**File Notes**

This file is designed as a starter file for Privatization – there are multiple counterplans in the file and in some sections there are just links to federal mismanagement. The counterplans that are the most developed are the Airport counterplans.   

Tax credits CP did not manifest as a Privatization CP. We did not do a lot of work on the mass transit aff because there was already a Privatization CP in the starter pack against that aff and stuff put out by another 7-week lab. 

**General Privatization CP’s**

CP – Abolish Federal Spending 

1NC

Text: The United States federal government should abolish federal transportation infrastructure investment. 
Abolishing federal financing will encourage private funding 

Roth 11 - Independent Institute writer (Gabriel, National Center for Policy Analysis, "Federal Government should leave Transportation Infrastructure to the States", May 17, 2011, http://www.ncpa.org/sub/dpd/index.php?ArticleID=20789) JS

For two principal reasons, the federal government should fund no transportation infrastructure at all, says Gabriel Roth, a research fellow at the Independent Institute, in testimony to the United States Senate Committee on Finance. The first reason is that, in these times of financial stringency, government should not finance facilities for which users themselves could pay if they wished to cover the costs. For example, those wanting railroads should cover the costs themselves, and those wanting roads should pay more into the dedicated funds that support them. The U.S. air, railroad and road sectors have a long "user pays" tradition, and the current financial deficits require that this tradition be restored. Government funding for interurban travel can be eliminated for this reason alone. The second reason is that federal payments currently support local services, such as mass transit and other projects, to promote an undefined concept of "livability." Such payments are not appropriate for federal funding. If local services are to be subsidized, it would be better for the funds to be raised from the localities that demand them. These considerations do not apply to appropriations from the federal Highway Trust Fund, which receives dedicated revenues from road users, and has no claims on general revenues.  Highway Trust Fund revenues could be increased by raising the dedicated federal fuel taxes but, because conditions vary from state to state, and because of the waste involved in the federal financing of state roads, it would be preferable to meet road funding shortages by raising state charges.  States are in a better position than the federal government to reform the current systems of owning, funding and managing highways, says Roth. Abolition of federal financing is likely to encourage state and private sector funding, and successful reforms pioneered by some states could quickly be replicated in others. 

Solvency – Mass Transit

Private Companies Solve Mass Transit 
O'Toole ‘10 - American scholar, policy maker at the Cato Institute (Randal, Policy Analysis, "Fixing Transit the case for Privatization", 8/10/2011, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/PA670.pdf//JS 

Private transit providers will focus on reducing costs and focusing scheduled transit 19 Private intercity bus services have staged a revival and private buses now carry more passengers between Boston and Washington than heavily subsidized Amtrak. services on high-demand areas where they can fill a high percentage of seats. To reduce costs, they would employ transit technologies that have minimal infrastructure requirements, use the appropriate size of vehicle for each area served, and economize on labor. Privatization would probably improve transit service in the inner cities, where most transit patrons live, while it would reduce service in many suburbs, where most people have access to cars. Privatization would also greatly alter the nature of transit services in many cities. Private investors would be unlikely to expand or upgrade high-cost forms of transit such as light rail, streetcars, and automated guideways. Private operators might continue to run existing rail lines until the existing infrastructure is worn out, which tends to be after about 30 years of service. Rather than rebuild the lines, private operators would probably then replace the railways with lowcost, flexible bus service. Private operators might find it worthwhile to maintain a few heavy-rail (subways and elevated) and commuter-rail lines in the long run. Fares cover more than 60 percent of the operating costs of subways elevated in New York, San Francisco, and Washington; more than half the operating costs of commuter trains in Boston, Los Angeles, New Jersey, New York, and Philadelphia; and more than half the operating costs of subways/elevated in Boston and Philadelphia. It is possible that private operation could save enough money to cover operating costs, with enough left over to keep infrastructure in a state of good repair in many of these cities. Most other rail lines, including virtually all of the ones being planned or built today, would not pass a market test, mainly because buses can attract as many riders at a far lower cost. Bus services would change as well under private operation. In heavily used corridors, private transit services would offer both local bus services (that stop several times per mile) as well as bus rapid transit services that connect major urban centers and rarely stop between those centers. In low-demand areas, private operators would likely substitute 13- to 20-passenger vans for the 40-seat buses currently used by most public agencies. In even lower-demand areas, private companies may elect to focus on Super Shuttle-like demand responsive services that pick anyone—not just disabled passengers—up at their doors and drop them off at their destinations.
CP - Tax Credits
1NC CP
Text: The United States federal government should [extend/create] tax credits to ____________ for the purpose of _________________________________.
Solvency – Mass Transit

Congress should extend the mass transit tax credit

Becker 2011 – Writer on The Hill (Bernie, “Senators make case for mass transit tax credit”, The Hill, 12/12, http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/labor-employment/198763-senators-make-case-for-mass-transit-tax-credit)//DG
A group of more than 20 senators is pushing to extend a tax break that helps commuters who use mass transit. With the tax benefit set to drop steeply in 2012, the senators are pressing the top lawmakers on the Senate Finance Committee to extend the current mass transit tax credit in any year-end tax deal. “Eliminating the mass-transit credit would take a cut out of the paychecks of hardworking middle-class families trying to get by in an already tough economy,” said Sen. Ben Cardin (D-Md.), a Finance Committee member and a signer of the Friday letter. “Promoting the use of mass transit helps our workers but it also helps reduce traffic congestion on our region’s highways and improve air quality by taking thousands of cars off the road.” As it stands, workers who use mass transit currently can write off up to $230 a month in commuting costs, the same amount as the tax break for parking benefits. But unless Congress acts, the mass transit benefit will drop to $125 a month at year’s end, according to the senators' letter. In all, the senators on the Friday letter — 21 Democrats and Sen. Scott Brown (R-Mass.) — said more than 2.5 million people now use the mass transit credit, and that some of those could see commuting costs jump by more than 20 percent next year if the current benefit is not extended. The lawmakers, many of whom come from states with well-trafficked mass transit systems, also said they believed the mass transit tax credit could be extended at little to no cost to the taxpayer and that this tax break, unlike others, could not be extended retroactively. “Given the context of the underlying tax debate, we stress the importance of extending this benefit in the most fiscally responsible way possible,” the lawmakers wrote to Sens. Max Baucus (D-Mont.), the Finance chairman, and Orrin Hatch (R-Utah), the panel’s ranking member. “There are a number of different permutations by which this policy could be extended.” The senators’ letter came as lawmakers in both chambers were pressing to finish up their 2011 work, with the back-and-forth over extending the current payroll tax cut taking center stage on Capitol Hill. Lawmakers also have to deal with a number of other expiring tax provisions, like the credit for research and development. But the final action on those measures could be pushed off until after the New Year. The National Treasury Employees Union also called on Congress last week to preserve the current mass transit tax credit. Legislation to make the current tax benefit permanent have yet to clear the committee level in either the House or the Senate.

Politics NB

Tax incentives are not subject to the Congressional appropriations and oversight
Heen,  ‘4 – Prof. of Law, University of Richmond School of Law (Mary L., “Congress, Public Values, and the Financing of private choice,” 65 Ohio State Law Journal 853, Lexis)//CT
Tax incentives are subject to less monitoring on an ongoing basis than other types of discretionary spending by the government. Tax provisions are not subject to the appropriations process and, thus, generally are not subject to spending caps or to annual appropriations from Congress.  n219 Unless enacted with a sunset provision, tax incentives become a potentially permanent part of the tax code, remaining in effect until amended or repealed.  n220 Tax incentives typically are not subject to the types of alternative forms of monitoring possible in negotiated relationships, such as in govern-mental contracting.  n221 The tax-writing committees provide oversight of Internal Revenue Service implementation of hundreds of pro-grams provided through the tax code, covering many program areas, from agriculture to welfare-related provisions. However, tax-delivered subsidies largely escape performance management requirements currently imposed by Congress on other federal agency programs.  n222

**Case Specific Privatization CP’s**
CP – Bridges
Federal Mismanagement Link

Federal bridge investment fails – HBP in debt
GAO, ‘10 – (“HIGHWAY BRIDGE PROGRAM Condition of Nation’s Bridges Shows Limited Improvement, but Further Actions Could Enhance the Impact of Federal Investment”, Testimony

Before the Subcommittee on Highways and Transit, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, House of Representative - Statement of Phillip R. Herr, Director Physical Infrastructure Issues - GAO-10-930T, Pg. 13 - 15, 7/21/10, http://www.gao.gov/assets/130/125023.pdf)//MO
Second, there is no clear tie between HBP funding and performance. HBP funds are apportioned to states without regard to program performance because the HBP formula is based on a calculation of needed repairs to deficient bridges, but the formula does not consider a state’s efforts or effectiveness in reducing its inventory of deficient bridges or controlling costs. Because the federal formula does not factor in other eligible program activities, such as systematic preventive maintenance, there is no link between the apportionment formula and the states’ performance of these activities. Without performance measures to link funding to performance, states lack an incentive to improve the return on the federal investment and are not held accountable for the results of their investments. Further, a bridge’s deficiency status and sufficiency rating may not be the best proxy for bridge safety or risk. For example, states we visited in our prior work and officials we spoke with identified other priorities for bridge projects, such as seismic retrofitting, that are a greater safety concern for their bridge programs. Also, as states reduce the number of deficient bridges, they could become eligible for less HBP funding, which has created a potential disincentive for states to eliminate deficient bridges. Our work has shown that an increased focus on performance and accountability for results can help the federal government better target limited federal resources. Third, the HBP generally lacks sufficient tools to determine the results of the federal investment in bridges. In this regard, bridge management systems, which are currently used by many states but not required by law, may be useful for prioritizing projects and making funding decisions to improve results and emphasize return on investment. We have previously reported that states use bridge management systems for gathering and analyzing bridge data to help manage their bridge assets and more efficiently allocate limited HBP resources among competing priorities. For example, states use these systems to predict future bridge conditions, estimate maintenance and improvement needs, determine optimal policies for rehabilitation and replacement and recommended projects and schedules within budget and policy constraints. As previously mentioned, the HBP affords state DOTs discretion in using their HBP funds, and as a result, states select bridge projects and use HBP funds in a variety of ways. Finally, HBP’s fiscal sustainability remains a challenge in light of aging bridge infrastructure, coupled with the declining purchasing power of funding currently available for bridge maintenance, rehabilitation, and replacement. Although transportation revenues have, until recently, increased in nominal terms, the federal and state motor fuel tax rates have not kept up with inflation. As a result, according to federal DOT and FHWA data, the purchasing power in real terms of revenues generated by federal and state motor fuel taxes have been declining since 1990.20 To cover the shortfall in the Highway Trust Fund, from fiscal years 2008 through 2010 Congress transferred a total of $34.5 billion in additional revenues into the Highway Trust Fund, including $29.7 billion into the Highway Account. FHWA identified a bridge investment backlog of $98.9 billion in 2006, and projected that eliminating this backlog and addressing future deficiencies as they arise would cost an estimated $17.9 billion per year (in 2006 dollars). FHWA projects that maintaining the backlog at its 2006 level would cost an estimated $11.1 billion annually. Federal funding levels provided in the most recent authorization were much lower than what FHWA estimated is necessary to maintain that backlog, although state and local governments provide additional funds for bridges. One tool that could possibly improve the sustainability of the HBP is a maintenance-of-effort requirement. The potential substitution of federal funds for state and local funds under the HBP and other federal transportation programs may be reduced by establishing a maintenance-of-effort requirement, whereby state or local grantees would be required to maintain their own level of funding for bridges in order to receive federal funds. Such a requirement could discourage states and local governments from substituting federal support for funds they themselves would have spent. The Recovery Act contained a maintenance-of-effort requirement for states and, as we reported, there have been some challenges implementing it. The maintenance-of-effort provision required DOT to invest a significant amount of time and work closely with the states to ensure consistency across states on how compliance with the act would be certified and reported. As a result, much of the work—such as developing compliance and oversight processes, reporting requirements, and identifying data for tracking purposes – has been done that should ensure smoother implementation of similar requirements.21 Addressing the HBP’s future fiscal sustainability is critical, given the overall fiscal imbalance facing the nation and the lack of assurance that HBP funding is allocated to projects that are in the federal interest and provide the best return on investment. 

CP – Rail Upgrades
Federal Mismanagement Links

Federal rail investment wastes – Government report proves
GAO, ‘12 – (“2012 Annual Report: Opportunities to Reduce Duplication, Overlap and Fragmentation, Achieve Savings, and Enhance Revenue”, United States Government Accountability Office Report to Congressional Addressees - GAO-12-342SP, Pg. 64, February 2012, http://gao.gov/assets/590/588818.pdf)//MO
These programs are administered by different agencies and modal administrations with different missions, oversight, and funding requirements; do not necessarily coordinate with each other; and at times may overlap. As a result, funds have not always been allocated based on need or condition of the infrastructure carrying freight. For instance, highway funds are distributed to states through formulas that are not linked to performance or need. Examples of programs that may overlap include loan programs such as the Federal Railroad Administration’s Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing Program and the Federal Highway Administration’s Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act Program. Both may be used for freight rail facilities and infrastructure. Additionally, certain state and local governments issue tax-exempt bonds for financing infrastructure projects.

Federal funding estimates are deliberately reduced to gain project approval, destroys project accountability 
Winston and Shirley, ‘98 – Clifford Winston, a Senior Fellow in the Economic Studies program, specializes in analysis of industrial organization, regulation, and transportation, and Assoc. Prof. at the Transportation Systems Division of MIT’ Department of Civil Engineering. Chad Shirley is a former research assistant in the Bookings Economic Studies program. (Clifford Winston and Chad Shirley, Alternate route : toward efficient urban transportation, published by Brookings Institution Press, p. 11, 13 )//MO
New Rail Systems Technologically sophisticated infrastructure projects such as bridges, buildings, and rail systems have long been a source of civic pride despite their expense. Thus while all signs point to some reduction in local and state government support for existing transit systems, many cities are planning to build light rail systems or to extend their existing systems (table 1-4). Experience has shown, however, that rail ridership tends to be grossly overestimated at the planning stage, especially by rail advocates, while capital and operating costs tend to be significantly underestimated. Indeed, capital and operating costs for heavy rail systems have exceeded estimates by as much as 80 percent and 200 percent, respectively (table1-5). It has even been argued that forecast errors were intentionally made to gain federal support for proposed projects. 14 The tendency for urban rail systems to expand also makes it difficult to forecast how much a system will cost when its net­ work is fully completed. For example, the proposed network of light rail and subway lines in Los Angeles is projected to cost $75 billion over the next twenty years, but that figure could grow significantly as the system evolves. 15 The enormous projected cost has caused some Los Angeles public officials to call for a halt to building any more of this system. Building new rail systems and extending old ones will probably add substantially to the financial burden that transit places on the public and will partially offset any efforts to reduce existing deficits.
Federal rail spending wastes – programs overlap and funds misallocated 
GAO, ‘12 – (“2012 Annual Report: Opportunities to Reduce Duplication, Overlap and Fragmentation, Achieve Savings, and Enhance Revenue”, United States Government Accountability Office Report to Congressional Addressees - GAO-12-342SP, Pg. 63 - 65, February 2012, http://gao.gov/assets/590/588818.pdf)//MO

As GAO previously reported, federal goals in surface transportation are numerous and roles are unclear, and the federal government does not maximize opportunities to promote the efficient movement of freight, despite a clear federal interest, the billions of dollars provided, and the importance of freight transportation to the national economy. There is currently no separate federal freight transportation program, only a loose collection of many freight-related programs that are embedded in a larger surface transportation program aimed at supporting both passenger and freight mobility. This fragmented structure makes it difficult to determine the types of freight projects that are funded and their impact on overall freight mobility. As GAO reported in January 2008, the need for the federal government to reassess its role and strategy in funding, selecting, and evaluating transportation investments, including those for freight transportation. Department of Transportation administrations that have a role in freight transportation include the Federal Highway Administration, Federal Railroad Administration, Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration, and the Maritime Administration (see table below). There also is an Office of Freight Management and Operations within the Federal Highway Administration that administers programs, develops policies, and undertakes research that promotes freight movement across the nation and its borders. However, the office does not coordinate federal actions related to freight mobility, specifically. In addition, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in the Department of Defense is responsible for planning, constructing, operating, and maintaining the nation’s waterways. Department of Transportation administrations also coordinate freight issues with other federal agencies including the Department of Commerce, Department of Homeland Security, and Environmental Protection Agency. The various federal agencies and modal administrations play key roles in planning, designing, constructing, maintaining, and regulating freight transportation. GAO could not determine the total amount spent on freight transportation projects because it is not separately tracked from other transportation investments. According to Federal Highway Administration officials, isolating freight transportation expenditures is not possible at this time because the vast majority of the nation’s highway system is used by both passenger and freight vehicles, and most highway projects benefit both. What GAO Found These programs’ structures for funding freight transportation projects include • grants (such as the National Highway System program, which funds projects that benefit both freight and passenger travel and, since 2009, the Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery—TIGER—programs, which use a criteria-based, competitive process to fund projects serving national and regional priorities); • loans (such as the Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing program, which directs federal loans and loan guarantees to finance the development of railroads); and • tax credits (such as the exemption from federal taxes on interest earned from state and local government bonds for general transportation purposes and tax credits for certain expenditures on railroad track maintenance, which can create incentives for the investment of private sector funds on transportation improvements). These programs are administered by different agencies and modal administrations with different missions, oversight, and funding requirements; do not necessarily coordinate with each other; and at times may overlap. As a result, funds have not always been allocated based on need or condition of the infrastructure carrying freight. For instance, highway funds are distributed to states through formulas that are not linked to performance or need. Examples of programs that may overlap include loan programs such as the Federal Railroad Administration’s Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing Program and the Federal Highway Administration’s Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act Program. Both may be used for freight rail facilities and infrastructure. Additionally, certain state and local governments issue tax-exempt bonds for financing infrastructure projects. Although the current federal structure of loans, tax credits, and grants (including formula grants and congressionally directed funds) is beneficial, opportunities may exist to return greater national public and private benefits. Furthermore, intermodal considerations may not be evaluated in considering beneficial freight solutions for a given corridor, which may result in funding projects across multiple modes without regard for how each works toward meeting a common goal. Current law generally ties transportation funding to a single mode, limiting the ability of state and local transportation planning agencies to use federal funds for intermodal projects. Further, Department of Transportation administrations and state and local transportation agencies are organized by mode—reflecting the structure of funding programs—resulting in an organizational structure that the department’s own assessments acknowledge can impede intermodal coordination. In addition, collaboration between the public and private sectors can also be challenging; for example, private-sector interests in airport, rail, and freight (such as freight shippers and carriers) have historically not participated in the regional planning process. The federal government’s fragmented approach also has resulted in a situation where the users of each freight mode are not equally bearing the costs those modes impose on society. When looking at the three categories of social costs borne by freight transportation services—private costs (labor, equipment, and fuel), public costs (paid out of government budgets and can be funded through taxes and fees), and “external” costs (congestion, accidents, health, and environmental impacts), GAO reported in January 2011 that freight trucking costs that were not passed on to consumers of that service were at least 6 times greater than rail costs, and at least 9 times greater than waterways costs. Therefore, public and private investment choices may be distorted, and there may be misallocation of scarce government resources to one mode over another.

CP – HSR
1NC

Text: The United States federal government should divest Amtrak. 
Privatizing Amtrak will solve high speed rail 

Laing 11, national political journalist (Keith, “GOP unveils plan to privatize Amtrak”, The Hill, 6/15/11, http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/railroads/166601-gop-unveils-plan-to-privatize-rail-service-provided-by-amtrak)//JQ

House Republicans said private companies could provide high-speed rail faster and more cheaply than Amtrak as they rolled out their plan to privatize rail service in the Northeast on Tuesday. 

House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman John Mica (R-Fla.) told reporters that the bill, which he said would be introduced next Tuesday, could achieve high-speed rail in the Northeast in 10 years. Amtrak currently has a 30-year plan. Mica said the GOP privatization plan would cost less than Amtrak's $117 billion plan, which he said was important given the political climate in Washington. Mica also said he doesn't think the Amtrak trains would be truly high-speed
Federal Mismanagement Links

Government investment wastes vast funds – Britain proves

Murray, ‘5 – Vice President for Strategy at the Competitive Enterprise Institute (Iain, “Privatizing Rail, Avoiding the Pitfalls Lessons from the British Experience, by Iain Murray”, Competitive Enterprise Institute, 5/19/2005, http://cei.org/studies-issue-analysis/privatizing-rail-avoiding-pitfalls-lessons-british-experience-iain-murray)//MO
Executive Summary The U.S. national passenger rail carrier, Amtrak, is in crisis once again. The failure of its much-vaunted Acela high-speed train service between Washington and Boston has demonstrated its ineptness in both asset management and strategic planning. Congress must look closely at ways to return the passenger rail service to the private sector to take advantage of private industry’s skills of management, innovation, and foresight. Britain’s experience with privatization provides valuable lessons in this respect. This Issue Analysis examines the history of British government involvement in the management of the rail industry, from earliest times through nationalization to privatization. It finds that the British rail industry was never truly privatized, because the coercive fragmentation of the industry that was chosen as the method of privatization allowed too much room for government interference. Over-mighty regulators chose to exercise their powers just as the industry was starting to find its feet and choked off any hope of the industry operating independent of government control. A better route is the American model of freight rail deregulation. An industry that is vertically integrated and free to decide its own routes and prices without government interference is more likely to provide a better service at a lower cost than a highly regulated industry. Part of Amtrak’s problem is also its crumbling infrastructure. The history of underinvestment in Britain’s rail network during nationalization is remarkably similar. The UK had an opportunity to allow a privatized infrastructure owner the freedom to solve this problem using private sector funds and resources, but instead made all infrastructure spending dependent on political decisions. As a result, the UK is committed to spend vast sums on rail infrastructure with no genuine prospect of private sector funding approaching those levels. Congress must ensure it does not go down that route. Congress has much to learn from Britain’s tribulations over the future of its rail system, and thus avoid fundamental mistakes in the process of making the America’s passenger rail system a net contributor to the nation’s prosperity. Calls to reregulate significant parts of the freight rail system would send America down the British road of underinvestment in essential railroad infrastructure. These must be rejected in order to keep America’s freight capacity at the levels the nation needs.
Federal Government wastes money and fails complete rail projects – current projects prove

Coburn, June 2012 – U.S. Senator from Oklahoma, on the United States Senate Committee on Finance (Tom, “Money for Nothing” Pg. 18-22, http://www.coburn.senate.gov/, 6-6-12, http://www.coburn.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/pressreleases?ContentRecord_id=aa98e170-4b32-478d-b99a-1fe62a43d099)//MO
One prime example where Congress placed $45 million in limbo forever by repeatedly making drafting errors in legislation is the 2005 earmark to develop a futuristic train that would whisk passengers across the Mojave Desert to Las Vegas. In 2005, Congress earmarked millions of dollars to begin laying the groundwork for the passenger train between Las Vegas, Nevada, and Disneyland in California which was expected to cost up to $16 billion in federal funding.52 The train would be propelled by magnetic levitation (Maglev) and travel at a speed faster than 240 miles an hour. The speed of spending the money on the project has gone at a much slower pace. In fact, it has been stuck in park for nearly seven years and may never move due to a combination of the poorly drafted language authorizing the project and the misguided parochial interests that inspired it. Congress earmarked $45 million for the project in August 2005 as part of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act—A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) Act.53 The legislation authorized a total of $90 million for magnetic levitation train deployment for between fiscal years 2005 and 2009, of which 50 percent is for a Maglev project between Las Vegas and Primm, Nevada.54 In addition to this earmark, the Maglev project received “more than $9 million over the years, spending most of it on design plans, ridership projects and other studies.”55 Las Vegas area transportation planners “have drafted environmental and ridership analyses” since 2004, but eight years later have still “not produced a completed environmental impact statement necessary to secure federal approvals” for the project to get underway.56 However, the funds never reached the Maglev project for a number of reasons. The 2005 SAFETEA-LU limited the path of the train to less than 50 miles within the borders of Nevada and another “drafting error left the project subject to the appropriations process,”57 thereby not guaranteeing the availability of the funds. “House and Senate aides say that language was inadvertently omitted when Congress drafted the 2005 highway law, making the project compete for annual appropriations that it did not receive.”58 A Senate supporter of the earmark admitted “there was a mistake made and there wasn’t language put in (the highway bill) to allow contract authority. So that’s the technical correction.”59 The SAFETEA Technical Corrections Act passed in 2008 extended the route to Anaheim, California60 and added language to ensure the funds would become available. The corrections bill also stipulated “the funds shall not be transferable and shall remain available until expended,”61 thereby ensuring the money remains available until spent or for eternity for no other purpose except the Maglev project. But the correcting legislation was not enough to get the money or the train moving. In 2010, the then-governor of Nevada blamed what he “politely” called “bureaucratic delays in obtaining the release of federal funding for this most important project — funding that was specifically mandated by Congress in 2005 and again in 2008.62 “With no federal funding, the project stalled and opened the door for a rival company, DesertXpress Enterprises, to move forward with plans” for a different passenger train project essentially in the same direction.63 DesertXpress is privately funded and would travel between Victorville, California—which is to the northeast of Los Angeles—and Las Vegas at 125 miles per hour. Because DesertXpress would be diesel-electric powered, “its project would cost $3 billion to $5 billion—compared with $12 billion or more for Maglev—and would be privately financed.”64 In 2008, a senator supporting Maglev dismissed critics of the earmark saying they “didn’t understand the issue,” predicting “magnetic levitation is going to come to this country big time.”65 A year later, that very senator pulled his support for Maglev “after a thorough review of the two proposals.”66 California officials also walked away from the effort and “11 years after Maglev made its debut in the regional transportation plan for Southern California, the agency overseeing the road and transit plan has deleted most of the Anaheimto-Vegas route once proposed, saying Maglev is not moving forward and is falling behind a competing project. As a result, the 2012 transportation plan under consideration by the Southern California Association of Governments does not include the $12.1 billion California-Nevada Super-Speed Train. Without being in the plan, even as a concept, the project cannot receive federal funds to even study Maglev as a possibility between the two states.”67 Today, the money still remains unspent and there is a growing likelihood a passenger train between Los Vegas and southern California will not be built. “A train that ran between L.A. and Vegas wouldn’t guarantee financial success,” some noted, pointing out that “Amtrak’s Desert Wind between the two cities was canceled in 1997 because of low ridership.”68 Now the congressional supporters of the failed project are seeking to revise the law, once again, to “essentially allow Nevada to keep the money and use it as a slush fund for other “unspecified” transportation projects.69 Making no mention of Nevada or Maglev whatsoever, language buried in section 1516 of S. 1813 passed by the Senate in March 2012 states: Certain Allocations- Notwithstanding any other provision of law, any unobligated balances of amounts required to be allocated to a State by section 1307(d)(1) of the SAFETEA-LU (23 U.S.C. 322 note; 119 Stat. 1217; 122 Stat. 1577) shall instead be made available to such State for any purpose eligible under section 133(c) of title 23, United States Code.70 But the unspent millions on this train may still never leave the station, giving a new meaning to the phrase “what happens in Vegas stays in Vegas.” This time, what does not happen in Vegas, stays in Vegas. Some in Congress are arguing that “letting Nevada hold onto the money would violate the spirit, if not the letter, of the current earmark bans in both chambers.”71 In the House of Representatives, earmark foes “are waiting to ambush” the provision and ensure it “is not in any bill passed by the House.” Congressional Quarterly Today predicted the opponents in the House “may not have to work very hard. House Republican leaders have been unable to round up enough votes to pass a long-term transportation measure and now plan to move the latest in a series of short-term extensions of existing spending authority.”72 And that is exactly what happened in March when Congress passed a bill extending surface transportation authorization for highway, transit and road-safety programs through the fiscal year ending September 30, 2012 without any provision related to the $45 million for Maglev. Canceling these “disappearmarks” would prevent another transportation bail out in the near future and also free up billions of dollars for critical infrastructure and transportation needs without increasing taxes.

CP – Airport Upgrades
1NC Divest 

Text: The United State federal government should divest its airports. 

Solves the aff – increases efficiency and reduces risk

Poole, Jr., 97 - B.S. and M.S. in engineering from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and did additional graduate work in operations research and management science at New York University (Robert W., “Transport at the Millenium: Privatization – A New Transportation Paradigm,” 553 Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 94, September, Lexis)//CT

Worldwide, only a handful of countries have divested airports entirely to the private sector. The leader in this re-gard is the United Kingdom, which privatized the former British Airports Authority in 1987 via a public stock offering. That move turned Heathrow, Gatwick, Stansted, and four Scottish airports into investor-owned companies, subsidiaries of BAA PLC. A number of other British airports have subsequently been sold. Austria and Denmark have sold minority interests in the Vienna and Copenhagen airports, and in 1995, Germany and Italy announced plans to divest federal ownership interests in their major airports. Also in 1995, Australia set in motion plans to sell 50-year concessions for all 23 of its federal airports, and Argentina and Mexico followed with similar announcements.

In a full divestiture, the proceeds generally go to the government's treasury. In partial divestitures, such as in Aus-tria and Denmark, the proceeds are reinvested in the respective airports in order to finance expansion. Where the airport in question is a monopoly, creation of an explicit regulatory mechanism generally accompanies privatization, as in the United Kingdom.

Why divest airports? First, larger airports are viewed as basically commercial entities rather than as core govern-ment functions. Hence, governments can justify retrieving their capital from airports and redirecting it to core functions. Second, the general track record of divested government enterprises worldwide is highly positive, as documented by the World Bank.   n7 Investor ownership generally leads to a replacement of top management, some degree of downsizing and restructuring the workforce for greater productivity, and a general revitalization of the corporate culture.   n8 Third, airport divestiture shifts the responsibility for future airport expansion from government and onto the airport's investors. This reduces the risk, even when airports are nominally financed by municipal revenue bonds, that the taxpayers will ultimately be responsible in the event that an airport cannot meet its bond payments--as some fear may happen with the new Denver airport.

Airport divestiture has been urged by a number of U.S. mayors and governors but has thus far been prevented  [*102]  by the federal government. The Federal Aviation Administration maintains that the provision in the airport grant law requiring all "airport revenues" to remain on the airport and be used only for airport purposes applies not merely to operating revenues, as the legislative history implies, but also to the proceeds of an asset transaction. In 1996, the avia-tion administration acknowledged the problem posed by this interpretation, in issuing a proposed policy statement on airport revenues that held out the possibility of waiving certain grant restrictions to facilitate privatization.   n9 In its closing days, the 104th Congress enacted a pilot program that will grant waivers to permit the long-term lease or sale of up to five U.S. airports.
1NC Remove Regulations
Text: The United States federal government should remove the Federal Aviation Administration’s law prohibiting an airport operator from diverting revenue to non-airport purposes if they receive or received federal grants, exempt private companies purchasing or leasing an airport from having to reimburse the Federal Government for prior grants, and grant tax-exempt status to private airport operators.
These laws are the primary barriers preventing widespread airport privatization – these reforms would incentivize private action. 
Burton, ‘7 - J.D. Candidate 2008, SMU Dedman School of Law (Casey Andrew, “AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PRIVATIZATION OF CHICAGO'S MIDWAY AIRPORT,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce, 72.597, Summer, Lexis)//BM/CT
Before discussing the current state of the law, one must first know what prompted Congress to pass the law and what concerns it was trying to address in creating the pilot program. As mentioned previously, the rest of the world is far ahead of the United States in the privatization of airports, and the goal of the [*605] pilot program was to "determine if, once certain economic and legal impediments were removed, airport privatization in the United States could gener-ate alternative sources of capital for airport development and provide benefits such as improvements in customer ser-vice." n53 The "economic and legal impediments" which concerned Congress were varied and truly did present an enormous barrier to the privatization of American airports. The foremost impediment to privatization was the federal law pro-hibiting an airport operator from diverting revenue to non-airport purposes if they receive or have received federal grants. n54 This prohibition is important for one main reason: if the airport operator, which for all commercial airports is a governmental entity, may not divert revenue to non-airport purposes, then arguably the sale or lease proceeds could be deemed revenue, and the public entity could not use those proceeds for any other purposes. n55 This effectively doomed any attempted sale or lease, because no government was willing to sell such a huge asset if they were not going to be allowed to use the proceeds as they wished. n56 Another issue facing potential privatization efforts was the fear that after purchasing the airport, the private operator would then be forced to reimburse the federal government for any grants the airport accepted while it was a public entity. n57 Similarly, there was a question as to whether a private operator would be able to continue using any land that the airport acquired as surplus federal property, as the Secretary of Transportation would have to authorize any transfer of such property, and therefore could block the transfer of such lands. n58 With these two issues, the problem was not that a certain law or procedure was blocking the transfer, but rather that there was uncertainty in the legal regime. Therefore a private entity could not know the correct price to pay for an airport and the government owner would not know at what price to sell the airport. n59 There were also several economic factors that placed constraints on privatization. The first and most important constraint [*606] was that private airports, which as public entities were eligible to issue tax-exempt bonds, would not have tax-exempt status. n60 It was predicted that this would increase the interest rate on financing by about two percent, which could have a significant impact on whether capital improvement projects are undertaken. n61 Another economic factor was that private airports would lose access to some federal grant money - private airports would no longer be eligible for Airport Improvement Program (AIP) apportionment grants, but still could receive the discretionary grants provided by AIP. n62 The final economic hurdle was that a fully privatized airport could no longer collect Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs), n63 which are fees that airports can collect to offset capital costs for FAA-approved projects. n64 However, this is not much of a problem because a privately leased airport may still be able to collect PFCs with the aid of the government entity from which they are leasing; however, if for some reason they were no longer able to collect PFCs, they could charge passenger usage fees that would replace and potentially exceed any lost revenue from the inability to collect PFCs. n65
Solvency – Solves Legal Barriers to Privatization

CP solves barriers to airport privatization

Poole and Edwards, ’10 – Poole is the Director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation, MIT-trained engineer that has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues and Edwards is director of tax policy studies at Cato (Robert W. Poole, Jr., and Chris Edwards, “Airports and Air Traffic Control,” Cato Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc )//CT
Why has the United States resisted these types of airport reforms occurring around the world?15 One reason is that U.S. state and local airports have for decades received federal aid for development and construction. Federal law generally provides that governments that have received federal aid for an infrastructure facility have to repay previous federal grants if the facility is privatized. Moreover, the FAA has interpreted a legal provision requiring that all "airport revenues" be used solely for airport purposes to apply to any lease or sale proceeds, which prevents a city from selling its airport and using the proceeds for its general fund. Another important factor is that state and local governments can issue tax-exempt bonds to finance airports because they are government-owned facilities. Thus, borrowing can be done at a lower cost than borrowing by private airport owners issuing taxable debt. However, this bias against private ownership can be overcome. The federal government could pursue tax reforms to reduce or eliminate the tax exemption on municipal bond interest. Alternatively, the government could permit private airport operators to make use of tax-exempt revenue bonds ("private activity bonds"), as it has done for companies involved in the toll road business. A final hurdle to airport privatization in the United States has often been the airlines. For various structural reasons, they worry that their costs may be higher or they may face more airline competition if airports were privatized. Typically, major airlines are like an anchor tenant in a shopping mall. At U.S. airports, major airlines generally have long-term lease-and-use agreements, which often give them control over terminals or concourses and the right to approve or veto capital spending plans. That gives them the power to oppose airport expansion if it would mean more airline competition in that location. As a result, progress toward privatization has been very slow over the last decade. The only airport privatized under the 1996 Pilot Program—Stewart International Airport north of New York City—did not get the local airline's approval. Therefore, New York State was required to use its lease revenues for improvements to Stewart and other state-owned airports. The airport operated under a 99-year lease to the U.S. subsidiary of the U.K.-based National Express Group.17 But that lease was later terminated by mutual consent due to National Express's change in corporate strategy to focus on its intercity bus and rail business. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, a government agency, took over the remaining years of the lease. This change freed up that slot in the Pilot Program, making all five available as of 2010.

Solvency – Airport Upgrades
Privatization increases capital for airport upgrades

Burton, ‘7 - J.D. Candidate 2008, SMU Dedman School of Law (Casey Andrew, “AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PRIVATIZATION OF CHICAGO'S MIDWAY AIRPORT,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce, 72.597, Summer, Lexis)//BM/CT
The first advantage cited by advocates of privatization is that private control of airports will lead to additional capital devoted to airport development. The first thing to note is that the amount of air travel is currently growing n105 and is projected to continue growing. n106 This growth in the amount of air travel can be contrasted with the continuing de-cline in funding from Airport Improvement Program grants, which leads many observers to believe that this will cause a shortfall in airport development funds. n107 Compounding this problem is the fact that airport development money in the post-9/11 era is being spent on increasing and upgrading security measures, which leaves even less money to spend on increases in capacity and other value-adding airport improvements. n108 This problem of a lack of federal money is where private financing comes in. Proponents claim that privately oper-ated airports could "potentially tap new sources of private capital - including private equity - that airports will need to meet the growing demand for capacity and facilities." n109 BAA used private [*614] equity financing to launch the upgrades to London's Heathrow Airport; BAA had a stock flotation, raised extra capital from private sources that saw the potential for growth, and used that money to add value to consumers and return a profit to the company. n110 Fur-ther, with private equity financing, there are stockholders who expect a return; this creates further demand for manage-ment who is expected to make risky investments in new capital, such as new terminals or innovative gate leasing prac-tices. n111 Because public entities cannot sell stock and are largely not driven by an incentive to make profits, propo-nents of airport privatization claim that the ability to use non-debt financing, such as stock offerings, will be critical to the future success of airports, especially when the amount needing to be financed is very large. n112

Solvency – Airport Congestion

Privatization increases airport efficiency

Burton, ‘7 - J.D. Candidate 2008, SMU Dedman School of Law (Casey Andrew, “AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PRIVATIZATION OF CHICAGO'S MIDWAY AIRPORT,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce, 72.597, Summer, Lexis)//BM/CT
The second advantage to airport privatization is that the private lessor will operate the airport more efficiently, thereby reducing the overall cost to society. There are two parts to this advantage - increasing the customer satisfaction and de-creasing the operating costs. Although one could argue that one or the other of these measures of efficiency is more important, the ability of the private sector to decrease operating costs is more quantifiable. For example, the Indianapo-lis Airport, which is publicly owned but privately managed by BAA, has been able to cut an enormous amount of cost out of the groundside operations of the airport by switching to private management. n113 In fact, if BAA does not save the city of Indianapolis $ 140 million over the ten year contract, BAA will not earn any profit. n114 Clearly the initial contract period benefited both parties, as BAA continues to manage the Indianapolis Airport and the cooperation be-tween the two entities has consistently been hailed as a success story for airport privatization in the United States. n115 As [*615] further proof that this relationship is seen as a success, other cities were quick to follow suit, engaging BAA and other foreign companies with experience in managing airports to run the commercial operations inside the airport. n116 One area of increased revenue is the ability of privatized airports to think outside the box; privatized air-ports are more likely to develop malls or other shopping centers in and around the airport property, as well as create new profit areas such as hotels. n117 While no economic studies have yet been done on the private operation and management of American airports (be-cause it is a relatively new phenomenon), European airports have now been privatized long enough to allow the perfor-mance of economic analyses. n118 In a 2005 study comparing European private airports to those owned and operated by a government entity, private airports were found to operate at a significantly lower cost per passenger or unit of cargo. n119 Further, it was found that private airports have a higher revenue to expenditure ratio, and the return on assets was much higher. n120 In order to show the veracity of the results, statistics were run on the privatized airports to see whether they performed better before or after privatization, and eight out of the twelve significant indicators pointed to post-privatization as the better result. n121 While looking to see if privatization increases the return of airlines and airport operators, it is also important to see how the decision to privatize affects the users of the airport. Things like efficient terminal design, amenities useful to the traveling passenger, and quick check-in all contribute to the convenience or inconvenience to a traveler, which, in the overall scheme, can weigh heavily on the productivity of the economy. n122 If the traveler is forced to wait at long lines for check-in or is forced to walk long distances to gates, this adds to the price that he pays for the ticket in lost opportunities; if airports can become more responsive to passenger needs and wants by providing more desirable services at the airport, the airport system will become [*616] more efficient. n123 One study found that privatized airports were statistically more likely to be responsive to passengers than their government-owned counterparts, meaning that privatized airports generally did more to accommodate their passengers than the government airports with which they were competing. n124 This advantage to privatization should not be overlooked, as the government regulates airports to help the flying public, but if the flying public could be better served by allowing private entities to run airports, it would be a disservice to continue the government ownership.
Solvency – Airport Competition

Privately-owned airports increase airline competition - 

Poole and Edwards, ’10 – Poole is the Director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation, MIT-trained engineer that has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues and Edwards is director of tax policy studies at Cato (Robert W. Poole, Jr., and Chris Edwards, “Airports and Air Traffic Control,” Cato Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc )//CT
Private airport managers are also more willing to take on the risks of new investments, such as the creation of new terminal space to provide gates for new airlines. By contrast, under typical U.S. airport management practice, the major incumbent airlines have signed long-term exclusive-use gate-lease agreements. From the standpoint of risk-averse airport managers, these long-term agreements give them a guaranteed revenue stream. In exchange for this security, they give up substantial control to the major airlines. Usually, the long-term agreements give airlines what amounts to veto power over terminal expansions. That means that when new-entrant airlines want to start service to such an airport, there are often no gates available, which reduces competition. By contrast, experience has shown that privatized airports generally do not cede de-facto control over their facilities to the large airlines. At most such airports, the gates remain under the control of the airport company, and they are allocated hour by hour to individual airlines, as needed. That is why at many European airports, and the more commercially run airports in Canada, you will observe that the airline signage at each gate is electronic, so that it can be changed in moments from one airline's name to another's. In sum, airline competition would be expanded and consumers would benefit if we reformed the outmoded ownership and management structures of U.S. airports. Much of the world is moving to a new paradigm—the airport as a for-profit enterprise—that is more consistent with a dynamic, competitive airline market. In the end, all groups—airlines, passengers, and cities—would benefit from airports that were self-funded, more efficient, and more innovative than current U.S. airports following an old-fashioned bureaucratic approach.

Solvency – Skilled Workers 

Privatization ensures skilled workers attracted to American airports 

Burton, ‘7 - J.D. Candidate 2008, SMU Dedman School of Law (Casey Andrew, “AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PRIVATIZATION OF CHICAGO'S MIDWAY AIRPORT,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce, 72.597, Summer, Lexis)//BM/CT
The question, therefore, is whether privatization of an airport will result in a monopoly-type arrangement, and if so, what can be done to remedy the situation. n134 Most commentators would agree that in isolated cities with a single air carrier airport, the privatization would most likely result in a monopoly; however, most airline passengers are locat-ed in an area where they could drive a distance of fifty to seventy-five miles to another airport if the flight prices from the nearest airport were too high. n135 Further, in cities such as Chicago, New York, Los Angeles, and other large met-ropolitan areas, the people of the city have a choice between two or more airports with commercial service. n136 With two or more airports, it can hardly be argued that a single privatized airport will exercise monopolistic power, as it will be kept in check by the presumably lower prices at the nearby government-owned airport. Further, economic theory would suggest that people with the best skills in managing and marketing, which the airport should be seeking to hire, would seek employment where they can earn the highest wage, which is not usually government employment. n137 Thus, while the private airports in Europe would have access to the best employees, potential employees at American airports would have a greater incentive to use their skills in another, more lucrative, career. n138 This result means skilled workers will not be working at American airports, thereby reducing the benefits to the American citizens en-gaged in air travel.

Solvency – Gov’t Revenue 

Privatization increases government revenue – sale profits, exemption from grants, and decreased tax exemptions 
Burton, ‘7 - J.D. Candidate 2008, SMU Dedman School of Law (Casey Andrew, “AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PRIVATIZATION OF CHICAGO'S MIDWAY AIRPORT,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce, 72.597, Summer, Lexis)//BM/CT
As previously mentioned, under the pilot program, revenue earned by the government owner through the sale or lease of an airport may be exempted from the requirement that revenue earned from airport operations cannot be diverted from airport uses. n125 Because such a diversion of revenue is allowed under the pilot program, there is now an incentive for the government operator to sell or lease an interest in the airport. n126 Proceeds received from privatization can potentially be enormous, as seen when Australia's airports were recently leased for over $ 3 billion. n127 It has been predicted that the Midway privatization would likely fetch a price greater than the $ 1.8 billion received for selling the Chicago Skyway, and the price, based on recent deals for other airports, could end up in the $ 2-$ 3 billion range. n128 Adding such huge amounts to the budget seems like it should be appealing to many local and state governments, which are the main owners of airports in the United States. Such a windfall could be put to use in a variety of ways, such as improving infrastructure in other parts of the state, servicing debt on budget deficits, lowering taxes, or any number of other goals for which the government lacked the funds. Another advantage of privatization would be that if the privatized airports were no longer eligible to receive federal grants, subsidies, and tax exemptions, the budget position of the governments  [*617]  would be augmented by in-creased revenues combined with decreased expenditures. n129 By privatizing, there is already a reduced dependence on grants and subsidies, and a rule that would eliminate grant and subsidy aid to private airports would aid in the budget position to a greater extent. n130 Further, with airports as public entities, cities, states and the federal government are foregoing money that could be collected in taxes because the government property and revenues are tax-exempt. For example, once an airport is privatized, the lessor will have to pay income tax on the profits made, and would potentially have to pay an additional property tax for the airport property, all of which would make a potentially enormous contribution to budget shortfalls.

Federal grants dropping now-Budget problems are steadily increasing 

Rowley 98 - Partner at Vincent and Elkins LLP (Christopher, ”FINANCING AIRPORT CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT: THE AVIATION INDUSTRY'S GREATEST CHALLENGE, Christopher R. Rowley, Southern Methodist University School of Law Journal of Air Law and Commerce, February / March, 1998, Lexis)//BM
First
, commercial airports generate significant revenues, in some cases exceeding $ 100 million annually. Second, well-capitalized firms with experience in airport management and development have emerged in response to the demand created by privatizations worldwide. These firms believe that many U.S. airports possess considerable untapped profit potential and have aggressively sought greater opportunities in the United States. Third, funding levels for federal airport grants have dropped from $ 1.9 billion in fiscal year 1992 to $ 1.45 billion in fiscal year 1996. Accordingly, some airports are eager to tap alternative sources of revenue, according to airline industry representatives. Fourth, municipalities facing budget problems view their airports as a potential source of fiscal relief. n133 

A2: Airport Monopolies 

Access to multiple airports in major cities prevents monopolies in busiest airports

Burton, ‘7 - J.D. Candidate 2008, SMU Dedman School of Law (Casey Andrew, “AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PRIVATIZATION OF CHICAGO'S MIDWAY AIRPORT,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce, 72.597, Summer, Lexis)//BM/CT
The main argument in opposition to airport privatization is that while there can realistically be competition in air travel among the airlines, most cities have only one commercial airport, and thus a natural monopoly frequently arises. n132 The main thrust of the argument on monopolistic behavior is that airports will restrict quantity in order to set rates higher than the efficient rate, and thereby reap monopolistic profits. Because of this potential for airport ownership and control to result in monopolistic behavior, many commentators, even those generally [*618] in favor of privatization, state that in most situations, such assets "must be regulated or even operated by the public sector." n133 The question, therefore, is whether privatization of an airport will result in a monopoly-type arrangement, and if so, what can be done to remedy the situation. n134 Most commentators would agree that in isolated cities with a single air carrier airport, the privatization would most likely result in a monopoly; however, most airline passengers are located in an area where they could drive a distance of fifty to seventy-five miles to another airport if the flight prices from the nearest airport were too high. n135 Further, in cities such as Chicago, New York, Los Angeles, and other large metropolitan areas, the people of the city have a choice between two or more airports with commercial service. n136 With two or more airports, it can hardly be argued that a single privatized airport will exercise monopolistic power, as it will be kept in check by the presumably lower prices at the nearby government-owned airport.
Government can easily regulate to prevent monopolies 
Burton, ‘7 - J.D. Candidate 2008, SMU Dedman School of Law (Casey Andrew, “AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PRIVATIZATION OF CHICAGO'S MIDWAY AIRPORT,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce, 72.597, Summer, Lexis)//BM/CT
Another argument relating to monopolistic behavior comes from Joseph Stiglitz, a Nobel Prize winning economist and Clinton appointee to the Council of Economic Advisors. n139 He argued that, in the wake of the British terrorist plot to blow up an aircraft in August of 2006, privately owned and operated airports such as Heathrow fare worse in the aftermath of such a crisis because there is little incentive to provide extra staff to handle the increased security in the weeks after such an attack. n140  [*619]  Instead, he argues that the airports tell people to get to the airport earlier, thus increasing the cost to those arriving early by forcing them to wait in long lines and foregoing other opportunities. n141 He argues that because Heathrow operates as a monopoly, there is no incentive for them to change practices. n142 These arguments, however, do not apply to American privatization. First, as mentioned, the FAA and TSA will still be in charge of all security operations at a privatized commercial airport. n143 Further, these types of long lines are present in the United States when there is a terrorist situation, even when the government is handling security. And finally, in the United States, if there was a difference in security measures from Midway to O'Hare, people would simply go to O'Hare, as it would still remain under government control; unlike the London airports which are all owned by BAA, there would presumably be different ownership of the major cities' airports in the United States. If a monopoly did result, the government could always regulate the airport as it does with many other public utili-ties. This was the response of the British government when they privatized the London airports, where the British gov-ernment used their earlier experience in regulating the privatized British Telecom and British Gas to regulate the poten-tial monopoly of the newly created and privately held BAA. n144 In fact, if American airports want to continue to re-ceive federal grants, they must comply with the FAA's definition of fair and reasonable pricing. n145 Other checks on the potential monopolistic practices of airports include antitrust laws, such that if an airport were charging discriminato-ry prices or engaged in other prohibited behavior, the federal government could step in and prohibit these unwanted practices. n146

A2: Gov’t Loses Control 
Government can still regulate all major areas - fees, noise, and safety
Burton, ‘7 - J.D. Candidate 2008, SMU Dedman School of Law (Casey Andrew, “AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PRIVATIZATION OF CHICAGO'S MIDWAY AIRPORT,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce, 72.597, Summer, Lexis)//BM/CT
Another smaller concern is that because the government no longer has direct day-to-day control, or perhaps no owner-ship stake altogether, the government will no longer have a say in the  [*620]  airport's actions. n147 No matter what type of privatization occurs, the government will not lose as much control as advertised because they still have the power to regulate the airport in substantial ways, such as putting a limit on fee charges, imposing safety rules, and maintaining ultimate authority over other important criteria such as noise or pollution. n148 For example, in the Midway privatization, the FAA and TSA standards will continue to apply, and all screening will still be performed by TSA personnel. n149 Further, in a lease of an airport, the government will hold the residual interest in the property, and therefore will have rights commensurate with that position and the rights secured by the contract with the private lessee. Generally, the over-hyped loss of governmental control is not a good reason to refuse to privatize, as the govern-ment still retains a large degree of control, and many of the new incentives created when the government loses control push in the direction the government would have regulated anyway. n150 For example, although the government will no longer have direct control over how much noise is emitted from the airport, it is in the best interest of the private operator to be responsive to the community about the amount of noise emanating from the airspace and runway areas, all of which the government has no real incentive to pay attention to except for a few votes in the area surrounding the airport. n151 As an example of this, Representative Edward A. Pease, a U.S. Congressman whose district abuts but does not contain the Indianapolis Airport, stated that BAA had done a wonderful job dealing with him and his constituents regarding the noise from the Indianapolis Airport, leading him to call that airport a "tremendously well managed facility." n152 Thus, although loss of governmental control may be disappointing for the government because it no longer has the power to control the airport's day-to-day operations, the loss of governmental control should not be considered a legitimate barrier to airport privatization.
A2: Singular Focus on Profits

Government can oversee airports to ensure security and stop corruption
Burton, ‘7 - J.D. Candidate 2008, SMU Dedman School of Law (Casey Andrew, “AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PRIVATIZATION OF CHICAGO'S MIDWAY AIRPORT,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce, 72.597, Summer, Lexis)//BM/CT
A potential problem arising from privatization is that the private operator may become overly concerned with the share price to the exclusion of other worthy goals. n153 This concern with share price occurs in all corporations, however, so expressing this doubt as a reason not to privatize calls into question much of the American economy. In a related problem, airport management may be seen as owing a duty to the public at large, although the only way for the public to express their displeasure is by voting with their wallets and finding alternative means of travel. n154 While pri-vatization cannot help but encounter these problems, they are not nearly important enough to prevent the benefits of privatization from accruing. A potential solution to this problem is the continuation of government involvement. When the airports of the UK were privatized, they were still subject to regulations by the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) for safety and the airspace measures in the same way that an American airport would still be subject to FAA regulations. n155 In addition, the Monopolies and Merger Commission (MMC) were involved to prevent any monopolistic behavior. n156 Further, the CAA and MMC "review the private company's commercial policies as part of the five-year reviews and could require changes." n157 A private operator would also be subject to the reporting requirements of the SEC, IRS, and other financial watchdogs, so concern about the potential abuse of monopolistic ability and the misalignment of corporate profits and public good should fall short of erasing the benefits of privatization.

A2: Foreign Ownership

Fear of foreign takeover unwarranted - Government remains in charge of security. Privatization enables American firms to get experience to run foreign airports.
Burton, ‘7 - J.D. Candidate 2008, SMU Dedman School of Law (Casey Andrew, “AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PRIVATIZATION OF CHICAGO'S MIDWAY AIRPORT,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce, 72.597, Summer, Lexis)//CT
As the privatization of Midway becomes more of a reality and with the new Democratic majority in Congress, foreign control of United States' infrastructure has again become a hot topic. n158 This concern arises because airports are seen as "critical transportation assets in the post-Sept. 11 era," n159 and Democratic  [*622]  leaders say that they think that there will be a similar reaction to the Midway privatization as there was with the failed Dubai Ports issue in 2006. n160 Expressing concerns about the potential sale of Midway to a foreign investment group, Representative Jerry Cos-tello, the new chairman of the House Subcommittee on Aviation, stated that privatizing "an airport is 'much different' from a toll road," and that there "are security concerns unique to airports." n161 This can be seen as a legitimate con-cern, but as mentioned before, the private operator will not be in charge of security at the airport, as that will still be the province of the TSA. n162 Further, this is not a good reason to block a lease, because there is no assurance that an American company will not win the bid, as there will likely be a great deal of competition between the many potential private operators. n163 In fact, worrying about foreign ownership will only serve to prevent American entry into this lucrative market, as American firms will not be able to outbid without some experience in the process.
A2: Airlines will Block
Airlines on board – Midway template proves 

Poole and Gilroy, ‘9 Poole-Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow and Director of Transportation Policy Reason Foundation, Gilroy-Director of Government Reform Reason Foundation (Robert and Leonard, "Airport Privatization Can Fly Despite Midway Collapse”, Reason Foundation, August 3, 2009,reason.org/news/show/airport-privatization-can-fly)//BM
Finally, a critical aspect of the Midway deal was that the City of Chicago figured out terms the airlines serving that airport were comfortable with. That is hugely important because prior to the Midway deal U.S. airlines had always opposed airport privatization. Those terms now remain as a template for others hoping to gain airline support for privatization plans. Because the Midway deal was a high-profile transaction, its collapse received much attention, but it should not be misconstrued as a major setback for privatization. The underlying dynamics of infrastructure privatization haven't changed. State and local government budgets are going to be strained into the future, and policymakers will increasingly view privatization initiatives along the lines of Midway as a critical strategy for doing more with less.
Airport Privatization Inevitable 
No offense – Airports rely heavily on private funds now 

Rowley 98 - Partner at Vincent and Elkins LLP (Christopher R. ,”FINANCING AIRPORT CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT: THE AVIATION INDUSTRY'S GREATEST CHALLENGE, Southern Methodist University School of Law Journal of Air Law and Commerce, February / March, 1998, Lexis)//BM
United States airports are already heavily reliant on the private sector, largely because "budget pressures on the federal government have reduced traditional sources of capital." n134 Due to federal budget pressures and "intense competition in the air line industry," there is great pressure on airports to reduce costs. n135 Many airports are reducing their costs and decreasing their reliance on revenue from airlines by increasing their revenue from non-airline revenue such as concessions. n136 In 1994, this non-airline revenue was fifty percent of total revenue for larger airports. n137 Fully ninety percent of all employees at the largest airports in the United States are employed by the private sector, n138 and the private sector provides the lion's share of services like airline ticketing, baggage handling, cleaning, retail con cession, and ground transportation to those airports. n139 These private sector services help airports "reduce costs and improve [*626] the quality and the range of services offered." n140 Some airports, such as Indianapolis International Airport, even contract with a private firm to manage the airport. n141 GAO's analysis of eighty- two commercial airports revealed that "only [twenty] percent of these airports' total revenues are derived from landing fees charged to airlines, while over [forty] percent of total revenues are derived from concessions and parking, [twenty] percent from terminal leases, and [twenty] percent from other sources." n142 
A2: Private Sector Can’t Afford 
Despite economic downturn, new investors are emerging now
CAPA09, leading provider of independent aviation market intelligence, analysis and data services (CAPA, ”Economic crisis hits airport privatisation, but some momentum regained recently”, CAPA, http://www.centreforaviation.com/analysis/economic-crisis-hits-airport-privatisation-but-some-momentum-regained-recently---new-capa-report-7525)//BM
In the last six months or so, as the economic downturn has really begun to bite, the prospects for airport privatization have reduced accordingly. The Chicago Midway deal fell through, the Prague offer has been postponed, and the Gatwick sale descended into near farce as only one consortium was left with a bid still on the table. But the business is resilient as it proved after September 2001 when the IPO on Airports of Thailand, the sale of Sydney Airport and the PPP on the two main (Greek) Cyprus airports were all delayed – they all went through eventually. Despite the credit crunch new investors have continued to emerge and there are still a substantial number of smaller deals at the regional level, especially in emerging countries.

CP – Air Traffic Control
*See AIP Aff file for more NextGen good cards for the Next Gen NB.

1NC 

Text: The United States federal government should commercialize its air traffic control responsibilities. 

Commercializing air traffic control necessary to meet future demands – reduces labor costs, enables tech upgrades, and taps private capital

Poole and Edwards, ’10 – Poole is the Director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation, MIT-trained engineer that has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues and Edwards is director of tax policy studies at Cato (Robert W. Poole, Jr., and Chris Edwards, “Airports and Air Traffic Control,” Cato Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc )//CT
The U.S. economy depends on safe, reliable, and affordable air transportation. Beginning in 1978, airline deregulation transformed commercial aviation from a luxury for the few to a service available to essentially all Americans. Air transportation is a hugely important part of the economy for business travel, tourism, and domestic and international trade.

The quality and cost efficiency of air travel relies critically on the nation's aviation infrastructure. That infrastructure includes commercial airports, which are virtually all owned and operated by state and local governments in the United States, and the air traffic control (ATC) system, which is operated by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).

In fiscal 2011, the FAA budget will be about $16.4 billion.1 Of the total, $9.7 billion will go toward "operations," which includes $7.6 billion for air traffic control operations, $1.3 billion for safety regulation and certification, and $0.8 billion for other functions. In addition, the FAA will spend $3.3 billion in 2011 on capital investments in ATC facilities, equipment, and research. Most of the rest of FAA's budget, about $3.4 billion, will go toward grants to state and local governments for airport investments. Many experts are predicting major problems with U.S. aviation infrastructure in coming years as large demand growth outstrips the capacity of available facilities. In addition to a rising number of airline passengers, the average size of planes has fallen, which increases the number of planes in the sky that the ATC system needs to handle. On the supply side of the aviation equation, the FAA has long had problems with capital funding, high labor costs, and an inability to efficiently implement new technologies. Major changes are needed because the increased air traffic will soon bump up against the limits of the current air traffic control system. The United States should embrace the types of reforms adopted around the world to privatize airports and commercialize air traffic control services. Investor-owned airports and commercialized ATC companies can better respond to changing market conditions, and they can freely tap debt and equity markets for capital expansion to meet rising demand. Such enterprises also have greater management flexibility to deal with workforce issues and complex technology implementation. There is vast foreign experience that can be drawn on in pursuing U.S. reforms, such as European airport privatization and Canadian air traffic control commercialization. The next section provides a brief history of federal involvement in airport funding and air traffic control. The subsequent sections describe the global trend toward airport privatization, the brewing crisis in air traffic control, and ways to reform the ATC system.

Modernization NB 

NextGen ATC modernization necessary now 

Poole and Edwards, ’10 – Poole is the Director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation, MIT-trained engineer that has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues and Edwards is director of tax policy studies at Cato (Robert W. Poole, Jr., and Chris Edwards, “Airports and Air Traffic Control,” Cato Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc)//CT
Many aviation experts predict serious trouble in coming years as air travel demand grows faster than the ability of the U.S. air traffic control system to expand capacity.22 In the 2003 reauthorization of the FAA, Congress acknowledged the seriousness of the problem by creating the Joint Planning and Development Office to coordinate the transition to a Next Generation Air Transportation System (NextGen). NextGen will be a major redesign of the ATC infrastructure, as described by the Congressional Budget Office: The new system is designed to accommodate up to three times the volume of current air traffic by making more efficient use of both the national airspace and airport facilities. The new air traffic control system would be more decentralized than the one currently in place in the United States. Guidance systems on planes would work in conjunction with satellites of the Global Positioning System (GPS) to supplement direct supervision by ground-based controllers and radar stations. As a result, each plane would depend less on instructions from an air traffic controller and more on its own resources for maintaining a safe flight pattern and would be better able to adjust to the particular air traffic conditions in its vicinity.23 The JPDO has estimated that not expanding the ATC system's capacity will be costing the U.S. economy $40 billion per year by 2020 because the overburdened system will force significant rationing of flights. That rationing would increase prices and eliminate some trips entirely. To avoid this crisis, JPDO has called for restructuring the ATC system to safely and efficiently handle the heavier demand. One problem is the mismatch between the growth in air traffic and the projected growth in FAA revenue. The FAA will need about $1 billion more per year over the next 20 years just to implement NextGen. In 2007 the FAA proposed a user-fee-based funding reform that could provide a more efficient and growing revenue source. The idea was to make each air transportation user's burden on the ATC system more closely match that entity's cost for using the system. That approach has thus far been ignored by Congress.

FAA can’t implement the Next Gen – funding, culture, and politics prevent 

Poole and Edwards, ’10 – Poole is the Director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation, MIT-trained engineer that has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues and Edwards is director of tax policy studies at Cato (Robert W. Poole, Jr., and Chris Edwards, “Airports and Air Traffic Control,” Cato Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc)//CT
One problem is the mismatch between the growth in air traffic and the projected growth in FAA revenue. The FAA will need about $1 billion more per year over the next 20 years just to implement NextGen. In 2007 the FAA proposed a user-fee-based funding reform that could provide a more efficient and growing revenue source. The idea was to make each air transportation user's burden on the ATC system more closely match that entity's cost for using the system. That approach has thus far been ignored by Congress.

However, the challenge ahead for the ATC system is more complex than just financial. NextGen will be a major paradigm shift—from 20th-century (manual) air traffic control to 21st-century (semi-automated) air traffic management—and it will be more complex and riskier than any other challenge the FAA has previously attempted. Given the FAA's management and cost overrun problems in the past, simply fixing the funding problem for the ATC system without dramatically reforming its governance poses risks of larger and more dramatic failures and greater congestion down the road.

Here are three key problems with the current government-owned and operated system of air traffic control:

    Inflexible Funding. Government funding sources tend to be static and subject to political considerations, and they are decoupled from changing market demands. Changes in aviation over the past decade have hurt the FAA's funding base. A large part of the FAA budget comes from aviation excise taxes, especially the 7.5 percent tax on airline tickets. As average ticket prices have fallen over time, ATC funding has been squeezed. Payroll costs of the current labor-intensive ATC system consume most of the available budget, leaving less funding for capital investment.
    Making the transition to NextGen will require billions of dollars of new investments in advanced technologies. The FAA's capital budget is still focused mostly on patching up the existing system, such as replacing antiquated display consoles. Such investments are needed in the short-term, but won't add very much capacity to the system. But that is nearly all the FAA can afford under the current funding structure.

    Some people argue that Congress could solve the funding problem by appropriating a larger amount of general federal revenue for the ATC system. But given the giant federal budget deficit, federal discretionary spending is going to be severely squeezed in coming years. The solution, as discussed below, is to create a commercialized ATC system that can flexibly respond to changing conditions and access private capital markets for investment.
    Technology Implementation Risks. The FAA has been attempting to modernize its system, expand capacity, and increase its productivity for decades. But dozens of reports over the years from the Government Accountability Office and the Office of Inspector General in the Department of Transportation have faulted the FAA for poor management of major projects, which are often delayed and over budget.24 The Advanced Automation System, Wide Area Augmentation System, and other major projects have had large cost overruns and been years behind schedule or cancelled, as discussed above.

    In 2005 two OIG researchers presented an overview of the FAA's failed efforts over the years to modernization the National Airspace System.25 In reviewing what went wrong, they concluded that FAA modernization efforts had neither reduced costs nor increased productivity:

        NAS modernization plans have been consistently subverted by requirements growth, development delays, cost escalations, and inadequate benefits management. All these things were symptomatic of the fact that FAA didn't think it needed to reduce operating costs.26

    Many experts are greatly concerned that the FAA's institutional culture is poorly suited to implementing anything as dramatic as NextGen. In 2004, the National Academy of Sciences convened an expert panel to assist the GAO in understanding the cultural and technical factors that have impeded previous ATC modernization efforts. It found that "the key cultural factor impeding modernization has been resistance to change... [which is] characteristic of FAA personnel at all levels" and that "the key technical factor affecting modernization... has been a shortfall in the technical expertise needed to design, develop, or manage complex air traffic systems."27

    As a government agency, the FAA is not designed to judge risks, aim at the most efficient investments, manage people to produce results, reward excellence, or punish incompetence. It is therefore not equipped to fundamentally reform the ATC system. Thus, major institutional change is probably a prerequisite for implementing the advanced ATC system the nation needs to meet rising aviation demand.

    Political Constraints. A third impediment to ATC reform is political. The redesign of the ATC system foreseen in NextGen could potentially deliver major cost savings and greatly expand ATC capacity. However, realizing those gains would require retirement of large numbers of costly radars and other ground-based navigation aids and the consolidation of ATC facilities. One current proposal would replace 21 en route centers and 171 terminal radar approach control (TRACON) facilities with just 35 air traffic service hubs in a redesign of U.S. airspace.28 Physical control towers located at many smaller airports would gradually be phased out as "virtual tower" functions are built into the new super-hubs.

    However, Congress tends to resist consolidating ATC facilities because of concerns about job losses and the like, which is similar to the political resistance to closing post offices and military bases. A major 1982 proposal for consolidating ATC facilities was quietly dropped after it became clear that getting it through Congress would be very difficult. Similarly, Congress came extremely close to forbidding the FAA's recent success in outsourcing its Flight Service Station system, which involved reducing the system from 58 facilities to 20. The prohibition was defeated only by a credible veto threat from the White House. In sum, as long as ATC remains government-owned and controlled, making the needed reforms to improve efficiency and implement NextGen will be very difficult.

Without Nextgen, US can’t compete 
May, ‘9 – President and CEO of the Air Transport Association of America, Inc., (James C., Testimony before the Subcommittee on Aviation of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, “Air Traffic Control Modernizaton and NextGen: Near-Term Achievable Goals,” 3/19, https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:urThkxH_78oJ:www.whitehouse.gov/files/documents/cyber/Congress%2520-%2520NextGen%2520ATS%2520HouseAvSubc_090318_ATAWritten_FINAL.pdf+&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEESicAW0SYWpCcVss2vIMjhcF0pmLjGlB0FsgYzhcE849swCMPY51ZZ4pKiJeSa6dSJOgwptrt4xaOGIrI8XvSSZ08hH-tMMp8gKjI3Ivmlv9lyNu9pbupqhJRM_FJb7-XkvRVSaC&sig=AHIEtbSCrDG_uUIU5FMVNhTS9-1SDRN_Iw) //CT
The ATC system is a critical national infrastructure that serves the American people and the commerce of the United States, and all system users rely on it, especially the scheduled airline industry. The airline industry is the foundation of the commercial aviation sector, which comprises airlines, airports, manufacturers and associated vendors. U.S. commercial aviation ultimately drives $1.1 trillion per year in U.S. economic activity and 10.2 million U.S. jobs. By any measure, the U.S. airline industry is a valuable national asset and its continued economic health should be a matter of national concern. Without a modern, efficient ATC system, the airline industry will slowly strangle, U.S. commerce and productivity will be impaired and U.S. businesses will not be able to compete effectively in the global economy. For these reasons, modernizing the ATC system now is critically important to the growth and competitiveness of our economy.
Lack of US competitiveness fuels isolationism, undermining US ability to prevent multiple scenarios for global nuclear conflicts
Friedberg & Schoenfeld 8 (Aaron Friedberg is a professor of politics and international relations at Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School. Gabriel Schoenfeld, senior editor of Commentary, is a visiting scholar at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton, N.J., “The Dangers of a Diminished America,” Wall Street Journal, Ocbtober 21, 2008,http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html]
With the global financial system in serious trouble, is America's geostrategic dominance likely to diminish? If so, what would that mean? One immediate implication of the crisis that began on Wall Street and spread across the world is that the primary instruments of U.S. foreign policy will be crimped. The next president will face an entirely new and adverse fiscal position. Estimates of this year's federal budget deficit already show that it has jumped $237 billion from last year, to $407 billion. With families and businesses hurting, there will be calls for various and expensive domestic relief programs.  In the face of this onrushing river of red ink, both Barack Obama and John McCain have been reluctant to lay out what portions of their programmatic wish list they might defer or delete. Only Joe Biden has suggested a possible reduction -- foreign aid. This would be one of the few popular cuts, but in budgetary terms it is a mere grain of sand. Still, Sen. Biden's comment hints at where we may be headed: toward a major reduction in America's world role, and perhaps even a new era of financially-induced isolationism. Pressures to cut defense spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills running in the hundreds of billions. Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow. Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future? Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern. If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk. In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability. The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures. As for our democratic friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a world economic and geopolitical power. What does this all mean? There is no substitute for America on the world stage. The choice we have before us is between the potentially disastrous effects of disengagement and the stiff price tag of continued American leadership. Are we up for the task? The American economy has historically demonstrated remarkable resilience. Our market-oriented ideology, entrepreneurial culture, flexible institutions and favorable demographic profile should serve us well in whatever trials lie ahead. The American people, too, have shown reserves of resolve when properly led. But experience after the Cold War era -- poorly articulated and executed policies, divisive domestic debates and rising anti-Americanism in at least some parts of the world -- appear to have left these reserves diminished. A recent survey by the Chicago Council on World Affairs found that 36% of respondents agreed that the U.S. should "stay out of world affairs," the highest number recorded since this question was first asked in 1947. The economic crisis could be the straw that breaks the camel's back.
Only the privatization enables NextGen generation

Poole and Edwards, ’10 – Poole is the Director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation, MIT-trained engineer that has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues and Edwards is director of tax policy studies at Cato (Robert W. Poole, Jr., and Chris Edwards, “Airports and Air Traffic Control,” Cato Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc )//CT
The way to address all three of these organizational problems is to take the ATC system out of the federal budget process and make it a self-supporting entity, funded directly by its customers. Variants of this commercialization approach have been recommended by a series of federal studies and commissions over the past 15 years. As part of Vice President Al Gore's efforts at "reinventing government" in the 1990s, for example, the Clinton administration proposed turning the ATC system into a separate, self-funded, nonprofit government corporation within the Department of Transportation. The 1997 National Civil Aviation Review Commission, which was chaired by Norman Mineta, similarly proposed moving toward a self-supporting air traffic control organization.29 Commercialization would entail shifting from aviation-related taxes paid to the U.S. Treasury to fees for ATC services paid directly by customers to a new self-supporting Air Traffic Organization. This change would allow fees to grow in proportion to the growth of flight activity, rather than being tied to a less-stable variable, such as fuel prices or airline ticket prices. Moreover, a predictable revenue stream that was not subject to the federal budget process would provide the basis for the ATO to issue long-term bonds for funding capital investments. Commercialization would also address the management problems that have plagued the FAA's efforts to modernize. A non-civil-service ATO could attract the best private-sector managers and engineers skilled at implementing complex technology projects. Such an ATO could hire, fire, and compensate its employees as other high-tech businesses do. Private sector managers would have an incentive to ask tough questions about whether new investments offered real value for the money, a process that often doesn't occur at the FAA or in Congress. In addition, a separate, self-supporting ATO—no longer part of the FAA—would be overseen at arm's length for aviation safety by the remaining FAA. Numerous studies have pointed out that the FAA's air-safety role is compromised when it comes to the ATC system, since that system is operated "in-house" by a different branch of the same FAA. All other players in aviation—pilots, mechanics, aircraft manufacturers, airlines, and so forth—are regulated at arm's length for safety by the FAA. This separation of ATC operations from safety regulation is especially critical given the major changes entailed by shifting to the semi-automated NextGen, where numerous safety versus capacity questions will need to be addressed in a rigorous and transparent manner. Finally, a self-supporting ATO would address the political obstacles to improving system efficiency, such as making decisions to close facilities. By passing the enabling legislation for ATC reform, Congress would delegate such contentious issues to the customer-oriented ATO organization.
Ext. – IL – Nextgen key to airline economy

Airlines need NextGen to survive
Sun Sentinel, ’11 (Ken Kaye, columnist for Sun Sentinel, “Fly faster, safer with new air traffic control plan,” 12/3, http://articles.sun-sentinel.com/2011-12-03/news/fl-faa-nextgen-20111202_1_air-traffic-faa-projects-faa-estimates) //CT
By the time the program is completed in 2025, at a cost of $15 billion to $22 billion, more planes will be able to take off per hour, more planes will be able to fill the skies and more passengers will reach their destinations without delays, the FAA said.

Without NexGen, air travel is doomed to start bogging down as soon as 2015. Despite the down economy, the FAA projects the number of U.S. passengers will increase from 800 million in 2010 to more than 1 billion by 2020.

For the struggling airlines, NextGen can't be completed soon enough, said Lott, adding the airlines are counting on NextGen to improve profitability.

Ext. – Solvency – Privatization => NextGen

Privatizaton solves – international transitions prove
Poole and Edwards, ’10 – Poole is the Director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation, MIT-trained engineer that has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues and Edwards is director of tax policy studies at Cato (Robert W. Poole, Jr., and Chris Edwards, “Airports and Air Traffic Control,” Cato Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc )//CT
A number of studies have found that ATC commercialization has generally resulted in improvements to service quality, better management, and reduced costs.33 At the same time, air safety has remained the same or improved in the countries that have pursued reforms to set up independent ANSP organizations.

A thorough 2009 report by Glen McDougall and Alasdair Roberts compared the performance of 10 commercialized ATC systems and the FAA during the 1997 to 2004 period.34 They looked at large amounts of performance and safety data from the systems in the various countries and conducted over 200 interviews with managers, workers, and users of the different systems. The researchers found:

    ANSP commercialization has generally achieved its objectives. Service quality has improved in most cases. Several ANSPs have successfully modernized workplace technologies. The safety records of ANSPs are not adversely affected by commercialization, and in some cases safety is improved. Costs are generally reduced, sometimes significantly. Other risks of commercialization—such as erosion of accountability to government, deterioration of labor relations, or worsened relationships between civil and military air traffic controllers—have not materialized.35

For the United States, a commercialized ATC organization would be more likely than the FAA to efficiently implement the major aviation infrastructure advances that the nation desperately needs. Air traffic control is more complex and dynamic than ever, and it needs to be managed in the sort of efficient and flexible manner that only a commercialized environment can offer. Countries like Canada have shown the way forward for air traffic control, and U.S. policymakers should adopt the proven organizational reforms that have been implemented abroad.
Federal Mismanagement Links
Federal Government wastes on Air Traffic Control – Government reports prove
Edwards ‘09 - Editor of Downsizing Government and Director of Tax Policy Studies at the Cato Institute (Chris, "Privatization".  Downsizinggovernment.org, February 2009, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/privatization#infrastructure)//JS-MO
Infrastructure Before the 20th century, transportation infrastructure was often financed and built by the private sector. For example, there were more than 2,000 companies that built private toll roads in America in the 18th and 19th centuries.1 Most of those roads were put out of business by the spread of the railroads. Then, during the 20th century, roads and other infrastructure came to be thought of as government activities. By the 1980s, that started to change, and governments around the world began selling off airports, highways, bridges, and other facilities. Any service that can be supported by consumer fees can be privatized. A big advantage of privatized airports, air traffic control, highways, and other activities is that private companies can freely tap debt and equity markets for capital expansion to meet rising demand. By contrast, modernization of government infrastructure is subject to the politics and uncertainties of government budgeting processes. As a consequence, government infrastructure is often old, congested, and poorly maintained. Air Traffic Control. The Federal Aviation Administration has been mismanaged for decades and provides Americans with second-rate air traffic control. The FAA has struggled to expand capacity and modernize its technology, and its upgrade efforts have often fallen behind schedule and gone over budget. For example, the Government Accountability Office found one FAA technology upgrade project that was started in 1983 and was to be completed by 1996 for $2.5 billion, but the project was years late and ended up costing $7.6 billion.2 The GAO has had the FAA on its watch list of wasteful "high-risk" agencies for years.3 Air traffic control (ATC) is far too important for such government mismanagement and should be privatized. The good news is that a number of countries have privatized their ATC and provide good models for U.S. reforms. Canada privatized its ATC system in 1996. It set up a private, nonprofit ATC corporation, Nav Canada, which is self-supporting from charges on aviation users. The Canadian system has received high marks for sound finances, solid management, and investment in new technologies.4 
Federal management wastes money – labor costs

Poole and Edwards, ’10 – Poole is the Director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation, MIT-trained engineer that has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues and Edwards is director of tax policy studies at Cato (Robert W. Poole, Jr., and Chris Edwards, “Airports and Air Traffic Control,” Cato Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc )//CT
While air traffic control is an increasingly technology-intensive industry, labor union issues have long played an important role in the ATC system. A period of labor unrest began in the late 1960s as FAA controllers pushed for job improvements and official status as an employee union. In 1969, about 500 members of the Professional Air Traffic Controllers Organization stayed home "sick" causing air service interruptions. The following year, 3,000 PATCO members took part in another "sickout" or illegal strike, which caused chaos for the nation's air traffic.3
Labor problems continued during the 1970s, with various work slowdowns and union protests over contract issues. Then in 1981, PATCO declared a major system-wide illegal strike after negotiations on a new contract broke down. That prompted President Ronald Reagan to order controllers to return to work within 48 hours or else face termination. More than 11,000 controllers refused to return to work and were fired by Reagan and initially banned from federal service. PATCO was dissolved and a new controllers union was created in 1987, the National Air Traffic Controllers Association.

Today, an important aspect of the federal ATC system is the high labor costs. In 2010, the operations portion of FAA had about 43,000 workers who earned a total of $6.5 billion in wages and benefits, or about $151,000 per worker.4 Just looking at controllers, a 2005 FAA study found that compensation packages averaged $166,000 annually.5 Labor costs account for two-thirds of the cost of FAA operations.6
Federal management of air traffic control – technology upgrade cost overruns

Poole and Edwards, ’10 – Poole is the Director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation, MIT-trained engineer that has advised four presidential administrations on transportation policy issues and Edwards is director of tax policy studies at Cato (Robert W. Poole, Jr., and Chris Edwards, “Airports and Air Traffic Control,” Cato Institute, June, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/airports-atc )//CT
While organized labor has created management challenges for the FAA, so has the implementation of new technologies. Delays and cost overruns on major technology projects have been common. For example, the Advanced Automation System project was launched in the early 1980s and was originally expected to cost $2.5 billion and be completed by 1996. But by 1994, estimated project costs had soared to $7.6 billion and the project was seven years behind schedule.7 The FAA terminated some parts of the AAS program and restructured others, but $1.5 billion of spending ended up being completely wasted. More recently, a 2005 study by the Department of Transportation's Office of Inspector General looked at 16 major air traffic control upgrade projects and found that the combined costs had risen from $8.9 billion to $14.5 billion.8 The cost of the Standard Terminal Automation Replacement System project had jumped 194 percent to $2.7 billion and was seven years behind schedule. The OIG said that the STARS project was "facing obsolescence" even before it was completed.9 Meanwhile, the cost of the Wide Area Augmentation System project had jumped 274 percent to $3.3 billion and was 12 years behind schedule. A Government Accountability Office analysis in 2005 found similar cost overruns and delays in these projects.10 Delays and cost overruns have not been uncommon in federally subsidized airport projects either. For example, Denver's new international airport finally opened in 1995 after many delays and huge cost overruns. The project was originally supposed to cost $1.7 billion but ended up costing almost three times as much at $4.9 billion, with $685 million coming from federal taxpayers.11 In sum, federal funding of airports and the operation of the nation's ATC system have not been models of efficiency over the decades. There is large room for improvement in the management of the nation's aviation infrastructure, and the following sections consider some major structural reforms.

CP – Airport Screening
1NC

Text: The United States federal government should remove the Transportation Security Administration’s authority to reject requests to opt out of Transportation Security Administration screening in instances where the airport officials have identified an equivalent private contractor to conduct such screening. 
TSA currently rejecting applications for screening privatization due to union pressure – privatization would solve $100 Billion/year

Zwillich 11, Washington Correspondent at The Takeaway (Todd, “Rep. Mica Goes After TSA on Private Security Screeners”, Transportation Nation, 06/03/2011, http://transportationnation.org/2011/06/03/rep-mica-goes-after-tsa-on-private-security-screeners/)//BM
Mica released a lengthy report from his committee’s investigators concluding that taxpayers could save $1 billion per year if 35 of the largest airports moved to private screening. That’s a direct response to a January decision by Transportation Security Administration head John Pistole to reject privatization bids from five airports. Pistole also said he wouldn’t expand the program further since privatized screening wasn’t saving taxpayers any money. The decision rankled Mica, who since the start of the year has railed on the TSA to slim down. “TSA has become a bloated bureaucracy that is too focused on managing its personnel and protecting its turf,” he said. “This agency must get out of the human resources business.” Airports were legally allowed to opt out of TSA screening beginning in 2003. But private security contractors that took over had to meet federal screening and oversight standards in order to replace TSA screeners. Today 16 airports have opted for private security contractors. But Pistole got Mica’s back up in January when he denied applications from five more. Republicans accused Pistole and Homeland Security officials of bowing to union pressure to suspend the program. Officials have denied that union pressure was the reason, saying it is cost projections and security concerns that are keeping them from expanding the privatization program. Friday’s report compares screening costs at LAX, which uses TSA screeners, with the cost of private screening at San Francisco’s SFO airport. It found that LAX screeners cost an average of $41,208 per year compared with $39,021 at SFO. Perhaps more to the point, it concludes that private screening at SFO costs $2.42 per passenger versus $4.22 per passenger at LAX. “If we applied those findings to the nation’s top 35 airports, we could save over $1 billion over five years,” Mica told reporters at press conference on Capitol Hill Friday.
Solvency – Refocus TSA Responsibilities

Must privatize airport screening to refocus TSA security responsibilities
Davidson 12,    Columnist at The Washington Post, founder at National Association of Black Journalists, used to be a reporter at The Wall Street Journal(Joe, “TSA Approves Private Screeners at Orlando Airport”, Washington Post, June 18, 2012, http://www.infowars.com/tsa-approves-private-screeners-at-orlando-airport/)//BM
The Transportation Security Administration has given preliminary approval to a plan that would allow Orlando Sanford International Airport to use private security screeners. Screeners employed by private companies are already used at 16 airports under the agency’s Screening Partnership Program. Republicans have pressed for greater use of private screeners and welcomed last week’s announcement. “I hope this opens a new era of reform for TSA operations, not only at Orlando Sanford but across the nation,” said Rep. John L. Mica (R-Fla.), chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. “It’s critical that TSA get out of the business of running a huge bureaucracy and human resources operation and refocus its attention on security, analyzing intelligence, and setting the highest risk-based security standards. TSA needs to focus on going after terrorists — not little old ladies, veterans and children.”
TSA Failing 

TSA screening failing now – security ineffective and screeners undermine drug interdiction
Hudson 11, an award-winning investigative journalist and Congressional Correspondent at The Washington Times covering Congress and Homeland Security (Audery, “TSA Creator Says Dismantle, Privatize the Agency”, Human Events, 9/12/2011, www.humanevents.com/2011/09/12/tsa-creator-says-dismantle-privatize-the-agency/)//BM
The agency inadvertently caused security gaps by failing for years to keep track of lost uniforms and passes that lead to restricted areas of airports. Screeners have also been accused of committing crimes, from smuggling drugs to stealing valuables from passengers' luggage. In 2004, several screeners were arrested and charged with stealing jewelry, computers and cameras, cash, credit cards and other valuables. One of their more notable victims was actress Shirley McClain, who was robbed of jewelry and crystals. One of the screeners confessed that he was trying to steal enough to sell the items and buy a big-screen television. In 2006, screeners at Los Angeles and Chicago O'Hare airports failed to find more than 60% of fake explosives during checkpoint security tests. The sometimes rudder-less agency has gone through five administrators in the past decade, and it took longer than a year for President Obama to put his one man in place. Mica's bill also blocked collective bargaining rights for screeners, but the Obama administration managed to reverse that provision. Asked whether the agency should be privatized, Mica answered with a qualified yes. "They need to get out of the screening business and back into security. Most of the screening they do should be abandoned," Mica said. "I just don't have a lot of faith at this point," Mica said.

TSA fails security                                                                             
Bader ‘9 - CEI's council for Special Reports (Hans, Competitive Enterprise Institute, "U. S Government Undermining Air and Rail Security", http://www.google.com/#hl=en&sclient=psy-ab&q=Private+sectors+solve+global+competitiveness&oq=Private+sectors+solve+global+competitiveness&aq=f&aqi=&aql=&gs_l=hp.3...20396.21341.1.21610.7.7.0.0.0.0.140.628.5j2.7.0...0.0.1AY6MygY6BA&pbx=1&bav=on.2,or.r_gc.r_pw.r_cp.r_qf.,cf.osb&fp=aeab4a4c862ea5b9&biw=1107&bih=601)                                  
An alleged terrorist from Nigeria has been charged with plotting to blow up an airliner. He carried explosives onto a plane and set them on fire. Only the quick action of passengers put out the fire and prevented an explosion. He was allowed on the plane despite the fact that he was on a terror watch list. Despite this utter failure, Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano claims that “the system worked” because no one died. Her agency is now planning to make overseas air travel much more onerous, by banning passengers from getting out of their seats during the last hour of a flight (even though a passenger who did just that that foiled the terrorist attempt) and by restricting carry-on luggage and items like blankets on flights. In the aftermath of 9/11, Congress shifted airline security screening to the inept Transportation Security Administration (TSA), which fails to detect explosive ingredients and fake bombs, in performance tests. A study found that the TSA is more than twice as likely to fail to detect a bomb as the private security firms it replaced. And TSA’s failure rate is three or four times as high as the few remaining private firms still allowed to handle airline security. In tests, TSA failed to detect fake bombs 60 percent of the time at Chicago’s O’Hare airport, and 75 percent of the time in Los Angeles. Yet the Obama administration plans to make TSA even more bureaucratic by introducing collective bargaining, which will make it even harder to get rid of incompetent employees. Rather than having the federal government take over airline security screening, the feds should have stepped up policing of the private companies that performed it, to weed out bad companies and promote the best. Bush initially objected to Congressional demands for a federal takeover, but then knuckled under for political reasons. Ironically, even in European countries governed by Socialist parties, airline security and screening is generally in the hands of private companies, because private companies are usually more diligent and innovative and less bureaucratic and inefficient. The Obama administration is also undermining the security of railroad passengers by gutting an expert, highly rated, anti-terror agency at Amtrak, which Amtrak’s unions hate, despite its efficiency, because it is not unionized. Political cronyism is also playing a role in the gutting of Amtrak’s Office of Security Strategy and Special Operations (OSSSO). Ultimately, unionized employees will likely replace OSSSO’s “highly-specialized officers” with ”alarmingly low pass rates” in “basic” classes.
A2: Permutation – Do Both

Federal action destroys private innovation – stringent FAA approval process
Crews, ‘7 – Vice President for Policy, Director of Technology Studies at the Competitive Enterprise Institute (Clyde Wayne, “The Flexibility Solution; How Private Enterprise can Improve Infrastructure Security” Pg. 2 - 3, Competitive Enterprise Institute, 6/28/07, http://cei.org/studies-point/flexibility-solution)//MO

New Strategies for Airline Security. We should consider how to apply similar approaches to airline security. As it exists, the system remains terribly rigid and, perhaps, dangerously ineffective. According to Robert Poole of the Reason Public Policy Institute, the federal government’s “knee-jerk response” of taking over passenger screening in the wake of 9/11, by focusing so heavily on passenger screening, misses the possibly risky access to sensitive areas retained by caterers, refuelers, cleaning staff, and other support personnel. Moreover, staffing security functions with civil servants severely diminishes flexibility in hiring.4 Government regulation of the industry itself creates other problems. In his book Beyond Fear: Thinking Sensibly About Security In an Uncertain World, security expert Bruce Schneier writes, “[O]nly two effective antiterrorism countermeasures were taken in the wake of 9/11: strengthening the cockpit doors and passengers learning they need to fight back. Everything else—let me repeat that: everything else—was only minimally effective, at best.5 Prior to 9/11, economist William L. Anderson points out that government regulation stopped this reform. “While it makes for good press for attorneys and judges, the idea that Boeing on its own could have ordered ’secure’ cockpit doors is a laugher,” he notes. “Any unilateral attempt by any aircraft maker to act without FAA direction is always met with swift action against the manufacturer.”6
CP – Mass Transit
Federal Mismanagement Links

Political control of mass transit drives up costs – political forces affect laws

Winston and Shirley, ‘98 – Clifford Winston, a Senior Fellow in the Economic Studies program, specializes in analysis of industrial organization, regulation, and transportation, and Assoc. Prof. at the Transportation Systems Division of MIT’ Department of Civil Engineering. Chad Shirley is a former research assistant in the Bookings Economic Studies program. (Clifford Winston and Chad Shirley, Alternate route : toward efficient urban transportation, published by Brookings Institution Press, p. 68-69 )//MO
POLICYMAKERS do not just happen to create inefficiencies. When economists estimate large welfare losses stemming from public policies as if the losses were simple oversights that officials could correct by paying closer attention to what they are doing, it is the economists, not the officials, who are not paying attention. This chapter attempts to chip away at this type of ignorance by developing a model to identify the political forces most responsible for the inefficiencies in urban transit pricing and service that were documented in chapter 4. It also identifies the factors that contribute to the inefficiencies in automobile travel. We will then be in a position to assess whether urban transportation policymakers would actually take significant steps to make public systems more efficient and less reliant on taxpayer subsidies.  Sources of Inefficiencies in Transit One generally expects politics to have a major influence on public policy. And theories abound as to why this influence will create economic inefficiencies.1 Without drawing explicitly on a particular theory, we can identify at least three ways in which politics is likely to cause urban transit prices and service to deviate from optimality. First, although we noted in chapter 1 that government subsidies largely accrue to transit managers and suppliers of transit labor and capital, some of the funds undoubtedly go to keep fares below marginal costs and to expand service beyond what can be supported without subsidies. Second, as we discussed in chapter 2, various policymaking entities determine transit prices and service and receive federal funds. Some may be less capable than others of carrying out efficient policies or more willing to sacrifice efficiency in pursuit of other goals.2 Finally, such varied transportation constituencies as high-income commuters, business developers, and the elderly could influence policymakers to benefit them at the expense of other members of society by lowering prices and expanding service to inefficient levels.3 We have estimated simultaneous equations models of transit prices, service frequency, and route coverage to determine the effect of subsidies, policymaking entities, and constituents on them, and have used the models to determine how much of the social welfare loss from transit pricing and service inefficiencies can be explained by these political influences. Because of the limited guidance that economic theory brings to help our specifications and the absence of comparable empirical work, we recognize that our models offer only preliminary empirical evidence on the political and economic determinants of transit attributes.4 Our basic findings, however, appear to be consistent with informal observations and anecdotal evidence on the extent of inefficiency that is caused by political influences on urban transit policy.

Federal mass transit Investment fails – federal deficit rise proves
Winston and Shirley, ‘98 – Clifford Winston, a Senior Fellow in the Economic Studies program, specializes in analysis of industrial organization, regulation, and transportation, and Assoc. Prof. at the Transportation Systems Division of MIT’ Department of Civil Engineering. Chad Shirley is a former research assistant in the Bookings Economic Studies program. (Clifford Winston and Chad Shirley, Alternate route : toward efficient urban transportation, published by Brookings Institution Press, p. 1 - 11 )//MO
Established economists, it seems, think they know how to solve America's urban transportation problems. But this examination question was asked in 1976, and despite the zeal with which veterans of examinations past have tackled the question, the problems that it describes have grown worse. Part of the difficulty in finding a solution lies in assuming that the problem is solely an economic one to be solved within the public sector. The contention of this book is that policy makers' political objectives have led to urban transportation’s economic problems. The solution to these problems therefore lies in minimizing policymakers' influence on the system's performance. This can only be accomplished by allowing the private sector to assume a primary role in providing transportation in America’s cities. Public Sector Involvement in Urban Transportation In the late 1950s federal policymakers began to focus on urban issues and consider policies to address them. Public officials from New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, and other large cities strongly advocated major federal funding of mass transportation systems on the grounds that it would be an effective stimulant to urban renewal.1 The 1961 Housing Act gave cities $75 million to buy transit companies that had been losing customers and deteriorating financially for years. In 1964 the Urban Mass Transportation Act signaled the start of major federal funding of transit (bus and rail) capital expenditures. The federal government had set a precedent of subsidizing urban transportation by funding urban extensions of the interstate highway system, and some big-city mayors argued that subsidizing transit was more cost effective than subsidizing more highways. There was also a debate over the form of federal funding.2 The states wanted federal funds to flow through them. They in turn would contract with private bus and rail operators for specified services (before the mid-1960s most urban transit systems were private), and the industry would continue to remain largely private rather than become publicly owned. In contrast, an alliance of big-city mayors, other urban advocates, financially strapped transit operators, and railroads trying to shed commuter service as part of a larger effort to end passenger service wanted federal support to go directly to operators or cities that owned or were soon to own municipal transit systems. For the most part this coalition prevailed, and publicly owned transit systems proliferated. Public ownership increased from 88 systems in 1965, which accounted for 44 percent of all transit vehicles, to 333 systems in 1975, or more than 85 percent of all transit vechiles.3 During the same period federal capital grants grew from $50 million to $1.3 billion. In 1973 the House and Senate Public Works Committees added mass transit to their long-standing jurisdiction over highway construction and made massive amounts of federal funding, which had been earmarked for highway construction, available to local governments to expand mass transit. The resulting adversarial relationship between highway and transit interests persists today. Of course, this conflict and the current problems in transit system may have been far different had the states had greater influence over the form of federal funding and ad transit remained in private hands. Well before federal capital grants were introduced in 1964, the automobile had been displacing motor bus and light rail systems (trolleys and streetcars)4 The growth in federal support of mass transit halted the decline in motor bus and light rail use and by the 1970s fueled an expansion in bus and heavy rail capacity (figure 1-1).5 Today, bus capacity appears to be peaking, but with many cities planning to build new light rail systems or real transit fares (table 1-1). Indeed, since 1980 real average transit fares have increased 44 percent.6 According to critics of public transit, these trends are not surprising because as much as 75 percent of federal spending on transit actually accrues to transit operators and the suppliers of transit capital, while only 25 percent is used to improve service and reduce fares.7 Despite considerable government support, public transit has failed to lure urban travelers from their cars. In fact, since the 1960s bus and rail system patronage and mode shares for work trips have diminished. Rising incomes and growth in the number of suburban workplaces and residences have stimulated commuters' preferences for traveling in their automobiles, causing autos’ share of work trips to climb to nearly 84 percent by 1990 (table 1-2) Between 1960 and 1990, transit's share of all trips in large urban areas fell from more than 20 percent to less than 10 percent.8 The dramatic shrinkage in transit's share at the national level may not be readily apparent because of its large patronage in a few major cities and its heavy peak-period ridership on some major urban corridors throughout the country. Urban Transportation Problems The major economic problems facing today's urban transportation systems include large transit deficits, the proliferation of expensive rail systems, automobile congestion and the costs of expanding highway capacity, vehicle pollution and safety, and adequate accessibility to jobs and recreational activities. Transit Deficits The long-run growth in transit capacity, spurred by federal subsidies, and the long-run decline in transit's share of travelers, caused by growing use of the automobile and accelerated by rising real fares and the decreasing frequency of service, have combined to make public transit's financial deficits a serious drain on the public purse. In the 1960s, transit programs were given capital assistance, which could not be used to defray operating costs. This requirement was eliminated in the 1970s as the programs proliferated across the nation, partly in response to the energy crisis of 1973-74, and operating deficits started to grow. Federal operating subsidies for transit began in 1974. By 1995, public transit in the United States was saddled with about $18 billion in annual operating expenses while generating only $9.6 billion in operating revenues (figure 1-2).9 The operating subsidies per passenger trip amounted to $1.45 for bus, $.99 for light rail, and $.74 for heavy rail. Assuming that the average annual number of work trips for commuters (508) is the same for all modes, the average annual work trip operating subsidy is $737 for each bus commuter, $503 for light rail commuters and $376 for heavy rail commuters. Given that the average 1995 household income of bus commuters approached $40,000 and the average 1995 household income of rail commuters exceeded $50,000, these subsidies cannot be justified primarily as redistributing income to the working poor. 10 Because real costs per trip continue to rise, many state and local governments are trying to limit the growth in transit spending and have pro­ posed cutting service on the most unprofitable routes in their systems and raising fares. Those cities that are not raising fares or cutting service are being forced to contribute more funds to their region's transit system. 11 Since the late 1980s, federal and local governments have cut back real operating assistance to mass transit, forcing the states to bear a greater share of the financial responsibility for their transit systems (table 1-3). States have also increased their share of capital assistance. In 1997, initial debates over federal funding for mass transit and high­way spending, prompted by the reauthorization of the 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) legislation, focused on how much financial assistance could be reduced. A new transportation bill was postponed, however, until 1998, during which time Congress felt less pressure to curb transportation spending because of actual and projected improvements in the federal budget. The result was the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, which substantially increases federal support for transit and highways from 1998 to 2003.12 This additional support, however, does not constitute a solution to chronic transit deficits. In fact, it delays the search for one.
CP – Port Upgrades
1NC

Text: The United States federal government should divest its port infrastructure maintenance. 
Private companies could dredge ports and maintain hydroelectric dams. Federal port investment hurts US competitiveness – US Ports lag behind foreign competitors. 
Edwards ‘09 - Editor of Downsizing Government and director of Tax Policy Studies at the Cato Institute (Chris, "Privatization".  Downsizinggovernment.org, February 2009, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/privatization#infrastructure)//JS-MO
Infrastructure Before the 20th century, transportation infrastructure was often financed and built by the private sector. For example, there were more than 2,000 companies that built private toll roads in America in the 18th and 19th centuries.1 Most of those roads were put out of business by the spread of the railroads. Then, during the 20th century, roads and other infrastructure came to be thought of as government activities. By the 1980s, that started to change, and governments around the world began selling off airports, highways, bridges, and other facilities. Any service that can be supported by consumer fees can be privatized. A big advantage of privatized airports, air traffic control, highways, and other activities is that private companies can freely tap debt and equity markets for capital expansion to meet rising demand. By contrast, modernization of government infrastructure is subject to the politics and uncertainties of government budgeting processes. As a consequence, government infrastructure is often old, congested, and poorly maintained. Air Traffic Control. The Federal Aviation Administration has been mismanaged for decades and provides Americans with second-rate air traffic control. The FAA has struggled to expand capacity and modernize its technology, and its upgrade efforts have often fallen behind schedule and gone over budget. For example, the Government Accountability Office found one FAA technology upgrade project that was started in 1983 and was to be completed by 1996 for $2.5 billion, but the project was years late and ended up costing $7.6 billion.2 The GAO has had the FAA on its watch list of wasteful "high-risk" agencies for years.3 Air traffic control (ATC) is far too important for such government mismanagement and should be privatized. The good news is that a number of countries have privatized their ATC and provide good models for U.S. reforms. Canada privatized its ATC system in 1996. It set up a private, nonprofit ATC corporation, Nav Canada, which is self-supporting from charges on aviation users. The Canadian system has received high marks for sound finances, solid management, and investment in new technologies.4 Highways. A number of states are moving ahead with privately financed and operated highways. The Dulles Greenway in Northern Virginia is a 14-mile private highway opened in 1995 that was financed by private bond and equity issues. In the same region, Fluor-Transurban is building and mainly funding high-occupancy toll lanes on a 14-mile stretch of the Capital Beltway. Drivers will pay to use the lanes with electronic tolling, which will recoup the company's roughly $1 billion investment. Fluor-Transurban is also financing and building toll lanes running south from Washington along Interstate 95. Similar private highway projects have been completed, or are being pursued, in California, Maryland, Minnesota, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Texas. Private-sector highway funding and operation can help pave the way toward reducing the nation's traffic congestion. Airports. Nearly all major U.S. airports are owned by state and local governments, with the federal government subsidizing airport renovation and expansion. By contrast, airports have been fully or partly privatized in many foreign cities, including Athens, Auckland, Brussels, Copenhagen, Frankfurt, London, Melbourne, Naples, Rome, Sydney, and Vienna. Britain led the way with the 1987 privatization of British Airports Authority, which owns Heathrow and other airports. To proceed with reforms in the United States, Congress should take the lead because numerous federal roadblocks make cities hesitant to privatize. For example, government-owned airports can issue tax-exempt debt, which gives them a financial advantage over potential private airports. Seaports. Nearly all U.S. seaports are owned by state and local governments. Many operate below world standards because of inflexible union work rules and other factors. A Maritime Administration report noted that "American ports lag well behind other international transportation gateways such as Singapore and Rotterdam in terms of productivity."5 Dozens of countries around the world have privatized their seaports. One Hong Kong company, Hutchinson Whampoa, owns 30 ports in 15 countries. In Britain, 19 ports were privatized in 1983 to form Associated British Ports. ABP and a subsidiary, UK Dredging, sell port and dredging services in the private marketplace. They earn a profit, pay taxes, and return dividends to shareholders.6 Two-thirds of British cargo goes through privatized ports, which are highly efficient. Because of the vital economic role played by seaports in international trade, this should be a high priority reform area in the United States. Army Corps of Engineers. The Corps of Engineers is a federal agency that builds and maintains infrastructure for ports and waterways. Most of the agency's $5 billion annual budget goes toward dredging harbors and investing in locks and channels on rivers, such as the Mississippi. In addition, the corps is the largest owner of hydroelectric power plants in the country, manages 4,300 recreational areas, funds beach replenishment, and upgrades local water and sewer systems. Congress has used the corps as a pork barrel spending machine for decades. Funds are earmarked for low-value projects in the districts of important members of Congress, while higher-value projects go unfunded. Further, the corps has a history of scandals, including the levee failures in New Orleans and bogus economic studies to justify expensive projects.7 To solve these problems, the civilian activities of the corps should be transferred to state, local, or private ownership. A rough framework for reform would be to privatize port dredging, hydroelectric dams, beach replenishment, and other activities that could be supported by user fees and charges. Levees, municipal water and sewer projects, recreational areas, locks, and other waterway infrastructure could be transferred to state governments.
Solvency - Dredging

Government activities are unjustified – empirically the Army Corps of Engineers wastes
Edwards ‘12 - Editor of Downsizing Government and director of Tax Policy Studies at the Cato Institute (Chris, "Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers", Downsizinggovernment.org - a project of the Cato Institute, 3/14/2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace)// MO
Overview 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.

CP – Inland Waterways
1NC

Text: The United States federal government should divest the Army Corps of Engineers responsibilities on inland waterways. 
Army Corps of Engineers funding fails because use of faulty data. Government should privatize Army Corps’ inland waterways responsibilities. 
Edwards ‘12 - Editor of Downsizing Government and director of Tax Policy Studies at the Cato Institute (Chris, "Cutting the Army Corps of Engineers", Downsizinggovernment.org - a project of the Cato Institute, 3/14/2012, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/usace)// MO
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.46 Arthur Morgan's 1971 book provides many examples of how the Corps provided faulty analyses over many decades.47 He concludes that "many of the Corps' projects cost two or more times the amount of the first estimates."48 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.49 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.50 The consequence of the agency's eagerness to build and the political pressure to spend is the construction of numerous white elephant projects.51 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."52 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."53 Furthermore, the GAO report found that "the Corps' analyses often understated costs and overstated benefits."54 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."55 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.56 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.57 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. The Corps and some members of Congress have pushed a $108 million project to drain tens of thousands of acres of flood-prone land in Southeastern Missouri to benefit a small number of corn, soybean, and cotton farmers.58 The area currently acts as a beneficial relief valve for the Mississippi River during floods. Many experts think that this project is absurd, but the Corps sought to speed project approval on the basis of a manipulated cost-benefit analysis.59 In 2007 D.C. District Court Judge James Robertson harshly criticized the Corps' analysis as "arbitrary and capricious," and he said that "the Corps has demonstrated its willingness to do whatever it takes to proceed."60 The Corps also cooked the books on a study for a $2 billion project for navigation improvements on the Upper Mississippi River. An initial Corps' analysis found that the project wasn't cost effective, so senior agency officials fiddled with the numbers to get a more favorable result.61 Studies by the Army's Inspector General and the National Academy of Sciences found that the Corps' study justifying this project was bogus.62 Members of Congress are often indignant when their pet projects are threatened by evaluations showing that they don't make economic sense. With regard to the Upper Mississippi project, then-senator Christopher Bond (R-MO) "vowed to make sure the projects are funded no matter what the economic studies ultimately conclude."63 Similarly, the former head of the Senate subcommittee overseeing the Corps, George Voinovich (R-OH), blurted out at a hearing, "We don't care what the Corps cost-benefit is . . . we're going to build it anyhow because Congress says it's going to be built."64 Or consider one senator's response when her project to aid the shipping industry in Louisiana was threatened: "After a $194 million deepening project for the Port of Iberia flunked a Corps cost-benefit analysis, Sen. Mary Landrieu (D-LA) tucked language into an emergency Iraq spending bill ordering the agency to redo its calculations."65 Aside from economics, many Corps' projects don't make sense from an environmental perspective. The Congressional Research Service says that "the Corps has been widely criticized for the environmental harm its water resources projects have caused to ecosystems."66 For example, the Corps' single-minded efforts since the 1940s to redirect water flows in Florida to aid developers and farmers have damaged the Everglades.67 Federal sugar subsides have added to the damage. Taxpayers are now footing the bill for an almost $8 billion Corps' effort to reverse the damage to the Everglades caused by prior federal policies.68 The Corps' navigation and flood-control structures on the Mississippi and other rivers may have actually made flooding worse over the decades by forcing rivers into narrow channels, destroying wetlands, and encouraging the development of flood-prone areas.69 River navigation is important to the economy, but the Corps seems to have long undervalued the negative effects that its projects are having. A study by Taxpayers for Common Sense and the National Wildlife Federation in 2004 identified 29 Corps' projects that they argued would impose environmental damage and waste a total of $12 billion.70 Similarly, a group of taxpayer and environmental groups produce an annual "Green Scissors" report, which lists billions of dollars in dubious Corps' spending.71 Environmental groups often support wrongheaded anti-development positions, but fiscal conservatives find common cause with environmentalists in opposing government subsidies for dubious projects. A good example of an anti-taxpayer and anti-environment boondoggle was a $220 million project to drain 67,000 acres of wetlands near the Yazoo River in Mississippi for the benefit of a small number of farmers and land owners. The area that was to be drained for farming acts as an emergency relief valve during rises in the Mississippi River. By draining and blocking the floodplain, the Corps would increase the risk of flooding for other areas along the river. This project was condemned by experts, but Republican politicians including Thad Cochran, Trent Lott, and Haley Barbour continued pushing it for years. The subsidies to the Corps for the project were bad enough, but the New York Times noted that the project would also help landowners gain more federal farm subsidies: "Increasing farmland increases the opportunity for federal price supports. Some of the nation's biggest recipients of the supports are in the lower Delta."72 Luckily, the George W. Bush administration blocked this project in 2008, and it now appears to be dead.73 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.74 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. 

CP – Space Elevators
Private Sector only option for space elevators- The federal government has too many conflicting incentives.

Foust ‘4 - an aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher. He is the editor and publisher of The Space Review and has written for Astronomy Now and The New Atlantis( Jeff, “Elevators and exploration”, The Space Review, September 20, 2004, www.thespacereview.com/article/229/1)//BM
The current strong interest in nanotechnology also opens the door to support from the private sector. While a project as risky and expensive as a space elevator would seem to be solely in the realm of government, private investors could play a role. Already one company, LiftPort, is trying to commercially develop a space elevator. Wealthy people interested in space could also make critical investments. “There are people out there who have money and who see going to space, creating a spacefaring civilization, as a good thing to do with their money,” said Shirley. In her current position as director of the new Science Fiction Museum in Seattle, she has experience with one such person: Paul Allen, who spent about $25 million on the museum—on the same order as what he has spent on Scaled Composites’ SpaceShipOne project. The private sector has to take the lead on the space elevator, Shirley believes, “because the government simply has too many incentives not to let it happen because they want to protect the existing infrastructure.”
Space elevators attracts the private sector-Private sector invests in exciting innovations. 

Foust ‘4 - an aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher. He is the editor and publisher of The Space Review and has written for Astronomy Now and The New Atlantis( Jeff, “Elevators and exploration”, The Space Review, September 20, 2004, www.thespacereview.com/article/229/1)//BM
“The way you get rich guys involved,” she explained, “is you have an exciting thing, and the space elevator is exciting, but you need to get your technical act together. You need fundable technology, things where you can see a business proposition. Then, the rich guys will come in, and they’re willing to take a lot more risk with their money than normal people.” With all the potential spinoff technologies, including carbon nanotubes, possible with a space elevator, “it should be a slam dunk.”

CP – Highway Upgrades 

1NC

Text: The United States federal government should stop funding highways in the United States. 

If the federal government stopped funding highway infrastructure, state governments would privatize to make-up lost monies

Scribner, ‘10 – Land-use and Transportation Policy Analyst at the Competitive Enterprise Institute (Marc, “A Highway Bill Everyone Can Hate”, Competitive Enterprise Institute, 2/26/12, http://cei.org/op-eds-articles/highway-bill-everyone-can-hate)//MO
House Speaker John Boehner recently noted, "In the past, highways bills represented what was wrong with Washington: earmarks, endless layers of bureaucracy, wasted tax dollars and misplaced priorities." He is correct that past highway bills have epitomized Washington's corrupt, unserious and inept standard operating procedure. Unfortunately, that same characterization also applies to the current highway bill now moving its way through the House. The American Energy and Infrastructure Jobs Act has the distinction of being the first highway bill to be hated by almost everybody. Fiscal conservatives, progressives, budget hawks, transit advocates and environmental activists have all called for its defeat. The bill does have some positive elements. It would halt the harmful decades-long practice of diverting up to 20 percent of federal fuel tax revenue to mass transit, effectively ending the driver-to-transit-rider transfer. While transit may be important to urban residents and commuters in a handful of large cities, it has nothing to do with a national transportation program, which should presumably focus on promoting interstate commerce. More than one-third of all transit trips in the United States take place in the greater New York City area. Only about 5 percent of Americans use mass transit to get to work, a figure that has remained flat for decades. More than 85 percent of Americans commute to work by car. And trillions of dollars' worth of freight are delivered annually by trucks on our roads. President Obama has sought more federal urban transit spending. Such an increase would disproportionately benefit a small percentage of the country that also happens to be its wealthiest -- largely paid for by America's drivers. The House bill's transit funding reform is a welcome response to the Obama administration's anti-automobile, pro-urban transit policies. In addition, this reauthorization bill is the first to include an energy provision that would open up oil and gas production on federal lands and in offshore areas. Noble as this goal may be, it should not be linked with transportation. By this expanded drilling, the bill creates a new revenue stream for the Highway Trust Fund from oil and gas lease royalties. This mechanism -- dubbed "drilling for roads" by critics -- would undermine the longstanding highway funding principle that drivers should pay for the roads they use. The Highway Trust Fund was created with this in mind, and is primarily funded by federal fuel excise taxes. With each highway bill reauthorization, Congress estimates future tax receipts and then sets the funding level. In recent years, however, revenues have been failing to cover federal expenditures, which has led Congress to bail out the Highway Trust Fund instead of cutting spending or raising revenue. And as drilling royalties are typically directed into the general fund, the House bill's funding scheme amounts to a bailout. The user-pays principle helps restrain spending and keep investment mismanagement in check. Ending it would compound the serious problems the U.S. transportation system already faces. It is clear that our existing transportation infrastructure is in trouble. Much of the Interstate Highway System is nearing the end of its intended life cycle and will need to be completely reconstructed. Revenue from highway users has plateaued while construction costs have greatly increased. Road congestion now costs the U.S. economy over $100 billion annually. Solving these problems should start with winding down the federal government's funding role in surface transportation. The status quo, says Harvard economist Edward Glaeser, is responsible for "more largesse and little check on spending efficiency." If state, regional, and municipal authorities are made responsible for funding their own infrastructure, they will have an incentive to innovate and take advantage of the tools they need to do so. These include replacing fuel taxes with electronic tolling, implementing congestion pricing, and leveraging private financing through public-private partnerships. Current federal policy either explicitly prohibits or implicitly discourages wider adoption of these smart and innovative financing strategies. The current House bill does nothing to address these problems. Contrary to the promises of House Republican leadership, this legislation would perpetuate the reckless, wasteful spending that has long characterized highway bill reauthorizations.
Federal Spending Mismanagement Link
Federal Government earmarks cause mismanagement – 1/3 highway funds remain unspent for 20 years.

Coburn, June ‘12 – U.S. Senator from Oklahoma, on the United States Senate Committee on Finance (Tom, “Money for Nothing” Pg. 15 - 17, http://www.coburn.senate.gov/, 6-6-12, http://www.coburn.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/pressreleases?ContentRecord_id=aa98e170-4b32-478d-b99a-1fe62a43d099)//MO
Transportation Earmarks

Over the last five years, Congress bailed out the highway trust fund three times at a total cost of $29.7 billion and its uncertain finances are stalling re-authorization of the program.34 “The main obstacle to passage of a new multi-year bill during the past two years has been the disparity between projected spending and the much lower projections of the revenue flows to the highway trust fund (HTF),” according to an analysis by the non-partisan Congressional Research Service (CRS).35 Greater problems loom for the trust fund. In March 2012, the Congressional Budget Office projected a shortfall of $4.6 billion for the highway trust fund at the end of FY 2013.36 While CRS notes “Consequently, authorizers face a dilemma: how to pass a bill without cutting infrastructure spending, raising the gas tax, or increasing the budget deficit,”37 overlooked in the debate is that $13 billion38 is floating in limbo as a result of the manner in which Congress wrote previous transportation bills over the past two decades. Nearly 1 in 3 highway dollars earmarked for highway projects since 1991 had not been spent as of 2011. In total, these unspent highway earmarks, referred to by some as “disappearmarks,”39 account for about $13 billion as of last year.40 Ironically, contrary to the bravado of the politicians who sponsored these projects, these earmarks have actually taken away funds that could have been spent on local road repairs. There are a number of reasons why these earmarks remain unspent. Primarily, poorly drafted legislation directed dollars towards projects and places that do not even exist. A congressional earmark contained in the 1998 highway bill, for example, set aside $375,000 “to improve State Road 31” in Columbus, Indiana. The problem is “there is no State Road 31 that travels through Columbus, only U.S. 31,” according to a spokesman for the Indiana Department of Transportation. “The error hurt all of Indiana and has wrapped the earmark in red tape to this day.”41 Because the money for the non-existent road project is taken out of the state’s share of federal gas tax revenue, the earmark reduced the amount Indiana could have otherwise spent on real highways. This “botched attempt at earmarking is one of more than 7,374 congressionally directed highway projects in which at least some money that lawmakers set aside remains unspent,” a 2011 USA Today analysis found. “Not a single dollar has gone toward its intended purpose” on more than 3,640 of these projects, “sometimes because of simple, sloppy mistakes.”42 Over the past two decades, these earmarks reduced the amounts states would have received in federal highway funding by about $7.5 billion that “could have used to replace obsolete bridges, repair aging roads and bring jobs to rural areas.”43
CP – Indian Roads

1NC

Text: The United States federal government should remove the restriction against the tribal authority to issue tax-exempt debt.
Solves the aff and avoids increasing federal control - Removing this restriction enables tribal governments to issue tax free bonds to address infrastructure deficiencies without direct investment.  This incentivizes private action. 
Clarkson ‘7 – Assistant professor at the University of Michigan School of Information with simultaneous appointments at the School of Law and in Native American Studies (Gavin, “Tribal Bonds: Statutory Shackles and Regulatory Restraints on Tribal Economic Development”, 8/20, http://nativeamericancapital.com/sites/default/files/TribalBonds.pdf ) //CG
Upwards of $50 billion in capital needs go unmet each year in Indian Country in such vital sectors as infrastructure, community facilities, housing, and enterprise development, in part due to the restrictions imposed on tribal access to the capital markets, specifically the ability of tribal governments to issue tax-exempt debt.  Section 7871 of the Internal Revenue Code requires tribal tax free bond proceeds to be used only for “essential governmental functions,” a restriction not applicable to state and municipal bonds, and § 7871(e) further limits the scope of available tax-exempt bonding to activities “customarily performed by State and local governments with general taxing powers” without providing any guidance as to when a particular activity becomes “customary” for a non-tribal government. These restrictions have severely limited tribal abilities to access the capital markets, and although American Indians make up more than 1.5% of the population, tribes were issued less than 0.1% of the tax-exempt bonds between 2002 and 2004.  These restrictions harm the poorer tribes the most, as the difference between tax-exempt and taxable interest rates often determines the feasibility of a project.  Without access to tax-exempt rates, poorer tribes simply cannot afford the debt service required to address glaring economic and infrastructure deficiencies. Tribal governments are also victims of a disproportionate number of enforcement actions by the IRS.  The IRS audits less than 1% of the tax-exempt municipal offerings each year, but direct tribal tax exempt issuances are thirty times more likely to be audited within four years of issue than city and state issuances.  In addition, 100% of tribal conduit issuances have been or are currently being challenged by the IRS.  The ambiguity of the statute has led to a number of IRS enforcement actions that simply would not have happened had the issuer not been a tribe.  In each of these cases, the tribes financed activities that had previously been routinely financed by state and local governments without any challenge from the IRS.  This Article argues that tribal governments should have the same tax-exempt bonding authority as their state and local counterparts, and that expansion of tribal bonding authority would increase federal revenues.

Federal Mismanagement Link

Federal Government wastes money on Indian Roads – Money still unspent on Black Hills road

Coburn, June 2012 – U.S. Senator from Oklahoma, on the United States Senate Committee on Finance (Tom, “Money for Nothing” Pg. 18, http://www.coburn.senate.gov/, 6-6-12, http://www.coburn.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/pressreleases?ContentRecord_id=aa98e170-4b32-478d-b99a-1fe62a43d099)//MO
South Dakota is still holding more than $43 million for two projects earmarked by Congress in 2005. Sioux Falls received $40 million to remove a downtown rail switching yard. Nearly seven years later, about $35.1 million remains unspent. Of $9 million earmarked to pave 12 miles of a gravel road in the Black Hills, $8 million still remains unspent. Both projects “are in the midst of lengthy environmental reviews.” The Federal Highway Administration division administrator in South Dakota said “those are two that obviously are not going to be spent any time in the near future.”49 Congress also earmarked $676,000 to create a new rail spur in Brookings, South Dakota, but the city manager said the city “is giving up on spending it” because “it is no longer needed.”50
**Net Benefit – Tradeoff DA**

TIGER funding is on the chopping block 
Glazier ‘12 -  Writer abut Transportation from the Bond Buyer (Kyle, "Hold that TIGER Funding, GOP Says, Bond Buyer, 6/19/2012, http://www.bondbuyer.com/issues/121_118/tiger-grant-transportation-project-congress-republicans-1041033-1.html)                                                                             
Republicans in Congress want to end the popular federal TIGER grant program for major transportation projects. The program would not receive further funding under an appropriations bill offered by Rep. Tom Latham, R-Iowa, chairman of the subcommittee on transportation, housing and urban development, and related agencies. The bill awaits authorization of the long-stalled surface transportation bill. Related Links DOT Spreads $511 Million of TIGER III Grants Around the Country Notable TIGER Grant Projects in FY 2011 “There are no words to adequately describe the absolute necessity for the enactment of a multi-year surface authorization bill in the immediate future,” the subcommittee report reads. The panel “is optimistic that serious and rational people will come together to find a resolution in time for the funding levels in this bill to take effect,” the report adds. The Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery grant program is a federal program first established as part of the economic stimulus program under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The current TIGER program is not identical to the original, but is structurally similar and has kept the same name. Congress allotted $500 million for the program in fiscal 2012, and President Obama’s fiscal 2013 budget sought the same for 2013. “While the committee agrees that the nation is in desperate need for infrastructure investment and improvements, the administration has yet to demonstrate or define the process, priority or criteria for how these grants are awarded,” the report states. A fourth round of TIGER grant decisions is expected to be released soon. Applications were 20 times greater than available funds. In three previous rounds, the program has distributed $2.6 billion to 172 projects in all 50 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, according to the Department of Transportation. TIGER typically provides a large block of funding for large projects, which can be augmented by local bond financing. TIGER grants place a heavy emphasis on projects that benefit localities, the DOT noted. Transportation lobbyists said the move looked like election year politics, and the ultimate fate of transportation funding would depend on whether a new highway bill passes or not. The current authorization expires at the end of this month.
[INSERT LINK]
TIGER funding key to employment and freight -- that is key to the economy   

US Secretary of Transportation 12 ("TIGER 2012 project keep freight, economy moving", Fast Lane: Official Blog of the United States Secretary of Transportation, http://fastlane.dot.gov/2012/06/tiger-freight-projects.html) JS
At the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy, the motto is, "Acta non verba." It means, "Actions, not words," and I've been thinking about it a lot since we announced our TIGER 2012 awards last Friday. Because, with these 47 projects, this Administration continues to take bold steps to keep America's economy moving. In fact, nearly half of the projects selected for TIGER 2012 will directly improve the way we move freight across our nation. Freight fuels our economy. So we need to do what we can to make sure American companies can ship goods over a safe and efficient transportation network. And from a railway in Oregon to a roadway in Maine, and from the Gulf port of Corpus Christi, Texas, to the inland port of Lewiston, Idaho, TIGER award of $11.4 millionTIGER In New Jersey, for example, a  will help the City of Bayonne expand the capacity of the largest port on the East Coast. This $125 million project, funded largely by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, will create the South Hudson Intermodal Facility. The new facility will be able to handle 250,000 shipping containers each year and will allow improved port access to new Panamax vessels. A port that cannot accommodate the new, larger vessels cannot continue to grow and cannot transfer containers to rail or road fast enough to help other businesses grow. TIGER funding will put good men and women back to work helping to solve that problem. Funding will do exactly that
. In Oklahoma, a $6.4 million TIGER award will help renovate the main dock, on-site rail, and a 200-foot crane at the Tulsa Port of Catoosa. With an employment base of 3,700 workers, this facility at the head of the McClelland-Kerr Arkansas River system is one of the nation's largest inland ports. Upgrading the dock and rail will increase port capacity by more than a million tons each year. An improved inland port will provide domestic shippers in the South, Midwest and West with a lower-cost option and improve Tulsa's position as a freight and logistics hub.
Economic decline triggers nuclear war

Harris and Burrows 9 (Mathew, PhD European History at Cambridge, counselor in the National Intelligence Council (NIC) and Jennifer, member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis” http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/twq/v32i2/f_0016178_13952.pdf, AM)
Increased Potential for Global Conflict Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks_and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world. 
**General Answers To:**
Privatization Good – Capital 

Concession model of privatization provides enough capital to fund infrastructure projects
Solomon ‘9 - law clerk to a federal district court judge in Wilmington, Delaware; practiced with a law firm in New York; and taught at the University of Missouri-Kansas City School of Law (Lewis, The Promise and Perils of Infrastructure Privatization, p.15)//BM 
The concession model provides access to a large, new capital source. It opens the door to equity investors as well as lenders, including institutional investors, such as tax-exempt pension funds and university endowments, that do not purchase municipal bonds. A private concessionaire can provide additional capital through the equity funds provided by the firm or its outside investors. Concession companies have greater flexibil­ ity in their use of leverage, that is, the amount of debt in relation to the equity provided. Also, while bond financing aims to recover investors' capital entirely over the twenty-five to thirty-year term of the bonds; concessions can be structured for seventy-five or more years. The long­ term nature of concession deals can make a big difference in the ability to raise capital and fund a project.

Federal Earmarks Fail

Earmarks fail – money doesn’t get used because federal funding guidelines 
Mica ‘10 - US chairman of Transportation (R-FL) (John, "Mica declares war on Executive Earmarks", Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, February 23, 2010, http://transportation.house.gov/News/PRArticle.aspx?NewsID=780) JS

Washington, DC – U.S. Rep. John L. Mica (R-FL), the Republican Leader of the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, said today he was declaring war on Executive Branch bureaucrats earmarking taxpayer dollars behind closed doors. The Committee conducted a hearing today on the one-year anniversary of the stimulus. “Billions of dollars in stimulus grants have recently been doled out by bureaucrats in the Administration with no transparency or accountability to taxpayers,” Mica said. “The decisions to award $1.5 billion in TIGER grants and $8 billion in high-speed rail stimulus grants were made behind closed doors. Congress often gets criticized for earmarking, but at least Members of Congress are elected officials that have to stand on their records. Bureaucrats in the Administration – any Administration – are not accountable to the public. “The TIGER grants were intended to create jobs and help economically distressed regions of the country. However, only 60% of those funds went to economically distressed areas. More than half of the funding went to states where unemployment is below the national average. My state of Florida, which has the seventh worst rate of unemployment in the country, received no TIGER grants. “This makes no sense to me,” Mica said. “The evaluation process for these grants occurred behind closed doors, and I would like this information to be made public.” Mica is also joining Senator Bill Nelson and other members of the state’s delegation in a bipartisan effort to review the process by which Florida, with one of the nation’s worst unemployment rates at 11.8%, received no TIGER grant funding. “The high-speed rail stimulus grants were also determined with a lack of transparency,” Mica continued. “The criteria for submitting high-speed rail project requests were publicized, but how the projects were evaluated is known only to the bureaucrats in the Administration who earmarked the funding. “Congress and the taxpayers deserve more transparency in this process and should be able to see the information used to evaluate and rate these project applications. I am asking DOT and Amtrak to provide any information and paperwork in the evaluation process for these TIGER and high-speed rail grants. Mica concluded, “My father used to tell me, ‘It’s not how much you spend, it’s how you spend it.’ We have a responsibility to be good stewards of the taxpayers’ dollars, but I have serious concerns about the secretive process for determining how these stimulus funds are being spent.”

A2: Federal stimulus 

Federal stimulus fails  

Cain ‘12 -  2012 Election, Republic Presidential Candidate (Herman, Cain's Solution Revolution, "Stimulus is Killing us", 2/26/2012, http://cainsolutionsrevolution.com/news/stimulus-is-killing-us) 
The so-called stimulus package passed by the Democratic Congress and signed by President Obama in 2009 was not the first such attempt by Washington to stimulate economic growth by spending money the government did not have. It was merely the most obscene, and the clearest evidence yet that such “stimuli” is akin to the kind people often put into their bodies.  Figuring that a $100 billion stimulus package like the kind that saw the Bush Administration send taxpayers $1,000 checks in 2008 was for small-timers, Obama convinced an all-too-willing Congress to go even bigger and balloon the deficit by $862 billion to supposedly spur economic growth.  The economy was in big trouble, so we needed to think big! Translation, spend big! If we didn’t, the president warned, unemployment would exceed 8 percent.  As we all know, the unemployment rate exceeded 10 percent after the impotent stimulus. Even now it has not been below 8 percent since it first exceeded that level, and it is currently hovering around 8.5 percent.  In 2011, unable to pretend the economy was getting better, Obama asked the new Congress that now included a Republican House to give him another $400 billion stimulus. This time, he was told Congress had cut up his stimulus credit card.  Why doesn’t economic stimulus work? When it comes in the form of federal spending, it doesn’t work because it’s based on a completely wrong notion of what spurs prosperity. In that respect, it's much like a drug.  Consider the effects that a stimulant like caffeine has on your body, or even a stronger stimulant like amphetamines. These stimulants merely provide a very temporary boost to your energy – keeping you awake when you should probably be sleeping, or keeping you operating at a high level when you need rest. They make the body act in an unnatural way, and that doesn’t come without consequences.  Some artificial stimulants, such as cocaine, can really give you a short-term kick, but can also accelerate your heart rate so intensely that they can kill you. None of these stimulants have any nutritional value. They just give you energy that your body wouldn’t produce if left to its own devices, then they wear off and you either crash or take more. It’s a vicious cycle and its long-term effects are usually very bad.  When the government tries to stimulate the economy with deficit spending, it is essentially doing the same thing. Healthy sustained economic growth comes from value-added production that serves markets that want the goods and are able to pay for them. When not enough of that is happening, economic growth slows or sometimes goes backwards for a short period of time. No one likes it when that happens, but it is often a necessary correction to something that has skewed the market.   What the government then tries to do is replace the value-added, market-serving production that generates real economic growth with the gratuitous spreading-around of borrowed money.  That doesn’t work.   The economy is way past the point where the federal government can “stimulate” it back to health. That’s why Obama’s $862 billion boondoggle did not work. Real economic growth will not return unless we unleash the productive sector of the economy (which is the business sector), get out of the way of energy production, cut taxes on businesses and individuals, and stop treating everyone who makes money like a criminal.  The only thing stimulus is getting us is annual deficits of $1 trillion or more, and a federal debt that’s now bigger than the size of our entire economy.  The economy on stimulus is like your brain on drugs. It’s killing us.

A2: Unconstitutional/Court Rollback

Privatization is constitutional – no anti-privatization doctrine
Beermann, ‘1 - Professor of Law and Richard L. Godfrey Faculty Research Scholar, Boston University School of Law (Jack M., “Privatization and Political Accountability,” June, 28 Fordham Urb. L.J. 1507, Lexis)//CT
At present, privatizations face few, if any, federal constitutional hurdles. n8 For example, there is no doctrine of federal constitutional law that prevents municipalities from selling municipally owned electric utilities, mass transit systems, or professional sports facilities to private entities. Along the same lines, federal constitutional law has little, if anything, to say about a decision to contract with private entities for provision of public services, such as police and fire protection, operation of jails and prisons, street cleaning, garbage collection, inspectional services, and maintenance of public parks and buildings. There is no general federal anti-privatization doctrine requiring that particular government activities, state or federal, be conducted only by traditional government employees.
State privatization is constitutional – SOP norms don’t apply
Beermann, ‘1 - Professor of Law and Richard L. Godfrey Faculty Research Scholar, Boston University School of Law (Jack M., “Privatization and Political Accountability,” June, 28 Fordham Urb. L.J. 1507, Lexis)//CT
It is much less likely that federal constitutional limits on state privatization would be recognized, because state law would govern questions regarding the proper organization of state government and federal separation of powers norms would be irrelevant. The substance of the Guarantee Clause n37 might include limits on state privatization, but that clause has not been judicially enforced with any vigor. n38 If a state privatized government activities to shield them from scrutiny by the public, would that violate the Guarantee Clause, or some other federal principle, like one-person one-vote? State constitutions themselves contain limits such as accountability  [*1518]  provisions and separation of powers norms, and these might provide some limits on privatization of state government activities. n39
Privatizing road maintenance doesn’t reduce political accountability – it is constitutional
Beermann, ‘1 - Professor of Law and Richard L. Godfrey Faculty Research Scholar, Boston University School of Law (Jack M., “Privatization and Political Accountability,” June, 28 Fordham Urb. L.J. 1507, Lexis)//CT
Another form of contracting out straddles the territory between contracting out for support goods and services and privatizations that affect the public. For example, road building and maintenance are public-oriented government activities but normally do not involve any policymaking or discretionary decision-making that would raise serious accountability concerns. I expect that the federal, state, or local transportation department hiring the private firm would remain fully accountable for the performance of the private firm, although the same labor issues raised above arise here. Further, as in procurement, the cost of bringing all road  [*1525]  building and maintenance in house would be too great to justify small gains in government accountability.

Private Actor Fiat Good 

Counter Interpretation - the Counterplan is limited to only major American Cooperation that has a solvency advocate towards the plan. 

First is Offense -- 

1. Education - we get to learn about the policies of both the United States Federal Government and Major American Cooperation. Real Word Policymakers make decision about Private vs. State decision all the time. 

2. Neg. Ground -- key to test the actor of the Aff. 

3. Aff Ground -  Net Benefits and USFG warrants check, it is predictable education.
Now is Defense -

4. Lit Checks Limits - there are only a certain number of people who write about large, relevant corporation being able to fund topic areas. 

Err Neg. of theory -- the Affirmative gets first and last speech and picks the framework for the debate. 

�What is the claim this author makes before launching into the multiple warrants? 





