on the Mississippi River at the Bonnet Carré Spillway.

In June 2010, the port officially opened Transit Shed #4 at Globalplex Intermodal Terminal. The $6- million warehouse, which was designed to withstand 130-mph winds, was funded in part by $4.8 million from LA DOTD’s Port Construction and Development Priority Program. Erected adjacent to the general cargo dock access bridge, the building layout and location will permit future expansion of the structure to triple its current size in addition to the installation of conveyors connecting the warehouse to the general cargo dock and to nearby railroads.

In the summer of 2010, the port began an $18.9-million project to construct a 65-foot-wide x 700-foot-long finger pier adjacent and downriver from the existing general cargo dock that will allow the berth of a Panamax-size vessel and direct vessel-to-barge transloading. The project is expected to be completed in the fall of 2011.

The Port of South Louisiana offers access to 66 percent of the North American market and access to Mexico and Latin America in 2-7 days. It provides 60 percent of the nation’s grain exports and 7 grain transfer facilities, 50 million short tons of crude oil imports on average per year and four major oil-processing plants, which refine more than 1 million barrels daily, and 11 petrochemical manufacturing facilities. In short, within the 108 miles of deepwater frontage on both banks of the Mississippi are more than 50 piers and docks. Its impressive group of resident tenants includes Chevron Phillips, ArcelorMittal, Cargill, Dow, ADM, DuPont, Motiva Enterprises, Marathon, Shell and Nucor Steel.

PORT FREEPORT: POISED FOR GROWTH

Port Freeport, TX is expanding in depth and width, as well as in economic impact for the state of Texas. Located on the Gulf of Mexico, Port Freeport’s traffic has increased substantially in recent years with the opening of the Freeport LNG facility and growth in the importation of windmill components, pipe and project cargoes. In fact, the port has grown from being the 29th port in the U.S. to the 16th port in the U.S. in international business in the last 10 years with about $2 billion in investment in that time period in the port, according to Michael Wilson, Director of Trade Development. Last year total tonnage for Port Freeport was up 6 percent over 2009. And that growth shows no signs of slowing down, with new improvements and enhancements being done to the port on an ongoing basis.

In 2009, Port Freeport was granted permission by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to widen the offshore entrance and jetty channels to the Freeport harbor. The widening of the six-mile offshore entrance and jetty channels up to 600 feet from the current 400-foot width will allow larger LNG, crude oil and other cargo vessels to access Port Freeport.

“The deepening and widening project that we’re doing right now would bring our channels down to 55 feet and 600 feet wide, and that would allow post Panamax-type vessels to call in Freeport,” says Wilson. “Right now the largest vessel we’ve had in the port is probably 900 feet long, and most of the Panamax vessels are about 925 feet long and the Post-Panamax vessels are about 1,200 linear feet long, and hold up to 8,500 or 10,000 containers in a vessel.”

The results of the Army Corps of Engineers’ first phase study were so good that they pushed the second phase of the project by 18 months. The port is coming to the end of the second phase of the project, which is a study of the economic impact, return on investment and calculations related to trade and volume to justify the federal government spending on the project. Basically it’s a written recommendation by the Corps to tell the federal government to move ahead on the project. Once that’s done the engineering and construction phase can begin. The $350 million project will make Port Freeport the deepest port in the West Gulf of Mexico enabling it to handle the largest container ships, largest LNG ships, largest chemical tankers and second largest crude tankers in the world.

“Fort Freeport is considered to be a strategic national asset,” says Wilson. “We’re one of the few ports in the U.S. that has 8,000 acres on deep water, and we do both 28 million barrels of crude, plus LNG and we can distribute all over the U.S. with the infrastructure that we have here. So when you look at our project, we actually only have a seven-mile channel, so it’s not as expensive to maintain us or to finish us out to the new depth as it would be for those ports that might have 50-mile long channels or to have to deal with bedrock as they do in the northeast or some of the other things that they have to do with this type of infrastructure improvement.”

Along with the widening and deepening project, Port Freeport has spent the past few years developing the Velasco Terminal having begun construction in 2006. Velasco Terminal is a 120-acre site designed to become an 800,000 container capacity terminal. Around 800 feet of the berthing line and 20-acres of back plan have been completed already. When it is complete it will have 2,400 feet of berthing line with an operational depth of about 47 feet and have 90 acres of back land. Total build out is estimated at about $280 million.

A final project at Port Freeport includes a multi-modal facility with five unit trains of capacity designed in it. The port is working with Union Pacific Railroad to create the rail improvements and new rail lines on this $40 million project.

“When you look at these three major infrastructure investments, what you see is a positioning for the future,” says Wilson. “Not necessarily just for the Panama Canal, but for the future of this port and Texas and the U.S. There are going to be shifts in the global patterns and a lot of people are trying to predict what’s going to happen with the Panama Canal.”

Current growth projections for Port Freeport, even without the addition of the Panama Canal freight, are expected to be at a 10 percent to 15 percent growth rate per year for the next 15 years.

PORT EVERGLADES IS MOVING TO DEEPEN HARBOR AND CHANNELS

As one of South Florida’s leading economic powerhouses, Port Everglades is the gateway for international trade and cruise vacations. Already one of the busiest cruise ports worldwide, Port Everglades is also one of the nation’s leading container ports and South Florida’s main seaport for receiving petroleum products, including gasoline, jet fuel and alternative fuels.

Located in Broward County, Port Everglades reached another milestone toward expanding its cargo-handling capabilities when Board of County Commissioners recently reaffirmed the need to increase berth space at the port’s Southport Turning Notch as well as to continue toward the completion of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Deepening and Widening Study, which called for a deepening of the port’s channels to 50 feet from the current depth of 42 feet.

“This is a two-pronged plan to expand berth capacity and increase operating depths that points to the comprehensive strategy to meet future service demands,” said Port Everglades Director Phil Allen. “We are pleased with the Army Corps’ recent findings because they justify the need for a deeper harbor at Port Everglades to handle the increase of ship traffic that we expect to see as a result of the Panama Canal expansion and the anticipated growth of the market in South Florida.”

Squo solves the aff – US ports are expanding 

Burnson, 2012 – Executive Editor for Logistics Management (Patrick, “2012 U.S. Ports Update: Full steam ahead”, Logistics Management, February 1 2012, http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/2012_u.s._ports_update_full_steam_ahead/) //MGD

According to Kurt Nagle, CEO of the American Association of Port Authorities, a few important details are often missed when discussing the much anticipated Panama Canal expansion.

For example, he’s quick to point out that this development will not only better enable eastbound cargo to reach Gulf, Atlantic, and Great Lakes ports, but it will also encourage more east-west cargo flow by enabling larger ships from parts of Europe, South America, and Africa to more easily reach U.S. West Coast ports. 

“Additionally, West Coast ports are also actively looking to compete by investing in their infrastructure and keeping rail rates competitive,” Nagle says. “In 2010, West Coast seaports served more than 190 million consumers, or 63 percent of the total U.S. population, and are expected to serve more than 220 million consumers in 2030.”

Nagle also notes that as cargo volumes continue to rise, the expansion of the Panama Canal may serve as a “relief valve” by providing access to alternative seaport regions when cargo volumes periodically reach their peak during particularly busy times of the year. Meanwhile, ports on all coasts are readying themselves for projected growth based on a number of factors currently unfolding.

East Coast investment on track

Zepol Crop. a leading trade intelligence company, reports that the Port of New York/New Jersey saw a 2.6 percent increase in containerized imports in 2011 and is forecasting sustained throughput for 2012.

This explains why the New York/New Jersey plans to invest approximately $230 million this year. One major area of focus in 2011 was to greatly enhance the port’s existing internal road network. Work began to widen McLester Street in the Elizabeth-Port Authority Marine Terminal and to widen and realign Port Street and Brewster Road.

In addition, the Port Authority continues to work on the 50-foot harbor-deepening project that’s now 80 percent complete and continues the development of its ExpressRail intermodal system. These projects are all designed to provide unimpeded ocean and landside access capacity to and from the port for the expected future growth in cargo. 
Last June, the Port Authority also reached agreement on a restructured lease with Port Newark Container Terminal that will provide $500 million in private capital investment to upgrade the existing facility into a state-of-the-art terminal. “This will guarantee an annual increase in cargo container volumes from Mediterranean Shipping Company, the world’s second largest shipping company,” says Port Commerce Director Richard Larrabee. “We’re preparing for the future cargo growth we expect to receive, and the economic activity it will generate.”  
The Port of Baltimore continues to demonstrate tremendous progress despite a challenging global economy. Buoyed by a strong year in 2010, it now ranks 11th nationally (up from 12th) for the total dollar value of cargo and 13th (up from 15th) for the amount of cargo tonnage handled, according to recent statistics released by the U.S. Census.

And the news just gets better for 2012. Hapag-Lloyd, the world’s fifth largest container company, has launched a direct, weekly container service from North Europe to the port. Baltimore, which is positioned within the third-largest U.S. consumer market, is now the first U.S. port of call for this service. The new business is expected to bring about 30,000 containers annually through the gateway.

Maryland Governor Martin O’Malley praises public-private partner, Ports America Chesapeake, for “playing a vital role” in attracting this new business. “It demonstrates that our continued investment in the port of Baltimore is the right path to follow,” he says.

Ports America Chesapeake provides stevedoring and terminal services at Seagirt Marine Terminal, which has access to the CSX National Gateway. Seagirt Terminal is also constructing a 50-foot berth and purchasing four super Post-Panamax cranes. According to terminal officials, the berth is ahead of its original schedule and will be finished in August 2012, two years before the completion of the Panama Canal expansion.

Southern advantage

Like NY/NJ and Baltimore, the Port of Miami is also benefiting from importers’ desires to service the large population and consumption markets on the East Coast via all-water East Coast routings from Asia. 

This enables them, says Lynskey, to take advantage of the shifting manufacturing points of origin from China to Southeast Asia, India, and Latin America.

“Miami will be the closest U.S. port of call to the Panama Canal, and will be the only port south of Norfolk to be at 50 feet, which is the water depth that the ocean carriers will use to evaluate which ports they route the larger and more economic vessels to,” says Lynskey. “Port Miami will also have on-dock rail service through Florida East Coast Railway (FEC).”

Lynskey adds that given the margin pressures that importers are facing in today’s economic environment, Miami and FEC will be in position to significantly reduce transportation expense, inventory investment, and carbon emissions.

Late last year, when U.S. Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood met with Logistics Management (LM) in Atlanta to receive our 2011 Logistics Executive of the Year Award, he paid a special visit to the Port of Savannah to see how it’s expansion plans were coming along.

“The harbor expansion project is critical,” LaHood told LM. “Savannah is the fastest growing and fourth largest U.S. container port today.” He noted that with 44 percent of the U.S. population served by the Port of Savannah, the ocean cargo gateway is a natural for first inbound vessel calls. But other officials point out that infrastructure improvements will benefit outbound sailings as well.

Georgia Port Authority Board Chairman Alec Poitevint reports that Savannah’s export volume grew 12 percent in 2011 and represented 53 percent of its overall volume. “Export commodities translate into new jobs for our entire region,” Poitevint says. “And balanced trade will continue to drive development and commerce throughout the Southeast,” he says.

Last month, the port began work on a 6,000-foot extension of the Mason Intermodal Container Transfer Facility. This project, designed to add more than 4,000 linear feet of rail track at two rail yards serving CSX and Norfolk Southern, will be an intermodal link for the port’s Garden City Terminal. Last year, intermodal container transfers reached record levels, Poitevint adds.

Gulf growth

Enhanced intermodal projects are underway in the Gulf port of New Orleans as well thanks to U.S. Department of Transportation’s popular Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) grants program.

Currently, the money is being spent on rebuilding a specialized rail yard at the Louisiana Avenue terminal along the Mississippi River. The overall project has two components: construction of a new 12-acre freight rail intermodal terminal; and resurfacing and fortifying a four-acre storage yard that is used for ultra-heavy project cargoes. 

The project’s objective is to reduce congestion, facilitate the movement of marine and rail cargo, stimulate international commerce, and maintain an essential port asset in a state of good repair. “The timing for such a project for New Orleans could not be better,” says Walter Kemmsies, chief economist for Moffatt & Nicol, a port consultancy. “We anticipate a surge in demand for U.S. agricultural exports over the next 10 years; and if New Orleans did not get something underway now, it would risk losing business to neighboring ocean cargo gateways.”

At the same time, Port of New Orleans officials are hailing Louisiana’s Congressional delegation for their efforts to direct vital maintenance dollars to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to restore the Lower Mississippi River deep-draft channel to its authorized dimensions.

“This is tremendous news not only for the Port of New Orleans and the local maritime community, but for the growers, producers, and manufacturers in the 32 states that depend on the Lower Mississippi River to get their goods to global markets,” says Gary LaGrange, the port’s president and CEO.

West Coast resilience

Oddly enough, exports were the big story on the U.S. West Coast, too. For the second consecutive year, the Port of Los Angeles—a huge inbound destination—experienced record-breaking exports as outbound container volumes surged 14.5 percent in 2011 compared to 2010.

Furthermore, imports also increased 2.3 percent compared to the previous year. Total annual volumes, including empty containers, rose 1.4 percent. Not surprisingly, the port is investing $1.5 billion in capital improvements over the next five years.

“Last year was our second straight year of record exports, and it’s an example of how our port is prepared to handle a shift in global trade patterns,” says port Executive Director Geraldine Knatz, Ph.D. “We continue to facilitate export opportunities through our nationally-recognized TradeConnect Program while focusing our longer-term strategies on retaining and growing our position as the nation’s busiest container seaport.” 
The neighboring port of Long Beach is also positioning itself for more inbound calls. This is a good move, says Jonathan Gold, vice president for supply chain and customs policy at the National Retail Federation. “We’re headed into the slow season for cargo shipments, but forecasts indicate that retailers will be stocking up this spring in anticipation of a moderate recovery as the year progresses,” he says. “Cargo volume doesn’t translate directly into sales volume, but when retailers import more it’s because they expect to sell more.”

To that end, Long Beach is readying itself to extend its terminal lease with mega-carrier, Orient Overseas Container Line (OOCL) that represents the largest deal of its kind for any U.S. seaport. Leasing partners comprise Hong Kong-based OOCL and its U.S. subsidiaries OOCL LLC., and Long Beach Container Terminal (LBCT). The port is investing $1.2 billion to develop the new 300-acre Middle Harbor Terminal, while OOCL and LBCT will invest approximately $500 million in the latest cargo-handling equipment.

The Port of Oakland reached a major funding milestone of nearly $350 million for harbor deepening and maintenance late last year, thereby enhancing its position as the third largest California seaport.

Jock O’Connell, Beacon Economics’ International Trade Adviser, says he expects continued gains in California’s export trade through the remainder of the year as the U.S. and world economies overcome the negative shocks that hit in early 2011.

“Oakland is the only major container port on the U.S. West Coast that exports more than it imports, with the volume of its export business at 55 percent and imports at 45 percent,” he says. O’Connell adds that 2,000 container ships call Oakland each year, and many leave fully-loaded with California exports.

“Despite occasional dockside labor disruptions, Oakland has been, and continues to be, a premier U.S. export seaport for agricultural goods,” adds O’Connell. “Its terminals are relatively new and uncrowded. The port is also close to California’s Central Valley and the wine country. Furthermore, the port is the only U.S. West Coast gateway that has all top 20 ocean carriers providing regular service.”

The two major U.S. Pacific Northwest ports—which not only compete with California but also their Canadian neighbors, Vancouver and Prince Rupert—have some reasons for remaining upbeat.

The Seattle Harbor once again handled over 2 million TEU’s with 2.03 million containers moving through the harbor in 2011. The record was broken in 2010 with 2.1 million TEU’s. But last year marks the third year that the harbor has exceeded 2 million TEUs.

“We will continue to work with some competitive advantages,” says Linda Styrk, Seattle’s managing director. “We have the capacity and the facilities to handle 10,000 or more TEU container ships, we have excellent intermodal infrastructure and regional distribution facilities, and we continue to work with our customers collaboratively to keep the business here.”

Several factors contribute to Seattle’s increase in container volume. Exports continued to increase in 2011. The port also saw the addition of new shipping lines, services, and trade lanes while empty container positioning remained strong. The port maintains four world-class container terminals, with 27 cranes, 11 container berths up to 50 feet deep, along with close proximity to two major national rail hubs and two major interstate highways within minutes of all terminals for efficient truck access.

The Port of Tacoma, which recently celebrated the completion of a $32 million extension of the Washington United Terminals (WUT) wharf on the Blair Waterway, also remains resilient. The construction project added 600 feet to the terminal’s existing 2,000-foot berth to support two “super post-Panamax” container cranes the terminal added in January 2009.

The 273-foot-high cranes can serve a ship 24 containers wide, making them among the world’s largest. Built by Shanghai-based ZPMC, the cranes joined four others at WUT with an 18-container-wide reach. “This wharf extension provides WUT with the additional terminal capacity we need for our two largest container cranes, and allows us to handle two container ships at the same time at our facility,” says Y.I. Song, head of Hyundai Merchant Marine America, Inc. “It also gives us greater capacity to handle additional business at this terminal and accommodate the industry’s largest container vessels.”

John Wolfe, CEO of Port of Tacoma, speaks for many on the West Coast when he says collaboration is key: “This project is a great example of how we work together with our shipping lines and terminal operators to make investments that create additional capacity for our future growth,” he says.

Ports are spending 46 billion in new infrastructure now 

Chapman, 2012 – reporter for the Sacramento Bee (Dan, “Ports' arms race predicted to cost at least $46 billion in 5 years”, The Sacramento Bee, June 13 2012, http://www.sacbee.com/2012/06/13/4560347/ports-arms-race-predicted-to-cost.html) //MGD

ATLANTA -- U.S. ports plan to spend more than $46 billion in the next five years in anticipation of fierce global competition for exports and imports, a report by the American Association of Port Authorities shows.

The actual amount will be considerably higher. Only 63 of the association's 82 members responded to the query. And federal money for port-deepening projects - Savannah, Ga., alone seeks more than $400 million from Washington to carve another five feet from the Savannah River and harbor - wasn't included.

The huge public investments highlight the uncoordinated arms race between ports for maritime supremacy. Along the Southeast coast, for instance, Savannah and Brunswick, Ga., compete with Norfolk, Va.; Charleston, S.C.; Jacksonville, Fla.; and Miami for a finite amount of cargo.

No one in Washington or anywhere else plays referee to determine which ports should handle the ever-larger cargo ships expected by 2015 to traverse the Panama Canal en route to the East Coast.

"We don't need a half-dozen deep-water ports on the Eastern seaboard. We just need a couple to deal with the larger ships coming on line," said Steve Ellis, vice president of Taxpayers for Common Sense, a nonpartisan budget watchdog group in Washington.

"Spending all this money is clearly in the ports' and shippers' interests, but it's not in the taxpayers' interest."

Savannah and Charleston, for example, compete for the same ships and plan to spend almost $4 billion upgrading harbors, docks and terminals. South Carolina politicians, who have plowed billions of dollars into the port of Charleston, vow to stop Savannah from deepening its river and harbor.

A South Carolina Supreme Court judge hinted last week that an environmental permit issued last year to allow the Savannah deepening may be illegal. A decision is expected later this summer.

Meanwhile, the Army Corps of Engineers is weighing Georgia's request to deepen the Savannah River to 47 feet at a cost to taxpayers of $652 million. Its final decision is expected this fall. The Corps, which has preliminarily approved the Savannah project, reported in April that a 38-mile long deepening project will save shipping companies, retailers like Atlanta's Home Depot, and U.S. and foreign manufacturers $174 million in transportation costs each year.

"I believe strongly that our port system in the United States is falling behind in its competition with all major markets we trade in, primarily Europe and Asia," said Curtis Foltz, executive director of the Georgia Ports Authority. "If we don't invest in our ports then we will not be capable of handling more ships or larger ships (and) the cost of shipping goods will increase and consumers will pay more."

The port association reports that the $46 billion will pay for new or rebuilt piers, wharves, warehouses, roads, cranes and dredging to maintain channels and berths. Private terminal operators will cover two-thirds of the costs. More than $18 billion will be borne by local, state and federal taxpayers.

That doesn't include the billions of state and federal dollars sought by ports around the country to deepen rivers and harbors.

The Atlanta Journal-Constitution reported this spring that 10 competing East Coast ports plan to invest $15 billion in the next decade, with tax money covering half that amount.

"Port authorities and their private sector partners are investing significant levels of funds into ports to accommodate the increasing levels of trade and larger vessels as we, hopefully, pull out of the recession," said Kurt Nagle, the president of the American Association of Port Authorities.

        xt—new funding

Status quo solves—new funding bills 

Aiken 3/15— Herald Palladium Staff Writer (Scott, “Senate moves to keep dredge money for dredging”, McClatchy - Tribune Business News, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/928101583?accountid=14667) EL
March 15--A surface transportation bill approved by the U.S. Senate on Wednesday includes a resolution urging Congress to use tax money already being collected for harbor maintenance to clear up a backlog of dredging projects. The "sense of the Senate" resolution calls for an appropriation of all the money available in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund for its intended purpose, said Sen. Carl Levin, R-Mich. The resolution puts the Senate on record supporting use of the trust fund to maintain federal navigation projects, including 69 harbors and channels in Michigan, Levin said, though it is non-binding. The resolution mirrors the Harbor Maintenance Act, legislation introduced in 2011 by Levin and a bipartisan group of lawmakers. U.S. Rep. Fred Upton, R-St. Joseph, Mich., is a cosponsor of a similar measure in the House, the Realize America's Maritime Promise Act. The transportation bill, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act, or MAP-21, now goes to the House for consideration. The two-year bill would provide $109 billion for the nation's surface transportation programs. Levin said inclusion of his resolution on harbor maintenance funding "is an important first step toward addressing the issue legislatively in support of our maritime infrastructure." Around the Great Lakes and other parts of the country, in sufficient maintenance is restricting shipping and in some cases threatening to shut down harbors. The St. Joseph River harbor closed late in 2011 after storms caused severe shoaling near the mouth of the river, preventing ships from entering. The Army Corps of Engineers, which is responsible for maintaining commercial harbors, allocated $100,000 for limited emergency dredging to allow the year's final shipments of cement, salt and other commodities to reach port. In February, the Army Corps was allocated funding for spring dredging at St. Joseph, Holland and Manistee, funding that was previously not available. 
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Policies and Supply Chain NOT seaports inhibit economic competitiveness

Lutes, 2010 – Deputy Managing Director, Seaport Division, Port of Seattle, Washington (Phil, “Hearing on ‘Doubling U.S. exports: Are U.S. Seaports Ready for the Challenge?’” Subcommittee on International Trade, Customs, and Global Competitiveness, Senate Committee on Finance, April 29, 2010, http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/042910pltest.pdf)//MM
ARE SEAPORTS READY 

FOR THE CHALLENGE?: Good afternoon Chairman Wyden, distinguished members of the Committee. I’m Phil Lutes, Deputy Managing Director of the Port of Seattle’s Seaport Division. Thank you for the privilege of being here with you today. In reflecting on the topic question for this hearing, “Doubling U.S. Exports: Are U.S. Seaports Ready for the Challenge?” the short answer for seaports is, yes. Is the overall supply chain ready? No. Limiting factors in the larger supply chain inhibit U.S. exports reaching overseas markets, but right now, the biggest obstacles aren’t the seaports themselves. Even with an economic rebound, U.S. ports in general, and West Coast container ports in particular, have ample capacity for both imports and exports. As U.S. Gulf and East coast ports complete terminal expansions and Canada and Mexico complete their expansion plans, port capacity for exports will be more than adequate. The real issues are enhancing efficient infrastructure throughout our trade corridors, dealing with the current equipment shortage, general promotion of our products abroad and antiquated tax policies that discriminate against certain ports and cargoes. Seaports are fighting to stay afloat financially in this terrible economy and we continually strive to invest in our assets and improve our operating efficiencies, but our greatest challenges lie beyond the seaport gates. NATIONAL GOODS MOVEMENT STRATEGY IS KEY: 2 I wholeheartedly agree with the hearing’s general premise that our nation’s transportation infrastructure is crucial to increasing exports and providing in general for a competitive US economy. For my port, these projects increase the speed of our discretionary cargo to the Midwest and all fall outside the terminal gates. Some are one to twenty miles from our seaport while other key improvements are much further along the Northern Corridor – such as the CREATE project in Chicago. Given the scarcity of resources, a key point is that freight projects have tangible benefits for our local communities and environment. For the Port of Seattle, many of our freight projects reduce emissions, fuel consumption and congestion, while also promoting transit, bike lanes and pedestrian safety. Once complete, they improve our operating efficiency by moving goods faster while simultaneously making our community more livable. Goods movement needs greater federal leadership and a truly competitive, efficient national transportation system requires coordination that can only be achieved at the federal level. Bottlenecks in the supply chain can be found all over the country, but the cost of prioritizing and fixing them is often beyond the means of the states, counties and cities in which the projects are located. Furthermore, building a railroad overpass might be more important to an exporter in a faraway state than it is to the local people who must approve taxing themselves to pay for that overpass. 

Container shortage prevents exports

Lutes, 2010 – Deputy Managing Director, Seaport Division, Port of Seattle, Washington (Phil, “Hearing on ‘Doubling U.S. exports: Are U.S. Seaports Ready for the Challenge?’” Subcommittee on International Trade, Customs, and Global Competitiveness, Senate Committee on Finance, April 29, 2010, http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/042910pltest.pdf)//MM
EXPORT CONTAINER SHORTAGE: 6 Let me turn to a very near term problem that, if resolved, could boost U.S. exports overnight – a shortage of empty containers for exports. As you know, consumers are simply not spending like they did during the days of easy credit and the run-up in real estate prices. The number of containers loaded with imported goods moving through our ports has decreased dramatically. Ships loaded with import containers destined for the U.S. generate the supply of empty containers and vessel space for U.S. exports. Due to the substantial decline in imports, carriers have anchored ships, consolidated services and dropped port calls to offset losses. Ultimately, this translates to fewer opportunities for our exporters to move their products. In addition, the weak U.S. dollar has generated a surge in demand for U.S. exports when containers are in short supply. To compound matters, U.S. exports are typically two to three times heavier per container than imports. That means ships carrying exports can’t be loaded to full capacity, which diminishes the space available for exports. But even when robust imports provide a steady supply of containers for export cargo, it can be expensive to reposition those containers where they’re needed. That’s because imported goods, and the containers they’re in, move primarily to large metropolitan areas where there’s a high demand for imported apparel, footwear, electronics and machinery. In contrast, many U.S. exports tend to originate in rural areas. Products such as agricultural goods, minerals, timber and other natural resources make up a large percentage of our export commodities. The container imbalance has become so extreme that there’s even a shortage of containers for exports originating near urban area ports. This short supply of containers, combined with constrained vessel capacity leads ocean carriers to make tough decisions when export demand is high. Carriers become very careful about how they manage this limited space. They are also careful about how they manage empty containers. Often, carriers are so eager to get containers back to Asia for the higher revenue imports, they actually load empties back on the ship at the expense of export loads. 7

No protectionism – economy is resilient

Dani Rodrik (professor of political economy at Harvard, recipient of the Social Science Research Council’s Hirschman Prize) 2009 “The myth of rising protectionism”, http://www.business-standard.com/india/news/dani-rodrikmythrising-protectionism/373102/
There was a dog that didn’t bark during the financial crisis: protectionism. Despite much hue and cry about it, governments have, in fact, imposed remarkably few trade barriers on imports. Indeed, the world economy remains as open as it was before the crisis struck. Protectionism normally thrives in times of economic peril. Confronted by economic decline and rising unemployment, governments are much more likely to pay attention to domestic pressure groups than to upholding their international obligations. As John Maynard Keynes recognised, trade restrictions can protect or generate employment during economic recessions. But what may be desirable under extreme conditions for a single country can be highly detrimental to the world economy. When everyone raises trade barriers, the volume of trade collapses. No one wins. That is why the disastrous free-for-all in trade policy during the 1930’s greatly aggravated the Great Depression. Many complain that something similar, if less grand in scope, is taking place today. An outfit called the Global Trade Alert (GTA) has been at the forefront, raising alarm bells about what it calls “a protectionist juggernaut”. The GTA’s latest report identifies no fewer than 192 separate protectionist actions since November 2008, with China as the most common target. This number has been widely quoted in the financial press. Taken at face value, it seems to suggest that governments have all but abandoned their commitments to the World Trade Organization and the multilateral trade regime. But look more closely at those numbers and you will find much less cause for alarm. Few of those 192 measures are, in fact, more than a nuisance. The most common among them are the indirect (and often unintended) consequences of the bailouts that governments mounted as a consequence of the crisis. The most frequently affected sector is the financial industry. Moreover, we do not even know whether these numbers are unusually high when compared to pre-crisis trends. The GTA report tells us how many measures have been imposed since November 2008, but says nothing about the analogous numbers prior to that date. In the absence of a benchmark for comparative assessment, we do not really know whether 192 “protectionist” measures is a big or small number. What about the recent tariffs imposed by the United States on Chinese tires? President Barack Obama’s decision to introduce steep duties (set at 35 per cent in the first year) in response to a US International Trade Commission (USITC) ruling (sought by US labour unions) has been widely criticised as stoking the protectionist fires. But it is easy to overstate the significance of this case, too. The tariff is fully consistent with a special arrangement negotiated at the time of China’s accession to the WTO, which allows the US to impose temporary protection when its markets are “disrupted” by Chinese exports. The tariffs that Obama imposed were considerably below what the USITC had recommended. And, in any case, the measure affects less than 0.3 per cent of China’s exports to the US. The reality is that the international trade regime has passed its greatest test since the Great Depression with flying colours. Trade economists who complain about minor instances of protectionism sound like a child whining about a damaged toy in the wake of an earthquake that killed thousands. Three things explain this remarkable resilience: ideas, politics and institutions. Economists have been extraordinarily successful in conveying their message to policymakers—even if ordinary people still regard imports with considerable suspicion. Nothing reflects this better than how “protection” and “protectionists” have become terms of derision. After all, governments are generally expected to provide protection to their citizens. But if you say that you favour protection “from imports”, you are painted into a corner with Reed Smoot and Willis C. Hawley, authors of the infamous 1930 US tariff bill. But economists’ ideas would not have gone very far without significant changes in the underlying configuration of political interests in favour of open trade. For every worker and firm affected by import competition, there is one or more worker and firm expecting to reap the benefits of access to markets abroad. The latter have become increasingly vocal and powerful, often represented by large multinational corporations. In his latest book, Paul Blustein recounts how a former Indian trade minister once asked his American counterpart to bring him a picture of an American farmer: “I have never actually seen one,” the minister quipped. “I have only seen US conglomerates masquerading as farmers.” But the relative docility of rank-and-file workers on trade issues must ultimately be attributed to something else altogether: the safety nets erected by the welfare state. Modern industrial societies now have a wide array of social protections – unemployment compensation, adjustment assistance, and other labour-market tools, as well as health insurance and family support — that mitigate demand for cruder forms of protection.
Heg is inevitable: structural foundations buffer heg decline

Norrlof 10 - an Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Toronto (Carla, “ America’s Global Advantage US Hegemony and International Cooperation” p. 1-2)

The United States has been the most powerful country in the world for more than sixty years. Throughout this period, it has had the world’s largest economy and the world’s most important currency. For most of this time, it had the world’s most powerful military as well – and its military supremacy today is beyond question. We are truly in an era of US hegemony, a unipolar moment, a Pax Americana, which has enabled Americans to enjoy the highest standard of living in human history. Is this privileged position being undercut by serial trade deficits? The pessimists are growing more numerous by the day. They see the country’s spendthrift ways as a disaster waiting to happen. They warn that the cavernous gap in merchandise trade, well above 6 percent in 2006, is an ominous sign of competitive slippage. In 2008, the liabilities acquired to finance the shortfall in exports reached an amazing 29 percent of GDP. A falling dollar, military overstretch, the rise of the euro, the rise of China, and progressively deeper integration in East Asia are among the factors that many believe herald the imminent decline of American hegemony. In my view, the doomsayers are mistaken. I argue that American hegemony is stable and sustainable. While the United States certainly does face a number of challenges, an analysis of the linkages between trade, money, and security shows that American power is robust. This book is a story about why and how American hegemony works, and what other states would have to do to emulate or, on other grounds, thwart, America’s power base. As I will show, the United States benefits from running persistent trade deficits as a result of its special position in the international system. I will argue that any comparably situated country would choose to pursue the same cyclical deficit policy as the one encouraged by the US government. A series of size advantages cut across trade, money, and security: the size of the American market, the role of the dollar, and American military power interact to make a trade deficit policy rewarding and buffer the United States from the extreme consequences that a sustained deficit policy would otherwise have. 
Even if the US declines, liberal international norms will survive – solves the impact

Ikenberry 11 – (May/June issue of Foreign Affairs, G. John, PhD, Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University in the Department of Politics and the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, “The Future of the Liberal World Order,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/

articles/67730/g-john-ikenberry/the-future-of-the-liberal-world-order?page=show)

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

        xt—no protectionism
Econ resilient

Fareed Zakaria (editor of Newsweek International) December 2009 “The Secrets of Stability,” http://www.newsweek.com/id/226425/page/2]

One year ago, the world seemed as if it might be coming apart. The global financial system, which had fueled a great expansion of capitalism and trade across the world, was crumbling. All the certainties of the age of globalization—about the virtues of free markets, trade, and technology—were being called into question. Faith in the American model had collapsed. The financial industry had crumbled. Once-roaring emerging markets like China, India, and Brazil were sinking. Worldwide trade was shrinking to a degree not seen since the 1930s. Pundits whose bearishness had been vindicated predicted we were doomed to a long, painful bust, with cascading failures in sector after sector, country after country. In a widely cited essay that appeared in The Atlantic n this May, Simon Johnson, former chief economist of the International Monetary Fund, wrote: "The conventional wisdom among the elite is still that the current slump 'cannot be as bad as the Great Depression.' This view is wrong. What we face now could, in fact, be worse than the Great Depression." Others predicted that these economic shocks would lead to political instability and violence in the worst-hit countries. At his confirmation hearing in February, the new U.S. director of national intelligence, Adm. Dennis Blair, cautioned the Senate that "the financial crisis and global recession are likely to produce a wave of economic crises in emerging-market nations over the next year." Hillary Clinton endorsed this grim view. And she was hardly alone. Foreign Policy ran a cover story predicting serious unrest in several emerging markets. Of one thing everyone was sure: nothing would ever be the same again. Not the financial industry, not capitalism, not globalization. One year later, how much has the world really changed? Well, Wall Street is home to two fewer investment banks (three, if you count Merrill Lynch). Some regional banks have gone bust. There was some turmoil in Moldova and (entirely unrelated to the financial crisis) in Iran. Severe problems remain, like high unemployment in the West, and we face new problems caused by responses to the crisis—soaring debt and fears of inflation. But overall, things look nothing like they did in the 1930s. The predictions of economic and political collapse have not materialized at all. A key measure of fear and fragility is the ability of poor and unstable countries to borrow money on the debt markets. So consider this: the sovereign bonds of tottering Pakistan have returned 168 percent so far this year. All this doesn't add up to a recovery yet, but it does reflect a return to some level of normalcy. And that rebound has been so rapid that even the shrewdest observers remain puzzled. "The question I have at the back of my head is 'Is that it?' " says Charles Kaye, the co-head of Warburg Pincus. "We had this huge crisis, and now we're back to business as usual?"This revival did not happen because markets managed to stabilize themselves on their own. Rather, governments, having learned the lessons of the Great Depression, were determined not to repeat the same mistakes once this crisis hit. By massively expanding state support for the economy—through central banks and national treasuries—they buffered the worst of the damage. (Whether they made new mistakes in the process remains to be seen.) The extensive social safety nets that have been established across the industrialized world also cushioned the pain felt by many. Times are still tough, but things are nowhere near as bad as in the 1930s, when governments played a tiny role in national economies. It's true that the massive state interventions of the past year may be fueling some new bubbles: the cheap cash and government guarantees provided to banks, companies, and consumers have fueled some irrational exuberance in stock and bond markets. Yet these rallies also demonstrate the return of confidence, and confidence is a very powerful economic force. When John Maynard Keynes described his own prescriptions for economic growth, he believed government action could provide only a temporary fix until the real motor of the economy started cranking again—the animal spirits of investors, consumers, and companies seeking risk and profit. Beyond all this, though, I believe there's a fundamental reason why we have not faced global collapse in the last year. It is the same reason that we weathered the stock-market crash of 1987, the recession of 1992, the Asian crisis of 1997, the Russian default of 1998, and the tech-bubble collapse of 2000. The current global economic system is inherently more resilient than we think. The world today is characterized by three major forces for stability, each reinforcing the other and each historical in nature.

Other even bigger crises prove resilience

Mark Skousen. "What have we learned." Forecasts&Strategies. 2 Jun. 2003. http://www.markskousen.com/article.php?id=1096

The second lesson is that the global economy is far more resilient than anyone imagined. During the past 20 years, we have suffered through two major energy crises, double digit inflation, stock market and real estate crashes in the U.S. and Japan, an unprecedented credit crunch, mammoth federal deficits, the AIDS crisis, several major wars, terrorist attacks, the collapse of the Soviet Union and many other mini-panics, and yet we continue to survive and even prosper. We are not depression-proof, but we are surprisingly depression-resistant. Armageddon has again been postpone
Economic institutions ensure bounce back even if there is a total meltdown

Glenn Somerville. "Paulson: Economy resilient but Fed move helpful." Reuters. 22 Jan. 2008. http://news.yahoo.com/s/nm/20080122/bs_nm/usa_economy_paulson_dc
Treasury Secretary Henry Paulson said on Tuesday he was confident the U.S. and global economies were resilient but welcomed an emergency rate cut by the Federal Reserve as a helpful move.   ADVERTISEMENT   The U.S. central bank cut benchmark U.S. interest rates by a steep three-quarters of a percentage point while Paulson while still answering questions after addressing a Chamber of Commerce breakfast meeting.  Paulson had earlier acknowledged the U.S. economy has slowed "materially" in recent weeks but, despite a meltdown in global stock prices, insisted that the global economy had "underlying resiliency" that would let it weather the storm.  The U.S. Treasury chief initially looked surprised when a Chamber of Commerce official said the Fed had just cut rates in a relatively rare move between meetings of its policy-setting Federal Open Market Committee, but praised the action.  "This is very constructive and I think it shows this country and the rest of the world that our central bank is nimble and can move quickly in response to market conditions," Paulson said.  The U.S. Treasury chief, who headed Wall Street giant Goldman Sachs before taking over Treasury in 2006, said the $145-billion short-term stimulus package that President George W. Bush was asking Congress to work on was needed to minimize the impact of a U.S. economic slowdown.  "We need to do something now, because short-term risks are clearly to the downside, and the potential benefits of quick action to support our economy have become clear," Paulson said.  But early signs were that Bush's call for bipartisan action -- and a relatively positive Congressional response to it -- were not calming financial markets but might actually be fanning fears that the economy was at greater risk of toppling into recession than officially acknowledged.  Stock markets around the world sank sharply on Monday, when U.S. markets were closed for the holiday in observance of slain civil rights leader Martin Luther King's birthday.  Paulson tried to reassure that there was reason to feel confident in the U.S. economy's long-term prospects, notwithstanding severe problems in the housing sector and other credit-market strains.  "The U.S. economy is resilient and diverse," he said. "It's been remarkably robust and it will be again."  He added: "The unemployment rate remains low and job creation continues, albeit at a modest pace. The structure of our economy is sound and our long term economic fundamentals are healthy."

at: panama canal

The Panama Canal won’t affect maritime commerce – lobbying groups are just trying to secure contracts for their industries

Meyers, 2012 – transportation reporter for Politico (Jessica, “Panama Canal expansion turns into ‘money grab’”, Politico, May 13 2012, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0512/76224.html) //MGD

The promise of a Panama Canal expansion has spurred a flurry of legislative pleas and proposals.

Too bad it’s largely hype.

Improvements completed on the canal by 2014 will allow ships twice as big to reach the East Coast. In theory, this could reroute vessels that stop on the West Coast and send goods across the country.

Lawmakers have used the expansion to push along bills, beg for more funding and tout their role enhancing international trade. And the canal has turned into an unlikely catchphrase for an oft-ignored port industry.

But much stands in the way of that potential. Goods still will move faster across the country than through a full water route. The East Coast option may prove cheaper, but Panama has not said how much it will charge in tolls. And the Suez Canal already offers a venue for these larger ships.

The truth is nobody really knows.

“It’s all a money grab,” said Tom Finkbiner, senior chairman of the Intermodal Transportation Institute at the University of Denver. “The competition becomes between ports and it goes to Washington and you have to justify why you are spending this money. So it becomes an excuse.”

No effect to Panama Canal—overhyped for federal money
Szakonyi 6/11— associate editor of the Journal of Commerce (Mark, “Eastern US Rails Poised for Growth on Either Coast”, Journal of Commerce, , ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/1019810103?accountid=14667) EL


That's good news for railroads, considering that expectations for cargo gained through the Panama Canal expansion are weakening as the deadline approaches. The heads of the major East Coast ports told attendees of The Journal of Commerce's TPM conference in Long Beach, Calif., they expected at best mid-single-digit growth from the expansion. Others such as rail analyst Tony Hatch, who told NARSA attendees in Chicago that the expected shift was overhyped and simply a vehicle for East Coast ports to attract federal infrastructure dollars, expect even less. NS's Heartland and Crescent corridor projects and CSX's National Gateway are dependent on government funding, too. But the rail projects are delivering results already, while harbor deepening appears to be more of an effort just to keep participating ports in the Asia trade game. Intermodal traffic on the Heartland Corridor, a route that reduced the leg from the Port of Virginia to Columbus, Ohio, jumped 92 percent year-over-year in 2011, NS spokesman Robin Chapman said. The $321 million public-private partnership project, completed in September 2010, has taken on freight from other routes and delivers double-stack service to a new intermodal facility in Columbus. The Heartland Connector, a double-stack line between Columbus and Cincinnati, Ohio, opened in mid-January, shortening the route for auto part shipments from the Port of Virginia to Detroit by 212 miles, or roughly two transit days. Similarly, CSX's more than $900 million National Gateway, a double-stack corridor between mid-Atlantic ports and the Midwest, has helped the railroad handle Maersk Line inbound discretionary cargo gained through a recent contract. The initiative, expected to be finished in 2015, allows freight to avoid congested Chicago by being routed through a recently built intermodal terminal in North Baltimore, Ohio. Both projects can benefit domestic intermodal business, but the Crescent Corridor, the ongoing NS project, is particularly focused on tapping one of the fastest-growing freight businesses. The project is aimed at eventually snatching more than 1 million annual loads from trucks on the route between the South and Northeast. As part of the project, NS in May broke ground on a $92 million intermodal terminal in Charlotte, N.C., and the railroad began construction on the Memphis Regional Intermodal Facility in Rossville, Tenn., last year. While analysts debate the impact of the Panama Canal expansion, domestic intermodal is providing returns. Domestic intermodal volume in the first quarter jumped 14.9 percent year-over-year, compared with a 2.9 percent rise in international intermodal traffic, according to the Intermodal Association of North America. With truck capacity tightening and fuel prices volatile, domestic intermodal is on solid ground. However, international intermodal volume on the East Coast is subject to the tides of consumer demand, federal funding for dredging, a more aggressive longshoremen union and cautious global container lines.

***AGRICULTURE ADV

1nc agriculture adv
US agriculture exports are at an all-time high

HPJ 11 – High Plains Midwest Journal, cites a secretary of agriculture (High Plains Midwest Journal, “U.S. farm exports reach all-time high” June 2011, http://www.hpj.com/archives/2011/jun11/jun27/0512AgExportsSetRecordsr.cfm) // CB
Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack made the following statement on data released showing that U.S. farm exports reached an all-time high of $75 billion during the first half of fiscal year 2011:

"Today's trade data demonstrate that, once again, America's farmers and ranchers are helping lead the way to recovery from the worst economic recession in decades. The gains in U.S. agricultural exports are particularly encouraging news for those who live in rural America or earn a living in farming, ranching and agriculture-related industries, because exports are creating jobs here at home. Farm exports alone will support more than one million jobs in America this year. Strong U.S. farm exports will be a key contributor to building an economy that continues to grow, innovate and out-compete the rest of the world.

"At $75 billion, U.S. agricultural exports for FY 2011 are 27 percent higher than the same period in last year. This puts us on track to reach the current USDA export forecast of $135.5 billion by the end of the year.

"As expected, China is our top export market. With $15.1 billion in farm exports, China accounted for nearly 20 percent of all U.S. agricultural exports. Canada is our second-largest market.

"Both the value and volume of exports rose in the first half of the year, with the volume of bulk shipments up 5 percent from last year. Wheat and cotton volumes were especially robust, with increases of 64 percent 44 percent, respectively.

"March was the highest-grossing month for U.S. agricultural exports ever. During that month alone, U.S. farmers and ranchers exported $13.3 billion worth of U.S. agricultural goods. That's $407 million more than the previous record set in November 2010.

"Congress can help U.S. farmers and ranchers sustain their record growth by moving expeditiously to pass the South Korea, Colombia and Panama trade agreements. When fully implemented, those three agreements have potential to add more than $2 billion per year to our exports and support job creation here at home. Gains like these will help farmers and ranchers continue to contribute to President Obama's National Export Initiative goal of doubling all U.S. exports by 2014."

China is becoming a larger agriculture exporter

USDA 11 – United States Department of Agriculture (USDA, “Chinese Agricultural Exports Provide Growing Competition,” 2/3/11, http://www.fas.usda.gov/info/WebStories/China_Export_020311.asp) // CB

With China becoming the second largest U.S. market in fiscal year 2010, China’s emergence as a major agricultural importer is well-known.  While China is a large net food importer, it is also becoming a formidable competitor in the export market with shipments nearly tripling over the past 10 years and market share increasing.  While some of China’s exports are bound for the United States, others directly compete with U.S. products in foreign markets.  Exports of consumer-oriented high-value products (HVPs) have shown particular growth, especially to nearby markets in Japan and Southeast Asia.  Although China faces production constraints and booming domestic consumption, future exports, particularly of high value products, have room for expansion.

Chinese agricultural exports began to surge after 1999, with shipments increasing in value from $10.3 billion in 1999 to an estimated $28 billion in 2010.  This $18 billion increase is impressive, but as global agricultural trade was also on the rise over this period, perhaps more important was the increase in market share.  Chinese exports accounted for 4.5 percent of global agricultural trade in 1999, but climbed to 5 percent in 2009.  Meanwhile, over the same period, U.S. export share fell from 22 percent to 18 percent.  Although other exporters, particularly Brazil and Argentina, played a larger role in the fall of U.S. share, the growth of Chinese exports likely contributed to the drop, particularly in certain markets for consumer-oriented HVPs.

Multiple alt causes the aff can’t solve

Journal of Commerce, 12 ("Agriculture Trade a 'Risky Business'", April 16, Proquest) // NK

Analysts and economists at the U.S. Department of Agriculture are full of good news about sales prospects for U.S. farm goods.

But high up in every glowing estimate is a reminder that agriculture markets are subject to whims and market changes at a moment's notice.

Livestock, dairy and poultry exports are expected to reach record levels again in 2012, the USDA said in its latest export forecast report. There are issues, however, that could cloud that sunny forecast, such as the ongoing sanitary and phytosanitary trade issue, changes in overseas handling of mad cow restrictions, and the Chinese demand for dairy and pork products.

Any export item is subject to economic realities, trade wars and sudden shifts in supply or demand. But with food and farm items, that list grows to include freezing weather, floods, recalls based on contamination, disease in animal populations, not to mention plant disease or viruses.

Last July, New Zealand kiwifruit growers were riding high. In the 2011 shipping season, they filled 63 chartered reefer vessels as well as 7,000 reefer containers with more than 110 million trays of kiwifruit. During one frenetic day in June, Zespri delivered 160 refrigerated containers, containing 832,000 trays of kiwis, to the Port of Tauranga for export in a 12-hour period.

At that time, the industry thought 2012 would be even better. Zespri Chairman John Loughlin told shareholders kiwifruit sales in China were up 27 percent and that sales there could grow from 10 million trays annually to 90 million, by increasing consumption per person to just 8.8 ounces each year.

The market optimism is gone, at least for the next few years, as New Zealand kiwi growers discovered a vine disease known as PSA in major growing areas that has spread much more quickly than anticipated.

As the first shipment of kiwifruit in 2012 left the Port of Tauranga in early April, Zespri had lowered its sales forecast to 95 million trays and sent a group of Maori business and cultural representatives to Japan, its largest market.

In addition to a singing group and gifts of Maori carvings, the delegation will take to its top Japanese clients "a subtle message to stick with us" even though the PSA bacterial disease had infected orchards in New Zealand, according to reports in New Zealand newspapers.

The industry has identified a new kiwifruit variety it hopes will be resistant to PSA. In the meantime, kiwifruit producers across the Southern Hemisphere hope to increase their exports and gain market share in key markets in Asia and Europe.

Mad cow disease, swine flu, hoof and mouth disease and the avian flu have impacted markets in the U.S. and around the globe with trade implications lasting years.

But sometimes, a foodborne illness crops up that can disrupt a market overnight though product recalls.

Several years ago, every leaf of spinach on grocery store shelves and in restaurants was recalled in the U.S. It took weeks before the tainted product was traced back to a farm in Central California.

In the meantime, the entire industry took a financial hit; a number of small farms and packing houses went out of business, even though they had handled none of the tainted product.

Chiquita, which had acquired a domestic bagged salad business the year before the spinach outbreak, was forced to sell its famed Great White Fleet of refrigerated vessels because of the financial losses incurred from the spinach recall period. No spinach grown or marketed by Chiquita was ever linked to the outbreak.

On its Web side, the Food and Drug Administration lists 20 food product recalls in the 30 days prior to April 5 this year. The most common reason for a recall is an undeclared ingredient that could cause an allergic reaction, but instances of salmonella and listeria monocytogenes are also listed.

Weather can also have an unexpected effect, both on the supply and demand side. In 2011, freezing weather in Florida reduced the state's citrus harvest by millions of boxes and reduced U.S. exports of oranges, grapefruit and lemons.

But last year, U.S. exporters of beef, pork and vegetables saw increased demand following the earthquake, tsunami and resulting radiation scare in Japan. Key production areas in Japan for the commodities were affected by the extreme climatic situation, and demand for imported food grew.
        xt—agriculture exports high

US agriculture exports are higher than ever

Western Farm Press 11 – (Western Farm Press, “Agriculture exports to remain strong in 2012,” Western Farm Press, September 2, 2011, http://westernfarmpress.com/government/agriculture-exports-remain-strong-2012) // CB

Agriculture exports in fiscal year 2012 are expected to match 2011 at $137 billion, according to the Outlook for U.S. Agricultural Trade report released by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Economic Research Service. The forecast for agriculture imports is $105 billion - 11 percent higher than 2011, resulting in an agricultural trade surplus of $32 billion, the third-highest ever.

The value of U.S. rice exports in fiscal 2012 is forecast at $2.1 billion, slightly lower than FY 2011 because of the decrease in production, however, higher long-grain prices will help offset the decrease, the report says.  Rice export volume is forecast to decline 500,000 MT to 3.5 million because of the smaller domestic long-grain crop and competition from medium-grain exporters Australia and Egypt.

"Our farmers are the best in the world at finding consumers far from home," USDA Secretary Tom Vilsack said in a statement yesterday after the release of the Farm Income and Agriculture Outlook reports.  "Today, a new forecast of U.S. agricultural exports confirmed that 'Grown in America' products remain in high regard and high demand in the rest of the world."
at: food prices

Food prices are past the tipping point – global warming, a lack of crops and diminishing resources 
Winnail, 96 -- PhD University of Mississippi, professor at Living University (Douglas, "On The Horizon: FAMINE", Sept-Oct, survivalplus.com/foods/On-The-Horizon-FAMINE.htm) // NK

What is seldom stated is that optimistic forecasts for increasing grain production are based on critical long-term assumptions that include normal (average) weather. Yet in recent years this has definitely not been the case. Severe and unusual weather conditions have suddenly appeared around the globe. Some of the worst droughts, heat waves, heavy rains and flooding on record have reduced harvests in China, Spain, Australia, South Africa, the United States and Canada--major grain growing regions of the world--by 40 to 50 percent. As a result grain prices are the highest on record. Worldwatch Institute's president, Lester Brown, writes, "No other economic indicator is more politically sensitive that rising food prices.... Food prices spiraling out of control could trigger not only economic instability but widespread political upheavals"-- even wars.
The chaotic weather conditions we have been experiencing appear to be related to global warming caused by the release of pollutants into the earth's atmosphere. A recent article entitled "Heading for Apocalypse?" suggests the effects of global warming--and its side effects of increasingly severe droughts, floods and storms--could be catastrophic, especially for agriculture. The unpredictable shifts in temperature and rainfall will pose an increased risk of hunger and famine for many of the world's poor.
With world food stores dwindling, grain production leveling off and a string of bad harvests around the world, the next couple of years will be critical. Agricultural experts suggest it will take two bumper crops in a row to bring supplies back up to normal. However, poor harvests in 1996 and 1997 could create severe food shortages and push millions over the edge.
Is it possible we are only one or two harvests away from a global disaster? Is there any significance to what is happening today? Where is it all leading? What does the future hold?

The clear implication is that things will get worse before they get better. Wars, famine and disease will affect the lives of billions of people! Although famines have occurred at various times in the past, the new famines will happen during a time of unprecedented global stress--times that have no parallel in recorded history--at a time when the total destruction of humanity would be possible!
Is it merely a coincidence that we are seeing a growing menace of famine on a global scale at a time when the world is facing the threat of a resurgence of new and old epidemic diseases, and the demands of an exploding population? These are pushing the world's resources to its limits! The world has never before faced such an ominous series of potential global crises at the same time!
However, droughts and shrinking grain stores are not the only threats to world food supplies. According to the U.N.'s studies, all 17 major fishing areas in the world have either reached or exceeded their natural limits. In fact, nine of these areas are in serious decline.
The realization that we may be facing a shortage of food from both oceanic and land-based sources is a troubling one . It's troubling because seafood--the world's leading source of animal protein--could be depleted quite rapidly. In the early 1970s, the Peruvian anchovy catch--the largest in the world--collapsed from 12 million tons to 2 million in just three years from overfishing. If this happens on a global scale, we will be in deep trouble. This precarious situation is also without historical precedent!

***LNG ADV

1nc LNG adv

U.S. LNG exports would create economic problems for the Middle East and 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
This 2020 ‘lead time’ is important for  Europe, not just because it’s going to take some time for US LNG trains to gather speed, but because the first wave of exports will predominantly go to Asia. Japan has been in the headlines post-Fukushima boosting short term demand, but the real prize remains China. Gas demand has been going up 5% year on year, while LNG shot up 31% once China’s fifth import terminal went online. That’s closely followed by India where LNG remains a strategic priority given the impossibility of getting pipelines into Delhi via Pakistan or Afghanistan. Although India and China are actively developing domestic shale reserves, (Beijing has earmarked no less than 30bcm capacity), America should have little problem taking Asian market share, particularly if it provides greater flexibility on take or pay contracts to hedge long term price risk.

Indeed, the mere prospect of US LNG is Asia is already creating major problems for Middle East and Russian players trying to sell gas (LNG or pipeline) on an oil indexed basis. Australia is in no better shape; despite headline figures of 80mt/y of LNG by 2018 (i.e. the world leader), cost inflation is rife and coal bed plays are looking more costly to develop than originally thought. International players are still investing in Australia (ironically as a double hedge against US LNG flopping), but given that Australian LNG docks into Asian ports for around $17-$18MM/Btu, any softening of prices could leave current (and prospective) LNG projects in the red.

Terminals will be used for LNG – not ports

Groothuizen 08 – Manager Marketing & Public Relations Van Oord Dredgin and Maring Conractors (A.G.M., "World Development and the Importance of Dredging", PIANC Magazine, January, www.pianc.org/downloads/oncourse/oncourse130b.pdf) // NK

For a number of reasons there is a high demand for new maritime infrastructure that is energy related. First of all the increasing world population is needing a higher amount of energy products like oil, gas and coal – products that mainly depend on maritime transport and for which the capacity of port terminals has to be increased. Also, there is a gradual shift to the use of products that are considered more environmental friendly, like LNG (Liqueﬁed Natural Gas). To enable the increasing worldwide transport of LNG, new terminals have to be built, both in exporting as well as in importing countries. Last but not least, the land based sources of energy are fast getting depleted and more and more the mining of oil and gas has to take place at offshore sources. This development is requiring more and more dredging capacity, for example for the excavation and backﬁlling of pipeline trenches.

US LNG exports are low now – cost competition disadvantage and the need for more infrastructure undermines it

EIA 12 (US Energy Information Administration, “Analysis and Projections: Effect of Increased Natural Gas Exports on Domestic Energy Markets as requested by the Office of Fossil Energy,” 1/19/12 http://205.254.135.7/analysis/requests/fe///Mkoo)

The prospects for U.S. LNG exports depend greatly on the cost-competitiveness of liquefaction projects in the United States relative to those at other locations. The investment to add liquefaction capacity to an existing regasification terminal in the United States is significant, typically several times the original cost of a regasification-only terminal. However, the ability to make use of existing infrastructure, including natural gas processing plants, pipelines, and storage and loading facilities means that U.S. regasification terminals can reduce costs relative to those that would be incurred by a “greenfield” LNG facility. Many of the currently proposed LNG supply projects elsewhere in the world are integrated standalone projects that would produce, liquefy, and export stranded natural gas. These projects would require much more new infrastructure, entailing not only the construction of the liquefaction plant from the ground up, but also storage, loading, and production facilities, as well pipelines and natural gas processing facilities. While the additional infrastructure for integrated standalone projects adds considerably to their cost, such projects can be sited at locations where they can make use of inexpensive or stranded natural gas resources that would have minimal value independent of the project. Also, while these projects may require processing facilities to remove impurities and liquids from the gas, the value of the separated liquids can improve the overall project economics. On the other hand, liquefaction projects proposed for the lower-48 United States plan to use pipeline gas drawn from the largest and most liquid natural gas market in the world. Natural gas in the U.S. pipeline system has a much greater inherent value than stranded natural gas, and most of the valuable natural gas liquids have already been removed. Future exports of U.S. LNG depend on other factors as well. Potential buyers may place additional value on the greater diversity of supply that North American liquefaction projects provide. Also, the degree of regulatory and other risks are much lower for projects proposed in countries like the United States, Canada, and Australia than for those proposed in countries like Iran, Venezuela, and Nigeria. However, due to relatively high shipping costs, LNG from the United States may have an added cost disadvantage in competing against countries closer to key markets, such as in Asia. Finally, LNG projects in the United States would frequently compete not just against other LNG projects, but against other natural gas supply projects aimed at similar markets, such as pipeline projects from traditional natural gas sources or projects to develop shale gas in Asia or Europe

        xt #2: terminals used for LNG

For the U.S. to benefit from LNG they must heavily invest in LNG terminals – not ports

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

Unlike crude oil, there is not yet a large tradable global market for natural gas and consequently, prices vary across the world.  In Asia, prices for major LNG importers closely correlate to oil prices, and LNG is currently priced over $17.00 per mmBtu.  In Europe, prices are lower at $12.00 to $14.00 per mmBtu.

For North American producers to benefit from higher global prices they must successfully construct costly and complex LNG facilities and related infrastructure costing billions of dollars. Assuming a long-term North American natural gas price of $4.00 to $6.00 per mmBtu, liquefaction and shipping costs will add approximately $4.00 per mmBtu. This offers an attractive $3.00 to $5.00 per mmBtu arbitrage opportunity to the $13.00 per mmBtu price currently achievable at Europe’s LNG terminals. The real prize, however, would be realizing LNG exports to Asia. While shipping costs would be higher (due to the much greater distance to Asia than to Europe), the current Asian LNG price of $17 per mmBtu provides the prospect of a much greater arbitrage opportunity.

What are the risks to the current export strategy? Shale gas production has increased rapidly, offsetting a steady decline in conventional gas production across North America. While more natural gas can be produced from what is largely agreed upon as an “abundant gas resource,” the pace of future development is subject to factors such as changing environmental legislation. Competition for the Asian markets, notably from the large number of Australian-based LNG projects in development, is expected to be fierce. LNG project costs are on the increase, due in part to the considerable number of projects seeking to be developed in a short period of time.  Finally, shale gas resources are not exclusive to North America.  Europe and Asia both have significant shale gas potential; however, the pace at which shale gas resources will be developed in these regions has yet to become clear.

Overall, North American natural gas exports are a very positive development for both North American and global natural gas markets.  In a market of surplus supply, access to large export markets will serve to balance supply and demand, thereby dampening price volatility, increasing natural gas prices moderately, and, over the long-term, providing a sustainable natural gas market in North America—the stability of supply and price needed by North American industrial markets.

In this sense, it would seem that industrial-community opposition to exports based on perception of price impact is short-sighted.  Meanwhile, for natural gas consumers in Asia and Europe, North American export projects will provide another competitive supply option.  In the long run, companies with experience, fortitude, capital, and a healthy risk appetite may find themselves in the right place and at the right time to capitalize on North American LNG export projects.

Terminals will already solve Europe’s Natural Gas needs – not ports

AIC, 11 - was incorporated in the State of New Jersey in 1997 as a [501 C (3)] nonprofit and nonpartisan educational organization to provide for research, policy analysis, public education, and community mobilization. (American Iranian Council, “U.S. shale weakens dependence on and influence of Russia, Iran”, American Iranian Council, July 22nd, 2011,

http://us-iran.org/content/us-shale-weakens-dependence-and-influence-russia-iran)//GP

The natural gas boom in the U.S. has weakened Russia’s influence on European energy supplies and could keep Iran’s influence in check for years to come, according to a new study from the Baker Institute for Public Policy at Rice University. 

The study, “Shale Gas and U.S. National Security,” says the surge of drilling in shale formations will have an impact on global supply for years to come and limit the need for the U.S. to import liquefied natural gas, or LNG, for at least 20 to 30 years. That means more LNG shipments from the Middle East will be available for Europe, which has been beholden to Russia for a large portion of its gas, supplied by pipelines. The study, funded by the U.S. Department of Energy, predicts that Russia’s share of the natural-gas market in Western Europe will drop to as little as 13 percent by 2040, down from 27 percent in 2009. 

“By increasing alternative supplies to Europe in the form of liquefied natural gas (LNG) displaced from the U.S. market, the petro-power of Russia, Venezuela and Iran is faltering on the back of plentiful American natural gas supply,” writes Amy Myers Jaffe, a fellow at the Baker Institute and one of the authors of the study. The study challenges the notion that the U.S. natural gas shale is a short-lived phenomenon. It concludes domestic production will more than quadruple by 2040, from 2010 levels, and account for more than half of all U.S. gas production by the 2030s. 

‘Game changing’ “The idea that shale gas is a flash-in-the-pan is simply incorrect,” writes Kenneth Medlock III, another Baker Institute fellow and study co-author. “The geologic data on the shale resource is hard science and the innovations that have occurred in the field to make this resource accessible are nothing short of game changing.” 

A decade ago, U.S. companies were making massive investments to build LNG-import terminals based on the assumption that domestic natural-gas production would continue to decline and the country would need to draw on supplies from Africa, Russia, the Middle East and Australia. But U.S. supplies did a U-turn over the past five years as companies perfected the combination of horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing — a process of injection millions of gallons of water, sand and chemicals into the ground to crack open shale formations – to economically access more gas reserves. 

LNG terminals U.S. gas production from shale has risen from virtually nothing in 2000 to more than 20 percent of domestic production today. That’s left the handful of new LNG import terminals – such as the Freeport LNG terminal southwest of Houston and Cheniere Energy’s Sabine Pass terminal in Louisiana – seeking permits and funding to build the capacity to export U.S. natural gas. 

Help for Europe By freeing up LNG shipments that might otherwise have been destined for U.S. consumption, Europe will be able to draw more heavily on Middle Eastern and other future LNG sources, cutting its dependence on Russian gas. “A more diverse energy supply for Europe enhances U.S. interests by buttressing Europe’s abilities to resist Russian interference in European affairs and help border states in the Balkans and Eastern Europe assert greater foreign policy independence from Moscow,” Medlock writes. 

***SOLVENCY

1nc solvency

The Federal government fails at effectively funding ports – state and local governments will inevitably be forced to take the lead in transportation infrastructure

Alden, 12 – CFR Senior Fellow and Renewing America Director (Edward, “Road to Nowhere: Federal Transportation Infrastructure Policy”, Council on Foreign Relations Press, June 2012, http://www.cfr.org/united-states/road-nowhere-federal-transportation-infrastructure-policy/p28419)//GP
Concerns over the state of U.S. transportation infrastructure are higher on the federal policy agenda than at any time since President Dwight D. Eisenhower championed the creation of the interstate highway system in the 1950s. A generation of U.S. infrastructure built fifty years ago is reaching the end of its lifecycle, and new construction has not kept pace with population growth. Meanwhile, international competitors, particularly China, are making massive investments in state-of-the-art transportation systems. Moving people and goods efficiently matters for the U.S. economy. The economic cost of traffic congestion alone in wasted time and fuel was estimated at $101 billion, or $713 per commuter, in 2010.1 According to one estimate, the country’s economic growth would have been 0.2 percentage points higher in 2011 if necessary transportation infrastructure maintenance and improvements had been made.2 If current spending levels persist, by 2020 the drag on growth could be 1.2 percentage points. With interest rates remaining at historic lows and unemployment near double-digit highs, an opportunity exists to marry shorter-term job creation with investments that will pay longer-term benefits to U.S. economic competitiveness. Transportation infrastructure includes everything from roads and airports to ports and water navigation systems. “Surface” transportation—or roads, bridges, highways, transit, and rail is by far the largest component of federal capital infrastructure spending, at 77 percent, and is also the locus of the major transportation policy debates.3 President Barack Obama has made infrastructure investment a top priority. Infrastructure expenditures were the second-largest component of his 2009 stimulus package, in which he laid out the nation’s most ambitious transportation vision—building a high-speed rail system from scratch— since Eisenhower. He is also the first president to propose legislation creating an independent “infrastructure bank” to help funnel private investment into public projects. Republicans have been cautious about increasing public spending without offsets, but House Speaker John Boehner (R-OH) has said that Republicans are “not opposed to responsible spending to repair and improve infrastructure.” 4 Yet pending federal legislation would do little to address the country’s transportation infrastructure problem. Overall investment would be kept at current and inadequate levels, and spending priorities would also remain unchanged. State and local governments, in partnership with the private sector, will be forced to take the lead to find innovative ways to meet the country’s infrastructure needs. TRANSPORTA T ION INFRASTRUCTURE I N V E S TMENT NEEDS The United States is struggling just to maintain the roads, bridges, and rail lines it built decades ago. According to two federal transportation commissions, maintenance on the nation’s highways and transit systems would require increasing the $48 billion the federal government currently spends annually on capital investments to $78 billion or $87 billion, respectively—an increase of at least 60 percent.5 And the longer the country waits to start repairs, the more costly the repairs will become. Now add new construction and improvements. From 1980 to 2006, the total number of miles traveled by cars and trucks nearly doubled, while the number of new highway miles grew by less than 5 percent.6 Per mile traveled, real highway spending has declined by nearly 50 percent since the late 2 1950s. Recommended highway and transit capacity expansions would bring the annual cost to $96 million or $118 million—an increase in current federal spending levels of at least 100 percent. I N T ERNATIONAL COMPARISONS Expenditures The United States spends just 1.6 percent of its GDP on transportation infrastructure—a fraction of what it spends on Medicare (3.6 percent), Social Security (4.8 percent), and defense (4.7 percent).7 Among countries in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), the United States consistently ranks last or second-to-last in transportation infrastructure spending as a percentage of GDP. Since 1970, OECD countries have, on average, spent 52.7 percent more of their GDP on transportation infrastructure than the United States.8 China’s total infrastructure spending may be as high as 9 percent of its GDP, though available data sources are unreliable, making international comparisons difficult.9 Quality The World Economic Forum ranked the overall quality of U.S. infrastructure at twenty-fourth globally in 2011.10 As recently as 2002, it was fifth. Since then, several economic competitors moved in front of the United States in the rankings, including Japan, South Korea, Canada, and Spain. China is still far behind in the rankings at sixty-ninth. But China is likely to move up, and move up fast. It built a highway system equivalent in size to the U.S. interstate highway system in fifteen years. The United States took thirty-five years. By 2015, China intends to build roughly fifty new airports. Infrastructure takes years, if not decades, to plan, build, and deliver payoffs. Current rankings reflect past investment decisions. Given the United States’ level of investment, its relative decline in overall quality of infrastructure will likely continue. POLICY CHALLENGES The federal government is poorly designed for a coordinated infrastructure policy. Responsibility for highway and transit policy alone is split among seven congressional committees. The closest the country has come to a coordinated national infrastructure plan was the National Transportation Plan in the 1970s, and the idea sank fast. Washington shoulders a minority share of the nation’s transportation costs, or about 25 percent of total transportation costs and 40 percent of capital transportation costs.11 Infrastructure in the United States has traditionally been a state and local affair. With national leaders framing infrastructure as a larger national problem, it would appear that the federal government is gearing up for a greater role. But those ambitions are hitting up against the wall of fiscal austerity. Given political realities, the best outcome could be a continuation of present transportation spending levels. Deep cuts in spending are a possibility with a Republican-controlled House opposed to either additional taxes or increased debt. Advocates of infrastructure investment are faced with squaring the circle, of doing more with less. 3 WHAT HAS BEEN DONE ? The Stimulus Bill Obama’s 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) produced an immediate one-time increase in federal infrastructure spending of roughly $100 billion spread out over several years. The largest amount, $49 billion, went toward transportation. But the stimulus did not go nearly far enough in scale or timeframe to make a serious dent in the nation’s infrastructure problem. It will have raised federal highway and transit capital spending by at most 30 percent and for only two years.12 Critics argue the stimulus has been money poorly spent, because it favored shovel-ready projects to maximize job creation over more cost-effective investments.13 Obama’s ambitious and hugely expensive high-speed rail program has also been a disappointment. High-speed intercity link projects were rejected in Florida, Ohio, and Wisconsin, even though Washington had offered to pay 80 percent of the cost. California is considering rerouting and scaling back its Los Angeles-to-San Francisco rail link in the face of ballooning cost estimates. Nevertheless, ARRA did contain some notable policy innovations: – The Department of Transportation’s TIGER competitive grant program has awarded approximately $2.6 billion distributed on merit instead of automatic grants based on formulas or congressional earmarks for favored projects. Congress appropriated a further $500 million for the program in 2012. – Build America Bonds (BABs), a new financing tool, raised $181 billion for state and local capital projects from April 2009 until the program expired in December 2010. BABs are federal tax-credit bonds for which Washington pays a generous 35 percent subsidy on interest payments. The tax subsidy also attracted a new kind of investor—tax-exempt pension, insurance, and sovereign wealth funds. There is some discussion of bringing BABs back, but with a lower federal subsidy in the range of 25 to 28 percent. Federal Loan Programs Federal transportation loan programs are growing in popularity, though they remain small. The largest program, the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA), provides federal credit assistance (e.g., direct loans, loan guarantees, flexible terms, and low interest rates) totaling $120 million a year to leverage private capital and finance large-scale surface transportation projects undertaken by public or private entities. Since the program’s inception in 1998, twenty-three projects have participated, with only one bankruptcy. For every dollar contributed by the federal government, thirty dollars have been raised from the private sector and state and local governments. Both the Democratic and Republican versions of the pending Surface Transportation Reauthorization Bill would expand federal funding of TIFIA by nearly tenfold, to $1 billion. Other existing loan programs for different modes of transportation (e.g., rail, transit, and highways) will probably see their allocations increase as well. The trend in federal infrastructure policy—which increasingly favors competitive grants, bond and loan programs, and the private sector—fits with the tight fiscal environment. Federal money is 4 awarded more carefully and with more strings attached. Loans and BABs engage private capital and entities to fund and manage public works projects, reducing the burden on public budgets. 

Improving port infrastructure is insufficient –the transportation links that connect ports to the rest of the country need to be upgraded 

Ellis, 6/18 – Director of Communications at AAPA, provided public relations counsel to Port management, bachelors and masters in Journalism (Aaron, “U.S. Seaports, Private-Sector Partners Plan to Invest $46 Billion by 2017 in Port Infrastructure”, American Association of Port Authorities, 6/18/12, http://www.aapa-ports.org/Press/PRdetail.cfm?itemnumber=18583)//GP 


U.S. Seaports, Private-Sector Partners Plan to Invest $46 Billion By 2017 in Port Infrastructure
Lack of parallel state & federal investment in intermodal connections hamper job creation, efficiency benefits

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.

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.  “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.

Equipment shortages block solvency

Lutes, 10 - Deputy Managing Director, Seaport Division, Port of Seattle, Washington (Phil, Hearing on “Doubling U.S. Exports: Are U.S. Seaports Ready for the Challenge?”, 4/29, http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/042910pltest.pdf)//DH
Let me turn to a very near term problem that, if resolved, could boost U.S. exports overnight – 

a shortage of empty containers for exports. 

As you know, consumers are simply not spending like they did during the days of easy credit 

and the run-up in real estate prices. The number of containers loaded with imported goods 

moving through our ports has decreased dramatically.  Ships loaded with import containers 

destined for the U.S. generate the supply of empty containers and vessel space for U.S. 

exports.  Due to the substantial decline in imports, carriers have anchored ships, consolidated 

services and dropped port calls to offset losses.  Ultimately, this translates to fewer 

opportunities for our exporters to move their products. 

In addition, the weak U.S. dollar has generated a surge in demand for U.S. exports when 

containers are in short supply.  To compound matters, U.S. exports are typically two to three 

times heavier per container than imports.  That means ships carrying exports can’t be loaded to 

full capacity, which diminishes the space available for exports. 

But even when robust imports provide a steady supply of containers for export cargo, it can be 

expensive to reposition those containers where they’re needed.  That’s because imported 

goods, and the containers they’re in, move primarily to large metropolitan areas where there’s a 

high demand for imported apparel, footwear, electronics and machinery.  In contrast, many 

U.S. exports tend to originate in rural areas.  Products such as agricultural goods, minerals, 

timber and other natural resources make up a large percentage of our export commodities.

The container imbalance has become so extreme that there’s even a shortage of containers for 

exports originating near urban area ports.  This short supply of containers, combined with 

constrained vessel capacity leads ocean carriers to make tough decisions when export demand 

is high.  Carriers become very careful about how they manage this limited space.  They are also 

careful about how they manage empty containers.  Often, carriers are so eager to get 

containers back to Asia for the higher revenue imports, they actually load empties back on the 

ship at the expense of export loads.

        xt—other things necessary

Dredging alone can’t solve—rail and road improvements are key
Tracy 11 – Senior Specialty Writer at Orlando Sentinel (Dan, “Experts question Gov. Rick Scott's port-dredging plan”, 3/16, McClatchy- Tribune Business News, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/857241224?accountid=14667
More problematic for Miami, Poole said, is its road and rail network. There is no major rail spur in the Miami port and the roads already are clogged with traffic, he said. The rail issue could be fixed by 2012 because the port has come up with nearly $50 million in federal, state and private dollars to fix tracks and a bridge damaged by hurricanes, said Husein Cumber, vice president of corporate development of the Florida East Coast Railway. "South Florida is not going to miss out on international trade opportunities anymore," said Cumber. He said goods unloaded in Miami could reach virtually anywhere in the state or the Southeast just as fast as cargo unloaded farther north. But expanding the roads could well be too expensive, Poole said. In 2007, Poole wrote a paper suggesting the construction of a toll road leading to and from the port that would be mostly for trucks. That could cost $1 billion or more, likely making the tolls too high for truckers to afford on a regular basis, he said. The state already is spending $1 billion building twin tunnels linking the MacArthur Causeway east of downtown Miami with the port. They would get the trucks out of downtown, but still place them on already crowded highways such as Interstate 95. Without additional major rail and road improvements, Poole and Vitner said, it is unlikely ships would deliver goods in Miami slated for Central and North Florida, much less the Southeast. "It's a logistic chain, of which the ship is one link in the chain," Wainio said. Burgess, the governor's spokesman, said the state is aware that more needs to be done and is looking at ways to improve the transportation of goods and cargo. "The governor is confident that the Port of Miami project is an effective way to position Florida as a global economic hub in the coming years," he said.
Dredging isn’t enough – a laundry list of other tasks are needed to solve

Rabianski and Seagrave 11 -- * Professor and Chair, Department of Real Estate, Georgia State University, ** Director Of Business Development with Lathem Time Corporation (Jospeh and Philip, "Demand for warehouse and distribution center space", 3/22, The Counselors of Real Estate Vol. 36 Issue 1, www.freepatentsonline.com/article/Real-Estate-Issues/259467736.html) //NK

The obvious conclusion is the port cities that will experience an increase in demand for W/DC space will be the ports that can handle the Post-Panamax ships.
Port Infrastructure
In order to accommodate the Post-Panamax ships, port cities must:
* Complete and maintain necessary dredging;
* Lengthen the dock facilities;
* Invest in new overhead cranes that can span up to 22 containers (existing cranes can span 18 containers);
* Provide land to expand the size of dock space;
* Provide land to expand the W/DC facilities;
* Provide skilled labor to expand the docks and build the new space;
* Redesign the dock facilities to efficiently handle the expanded volume of containers;
* Change time of operation of the docks. Many current docks operate only from 8 A.M.-5 P.M. In order to handle the expanded volume of containers, these hours will need to be expanded. 24/7 might be the ultimate time schedule for these expanded ports.
Local Infrastructure
Even if the port facility significantly upgrades its infrastructure in order to handle the expanded container volume, it will not be successful if the containers cannot be efficiently transported away from the docks. The local economy's infrastructure must facilitate this next leg of transportation. The local economy must:
* Provide streets and highways to facilitate the expanded shipments (expanding the number of lanes, dedicating truck lanes, etc.);
* Provide intermodal facilities to handle the expanded shipments;
* Eliminate impediments to traffic flows such as at grade rail crossings and street intersections that cause traffic backups.

Channel depth alone won’t solve

Koch 2011 –President & CEO of the World Shipping Council (Christopher, “Statement of Christopher Koch President & CEO World Shipping Council before the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee 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%20Koch.pdf )//MM

An initial observation is that there is more to planning future seaport infrastructure and capacity than just channel depth. U.S. ports will need to handle the growth of cargo volumes, whether they arrive on 4,000 TEU ships or 10,000 TEU ships. Whether 20,000 containers arrive on two ships or five ships, the port still needs to handle 20,000 containers, as do the rail and highway connections to the port. This Committee has been working for quite awhile on legislation to reauthorize a long.-term surface transportation bill. As noted in the chart above, Congress and the business community have recognized that the national highway system needs to include efficient links to intermodal freight facilities, whether they are in Chicago, the Ohio Valley, or Los Angeles. The nation's economic health and competitiveness depend upon it. We hope that this point will be addressed in the Committee's continued efforts on this legislation, and that any future surface transportation funding program will address the importance of connecting the nation's highway system efficiently with intermodal freight facilities, including seaports.
Dredging can’t solve—rail capacity and urban density 

Popular Mechanics 11—“Prepping for Bigger Boats: an Illustrated Weekly Review of the Mechanical Press of the World Written So You Can Understand It”, October, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/900064338?accountid=14667) EL
The operators of the Panama Canal are widening and deepening the waterway to allow larger ships to access the Atlantic and Pacific oceans starting in 2014. Even as port operators prepare for the vessels (see below), work on other vital trade connections is lagging. Experts such as Paul Bingham, an economist with the transportation consulting firm Wilbur Smith Associates, say U.S. road and rail networks are unprepared for the increase in commerce. "The most critical problems are in urban areas near the ports," Bingham says. "These are dense regions without a lot of room to expand." Ships will unload twice as much cargo, causing logistical gridlock, says Johanna Mendelson Forman, senior associate with the Americas Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. "Railroads are at capacity in the U.S., and we have not invested what we need to be competitive." Bingham says the clock is ticking: "Three years is a blink of an eye. It's almost too late." -- AMIR KHAN

Dredging can’t solve—rail and road networks 

Tracy 11-- Senior Specialty Writer at Orlando Sentinel (Dan, “Experts question Gov. Rick Scott's port-dredging plan”, 3/16, McClatchy- Tribune Business News, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/857241224?accountid=14667) EL
March 16--Hours after rejecting Florida's high-speed train, Gov. Rick Scott declared the state would spend $77 million on dredging the Port of Miami -- a project he said would create 30,000 permanent jobs. But some experts contend digging out the Miami channel will not boost employment by anywhere near that number, much less ensure more shipping to the port. Among those expressing doubts are Robert Poole. a Libertarian researcher whose criticism of high-speed rail was instrumental in Scott's decision to kill the $2.7 billion project. "That strikes me as a very big number," Poole said of the Miami jobs projection. "I don't have any idea where they came from." Scott said he supports dredging because the Panama Canal is being widened to enable much larger cargo ships to pass through its locks by 2014. That, in turn, will allow the massive ships access to the Gulf of Mexico and the East Coast. The four major ports in Florida are too shallow to accommodate such freighters, and only Miami has all the permits necessary to begin the work and be ready within three years, officials said. "This is a solid first step toward enhancing Florida's infrastructure and getting our state ready for a new generation of international trade with South America and beyond," Scott said in a statement. The employment projection, Scott spokesman Brian Burgess said, comes from a study by the Florida Chamber Foundation in December. The 48-page report looks for ways to improve Florida's economy. It predicted 32,000 jobs could be created and supported annually if the state takes on and completes a number of major steps, including deepening Miami's port from 43 feet to 50 feet. Among the other changes would be: Capturing an undetermined "larger share" of the port business of unloading imported goods from Asia. Expanding Florida's overall exports by filling empty import containers with goods from the state, which in turn could attract advanced manufacturing and other related export industries. The state emerging "as a global hub for trade and investment." It offered no timetable for when all the new jobs would be created. Poole and others also say that improving Miami's port does not necessarily mean more ships -- especially the larger ones -- will gravitate there. Other major investments are needed, they said. "The big ships don't change the size of the market," said Tampa Port Director Richard Wainio. Right now, goods delivered to the Miami port largely supply South Florida. To grab a bigger share of the shipping business, Miami would have to increase its local demand, or move the goods farther north or south, experts say. That may not happen for at least two reasons, said Wainio and Mark Vitner, a top economist who studies Florida for Wells Fargo Securities. It's cheaper to keep the goods on the ship, Vitner said, and head north to other ports that have better access to the Southeast, such as Norfolk, Va. -- where the port already is deep enough -- Savannah, Ga., or Jacksonville, both of which are too shallow for mega-ships and do not have the permits to get deeper. Goods for southern trade could continue being offloaded at Caribbean ports as well, experts said. More problematic for Miami, Poole said, is its road and rail network. There is no major rail spur in the Miami port and the roads already are clogged with traffic, he said. The rail issue could be fixed by 2012 because the port has come up with nearly $50 million in federal, state and private dollars to fix tracks and a bridge damaged by hurricanes, said Husein Cumber, vice president of corporate development of the Florida East Coast Railway. "South Florida is not going to miss out on international trade opportunities anymore," said Cumber. He said goods unloaded in Miami could reach virtually anywhere in the state or the Southeast just as fast as cargo unloaded farther north. But expanding the roads could well be too expensive, Poole said. In 2007, Poole wrote a paper suggesting the construction of a toll road leading to and from the port that would be mostly for trucks. That could cost $1 billion or more, likely making the tolls too high for truckers to afford on a regular basis, he said. The state already is spending $1 billion building twin tunnels linking the MacArthur Causeway east of downtown Miami with the port. They would get the trucks out of downtown, but still place them on already crowded highways such as Interstate 95. Without additional major rail and road improvements, Poole and Vitner said, it is unlikely ships would deliver goods in Miami slated for Central and North Florida, much less the Southeast. "It's a logistic chain, of which the ship is one link in the chain," Wainio said. Burgess, the governor's spokesman, said the state is aware that more needs to be done and is looking at ways to improve the transportation of goods and cargo. "The governor is confident that the Port of Miami project is an effective way to position Florida as a global economic hub in the coming years," he said.

Dredging alone can’t solve—dry land operations
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

In addition to making more room in its waterways for container ships and other large vessels, ports will need more dry land as operational improvements at existing terminals prove insufficient to deal with rising cargo volume. Land also has to be available nearby for additional warehousing and distribution centers. Some ports have land inventoried for future expansion, but it can take a while to develop it. The construction of a new terminal for the Port of Charleston at a former naval base will take up to five years once the permit is approved. Moreover, the land may never be fully exploited if there are insufficient roads and rail lines to transport the additional cargo volume. Charleston's proposed expansion on Daniel Island was scratched partly due to concerns about nearby road capacity, while a proposed third bridge-tunnel system in Hampton Roads is critically important for the Port of Virginia's future terminal on Craney Island because it will help relieve local traffic jams. "More and more folks want to live closer to the water," says Miller. "That's putting additional pressure on road infrastructure. As the {coastal} population continues to grow, perhaps even faster than the trade grows in port cities," governments will have to respond. Cargo Or Condos? Coastal development has also made it difficult for ports to expand. "Most of our major commercial ports are located in highly developed, urban areas, and as a result face real constraints on how much land is available for use as marine terminals," said Christopher Koch, president of the World Shipping Council, in May 2001 testimony to a House of Representatives subcommittee. Homes and businesses surround the terminals of the Port of Virginia, but there is still some room for projects such as the planned expansion of a paper distribution facility near the Newport News terminal. Development is occurring along Wilmington's waterfront, but mostly in the northern half where older maritime facilities are being converted into condominiums, offices, and marinas. The southern waterfront where the port resides has remained mostly commercial. As for Baltimore and Charleston, residential, office, and tourism-driven retail development encroach on maritime activities, making port expansion very difficult. Every Fifth District port competes for land with the private sector to some degree. Waterfronts contain underutilized or abandoned industrial property, but they also offer great views that residents and office workers value. "The most desirable land is always coastland, so {ports} have a lot of competition with real estate development," Rodrigue says. "People prefer to see condos rather than a port terminal." Port authorities have the power of eminent domain, thanks to state legislation, but they rarely use it. Taking private property for public use usually requires lengthy court proceedings that often become mired in legal disputes. Additionally, this power isn't unlimited. Rather than public ports bidding against private developers, some port advocates suggest using restrictive zoning to preserve waterfront property for future port expansions. In September, Baltimore officials created a "maritime industrial overlay district" that prohibits nonmaritime development along a large stretch of harbor for the next 10 years. But what if ports don't need the land and other industrial users aren't demanding it due to consolidations and market shifts in the manufacturing sector? The rezoned property would simply sit unused. Such a scenario would probably be hard for local governments to swallow. Since their interest is in encouraging economic growth, they provide incentives like tax breaks and clean-up assistance to support waterfront redevelopment. "I have heard of horror stories where real estate projects aimed at closing almost the entire port because building condos and commercial real estate would generate more taxes," Rodrigue says. Instead of government arbitrating development, as Baltimore did, developers argue that buyers and sellers should determine the highest and best use of waterfront property. Anyone who is willing to put their money on the table should be allowed to redevelop a site, especially someone who wants to convert underutilized industrial space into housing or office space that is in demand. Regardless of how these issues will be resolved, Fifth District ports are acutely aware of the competition they face. The next generation of larger container ships will be sailing the oceans in coming decades, and will require ports to get bigger and smarter to handle the growing volume of containers, or else develop other customer bases.
Short sea shipping fails

Koch 2011 –President & CEO of the World Shipping Council (Christopher, “Statement of Christopher Koch President & CEO World Shipping Council before the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee 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%20Koch.pdf )//MM

2 “Short sea shipping" for the carriage of intermodal cargo is today, and will likely remain for the foreseeable future, a very market specific enterprise, with obvious and significant geographic limitations. Surface transportation usually offers faster, more frequent, and often less expensive service to shippers. Further, short sea shipping does not often avoid the need for a shipper to arrange for surface transportation service on both ends of the maritime movement; thus, a shipper that needs to arrange a combined truck/short sea shipping/truck move to get its goods from Point A to Point B may find it simpler to arrange for a single truck move.

US ports have excess capacity and alt causes prevent them from solving

Lutes, 10 - Deputy Managing Director, Seaport Division, Port of Seattle, Washington (Phil, Hearing on “Doubling U.S. Exports: Are U.S. Seaports Ready for the Challenge?”, 4/29, http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/042910pltest.pdf)//DH
Limiting factors in the larger supply chain inhibit U.S. exports reaching overseas markets, but right now, the biggest obstacles aren’t the seaports themselves.  Even with an economic rebound, U.S. ports in general, and West Coast container ports in particular, have ample 

capacity for both imports and exports.  As U.S. Gulf and East coast ports complete terminal expansions and Canada and Mexico complete their expansion plans, port capacity for exports will be more than adequate.  The real issues are enhancing efficient infrastructure throughout our trade corridors, dealing with the current equipment shortage, general promotion of our products abroad and antiquated tax policies that discriminate against certain ports and cargoes. Seaports are fighting to stay afloat financially in this terrible economy and we continually strive to invest in our assets and improve our operating efficiencies, but our greatest challenges lie beyond the seaport gates.

1nc army corps fails

Projects will fail and are unjustified—Army Corps manipulation
Courier Post 00—“Anti-dredging forces buoyed by Army report”, Courier Post (Cherry Hill, New Jersey) 12/17, ProQuest, 
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Environmental and taxpayer groups hope a recent investigation blasting an Army Corps of Engineers plan to build locks along the Mississippi River will bolster their case for an independent review of the Delaware River deepening project.


A scathing report by the Army Inspector General's Office accused Army Corps brass of fixing the case for a $1 billion expansion of Mississippi barge locks, in part to please powerful agribusiness interests. The report also suggested an institutional bias toward questionable projects may extend throughout the Army Corps, which is responsible for the nation's navigable waterways. Environmentalists and South Jersey congressional leaders have wanted the General Accounting Office to independently audit a proposed $311 million project, which would deepen the Delaware's106-mile shipping channel from its current 40 feet to 45 feet. `This project doesn't make sense on any level. We know there are parallels with the Mississippi project,' said Maya van Rossum of the Delaware Riverkeeper Network, an environmental group. Earlier this year, the GAO, the investigative arm of Congress, declined to review the project's economic justifications and environmental impacts, suggesting opponents instead seek an internal Pentagon review. GAO spokeswoman Laura Kopelson last week said her agency considers the request for an investigation closed, but said the agency would consider a new request if one were made. Any request, however, could run into the same roadblocks that derailed it the first time, namely lack of support from ranking members of Congress. The request for a GAO investigation had bipartisan support in South Jersey and Delaware. But this was not enough to get the GAO to begin an investigation. Under its rules of protocol, the GAO gives priority to investigation requests from ranking members of Congress and members of congressional committees that oversee federal agencies to be investigated. Opponents of the Delaware project had avoided asking for an internal Pentagon investigation, fearing a biased review. They are now hinting they could go that route in the wake of the Pentagon report. `The Army inspector general proved its mettle, giving (the Mississippi project) a fair and clear review,' said Steve Ellis of the Washington, D.C.-based Taxpayers for Common Sense. Legislation appropriating $24 million for dredging has passed both houses of Congress. But the Army Corps and the Delaware River Port Authority, the project's sponsor, have yet to sign an agreement to start construction. They had hoped to begin work over the summer. Army Corps officials last week said the agreement has been held up by technicalities. It's just strictly wording issues,' Army Corps spokesman Richard Chlan said. `It's lawyers talking to lawyers.' But opponents argue the agreement is effectively on hold because of the lack of funding commitments from Delaware and New Jersey. In May, a New Jersey Senate committee withheld the state's $13 million contribution because of general economic and environmental concerns. Delaware has raised state environmental permitting issues in holding back its $4 million contribution. Pennsylvania has committed its $15 million contribution. Opponents now likely face lobbying New Jersey and Delaware legislators to continue holding back the contributions while they figure out a way to get a review by either the GAO or the Pentagon. `We need to kind of roll up our sleeves and see . . . what it's going to take to get them to turn their attention to this,' Ellis said. In March, Ellis' group and the National Wildlife Federation issued a joint study ranking the Delaware deepening as the second most wasteful Army Corps project in the nation. The Mississippi project, which ranked third, is now on hold for at least a year, pending a new Army Corps economic analysis. The top-ranked project -- a massive irrigation project in eastern Arkansas -- is also on hold at the request of congressional leaders and stakeholders, including rice farmers who questioned the economic benefits the Corps said they were to receive. environmental groups are hoping for a similar delay to the Delaware project, arguing the Army Corps has manipulated justifications for the deepening on behalf of the DRPA. The Philadelphia District of the Army Corps and the DRPA, a quasi-governmental port development agency, staunchly defend the Delaware project as justifiable. `I don't know anything about the (Mississippi) project, but the Delaware River deepening project is economically justified,' said Chlan, the Army Corps spokesman. `And years and years of studies have shown we have met or will meet all environmental requirements.' In the Mississippi project, an economist testified Army Corps brass ordered him to manipulate economic data to justify lock expansion along the Mississippi and Illinois rivers. Such allegations have never emerged in the Delaware deepening. Still, opponents maintain the Army Corps' justifications for the Philadelphia project are thin. Although the DRPA argues the port needs a deeper channel to accommodate bigger cargo ships, the Army Corps did not take this into consideration. Instead the Corps limited its analysis to potential national economic benefits that could be derived through theoretically lower fuel prices resulting from savings to refiners. The Corps estimates a deeper channel will save six major refiners along the river $32million because tankers will have to off-load less oil at the mouth of the bay. The DRPA insists the real stakes are the very survival of the port in face of competition from other East Coast ports for deeper draft cargo ships, an argument that technically cannot be considered by the Army Corps. `Refiners are nice,' said Joe Diemer, a DRPA spokesman. `But our point of view is general cargo. Eighty percent of the jobs along the river have nothing to do with oil.' Opponents, meanwhile, maintain an Army Corps health assessment has minimized the project's environmental impacts. The Corps calculated levels of toxins in sediments after they would be pumped into disposal sites. Corps biologist Jerry Pasquale acknowledged this approach diluted the levels of toxins measured because polluted sediments would be mixed with cleaner sediments. But Pasquale said he was investigating potential health exposures to people that might get onto disposal sites, not impacts on aquatic life resulting from the stirring of toxins in the river. Opponents further maintain the Corps has developed contradictory conclusions in two separate studies determining how water flows in the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, which connects the Delaware River and the Chesapeake Bay. They argue the Army Corps came up with a new conclusion as to the general flow of water in the canal to allay concerns that polluted and saltier water from the Delaware would harm the more pristine upper reaches of the Chesapeake if the canal were deepened. Water generally flows in each direction because of tidal differences, but the Corps was looking at net water flows over time, particularly during a severe drought, Army Corps oceanographer Jeffrey Gebert said. An initial study conducted in connection with the Delaware project and released around late 1995 wrongly concluded net flow toward the Chesapeake, Gebert said. A more thorough 1999 study related to canal deepening accurately concluded net flow toward the Delaware, he said. `It's ludicrous for anyone to state that we said the canal runs in different directions at the same time,' Gebert said. Key findings of the Mississippi investigation Army Corps of Engineers officials created a climate that led to abandonment of objectivity during huge river construction projects around the nation. Along the Mississippi, this climate resulted from a desire to boost the Army Corps' construction budget and the Corps' tendency to treat the barge industry as a customer. Corps brass ordered changes to an analysis of the future needs of the Mississippi navigation system even though they knew they were mathematically flawed.

        xt—army corps fails

The Army Corps of Engineers is horribly suited to the task of dredging
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The Chesapeake and Delaware Canal is 35 feet deep. It is 14 miles long. And according to the Army Corps of Engineers, it flows in two directions at once. At least that's what the agency's environmental studies suggest. In a study that bolstered its $83 million plan to deepen the C&D for the Port of Baltimore, the Corps concluded the canal's net flow is west to east, which would minimize the project's damage to the Chesapeake Bay. But in a study for its $311 million plan to deepen the Delaware River for the Port of Philadelphia, the same Corps district had concluded the same canal flows east to west. The C&D project's economic analysis is as problematic as its water flow analysis. An ad-hoc quartet of tireless Maryland citizen critics has documented at least a dozen mathematical errors, overoptimistic predictions and other flawed assumptions by the Corps, all exaggerating the canal deepening's benefits to shipping lines or minimizing its costs to taxpayers. The Corps claims the project's benefits would slightly outweigh the costs; the citizen watchdogs calculate the costs would be at least 50 times the benefits. Army Corps studies are supposed to provide impartial evaluations of proposed federal water projects, screening out the wasteful and destructive ones, providing an objective seal of approval for the necessary ones. But a review of the proposed canal deepening for Baltimore illustrates how the Corps often justifies projects backed by powerful political interests with questionable technical analyses. If the four citizens hadn't devoted 7,000 hours of their spare time to phone-book-sized studies, and if their congressman hadn't taken an unheard-of stance against a Corps project in his own district, the canal would almost certainly be deeper by now. In fact, Corps and Maryland Port Authority officials have not disputed many of the citizen critiques of the C&D, a project backed by Maryland Gov. Parris Glendening (D) and most of the state's bipartisan congressional delegation. Corps officials said they have been responsive, ordering up additional studies to ensure that they eventually reach the correct conclusions. At the same time, they have echoed the central argument of the port: that since the Corps analyzes all port projects the same way, the C&D shouldn't face stricter scrutiny. "Their basic position is that they have to cook the books for this boondoggle the same way they cook the books for all the other boondoggles," said John Williams, a retired DuPont engineer who leads the four-citizen team. "It really makes you wonder about this agency." There is a basic conflict of interest at the heart of all Corps studies: The same agency that evaluates proposed water projects gets to work on the ones it deems worthwhile. If the analysis concludes that the economic costs of a project outweigh its benefits, or that the ecological damage of a project is too extreme, the Corps loses a potential job. That would not fit with the expansionist Strategic Vision developed by Corps leaders, a document that equates growth with success. The vision established "Seek Growth Opportunities" as one of the agency's three core principles, and ordered commanders to "develop relationships with targeted constituencies in areas with growth potential." North Atlantic Division commander Gen. M. Stephen Rhoades translated the vision into action in a November 1999 memo: "We must renew our commitment to grow our program. . . . District commanders will be assigned specific goals to grow their program." This preoccupation with growth became a subject of public debate in February, after agency e-mails revealed that Corps officials had tried to manipulate a study to justify billion-dollar lock expansions on the Mississippi River, and had ordered all study managers to "get creative," "not take no for an answer" and "look for ways to get to yes as fast as possible." Corps commanders also devised a "Program Growth Initiative" that sought to double their budget for studies-- or, as they put it, for "targeted studies that should lead to target construction activities with continuation of historical success rates." There is no independent oversight of the Corps' studies; the Clinton administration delegated its technical review powers back to the Corps. So once a Corps study deems a project viable and Congress funds it, it may proceed. Corps studies do reject many projects. And the agency's commanders fiercely defend the integrity of their studies, saying the Corps system of internal checks and balances filters out the occasional mistakes. "I am confident that our process, our execution, and the judgment of our leaders are sound and yield balanced recommendations for wise water resource investments," Gen. Joe Ballard, the agency's recently retired chief engineer, told a Senate committee this year. Ballard later ordered Corps officials not to speak to The Post for this series of stories. But the Baltimore study is one of a number of high-profile Corps analyses where there have been suggestions of pro-construction bias. To justify a $181 million Mississippi Delta pump project, the Corps assumed that no landowner would ever voluntarily reforest existing farmland, even farmland that flooded every year. To justify a $641 million lock replacement in New Orleans, the Corps predicted steady increases in barge traffic--and refused to modify its predictions when traffic decreased instead. On the study of the locks on the Mississippi River, Corps officials sent numerous e-mails ordering a study team to find a way to justify the lock expansions regardless of its economic analysis. This phenomenon is especially pronounced for port projects, which often have hugely influential local and congressional advocates. Over the last decade, the Corps has used the same methodology challenged by the Maryland critics to approve $5 billion worth of deepenings. The Corps' own internal reports suggest that the result has been an ecologically and economically destructive race to the bottom in which almost every major American port deepens its ship channels, using federal subsidies extracted by local members of Congress--and construction managed by the Corps. In the last century, the Corps dredged many of America's rivers for expected barge traffic that never arrived. Now internal documents show that even some Corps officials believe the agency is dredging harbors for container ship traffic that may never materialize. The high-priced projects are creating environmental problems with spoil disposal and tidal flows along America's coasts, and industry experts say the real megaships probably will consolidate at just a few U.S. ports anyway. "Most of these deepening plans are purely pie in the sky," said N. Shashikumar, an industry expert who chairs Maine Maritime Academy's business and logistics program. "They can't be justified with any kind of real economics. They're justified with politics."
Programs led by the Army Corps of Engineers result in no actual benefits
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And in many ways, this pariah of a project is par for the Corps, one of the oldest, largest and most unusual agencies in the federal government. It is an executive branch bureaucracy that takes marching orders from Congress, a military-run organization with an overwhelmingly civilian work force, an environmental regulator despised by environmentalists. The Corps has $62 billion worth of civil works projects underway--three times the federal spending on cancer research over the last decade. It has about 35,000 employees-- more than the Energy, Labor and Education departments put together. This series will explore how an agency born as a regiment in George Washington's army has built clout in the city that bears his name, and how it uses that clout to reconfigure the American landscape. A Washington Post review of Corps activities across the nation, supported by more than 1,000 interviews and tens of thousands of pages of documents, found that the agency is converting its strong congressional relationships into billions of dollars' worth of taxpayer-funded water projects, many with significant environmental costs and minimal economic benefits. Members of Congress authorize the projects to steer federal money to their districts, and the Corps often justifies them with questionable technical studies. This pro-construction mentality has been fueled by Corps commanders, who have launched an agency-wide campaign to "seek growth opportunities," internal memos show. The result is a fragmented national network of channelized rivers and deepened ports, cobbled together by log-rolling and deal-cutting by individual lawmakers, instead of comprehensive planning by federal officials. The East Prairie plan has the hallmarks of many of the Corps projects reviewed by The Post. It has fierce support from local residents as well as a fervent congressional advocate, Rep. Jo Ann Emerson (R-Mo.). The Corps justified it with a distorted cost- benefit analysis--the assumptions included a 2.5 percent interest rate that dates back to the Eisenhower administration--and deflected strong objections from environmental agencies. The bulk of the project's benefits will flow to a few well-connected local farmers, but the federal rules that would have forced them to help pay for it were waived in Washington. And despite the administration's outrage, the project may soon become a reality.

Corps data is flawed—multiple errors and inaccuracies 
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There were about 200 area residents at the meeting, and they ripped the Philadelphia District Corps officials for four hours. Many complained about the $100 million C&D deepening of 1975, which wiped out a street, dried out local wells, forced the town to build new water and sewage plants, silted in the Elk River--and only attracted about one-seventh of the traffic predicted by the Corps. Others warned about future erosion, contamination and degradation of the upper bay. "Citizens Skeptical About Canal Plan," the Cecil Whig newspaper in Cecil County, Md., reported. But a month later, the district released its final report, endorsing the plan. Williams scanned it, and spotted this line: "The tentative project is considered to be essential by the local populace and no negative reactions have been detected by the general public." Corps reports will never be best-sellers; they are long and dull and stuffed with graduate-level arcana. But Williams soon felt as if he was reading science fiction. The report stated that a decade-long monitoring program had showed no contamination of local groundwater, when Williams knew that no such program existed. (The Corps later said its claim was "inaccurate.") In the draft report, numerous maritime officials had revealed serious doubts about the project; Williams realized their comments had been deleted from the final report. (One blunt example: "An increase in the canal's depth will not induce tonnage into the Port of Baltimore.") Finally, Williams realized the Corps had committed a basic math error that boosted the benefit-cost ratio from a failing 0.65 to a passing 1.21. "I asked the Corps economists if it was a typo, and they just said, 'Oh, you know how the system works,' " recalled Williams. "I started to think, 'Aha. I'm onto something.' " That October, Congress authorized the project, pending approval by Corps commander Ballard by the end of the year. But Williams presented his case to his congressman, Rep. Wayne T. Gilchrest (R- Md.), who represents the Eastern Shore and chairs the House maritime transportation subcommittee. Gilchrest had supported the project as a matter of course--until he listened to Williams, and listened to the Corps responses. Pretty soon, he was taking the biggest risk of his 10-year congressional career, battling the entire Maryland political establishment. "It all sounds so logical--port: good," said Gilchrest, who is considered among the most ardent Republican environmentalists in Congress. "Until you read the studies." Gilchrest began by relaying Williams's concerns to the assistant Army secretary overseeing the Corps at the time, former Rep. Martin Lancaster (D-N.C.), who agreed to set up a meeting. So on Dec. 16, 1996, his 35th wedding anniversary, Williams had a seven-hour showdown with a phalanx of Corps and MPA officials in the Chestertown courthouse. His wife, Mary Jo, sat patiently in the back, waiting for him to drive her to the Outer Banks for their delayed anniversary getaway. Williams raised more than a dozen issues during that first confrontation, but the one that tongue-tied the Corps was the math error, a flat miscalculation of "net present value" that he demonstrated on a spreadsheet. Lancaster's incredulous representative asked the Corps district officials point-blank: Did anyone check the math? They shrugged. "This guy made monkeys out of the Corps," recalled one agency official who was there. "It was just a very sophisticated critique. I've never been so embarrassed for the Corps in my life." Tay Yoshitani, then the MPA's executive director, finally dropped his briefing papers on the table in exasperation, according to several witnesses. "I don't care if the [benefit-cost ratio] is 1.2 or 1.0 or 0.8," he said. "I want a deeper C&D Canal!" At that point, Ballard could have killed the project by withholding his signature for two weeks. Or he could have moved directly toward construction. A few days later, he chose a middle path, keeping the project alive, but acknowledging that a slew of questions needed to be answered before any dirt moved, and that the public needed to be included in the process. In January 1997, the Corps district office abruptly declared its economic model "obsolete," and announced plans to redo the C&D study. It even hired a consultant already working for the MPA to do the work. Over the last three years, the Corps has scaled back the project to 39 feet and $40 million. It recently dropped plans to dump dredge spoil in the Chesapeake Bay. But the citizen critics say it has continued to inflate benefits and understate costs, in addition to its dueling theories of the canal's flow. This time, though, the citizen quartet has been watching: Williams; Donald Burton, another retired engineer; Richard Noennich, a retired DuPont manager; and William Jeanes Jr., a grain farmer. Williams, 62, is a liberal Democrat; Jeanes, 52, a centrist Democrat; Noennich, 54, a centrist Republican; Burton, 63, a conservative Republican. They had never met, but Gilchrest made sure they were all included on a citizens working group for the second C&D study. And they turned out to be monomaniacal soulmates. With the help of Gilchrest, who has often had to pry documents out of the Corps bureaucracy for them, they have shadowed the agency's every move. "The Corps knows you've got to be crazy to read all their technical stuff," said Jeanes, who can now identify almost every ship that calls on Baltimore by sight, right down to its draft, length, engine type, cargo capacity and docking schedule. "Well, we're crazy." Gilchrest, 54, confesses he might be a bit crazy himself. He is a truly accidental politician, a Marine platoon leader who was wounded in Vietnam, then bounced around jobs as a chicken factory worker in Maine, a Forest Service moose counter in Idaho, a civics teacher in New Jersey and Vermont and Maryland. He was working as a house painter when he first decided to run for Congress; he just didn't like the idea of an uncontested race. Today, after a decade in the House, he is still one of the least slick politicians in Washington: balding, rumpled, polite, a bit scatterbrained. He is also truly independent, the only member of Congress in his party to support statehood for the District, perhaps the only one in either party to battle Corps projects in his own district. Gilchrest has always been well-liked. But ever since he challenged the Corps, the bipartisan attacks have been unrelenting. Suddenly he is "mean-spirited" and "vicious." Suddenly he is the betrayer of Baltimore. "I guess Mr. Gilchrest doesn't realize how many people get their bread and butter at this port," said former Rep. Helen Bentley (R- Md.), who began her career as a reporter covering the port and now works as a lobbyist representing it. A diminutive firebrand who relishes a fight, Bentley rode port issues to Congress in 1984, scorching her opponent as an obstacle to a 50-foot channel. "I'd hate to see a repeat of that," she said with a grin. Gilchrest concedes that his four constituents sound a bit like conspiracy buffs, but he says that so far, no one has refuted any of their arguments. The Corps has spent nearly $10 million on its analyses, but the four amateurs have debunked them point by point. (They did get one $5,000 donation from an environmentalist, which they used to buy maritime data.) They are clearly infuriating Corps Philadelphia District officials, who have berated them for asking too many questions and sending too much e-mail, and have even threatened to disband the working group. "This is not your process," Lt. Col. Robert Keyser, a former Philadelphia District commander, warned the foursome during one meeting, the agency's minutes confirm. "This is the Corps' process." 'Public' and Private Benefits The good ship Evergreen, named for the Taiwanese shipping company that owns it, may never float through the C&D Canal. It is not even a cargo ship. But it is a fairly simple place to start explaining the complexities of Corps cost-benefit analyses. The Evergreen is a yacht, the 11th-largest in the world, five decks high and a football field long. It is also a floating monument to corporate luxury, from its Ming Dynasty vases to its rosso Verona marble to its 21-man crew. USA Boat International magazine hailed its "sleek, easily-driven lines of a naval frigate," its 20 staterooms providing "accommodation of the highest standard." Not to mention Chairman Yung-Fa Chang's master suite, "spanning the superstructure from deck to deck," with "rich inlaid furniture from the Milan-based workshops of Dubini." According to the method the Corps uses to analyzes projects, those lavish perks for Taiwanese shipping tycoons can count as direct benefits to American taxpayers. The Corps determines that a project is justified whenever the economic benefits to anyone--farmers, consumers, conglomerates-- exceed the costs to taxpayers. So in restudying the canal for Baltimore, the Corps defined the project's benefits to the public as its benefits to private shipping firms, arguing that they would pass all their profits along to consumers anyway. And though the major container firms are foreign-owned, the Corps decided that "the public can be considered both U.S. and foreign." So the project would be justified if Evergreen Co.'s profits from a deeper canal exceeded the price tag for American taxpayers--even if the company spends its profits on its yacht and its 216-bottle wine cooler, rather than passing them on to U.S. consumers. But the Corps did more than equate the profits of foreign firms with benefits to the U.S. public; it also significantly overstated the benefits to those firms. Its analysis inflated the number of container ships that call on Baltimore, the percentage that use the canal, and the amount of time they save, the Cecil County residents discovered. The project still only barely passed the benefit-cost test--and correcting any one of the inflated figures would flunk it. "With these studies, you've got to suspend your disbelief," sighed Noennich, an Elk Point Civic Association representative who lives near the canal. Start with the basic premise behind the project: an imminent surge in container traffic to Baltimore. The Corps predicted that Baltimore's share of the fast-growing container market would hold steady at 1996 levels, but that share had been plummeting for a decade. And sure enough, Baltimore's share has continued to drop since 1996. But when the foursome pointed this out, the Philadelphia District refused to admit its error in its written response to the citizens, arguing that market history and even the already-proven inaccuracy of its forecasts were irrelevant: "The past, even the recent past back to 1996, is not a particularly good indication of future growth prospects." There was another explanation, too: This is how we always do it. The district noted that constant market share is "a standard assumption in all Corps deep-draft navigation studies," and that, for instance, Corps forecasts justifying the $1.8 billion New York Harbor deepening were also "entirely inconsistent with the recent past, which shows very low growth." Today, even MPA officials admit that Baltimore's prospects for container megaship growth are bleak; their advantages now lie with barges and smaller vessels that carry cars, steel, paper and construction material. Baltimore used to be the East Coast's second- busiest container port, but rail and truck deregulation has made its inland location a high-cost liability. It's now seventh and falling fast. "We're losing ground on the container vessels every day," said Mel Bafford, MPA's general manager for international sales. "We've got to recognize our reality as an inland port. We're just not where the big ships want to go. . . . Containers are not our future." The assumption of dramatic container growth was questionable enough. But then the district predicted that 90 percent of the container ships that could use the C&D on their way to Baltimore would use it, extrapolating the rate from secret interviews with maritime executives who refused to fill out questionnaires. So the citizens demonstrated with existing port records that less than half the ships that already can use the C&D actually do. The C&D is a quicker route to Baltimore than the main channel, but its heavy pilot fees make it a more costly route, and its narrow channel makes it more dangerous. Once again, the Philadelphia District refused to adjust its theoretical model to accommodate the evidence of real ships: "To argue that this data is 'wrong' because of more recent data does not detract from [its] validity." But Robert McIntyre, a review manager in Corps headquarters, agreed with the citizens in a memo that "the transportation cost analysis appears to have overstated potential sailings that can benefit from the project." As a final example, take the question of how much time each sailing would save. The Corps concluded that the C&D shortcut saves ships about six hours, so the time saved would be six hours. It assumed that ships load and unload and get back on the water as fast as they can. But the citizens suspected that many ships were in no hurry at all, that they would sit in port to wait for cheaper union labor rates that kick in at designated loading times. So they studied Baltimore crane logs. And yes, the average waiting time in port for ships that used the canal was more than seven hours. Again, McIntyre's memo warned that the dissidents may have flummoxed the Corps: "The concerned citizens provided useful information on the potential for time savings." In their responses to the citizen critiques, Maryland officials have not tried particularly hard to defend the Corps benefit-cost analysis. But they have insisted repeatedly that the Corps owes them a level playing field, that "Maryland should not be held to a different standard." The Constitution specifically declares that "no Preference shall be given . . . to the Ports of one State over those of another," the MPA pointed out in one of its responses. "Most of the criticisms . . . are focused on Corps of Engineers methodology which is used for deep-draft navigation projects at ports all around the country." Frank Hamons, MPA's manager of harbor development, agreed in an interview that the Corps studies are hard to defend, that the four gadflies "raise some very legitimate points." He simply insisted that if the Corps rules are going to be reformed, they must be reformed for all deepening projects, not just Baltimore's. "Look, we're not saying the Corps process is perfect; sometimes these guys make sense to us, too," Hamons said. "But if you're going to fix the process, you've got to fix it for New York, and for Savannah, and for everyone else. You can't just raise the bar for us. All we're saying to the Corps is: Treat us the same way you treat every other port." The fact is, the Corps is treating every port the same way: It's deepening them. 
The Corps is ineffective—just a puppet of Congress

Grunwald 00-- spent nearly a decade at the Washington Post, where he served as a congressional correspondent, New York bureau chief, Outlook section essayist and national investigative reporter (Michael, “Working to Please Hill Commanders; In Miss. and Elsewhere, Lawmakers Call Shots Series: ENGINEERS OF POWER: Inside the Army Corps; 2/5: [FINAL Edition]”, 9/11, The Washington Post, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/409067102?accountid=14667
) EL

Congress influences almost everything the Corps does outside Mississippi, too. Officially, the Corps is an executive branch agency, headed by a civilian assistant Army secretary in the Pentagon. But a review of its workload shows that in practice, it has become a servant of Congress, the keeper of the Sen. Strom Thurmond (R-S.C.) Lake and the Sen. Robert C. Byrd (D-W.Va.) Dam, operating until a move last month from headquarters in the shadow of the Capitol. Water projects are a traditional coin of the realm on Capitol Hill, offering members of Congress jobs, contracts and other benefits for their constituents and campaign contributors--as well as ribbon- cutting opportunities for themselves. In fact, the Corps budget consists almost entirely of specific projects requested by individual lawmakers, then approved by the Corps; the agency has almost no discretionary funds of its own. And when the Corps has faced attacks- -as it did after allegations of study-rigging and empire-building earlier this year--its allies in Congress have leapt to the agency's defense. So the Corps energetically caters to its congressional patrons, without whom its 37,000 employees would have little to do. The Corps, after all, has a "Strategic Vision" that enshrines "Seek Growth Opportunities" as one of its three core principles. Its commanders recently conceived a "Program Growth Initiative" that included plans to lobby Congress for even more work. As one memo said last November: "We intend to form a stronger partnership with Congressmen and their staffs so that we become their agency of choice." The agency's South Atlantic Division commanders even vowed to help the agency get chosen, pledging to "ensure that Congressmen and their staffs are aware that we can/will" write legislation for them to promote water projects--even though the Corps would then be charged with conducting an impartial evaluation of the worthiness of the projects. Today, Congress is providing the Corps with plenty to do, much of it expensive and ecologically intrusive. There's the $108 million jetty project on the Outer Banks sponsored by Sen. Jesse Helms (R- N.C.). The $311 million deepening of the Delaware River pushed by Sen. Arlen Specter (R-Pa.) and Rep. Robert A. Borski (D-Pa.), ranking minority member of the Transportation and Infrastructure water resources subcommittee. The $800 million effort to stabilize upscale Long Island beaches supported by Rep. Rick Lazio (R-N.Y.) and former representative Tom Downey (D-N.Y.), a lobbyist who is one of Vice President Gore's best friends.

Corps useless, empirics prove mismanagement and failure. Private sector can solve

Edwards, 2012 – director of tax policy studies at Cato, senior economist, and expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee (Chris, “Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers”, CATO, March 2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace#6)//MM
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is a federal agency that constructs and maintains a wide range of infrastructure for military and civilian purposes.1 This essay concerns the civilian part of the agency, which employs about 23,000 people and will spend about $9.2 billion in fiscal 2012.2 The civilian part of the Corps—called "civil works"—builds and operates locks, channels, and other navigation infrastructure on river systems. It also builds flood control structures, dredges seaports, manages thousands of recreation sites, and owns and operates hydroelectric power plants across the country. While the Army Corps has built some impressive infrastructure, many of its projects have been economically or environmentally dubious. The agency's activities have often subsidized private interests at the expense of federal taxpayers. Furthermore, the Corps has a history of distorting its cost-benefit analyses in order to justify its projects. The civilian side of the Corps grew out of the engineering expertise gained by the agency's military activities early in the nation's history. In mid-19th century, Congress began adding civilian missions to the Corps in response to political demands and various natural disasters. Today we are left with an agency involved in far flung activities such as beach replenishment, upgrades to city water systems, agriculture irrigation, clean-up of hazardous waste sites, and efforts to revive the Florida Everglades. The Corps has been greatly mismanaged over the decades, with problems ranging from frequent cost overruns on projects to the major engineering failures that contributed to the disaster of Hurricane Katrina. In addition, the dominance of special-interest politics on the agency's activities has resulted in it supporting many wasteful projects. Fortunately, most of the Corps' activities do not need to be carried out by the federal government. Some of its activities—such as flood control and the management of recreational areas—should be turned over to state and local governments. Other activities—such as seaport dredging and hydropower generation—should be turned over to the private sector. This essay focuses on cutting the Corps' spending activities, and does not address the calls for reforming the agency's regulatory functions.3 The following sections look at the history of the Army Corps, the pork-barrel nature of its spending, its legacy of mismanagement, and its role in Hurricane Katrina. The essay concludes that the bulk of the agency's civilian activities and assets should be privatized or transferred to state and local governments. The remaining activities of the Corps that are truly federal in nature should be transferred to the Department of the Interior. The civilian side of the Army Corps should be closed down.

Corps mismanagement, abuse of power, and environmental degradation common

Edwards, 2012 – director of tax policy studies at Cato, senior economist, and expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee (Chris, “Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers”, CATO, March 2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace#6)//MM
Two Centuries of Mission Creep The U.S. military has needed engineering services since General George Washington sought French engineers to help him prosecute the Revolutionary War.4 In 1802 Congress created a separate and permanent Army Corps of Engineers focused on military support activities. However, as the 19th century progressed, the Corps became increasingly involved in civilian activities, such as river navigation and flood control. One activity led to the next, and today's sprawling Army Corps is the result of two centuries of mission creep. As an engineering-based agency, the Corps has had a pro-construction mentality since the beginning. It has always been eager to expand its budget and build new structures. At the same time, members of Congress have been eager to have the Corps tackle projects in their states and districts, especially those members from states that have major rivers, seaports, and other water resources. In 1824 the Supreme Court decision in Gibbons v. Ogden gave the green light to federal involvement in river navigation activities. The same year, Congress provided $75,000 to the Corps to improve navigation on the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers, and it also gave the Corps a role in civilian surveying activities.5 However, there have been concerns about the efficiency of the Corps' civilian activities since the beginning. In 1836 the House Ways and Means Committee called for reform because it discovered that at least 25 of the agency's projects were overbudget.6 Nonetheless, Congress kept expanding the Corps' civilian activities, and by 1882 the agency was spending $19 million annually on 371 separate projects.7 A number of congressional acts beginning in 1850 directed the Corps to aid with flood control on the Mississippi River. In 1861 an influential report set the Corps on a misguided "levees only" flood-control strategy.8 Repeated floods in subsequent decades that broke through levees did not deter the Corps from its strategy.9 After damaging floods in the early 20th century, Congress passed the Flood Control Act of 1917, which further expanded the Corps' levee-construction activities along major rivers. In 1927 one of the most damaging floods in U.S. history occurred when the Mississippi River and its tributaries broke out of extensive levee systems in many places. The flood dramatically illustrated the failure of the Corps' single-minded approach to flood control that focused on building levees. In annual reports leading up to the disastrous 1927 flood, the Corps had confidently told Congress that the Mississippi was safe from serious flooding.10 After the flood, Editorial Research Reports noted that many experts thought that the "levees only" policy was unwise, but the Corps still resisted reforms. In a 1927 story the news service said: "After each flood there has been sharp criticism of the policy of placing sole reliance on the levee system, but the Army engineers heretofore have always successfully defended their position before Congress."11 The Corps did adjust its strategy somewhat, but the scope of its construction increased under flood control acts of 1928 and later years. The agency had failed, but its budget was greatly boosted.12 Journalist Michael Grunwald noted of the "levees only" approach that worsened the 1927 flood: "Congress rewarded this failure by allowing the Corps to seize control of the entire river and its tributaries, an unprecedented big government project that foreshadowed the New Deal."13 During the 1930s, huge flood control projects were embraced as a way to create jobs, and the Corps—along with other federal agencies—spearheaded efforts to drain wetlands across the nation.14 In his classic book about federal water infrastructure, Cadillac Desert, Marc Reisner said that the Corps has "ruined more wetlands than anyone in history, except perhaps its counterpart in the Soviet Union."15 The Corps' efforts to dam rivers for flood control led to its involvement in hydroelectric power. At the beginning of the 20th century, a political battle was waged over private versus government development of hydropower. At first, the Army Corps teamed with private power companies to build plants at its dam sites. But in the 1920s Congress authorized the Corps to start building its own plants, and by the 1930s huge federal power projects were being pursued, such as Bonneville Dam in Oregon. Once the Corps was building dams and reservoirs, the next step was to build and operate recreation sites near its facilities, which Congress authorized it to do in legislation of 1944 and later years. Today, the Corps operates more than 4,200 recreation areas across the nation.16 The Corps has a history of supporting environmentally damaging projects, although it has tried to adopt a "green" image in recent years. Since 1992 the agency has expanded into municipal water supply and wastewater treatment facilities, and 400 such projects have been authorized to date.17 In 2000 the Corps helped launch an almost $8 billion effort to fix the Florida Everglades—a project that is needed in part because of the damage done by the Corps' own infrastructure in prior decades.18 For example, taxpayers paid for the Corps to straighten Florida's Kissimmee River in the 1960s, but that project was later determined to have been misguided. So today taxpayers are paying for the Corps to restore the Kissimmee River's original meandering course.19 Bad environmental decisions by the Corps have thus cost federal taxpayers doubly. While the Corps is part of the executive branch of government, the president has often had little control over its activities. The Corps has usually taken orders directly from Congress, and particularly from those members who have their hands on the agency's purse strings. For decades, presidents have complained about their lack of control over the Corps, and some have even tried to cancel its most wasteful projects. President Jimmy Carter famously tried to save taxpayer money and stop 19 environmentally damaging water resource projects in the 1970s. He wanted to "get the Corps of Engineers out of the dam-building business," but he misplayed the politics of the issue and Congress was "swift and angry" in blocking Carter's proposals.20 President Ronald Reagan's reform efforts were a bit more successful. He pushed to increase local cost-sharing for Corps' projects, and that reform passed in 1986. The reform increased "the price of pork" for project supporters, which marginally reduced the incentive for local interests to lobby for federal subsidies.21 President Bill Clinton tried to cut wasteful Corps' projects, but big-spending Republicans in Congress helped to block his efforts.22 President George W. Bush had some success at canceling wasteful Corps' projects, but a 2007 authorization bill for the agency was passed over his veto.23 Occasionally, the Corps has tried to save money by making its operations more efficient, such as by closing down some of its district offices. However, Congress has usually blocked such cost-saving efforts.24Similarly, members of Congress usually block efforts to close unneeded post offices or farm offices in their districts. Such congressional parochialism is one reason why the government can never operate as efficiently as a private business.
 

Corps encourage pork-barrel spending instead of investment based off of economic returns

Edwards, 2012 – director of tax policy studies at Cato, senior economist, and expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee (Chris, “Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers”, CATO, March 2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace#6)//MM
A Pork-Barrel Machine The decentralized and congressionally dominated structure of the Army Corps has made it an unparalleled pork-barrel machine. Virtually all the agency's construction budget is "earmarked" for individual projects in particular states. Politics dominates any rational process of trying to fund only those projects that have high returns. Taxpayer money is often directed to low-value projects in the districts of powerful politicians, not to those projects that make the most economic sense. While Corps' projects are supposed to be based on detailed economic and environmental analyses, political pull often determines the agency's priorities. In an investigation of the Corps in 2003, the Washington Post noted that "powerful members of Congress dictate the selection, pace, and price tag for major projects."25While levee upgrades in central New Orleans were stalled prior to Hurricane Katrina, dubious projects elsewhere in Louisiana and other states moved ahead. Leading lawmakers have long used the Corps as a tool to aid farm businesses, shipping companies, barge firms, developers, and other businesses in their states. An observer of the Corps in 1952 noted that the agency makes alliances between local businesses and "two or three congressional committee chairmen. Together they drive through the Congress whatever proposals they wish, irrespective of the public interest."26 In recent years, many of the champions of dubious Corps' projects have been Republicans, including Sen. Thad Cochran (R-MS) and former senators Trent Lott (R-MS) and Christopher Bond (R-MO).27 The Corps' decentralized structure, which has been in place since 1893, encourages pork-barrel spending.28The structure consists of headquarters, eight regional divisions, and 38 local district offices, which plan, construct, and maintain projects. Members of Congress and local interest groups are plugged into the projects of their particular offices, and they resist any cuts to them. Political scientist Melvin Dubnick noted that the Corps' "civil works management structure created a unique situation where political responsiveness was nurtured and constantly reinforced."29 A 2004 report by Taxpayers for Common Sense and the National Wildlife Federation described an "iron triangle" of interests between the Corps, members of Congress, and local special interests.30 The upshot is that the Corps' funding of infrastructure is often misallocated. State and local officials could better balance the costs and benefits of the Corps' local projects if their own taxpayers were paying the bills. Federal involvement in local infrastructure also creates a lack of accountability. For example, all three levels of government had responsibility for elements of flood control and hurricane response in New Orleans, but none of them had properly prepared for the disaster of Hurricane Katrina in 2005.

Bureaucracy and political connections hamstring solvency on any Corps project. 

Edwards, 2012 – director of tax policy studies at Cato, senior economist, and expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee (Chris, “Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers”, CATO, March 2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace#6)//MM
Wasteful Projects and Faulty Analyses. The Army Corps is supposed to do a careful and detailed analysis of proposed projects to ensure that the benefits will outweigh the costs. However, the Corps has often pursued projects based on analyses that were theoretically flawed, had faulty data, or had been deliberately manipulated. The costs of projects are often underestimated and the benefits overestimated. The Corps does the analyses of proposed projects that it will build itself, thus it usually favors big and expensive projects.42 The Pentagon's inspector general found that the Corps has a "systemic bias" towards large-scale construction.43 A number of years ago, a series of leaked internal memos by Corps' leaders revealed a strategy to "get creative" in accounting in order to "get to yes as fast as possible" on proposed projects.44
The bias in the agency's analyses has been a problem for decades. In a 1952 book, Sen. Paul Douglas (D-IL) noted that the Corps has "never been restrained in estimating the benefits which will result from their projects and . . . in recent years [has] greatly underestimated the costs."45 As governor of Georgia in the 1970s, Jimmy Carter complained of "computational manipulation" and dishonesty by the Corps regarding a proposed dam in his state. 

Arthur Morgan's 1971 book provides many examples of how the Corps provided faulty analyses over many decades. He concludes that "many of the Corps' projects cost two or more times the amount of the first estimates." He quotes House Appropriations chairman Clarence Cannon in 1959 saying that the Corps was either "incompetent or deliberately misleading" Congress with its routinely faulty cost estimates. 

Corps' managers and analysts are encouraged to "get to yes" by the local interests that benefit from projects and by their congressional sponsors. Over the decades, the Corps has proactively searched the nation looking for places to pour concrete. The consequence of the agency's eagerness to build and the political pressure to spend is the construction of numerous white elephant projects. 

Journalist Michael Grunwald notes that investigations "have repeatedly caught the Corps skewing its analyses to justify wasteful and destructive projects that keep its employees busy and its congressional patrons happy." A 2006 Government Accountability Office report found that the analyses supporting a number of Corps' projects were "fraught with errors, mistakes and miscalculations, and used invalid assumptions and outdated data." Furthermore, the GAO report found that "the Corps' analyses often understated costs and overstated benefits." Studies for inland waterway projects, for example, have used inflated barge traffic projections to justify approval.

In 2002 the GAO lambasted a Corps' study justifying a $332 million project to deepen a ship channel in the Delaware River. It said that the study "was based on miscalculations, invalid assumptions, and outdated information." The GAO found that "the project benefits for which there is credible support would be about $13.3 million a year, as compared to the $40.1 million a year claimed" by the Corps. 

Having efficient and modernized ports is important to the U.S. economy, and supporters of the Delaware project have completed newer analyses claiming large positive returns. But why does the federal government need to be involved? If this project makes economic sense, state and local governments and nearby businesses—such as oil refineries—should be willing to fund it themselves.

Corps responsible for devastation of Katrina

Edwards, 2012 – director of tax policy studies at Cato, senior economist, and expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee (Chris, “Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers”, CATO, March 2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace#6)//MM
There are at least five ways that the activities of the Army Corps magnified the damage done to people and property from Hurricane Katrina. First, there were fundamental design flaws in Army Corps' infrastructure around New Orleans. The levees failed in numerous places because of engineering and construction defects, such as the use of unstable soils in levee structures. Most of the flooding was due to water breeching the levees at weak points. Second, the Corps' extensive levee and floodwall structures throughout the New Orleans area encouraged development in dangerous, low-lying areas. After Hurricane Betsy in 1965, the Corps was charged with improving the city's flood protection, but "rather than focusing its full efforts on protecting the existing city, the Corps decided to spend millions of dollars to extend levees into the virgin wetlands of New Orleans East specifically for the purpose of spurring development." That turned out to be a very bad idea: "Some of the areas in New Orleans where Katrina wreaked the greatest damage were intensively developed only recently as a result of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' flood-control projects." Third, the Corps' focus on building economic development infrastructure, such as ship channels, reduced available funds for hurricane protection. Louisiana had received $1.9 billion for Corps' projects in the five years before Katrina, but only a small share was spent on protecting central New Orleans from possible hurricanes. Grunwald notes: "Before Katrina, the Corps was spending more in Louisiana than in any other state, but much of it was going to wasteful and destructive pork." Fourth, Corps' infrastructure helped to deplete wetlands around New Orleans, which had provided a natural defense against hurricanes. The Corps' navigation and flood control structures have caused silt from the Mississippi to disperse into the Gulf over the decades, rather than being naturally used to rebuild the wetlands. As writer John McPhee noted, "sediments are being kept within the mainline levees and shot into the Gulf . . . like peas through a peashooter, and lost to the abyssal plain." As a result, the wetlands have shrunk decade after decade. Fifth, the Corps' Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO) shipping channel acted to funnel Hurricane Katrina into the heart of New Orleans. The 76-mile MRGO was built in 1965 at great expense based on optimistic projections of ship traffic, but the traffic never materialized. Constructing MRGO destroyed thousands of acres of protective wetlands, and it acted to channel salt water inland, which killed fresh water marshes and cypress forests. During Katrina, the channel is thought to have intensified the storm surge as it headed toward the city. In 2009 a federal judge found that the Corps' mismanagement of MRGO was responsible for part of the flood damage to the city. U.S. District Judge Stanwood Duval Jr. concluded, "the Corps' lassitude and failure to fulfill its duties resulted in a catastrophic loss of human life and property in unprecedented proportions." And he found that "the negligence of the Corps, in this instance by failing to maintain the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet properly, was not policy, but insouciance, myopia and shortsightedness." Some of the "natural disasters" of recent decades have been partly man-made disasters. Despite massive federal spending on flood control by the Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation over the decades, for example, floods cause more damage today in constant-dollar terms than they did in the earlier decades. One of the problems is that government infrastructure and subsidies have encouraged Americans to live in harm's way along ocean coasts and in river floodplains. Unfortunately, even after Katrina, that message does not seem to have sunk in with federal policymakers.

***ADD-ONS

at: warming add-on

An increase US exports causes an increase in CO2 emissions

Stretesky and Lynch, 8 – *Department of Scoiology, Center for the Stuy of Crime and Justice, Colorado State University **Department of Criminology, University of South Florida (Paul and Michael "A cross-national study of the association between per capita carbon dioxide emissions and exports to the United States", August 28, Socieal Science Research Vol. 38 Issue 1) // NK

The analysis reported above supports the hypothesis that there is a positive relationship between exports to the U.S. and CO2 production across a sample of 169 nations covering the years 1989 through 2003. Industry specific import analysis revealed that CO2 production was more strongly impacted by U.S. imports in four industries (oil and gas, petroleum and coal, chemicals, and re-imports). In short, the more oil and gas, petroleum and coal, chemicals, and re-imports products a country exported to the U.S., the more CO2 that country produced. Increased levels of CO2 pollution were observable despite controls for economic conditions like foreign direct investments, population density, and GDP growth.

Clearly, these data indicated that U.S. consumption practices have important implications for world production of CO2. These findings also indicate that policies designed to reduce U.S. contributions to CO2pollution are, perhaps, more important than might ordinarily be expected. To date, however, the U.S. has not attempted to engage in significant efforts to reduce CO2 emissions abroad. Our data contain a very interesting finding that other nations can influence U.S. carbon emissions without the direct assistance of the U.S. or U.S. policy; namely, these nations could systematically begin to reduce exports to the U.S. To be sure, there is some tradeoff here between economic development in peripheral nations and their interest in the health of the world’s environment. But, these data indicate that by using their control over production of export products, developing nations can play a significant role in affecting the production of CO2 pollution.

Using world system theory, we argued that the effort of core nations to shift costs and product toward nations where labor costs are lower and raw material and energy resources are less expensive and less well regulated creates the appearance that peripheral nations contribute to escalating levels of carbon pollution. Behind this appearance lays a more complex function where CO2 pollution increases are fuelled by the consumptive practices and economic interests of core nations. Moreover, among all nations, the U.S. stands out for its impact on the expansion of the level of CO2 pollution among peripheral and rapidly industrializing nations.

at: cotton 

Cotton production declining now

Simmons 2/28-- business writer in Austin, covers the technology and media industries for Hoover's (Lee, “U.S. Cotton Acreage Declines”, Bizmology, http://bizmology.hoovers.com/2012/02/28/us-cotton-acreage-declines/) EL

I grew up in West Texas, where cotton fields are aplenty. So it intrigued me to see this recent report from the National Cotton Council (NCC) that 2012 cotton production is anticipated to decline. Rather steeply, I might add. Upland cotton acreage (accounting for more than 95 percent of national production) will decline 7.5 percent in 2012 compared to 2011, while extra-long staple (also known as American Pima) acreage will drop 6.4 percent, says the NCC. The decline reflects larger market trends, which have weakened in the past 12 months. Texas, the country’s largest cotton producer and my home state, will see 5.1-percent less acreage for the year. Louisiana, although a relatively small producer, will nonetheless see a nearly 18-percent decline in cotton acreage. Overall, production will depend on weather conditions across the country, particularly in the drought-stricken Southwest. Worsening conditions could yield a decline of 2 million bales to the national cotton crop. Cotton prices have struggled against competing crops such as corn, soybeans, and peanuts, and textile manufacturers are vulnerable to fluctuations in production and pricing of cotton. With more innovative fibers such as polyester coming to the fore, it will be interesting to see how industry utilizes the white fluffy stuff in the years to come.

at: coal 

Coal will be replaced by gas – our evidence is predictive

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

The market disruptions caused by shale have shaken up the entire gas value chain. These changes offer rich opportunities for utilities, as well as for other players across the industry— including upstream, midstream and pipeline, trading and marketing, and other end-use segments such as petrochemicals. Among the strategic actions these players can consider are portfolio rebalancing, consolidation and growth investment, and operational improvements in light of a sustained low-price environment (see Figure 4).

Gas market changes have particularly signiﬁcant implications for utility players. First, they should reconsider what types of new generation capacity should be built and when, in light of sustainable low gas prices. Assuming gas remains disconnected from oil and relatively inexpensive, it will become a critical part of the generation mix, replacing coal at an accelerated pace, ﬁlling in for nuclear and backing up intermittent renewables. Gas is the natural fossil fuel for new generation projects because of the low cost and security of supply offered by the proliferation of new sources, as well as the fact that gas has substantially lower emissions than coal. In fact, depending on where subsidies, carbon costs and other environmental regulations fall, natural gas will likely form 42 percent to 74 percent of new build generation capacity in the US through 2035 (see Figure 5). A similar picture exists in Europe. Given current economic conditions and pressures to lower both government expenditures (including on subsidies) and consumer costs, the higher end of this range is entirely plausible, as natural gas offers both a clean and affordable source of energy.

***environment turns
1nc dredging bad turn
Dredging causes oxygen shortage and ruins freshwater  marsh—kills biodiversity
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

Judy Jennings, the Sierra Club's point person for harbor deepening, will welcome the ships if environmental problems have been mitigated. Jennings isn't convinced the Corps will adequately safeguard the endangered sturgeon, the striped bass or the freshwater tidal marshes in the Savannah River Wildlife Refuge if the river is deepened to 48 feet. "If the [Corps] can convince me that they can mitigate to 48 feet, then I have no problem with it," Jennings said. "But if we do this and it turns out to be a dumb idea, I'm not sure how we get it fixed." The deeper the river, the harder it is for oxygen to reach the lower depths. Fish and other aquatic life suffer. The Ports Authority paid an engineering firm $3 million last year to pump oxygen into the river to determine if fish, particularly the sturgeon, would receive ample oxygen. MACTEC Engineering and Consulting said fish wouldn't be unduly harmed at 48 feet with the added oxygen. The Fish and Wildlife Service wasn't convinced. After an outside analysis of the data, the agency reported June 18 "a high degree of uncertainty as to how effective oxygen injection would be." The Corps asked for further study. Fish and Wildlife also fears a 48-foot deepening would ruin a freshwater swath of the nearby Wildlife Refuge, one of the most important preserves on the East Coast. The Corps agrees that salt water would surge further upriver if the Savannah were dredged to that depth. Even with mitigation efforts, 330 acres of freshwater marsh would turn brackish, the agency said. The Corps recommends purchasing 2,000 acres along Georgia's side of the Savannah River to mitigate the freshwater loss of the 330 acres in South Carolina. "We can minimize the impacts at 44 or 45 feet," said Russ Webb, a biologist with Fish and Wildlife, which manages the refuge. "At 48 feet, the impact would be a lot more significant." 

Loss of biodiversity causes extinction.
Diner, 94 [David, Ph.D., Planetary Science and Geology, "The Army and the Endangered Species Act: Who's Endangering Whom?," Military Law Review, 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161]

To accept that the snail darter, harelip sucker, or Dismal  Swamp southeastern shrew 74 could save [hu]mankind may be difficult for some. Many, if not most, species are useless to[hu]man[s] in a direct utilitarian sense. Nonetheless, they may be critical in an indirect role, because their extirpations could affect a directly useful species negatively. In a closely interconnected ecosystem, the loss of a species affects other species dependent on it. 75 Moreover, as the number of species decline, the effect of each new extinction on the remaining species increases dramatically. 4. Biological Diversity. -- The main premise of species preservation is that diversity is better than simplicity. 77 As the current mass extinction has progressed, the world's biological diversity generally has decreased. This trend occurs within ecosystems by reducing the number of species, and within species by reducing the number of individuals. Both trends carry serious future implications. 78 [*173] Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. "The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . . [l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole." 79 By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, 80 [hu]mankind may be edging closer to the abyss. 

        xt—destroys aquatic habitats

Dredging destroys aquatic habitats

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

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  DREDGING

There are environmental resources that may be at risk during dredging activities. Dredging is not a benign activity; it disrupts habitats and redistributes sediments. These activities can significantly effect the coastal ecosystem and destroy marine life, especially sedentary invertebrates. These invertebrates are important parts of the food chain and contribute to the feeding of other fish; fish which are ultimately used for human consumption.
Other aquatic impacts of dredging include habitat loss when the sea bottom is altered. This occurs when dredged materials are deposited at a location and its material composition is altered. This decreases the diversity and abundance of certain species. Water circulation can be impacted when mounding occurs. This action can cause different siltation deposits and lead to the elimination of spawning areas. Turbidity, or the suspension of sediments into the water column, can result in reduced light penetration and expose fish to abrasive materials.

Most importantly, dredging has the potential of releasing comparatively large doses of toxic substances into a new aquatic environment and to make them available to marine organisms. These materials include heavy metals, PCB's, pesticides, and other toxic materials that are certain to persist in marine life for quite some time.

Many species of marine life are sensitive to the impacts of dredging. The testing procedures previously described are designed to preclude the release of materials that could pose an unacceptable risk to marine life. The real dilemma arises as to how much is acceptable to the environment.2

dredging bad – pollution

Dredging disburses pollution to the bottom of the ocean incrementally destroying the environment

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 leads to pollution in waterways

Emeigh 05—Post Tribune staff writer (John Grant, “Federal government foots bill for E.C. dredging plan Official declares $40M in local taxes will not be needed to pay for project”, 5/26, NewsBank, http://www.highbeam.com/doc/1N1-10A76FC9C3DFE30A.html) EL

However, board member John Bakota raised concerns about the dredging project. He claims its just a "navigational dredging " and won't benefit the environment. "(The canal) is going to be just as dirty, if not dirtier," Bakota said. Bakota said he hoped Visclosky would have come to the meeting so he could address his concerns. He asked Lopez to inform Visclosky about his concern that the dredging could cause more pollution in the waterway. The Corp. of Engineers' plan for dredging the canal calls for piping the sediment hydraulically, through a pipe, from a barge to the project's confined disposal facility, where the silt will be dried out and stored
dredging bad – toxic waste

Dredging dumps toxic waste into oceans destroying marine life

Keegan 97 - J.D. Candidate, 1998 Fordham University School of Law (Gerard C., “THE DREDGING CRISIS IN NEW YORK HARBOR: PRESENT AND FUTURE PROBLEMS, PRESENT AND FUTURE SOLUTIONS”, Spring, 8 Fordham Envtl. Law J. 351, lexis)//CB

Introduction

It is a beautiful day in Bay Ridge, Brooklyn. The earth, awake from its long winter's nap, yields forth its green, fresh, growing scent unique to spring. The brilliant sun reflects the bright reds and yellows of kites flying high on the warm breeze. Below, the people laugh and chase kites, or simply lie in the sun. The nearby Belt Parkway, with its steady stream of cars heading eastward, seems a distant memory. People come to this small strip of grass, not even a park, to gaze at the water, or even to awe at the sheer size of the Verrazano Narrows Bridge, looming headily above them. But if they wait, they will be rewarded with an ordinary, and yet somehow still spectacular sight - a supertanker headed up the Verrazano Narrows.

What most people do not realize is the danger waiting just under the bridge for these hugeships. This danger is a result of the difficulties New York and New Jersey encounter dredging the waterways leading to their common port in Elizabeth, New Jersey. This port is accessible under the Verrazano Bridge and through the winding, often treacherous passage known as the Kill Van Kull. The port is naturally only 18 feet deep. n1 However, modern tankers require roughly 50-foot depths to safely navigate a port.

As a consequence, many carriers have stopped sending their ships to New York. For the second year in a row, New York's share of the North Atlantic cargo market dropped, from 36.2% in 1994 to 35.5% in 1995, with total products, including those shipped in bulk, declining 3.5% to 44.9 million tons. n2

To attract and keep modern tanker business, the Elizabeth  [*352]  port needs to be dredged every 2-3 years. n3 This dredging process has stalled recently because the dredged spoils are toxic, and controversy surrounds their disposal. As politicians and government agencies shuffle their feet, the New York area suffers, losing business daily to deeper ports such as Norfolk, Baltimore and Halifax. n4

The dredging crisis in New York Harbor has attracted both local and national attention of late. President Clinton convened the Interagency Working Group on the Dredging Process in 1993, n5 and proposed his own solution to the dredging problem in late 1996. n6 In addition, local politicians, such as New York Governor George A. Pataki, New Jersey Governor Christine Todd Whitman n7 and New York Congressman Jerrold Nadler n8 have all proposed their own solutions to the dredging problem in New York Harbor.

Part I of this Note will examine the environmental issues related to dredging in New York Harbor. Part II will explore the regulatory and political framework surrounding harbor dredging. Part III will examine and evaluate the three federal and state plans that purport to solve the New York Harbor's dredging problem in light of the Interagency Working Group's recommendations. This Note concludes that a renovation of the now dormant Brooklyn Harbor would best address and solve the environmental and economic aspects of the dredging problem in New York Harbor.  [*353] 

I. The Environmental Issues Currently at Play in New York Harbor

New York Harbor's declining share of the cargo market is primarily attributable to dredging problems. Dredging is the process whereby sediment is removed from the floor of waterways. n9 This creates a deeper waterway, allowing larger ships that require deeper "drafts" or depths to safely navigate the river or harbor. Many ports rely on dredging to maintain their commercial viability to larger tanker and cargo ships. n10 For the Port of New York, dredging and ocean disposal of dredged spoils have been characterized as "crucial to operational survival." n11 This section will first explore the toxic content of these dredged spoils and the environmental impact of their ocean disposal. Additionally, it will outline the environmental costs of not dredging, and will examine the possibility of environmentally satisfying solutions.

A. The Toxicity of New York Harbor's Dredged Materials

Spoils from harbor and river dredging are most frequently disposed of in the ocean. n12 The volume of dredged material that is dumped in any year depends upon a variety of factors. During years of high storm activity when harbor and channel sediments increase, larger volumes of material are ocean-dumped than in drier years. n13 Nevertheless, dredged spoils are the wastes most frequently dumped in the oceans off the coast of the United States,  [*354]  accounting for nearly 80% (by weight) of all materials dumped in the oceans. n14 These dredged spoils contain alluvial sand, silt, clay, and municipal or industrial waste sludge. n15

Much of these dredged materials are harvested from river and harbor areas contaminated with a variety of toxic chemicals. In 1968, the Army Corps of Engineers estimated that 34% (13 million tons) of dredged material was "polluted." n16 These contaminants typically include heavy metals, synthetic organics ("PCB"), pesticides, nutrients and pathogens, and oil and grease. n17 Many of these contaminants have as their origin chemicals and other toxic substances from upriver sources that become concentrated in the bottom sediments. n18 This is especially true in the New York Harbor region. Recent analysis of dredged samples at four locations detected fifteen different polynuclear aromatic hydrogen compounds, significant amounts of PCBs and several types of chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticides. n19

These and other bioaccumulating n20 pollutants have been linked with cancerous diseases in fish and shellfish, as well as with large-scale die-offs of dolphins and seals. n21 Additionally, they have been linked with cancer and other diseases in humans. n22 For example, at least 1,655 individuals in Japan became ill with Yusho Disease caused by eating rice oil contaminated by PCBs. Symptoms of the disease included, among others, severe  [*355]  chloracne and liver disease. n23

Unlike other sources of pollution, the environmental effects from the dumping of dredged materials may not produce visible effects such as oil slicks or floating debris. n24 Yet the impact is as serious. Even non-toxic dredged spoils can degrade the environment. The disposed material buries marine organisms, increases levels of suspended sediments, and causes the accretion of disposed materials. n25 Non-toxic organic sediments may also seriously deplete the level of oxygen available for the decomposition of organic wastes in a given area of water. n26 This accretion of waste loads means that much less oxygen is available for marine organisms. n27 This may cause the death of these organisms, altering the diversity of marine life. n28 If the accretion of organic materials is significant enough, the lack of oxygen in an area may persist long after dumping has stopped. n29 Organic wastes are also dangerous as they may contain human pathogens such as hepatitis and polio virus. n30 Such pathogens may be concentrated in marine organisms and passed to humans through the consumption of shellfish n31 or through swimming in an affected body of water. n32

Toxic dredged spoils have an even greater impact on the environment when disposed at sea. Toxic substances can concentrate in phytoplankton, which ingest contaminated nutrients, and in  [*356]  higher marine organisms, which pass contaminated water through their gills. n33 Predators that feed on these organisms cause bioaccumulation, the increasing magnification of tissue toxin concentrations in organisms at successive levels of the food chain. n34 Accumulation of toxins in fish tissue can lead to reduced fish populations in areas contiguous to dump sites and threaten the health of humans who eat contaminated fish. n35 This became particularly apparent in the New York/New Jersey coastal area when numerous beach closings and dolphin deaths sparked controversy in 1987. n36

Toxic dredged spoils may also cause biostimulation and acute pH imbalances. n37 Biostimulation is the accelerated growth of algae and associated plant life. n38 This occurs when the disposed materials are rich in nutrients such as nitrates and phosphates. n39 Accelerated growth may disrupt bottom-dwelling organisms by depleting oxygen in the surrounding waters. n40 Some species of plankton that grow well in the presence of excess nutrients are toxic to both marine and human populations. n41 Acute acid-base (pH) imbalances produced in the water by dumping highly acidic or alkaline materials can also lead to increased mortality of marine organisms. n42

Often, physical changes stem from the immediate impact of the dumped mass upon the sea. n43 These changes may cause the  [*357]  obliteration of certain life forms, or ecological imbalance by increasing the vitality of otherwise "minor" life forms. n44 Although most fish leave the area, and the impact is usually restricted to the dumpsite itself, n45 large-scale dumping may so alter the habitat that fisheries and coral reef ecosystems are lost. n46 Suspended solids in the water column cause death in marine organisms through direct ingestion, gill clogging, or through reduced light penetration which inhibits photosynthesis - thereby reducing available food. n47

Even sub-lethal levels of dredged wastes can cause real damage to the marine ecosystem. Marine life exposed to pesticides and heavy metal contaminants can experience sensory impairment and reduction in reproductive capacity. n48 Toxic and irritant substances can hamper chemo-receptor mechanisms, reduce resistance to infection and stress, and interfere with respiratory and filtering organs. n49

Dredging risks spills that harm biodiversity

Baily et al, 4 - engineer in NRDC's health and environment program (Diane, "Harboring Pollution", August, Natural Resources Defense Council, www.nrdc.org/air/pollution/ports/ports2.pdf)
Dredging

Ports are routinely dredged to remove sediment that builds up in ship channels from erosion and silt deposition, as well as to create new channels and deepen existing ones. Each year, more than 300 million cubic yards of sediment in waterways and harbors is dredged to allow ships to pass through. 91 The total amount of these annual “dredge spoils” is enough to cover a four-lane highway with a 20-foot mound from New York City to Los Angeles.92 Much of this sediment is disposed of in open water or near shore, but some may also be used as fill in various land-based projects. About 5 to 10 percent of dredged sediment is contaminated with toxics, including polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), mercury and other heavy metals, polycyclic aromatic VOCs (PAHs), and pesticides, all of which can cause water contamination and complicate sediment disposal.93

Dredging may increase water turbidity (cloudiness), harm habitat, and disturb or kill threatened and endangered species. It may also risk stirring up and releasing buried contaminants. Dredging performed by the Port of Miami in the early 1990s raised concerns over the destruction of seagrasses and the harbor’s rocky seabeds, or “hardbottom.” Post-dredging hardbottom restoration was fairly effective, but measures introduced to mitigate the loss of seagrass were far less so, successfully replacing only 10 percent of lost seagrass and robbing manatees and sea turtles of an important food source and habitat. 94,95 The dangers of dredging have taken on even greater significance in recent years, with the growing popularity of post-Panamax vessels, which require channel depths of 45 to 50 feet.96 In a scramble to remain competitive, many ports are being redredged to deepen or widen their shipping channels. The ports of Charleston, Los Angeles, Long Beach, Miami, Savannah, New York/New Jersey, and Houston are all involved in such projects, creating millions of extra cubic yards of dredge material that will need to be disposed of somewhere.

dredging bad – contaminated sediment

Dredging releases contaminated sediment that harms the environment

Baily et al, 4 - engineer in NRDC's health and environment program (Diane, "Harboring Pollution", August, Natural Resources Defense Council, http://www.nrdc.org/air/pollution/ports/ports.pdf)

Dredging is a routine activity of ports to remove sediment that builds up in ship channels from erosion and silt deposition. Dredging also creates new channels and deepens existing ones. Each year, more than 300 million cubic yards of sediment in waterways and harbors are dredged to allow ships to pass through. 27 About five to 10 percent of dredged sediment is contaminated with toxic chemicals, including polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), mercury and other heavy metals, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and pesticides—all of which can cause water contamination and complicate sediment disposal. 28 Dredging may also increase water turbidity (cloudiness), harm habitat, and disturb or kill threatened and endangered species. It may also risk stirring up and releasing buried contaminants. These various forms of water pollution cause a broad range of environmental problems, including loss of critical wetlands areas, water sedimentation that harms important habitat (seagrass beds, in particular), collisions involving boats and marine mammals, and marine life exposure to debris, including plastic bags, netting, and plastic pellets.

ports hurt enviro – environment

Port operations endanger underwater environment

Baily et al, 4 - engineer in NRDC's health and environment program (Diane, "Harboring Pollution", August, Natural Resources Defense Council, http://www.nrdc.org/air/pollution/ports/ports.pdf)

WATER POLLUTION FROM PORT OPERATIONS

Port operations, including waste from ships that is either dumped directly or leached

into water, can cause significant damage to water quality—and subsequently to

marine life and ecosystems and human health. These effects may include bacterial

and viral contamination of commercial fish and shellfish, depletion of oxygen in

water, and bioaccumulation of certain toxins in fish.20

Primary Threats to Water Quality

Bilge is water collected at the bottom of the hull of a ship–water that is often contaminated with oil leaking from machinery. Bilge water must be emptied periodically

to maintain a ship’s stability and to prevent the accumulation of hazardous vapors.

This oily wastewater, combined with other ship wastes such as sewage and wastewater from other onboard uses, is a serious threat to marine life.21

Antifouling additives are often added to the paint used on ships to prevent the

growth of barnacles and other marine organisms on ship surfaces. Some of these

additives contain tributyltin (TBT), a toxic chemical that can leach into water. 22 While
toxic antifouling additives are slowly being phased out of use, these toxic pollutants

persist in the marine environment. Alternatives to TBT are in ample supply.

Stormwater runoff is precipitation that travels across paved surfaces. It can

accumulate deposits of air pollution, automotive fluids, sediments, nutrients,

pesticides, metals, and other pollutants. In fact, urban stormwater runoff from all

sources, including marine ports, is the largest source of impairment in U.S. coastal

waters and the second-largest source of water pollution in U.S. estuaries. 23

Virtually all of the land at a port terminal is paved, and therefore impervious to water. 

When water bodies are overloaded with nitrogen, algae and plankton can rapidly

increase in numbers, forming “blooms” which are sometimes called red or brown

tides. This process, called eutrophication, has been identified by the National Research

Council as the most serious pollution problem facing estuaries in the United States.24

As major sources of NOx, ports are major contributors to eutrophication.

In the year 2000, 8,354 oil spills were reported in U.S. waters, accounting for more

than 1.4 million gallons of spilled oil. The majority of these spills occurred in internal

and headlands waters, including the harbors and waterways upon which ports

rely.25 A large share of oil contamination is the result of “chronic” pollution from
such sources as port runoff, unloading and loading of oil tankers, and the removal

of bilge water—resulting in up to three times as much oil contamination as tanker

accidents.

ports hurt enviro – land animals

The environment a port requires is harsh and harms land animals

Baily et al, 4 - engineer in NRDC's health and environment program (Diane, "Harboring Pollution", August, Natural Resources Defense Council, http://www.nrdc.org/air/pollution/ports/ports.pdf)
In addition to the negative effects experienced by people, noise from ship engines

may disturb marine mammal hearing and behavior patterns, as well as bird feeding

and nesting sites.35,36

Similarly, artificial lights at ports, sometimes burning 24 hours

a day, can have negative effects on wildlife, including disorientation, confusion

of biological rhythms that are adapted to a day/night alternation, and a general
degradation of habitat quality. This pollution can cause high mortality in animal

populations, particularly to birds attracted to brightly lit buildings and towers and

that circle these structures until they die of exhaustion or run head on into them.37,38

Ports can also be bad neighbors by ignoring residents of the communities living

next door, or making little or no effort to solicit community input into port operational decisions that will directly affect the life of the community and its residents.

Many U.S. ports have developed decidedly hostile relations with their neighbors, not

just because of the pollution the ports produce, but because they have consistently

ignored residents of nearby communities, refusing sometimes even to share critical

information about possible effects of port operations.

ports hurt enviro – smog + water quality

Ports kill the environment – smog and water quality

Baily et al, 4 – engineer in NRDC's health and environment program (Diane, "Harboring Pollution", August, Natural Resources Defense Council, www.nrdc.org/air/pollution/ports/ports2.pdf)
Marine ports in the United States are major hubs of economic activity and major

sources of pollution. Enormous ships with engines running on the dirtiest fuel

available, thousands of diesel truck visits per day, mile-long diesel locomotives

hauling cargo and other polluting equipment, and activities at marine ports cause an

array of environmental impacts that can seriously affect local communities and the

environment. These impacts range from increased risk of illness, such as respiratory

disease or cancer, to increases in regional smog, degradation of water quality, and the

blight of local communities and public lands. 

ports hurt enviro – no regs

Pollution is increasing but no regulations are being implemented 

Baily et al, 4 – engineer in NRDC's health and environment program (Diane, "Harboring Pollution", August, Natural Resources Defense Council, www.nrdc.org/air/pollution/ports/ports2.pdf)

Most major ports in the United States are undergoing expansions to accommodate

even greater cargo volumes. The growth of international trade has resulted in
corresponding rapid growth in the amount of goods being shipped by sea. Despite

the enormous growth within the marine shipping sector, most pollution prevention

efforts at the local, state, and federal level have focused on other pollution sources,

while the environmental impacts of ports have grown. 

Marine ports are now among the most poorly regulated sources of pollution in the

United States. The result is that most U.S. ports are heavy polluters, releasing largely

unchecked quantities of health-endangering air and water pollution, causing noise

and light pollution that disrupts nearby communities, and harming marine habitats.

In March 2004, NRDC and CCA issued report cards for the 10 largest U.S. ports

on their efforts to control pollution—or lack of efforts to control pollution. In the

short time since the grades were issued, steps to reduce port pollution have already

been made. For example, the first container ship in the world plugged into shoreside

power at the Port of Los Angeles. This report discusses solutions to port pollution

problems and provides additional information on the health and environmental

impacts of port operations; an overview of policies governing U.S. marine ports;

and detailed analysis and technical recommendations to port operators, regulatory

agencies, and community-based environmental and health advocates.

AIR POLLUTION AND HEALTH IMPACTS FROM PORT OPERATIONS

The diesel engines at ports, which power ships, trucks, trains, and cargo-handling

equipment, create vast amounts of air pollution that affect the health of workers and

people living in nearby communities and contribute significantly to regional air

pollution. More than 30 human epidemiological studies have found that diesel

exhaust increases cancer risks, and a 2000 California study found that diesel exhaust

is responsible for 70 percent of the cancer risk from air pollution.1 More recent studies

have linked diesel exhaust with asthma.

2 Major air pollutants from diesel engines at

ports that can affect human health include particulate matter (PM), volatile organic

compounds (VOCs), nitrogen oxides (NOx

), and sulfur oxides (SOx
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States can do the plan – report from Army Corps proves

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

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.
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.

2nc states solvency wall
Government fails – private sector lowers costs

Laventhal 09 – Division of Global Affairs PhD candidate (William, “Connecting to the Global Economy – Barriers to Port Development for Countries on the Periphery”, EBSCO Host, February 15th 2009)//MG

Prior to the emergence of global supply chains, governments had typically taken the lead role in port facilities that handled manufactured goods. In the past decades, however, the role of government has been reevaluated and an ideological shift has called for greater responsibilities in the economy for the private sector. The reduced role of government in has coincided with the rise of global supply chains and the transformation of logistics. A port’s competitiveness is now far more influenced by how it fits in with the overall supply chain requirements (Robinson 2002). In addition to providing container handling equipment and intermodal connections, terminal management has a strong influence on a port’s competitiveness. Port congestion, delays, and mismanagement are relatively greater hindrances than before, given the improvements in ship speed, modal transfer, and visibility of containers within the supply chain. Governments have had trouble keeping up with the dynamic conditions and have looked to transfer port responsibilities to the private sector. Private Spending The emergence of private actors in port infrastructure development has made profitability a top priority. Unlike government investment in ports that could be driven by a combination of short and long-term economic growth, as well as immediate benefits in the form of jobs and opportunities for corruption, private investment in ports requires limited economic risk. To maximize returns on investment, there is pressure to achieve economies of scale through bigger and more efficient container terminals. Companies are more likely to invest in ports where the costs of container terminals are offset by revenue from existing trade flows. A key difference between government and private firms, therefore, is the time frame used in evaluating port infrastructure investments. The impact of the shortened time frame for private firms to turn a profit is compounded by the soaring cost of modern container terminal infrastructure. A port’s redevelopment or transformation to specialize in container handling comes at a great cost. Cranes, yard tractors, and computer technology may be worth tens or hundreds of millions. Dredging may become even more complicated and expensive as ports push the limits of the natural environment that at one time made them attractive locations (Burroughs 2005). In many ports, private companies have taken over entire terminals. Some container terminal operators control assets in only one port, while others expand globally to form international terminal networks. Companies such as Hutchison (Hong Kong), PSA (Singapore), and DPW (Dubai) have expanded globally and each control over 25 container terminals. They benefit from their specialization in terminal management to provide competitive services to shippers and revenues for their owners and shareholders. These companies are able to achieve economies of scale in equipment purchases, rate negotiations, and management training. A different type of specialization is occurring in the ocean carriers. As opposed to integrating horizontally by acquiring rivals (although in many cases, this is also occurring), shipping lines are becoming for more vertically integrated. The growing complexity and lengthening of the supply chain means that providing all-in-one logistics services can be a competitive advantage. Carriers have sometimes invested in rail and trucking operations, as well as container terminals. Controlling the full range of intermodal assets allows ocean carriers to provide “door-to-door” service. This can simplify the logistics activities of shippers and also lower their costs by reducing the number of transactions. APM Terminals, a subsidiary of Maersk, manages over 35 container terminals, allowing it to better manage its shipping operations while providing customers with more reliable service and faster transit times. All of these improvements translate into reduced overall costs and potentially higher profits.

Savannah funding disputes prove the states can act independently with their own money

Bynum 4/26 – news reporter (Russ, “Georgia would fund Savannah River port deepening if Washington doesn’t, Gov. Nathan Deal says” Associated Press, 4/26/12, http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20120426/PC05/120429432/1005&slId=6) // CB

SAVANNAH — Gov. Nathan Deal said he would have Georgia taxpayers pay a heftier portion of the $653 million tab to deepen the Savannah harbor rather than delay the project if the federal government hasn’t funded its share once it’s time to start dredging.

Deal, speaking at the Port of Savannah on Tuesday, said he believes Washington should honor its commitment to cover 60 percent of the project. But with federal dollars still tight and time running out before supersized cargo ships can start using an expanded Panama Canal, the governor said he is willing do what is necessary to begin deepening the Savannah River as soon as possible.
Asked what would happen if the president and Congress do not find dredging money for the harbor soon, Deal said, “We’ll spend our money.”
“We hope we don’t get to that point,” he said. “But it may be one of those things that, if that becomes necessary, we begin the project and hopefully get (federal) funding after the fact to reimburse the state.”

Savannah and other East Coast ports, including Charleston, are racing to deepen their harbors in anticipation of mammoth container ships arriving via Panama once its canal expansion is finished in 2014.

State public-private partnerships can provide the necessary capital

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

In the absence of such a federal strategy, and in addition to an enhanced level of cooperation among our U.S. West Coast network of ports, Oakland is building on its long and successful track record in developing Public-Private Partnerships to maximize landside and waterside improvements and connections. We have formed a strategic partnership with China port operator. China Merchants Holdings International Company Limited (CMHI) to promote and extend supply chain services for U.S exporters throughout China. The form and scale of this partnership is a first for the U.S. port industry, With China serving as a significant and rapidly growing market for our nation's food and agriculture products, this initiative will make it easier, safer and faster to export U.S. commodities.

 This partnership follows on the success of an innovative 50-year agreement with PortsAmerica Group to modernize one of our largest marine terminals and ensure that it will be privately maintained for decades to come. This is a win-win for PortsAmerica Group and the Port of Oakland, as it secures a private long-term investment in the success of the Port, while allowing PortsAmerica Group to manage its terminal investments and improvements in a manner that is consistent with the market conditions and opportunities.

Our private rail partners are also making significant investments to remove bottlenecks that will expand the Ports connectivity to interior points of the U.S. For example, the Union Pacific has raised its tunnel clearances along the Donner Pass and the Central Rail Corridor, which allows for increased throughput of intermodal cargo to the Midwest, with reduced travel times. BNSF also is working with the State of California to improve the rail connection through the Tehachapi Mountains. All of these demonstrate that U.S. West Coast ports, and Port of Oakland in particular, will remain a robust part of the nation's goods movement supply chain for decades to come.

States solve better—avoids politically charged dump sites

Torgan 01 – Director of Ocean and Coastal Conservation at The Nature Conservancy, Narragansett Baykeeper at Save The Bay (John, “COMMENTARY - Recycle the stuff - Expediting Bay dredging solutions: [All Edition]”, The Providence Journal, 3/30, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/397451221?accountid=14667, EL)
AS WE PLAN the future of marine infrastructure in Narragansett Bay, we should not be forced to choose between a healthy Bay and safe, accessible marine transportation. There is no doubt that responsible dredging is a necessary part of maintaining our waterways, and that it is overdue here. Managed properly, dredging can be achieved with minimal risks to the Bay. As the Providence River ship channel continues to shoal and marinas are choking with silt and mud, the need to resolve the sediment-disposal dilemma has never been more urgent. Save the Bay has been working hard to resolve these issues for private marinas and for the State of Rhode Island. We recognize the need for dredging, and for practical disposal options. After decades of research and advocacy on this issue, we have also learned that, to be implemented, any solution must have strong support from stakeholders, including the state and federal environmental agencies, commercial and industrial facilities, recreational-resource users, and coastal communities. As many as five or more agencies must concur to certify the selection of a disposal site. When determined opposition is added to the scientific and regulatory dispute, projects may be delayed indefinitely. Part of the problem is inadequate state policy. Rhode Island has historically relied on the federal government, in the Army Corps of Engineers, to provide full funding, engineering and execution of dredging projects. Bound by regulations that compel it to select only the least-cost/environmentally-acceptable disposal option, the Corps will always do the cheapest and marginally acceptable thing: in- water disposal as close to the dredging site as possible. These proposed dump sites are always politically charged, as resource users and project proponents debate issues of environmental risk and threats to such other uses as safe fishing and shellfishing. The debate leads to additional delay of dredging projects, contributing to the endless loop of studies and meetings but with no real progress toward a long-term sustainable solution. To advance dredging, Rhode Island must accept responsibility for the problem and invest real resources toward a better solution. We can do this without huge cash appropriations. Simply by removing some of the regulatory and practical barriers, we can establish a progressive, innovative state program that would actually let dredging take place in a reliable, cost-effective manner. Other nearby states, such as New York and New Jersey, have already recognized the viability of beneficial uses by recycling the dredged sediments. These materials can be used for a wide range of purposes, including beach nourishment, road construction, landfill cover, and remediation of contaminated sites, to name a few.
2nc p3’s solvency

P3’s can fund ports through the states – independently frees up resources for state budgets

Feigenbaum, 12 - transportation policy analyst with Reason Foundation (Baruch, “New Deepening Option Vital for Port of Savannah,” 4/6, http://reason.org/news/show/new-deepening-option-vital)//DH

Georgia needs another way to permanently deepen harbors. One solution is public-private partnerships, which deliver needed infrastructure including ports, raise new sources of capital for modernization, shift risks away from taxpayers and onto investors, and encourage innovation.

The Port of Savannah could team with a private company, which would pay for and perform the initial deepening and future maintenance of the channel. To recoup this investment, the company would manage the port and generate revenue from the shipping companies that use it. Three possible rental-lease types include a fixed annual payment to the state, a variable payment or a partial lease.

Maryland is showing how successful these partnerships can be. In 2010, the state signed a 50-year lease with Ports America to operate the Port of Baltimore. The company, Ports America, will invest $500 million in the project and provide another $140 million to fund highway, bridge and tunnel improvement projects near the port. The state received a $105 million payment upfront and gets annual lease payments of $3.2 million. Maryland also can cancel the agreement if certain performance metrics related to the construction and management of the port aren’t met.

Could this type of lease work in Savannah? Yes. Savannah’s deepening involves a river channel, not a port berth, but the potential partners and the process are the same. Savannah is a bigger, busier port, so the lease likely would be more attractive financially. The process of getting and approving bids for the project should take Georgia about a year. The private sector’s construction efficiency could have the port deepened and ready by mid-2013.

Leasing the port also would provide other benefits. First, Georgia would be free to use the $240 million it plans to spend on the port on other construction projects instead.

Second, the port operator in Maryland provided the state $120 million to pay for infrastructure improvements near the port. Contrast this with Georgia, where taxpayers through gas taxes are funding the $73 million Jimmy Deloach Parkway Connector connecting the port of Savannah and I-95. With a public-private partnership, the port operator, not Georgia taxpayers, could pay the bill for these needed infrastructure improvements.

Third, many public-private partnership agreements have annual lease payments. These go to the state and could help pay for construction and maintenance of infrastructure projects that lack funding.

The deepening of the Panama Canal is going to bring great economic benefits to ports capable of handling larger ships. Will those benefits go to Miami, Jacksonville or Charleston? Or will the Port of Savannah be able to take advantage of the opportunity and bring the economic rewards to Georgia?

Instead of sitting and hoping for the deficit-riddled federal government to find hundreds of millions of dollars for the deepening project, Georgia needs to pursue a public-private partnership deal that can move the project forward right now and benefit everyone in the region.

Port P3’s solve

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
Public-Private Partnerships

The U.S. needs another way to permanently deepen harbors. One solution is public-private partnerships. Currently, transportation PPPs in the U.S. are limited to highways (both new and existing facilities) and transit (building new facilities). Port PPPs would deliver needed infrastructure, raise new sources of capital, shift risks to investors, provide a business-like approach, and encourage innovations.

How would a PPP process work at US ports? The private company would pay for and perform the initial deepening and future maintenance of the harbor. To recoup this investment, the company would likely operate the port. Often times, the private company would rent the port from the state via a fixed annual payment to the state, a variable payment or a partial lease.

For example, Maryland has signed a 50-year lease with Ports America to operate the Port of Baltimore. Ports America will invest $500 million in the project and provide $140 million to the state to fund highway, bridge, and tunnel projects near the port. The state received an upfront payment of $105 million and gets annual lease payments of $3.2 million. Maryland has the right to cancel the agreement if certain performance metrics, such as the construction of berth IV at a depth of 50 feet, are not met. Ports America agreed to build/expand berth IV and operate and maintain the Seagirt marine terminal for 50 years.

Public-private partnerships (PPPs) can bring much-needed money to ports at this critical juncture. Busy ports, like Charleston, South Carolina and Galveston, Texas would likely attract a lot of interest from private companies willing to finance expansion and improvement projects.

The PPP would also eliminate many of the steps in the current process, including the wait for an appropriation. Additionally PPPs could lead to the most appropriate ports being dredged first. Currently, the most powerful congressman can determine how many ports will be funded in a particular year guaranteeing their port makes the cut.

P3’s solve the aff – provide funding for upgrades now

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

In response, port authorities are turning to the private sector, with some success. New terminals are being developed as public-private partnerships, with public agencies contracting with shipping companies to build and then manage the operations. Some infrastructure improvements also involve private investors. The $1.1 billion Port of Miami tunnel, a road intended to bypass downtown congestion by linking the port to an interstate highway, is being financed through the state of Florida, Miami-Dade County, a federal government loan program, and a consortium of banks organized by Meridiam Infrastructure, an international private infrastructure fund.  

Public-private partnerships succeed – solves aging infrastructure and lacking capacity

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


Role of private sector underscored

Michael Hassing, CEO and president of Ports America Inc., told workshop participants that he sees strategic public-private partnerships playing an increasing role at ports and in related transportation infrastructure as industry looks to meet challenges of aging infrastructure and insufficient terminal capacity.

Dr. Robert E.Martínez, vice president of business development for Norfolk Southern Corp., also said public-private partnerships should play a growing role in moving projects ahead throughout the spectrum of transport modes. He pointed to the $191 million partnership between Norfolk Southern and several federal and state entities bringing to fruition the Heartland Corridor doublestack rail link between Norfolk, Va., and the Midwest.

“Ports need to get more creative,” said Martínez, who holds his doctorate in political science and whose former positions include director of the U.S. Department of Transportation Office of Intermodalism,Maritime Administration deputy administrator and Virginia secretary of transportation.

Concerning private-sector involvement in highways, Martínez commented, “I do believe we’ve only scratched the surface.”

Other AAPA/MARAD Tampa workshop speakers pointed to the current U.S. federal deficit of $14 trillion, which, according to James R. Brennan, director of the maritime and port consulting practices of Norbridge Inc., is conservatively projected to increase by 50 percent in the next five years. The rising deficit points to the need for increased exports, as urged by President Obama’s goal of doubling U.S. export levels by 2015.

P3s solve capacity faster

Abbott 07 – Editor of AAPA Seaport Magazine (Paul Scott, “Public Private Partnerships Facilitate Key Investments”, Summer 2007, Seaport Magazine, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Fall2007.pdf )//MG

“Public-private partnerships are something we really believe in,” said Capt. Corsie, citing his port's agreement with a local business interest that has brought in a sprawling distribution center complex that includes a 500,000-square-foot warehouse for the Hudson Bay Co. Capt. Corsie noted that more than $3 billion of highway and bridge projects are being undertaken in British Columbia through the Gateway Program, which calls for private builders of infrastructure to recover costs through tolling. The projects are needed to help Canadian West Coast ports and inland infrastructure keep pace with burgeoning Asian trade. Jane Peatch, executive director of the Canadian Council for Public-Private Partnerships, said,“It's no good improving the ports if you can't get the product moved in and out of the port. The private sector continues to play a growing role in meeting a huge, pent-up demand for capacity.” Erik Stromberg, whose 25-year port industry career includes 10 years as executive director of the North Carolina State Ports Authority and eight years as AAPA's chief executive officer, said, “I think PPP financing is going to be increasingly important. “Public-private partnerships are clearly an emerging area of interest across the transportation industry, largely driven by lack of capital availability and the need for expedited implementation of transportation projects,” continued Mr. Stromberg, who currently is practice leader for ports and harbors for the consulting engineering firm of Hatch Mott MacDonald. “Every deal needs to be looked at as an individual deal,” he said. “The risks are different in every deal. Risks need to be evaluated, and, once you resolve the risk, you start moving forward with implementation.” Mr. Stromberg said PPPs can be particularly effective in addressing off-port infrastructure needs - often with the port as an advocate rather than formal sponsor. He said PPPs usually deliver benefits faster but may not necessarily lower costs for port projects, as port authorities have the advantage of access to tax-exempt financing. 

P3’s are cost effective and create more jobs

Abbott 12 – Editor of AAPA Seaport Magazine (Paul Scott, “Infrastructure Investment Hold Key to Prosperity”, Summer 2012, Seaport Magazine, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2012.pdf)//MG
Private sector steps to plate One mechanism that increasingly is being looked to for financing of infrastructure projects is collaboration between public and private sectors. All told, U.S. ports and their terminal partners are investing more than $45 billion over the next five years on infrastructure projects. In Baltimore, a 50-year public-private partnership between terminal operator Ports America Chesapeake and the Maryland Port Administration is behind the development of a 50-footdeep container berth at the Seagirt Marine Terminal. With the addition of four super-post-Panamax cranes at Seagirt, the Port of Baltimore will become the second U.S. East Coast port, following the Port of Virginia, with container-handling infrastructure boasting both a 50-foot-deep channel and 50-foot berth. Fifty-foot channel projects at the Port of Miami and the Port Authority of New York & New Jersey bode to provide further opportunities for berthing of big trans-canal containerships. Also, following analyses showing benefits far exceeding costs, recent advances in funding for channel projects at such ports as Charleston, S.C., Savannah, Ga., and Jacksonville, Fla., should help further add to East Coast ports’ capabilities. Not only is the Baltimore project providing, two years ahead of canal expansion completion, a terminal to accommodate many of the largest container vessels capable of transiting the expanded Panama Canal; it also is generating 5,700 new jobs and, with total investment and revenue to the State of Maryland reaching  as much as $1.8 billion over the life of the lease and concession agreement, is poised to generate nearly $16 million a year in new state tax revenue. Partnerships generate jobs On the West Coast, where ports expect to see continuing gains in volumes even after the canal project is complete, another long-term public-private partnership is behind the nine-year, $1.2 billion project to create a 304-acre, leading-edge Middle Harbor container terminal at the Port of Long Beach. The port’s $4.6 billion agreement with Hong Kongbased Orient Overseas Container Line gives OOCL subsidiary Long Beach Container Terminal LLC exclusive use of the terminal for 40 years. In addition to doubling the capacity of the Port of Long Beach’s Middle Harbor infrastructure while cutting air emissions in half, the new facility is projected to create 14,000 permanent jobs in Southern California, plus more than 1,000 temporary construction jobs. Yet another of the plethora of current port projects that involves the private sector is the tunnel to link the island-based Port of Miami directly with the Interstate highway system, as opposed to present routings over a bridge and through downtown business  district streets, routings that add to shipping costs and pose safety hazards. The $607 million project is being made possible through state, county and city funding and a private-sector concessionaire. PPPs or P3s, as public-private partnerships are known as for short, are likely to continue to be a favored mechanism. For example, when officials of Delaware’s Port of Wilmington.

2nc SIB solvency
P3’s and State Infrastructure Banks can empirically fund the plan

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

If we are to move ahead and seize the opportunities before us, we also must be prepared to further explore and strongly support public‐private‐partnerships, or P3s, to fund landside port infrastructure. Several vehicles have been explored recently, from pre‐payments to a combination of concessions and annual payments, to increased use of municipal bonds on behalf of private equity. The Jacksonville Port Authority successfully employed a P3 transaction recently with Tokyo‐based shipping line MOL. JAXPORT contributed $20 million toward the construction of the TraPac Container Terminal, and MOL contributed $210 million in exchange for low interest financing via special purpose facility bonds, city excise tax bonds and a loan from the State Infrastructure Bank of Florida. We stand prepared to employ another public‐private‐partnership with Hanjin Shipping Company of Seoul, Korea, to develop the 90‐acre, $300 million Hanjin Container Terminal, and we will be seeking other creative and forward thinking methods for funding the port of the future. 

at: federal key
Funding and permits aren’t related—federal funding not key
Leach 6/18— senior editor at the Journal of Commerce (Peter T., “Gulf Ports' Growth Compass Points North-South”, Journal of Commerce, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/1020905174?accountid=14667) EL

Houston's top South American trading partners are Brazil, Colombia and Chile. Three container lines -- Hamburg Sud, Hapag-Lloyd and Mediterranean Shipping Co. -- serve the Brazilian trade, with Zim Integrated Shipping Services buying slots on the MSC run. Exports account for 65 percent of the trade, consisting of plastic resins, cotton, synthetic rubber, chemicals, oil well equipment and forest products. Granite and other ornamental stones, ceramic proppants for oil and gas, lumber and wood products and coffee are the major import commodities arriving from Brazil. Volume through Houston's two container terminals, Bayport and Barbour's Cut, increased 3 percent last year to a record of just under 1.9 million TEUs. With plans to expand the terminals, the port is awaiting permits from the Army Corps of Engineers to deepen the channels that lead to the facilities to 45 feet from 40 feet now. The port authority would pay for the deepening itself, at a cost of $130 million. "We can't wait on the feds, so we are putting our dollars into deepening the channel to meet market demand when the Panama Canal expands," Waterworth said. He expects to complete the project by the end of 2014, before the opening of the new locks at the Panama Canal. The Houston Ship Channel is already 45 feet deep. The port authority will build out the remaining half of the planned expansion of Bayport over the next five to seven years. Bayport currently has annual container capacity of 1.1 million to 1.2 million TEUs. The original design for the completed project was to double that capacity to 2.4 million TEUs, but the port plans to be able to raise that to 3 million TEUs by continuing "densification."

States solve—bond borrowing provides funds
Jones 11— reporter for the Savannah Morning News (Walter C. “Gov Backs State Harbor Funding”, Savannah Morning News, 4/11, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/863056532?accountid=14667) EL

Georgia needs to be ready to finance the deepening of the Savannah River if the federal government doesn't ante up, Gov. Nathan Deal told the Atlanta Press Club on Wednesday. He also renewed his pledge to push passage of the transportation sales-tax next year. Asked whether budget cutting by congressional Republicans could jeopardize Georgia's chances of getting federal money for the $600-million deepening project, the governor said he's hopeful but realistic. "I'm not going to place any bets on whether or not we get it," he said. "We're going to have to be prepared in the alternative to do whatever the state of Georgia and the (Georgia) Ports Authority has to do in the event that federal funding does not come forward in a timely and appropriate sum." This year, he convinced the Georgia General Assembly to commit $32 million in bond borrowing to the project, raising the state taxpayers' total investment so far to $125 million. Having a strong transportation network - on land, sea, rail and by air - is key to job development, he said, and the sales tax and the deepening of the river's ship channel to accommodate bigger freighters are both vital to the state's economy. The governor recounted a conversation from his trip Tuesday to visit with bond-rating agencies. "It's amazing to me when you go to New York City and they ask how the deepening of the port of Savannah is going," he said. "You know they are keeping up with what's going on here." More than 20,000 businesses from every state in the nation ship cargo through the port, Deal said, meaning funding would have a national impact rather than simply a local one. The port is racing the clock. Expansion of the Panama Canal will be completed in 2014, and it will be open to larger freighters, especially container ships, that can only enter the Savannah River partially loaded. Ports authority officials fear that unless the channel is deepened enough to accommodate what are called post-panamax ships, their owners will bypass Savannah. The Georgia Chamber of Commerce backs Deal's idea of using state resources to meet the 2014 deadline and prevent shipping lines from transferring out of the port. "It's one of those things: Where's our alternative," said chamber president Chris Clark. "We've said all along. If (federal funds) are not an option, then we need to be looking at state and local options to get that done."
Federal funding fails—bureaucracy and no accountability 

Rein 01—reporter at the Washington Post covering federal workforce and issues that concern the management of government (Lisa, “Bill Would Clear Way On Dredging; Occoquan Funding May Be a Problem: [FINAL Edition]”, 10/11, The Washington Post, ProQuest)//EL
But the long-sought project has been delayed and is in jeopardy because of bureaucratic wrangling over whether the federal government has the power to carve a deeper river bottom. Rep. Thomas M. Davis III (R-Va.), who sponsored the dredging legislation, plans to bring another bill before Congress this month to get the project back on track. But funding is now uncertain. "There is no question the channel is dangerous and a problem," said Jim Ball, president of the Occoquan River Maritime Association, which represents about 450 commercial and pleasure boaters from Northern Virginia and has fought hard for the dredging. Months after Congress approved the project last fall, the Army Corps of Engineers surveyed the river and reported that dredging was not necessary. The agency said the boating channel was six feet deep in most places, the passable depth authorized by the federal Rivers and Harbors Act, passed in 1899 and later amended to establish regulations for barge traffic. In May, the corps proposed realigning the channel in spots where the river has silted by moving the channel markers that guide boats in and out of the three-mile stretch from the Potomac River to the town of Occoquan. But boaters objected, saying they were skeptical that a minor realignment would prevent boats from going aground. "We reacted with incredulity," Ball said. "They said, 'We'll just move the markers around.' . . . But it's not pleasant when you tear up a $500 propeller and shaft." The agency said it was bound by the century-old law. "What they really want is a deeper and wider channel," said Jeff McKee, acting chief of the corps' navigation section. "The corps is not opposed to it, but under our existing authority, we don't have the power to do it." To get the dredging done, Davis has come up with another approach: Change the law. He plans to submit a bill to Congress this fall that would change the minimum channel depth to nine feet and its width to 200 feet, said David Marin, Davis's chief legislative aide. That's fine with the corps, McKee said. But in the meantime, the $1 million authorized last year has been spent on "other navigation projects," he said. "There's no money for this project," McKee said. He said the corps spent about $15,000 to survey the river. But Marin said corps officials told him the figure was $300,000. "We'd be the first to admit that this hasn't been the most efficient process," Marin said. "The ideal thing would have been to allocate $300,000 to further study what the project needed to entail and then appropriate more money." Boaters who have waited years for relief are still waiting. "The Army Corps got a million dollars for our creek dredging; they studied it and figured out it doesn't need to be done; and where has the money gone?" asked Terry Hill, who owns two marinas in Prince William: Potomac Marine and Hampton's Landing Marina. "Whether they spent $15,000 or $300,000, that money has gone somewhere else. You give them money, and they are not dollar-for- dollar accountable."

Federal government investment decreases probability of solvency, empirics proves. 

Edwards, 2012 – director of tax policy studies at Cato, senior economist, and expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee (Chris, “Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers”, CATO, March 2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace#6)//MM
Reform Options The first step toward cutting the budget of the Army Corps is to end passage of new water resource authorization bills. It makes no sense for Congress to keep putting new civilian projects into the Corps' pipeline when the agency already has hundreds of projects previously authorized but not funded. Then Congress should go through the Corps' budget and cut out all those activities that could be financed and operated by state and local governments or the private sector. Given the agency's long-standing mismanagement and misallocation of spending, it should be removed from those activities where federal involvement is not essential. Many of the Corps' activities should be privatized. Activities such as harbor construction and maintenance, beach replenishment, and hydropower generation could be provided by private construction, engineering, and utility companies. Those companies could contract directly with customers, such as local governments, to provide those services. Consider the Corp's harbor maintenance activities on the seacoasts. These activities are funded by a Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) collected from shippers based on the value of cargo. The tax generates about $1.4 billion a year and is spent on projects chosen by Congress and the Corps. But the federal government is an unneeded middleman here—port authorities could simply impose their own charges on shippers to fund their own maintenance activities, such as dredging. By cutting out the middleman, ports could respond directly to market demands, rather than having to lobby Washington for funding.

Federal funding structure inefficient

Edwards, 2012 – director of tax policy studies at Cato, senior economist, and expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee (Chris, “Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers”, CATO, March 2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace#6)//MM
Many of the Corps' assets should be turned over to state and local governments. These assets include flood control infrastructure, municipal water and sewer projects, the Washington, D.C., aqueduct system, and recreational areas. The financing and control of flood control infrastructure in Louisiana, for example, should be handed over to the State of Louisiana. That would give citizens direct responsibility over their hurricane defenses, rather than to have them rely on a distant Washington bureaucracy. State and local officials could better balance the costs and benefits of levees and other infrastructure if their own citizens were footing the bill. The Commerce Clause of the Constitution allowed the federal government to assert control over navigable rivers, and the Corps has taken the lead role in river navigation activities since the 19th century. However, Congress should consider reforms to reduce the costs on general taxpayers of these activities. Currently, a barge fuel tax generates revenues for the Inland Waterways Trust Fund, but this fund only pays half the cost of constructive projects on the inland waterways and none of the operation and maintenance costs. One reform step would be to raise fees to cover a higher share of system's costs, as proposed by the Simpson-Bowles fiscal commission in 2010. An expert on the system, Steve Ellis, testified to Congress last year about the inefficiency of the current funding structure. One problem is that "since users don't have to pay anything for maintenance, they are constant cheerleaders for new construction." Another problem is that spending is allocated based on politics, not on market demands such as barge traffic levels. Some rivers in the system receive very little barge traffic, yet receive substantial spending from the Corps. Ellis also notes that inland waterway projects suffer from the Corps' usual distorted analyses and cost overruns: "None of the inland navigation projects the Corps has green-lighted in recent decades have met their economic predictions." To create more efficient inland waterways, Congress should consider transferring the Corps' activities to state governments or private businesses. In 2002 the Bush administration determined that the Corps' civilian activities were not a "core competency" of the government and should be opened to private contractors. It proposed allowing private bidding for 2,000 Corps jobs involved in the operation of locks and dams on the waterways, but that plan did not come to fruition. Another idea is to create a self-funded organization to operate the inland waterways, either as an arms-length part of government or as a private entity. To conclude, the nation's long experience with the Army Corps illustrates how federal involvement in local infrastructure often leads to mismanagement, inefficiency, and pork-barrel spending. It's time to revive federalism in infrastructure investment and begin to privatize Army Corps activities or transfer them to the states. Those remaining activities of the Corps that are truly federal in nature should be moved to the Department of the Interior and the civilian side of the Corps closed down.

amend shipping act cp
1nc amend shipping act cp

Text: The United States federal government should amend the Shipping Act providing port authorities with the power to assess cargo-based fees on Port Users for qualifying transportation projects including harbor deepening projects. 

Amending the Shipping Act eliminates all barriers preventing port authorities from modernizing port infrastructure

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

As discussed above, federal, state, and industry actors agree that investments in infrastructure and development are critical to the future competitive position of the United States. n288 The concerns expressed by stakeholders can best be mitigated through an amendment to the Shipping Act expressly providing port authorities with the power to assess cargo-based fees on Port Users for qualifying transportation  [*1565]  projects, environmental initiatives, and port security measures. n289
Under this amendment, fees would be assessed and collected directly by port authorities and may be assessed on any individual in the supply chain (i.e., shipper, trucker, marine terminal operator, or beneficial cargo owner) at the discretion of the port authority. n290 This amendment would allow port authorities broad power to incorporate fees into their current business model in a flexible and seamless manner.

Port authorities would only be authorized to invest in infrastructure projects that have been approved by the U.S. Department of Transportation.n291 Project eligibility would be determined by criteria designed to measure the project's effectiveness in meeting current and future capacity, security, and environmental needs. Factors such as geographic location, population density, and accessibility to highway and freight rail facilities should be considered. Further, in closely apportioning the benefits to the charges imposed, proposed projects would be located within a geographic area that begins at the cargo's point of origin and extends along the coast or waterway in either direction for ten miles. n292 Eligible projects would fall within a one-mile radius from that coast or waterway. Recognizing that densely populated areas present unique concerns with respect to port-related congestion and pollution, an exception to the foregoing geographic limitations would be made for metropolitan areas measuring a population density greater than 1000 people per square mile of land. n293 For example,  [*1566]  if a ship were to dock in New York Harbor, this amendment would allow PANYNJ to assess a cargo-based fee to fund the construction, maintenance, and repair of a qualifying project from Bayonne, New Jersey to Fort Lee, New Jersey, and from parts of Brooklyn, New York to Hoboken, New Jersey. Given the population density of the region, PANYNJ would be permitted to fund eligible projects outside of this initial funding zone, provided that the population density extending from the point of origin to the project location was greater than 1000 people per square mile. These restrictions would limit the ability of states to divert funds to non-port-related infrastructure projects and ensure that the benefits of the investment are most likely to flow to the users paying the charge. n294
The amendment would also require that all design and build plans be submitted and approved before the fifth-year anniversary of the amendment's passage. Charges assessed under the amendment would be tied to the estimated useful life of the project. Beginning on the fifth-year anniversary, no new projects would be approved and, therefore, the charges assessed for a specific project would remain static throughout the useful life of the project. n295
        xt—cp solves

Amending the Shipping Act allows port authorities to assess fees for infrastructure improvements and fund port improvement programs

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

Given the lack of consensus and certainty in how funding should best be generated to meet critical infrastructure and development needs, this Note proposes an amendment to the Shipping Act to provide port authorities with the express power to impose fees for the construction, operation, and maintenance of qualifying port-related infrastructure and development initiatives. 50 The amendment would effectively spread the costs specific to qualifying initiatives over the useful life of the project. The U.S. Department of Transportation would first be required to approve any project qualifying for funding under the amendment.

Shippers vehemently oppose a congressional green light for port authorities to assess fees for general improvements, 51 but shippers also recognize that there is a significant problem arising out of increasingly modernized and automated shipping operations and the United States’ currently outdated and outmoded port infrastructure. 52 A carefully crafted amendment to the Shipping Act can provide the shipping industry with reasonable assurances that a new fee will be accompanied by a proportionate benefit. 53

Part I discusses the relevant provisions and judicial standards associated with the Tonnage Clause and Shipping Act. Part II addresses the efforts by both Congress and port authorities to generate funding for port-related infrastructure and development initiatives. Part III proposes a legislative amendment to the Shipping Act that provides port authorities with the express power to impose fees on cargo over a reasonable investment horizon for qualifying infrastructure and development projects. This amendment would ensure that port authorities are best able to meet pressing infrastructure and development needs.

at: tonnage clause

The Tonnage Clause doesn’t preclude the CP

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)

A. The Tonnage Clause
The Tonnage Clause of the Constitution provides that "no State shall, without the consent of Congress, lay any Duty of Tonnage." n54 It is intended to safeguard the Constitution's general prohibition against states laying duties on imports or exports n55 by preventing states from imposing duties on the ships transporting goods in commerce. n56 Congress may, however, grant exceptions to this general prohibition. n57
A "Duty of Tonnage" is a tax assessed by a state actor on a vessel solely for the privilege of entering, remaining in, or departing from a port. n58Critical to the Supreme Court's analysis of what constitutes an impermissible duty of tonnage is the distinction between a tax and a user fee. n59 For example, in Cannon v. City of New Orleans, n60 the City of New Orleans imposed a charge on any vessel landing on the riverbank, regardless of whether the vessel was utilizing a city-constructed wharf. n61 The Supreme Court held that the charge violated the Tonnage Clause:

The dues here claimed cannot be supported as a compensation for the use of the city's wharves, but that it is a tax upon every vessel which stops, either by landing or mooring, in the waters of the Mississippi  [*1534]  River within the city of New Orleans, for the privilege of so landing or mooring.n62
In other words, the charge could not be attributed to any identifiable benefit provided by the state to the vessel and was, therefore, an impermissible duty of tonnage.

The Supreme Court recognized the ability of states to charge ship owners for "services rendered or for conveniences provided." n63 Put another way, if a state actor improved a port facility, such as through the construction of a wharf n64 or by providing pilotage or towage services, n65 and ship owners availed themselves of those improvements, then the state could charge a reasonable fee for the use of that improvement. n66  [*1535]  The Court has upheld these charges as reasonable regardless of whether a ship's tonnage is a basis for the fee calculation. n67
Fees imposed on ship owners for general services have also been upheld as reasonable under the Tonnage Clause, regardless of whether the ship owners availed themselves of those services. In Clyde Mallory Lines v. Alabama, n68 the Port of Mobile adopted a schedule of harbor fees that included a fee on vessels 500 tons and over to recoup the costs of providing policing services to put out fires and implement other public safety measures. n69The plaintiff ship owner claimed that the fee was unconstitutional under the Tonnage Clause because it was imposed on all vessels entering the port, regardless of whether the vessel received the benefit of the service. n70 In upholding the fee, the Court distinguished between fees charged for pilotage and towage and fees that inure to the benefit of all port users. n71 "[A] charge for a service such as the present is neither within the historic meaning of the phrase "duty of tonnage' nor the purpose of the constitutional prohibition." n72 In other words, a charge for general services actually received is not a tax and therefore is not prohibited by the Tonnage Clause.

at: federal action k2 uniformity

Port authorities are comparatively more effective than the government on allocation of fees

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

This proposal might give pause to federal and industry actors. These parties would likely argue that a more uniform implementation, collection, and distribution of the fee could be achieved under the direction of the federal government. This argument, however, fails to recognize that port authorities are local actors who can best determine which projects will best generate value for users and beneficiaries of that particular port. n296 Additionally, port authorities are in direct competition for discretionary cargo, n297 which provides an incentive to develop a fee tailored to specific projects that would best grow the region and cater to the needs of the shippers and cargo owners calling at that port. n298 Port authorities and shippers alike can draw a lesson from the federal government's handling of the HMTF, which  [*1567]  has accrued a surplus of more than $ 5 billion due to annual revenue collections totaling more than $ 1.4 billion and disbursements averaging less than $ 800 million during the 2004 to 2009 period.n299 A federally regulated infrastructure fund - like those proposed in the ON TIME Act, n300 The MOVEMENT Act of 2009, n301 and the National Freight Mobility Infrastructure Fund n302 - would subject disbursements to congressional approval and political posturing. n303 Providing port authorities with the power to impose and invest fees collected under the amendment would best ensure responsive and efficient investment in critical port-related infrastructure projects. n304
Amending the Shipping Act decreases short-term costs by spreading them over the life of the project

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)

Industry actors cannot argue that, regardless of how the charges are assessed, the payor would shoulder an unequal burden of the short-term costs. In contrast, the amendment would reduce the amount of the fee that is imposed by providing adequate cost spreading over the useful life of the project. Further, short-term costs could be alleviated by quick adjustments in the cost of services, ultimately passing expenses through to the ultimate beneficiary - the consumer. n305
at: precludes p3

Amending the Shipping Act doesn’t preclude P3’s

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)

 [*1568]  Finally, the proposed amendment would not preclude the ability of port authorities to form private-public ventures to generate funding and develop infrastructure. The amendment would provide port authorities with complete discretion as to whether the fees should be assessed at all.n306 The amendment would only provide port authorities with Congress' express authority to impose fees within reasonable parameters established by the amendment and the Constitution's Export Clause. n307 In this way, port authorities could modernize the way goods are transported through U.S.ports with the requisite flexibility and authority to maximize the benefits for all stakeholders and shareholders.

privatization cp

1nc privatization cp solvency

Private sector should control Corps’ activities

Edwards, 2012 – director of tax policy studies at Cato, senior economist, and expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee (Chris, “Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers”, CATO, March 2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace#6)//MM
It may make sense to proceed with projects that harm the environment if the economic benefits are large. The problem with government subsidies is that they tilt the balance in a pro-development direction. If the owners of swampy land want to drain their properties for farming with their own money, it is likely that the increased value of farm production outweighs the project's cost. But if farmers can lobby the Army Corps to get their land drained for free, government policy is biased in an anti-environmental direction. Economists generally support government spending on true "public goods." However, the purpose of many Corps' projects is to generate private gains, not broad public benefits. The Corps would look favorably on a project that cost taxpayers $100 million and generated private benefits to farmers, developers, or shipping companies of $110 million. But private interests should be willing to invest their own funds in such projects that have positive returns. In sum, the Corps' infrastructure activities have often been based on faulty economics and pork-barrel politics. To better ensure efficient investment decisions, policymakers should transfer those Corps' activities that can be supported in the marketplace to the private sector, and transfer most of the rest of the agency's activities to state and local governments.

        xt—privatization solves

Privatization solves better – greater efficiency and resources 

Sanders 10—reporter at the New Haven Register (Alexandra, “Dredging project loses nearly $1M in federal funding?”, New Haven Register, 12/21, ProQuest, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/819035850?accountid=14667) EL

"What's frustrating is that this is a federal channel and the federal government is responsible for maintaining the channel," said Rives Potts, vice president and general manager of Pilot's Point Marina. "They have done maintenance on it about twice in 25 years, while we pay our taxes and do all the stuff right. It is supposed to be maintained every two or three years." Potts said that silt fills in the channel over time and a little dredging every year could prevent major projects. "It is horrible for commerce. It has a serious impact and has affected our work force," said Potts. "We have probably lost 20 to 25 jobs in the last eight or 10 years because of the problem." The town may have enough money to dredge the rest of the entrance to the channel to allow large boats river access, which would improve commerce, but even that isn't guaranteed. The Army Corps of Engineers would need to use its Currituck dredging machine to dredge the nearly 40,000 cubic yard entrance of the channel, but the machine may not be available because of the demand for it. The Army Corps is also low on funding and is currently struggling with dredging the Mississippi River, causing Westbrook officials to lose their optimism. "We could cry about it, but look at the fact that the Mississippi has the same problem - it's a major infrastructure problem," said John Rie, chairman of the Harbor Commission. "We have got to figure out a way to work around it that isn't going to break the bank in town." In the past, the town received about $125,000 a year from state boat registration fees, but last year the allowance was cut without warning, said Rie. "If this was done in a private sector, it could be done for $650,000, but the Army Corps is not as efficient as private industry," said Potts. "They just relocate material from one place to another -- it's pretty basic stuff -- but the Army Corps wants to have trailers for the engineers and supervisors, and there is a mobilization cost." 
Corps exaggerate their own capabilities, private sector would solve better

Edwards, 2012 – director of tax policy studies at Cato, senior economist, and expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee (Chris, “Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers”, CATO, March 2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace#6)//MM
A Legacy of Mismanagement. The Army Corps has built some impressive structures, such as the Washington Monument and the Panama Canal. But the agency's projects have been prone to large cost overruns, and they have often not produced the large benefits promised. Some projects have suffered from major failures, such as the levee system in New Orleans, while other projects have damaged the environment. These sorts of problems started in the 19th century. Melvin Dubnick notes that in the post–Civil War period, "the wastefulness and mismanagement of Corps' operations were the subject of many articles in the professional and popular press of the time, and a growing list of fiascoes was being used by the agency's enemies to challenge its effort to develop a more comprehensive civil works program."31 In 1951 Arthur Maass wrote an influential book about the Army Corps, Muddy Waters, which detailed the agency's politically driven decisions and poor planning processes.32 In the forward to the book, former secretary of the Interior, Harold Ickes, said, "no more lawless or irresponsible federal group than the Corps of Army Engineers has ever attempted to operate in the United States, either inside or outside the law."33The opinion of Ickes was harsh, but it reflected a common view that the Corps was outside of presidential control and working for special interests at the expense of the general public. A 1971 book by Arthur Morgan, Dams and other Disasters, was even more critical. The book rips into the Corps for its arrogant and damaging mismanagement. Morgan found that "there have been over the past 100 years consistent and disastrous failures by the Corps in public works areas . . . result[ing] in enormous and unnecessary costs to ecology [and] the taxpayer."34 Morgan was a former chairman of the Tennessee Valley Authority and a highly distinguished engineer, who had worked on water resource issues for decades. In his book, he documents how the Corps—with a bullheaded mentality—consistently underestimated the costs of its projects, followed shoddy engineering practices, treated Native American tribes poorly, lied to the public, hid information, pursued environmentally damaging projects, and demonized its enemies in order to silence dissent. Some of these charges still ring true. The nation was reacquainted with the Corps' shoddy engineering with the tragic failure of the levees in New Orleans during Hurricane Katrina. In recent years, the Corps has hidden information from the public, and has been caught distorting economic analyses to justify wasteful projects. Because of its pro-construction mindset, the Corps continues to pursue projects that would damage the environment and produce limited economic benefits. In recent decades, for example, "the Corps has channelized dozens of rivers for barges that never arrived."35 These longstanding problems are the result both of the agency's pro-building culture and congressional politics. The ad hoc way that the agency's projects are funded creates further problems. New projects are typically authorized in Water Resources Development Acts, which are passed every few years. The last of such acts was enacted in 2007 over a veto by President George W. Bush.36 After authorization, each project included may or may not receive funding a year at a time in annual appropriations bills. The problem is that Congress has crammed far too many projects into the Corps' pipeline, with the result that progress on each project is slow and erratic. For example, Congress has authorized more than 400 municipal water and sewer projects for the Corps, with a total price tag of more than $5 billion. However, only about $140 million or so is actually appropriated for these projects each year.37 The slow progress of Corps' projects contrasts with private sector construction projects, which are built as quickly as possible to hold down costs. A Government Accountability Office report on the Corps found that "funding projects in increments hinders project efficiency by increasing costs and timelines."38 One Corps' official told the GAO, "this is one of the reasons that a civil works project takes 20 years to execute, instead of 3 if we were fully funded from the start."39 The Corps currently has a backlog of more than 1,000 feasibility studies and construction projects worth more than $80 billion that have been authorized but not funded.40 The Corps is an engineering and construction organization, and in our economy such activities are usually carried out by private businesses. The Corps has never been run like a private business—it doesn't have an efficient structure, it doesn't pursue the highest-return projects, and it doesn't construct projects quickly and efficiently. Former Senate majority leader Tom Daschle (D-SD) said the Corps is "one of the most incompetent and inept organizations in all the federal government."41 The good news is that we don't need a civilian Army Corps organization because most of its functions could be carried out by state and local governments and the private sector.

Privatization solves better

Edwards, 2012 – director of tax policy studies at Cato, senior economist, and expert on federal and state tax and budget issues, senior economist on the congressional Joint Economic Committee (Chris, “Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers”, CATO, March 2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace#6)//MM
Groups representing shipping interests complain that Congress is not spending enough on harbors to keep America competitive in international trade. But the current federal system allocates funds inefficiently, creating large cross-subsidies between seaports. The Congressional Research Service notes that harbor maintenance funds are often "directed towards harbors which handle little or no cargo" and "there is no attempt to identify particular port usage and allocate funds accordingly." The Port of Los Angeles, for example, generates a large share of HMT revenues, but it receives very little maintenance spending in return. The Congressional Research Service further explains: 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. . . . 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 solution to these sorts of inefficiencies is not more federal funding, but greater port independence and self-funding. One step toward that goal would be to privatize U.S. seaports, which are generally owned by state and local governments today. Britain pursued such reforms in 1983 when it privatized 19 seaports to form Associated British Ports (ABP). Today ABP operates 21 ports, and its subsidiary, UK Dredging, provides dredging services in the marketplace. ABP and UK Dredging earn profits and pay taxes. Today two-thirds of British cargo goes through efficient privatized seaports. One advantage of private seaports is that they can expand their facilities when market demands warrant, free of the uncertainties created by government budgeting. Privatization is also a good option for the Corps' 75 hydropower plants. More than two-thirds of the roughly 2,400 hydropower plants in the nation are privately owned. While federal facilities—including those of the Army Corps—dominate hydropower in some states such as Washington, other states such as New York and North Carolina have substantial private hydropower. The point is that the private sector is entirely capable of running hydropower plants, and thus Congress should begin selling the generating facilities of the Corps.

Lack of federal funding encourages privatization—tax credits and loan guarantees
United States Infrastructure Report 12 — “Transportation Infrastructure Outlook and Overview”, 2nd Quarter, pg.32, ProQuest, www.businessmonitor.com , EL

Infrastructure: Trend Reversal Playing Out Infrastructure will no longer be the saving grace of the construction industry in the US, with our expectation for a 0.1% contraction in 2012 – the first since 2005, on track. Transport witnessed a contraction in 2011, as federal spending declined the infrastructure subsector only narrowly managed to post growth thanks to a boom in renewable projects, which was prompted by the expiration of subsidies and therefore is the precursor to an abrupt slowdown expected from late 2012, and notable in the forecasts from 2013. Transport infrastructure is expected to see the biggest hit because it is almost exclusively government funded. The potential for high speed rail to lift industry value is looking less likely by the day, and while ports are seeking investment to capitalise on the Panama Canal expansion, a lack of funds is thwarting plans. The one area of potential is private investment into railway and ports, in response to increased exports of US coal. As previously mentioned, power plants infrastructure industry value performed exceptionally well over the course of 2011 – posting 24.4% growth, driven primarily by investment into solar power and, to a lesser extent, wind. With federal incentives having expired in late 2011, we saw a rush to push projects through to benefit from tax credits and loan guarantees. While this means numerous projects will see their construction completed in 2012, the project pipeline is expected to shrink drastically until the policy future is decided, meaning a slowdown in 2012 (1.8%) and a contraction in industry value in 2013 (-3%). On the other hand, the construction of new gas-fired power plants – to replace ageing and polluting coal power plants as more stringent EPA regulations come into place – will provide some solace, and therefore we do anticipate positive growth over the forecast period. However, this will be limited, as demand for new capacity is weak. Nuclear power, which could create significant value creation over the medium term, is providing upside potential with the first two projects in three decades approved in the first half of 2012. One has secured funding and therefore looks likely to enter construction; however, the other is yet to secure financing and therefore we remain cautious given the US$10bn price tag. If the projects do enter construction this would prompt us to revise up our medium-term outlook. 
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Election politics mean the plan will be a fight

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

However, efforts to promote infrastructure spending are bogged down in Washington over concerns about who receives credit for creating jobs, Ms Cooper says. “This is not because of the financial or the budget crisis – this is politics. It’s all caught up in the fight for the next presidential election,” she says.

Numerous proposals have stagnated on Capitol Hill. The previous five-year authorisation for highway spending, worth $285bn, expired in 2009 and Congress has failed to pass a new one, instead using a hodge-podge of extensions. With the latest due to expire on September 30, John Mica, Republican chairman of the House of Representatives transport and infrastructure committee, last month unveiled a six-year bill that would cut spending by about 35 per cent.

2nc ptx link wall

Plan requires political capital

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

The association is lobbying Congress for approval, which is required by the Constitution for such projects, and for funding. But, "Because freight doesn't really have as strong a voice as the movement of people, it's going to take a lot of heavy lifting," Ellis said.

"We're fighting hard enough in this country just to keep our navigation channels maintained at their authorized depths and widths."

Plan unpopular—empirically blocked by the House 
Gibbons 09—government and military issues reporter at the Florida Times Union (Timonthy J., “Dredging for Mayport carrier may have Congress approval: It's a necessary step to get a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier”, 10/8, Florida Times Union, ProQuest, EL

The dredging project, however, hit a roadblock as it was winding its way through Congress a few months ago. For the work to proceed, both the House and Senate have to give permission and provide the money. Earlier the Senate did both, but the House only provided the money, not permission. "It is not fiscally responsible to spend money on dredging until a final strategic decision has been made about homeporting," said Rep Glenn Nye, who sits on the House committee that blocked authorization. Now the reconciled bill has to be passed by both chambers, with votes scheduled today in the House and next week in the Senate. Florida members of Congress have been fighting with the Virginia delegation over the funding and heralded the vote as a win, but it was not a total victory.
Plan unpopular—fight between different states

O’Rourke 4/6—specialist in naval affairs at the Congressional Research Office (Ronald, “Navy Nuclear Aircraft Carrier (CVN) Homeporting at Mayport: Background and Issues for Congress”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/R40248.pdf) EL
Issues for Congress The Navy’s desire to homeport a CVN at Mayport has become an issue of strong interest to certain Members of Congress from Florida and Virginia. Certain Members of Congress from Florida have expressed support for the Navy’s desire to homeport a CVN at Mayport, arguing (as have DOD and the Navy) that the benefits in terms of mitigating risks to the Navy’s Atlantic Fleet CVNs are worth the costs associated with moving a CVN to Mayport. Certain Members of Congress from Virginia have expressed skepticism regarding, or opposition to, the Navy’s desire to homeport a CVN at Mayport, arguing that the benefits in terms of mitigating risks to the Navy’s Atlantic Fleet CVNs are questionable or uncertain, and that the funding needed to implement the proposal could achieve greater benefits if it were spent on other Navy priorities. For examples of Member views on the issue, see Appendix E. 

Plan unpopular – no one cares. 

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 great disconnect. Seaports have never been especially high on the federal government’s list of visionary investments. For some reason, it has rarely resonated with our leadership that the roots of this nation are firmly grounded in seafaring and our economy is inescapably linked to our waterways and international trade. Perhaps that’s because spending money on modernizing docks and equipment, maintaining the nation’s waterways and digging deeper to accommodate today’s larger ships seems like so much housekeeping. Certainly, on the surface, it doesn’t sound as forward thinking as spending $53 billion on a high‐speed rail system. Or perhaps it’s because the individual lawmaker’s constituent, the average American consumer, gives little thought to how products move to the shelf at their local supercenter or mega grocery or mom and pop; how the item we need is ready for purchase as we dash in to grab that container of coffee or computer part or whatever necessity of modern life is absolutely essential at that very moment. And on top of it all, we select from an assortment of products, price points and bells and whistles; so much variety – delivered daily courtesy of the nation’s seaports – that it staggers the mind. 

Transportation Infrastructure is unpopular – too expensive

Alden, 6/14 - Bernard L. Schwartz Senior Fellow, specializing in U.S. economic competitiveness; Director of the Renewing America Publication Series, graduated from UC Berkeley with a journalism major and has a B.A. in political science from University of British Columbia (Edward, “The First Renewing America Progress Report and Scorecard: The Road to Nowhere” 6/14/2012 Council on Foreign Relations blog “Renewing America”

http://blogs.cfr.org/renewing-america/2012/06/14/the-first-renewing-america-progress-report-and-scorecard-the-road-to-nowhere/)//GP
The Renewing America initiative is publishing today the first of what will be an ongoing series, the Renewing America Progress Report and accompanying Infographic Scorecard. The series is intended to highlight – in both a visually compelling fashion and in a more detailed narrative – the challenges the United States faces in rebuilding the foundations of its economic strength, and some of the initiatives that show the greatest promise.

Our first installment, “Road to Nowhere,” says it all in the title. Transportation infrastructure is one of the pillars of a modern competitive economy. It allows people to travel to and from work easily every day. It permits goods to move quickly from U.S. factories to international markets, or from coastal ports to American retail shops, boosting productivity. It lets us hop in the car, or on a train or plane to escape for the weekend or a longer holiday, improving our quality of life and making the United States a more attractive place to live.

Americans understood this once upon a time, building the most impressive network of roads and airports in the world, as well as a solid freight rail system. But for far too long we have been living on that inheritance. Two data points from the Scorecard stand out:

Since 1980, the number of highway miles traveled by American drivers has doubled, but the miles of road on which they’re driving have increased just 5 percent. It’s no mystery, as the report notes, why traffic congestion takes more than $700 out of the pocket of the average commuter each year.

Two-thirds of Americans say that fully funding transportation infrastructure is either “extremely important” or “very important” to them. Yet solid majorities are opposed to any of the usual ways of funding new roads, including higher gas taxes or new tolls.

It would be easy to point a finger at Congress, and we certainly do in the report. Reauthorization of the surface transportation bill, usually known as the highway bill, has always been contentious, but nevertheless it used to win approval routinely. But the last multi-year bill expired in 2009 and has been replaced by a series of short-term extensions that make rational construction planning all but impossible for state and local governments. The bill expires again June 30th, and congressional leaders again look unlikely to reach agreement and are predicting another short-term extension. It will be the 10th; as a Miami Herald editorial put it recently, this marks “a new low in congressional irresponsibility.”

But congressional inaction in many ways reflects public ambivalence. Americans want uncluttered highways, efficient airports, and seamless mass transit systems, but they are either reluctant to pay for these things or doubt the ability of governments to deliver. The overdue backlash against pork barrel politics for favored projects, for instance, seems to have hardened into a deeper public cynicism about the ability of government to deliver any needed public works. Even proposals like using a federal seed money to create a National Infrastructure Bank that would funnel private investor (not taxpayer) money into new projects have been unable to get through Congress.

       unpopular – congress

Congress opposes the plan – prior attempts to pass it prove

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
The aide = unnamed aide to Senator Mary Landrieu

Support for the bill has been good, but not great, and that is partly because members of Congress do not understand the impact ports have in their districts, the aide said. 

Last year, the Harbor Maintenance Act of 2010 (S.3213) was read twice before it was referred to the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, and in 2009 the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Reform Act (H.R.3447) was referred to the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure. Both acts failed because of opposition on both sides of the aisle, the aide said. 

"The issue has been building momentum," the Landrieu aide said. "Our viewpoint is the money is raised for a specific source, and those monies are intended by law to be spent on these purposes only, and they should not be accumulating in the federal Treasury." 

Plan is unpopular in Congress

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 fact is, with the federal deficit-cutting climate in Washington D.C., getting funding for port projects could become more difficult. For one thing, the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund is tapped 

every year to help offset the federal deficit. For another, Congress has sworn off the earmarks, or 

individual projects requested by lawmakers, that were a major source of port funding. "There is too 

much competition for scarce federal dollars," says Russell Held of the Virginia Port Authority. 

       unpopular – earmark

Plan will be perceived as a new earmark

AP, 2012 – Associated Press (“Report: Southeast, Gulf need deeper port harbors”, Associated Press, June 21 2012, http://www.lasvegassun.com/news/2012/jun/21/us-port-expansions/) //MGD

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."

Plan will be spun as overturning the earmark ban

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
In past years, Congress would add funds for port projects they wanted the USACE to work on through the use of earmarks. This could change, however, as lawmakers reconsider the use of earmarks. If the practice is banned, then no additional funding can be added outside of the fiscal budget for legislator-favored projects, including those for ports. 

Lawmakers refuse to fund ports – fear of earmarks

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: A priority for future competitiveness

For a nation to be economically competitive, it is imperative that its transportation infrastructure provides for the safe, swift and efficient movement of goods and people. Just look at the convergence of expert views to that effect expressed throughout this issue
of AAPA Seaports Magazine.

But, in a time of budget deficits and lingering fears that falsely equate infrastructure spending with “pork barrel” earmarks, lawmakers seem all the more hesitant to invest in the future by funding projects to improve and expand ports, deepen their channels and bring highway and rail systems to 21st century standards.

       unpopular – election year

Plan unpopular—election year

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

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."

       unpopular – gop opposition

The GOP opposes Corps of Engineers funding

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

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. This is where I’m having the problem. Under the 112th Congress, the Republican majority pushed to cut over $500 million, or 10 percent, in fiscal year 2011 from an already-strained Corps budget. Included with this overall cut, H.R. 1, which was passed—which passed the House of Representatives, proposed to reduce the Corps construction account by over 16.8 percent over the previous fiscal year’s level.

The fiscal year 2012 budget follows the same trend. The House passed funding bill for the Corps further reduces the level of funding for the Corps by 11.5 percent, when compared to fiscal year 2010 levels, including a remarkable cut of 20.5 percent to the Corps’ construction account. I have heard my majority colleagues suggest that somehow the Corps should be doing more with less. However, I don’t understand how shifting money around without having the discussion about the overall impact of the Corps budget is good for anybody. Someone’s ox is going to get gored.

       unpopular – public

The public doesn’t want the plan

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 great disconnect 

Seaports have never been especially high on the federal government’s list of visionary investments. For some reason, it has rarely resonated with our leadership that the roots of this nation are firmly grounded in seafaring and our economy is inescapably linked to our waterways and international trade. Perhaps that’s because spending money on modernizing docks and equipment, maintaining the nation’s waterways and digging deeper to accommodate today’s larger ships seems like so much housekeeping. Certainly, on the surface, it doesn’t sound as forward thinking as spending $53 billion on a high‐speed rail system. Or perhaps it’s because the individual lawmaker’s constituent, the average American consumer, gives little thought to how products move to the shelf at their local supercenter or mega grocery or mom and pop; how the item we need is ready for purchase as we dash in to grab that container of coffee or computer part or whatever necessity of modern life is absolutely essential at that very moment. And on top of it all, we select from an assortment of products, price points and bells and whistles; so much variety – delivered daily courtesy of the nation’s seaports – that it staggers the mind. 

Plan unpopular with the public—perceive ports as a liability

Tirschwell 08 — Senior Adviser of the Journal of Commerce (Peter, “Ports face uphill climb in gaining acceptance”, Seaports Magazine, Winter, http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Winter2008.pdf) EL

The simple fact is one that’s hardly inspiring or even encouraging: As much as those of us connected with seaports might prefer things to be otherwise, for the general public, to the extent they think about them, ports are more liability than asset, if anything a problem waiting to happen or which has already happened. Ports today often find themselves on the wrong side of the conversation. They are seen as ugly when people want their surroundings to be pretty. They are seen as dirty when people are insisting their environment be clean. They facilitate imports that people see as taking away jobs. And they are seen as affording exposure to a dangerous outside world at a time when people want their communities to be safe. Thankfully, politicians often appreciate ports for the economic value they provide to cities, regions and the nation, but, as elected officials, they must balance community interests in ways that can restrict port activity or expansion. The result of this is that ports constantly find themselves on the defensive in dealing with local journalists, community groups or elected officials. It can be frustrating for port staff members who understand the value they provide to be constantly forced to defend their actions against openly hostile interests. Ports have a steep uphill climb to gain credibility and acceptance among their communities, and, if a crisis isn’t properly managed, years of effort can be lost in an instant. I think the first step is to acknowledge this is the way it is, and it probably won’t change. The frustration ports encounter day to day in dealing with an indifferent or unfriendly press and public cannot divert them from pursuing the long-term goal of greater understanding and acceptance from the community. 
spending
1nc spending link

Deepening channels increases maintenance costs

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

The Corps is also working with 10 ports on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts to evaluate proposals to deepen or widen their channels. While deepening a Federal navigation channel generally provides economic benefits, from a national perspective some of the proposed investments will provide a greater economic return than others. Also, deepening a channel tends to increase future maintenance costs due to the need to dredge the additional material that accumulates in channels and to construct additional placement

sites for this additional material.

at: no link – money already allocated

HMTF funding requires Congressional authorization and appropriation

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 need for a dedicated funding source to maintain and improve the nation’s ports, harbors and waterways is vital to the nation’s economic growth. Previous legislation created such a source, the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT), which is not currently being used for such projects. Obtaining funding for each maintenance and improvement project now requires the long process of Congressional authorization, appropriation, and allocation. 

HMTF money requires Congressional appropriation

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
There is a maintenance dredging crisis in this country, and a coalition of maritime companies and organizations has been hard at work to find a solution. While the road has been a long one, the RAMP (Realize America’s Maritime Promise) Coalition has achieved a measure of success. At issue is the backlog of maintenance dredging work not being completed. Amazingly, there is money to pay for it. So why isn’t the work being done? The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) was established specifically as a vehicle to collect the 0.125% ad valorem Harbor Maintenance tax levied on cargo imported or domestically moved through federally maintained waterways. Established in 1986, the trust fund grows based on the value of cargo moving through the nation’s ports. “However, the revenues collected are not automatically available for dredging activities,” said Exchange President Dennis Rochford. “The money can only be spent if the funding is actually appropriated by Congress. This just isn’t happening.” Army Corps of Engineers expenditures from the trust fund for maintenance dredging, dredged material disposal areas, jetties, and breakwaters have lagged behind revenues into the fund for several years, resulting in a surplus of approximately $5.65 billion at the end of FY10. This surplus continues to grow by hundreds of millions of dollars each year – in 2010, it grew by $1.3 billion. Yet only $828.5 million was spent, and the balance was diverted to the federal operating budget. 

trade-off

1nc trade-off link

The GOP demands funding offsets for the plan

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

So far the White House, locked in a showdown with Republicans on next year's budget, says only that it is reviewing the situation. The administration has not made a determination about whether a supplemental funding request is necessary,” said Meg Reilly, an Office of Management and Budget spokeswoman. Efforts to get funding via legislation are moving through the House, but are far from passage. Sen. David Vitter, a Republican from Louisiana, said be strongly supported more dredging funds but that any additional money would require reductions elsewhere in the federal budget for his Republican colleagues to come aboard. He wouldn’t say where those cuts should be, but noted that many Congressional leaders now think an emergency supplemental bill for recent floods and tornadoes is coming. Such a bill should include dredging money, he said.

beef

1nc beef da link

Plan key to beef exportation

Rice, 2010 – Executive Vice President for the Montana Stockgrowers Association (Errol, “Testimony on Behalf of the Montana Stockgrowers Association with regard to ‘Doubling U.S. Exports: Are U.S. Seaports Ready for the Challenge?’”, United States Senate Committee on Finance Subcommittee on International Trade, Customs, and Global Competitiveness, April 29, 2010, http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/042910ertest.pdf)//MM
Our ranch families’ livelihoods depend on seaports which are our most dynamic and vibrant waterway centers of trade and commerce. There was a time when the largest part of ranching’s economic activity was domestic, but our future depends on our ability to be globally competitive. Ranchers must have access to the additional demand for beef from consumers that live outside the U.S. 95 percent of the world’s population lives outside the borders of the U.S. The unfolding global landscape, in its breadth and complexity, is creating unprecedented challenges for U.S. beef exports. High value, perishable products like beef need rapid connection from land to water and an efficient delivery to world consumers. U.S. port infrastructure and their frameworks must ensure efficient and sophisticated transportation of our product to the global marketplace. As economies around the world begin to recover, we see global demand expanding for U.S. beef products. Ranchers cannot meet world consumer demand through inefficient, congested and outdated seaport systems. Today, Montana beef that is finished and processed in the Midwest is chilled or frozen in regional processing facilities, moved overland to South and West Coast ports, and shipped by sea to over seventy countries around the world. We must continue to make technological advances in port-to-market distribution systems for U.S. agricultural exports like beef. Freshness is a key ingredient to advancing distant foreign markets for beef. To emphasize the value of our world consumers, total U.S. beef exports amounted to 984,712 metric tons and were valued at nearly $3.62 billion in 2008. 79 percent of U.S. agricultural exports (146.5 million metric tons) were bulk and containerized waterborne exports in 2008. 

        xt—beef da link

Plan key to increasing beef exportation

Rice, 2010 – Executive Vice President for the Montana Stockgrowers Association (Errol, “Testimony on Behalf of the Montana Stockgrowers Association with regard to ‘Doubling U.S. Exports: Are U.S. Seaports Ready for the Challenge?’”, United States Senate Committee on Finance Subcommittee on International Trade, Customs, and Global Competitiveness, April 29, 2010, http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/042910ertest.pdf)//MM
However, while this committee’s task may be to ensure that our seaport infrastructure meets the challenges of doubling U.S. exports, it must simultaneously and successfully resist protectionist impulses at home and deter impulses abroad. Japan, for instance, was once our closest beef trading partner. However, they have largely closed their markets to U.S. beef, after the discovery of one Canadian-born cow infected with bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) in the state of Washington in 2003. Japan's unscientific trade restriction is not consistent with fair-trade practices. This continues to hurt family ranchers by limiting us to about 25 percent of our potential market there (or $1 billion in lost beef exports each year). Thankfully, Chairman Baucus has tirelessly pursued resolving the unjustified prohibition of our wholesome beef products by the Japanese government. Most recently, Chairman Baucus strongly urged the Japanese government to remove their unfounded barriers to our beef in a letter sent to the Japanese Ambassador on March 16, 2010. But it shouldn't stop there. Together, we must finish our work on other markets, including Taiwan, Korea, China and even Mexico. China is the only major market still closed to U.S. beef and represents one of the largest potential growth markets for ranchers. Passing pending free-trade agreements (FTAs) is crucial. Passage of the U.S.-Korea (KORUS) FTA would mean $15 million in tariff benefits for beef in the first year of the agreement alone, with about $325 million in tariff reductions once fully implemented. We expect that Korea will provide full market access for U.S. beef, consistent with World Organization for Animal Health (OIE) guidelines. For each day that Congress does not approve the Colombia FTA, American exporters overall pay millions of dollars in unnecessary tariffs. Other countries, such as Australia, are already negotiating FTAs of their own with South Korea. If Australia successfully ratifies a similar bilateral trade agreement with Korea a year before we do, it would give them a 2.67 percent tariff advantage over U.S. beef for the next 15 years. Montana is hosting the 2011 Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) Trade Ministers meeting. This is a tremendous opportunity for Chairman Baucus and our ranchers to showcase our cutting edge approaches to global beef innovation that we use to deliver safe, healthy and environmentally wholesome beef to many of the 21 AsiaPacific member economies. This meeting can serve as a proactive model for which greater information sharing and interconnectedness can be achieved to build more effective trade partners, whom are committed to a rules based trading system. Reaffirming our commitment to all of our international agreements both ratified and pending will lead the development and investment of seaport infrastructure on both ends. Critical challenges such as port capacity, storage space, container availability, ready access to rail and highway systems, customs services, inspections and distribution systems can be better met following these commitments. The United Nations’ Food and Ag Organization (FAO) estimates that by 2050, global food production will need to increase by 70%. The global population is expanding by about 80 million people per year. U.S. ranchers see promising opportunities to be seized. I appreciate the opportunity that we have been granted to present our testimony today and we look forward to working with you throughout the course of the upcoming years in advancing all areas of U.S. exports. 

impact assessment arguments
2nc da turns case – timeframe

DA turns the case – conflict over environmental concerns guarantees massive delays over dredging projects

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

The increased demands for dredging have resulted in a conflict between those who favor dredging for economic development and those concerned with its harmful effects on the environment. n22 This conflict has increased costs and caused substantial delays for dredging projects. n23 There are numerous deficiencies fueling the conflict, including problems in the regulatory process and inadequate efforts to assess costs and benefits from dredging. n24
2nc nuclear war turns ag

Nuclear War devastates the Ozone, collapsing agriculture, key ecosystem links, and increasing cancer

Ikle 75 – Director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (Fred, “Worldwide Effects of Nuclear War”, Atomic Archive, 1975, http://www.atomicarchive.com/Docs/Effects/wenw_foreword.shtml)//MM
What would be the effects of nitric oxides driven into the stratosphere by an all-out nuclear war, involving the detonation of 10,000 megatons of explosive force in the northern hemisphere? According to the recent National Academy of Sciences study, the nitric oxide produced by the weapons could reduce the ozone levels in the northern hemisphere by as much as 30 to 70 percent. To begin with, a depleted ozone layer would reflect back to the earth's surface less heat than would normally be the case, thus causing a drop in temperature--perhaps enough to produce serious effects on agriculture. Other changes, such as increased amounts of dust or different vegetation, might subsequently reverse this drop in temperature--but on the other hand, it might increase it. Probably more important, life on earth has largely evolved within the protective ozone shield and is presently adapted rather precisely to the amount of solar ultraviolet which does get through. To defend themselves against this low level of ultraviolet, evolved external shielding (feathers, fur, cuticular waxes on fruit), internal shielding (melanin pigment in human skin, flavenoids in plant tissue), avoidance strategies (plankton migration to greater depths in the daytime, shade-seeking by desert iguanas) and, in almost all organisms but placental mammals, elaborate mechanisms to repair photochemical damage. It is possible, however, that a major increase in solar ultraviolet might overwhelm the defenses of some and perhaps many terrestrial life forms. Both direct and indirect damage would then occur among the bacteria, insects, plants, and other links in the ecosystems on which human well-being depends. This disruption, particularly if it occurred in the aftermath of a major war involving many other dislocations, could pose a serious additional threat to the recovery of postwar society. The National Academy of Sciences report concludes that in 20 years the ecological systems would have essentially recovered from the increase in ultraviolet radiation--though not necessarily from radioactivity or other damage in areas close to the war zone. However, a delayed effect of the increase in ultraviolet radiation would be an estimated 3 to 30 percent increase in skin cancer for 40 years in the Northern Hemisphere's mid-latitudes.

Even a small nuclear war would devastate agriculture 

Sagan 83 – Graduated from the University of Chicago, and a Miller Fellow at the University of California, Berkeley along with worked at the Smithsonian in Cambridge (Carl, “The Atmospheric and Climatic Consequences of nuclear War”, MindFully, 10/31/83, http://www.mindfully.org/Nucs/Sagan-Nuclear-Consequences31oct83.htm)//MM
So if the weight of historical evidence and the nature of synergisms imply that the consequences of nuclear war would be even more severe than the present nuclear winter analysis indicates, where does conservatism lie? Is it a proper posture, considering the unprecedented stakes in the answer, to assume that the effects of nuclear war will be less severe than is currently estimated, or more? It is no longer true that the really serious effects of nuclear war would be restricted to the combatant nations. The biology in equatorial latitudes, for example, is much more vulnerable to even small temperature declines than the biology in more northerly or more southerly latitudes. Agriculture—at least in the Northern Hemisphere, which produces the bulk of the export grain on the planet—would be devastated even by a "small" nuclear war. The propagating ecological consequences all over the Earth are likely to be severe and if, as our and many other studies now show, the cold and the dark move to the Southern Hemisphere, nuclear war implies an unprecedented global catastrophe. It is no longer possible to imagine that nations far from the conflict could merely sit the war out, and inherit a postwar environment freed of the annoyances of big power politics. Instead it seems much more likely that there are no sanctuaries from nuclear war anywhere on Earth. This is one of many implications of the new studies for doctrine, policy, and international politics. A discussion of these subjects is beyond the scope of this meeting and these Conference proceedings, but I have made a preliminary discussion of such implications elsewhere.[19]

A Nuclear War would lead to nuclear winter

Babst 1 – American Sociologist who became a staff scientist for the New York State Commission and wrote several books (Dean, “U.S. and Russian Nuclear Defense Strategies are Fatally Flawed – They Can’t be Used Without Self-Destruction”, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, June 2001, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2001/06/00_babst_fatally-flawed_print.htm)//MM
Subsequent studies have had similar findings. Professor Alan Robock says, “Everything from purely mathematical models to forest fire studies shows that even a small nuclear war would devastate the earth. (2) Rich Small’s work, financed by the Defense Nuclear Agency, suggests that burning cities would produce a particularly troublesome variety of smoke. The smoke of forest fires is bad enough. But the industrial targets of cities are likely to produce a rolling, black smoke, a denser shield against incoming sunlight.(3) The late Dr. Carl Sagan and his associates in their studies found that a nuclear explosive force equal to 100 million tons of dynamite could create a global nuclear winter. (4) The U.S. and Russia each have on alert a nuclear explosive power more than 10 times greater than that needed to create a nuclear winter. Nuclear explosions with temperatures of 3,000 to 4,000 degrees centigrade at ground zero could start giant flash fires leaving large cities and forests burning with no one to fight them. Nuclear explosions can also lift an enormous quantity of fine soil particles into the atmosphere, creating more than l00,000 tons of fine, dense, dust for every megaton exploded on a surface. (5) This dust would add to the darkness and cold.

Nuclear winter causes cooling, drought, radioactive fallout, additional UV exposure, and crop failure

Starr 2k – News Analysis of Nuclear War and its effects (Steven, “Environmental Impact Statement for the U.S. Nuclear Forces?”, NucNews, 5/17/2000, http://nucnews.net/nucnews/2000nn/0005nn/000517nn.htm)//MM
This is a direct quote from Sagan and Turco's 1990 book, "A Path No Man Thought": "Class III. "Nominal" nuclear winter: "It carries in its wake significant cooling and darkening, drought, massive quantities of pyrotoxins generated, widespread radioactive fallout, and other atmospheric perturbations. Average land temperature drops would be about 10 degrees C. At noon, the Sun would have about one-third its usual brightness. Months later, sunlight would return to more than its usual intensity, enhanced in the ultraviolet by depletion of the high-altitude ozone layer. Collapse of agriculture, and famine, could be widespread. Within the warring nations, these effects might generate casualties approaching those from the prompt effects of the war. Crop failure--from lowered temperatures, failure of the monsoons, and other causes--are expected in many noncombatant nations in the first growing season following the conflict. The most likely such failures would be in India, China, some African nations, and perhaps Japan. Worldwide, as many as 1 to 2 billion people could be placed in jeopardy of starvation." In other words, we already have an environmental impact statement on nuclear war-- research which was done not only by Sagan, but SCOPE (Scientific Committee on Problems of the Environment of the International Council of Scientific Unions), the U.S. National Academy of Sciences, the World Meteorlogical Organization, etc., etc. If we can somehow force the U.S. government to recognize the scientific validity of these studies, it will completely undermine the "legitimacy" of maintaining these nuclear arsenals.

2nc timeframe framing

Plan takes decades

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

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 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 adequate federal investments and funding.

