States Counterplan Net-benefits and Disadvantages

***2ac nepa good disad
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NEPA investigation is required for all federally funded transportation projects

Lovaas, 12 (Deron Lovaas, Federal Transportation Policy Director of the NRDC, 

4/26/12, “Steamrolling Environmental Reviews in the Transportation Bill”, http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/dlovaas/steamrolling_environmental_rev.html)//EM
There’s another issue on the table that’s a bit more complicated, however. It has to do with delivering transportation projects in a timely manner, or at least that’s the claim. The U.S. is a democracy, and there are various laws and regulations that allow opportunities for citizens and communities to have a say in the development of transportation projects. One of the lesser-known ones, it seems, is the National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA. This 40-year-old statute is just a few pages long, but it has a potent effect on recipients of federal assistance – our taxpayer dollars. It requires, basically, that they look before they leap when designing projects, especially big highway and transit projects. It doesn’t mandate specific outcomes, it just requires those who get our taxpayer dollars to consider impacts and alternatives carefully.
Transportation projects risk environmental destruction and biodiversity loss—only NEPA regulation solves.

Goffman, 5 (Ethan Goffman, editor for CSA, PhD, April 2005, “Highways and Environmental Impact Issues”, http://www.csa.com/discoveryguides/ern/05apr/overview.php)//EM
Each major highway or other transportation project impacts the environment in a variety of ways. The human environment is enhanced by access between existing communities; in addition, transportation networks encourage future development. Businesses also benefit, encouraging economic growth. The most immediate negative impact on the human environment is the destruction of existing homes and businesses. Longer term impacts include noise, air pollution, and potential loss of living quality. Wildlife and plants, in concert with humans, suffer from habitat destruction and various forms of pollution. In addition, while facilitating transportation for humans, highways do the opposite for wildlife. Ecosystems suffer fragmentation; habitats and biomes that had worked in cohesion are separated. Migratory species find their progress blocked; some may be separated into genetic islands, impoverishing future biodiversity and leading to local extinctions. Transportation projects may also necessitate the draining or contamination of wetlands, crucial habitat for many species, and important for flood control and filtering and cleaning water. Current laws require that wetlands be reclaimed, or created somewhere else; however these may not provide the same benefits as the destroyed wetlands. To minimize the harmful effects of transportation and other projects, in 1969 the U.S. Congress passed the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). It mandates three levels of study for projects depending on size and complexity, as explained by The Congressional Research Service (CRS) Issue Brief for Congress RL32032, Streamlining Environmental Reviews of Highway and Transit Projects: Analysis of SAFETEA and Recent Legislative Activities. NEPA requires a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) "for all major federal actions 'significantly' affecting the environment." Projects for which the scope of the impact is unclear require an Environmental Assessment (EA), while the federal government may grant other projects an exclusion. Furthermore, according to CRS Issue Brief RL32454, Environmental Provisions in Surface Transportation Reauthorization Legislation: SAFETEA and TEA-LU, "any given transportation project may require compliance with a wide variety of legal requirements, enforceable by multiple agencies. For example, impacts of a highway project may trigger compliance with" such legislation as the Clean Air Act or the Endangered Species Act. Metropolitan areas must also look at the regional picture when planning transportation projects; under the Clean Air Act, many face "a temporary suspension of highway and transit funds unless they impose sharp reductions in vehicle, industrial, or other emissions" (RL32454). Despite these requirements, to date only a small minority of projects have undergone the full EIS assessment. According to RS20841, Environmental Streamlining Provisions in the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century: Status of Implementation, "3% of all highway projects required an EIS, 7% required an EA, and 90% were classified as categorical exclusions." 
Extinction
Diner, 94 [David, Ph.D., Planetary Science and Geology, "The Army and the Endangered Species Act: Who's Endangering Whom?," Military Law Review, 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161]
To accept that the snail darter, harelip sucker, or Dismal  Swamp southeastern shrew 74 could save [hu]mankind may be difficult for some. Many, if not most, species are useless to[hu]man[s] in a direct utilitarian sense. Nonetheless, they may be critical in an indirect role, because their extirpations could affect a directly useful species negatively. In a closely interconnected ecosystem, the loss of a species affects other species dependent on it. 75 Moreover, as the number of species decline, the effect of each new extinction on the remaining species increases dramatically. 4. Biological Diversity. -- The main premise of species preservation is that diversity is better than simplicity. 77 As the current mass extinction has progressed, the world's biological diversity generally has decreased. This trend occurs within ecosystems by reducing the number of species, and within species by reducing the number of individuals. Both trends carry serious future implications. 78 [*173] Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. "The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . . [l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole." 79 By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, 80 [hu]mankind may be edging closer to the abyss. 

1ar water pollution

NEPA transportation regulations are key to preserve the environment and prevent water pollution
Bhatt et al, 3 (Neha Bhatt, Deputy Director of Policy and Research for Smart Growth America, 8/14/3 “The Road to Better Transportation Projects:

PUBLIC INVO LVEMENT AND THE NEPA PROCESS”, http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/nepa/sprawl_report.pdf)//EM
This report is about a landmark law requiring the federal government to examine alternatives and seek to minimize harmful effects of federally funded projects, like highways, which have the potential to damage our health, environment, and quality of life. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which took effect in 1970, requires that federal agencies study and disclose the environmental effects of their actions and include the public in the decision-making process for federally funded projects. Public participation and environmental review are fundamentally important to the development of high quality projects and protection of natural resources. They have contributed mightily to the enhancement of road and bridge projects all over the country and are partly responsible for the level of environmental quality Americans enjoy today. However, the public participation and environmental review processes now face serious threats from shortsighted proposals from the Bush Administration and the road construction lobby, who seek to limit these critical phases of project development by weakening provisions of NEPA as they apply to highway construction. Transportation, Community Development, and Natural Resources Over the course of the twentieth century, our nation built a tremendous network of roads and highways. The U.S. Department of Transportation has estimated that the nation’s highway and road network equals a staggering four-million miles. The pavement of roads and the cars and trucks that travel on them leave a big imprint on communities and the environment. Haphazard highway development and the subsequent sprawl that follows it chews up open space and wildlife habitat at an alarming rate. America is now losing an incredible two million acres of land a year to development. Automobiles are a major source of the air pollutants that have left 137 million Americans living in places where the air is unhealthy to breathe, according to the American Lung Association. Polluted runoff damages the water quality of our streams, lakes, and rivers. Of the 38 percent of our estuaries that are impaired, 46 percent of that impairment is due to polluted urban runoff, according to a 1996 Environmental Protection Agency report to Congress. Neglecting to look at the effects of how a new highway will impact the local community and its environment is a mistake with significant consequences. The Road to Better Transportation Projects Fortunately, NEPA re q u i red re v i ews help reduce this environmental damage by improving the quality of transportation projects. NEPA not only requires that the impacts be studied, but that alternatives be pursued in cases where the damage will be significant. Additionally, NEPA requires public inclusion in the decision-making process. NEPA has thus led to many positive modifications, which have resulted in transportation projects that “fit better” into communities. This report takes a critical look at the role NEPA has played in a dozen road projects around the country. The projects profiled in these pages include testimonials from transportation officials, citizens, and others who were involved in project development.
Water pollution destroys biodiversity

Bergkamp, 06 – head of the Water Programme at UCN, fellow at IUCN’s Global Water Programme on groundwater and river basin management (Ger, “Groundwater and Ecosystem Services: towards their sustainable use”, International Symposium on Groundwater Sustainability, March 10, 2006, http://aguas.igme.es/igme/ISGWAS/Ponencias ISGWAS/13-Bergkamp.pdf)//JKahn

Groundwater is an important component to providing ecosystem services. For example, aquifers are connected to a greater ecological and hydrological landscape that includes adjacent riparian areas, upland terrestrial ecosystems, and surrounding river basins (NRC, 2004). Ecosystems that depend on groundwater include terrestrial vegetation, river base flow systems, aquifer and cave ecosystems, wetlands, terrestrial fauna, and estuarine and near-shore ecosystems (Sinclair Knight Merz, 2001). Groundwater associated ecosystem services provide support to a wide range of production and consumption processes, which have high economic value (Emerton and Bos, 2004). In this section, we discuss the ways in which groundwater provides ecosystems in the form of provisioning, regulating, supporting and cultural services. For example, discharge to streams and rivers may provide essential nutrients to aquatic life and support downstream users of water for drinking or irrigation (NRC, 1997). These ecosystems depend on several groundwater characteristics, which include the quality of water, discharge flux from an aquifer, and the level of pressure of groundwater (Sinclair Knight Merz, 2001). Small changes can potentially cause extensive damage to dependent ecosystems. In addition we examine how ecosystem services, such as climate regulation and land-use are critical to maintaining groundwater systems. The challenge is to use groundwater and interrelated ecosystem services in a sustainable manner to provide for the present without compromising the needs of future generations. The MEA classifies fresh water (including groundwater) as a provisioning service, which is defined as “products obtained from ecosystems” (MEA, 2005, p.40). Most freshwater is not in lakes and rivers, but in aquifers. In fact, groundwater is the earth’s largest accessible store of fresh water (excluding ice sheets and glaciers) and constitutes about 94% of all fresh water (Ward and Robinson, 1990). Groundwater is also an integral component of regulating, supporting and cultural ecosystem services. One of the critical functions of groundwater as a provisioning service is its storage and retention for domestic, industrial and agricultural uses. As many as two billion people depend directly upon aquifers for drinking water, and 40% of the world’s food is produced by irrigated agriculture that relies heavily on groundwater (Morris et al., 2003).

1ar solves environment

NEPA is beneficial to the environment—empirical examples and broadens awareness

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
In Michigan, communities concerned about the impacts of a proposed new four-lane freeway successfully used the NEPA process to force the state highway agency to consider alternatives for expanding and improving an existing highway, avoiding the largest wetland loss in Michigan’s history and saving taxpayers $1.5 billion. Similarly, a proposed freeway in Kentucky’s scenic bluegrass region was redesigned to protect historic, aesthetic and natural values thanks to public input and legal action during the NEPA planning process. The National Trust for Historic Preservation acclaimed the Paris Pike as a project that “celebrates the spirit of place instead of obliterating it.” 20 These and other similar examples only begin to tell the story of NEPA’s success, however. NEPA’s most significant effect has been to deter federal agencies from bringing forward proposed projects that could not withstand public examination and debate. Prior to NEPA, federal agencies could embark on massive dam- or road-building projects, for example, without public consultation and with virtually no advance notice. As a result, family farms, valuable habitat, and sometimes whole communities were destroyed without the opportunity for full and fair debate. Today, many similar projects that could not survive such a debate simply never get off the drawing boards. More broadly, NEPA has had pervasive effects on the conduct and thinking of federal administrative agencies. Congress’s directive that federal agencies use an “interdisciplinary approach” in decision-making affecting the environment,21 together with the Act’s requirement that agencies conduct detailed environmental analyses of major actions, has required federal agencies to add biologists, geologists, landscape architects, archeologists, and environmental planners to their staffs. These new employees brought new perspectives and sensitivities to agencies that formerly had relatively narrow, mission-oriented cultures. NEPA’s requirement that agencies consult with federal and state agencies with special environmental expertise also has helped broaden agency awareness of environmental values. 

NEPA creates a “look before you leap” paradigm that prevents environmental degradation

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Second, NEPA creates an “action-forcing” mechanism to reduce the environmental damage caused by federal actions “undertaken without adequate consideration of, or knowledge about, their impact on the environment.” 8 The Act directs federal agencies, before proceeding with any “major Federal action,” to prepare a “detailed statement” addressing how such action may affect the environment. The statement, now known as an “environmental impact statement” or “EIS,” must consider and disclose to the public: (1) the environmental impact of the proposed action, (2) any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented, (3) alternatives to the proposed action, (4) the relationship between local short-term uses of 3 man’s environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and (5) any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposed action should it be implemented.9 As this language indicates, the goal of NEPA analysis is to avoid ill-considered agency decisions that sacrifice long-term societal interests for short-term gains or inflict irreversible environmental damage (such as species extinction). In addition to EISs, agencies prepare less-extensive “environmental assessments,” or “EAs,” under NEPA to help them determine whether proposed actions will have significant impacts warranting preparation of an EIS,10 and have adopted rules excluding from analysis categories of minor federal actions that have been found not to have significant effects, either individually or cumulatively.11 NEPA gives effect to the common-sense axiom “look before you leap.” The Act does not require federal agencies to choose an environmentally-friendly course over a less environmentally-friendly option. But, as a practical matter, the requirement to prepare an EIS ensures that agency decisions will reflect environmental values. As the Supreme Court has observed: Simply by focusing the agency’s attention on the environmental consequences of a proposed project, NEPA ensures that important effects will not be overlooked or underestimated only to be discovered after resources have been committed or the die otherwise cast. Moreover, the strong precatory language of ... the Act and the requirement that agencies prepare detailed impact statements inevitably bring pressure to bear on agencies to respond to the needs of environmental quality.12
Every NEPA decision results in environmental mitigation measures that compensate for any destruction the plan results in

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Successful implementation of mitigation measures goes to the heart of NEPA’s basic goal of protecting the environment. Although NEPA does not itself require federal agencies to provide mitigation,62 virtually every federal agency decision made under NEPA includes some mitigation designed to avoid, reduce, or compensate for environmental damage that would otherwise occur. Mitigation measures may include, for example, installing fish passage at a new hydropower dam, restoring degraded wetlands to compensate for wetlands destroyed by a new roadway, or adopting traffic-reduction measures to reduce air pollution from a new development. Failure to carry through on such mitigation seriously undermines NEPA’s goal of protecting the environment.
NEPA is critical to incorporating environmental values into decisions—the alternative is irreversible environmental destruction

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Congress enacted the National Environmental Policy Act in 1969 by overwhelming bipartisan majorities.1 The Senate committee report on NEPA stated: “It is the unanimous view of the members of the ... Committee that our Nation’s present state of knowledge, our established public policies, and our existing governmental institutions are not adequate to deal with the 2 growing environmental problems and crises the Nation faces.”2 Much of the problem, the Senate committee concluded, lay in the fact that federal agencies lacked clear statutory direction to incorporate environmental values into their decision-making: “One of the major factors contributing to environmental abuse and deterioration is that actions — often actions having irreversible consequences — are undertaken without adequate consideration of, or knowledge about, their impact on the environment.”3 NEPA was acclaimed by ranking Republicans and Democrats in Congress as “landmark legislation” and “the most important and far-reaching environmental and conservation measure ever enacted.”4 When President Nixon signed NEPA into law on New Year’s Day, 1970, he hailed the Act as providing the “direction” for the country to “regain a productive harmony between man and nature.”5 NEPA has three visionary elements: a far-sighted declaration of national environmental policy, an action-forcing mechanism to ensure that the federal government achieves the Act’s environmental goals, and a broad recognition of the importance of public participation in government decision-making that affects the human environment.
Considering the costs of transportation infrastructure through regulation is critical to avoiding environmental destruction.
Rodrigue and Comtois, 9 (Jean-Paul Rodrigue, Professor at the Department of Global Studies and Geography at Hofstra University AND Claude Comtois, Professor of Geography at the University of Montreal, Canada, 5/18/9, “The Environmental Impacts of Transportation” Chapter 8, Concept 1, people.hofstra.edu/geotrans/eng/ch8en/conc8en/ch8c1en.html)//EM
The complexities of the problems have led to much controversy in environmental policy and in the role of transportation. The transportation sector is often subsidized by the public sector, especially through the construction and maintenance of road infrastructure which tend to be free of access. Sometimes, public stakes in transport modes, terminals and infrastructure can be at odd with environmental issues. If the owner and the regulator are the same (different branches of the government), then there is a risk that regulations will not be effectively complied to. It can also lead to another extreme where compliance would lead to inefficient transport systems, but which costs are subsidized. Total costs incurred by transportation activities, notably environmental damage, are generally not fully assumed by the users. The lack of consideration of the real costs of transportation could explain several environmental problems. Yet, a complex hierarchy of costs is involved, ranging from internal (mostly operations), compliance (abiding to regulations), contingent (risk of an event such as a spill) to external (assumed by the society). For instance, external costs account on average for more than 30% of the estimated automobile costs. If environmental costs are not included in this appraisal, the usage of the car is consequently subsidized by the society and costs accumulate as environmental pollution. This requires due consideration as the number of vehicles, especially automobiles, is steadily increasing. 2. The Transport - Environment Link The relationships between transport and the environment are multidimensional. Some aspects are unknown and some new findings may lead to drastic changes in environmental policies, as it did in regards of acid rain and chlorofluorocarbons in the 1970s and 1980s. The 1990s were characterized by a realization of global environmental issues, epitomized by the growing concerns between anthropogenic effect and climate change. Transportation also became an important dimension of the concept of sustainability, which is expected to become the prime focus of transport activities in the coming decades, ranging from vehicle emissions to green supply chain management practices. These impending developments require a deep understanding of the reciprocal influence between the physical environment and transport infrastructures and yet this understanding is often lacking. The main factors considered in the physical environment are geographical location, topography, geological structure, climate, hydrology, soil, natural vegetation and animal life. The main environmental dimensions of transportation are related to the causes, the activities, the outputs and the results of transport systems. Establishing linkages between these dimensions is a difficult undertaking. For instance, to what extent carbon monoxide emissions are linked to land use patterns? Furthermore, transportation is imbedded in environmental cycles, notably over the carbon cycle. The relationships between transport and the environment are also complicated by two observations: First, transport activities contribute among other anthropogenic and natural causes, directly, indirectly and cumulatively to environmental problems. In some cases, they may be a dominant factor, while in others their role is marginal and difficult to establish. Second, transport activities contribute at different geographical scales to environmental problems, ranging from local (noise and CO emissions) to global (climate change?), not forgetting continental / national / regional problems (smog and acid rain). Establishing environmental policies for transportation thus have to take account of the level of contribution and the geographical scale, otherwise some policies may just move the problems elsewhere and have unintended consequences. A noted example are local / regional policies that have forced the construction of higher chimneys for coal burning facilities (power plants) and induced the continental diffusion of acid rain. Thus, even if an administrative division (municipality, county, state/province) have adequate environmental enforcement policies, the geographical scale of pollutants diffusion (notably air pollutants) obviously goes beyond established jurisdictions. In addition to the environmental impacts of the network, traffic and modes, economic / industrial processes sustaining the transport system most be considered. These include the production of fuels, vehicles and construction materials, some of which are very energy intensive (e.g. aluminum), and the disposal of vehicles, parts and infrastructure. They all have a life cycle timing their production, utilization and disposal. Thus, the evaluation of the transport-environment link without the consideration of cycles in the environment and in the product life alike is likely to convey a limited overview of the situation and may even lead to incorrect appraisal and policies. 3. Dimensions Transportation activities support increasing mobility demands for passengers and freight, notably in urban areas. But transport activities have resulted in growing levels of motorization and congestion. As a result, the transportation sector is becoming increasingly linked to environmental problems). The most important impacts of transport on the environment relate to climate change, air quality, noise, water quality, soil quality, biodiversity and land take: Climate change. The activities of the transport industry release several million tons of gases each year into the atmosphere. These include lead (Pb), carbon monoxide (CO), carbon dioxide (CO2; not a pollutant), methane (CH4), nitrogen oxides (NOx), nitrous oxide (N2O), chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), silicon tetraflouride (SF6), benzene and volatile components (BTX), heavy metals (zinc, chrome, copper and cadmium) and particulate matters (ash, dust). There is an ongoing debate to what extent these emissions may be linked to climate change and the role of anthropogenic factors. Some of these gases, particularly nitrous oxide, also participate in depleting the stratospheric ozone (O3) layer which naturally screens the earth’s surface from ultraviolet radiation. Air quality. Highway vehicles, marine engines, locomotives and aircraft are the sources of pollution in the form of gas and particulate matters emissions that affects air quality causing damage to human health. Toxic air pollutants are associated with cancer, cardiovascular, respiratory and neurological diseases. Carbon monoxide (CO) when inhale affects bloodstream, reduces the availability of oxygen and can be extremely harmful to public health. An emission of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) from transportation sources reduces lung function, affects the respiratory immune defense system and increases the risk of respiratory problems. The emissions of sulphur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) in the atmosphere form various acidic compounds that when mixed in cloud water creates acid rain. Acid precipitation has detrimental effects on the built environment, reduces agricultural crop yields and causes forest decline. The reduction of natural visibility by smog has a number of adverse impacts on the quality of life and the attractiveness of tourist sites. Particulate emissions in the form of dust emanating from vehicle exhaust as well as from non-exhaust sources such as vehicle and road abrasion have an impact on air quality. The physical and chemical properties of particulates are associated with health risks such as respiratory problems, skin irritations, eyes inflammations, blood clotting and various types of allergies. Noise. Noise represents the general effect of irregular and chaotic sounds. It is traumatizing for the hearing organ and that may affect the quality of life by its unpleasant and disturbing character. Long term exposure to noise levels above 75dB seriously hampers hearing and affects human physical and psychological wellbeing. Transport noise emanating from the movement of transport vehicles and the operations of ports, airports and railyards affects human health, through an increase in the risk of cardiovascular diseases. Increasing noise levels have a negative impact on the urban environment reflected in falling land values and loss of productive land uses. Water quality. Transport activities have an impact on hydrological conditions. Fuel, chemical and other hazardous particulates discarded from aircraft, cars, trucks and trains or from port and airport terminal operations, such as de-icing, can contaminate rivers, lakes, wetlands and oceans. Because demand for shipping services is increasing, marine transport emissions represent the most important segment of water quality inventory of the transportation sector. The main effects of marine transport operations on water quality predominantly arise from dredging, waste, ballast waters and oil spills. Dredging is the process of deepening harbor channels by removing sediments from the bed of a body of water. Dredging is essential to create and maintain sufficient water depth for shipping operations and port accessibility. Dredging activities have a two-fold negative impact on the marine environment. They modify the hydrology by creating turbidity that can affect the marine biological diversity. The contaminated sediments and water raised by dredging require spoil disposal sites and decontamination techniques. Waste generated by the operations of vessels at sea or at ports cause serious environmental problems, since they can contain a very high level of bacteria that can be hazardous for public health as well as marine ecosystems when discharged in waters. Besides, various types of garbage containing metals and plastic are not easily biodegradable. They can persist on the sea surface for long periods of time and can be a serious impediment for maritime navigation in inland waterways and at sea and affecting as well berthing operations. Ballast waters are required to control ship’s stability and draught and to modify their center of gravity in relation to cargo carried and the variance in weight distribution. Ballast waters acquired in a region may contain invasive aquatic species that, when discharged in another region may thrive in a new marine environment and disrupt the natural marine ecosystem. There are about 100 non-indigenous species recorded in the Baltic Sea. Invasive species have resulted in major changes in nearshore ecosystems, especially in coastal lagoons and inlets. Major oil spills from oil cargo vessel accidents are one of the most serious problems of pollution from maritime transport activities. Soil quality. The environmental impact of transportation on soil consists of soil erosion and soil contamination. Coastal transport facilities have significant impacts on soil erosion. Shipping activities are modifying the scale and scope of wave actions leading to serious damage in confined channels such as river banks. The removal of earth’s surface for highway construction or lessening surface grades for port and airport developments have led to important lost of fertile and productive soils. Soil contamination can occur through the use of toxic materials by the transport industry. Fuel and oil spills from motor vehicles are washed on road sides and enter the soil. Chemicals used for the preservation of railroad ties may enter into the soil. Hazardous materials and heavy metals have been found in areas contiguous to railroads, ports and airports. Biodiversity. Transportation also influences natural vegetation. The need for construction materials and the development of land-based transportation has led to deforestation. Many transport routes have required draining land, thus reducing wetland areas and driving-out water plant species. The need to maintain road and rail right-of-way or to stabilize slope along transport facilities has resulted in restricting growth of certain plants or has produced changes in plants with the introduction of new species different from those which originally grew in the areas. Many animal species are becoming extinct as a result of changes in their natural habitats and reduction of ranges.
NEPA is critical to environmentally conscious road building

Bhatt et al, 3 (Neha Bhatt, Deputy Director of Policy and Research for Smart Growth America, 8/14/3 “The Road to Better Transportation Projects:

PUBLIC INVO LVEMENT AND THE NEPA PROCESS”, http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/nepa/sprawl_report.pdf)//EM

This degree of environmental protection would not have taken place without NEPA. Mike Ligibel of ODOT confirms this: “The reason we’re doing all this special environmental planning is because of NEPA. Without a law we had to follow we might just sit down, draw a straight line, and build it.” Megan Seymour, a wildlife biologist at the USFWS adds, “Because of NEPA, ODOT takes effects on streams and wetlands into account and considers them significant resources.” Regarding wetland and forest areas in the Ohio US-24 project she stated, “There is no guarantee that impacts in these places would have been avoided without NEPA.”
NEPA is critical to ecological education for engineers

Bhatt et al, 3 (Neha Bhatt, Deputy Director of Policy and Research for Smart Growth America, 8/14/3 “The Road to Better Transportation Projects:

PUBLIC INVO LVEMENT AND THE NEPA PROCESS”, http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/nepa/sprawl_report.pdf)//EM

“ NEPA helped engineers to understand ecology and environmental design. In this case, without it, the CAC would have been ignored or abolished and the unique Canyon would have been destroyed. NEPA ensured that citizens and design professionals we re heard in pre s e rving the Canyon,” said Be rt Melcher, citizen activist. Indeed, the Glenwood Canyon project has re c e i ved more than thirty awards for innova t i ve design and environmental sensitivity. The American Society of Civil Engineers awarded the p roject the Outstanding Civil Engineering Ac h i e vement Award in 1993. Melcher concludes, “This proves that NEPA works.”
1ar environment impact

Environmental degradation collapse the economy and causes extinction
Hodas, 2k (David R. Hodas, professor of law at Widener University School of Law, January 2000, “NEPA, Ecosystem Management and Environmental Accounting”, http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=david_hodas)//EM
Impairment of ecosystems results in a rapid and massively expensive consumption of capital. The most recent comprehensive estimate of the worldwide value of the annual value of services derived from the world's natural capital has been estimated between $16 trillion and $54 trillion. Robert Costanza et al., The Value of the World's Ecosystem Services and Natural Capital, 387 NATIJRE 253,254 (1997). Although these irreplaceable ecosystem services, such as water purification, soil creation and preservation, flood control, atmospheric control, pollination, nutrient substrate for plants and animals, are enormously valuable, and in some cases essential, to human existence, we consume them as if they were free and inexhaustible, even though their real value is significantly larger than the world's entire GNE Id. As a result," [b]ecause ecosystem services are largely outside the market and uncertain, they are often ignored or undervalued, leading to the error of construction projects whose social costs far outweigh their benefits." Id. Stated in the obverse, ignoring environmental costs, such as the cost to human health and the environment from residual air and water emissions (i.e., those emissions that remain after the discharger has met all environmental laws) and from a development project's diminishment of an ecosystem's capacity to provide vital services, is no different from valuing these costs very precisely at $0.
1ar environment-->economy

Environmental sustainability is key to the economy
Hodas, 2k (David R. Hodas, professor of law at Widener University School of Law, January 2000, “NEPA, Ecosystem Management and Environmental Accounting”, http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=david_hodas)//EM
Fortunately, the emerging discipline of environmental externality valuation will allow us to use law to define ecosystem management principles and sustainable development in economic terms. At a macroeconomic level, externality valuation has been pursued by the emergence of natural resource accounting, under which national income accounts (e.g., Gross Domestic Product) are adjusted directly or indirectly to reflect environmental degradation associated with a nation's economic activity. For example, if the wealth of a country selling off its forests were reduced by the value of the topsoil lost from the clear-cutting, the country's annual income would be revealed to be not the result of sustainable production, but of liquidation of capital. Natural resource accounting more accurately reflects a country's true annual income and net worth than the current system of financial accounting.

2ac democracy impact 

NEPA investigation is required for all federally funded transportation projects

Lovaas, 12 (Deron Lovaas, Federal Transportation Policy Director of the NRDC, 

4/26/12, “Steamrolling Environmental Reviews in the Transportation Bill”, http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/dlovaas/steamrolling_environmental_rev.html)//EM
There’s another issue on the table that’s a bit more complicated, however. It has to do with delivering transportation projects in a timely manner, or at least that’s the claim. The U.S. is a democracy, and there are various laws and regulations that allow opportunities for citizens and communities to have a say in the development of transportation projects. One of the lesser-known ones, it seems, is the National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA. This 40-year-old statute is just a few pages long, but it has a potent effect on recipients of federal assistance – our taxpayer dollars. It requires, basically, that they look before they leap when designing projects, especially big highway and transit projects. It doesn’t mandate specific outcomes, it just requires those who get our taxpayer dollars to consider impacts and alternatives carefully.
NEPA is critical to localized democratic decision-making

Bhatt et al, 3 (Neha Bhatt, Deputy Director of Policy and Research for Smart Growth America, 8/14/3 “The Road to Better Transportation Projects:

PUBLIC INVO LVEMENT AND THE NEPA PROCESS”, http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/nepa/sprawl_report.pdf)//EM

Fortunately, NEPA re q u i red re v i ews help reduce this environmental damage by improving the quality of transportation projects. NEPA not only requires that the impacts be studied, but that alternatives be pursued in cases where the damage will be significant. Additionally, NEPA requires public inclusion in the decision-making process. NEPA has thus led to many positive modifications, which have resulted in transportation projects that “fit better” into communities. This report takes a critical look at the role NEPA has played in a dozen road projects around the country. The projects profiled in these pages include testimonials from transportation officials, citizens, and others who were involved in project development.
Local democracy is the basis for all other democracy—the counterplan risks extinction
Barnes, 12 (Bill Barnes, director for emerging issues at NLC, 7/16/12, “Emerging Issues: Can Local Democracy Save National Democracy”, http://www.nlc.org/news-center/nations-cities-weekly/articles/2012/july/emerging-issues-can-local-democracy-save-national-democracy)//EM
Jane Addams, Winston Churchill and Al Smith are all reported to have quipped that the best remedy for the ills of democracy is more democracy. It’s a good quip, but they are all wrong. The remedy is better democracy. The United States has earned a Homeric catalog of democratic and political ills: extreme partisanship, gridlock in the Congress, incivility (“you lie!”), physical violence, rigged re-districting, out-sized influence of money and the monied, efforts to suppress voting, and [insert here your favorite outrage]. We frequently hear complaints and weariness about “too much politics” in our public affairs. These maunderings are wrong-headed. Charles Krauthammer, a conservative columnist, joins a long line of observers going back to Aristotle by reminding us that politics “is sovereign in human affairs…. If we don’t get politics right, everything else risks extinction.” Politics is the way we live together. We cannot do it perfectly, but we are not fated to do it as badly as we do now. Asked to describe the 1787 Constitution, Benjamin Franklin warned, “It’s a republic, if you can keep it.” Off-balance Democratic Ideals Although we obsess on campaigns and elections and voting, other elements also comprise what we call “democracy.” It’s crucial, for example, that we have formal and informal spaces -- physical places, online or TV-radio, social, wherever -- that facilitate people publicly expressing and discussing their values, interests, and ideas. Democracy is “a conversation,” and good conversation requires supportive and conducive “structures and processes,” says Carolyn Lukensmeyer, the newly- appointed Executive Director of the National Institute of Civil Discourse (NICD). Our conversation about politics, argues E.J. Dionne in “Our Divided Political Heart," has gone substantively and substantially awry. It is lacking the “balance” and tension between “two core values” that have defined American history -- “our love of individualism and our reverence for community.” Each individual and each political community embraces both values, and works out its own sense of how the two values relate. Dionne thinks there is a dangerous effort to reduce American history and government to an expression of individual liberty to the exclusion of community. He doesn’t suggest that we just revert to the balance achieved in the twentieth century’s “Long Consensus” based on Populism, Progressivism, and the New Deal. Instead, there is an urgent need to develop a new balancing formulation that will enable American politics again to be a deliberative effort to address our problems. Dionne is a self-described liberal. Thirty years ago, William Schambra made a similar argument, using different terminology, in the neo-conservative journal, “The Public Interest.” The New Deal “public philosophy” was “dead or dying” in 1982, he wrote. Any replacement, he warned, must embrace “the two American political traditions, for they both express immutable yearnings in the American soul.” Balance changes over time and so does tone. New scholarly studies, published in a journal of the American Political Science Association remind us that gross incivility is not always with us; it follows patterns over time. There are long periods of “relative calm punctuated by historical spasms of incivility that roughly correspond to partisan realignments” (that is, when enduring party majorities shift or significantly re-arrange). Lukensmeyer’s NICD was created at the University of Arizona following the shooting of Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords in 2011 to add a new voice to those who promote and support respectful and constructive public discourse, the sooner the better. Pragmatic Democracy The thousands of American governments and the communities that comprise them each do democracy differently. In general, locals are more firmly grounded in problem-solving that involves engaged conversation among the people actually affected. Federal and state governments -- both of which tend more toward abstraction and ideology -- have some things to learn from their local brethren. 
Democracy solves extinction

Diamond 95- senior fellow at the Hoover institution, prof of political science at Stanford (Larry, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s,” http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm//MGD)
OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

1ar key to public involvement

NEPA is critical to local democracy—that empowers overall democratic governance

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
The third visionary element of NEPA is its creation of broad opportunities for members of the public to participate in government decisions that affect their environment. The public can help define the environmental issues that an agency will study in “scoping meetings” at the start of an EIS process, can propose an alternative approach for the agency to evaluate, and can comment on gaps and misunderstandings in the agency’s analysis at the draft stage of the EIS. In this context, “the public” includes not only individual citizens, but businesses, charitable organizations, towns and other local governments, tribes, state agencies, and even other federal agencies affected by a proposed action. Public participation in the NEPA process serves two functions. First, individual citizens and communi4 ties affected by a proposed federal agency action can be a valuable source of information and ideas, improving the quality of environmental analysis in NEPA documents as well as the quality of agency decisions. Second, allowing citizens to communicate and engage with federal decision-makers serves fundamental principles of democratic governance. NEPA reflects the belief that citizens have a right to know, and to be heard, when their government proposes actions that may affect them. For many individuals and communities who understandably perceive federal agencies as remote and insensitive, public participation in the NEPA process creates a valuable crack in the bureaucratic wall.14 NEPA also established the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) within the White House to ensure that environmental values are broadly integrated into national policy-making and to promote implementation of NEPA throughout the federal government. Modeled after the Council of Economic Advisors, CEQ is directed to advise the President on environmental matters, report on environmental trends, and review the extent to which the federal government is achieving the national environmental policy established by the Act.15 
NEPA is key to  public involvement in transportation projects

Bhatt et al, 3 (Neha Bhatt, Deputy Director of Policy and Research for Smart Growth America, 8/14/3 “The Road to Better Transportation Projects:

PUBLIC INVO LVEMENT AND THE NEPA PROCESS”, http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/nepa/sprawl_report.pdf)//EM

The alignment endorsed by environmental groups was researched, but ultimately it was not chosen as the preferred alternative in final design. Though disappointed, Feldman and other community members re c o g n i zed the importance of their inclusion in the discussion. “If NEPA wasn’t there, we wouldn’t have had any opportunity [for involvement] at all,” she said. Designers responded to public comments by adding some important features to the project. The final route is in closer proximity to developed areas instead of cutting through more pristine corridors. Also, accommodations such as sidewalks, pedestrian facilities, and parking have been included on the bridge project to make the area accessible to pedestrian visitors. “Often times the public is a huge influence on the project. NEPA is certainly the foundation for public participation,” said Zanetell. “We don’t look at it as a burden, it is something we relish,” he added.
1ar local democracy key

Localized, public, democratic involvement solves overall democracy and the economy

BSD, 11 (Building a Strong Democracy, 9/16/11, “Building a stronger democracy through civic engagement and youth involvement”, http://strongerdemocracy.org/2011/09/16/building-a-stronger-democracy-through-civic-engagement-and-youth-involvement/)//EM
It has been a big week for new reports from the democracy field, with four new ones being released. These reports and websites examine how voting, volunteerism, public participation, youth involvement, education and civic engagement as a whole can impact communities and serve as the cornerstones of American democracy. A more civically engaged community, as noted in NCoC and CIRCLE’s study (right), not only better weathers an economic recession, but also creates better governments. When people vote, volunteer, and work in groups with others in the community, not only is democracy in better shape, but through networks created from civic participation, unemployment rates can remain more steady. The collaboration between NCoC and the Corporation on National and Community Service below tracks these engagement activities. Civic education and involvement start from a young age, as the Campaign for the Civic Mission of Schools and Institute for Local Government reports highlight. A well educated and engaged populace should not be exclusively limited to “adult” populations, and to make sure of this, local institutions must involve youth in the decision making processes, and schools must also make sure that students are well prepared to participate in civic life from a young age. Click “read more” below to see a summary of each individual report and find out how we can all work to create a stronger democracy – The National Conference on Citizenship and CIRCLE (the Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement) released “Civic Health and Unemployment: Can Engagement Strengthen the Economy?” this morning. The report finds a link between civic engagement and a healthy economy, noting that areas with a more civically involved citizenry were not hit as hard by the economic downturn between 2006 and 2010. Under the civic engagement umbrella, the report looks at rates of voting, public participation in meetings and community events, volunteering, and public service, which serve as some of the cornerstones of American democracy. Where these metrics are healthy, economies are healthy, and governments start moving in the right direction as well. 

2ac transportation industry

NEPA improves the transportation industry
Hodas, 2k (David R. Hodas, professor of law at Widener University School of Law, January 2000, “NEPA, Ecosystem Management and Environmental Accounting”, http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=david_hodas)//EM

The advantages of this approach to the public, to private project proponents, and to regulators would be significant. First, it would shift the risk of future regulation to the polluter, who should bear it. Second, by requiring the project proponent to internalize fully the risks of environmental harm, and the cost of complying with future regulation enacted in response to that harm, the public will be relieved of the need to underwrite risk. Moreover,the risk shifting to the project proponent would be real because the environmental externality insurance (or self-insurance) obligation would be backed by adequate financial security. Both the public and the project proponents will benefit from the incentives to reduce risk; if the private sector reduces project risk by reducing emissions and ecosystem harm, it will enjoy the economic benefit of substantially reduced environmental externality insurance premiums, while the public will be exposed to reduced risk of harm to human health and the environment. Because the developer would be rewarded for reducing emissions or protecting ecosystems instead of making payments into an insurance account, it will have a market-based incentive to reduce emissions or undertake ecosystem protection now. The sooner emissions and ecosystem impacts are reduced, the greater the risk reduction and the improvement to environmental quality.
2ac natives culture
NEPA investigation is required for all federally funded transportation projects

Lovaas, 12 (Deron Lovaas, Federal Transportation Policy Director of the NRDC, 

4/26/12, “Steamrolling Environmental Reviews in the Transportation Bill”, http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/dlovaas/steamrolling_environmental_rev.html)//EM
There’s another issue on the table that’s a bit more complicated, however. It has to do with delivering transportation projects in a timely manner, or at least that’s the claim. The U.S. is a democracy, and there are various laws and regulations that allow opportunities for citizens and communities to have a say in the development of transportation projects. One of the lesser-known ones, it seems, is the National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA. This 40-year-old statute is just a few pages long, but it has a potent effect on recipients of federal assistance – our taxpayer dollars. It requires, basically, that they look before they leap when designing projects, especially big highway and transit projects. It doesn’t mandate specific outcomes, it just requires those who get our taxpayer dollars to consider impacts and alternatives carefully.
NEPA regulations are critical to allow the preservation of Native American culture

Bhatt et al, 3 (Neha Bhatt, Deputy Director of Policy and Research for Smart Growth America, 8/14/3 “The Road to Better Transportation Projects:

PUBLIC INVO LVEMENT AND THE NEPA PROCESS”, http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/nepa/sprawl_report.pdf)//EM

US-93, north of Missoula in western Montana, faces increased congestion f rom traffic heading tow a rd Gl a c i e r National Park. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) proposed to take a 56mile, two-lane segment of Route 93 and change it into a five-lane, undivided highway. This segment runs through the unique cultural landscape of the Flathead Indian Reservation, including territory in the heart of the Rocky Mountain ecosystem and the Ninepipe Wetlands Area, an ecosystem with thousands of kettle ponds supporting unique and fragile species of wildlife. Under NEPA’s rules, the Confederated Salish and Kootenai tribal government and grassroots citizen groups such as Flathead Re s o u rce Organization (FRO) were able to challenge MDT — first, on the validity of the initial Environmental Assessment (which evaluated only a seven-mile stretch of the 56-mile project) and later on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Federal agencies are required to make and evaluate EIS reports in order to determine the consequences of a proposed action, analyze action alternatives, and share the results with other agencies and the public. By forcing MDT to do an EIS, tribal members and citizens made MDT look for creative solutions and consider alternatives for the highway, which could negatively affect safety, environmental issues, and lack of protection for tribal culture and family farms. A Federal Highway Administration decision stipulating that the tribes and MDT must agree on the project design prompted them to hire landscape architect Jim Sipes of Jones & Jones (a firm based out of Seattle, Washington). Sipes helped create a final design agreed to by all government entities involved. Sipes’s design addressed safety, environmental, and cultural concerns about sprawl. Slow curves in the roadway are planned along the most scenic areas of the route to discourage speeding and follow the contour of the land. One mile of the highway will be relocated around the Ninepipe Wetlands area. Additionally, an unprecedented 42 wildlife crossings and wildlife fencing will be added at the request of the Tribes to reduce harm to area wildlife.
Survival of Native culture solves human extinction—it’s key to every other impact
WEATHERFORD 1994 (Jack, Anthropologist, Savages and Civilization: Who Will Survive?, pp. 287-291)
Today we have no local and regional civilizations.  The world now stands united in a single, global civilization. Collapse in one part could trigger a chain reaction that may well sweep away cities across the globe.  Will the fate of Yaxchilán be the fate of all cities, of all civilization?  Are they doomed to rise, flourish, and then fall back into the earth from which they came? Whether we take an optimistic view or a pessimistic one, it seems clear that we stand now at the conclusion of a great age of human history.  This ten-thousand-year episode seems to be coming to an end, winding down.  For now, it appears that civilization has won out over all other ways of life.  Civilized people have defeated the tribal people of the world who have been killed or scattered.  But just at the moment when victory seems in the air for civilization, just at the moment when it has defeated all external foes and made itself master of the world, without any competing system to rival it, civilization seems to be in worse danger than ever before.  No longer in fear of enemies from outside, civilization seems more vulnerable than ever to enemies from within.  It has become a victim of its own success.  In its quest for dominance, civilization chewed up the forest, leeched the soil, stripped the plains, clogged the rivers, mined the mountains, polluted the oceans, and fouled the air.  In the process of progress, civilization destroyed one species of plant and animal after another.  Propelled by the gospel of agriculture, civilization moved forcefully across the globe, but it soon began to die of exhaustion, leaving millions of humans to starve.  Some of the oldest places in the agricultural world became some of the first to collapse.  Just as it seems to have completed its victory over tribal people, the nation-state has begun to dissolve.  Breaking apart into ethnic chunks and cultural enclaves, the number of states has multiplied in the twentieth century to the point that the concept of a nation-state itself starts to deteriorate.  The nation-state absorbed the remaining tribal people but has proven incapable of incorporating them fully into the national society as equal members.  The state swallowed them up but could not digest them.  The state could destroy the old languages and cultures, and it easily divided and even relocated whole nations.  But the state proved far less effective at incorporating the detribalized people into the new national culture.  Even though the state expanded across the frontier, it could not make the frontier disappear.  The frontier moved into the urban areas with the detribalized masses of defeated nations, emancipated slaves, and exploited laborers.  After ten thousand years of struggle, humans may have been left with a Pyrrhic victory whose cost may be much greater than its benefits.  Now that the victory has been won, we stoop under the burdensome costs and damages to a world that we may not be able to heal or repair.  Unable to cope with the rapidly changing natural, social, and cultural environment that civilization made, we see the collapse of the social institutions of the city and the state that brought us this far.  The cities and institutions of civilization have now become social dinosaurs.  Even though we may look back with pride over the last ten thousand years of evolution and cite the massive number of humans and the ability of human society and the city to feed and care for all of them, one major fluctuation in the world might easily end all of that.  The civilization we have built stretches like a delicate and fragile membrane on this Earth.  It will not require anything as dramatic as a collision with a giant asteroid to destroy civilization.  Civilization seems perfectly capable of creating its own Armageddon.  During the twentieth century, civilization experience a number of major scares, a series of warning shots.  Civilization proved capable of waging world war on itself.  Toward that end, we developed nuclear energy and came close to provoking a nuclear holocaust, and we may well do so yet.  When we survived World War I, then World War II, and finally the nuclear threat of the Cold War, we felt safe.  When catastrophe did not follow the warning, we felt relief, as though the danger had passed, but danger still approaches us. Civilization experienced several “super plagues” ranging from the devastating world influenza epidemic early in the century to AIDS at the close of the century.  These may be only weak harbingers of the epidemics and plagues to come.  Even as life expectancy in most countries has continued to climb throughout the twentieth century, diseases from cancer to syphilis have grown stronger and more deadly.  If war or new plagues do not bring down civilization, it might easily collapse as a result of environmental degradation and the disruption of productive agricultural lands.  If the great collapse comes, it might well come from something that we do not yet suspect.  Perhaps war, disease, famine, and environmental degradation will be only parts of the process and not the causes.  Today all of us are unquestionably part of a global society, but that common membership does not produce cultural uniformity around the globe.  The challenge now facing us is to live in harmony without living in uniformity, to be united by some forces such as worldwide commerce, pop culture, and communications, but to remain peacefully different in other areas such as religion and ethnicity.  We need to share some values such as a commitment to fundamental human rights and basic rules of interaction, but we can be wildly different in other areas such as life-styles, spirituality, musical tastes, and community life.  We need to find a way for all of us to walk in two worlds at once, to be part of the world culture, without sacrificing the cultural heritage of our own families and traditions.  At the same time we need to find ways to allow other people to walk in two worlds, or perhaps even to walk in four or five worlds at once. We cannot go backwards in history and change one hour or one moment, but we do have the power to change the present and thus alter the future.  The first step in that process should come by respecting the mutual right of all people to survive with dignity and to control their own destinies without surrendering their cultures.  The aborigines of Australia, the Tibetans of China, the Lacandon of Mexico, the Tuareg of Mali, the Aleuts of Alaska, the Ainu of Japan, the Maori of New Zealand, the Aymara of Bolivia, and the millions of other ethnic groups around the world deserve the same human rights and cultural dignity as suburbanites in Los Angeles, bureaucrats in London, bankers in Paris, reporters in Atlanta, marketing executives in Vancouver, artists in Berlin, surfers in Sydney, or industrialists in Tokyo.  In recent centuries, Western civilization has played the leading role on the stage of human history.  We should not mistake this one act for the whole drama of human history, nor should we assume that the present act is the final one just because it is before us at the moment.  Much came before us, and much remains yet to be enacted.  We must recognize the value of all people not merely out of nostalgic sentiment for the oppressed or merely to keep them like exhibits in a nature park.  We must recognize their rights and value because we may need the combined knowledge of all cultures if we are to overcome the problems that now threaten to overwhelm us.  At first glance, the Aleuts who hunt seals on isolated islands in the Bering Sea may seem like unimportant actors on the world stage of today, but their ancestors once played a vital role in human survival of the Ice Age.  The Quechua woman sitting in the dusty market of Cochamba may seem backward and insignificant, but her ancestors led the way into an agricultural revolution from which we still benefit.  Because we do not know the problems that lie ahead of us, we do not know which set of human skills or which cultural perspective we will need.  The coming age of human history threatens to be one of cultural conflicts between and within countries, conflicts that rip cities apart.  If we continue down the same path that we now tread, the problems visible today in Tibet or Mexico may seem trifling compared with the conflicts yet to come.  If we cannot change our course, then our civilization too may become as dead as the stones of Yaxchilán, and one day the descendants of some alien civilization will stare at our ruined cities and wonder why we disappeared.
2ac solves virillio

The NEPA review process solves deliberative democracy

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Congress enacted the National Environmental Policy Act in 1969 by overwhelming bipartisan majorities.1 The Senate committee report on NEPA stated: “It is the unanimous view of the members of the ... Committee that our Nation’s present state of knowledge, our established public policies, and our existing governmental institutions are not adequate to deal with the 2 growing environmental problems and crises the Nation faces.”2 Much of the problem, the Senate committee concluded, lay in the fact that federal agencies lacked clear statutory direction to incorporate environmental values into their decision-making: “One of the major factors contributing to environmental abuse and deterioration is that actions — often actions having irreversible consequences — are undertaken without adequate consideration of, or knowledge about, their impact on the environment.”3 NEPA was acclaimed by ranking Republicans and Democrats in Congress as “landmark legislation” and “the most important and far-reaching environmental and conservation measure ever enacted.”4 When President Nixon signed NEPA into law on New Year’s Day, 1970, he hailed the Act as providing the “direction” for the country to “regain a productive harmony between man and nature.”5 NEPA has three visionary elements: a far-sighted declaration of national environmental policy, an action-forcing mechanism to ensure that the federal government achieves the Act’s environmental goals, and a broad recognition of the importance of public participation in government decision-making that affects the human environment.
1ar nepa modelled

NEPA is modeled worldwide
Hodas, 2k (David R. Hodas, professor of law at Widener University School of Law, January 2000, “NEPA, Ecosystem Management and Environmental Accounting”, http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=david_hodas)//EM

Enacted January 1,1970, NEPA was the first environmental law of the modern environmental age, and is now the model for a law that has been adopted worldwide. Although it does not use the phrase ecosystem management or sustainable development in its text, the purpose of NEPA was to achieve that which is now referred to as sustainable development, namely,"... [t]o declare a national policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment; to promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man."Id. at § 4321. To implement this policy, Congress directed that agencies "insure that presently unquantified environmental amenities and values. . . be given appropriate consideration in decision-making along with economic and technical considerations;" and that they "include in every recommendation or report on proposals for legislation and other major federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment, a detailed statement ... on ... the environmental impact of the proposed action." Id. at § 4332(2)(B), (C). 
1ar link
Federal compliance with NEPA is a necessary prerequisite to transportation infrastructure development

Luther, 12 – Analyst in Environmental Policy (Linda Luther, “The Role of the Environmental Review Process in Federally Funded Highway Projects: Background and Issues for Congress”, Congressional Research Service, 4/11/12, http://environment.transportation.org/pdf/proj_delivery_stream/crs_report_envrev.pdf | AK)

Required elements of the environmental review process, particularly compliance with NEPA, will have an effect on project development. For example, before DOT can approve a project and allow final project design, property acquisition, or project construction to proceed, the project sponsor must appropriately document compliance with NEPA and complete any investigation, review, or consultation necessary to demonstrate compliance with other applicable environmental requirements. Further, it is DOT policy to use the NEPA compliance process as a mechanism to balance transportation decision making by taking into account the potential impacts on the human and natural environment and the public’s need for safe and efficient transportation.

Federal actions require environmental policy review

Luther, 12 – Analyst in Environmental Policy (Linda Luther, “The Role of the Environmental Review Process in Federally Funded Highway Projects: Background and Issues for Congress”, Congressional Research Service, 4/11/12, http://environment.transportation.org/pdf/proj_delivery_stream/crs_report_envrev.pdf | AK)

Requirements Applicable to “Federal Actions” In the 1960s Congress debated legislative options to address potential adverse impacts associated with federal actions. An action may be deemed “federal” based on the role that a federal agency plays in a project’s approval or funding. A project funded under the Federal-aid Highways program would generally be considered a federal action. Two laws applicable specifically to federal actions that significantly affect the environmental review process for highway project development are NEPA and the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. §470, et seq.). As discussed previously, NEPA has two primary aims—to require federal agencies to consider the environmental impacts of a project and to give the public a meaningful opportunity to learn about and comment on the proposed project before a final decision is made. It is a procedural statute. That is, NEPA requires federal agencies to implement procedures to ensure that environmental impacts of a project are included among, but not elevated above, other factors considered during the federal decision-making process. If the adverse environmental impacts of the proposed action are adequately identified and evaluated, the agency is not constrained by NEPA from deciding that other benefits (e.g., community and economic benefits) outweigh the environmental costs and moving forward with the action. (The NEPA compliance process is discussed under “Demonstrating Compliance with NEPA.”) The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) declared a national policy of historic preservation to protect districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant to American architecture, history, archaeology, and culture. NHPA did not mandate preservation of historic resources or prohibit adverse impacts to them, but Section 106 requires all federal agencies to consider the impacts of a proposal prior to taking any action that may affect a site included in, or eligible for inclusion on, the National Register of Historic Places. NHPA also requires federal agencies to afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (an independent federal agency created by the law) a reasonable opportunity to comment on federal actions that would affect properties on or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. For federally funded highway projects, FHWA must consult with the Advisory Council or the designated SHPO to determine project impacts to historic sites and potential ways to mitigate those impacts. There are similarities between requirements established under Section 4(f) and Section 106, but also important differences between the statutes. Like NEPA, Section 106 establishes a procedural requirement that directs all federal agencies only to consider project impacts on certain resources. Section 4(f) applies only to DOT projects and prohibits the use of certain resources for those projects, except under certain conditions. Additional federal laws and executive orders apply explicitly to federal actions that affect certain resources or communities. For example, a federally funded highway project may require compliance with additional requirements applicable to federal actions if that project may: • involve the acquisition, rehabilitation, or demolition of real property that will displace persons from their homes, businesses, or farms as protected under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. §4601, et seq., more commonly referred to as the Uniform Act); • affect wetlands or floodplains pursuant to Executive Order 11990 or Executive Order 11988, respectively; • convert farmland to nonagricultural uses pursuant to the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 U.S.C. §4201 et seq.); • cause disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations with respect to human health and the environment pursuant to Executive Order 12898; or • affect human remains and cultural material of Native American and Hawaiian groups pursuant to the Native American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. §3001 et seq.).

The plan goes through the NEPA process

Ruhl, 6 (J.B. Ruhl, PhD and Professor of Property at Florida State University, August 2006, “THE LAW AND POLICY OF ECOSYSTEM SERVICES”, http://www.geography.siu.edu/pdfFiles/Graduate/GradPapers/ruhl.pdf)//EM
Planning and Assessment Requirements Moving beyond mere provision and management of information, the reflexive effect of information enrichment can be incorporated on an immediate basis by mandating additional planning and assessment steps. The most notable of such measures is the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which requires all federal agencies planning to carry out, fund, or authorize major actions or decisions to prepare a statement evaluating the environmental impact of the proposed action and its alternatives.99 NEPA has no regulatory consequences—it is purely procedural and the action agency may (subject to other legal constraints) choose the alternative that has the worst net effect on the environment, even if it is a significantly adverse effect. Yet by forcing an agency to go though the process of comparing alternatives, and by allowing the public 99 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(B). 258 to review and comment upon the agency’s evaluations, NEPA has had a profound reflexive effect on agency decision making.
Federal funding for transportation mandates environmental review

VDOT, 11 – The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) is responsible for building, maintaining and operating the state's roads, bridges and tunnels (Virginia Department of Transportation, “Environmental Requirements for Transportation Enhancement Projects”, VDOT, 7/14/11, http://www.virginiadot.org/business/environmental_requirementsTEP.asp | AK)

Enhancement projects are federally funded requiring a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document before any land acquisition or construction can begin. The NEPA document is an “umbrella” document that demonstrates compliance with a number of different environmental laws, regulations, and Executive orders, including Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the Clean Water Act, and many others. VDOT will complete the NEPA document and supporting coordination for all Enhancement projects with Project Administration Agreements executed after October 2008. For projects with agreements executed prior to October 2008, VDOT can complete the NEPA document and supporting coordination at the Sponsors request. VDOT will provide Sponsors with an estimate of time and cost for environmental work on an Enhancement project. Sponsors are responsible for obtaining any state/federal water quality permits (for guidance see Water Quality Permit & Natural Resources Due Diligence checklist) and performing necessary due diligence for hazardous material issues (submitted to VDOT on Hazardous Materials Certification Due Diligence form). Close coordination on environmental requirements between the Sponsor and the VDOT District Environmental Manager will be necessary so that project scopes, plans, schedules, and budgets accurately reflect the cost, requirements, and duration of the environmental work. Please contact your District Environmental Manager directly to determine your project specific environmental requirements. Environmental Commitments If any environmental commitments have been identified during agency coordination, the Sponsor is responsible for ensuring they are implemented at the appropriate time. Implementation of environmental commitments is not optional, but required. Environmental commitments for Enhancement projects can include, but are not limited to, conducting an archaeological survey, providing the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) with copies of final plans before construction, or having a qualified archaeologist monitor during ground disturbing activities. Once the Sponsor has implemented the environmental commitments, documentation to that effect must be forwarded to the VDOT District Environmental Manager. Failure to implement environmental commitments may jeopardize FHWA’s federal funding of an Enhancement project.
Federal law requires compliance with NEPA but the states are exempt.

Roth, 11 (Diana Furchtgott-Roth, contributing editor of RealClearMarkets, a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, and a columnist for the Examiner, 5/26/11, “Let's Leave Our Roads to the States”, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2011/05/26/lets_leave_our_roads_to_the_states_99043.html)//EM
Another witness, Gabriel Roth, disagreed with Mr. Rendell about the need for a government-funded infrastructure bank. (Full disclosure: Gabriel Roth, who has considerable experience in the transportation field, is my father.) He testified that even with existing funding systems, transportation finance could be provided by the states in partnership with the private sector, rather than by the federal government. Mr. Roth pointed out that other federal laws, such as Davis Bacon, project labor agreements, high-road contracting, and "Buy America" provisions, slow down infrastructure and raise costs. Environmental impact statements can take two years. States are forced to spend money on mass transit, even where there are few users.

1ar at: litigation

The amount of litigation is exaggerated and it isn’t disruptive

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Critics of NEPA also contend that the Act produces wasteful litigation. But this criticism overlooks the essential role the independent federal judiciary has played, and continues to play, in ensuring that NEPA is actually enforced. This argument also reflects an exaggerated view of the volume of litigation NEPA generates. In the early years following NEPA’s adoption, the courts played a critical role in ensuring that NEPA was faithfully implemented. NEPA is a concise, broadly-worded statute; it does not define in detail the procedure that federal agencies should follow to comply with its mandate. Many federal agencies were slow to grasp NEPA’s meaning, and treated the Act as 15 essentially hortatory. The courts therefore played an indispensable role in interpreting the Act, ensuring that agencies complied with its mandate, and articulating reasonable approaches for agencies to meet its requirements. As Justice Thurgood Marshall observed early in NEPA’s history, the courts’ development of a “common law” enforcing the Act “is the source of NEPA’s success.”46 The principles developed by the federal courts in these early decisions formed the basis for CEQ’s regulations, which now provide comprehensive guidance for the NEPA process. The federal courts today continue to play an important role in ensuring that NEPA’s mandate is carried out. When federal agencies’ NEPA compliance falls short, litigation brought by aggrieved parties enforces the Act’s commands for environmental review and public consultation in the context of particular projects. More broadly, individual NEPA suits send the message to agencies that the courts will police compliance with the law. If citizens did not have the right to go to court to enforce NEPA, it is fair to presume that the Act would quickly become a virtual dead letter. NEPA’s critics also exaggerate the volume of litigation arising from NEPA. Effective enforcement of the law does not require litigation in every case, but merely the potential of a lawsuit if the requirements of NEPA are ignored. Because agency compliance with NEPA is now generally quite good, NEPA actually generates a relatively small volume of litigation. As discussed, federal agencies prepare approximately 50,000 EAs each year, plus another 500 draft, final and supplemental EISs for the much smaller number of “major” federal actions. Aggrieved parties typically file about 100 NEPA lawsuits per year, representing only 0.2% of the actions generating NEPA documents annually.47 Not surprisingly, given the broad range of interests involved in the NEPA process, the types of plaintiffs that bring NEPA lawsuits cover the waterfront, including state agencies, local governments, business groups, individual property owners, and Indian tribes, as well as environmental organizations. Even the tiny fraction of NEPA actions that give rise to court suits overstates the significance of litigation, because only a few of these suits result in court orders blocking government action. According to data compiled by CEQ,48 preliminary injunctive relief was granted in NEPA cases only 21 times in 2001 and 2002, and permanent injunctions were issued only 28 times (often, presumably, in the same case in which preliminary injunctive relief had been granted). The courts ordered a remand of certain issues to the federal agency in 33 cases in those two years. On the other hand, the courts ruled for the defendant agencies 114 times during this period, and dismissed NEPA cases (in some cases after a settlement) in another 139 cases. Given the continuing importance of judicial enforcement in ensuring faithful implementation of NEPA, the complexity of environmental impact analysis and the controversy frequently generated by major government actions, these data are neither surprising nor troubling. 
1ar at: turn

NEPA has unquestionably improved environmental decisions

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
In its thirty-five year history, the National Environmental Policy Act has been extraordinarily successful in accomplishing its goals. First, NEPA has unquestionably improved the quality of federal agency decision-making in terms of its sensitivity to environmental concerns. Examples are legion in which proposed federal actions that would have had serious environmental consequences were dramatically improved, or even in some instances abandoned, as a result of the NEPA process. 

The trend proves that NEPA reviews are successful.

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
The complaint that NEPA analysis is technically or scientifically deficient is more difficult to assess. The breathtaking variety of federal agency actions subject to NEPA — from building or authorizing construction of highways, dams, pipelines and transmission lines to managing the conflicting demands of recreational users, miners, grazers and timber companies on the public lands — means that very different types of environmental analysis must be brought to bear on different types of federal actions. The challenge in evaluating the effectiveness of NEPA is compounded by the lack of meaningful agency-specific, much less government-wide, programs to track the reliability of NEPA reviews. In addition, there are remarkably few independent studies of whether the NEPA process succeeds in predicting environmental outcomes.38 In debating whether NEPA reviews produce reliable environmental predictions, the reality is that we are woefully under-informed. Despite this uncertainty, it is clear that the analysis in NEPA documents assists agencies in making better, and more environmentally-sensitive, decisions. As one academic study concluded, EISs may not consistently produce precisely accurate environmental predictions, but they at least provide “sensible assessments” of likely environmental consequences to guide decision makers.39 The numerous NEPA success stories cited above demonstrate that federal agencies are better informed about the environmental consequences of their proposed actions than they would be in the absence of a forward-looking environmental analysis. NEPA has transformed agency cultures, broadening agencies’ narrow mission-orientation to include sensitivity to environmental values. Moreover, as discussed above, the NEPA review process is not simply a technical analysis of environmental impacts; it is also a political process for engaging the public in federal decisionmaking. NEPA has succeeded in creating a structured framework for making public choices, based on the best available information, about what courses to pursue in an inherently uncertain world. As the Department of Energy’s highest environmental official recently affirmed, “NEPA is an essential platform for providing useful information to decisionmakers and the public, supporting good decisionmaking, and thus advancing DOE’s mission.”40
Improved science results in greater success for NEPA

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
In any event, the appropriate response to uncertainties regarding the accuracy of the NEPA process is not to jettison environmental analysis, but to attempt to resolve the uncertainties and study how the NEPA process can be improved. Additional studies are needed on the accuracy of EISs, focusing on what methods of environmental analysis produce reliable results and what types of environmental consequences lend themselves to accurate prediction. As discussed below, Congress and the agencies should require agencies to engage in additional post-decision monitoring to improve the reliability of environmental reviews. At the same time, advances in the science of environmental impact analysis already appear to be significantly improving the environmental analysis in NEPA documents. Scientists are making steady progress in improving mapping using geographic information systems (“GIS”) techniques, in expanding computer modeling capabilities, and in developing our understanding of ecological systems and biological functions. These new advances are being integrated into environmental analysis under NEPA on a continuous basis. Additional post-decision monitoring is needed to verify the benefits of these new techniques and to help refine them over time. The Argument That NEPA is Too Burdensome and Time-Consuming Another line of attack against NEPA is that the review process is too time-consuming and imposes too great a burden on government and the private sector. In the words of Richard Pombo, Chairman of the House Resources Committee, and other critics, NEPA creates too much “federal red-tape.” As an initial matter, it bears emphasis that making agency decision-making more deliberate — and creating opportunities for public debate and discussion — was one of the original objectives of NEPA. The Act was adopted out of concern that federal agencies too often acted unilaterally, without taking the time to consider alternatives to their proposed actions and without providing an opportunity for the public to comment. Complaints about the delays produced by NEPA may simply reflect disagreement with NEPA’s goal of fostering more careful, and more open, federal decision-making. In addition, those objecting to alleged delays and administrative burdens imposed by NEPA generally fail to acknowledge the great lengths to which federal agencies have already gone to streamline the NEPA process. NEPA requires preparation of an EIS only for actions that “may significantly affect the quality of the human environment.” Under CEQ’s NEPA regulations, federal agencies are authorized to “categorically exclude” from the EIS requirement classes of activity that do not produce significant environmental impacts. Every major federal agency has adopted its own NEPA regulations identifying broad classes of agency activity that it regards as categorically exempt from NEPA. If it is uncertain whether a proposed action may have a significant effect, the agency is required to prepare a concise, preliminary evaluation of a project’s likely impacts, called an environmental assessment or “EA.” If the EA demonstrates that the proposed action will not have significant effects, the agency issues a “Finding of No Significant Impact” (“FONSI”) and proceeds with the action without further environmental analysis.
1ar at: states use nepa

Federal law requires compliance with NEPA but the states are exempt.

Roth, 11 (Diana Furchtgott-Roth, contributing editor of RealClearMarkets, a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, and a columnist for the Examiner, 5/26/11, “Let's Leave Our Roads to the States”, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2011/05/26/lets_leave_our_roads_to_the_states_99043.html)//EM
Another witness, Gabriel Roth, disagreed with Mr. Rendell about the need for a government-funded infrastructure bank. (Full disclosure: Gabriel Roth, who has considerable experience in the transportation field, is my father.) He testified that even with existing funding systems, transportation finance could be provided by the states in partnership with the private sector, rather than by the federal government. Mr. Roth pointed out that other federal laws, such as Davis Bacon, project labor agreements, high-road contracting, and "Buy America" provisions, slow down infrastructure and raise costs. Environmental impact statements can take two years. States are forced to spend money on mass transit, even where there are few users.

1ar at: delay

Environmental studies are quick and easy – past delays can be attributed to other federal requirements

Luther, 12 – Analyst in Environmental Policy (Linda Luther, “The Role of the Environmental Review Process in Federally Funded Highway Projects: Background and Issues for Congress”, Congressional Research Service, 4/11/12, http://environment.transportation.org/pdf/proj_delivery_stream/crs_report_envrev.pdf | AK)

Under programs administered by the Department of Transportation’s (DOT’s) Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), certain highway and bridge projects may be eligible for federal funding. Project approval and the receipt of federal funds are conditioned on the project sponsor (e.g., a local public works or state transportation agency) meeting certain standards and complying with federal law. Activities necessary to demonstrate compliance with those requirements may be completed at various stages of project development. Although the names of each stage may vary from state to state, project development generally includes the following: planning, preliminary design and environmental review, final design and rights-of-way acquisition, construction, and facility operation and maintenance. When there is debate over the time it takes to complete federal highway projects, the environmental review stage has been a primary focus of congressional attention concerning legislative options to speed project delivery. The current process includes activities necessary to demonstrate that all potential project-related impacts to the human, natural, and cultural environment are identified; effects of those impacts are taken into consideration (among other factors such as economic or community benefits) before a final decision is made; the public is included in that decision-making process; and all state, tribal, or federal compliance requirements applicable as a result of the project’s environmental impacts are, or will be, met. Compliance requirements depend on site-specific factors, including the size and scope of the project, and whether and to what degree it may affect resources such as parks, historic sites, water resources, wetlands, or urban communities. For all proposed federal-aid highway projects, however, some level of review will be required under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA, 42 U.S.C. §4321 et seq.). Broadly, NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the environmental effects of an action before proceeding with it and to involve the public in the decision-making process. The time it takes to complete the NEPA process is often the focus of debate over project delays attributable to the overall environmental review stage. However, the majority of FHWA-approved projects require limited documentation or analyses under NEPA. Further, when environmental requirements have caused project delays, requirements established under laws other than NEPA have generally been the source. This calls into question the degree to which the NEPA compliance process is a significant source of delay in completing either the environmental review process or overall project delivery. Causes of delay that have been identified are more often tied to local/state and project-specific factors, primarily local/state agency priorities, project funding levels, local opposition to a project, project complexity, or late changes in project scope. Further, approaches that have been found to expedite environmental reviews involve procedures that local and state transportation agencies may implement currently, such as efficient coordination of interagency involvement; early and continued involvement with stakeholders interested in the project; and identifying environmental issues and requirements early in project development.
This is false—their evidence reflects only bureaucratic disgruntlement with necessary paperwork

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
One criticism is that the NEPA review process, though well-intentioned, is largely a waste of time. Critics contend that the NEPA process is divorced from the actual process of agency decision-making, with agency decisions usually being made well in advance of the initiation of the NEPA process. As a result, they argue, the NEPA process does not actually inform agency decisionmaking; instead, it is an after-the-fact paperwork exercise, adding useless delay and expense to government programs. Some critics also assert that the environmental analysis in NEPA documents is so poorly conducted or so riddled with uncertainties that it does not provide a reliable basis for agency decision-making. The complaint that NEPA review is a useless paper exercise, often voiced by current or past agency officials, partly reflects an understandable resentment by agency personnel toward a law whose explicit purpose is to alter the traditional course of agency decisionmaking. Before they can begin to pursue a course of action, agency officials must formulate some goal for the agency. From an internal agency perspective, once a goal, even a tentative goal, has been established, compliance with the NEPA process, including consideration of alternatives, may seem like so much wasted effort. But this complaint overlooks the fact that one of the functions of NEPA is to force the agency to consider whether, on second or third thought, it should choose an alternative or modified course of action. The true test of NEPA’s success is not whether agency officials welcome having their decisions publicly scrutinized, but whether the process produces better outcomes.
No delay in decision-making

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Finally, the evidence does not support the argument that the NEPA review process causes inordinate delays in decision-making. For example, studies by the Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”) show that environmental reviews take up only a quarter of the total time devoted to planning and constructing a major highway project, hardly a disproportionate commitment for projects that will make permanent changes to the landscape.43 The significant delays that sometimes occur in highway projects are generally due to other causes, such as lack of funding, the low priority assigned to a project by the sponsoring state transportation agency, or significant local disagreements over the merits of the project.44 A comprehensive survey conducted by the Natural Resources Council of America of agency NEPA implementation confirmed that NEPA is not a major cause of project delays: In none of the twelve agencies reviewed during this study did NEPA emerge as the principal cause of excessive delays or costs. Instead, the NEPA process was often viewed as the means by which a wide range of planning and review requirements were integrated. Other administrative and Congressional requirements were sometimes cited as resulting in lengthy delays in decision making, which persons outside the agencies attributed to NEPA.45 
Delay is insignificant

Bhatt et al, 3 (Neha Bhatt, Deputy Director of Policy and Research for Smart Growth America, 8/14/3 “The Road to Better Transportation Projects:

PUBLIC INVO LVEMENT AND THE NEPA PROCESS”, http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/nepa/sprawl_report.pdf)//EM

In spite of NEPA’s major role in including the public and mitigating environmental impacts of road projects, this indispensable statute is in jeopardy. President Bush signed an executive order in September of 2002 to undermine the environmental review process for transportation projects. This has spurred additional proposals to weaken these protections. Why is NEPA under attack? It is targeted because the highway builders have been aggre s s i vely promoting the conve n i e n t although false argument that NEPA is to blame for delays in road construction. Howe ver, limiting public invo l vement and weakening environmental review are not the best ways to achieve greater efficiency. Proponents of these measures claim that such reviews cause unnecessary and significant delay. While it is true that the process of producing an environmental impact statement (as opposed to a less intensive “environmental assessment”) requires time — especially when the project is controversial — the fact is that they slow down only a very small percentage of projects every year. There are fewer and fewer such full-blown reviews; the number filed in 2001 — about 500 — was less than a quarter of the approximately 2,000 statements filed in 1973. Today, a mere three percent of federally funded transportation projects require an EIS. In most cases, environmental reviews are not a significant time killer. In a 2000 study of 89 projects that had been delayed at least five years, the Federal Highway Administration found that environmental impact statements were not the major cause of delay. According to the study, the most significant factors slowing down these projects were lack of funding, local controversy, low priority, and project complexity, which collectively accounted for 62 percent of the delays. The remaining 38 percent included a range of other factors, including environmental concerns. Endangered species and wetlands accounted for only seven percent and four percent of delays, respectively. 
No delays from environmental review – multiple variables make it impossible to quantify

Luther, 12 – Analyst in Environmental Policy (Linda Luther, “The Role of the Environmental Review Process in Federally Funded Highway Projects: Background and Issues for Congress”, Congressional Research Service, 4/11/12, http://environment.transportation.org/pdf/proj_delivery_stream/crs_report_envrev.pdf | AK)

State and local transportation agency officials and other stakeholders with an interest in transportation improvement generally acknowledge that elements of the environmental review process provide important protections to the human, cultural, and natural environment. However, those officials also sometimes argue that completing the process can be difficult and time consuming. Some have argued, for example, that the time it takes to complete required NEPA documentation and supporting analysis or to obtain required input or approval from outside agencies can delay completion of federally funded transportation projects. It is generally not disputed that the time it takes to complete the environmental review process for federally funded highway projects can take months or even years. What is unclear is the degree to which elements of the environmental review process directly or routinely delay project delivery. Determining the time it takes to complete activities associated with the environmental review process, or delays directly attributable to those activities, is difficult for several reasons including, but not limited to: • Limits to available data. There is no centralized source of data regarding highway project delivery. States generally do not track project development time from planning to construction. States generally do not attempt to isolate elements of the environmental review process, which may overlap with preliminary project planning, design, or engineering activities. Further, there is no standard measure for determining when a project or the environmental review process, in particular, is completed “quickly” or would be considered “delayed.” • The influence of local factors on project delivery. The environmental review process may start, stop, and restart for reasons unrelated to environmental issues. Local and state issues have been shown to have the most significant influence on whether a project moves forward relatively quickly or takes longer than anticipated. Those issues include the project’s level of priority among others proposed in the state; changes in funding availability; and local controversy or opposition to the project (which may or may not be connected to environmental issues). • The variation in project type and complexity. The wide range of projects approved under programs administered by FHWA (e.g., bridge repair versus major new highway construction) do not easily allow an “apples to apples” comparison of the time it takes to complete the environmental review process or factors that may delay it. Anecdotal evidence regarding projects identified as “delayed” have involved multiple, complex causes of delay (including local issues) unique to that project, not a single cause that may be commonly applicable to other projects. • Variation among state requirements and implementation processes. The effect of requirements under federal law may be difficult to isolate since local, state, or tribal requirements and procedures will also affect how environmental compliance requirements are implemented. State DOTs implement their project delivery process differently, depending on factors specific to their state and its needs. For example, some states may implement unique design and contracting processes that expedite project delivery that other states do not. • Time “saved” cannot be gauged. Depending on the scope and complexity of the project, more time spent addressing environmental issues in the project planning and preliminary design stage may result in faster completion of final design and project construction (when delays may require actions that take more time and money to address). Time may also be saved when adverse project impacts that could lead to local opposition to the project are identified and addressed during the early stages of project development. 

More evidence – delays can’t be attributed to the environmental review process

Luther, 12 – Analyst in Environmental Policy (Linda Luther, “The Role of the Environmental Review Process in Federally Funded Highway Projects: Background and Issues for Congress”, Congressional Research Service, 4/11/12, http://environment.transportation.org/pdf/proj_delivery_stream/crs_report_envrev.pdf | AK)

Transportation agency officials and project sponsors have broadly identified environmental compliance requirements as a common source of frustration in completing the project development process. However, limits to and contradiction in available data make it difficult to clearly identify specific causes of delay that are directly and routinely attributable to specific elements of environmental compliance. Identifying a distinct root cause of a delay will arguably be necessary before effective “solutions” (procedures that would result in faster project delivery) can be identified. That is, knowing that a delay occurred may be irrelevant if it is not determined why the delay occurred. An understanding of why is useful in identifying a solution that directly addresses a problem’s underlying cause. Determining why a project was delayed may be difficult or may be attributable to multiple, interrelated factors. Generally, the more complex the project, the more complex the potential cause(s) of delay. For example, compared to a maintenance or repair project, a major new construction project will require more extensive review, documentation, or analysis to demonstrate compliance with NEPA and other applicable environmental requirements. However, the following factors call into question the degree to which NEPA alone is a significant source of project delay in overall project development: • The majority of projects require limited review under NEPA. The majority of FHWA-approved projects (approximately 96%) involve no significant environmental impacts and, hence, require limited documentation, analysis, or review under NEPA. • Compliance with DOT’s “NEPA regulations” extends beyond what is required under NEPA. DOT’s “Environmental Impact and Related Procedures” 8 prescribe the policies and procedures to ensure that FHWA-approved projects will comply with NEPA as well as requirements established under Title 23 applicable to Federal-aid Highways (e.g., provisions applicable to the consideration of adverse economic, social, and environmental effects (under §109(h)), public hearings (§128), and preservation of parklands (§138)). • The NEPA compliance process is used to demonstrate compliance with all applicable environmental review requirements. It is DOT policy that any investigation, review, or consultation necessary to demonstrate compliance with applicable environmental requirements be completed within the context of the NEPA process. This use of NEPA as an “umbrella” compliance process can blur the distinction between what is required under NEPA and what is required under separate authority. Transportation agency officials asked to identify sources of frustration or delay in completing the environmental review process most commonly cite compliance requirements applicable to the protection of parklands, historic sites, wetlands, or threatened or endangered species. The potential root cause of delay in complying with those requirements could be attributable to a wide range of project-specific factors (e.g., incomplete permit applications, challenges in obtaining multiple approvals or permits for a complex project, or disagreement with a resource agency over appropriate methods to mitigate project impacts). Both existing law and regulations implementing NEPA include explicit directives and requirements intended to streamline the NEPA process. Included among those requirements are procedures intended to coordinate efficient agency interaction and cooperation, reduce NEPArelated paperwork and duplication of effort (e.g., documentation and analysis that may be required by similar state, tribal, or federal requirements or from one stage of project development to the next), and integrate the consideration of environmental compliance issues in a project’s planning stage. Barriers to efficiently implementing existing requirements may be project-specific or involve issues that may be difficult to address by simply amending or eliminating existing federal requirements. This is not to suggest that there are not instances where preparation of documentation and analysis required under NEPA is not time-consuming or may contribute to delays in project delivery. However, it is unclear whether or what additional federal requirements may be implemented to expedite the NEPA process. Conversely, it is not clear whether the elimination of certain NEPA-specific requirements may expedite project delivery or would alter the framework for coordinating an already complex compliance process, resulting in additional project delay. For a given project, whether changes to the NEPA process might result in faster project delivery will likely depend on the project’s scope and complexity; the degree to which it is affected by “local” factors (e.g., state funding or project priorities); and compliance requirements applicable to the project, in addition to those under NEPA. 

1ar at: nepa was repealed
The transportation bill only excludes projects less than $5 million from NEPA investigation

Boxer, 7/2 (Barbara Boxer, chairwoman of the Environment and Public Works Committee. 7/2/12, “The Transportation Bill”, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/07/06/opinion/the-transportation-bill.html)//EM
Re “At Last, a Transportation Bill” (editorial, July 2): The bipartisan surface transportation bill will finance highway, bridge and public transportation projects for 27 months, saving and creating close to three million jobs a year. This bill includes significant reforms to modernize federal transportation programs, including eliminating earmarks, introducing performance measures and targets to improve accountability, expanding innovative financing programs to leverage limited federal resources, and consolidating programs by two-thirds to increase efficiency and flexibility for states and cities. This legislation actually increases the amount of financing that “transportation alternative” projects like bicycle and pedestrian pathways are eligible for, although in some cases these projects must compete for money. The bill expedites project delivery. Projects with less than $5 million in federal money are categorically excluded from reviews under the National Environmental Policy Act, but they must still comply with other environmental laws and federal permitting requirements. 
1ar at: expert consensus good
No link and the alternative hurts public engagement

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
The Argument that NEPA Impedes the Resolution of Environmental Problems Yet another criticism of the NEPA review process is that it impedes the development of consensus support for solutions to environmental problems. In fact, there is no necessary conflict between the decision-making process established by NEPA and the formation of consensus around particular projects or programs. Properly conducted, the NEPA process can be instrumental in achieving lasting solutions with broad public support. Those who insist on seeing conflict between NEPA and consensus building argue, in effect, for rolling back the most valuable aspects of the NEPA process for no good reason. According to some critics, conflict between NEPA and so-called “collaborative” decision-making processes is inevitable. Collaborative decision-making is typically understood as an iterative process of consultation among government officials and stakeholder representatives designed to develop a consensus solution for a particular natural resource problem. Expressing a representative viewpoint, Douglas MacDonald, Secretary of Transportation for the State of Washington, recently opined that the NEPA process “creates a context for discussion and problem-solving that maximizes the polarization of opinion, the staking out of positions, and the exclusion of iteration and compromise in problem solving.”49 To like effect, the Deputy Chief of the Forest Service has commented: The requirement that alternatives to proposed actions and their effects be documented in an environmental impact statement and environmental assessment prior to a decision does not facilitate a collaborative process between agencies or with other interests. ... Documenting and circulating ... alternatives in a draft and final document for public comment fosters an assumption that the decision maker has a range of options to choose from and various interests can weigh in and comment on the alternatives they support. There is no incentive built into the NEPA process to work toward a single solution that accommodates multiple interests.50 The Forest Service’s new forest planning regulations reflect this viewpoint, calling the traditional approach of developing and evaluating alternatives in the planning process “divisive.” 51 Under the new regulations, forest plans will be developed through a “collaborative” process that “encourage[s] people to work together to understand each other and find common solutions.” 52 Significantly, environmental analysis will apparently play little if any role in that endeavor; the planning regulations state that Forest Service will not provide “indepth social, economic, or ecological analysis” for options that are discussed in the collaborative process,53 and the Service separately proposed to exempt forest planning from NEPA analysis altogether.54 There is unquestionably a serious tension between the NEPA process and the type of “collaborative” approach advanced by the Forest Service. As discussed, NEPA is based on the principles that information on environmental impacts is important in making rational choices among options and that the public should have broad access to the decision-making process. The Forest Service’s approach ignores both principles, threatening to recreate the kind of narrow, environmentally-insensitive decision-making that prevailed prior to NEPA’s enactment. By essentially eliminating environmental analysis, the Forest Service’s approach leaves agency personnel and other participants in the planning process effectively blind to the potential effects of a proposed management approach. The agency’s refusal to identify and evaluate alternatives, in particular, will preclude meaningful evaluation of the potential environmental benefits and tradeoffs offered by different management approaches. Furthermore, the Forest Service’s substitution of a vague “collaborative” process for the clearly-defined rights of public involvement under NEPA threatens to limit, and possibly bias, public engagement in the planning process. The Forest Service will itself choose the participants in its collaborative process; it may either deliberately or instinctively select citizens and groups that it views as likely to agree with its views, and exclude those that it anticipates will make reaching “consensus” difficult. Thus, the representativeness and fairness of the agency’s collaborative process will frequently be open to question. Citizens outside the collaborative process, meanwhile, will be denied all the procedural rights afforded by NEPA, including the opportunity to participate in scoping sessions, to receive information on the environmental impacts of the agency’s proposed action, to propose alternative approaches, and to offer comments on the accuracy of the agency’s environmental analysis.
***Neg Answers
2nc plan doesn’t use nepa

Even if the federal government does the plan, there is only a 3% chance it involved an environmental impact statement
Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
This tiering process has succeeded in substantially cutting back on the number of federal actions requiring preparation of EISs. Many thousands of minor government functions are categorically exempted from NEPA analysis each year. CEQ has estimated another 50,000 federal actions are given limited review in EAs each year. As a result of this winnowing process, agencies Complaints about the delays produced by NEPA may simply reflect disagreement with NEPA’s goal of fostering more careful, and more open, federal decision-making. 14 prepare only about 500 draft, final and supplemental EISs annually.41 In the case of federally-funded highway projects, for example, 97% of the projects are dealt with under a categorical exclusion or by preparing an EA; only 3% require preparation of an EIS.42
2nc nepa bad—delay

Federal funding for transportation infrastructure mandates environmental requirements and regulations – that causes delays

PAG, 3 – is a non-profit association whose mission is to build consensus with its members and the public on regional planning issues such as transportation, air quality and water quality. PAG is also the federally recognized Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for Pima County (Pima Association of Governments, “2030 Regional Transportation Plan”, PAG, July 2003, http://www.pagnet.org/Portals/0/documents/RTP/RTP2030/RTP2030FederalFundingAndProjectApprovalProcess.pdf | AK)

What is Required for Transportation Improvement Projects That Use Federal Funds? Why Does Project Implementation Take So Much Time? All of us pay a federal tax on our gasoline purchases. The revenues from that tax go into the Federal Highway Trust Fund, from which funding is then distributed back to the States for use on state, regional, or local transportation projects. The planning, design and construction of all projects that use these federal funds must follow a specific, federally approved process that is typically administered by the State Department of Transportation. On April 29, 2003 Pima Association of Governments (PAG) sponsored a workshop for local transportation project managers to assist them in meeting the requirements associated with the federal aid process. This fact sheet describes some of the information learned from that workshop. It is hoped that a better understanding of the steps and approvals required will help move more projects more effectively through the process and ultimately speed project implementation throughout the region. HOW CAN PROJECTS OBTAIN FEDERAL FUNDING? All of the jurisdictions within in the PAG region (Pima County, the cities of Tucson and South Tucson, the towns of Oro Valley, Marana and Sahuarita, the Tohono O’odham Nation and the Pascua Yaqui Tribe) are eligible to receive federal funding for transportation projects. For a specific project to be eligible for federal funding, however, it must be located on the designated “federal aid system”. Additionally, the project must be consistent with PAG’s most current long-range Regional Transportation Plan and it must be incorporated within PAG’s current, five-year capital improvement project list, known as the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is not only a good idea for long-range planning; it is also required by federal regulations. The RTP must have a minimum 20-year planning horizon and must be updated at least every 3 years. The RTP considers project scenarios that address the region’s estimated future population and travel needs, while also considering the impact of potential transportation improvements on congestion, air quality and the environment. Those needs are balanced with an estimate of the transportation funding that will be available to the region. The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) programs funding for specific projects. PAG’s TIP is adopted annually by the PAG Regional Council and approved by the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Projects shown in the TIP must be consistent with the RTP. WHAT IS THE FEDERAL PROJECT APPROVAL PROCESS? The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) administers the federal aid process for projects located within the State of Arizona unless a jurisdiction has been certified by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to process their own projects. ADOT’s Local Government Section assists local governments through the federal aid process. ADOT estimates that the entire process for project approvals, including review time, will require a minimum of 18 to 24 months, and may be much longer for large or complex projects. Within our region, Pima County and the City of Tucson have been federally certified. Specific issues that may adversely impact the project review process schedule often relate to utility or right-of-way clearances, and/or to environmental issues. Identifying potential issues and involving key stakeholders early in the process is often the key to obtaining these approvals in a timely manner. WHAT ARE KEY STEPS IN THE PROCESS? The initial step in the federal aid process is to determine the following: PROJECT SCOPE: What is the nature of improvements proposed, what specific features are included in those improvements and precisely where will those improvements be constructed? PROJECT SCHEDULE: When will work on the project be initiated, how long will it take to construct and when will work be completed? Is any phased construction involved? PROJECT BUDGET: Has a reliable cost estimate been developed that covers all the elements and features of the project and considers any special impacts related to physical location or impacts, phasing and construction timing? Key steps in the federal-aid process include identification, development, processing and approval of: • Design Concept Report (DCR) • Environmental Clearance • Preliminary Plans (30% Stage) and Preliminary Cost Estimate • Design Exceptions? (Get approved up front, avoid if possible) • Design Memorandum • Avoid Changes in the SCOPE after Environmental Clearance • Adhere to SCOPE, SCHEDULE and BUDGET • 60% Stage Plans, Specs, and Estimate • Materials Memo, Geotech Report, Pavement Design Summary • Drainage Report, Structure Selection Report If Applicable • Field Review Meeting • Utility Clearance • Right of Way Clearance • 404 or 401 permits from US Army corps If Applicable • Execute Intergovernmental Agreement & Provide Local Match • Submit 95% PS&E (Plans Specs and Estimate) • Submit Final Plans (100% Complete) • Advertise Job Once All Clearances Are On File and Current NEED TO KNOW MORE? For additional information on the Federal Aid Process: • Visit the ADOT website at www.dot.state.az.us/ROADS/localgov/index.htm To stay informed or get involved in PAG planning activities: • Visit the PAG website at www.pagnet.org • Add your name to PAG’s 2030 RTP mailing list by calling PAG at 792-1093, Extension 502 • Schedule a speaker for your next meeting

2nc nepa weak now
The transportation bill solves expedited decision-making and weakens NEPA

Goldfuss, 12 (Christy Goldfuss, Director of the Public Lands Project at the Center for American Progress Action Fund, 6/29/12, “Analysis: Cutting Red Tape In Transportation Bill Means Cutting You Out Of The Environmental Review Process”, http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/06/29/508689/analysis-cutting-red-tape-in-transportation-bill-means-cutting-you-out-of-the-environmental-review-process/)//EM
Stories about the recent House transportation bill will likely focus on what was not in the package: the Keystone XL pipeline and coal ash regulations. However, environmentalists, right-to-know advocates, and community organizers need to take a close look at the section that discusses “Accelerated Decision Making.” For the first time, but likely not the last, conservative politicians in the House won a major victory in this small section of the bill by including their “streamlining” language, which simply means curtailing the public’s ability to comment on the impacts of transportation projects for communities — including on water, air, and public safety. The legislation weakens one of our bedrock environmental laws, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which guarantees public participation in reviewing government activities that affect the environment. It was signed into law by President Richard Nixon after passing the Senate by unanimous vote and the House by an overwhelming 372-15 vote. First, the “Accelerated Decision Making” section of the transportation bill does what has never been done before — fining agencies up to 7% of their fiscal year budget if they do not meet established deadlines for environmental analyses. On the one hand, that means taking more money away from financially strapped agencies trying to accelerate their decision making process about the impacts of a project. On the other hand, it gives agencies an incentive to deny permits in order to avoid the fine. Neither of these impacts will lead to getting more transportation projects on line faster. Next, this section of the law expands the type of projects that do not have to go through a public comment and environmental review process at all. These projects may get less than $5 million in federal funds, but they could still be large in scope. Regardless of the overall size, the public will not be given an opportunity to comment and the public will not have an opportunity to see how the highway, bridge, or other transportation project will impact their community. Lastly, this is just the beginning of efforts by House Republicans to “streamline” policies that protect the American public’s health and safety. The House Committee on Natural Resources has been an incubator for such policy ideas, mostly around oil and gas development. For example, Rep. Doug Lamborn’s (R-CO), “Streamlining Permitting of American Energy Act” (H.R. 4383) purports to get more oil and gas drilling online by impeding citizens’ ability to exercise their legal right to raise concerns about proposed oil and gas leases by charging $5,000 to do so. The Transportation Surface Transportation Act is just the first time that House Republicans have been successful in getting this language over the finish line.
NEPA is being weakened now—opposition and alt causes like foresting

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Not all proposals for reform of the NEPA process would be detrimental. Procedural mechanisms to expedite and coordinate environmental reviews, a longstanding focus of CEQ’s regulations, can help make the NEPA process more efficient and less burdensome. “Streamlining” provisions that coordinate the roles of federal, regional, state and local agencies, require concurrent processing of permits and approvals, and establish clear schedules for preparation of environmental review have been included in enacted and proposed bills for highway, aviation and water resources projects. 26 To the extent such provisions aim to achieve greater efficiency, they likely will be beneficial, and should not dilute the effectiveness of the EIS process. However, other legislative and administrative proposals (including some labeled as “streamlining” measures) are clearly aimed at weakening the substance of environmental reviews under the Act. Measures to weaken NEPA have surfaced in an alphabet soup of different bills and administrative rulemakings, but they fall into three basic categories: Exemptions from NEPA First, various measures simply exempt broad categories of federal agency action from NEPA, effectively repealing NEPA as to this type of activity. For example: _ The “Real I.D. Act of 2005,” enacted as part of an Emergency Supplemental Appropriations bill on May 11, 2005,27 empowers the Secretary of Homeland Security to construct barriers and roads along the U.S. border without complying with any legal requirements, including NEPA. The bill authorizes the Secretary to waive “all legal requirements such Secretary, in such Secretary’s sole discretion, determines necessary to ensure expeditious construction” of such barriers and roads, and strips the courts of jurisdiction to hear legal claims (except for alleged constitutional violations) arising from use of this waiver authority. While ostensibly designed to address a specific dispute over a proposed fence along the Mexican border near San Diego, this measure could apply to the construction of any barriers and roads in the general vicinity of U.S. borders. _ Section 390 of the just-enacted energy bill, the “Energy Policy Act of 2005,” establishes a “rebuttable presumption” that numerous oil and gas activities, including actions causing surface disturbance of less than 5 acres, new wells in existing oil and gas fields, and new pipelines in previously-approved corridors, are categorically excluded from NEPA review. _ A rider in the 2005 Department of Interior Appropriations bill allows the Secretary of Agriculture to renew grazing permits on millions of acres of national forest land in the next three years without any NEPA review.28 _ A Forest Service proposal announced in January 2005 would completely exempt the forest planning Measures to weaken NEPA have surfaced in an alphabet soup of different bills and administrative rulemakings. 9 process from NEPA review. Since the enactment of the National Forest Management Act in 1976, forest plans have been the central means for setting management direction for each unit of the 192-millionacre National Forest system. The Forest Service has routinely prepared EISs on forest plans, analyzing the environmental consequences of alternative management strategies. The Forest Service has adopted new planning regulations, however, that characterize forest plans as “vision” documents that identify a desired future condition for a national forest but contain no binding management direction.29 Based on that novel theory, the Forest Service is now proposing to exempt forest plans from NEPA review altogether.30 _ Forest Service and Department of Interior regulations, adopted in 2003, categorically exclude certain timber harvesting activities from NEPA review.31 CEQ’s NEPA regulations authorize federal agencies to adopt “categorical exclusions” for types of agency actions that “do not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the human environment.” 32 In this instance, the categorical exclusion device is being used improperly to shield from NEPA review actions that might in fact have substantial environmental impact. For example, these categorical exclusions exempt from NEPA review timber harvesting to reduce wildfire risks on areas up to 1,000 acres, as well as salvage logging and tree cutting to control insects and disease on tracts up to 250 acres. It is patently implausible that timber harvests on this scale will never produce, either individually or cumulatively, significant environmental effects.

NEPA is being weakened now—alternatives are not legally required to be considered

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Another set of proposals limit the scope of environmental analysis under NEPA, often by eliminating or sharply restricting the requirement that a federal agency evaluate alternatives to the agency’s preferred alternative. For example: _ The Healthy Forests Restoration Act,33 enacted in December 2003, directs the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”), in designing thinning projects and small harvests for reducing wildfire risks, to consider only the agency’s preferred alternative and the no-action alternative. If the public or government agencies have advocated other alternatives, the agency must consider one additional alternative, to be chosen by the Secretary in her “sole discretion.” For fuel reduction projects in the “wildlife-urban interface” (areas in close proximity to a human community), the agency may omit consideration of the no-action alternative. And if the projects are within 11/2 miles of a human community, alternatives analysis is eliminated altogether.34 _ A provision in the House version of the new energy bill would have virtually eliminated alternatives analysis for many types of energy development. Although not included in the bill as passed, Congressman Pombo has vowed to reintroduce the provision in subsequent legislation. The provision would bar federal agencies from considering any alternative (other than no action) when private developers propose to construct “renewable energy” projects such as wind energy farms, 10 biomass incinerators, geothermal power plants and hydroelectric dams. Thus, agencies could not identify or study the environmental benefits of alternative locations or alternative means of generating energy or reducing energy demand in a particular region. Agencies would even be prohibited from considering public comments unless they addressed the preferred alternative put forward by the developer. _ The terms of some ostensible “streamlining” measures, such as those in the 2003 FAA Reauthorization Act, grant the designated “lead” agency the authority to define unilaterally the scope of the environmental analysis, including the range of alternatives to be considered, not just for its own planning purposes, but for other agencies participating in the planning process as well.35 The pending water resources bill goes so far as to state that the EIS and study report prepared by the Army Corps of Engineers for a water resources project “shall form the record and basis” for all other environmental determinations, permits, licenses or approvals by other federal agencies. This type of measure could undermine the independent legal responsibility of other federal agencies by limiting their ability to conduct an adequate environmental review.
NEPA weak now—strong restrictions on judicial review

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Finally, several measures impose strict limits on the public’s ability to comment on EISs and to obtain review of the adequacy of EISs in court. For example: _ The 2003 Healthy Forests Restoration Act creates stringent new exhaustion requirements for citizens seeking to challenge the Forest Service’s compliance with NEPA. For so-called “fuel reduction projects,” the Act creates a special administrative appeal process that is open only to persons who submit specific written comments during the NEPA process. In addition, subsequent judicial review is open only to persons who have exhausted the special appeal process and is limited to the issues raised during the appeal process.36 _ Provisions in several bills considered this year would impose sharp time limits on the public’s ability to comment or seek judicial review. The just-passed transportation bill limits the time for agency and public comments on draft and final EISs for highway or transit projects to “not more than 60 days.” Comments on other environmental review documents related to transportation projects are due in “no more than 30 days.” Citizens seeking judicial review would be required to file suit within 180 days, superseding the normal 6-year limitations period for suits against the federal government. Provisions in the House version of the energy bill would have required public comments to be filed within 20 days after publication of a draft EA or EIS. While these various proposed (and in some cases enacted) measures vary widely, they have the common objective of cutting back on, narrowing and constraining environmental reviews under NEPA. Accordingly, they threaten to undermine NEPA’s salutary mandate to federal agencies “to look before you leap,” and to 11 weaken NEPA’s guarantee of democratic participation in federal agency decision-making. What, if any, reasoned arguments support this broad-ranging attack on the foundation of U.S. environmental law?
2nc white-washing turn/nepa fails

Turn—NEPA white-washes policies so that we don’t understand their actual impact on the environment
Hodas, 2k (David R. Hodas, professor of law at Widener University School of Law, January 2000, “NEPA, Ecosystem Management and Environmental Accounting”, http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=david_hodas)//EM

If law were to reorient our analytical framework so that each decision were to include, to the greatest extent could institutionalize a process of making sound ecosystem management decisions. One law that was supposedly designed .":0 break decision-making out of its narrow, economicany focused box was the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370d. Predicated on the idea that governmental decisions should not be made without full consideration of adverse environmental implications of the decisions, NEPA suggests that the more environmentally realistic our expectations, the greater the opportunity to reduce poverty, increase wealth, and diminish environmental degradation. Unfortunately, NEPA does not advance the cause of sound ecosystem management or the related concept of sustainable development, but, as will become apparent, allows decisions affecting ecosystem development to be whitewashed with a thin coat of "apparent" soundness or sustainability. In other words, NEPA, as it has evolved, lets us feel comforted by the illusion that our decisions are environmentally sensitive; as a society we willingly pretend that environmental impact statements are important, thorough, reliable analyses, when in most cases they are mere formalities based on data and predictions made by people who have no accountability for error.
NEPA fails—it only creates a false sense of confidence that hurts the environment

Hodas, 2k (David R. Hodas, professor of law at Widener University School of Law, January 2000, “NEPA, Ecosystem Management and Environmental Accounting”, http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=david_hodas)//EM
How has this state of affairs come about, and what can be done to fix it? In the early years after NEPA was enacted, a core issue was whether NEPA imposed on agencies any substantive obligations to select the least environmentally harmful alternative, and if so, the scope of that substantive obligation. NEPA's substantive goals require an agency to balance economic and ecological effects of a project, but courts, when reviewing agency decisions, are reluctant to overrule an agency's choice among alternatives. The Supreme Court has endorsed judicial deference to agency judgment, even where that judgment undermines the substantive goals of NEPA, the Act simply does not require an agency to choose the alternative that is environmentally preferable. Strycker's Bay Neighborhood Council, Inc. v. Karlen, 444 u.S. 223 (1980). Since the late 1970s, the Supreme Court has been unwilling to read the substantive goals of NEPA into its interpretations, especially when major government policy issues were at stake. It did this, in part, by narrowing the remedies it would permit under NEPA. First, in Kleppe o. Sierra Club, 427 u.S. 390 (1976), the Court, defined "proposal" in the most narrow, legalistic sense possible, on the theory that an agency could avoid preparing an EIS so long as it was only contemplating action. This excused the agency from having to prepare an EIS for the Great Plains coal region before issuing a series of coal mining leases in the region. Instead, the Court allowed the agency to issue individual leases in the region with individual EISs that only evaluated local impacts and thus avoided evaluating the regional environmental impacts of coal mining in the Great Plains. According to the Court, an EIS need not be prepared until the eleventh hour: "the moment at which an agency must have a final statement ready is the time at which it makes a recommendation or report on a proposal for federal action." Id. at 405-06. In this case, as with most other complicated projects, preparation of an EIS is so time-consuming that it must begin years in advance for results to be considered in decision-making. Nevertheless, the Court refused to allow a district court to order an agency to begin preparation of an EIS in time for it to be completed by the formal proposal. By looking at NEPA solely as a procedural requirement devoid of any substantive value, the Court signaled its hostility toward NEPA's advancement of any of its sustainable development goals, even in a requirement as minor as allowing courts to order agencies to begin preparation of EISs early enough to provide meaningful imput. The Court decided Kleppe two years before the CEQ issued its regulations. In defining "proposal;' the CEQ regulations state that a proposal "exists at the stage in the development of an action when an agency subject to the Act has a goal and is actively preparing to make a decision on one or more alternative means of accomplishing that goal and the effects can be meaningfully evaluated." 40 C.ER.§ 1508.23. Unfor- tuantely,CEQ's rejection of Kleppe'shostility toward NEPA's substantive underpinnings did not deflect the Court's efforts to gut NEPA of any substantive importance. Shortly after its Kleppe decision, and seven months before the CEQ issued its regulations, the Court narrowed the vision called for by NEPA. In Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power v. NRDC,435 U.S. 519 (1978), public interest groups challenged the issuance of a nuclear power plant construction license on the grounds, inter alia, that the agency had failed to consider alternative sources of electricity, including energy conservation. The Court in Vermont Yankee stated explicitly that although NEPA established "significant substantive goals for the Nation," the duties it imposed on agencies was "essentially procedural." Five years after the Arab oil embargo, the Court rejected the D.C. Circuit's opinion that the Atomic Energy Commission, now the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, violated NEPA by failing to consider energy conservation alternatives to nuclear power. Even though the 1973 energy crisis prompted both CEQand Federal Power Commission regulations to mandate evaluation of energy conservation alternatives, and by 1978 the nation was well underway in responding to drastic oil price increases by reducing energy use 30 percent per dollar of annual G~ the Court dismissed any agency duty to reconsider the need for the multibilliondollar power plants because the draft EIS had been prepared a year and a half before the energy crisis. The Court said Congress had decided to "try nuclear energy" and had "resolved" the fundamental policy questions with respect to nuclear power, and although "time may prove wrong the decision to develop nuclear energy,. . . a single alleged oversight on a peripheral issue" would not be allowed to stop the decision to build these nuclear power plants. Id. at 558. Thus, even though NEPA clearly applied to the construction of nuclear power plants, and even though the ignored "peripheral issue" was the central question of whether the power plant was needed, the Court refused to allow NEPA to do its job. Ironically, in 1978 the nuclear power industry was already dying. Since 1978 no new proposals for nuclear power plants have been advanced, half of the contracts already let as by 1978 were canceled within the next decade, and of the plants that were constructed, several have closed prematurely. Just two years after Vermont Yankee, the Court announced summarily that an agency was "free under NEPA to reject an alternative acknowledged to be environmentally preferable solely on the ground that any change in [plans] would cause delay." Strycker's Bay Neighborhood Councilv. Karlen,444 U.S. 223, 230 (1980) (Marshall,]., dissenting). As a result, NEPA does not require an agency either to develop or implement a plan to mitigate environmental damage, so long as the agency considers mitigation in general terms as an option; nor does NEPA require an agency to perform a "worst-case analysis" to assess the effects of catastrophe. Robertson tJ. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332 (1989). Rather, under revisions to the CEQ regulations issued in 1986 by the Reagan administration, while an agency must evaluate "reasonably foreseeable . . . impacts which have catastrophic consequences, even if their probability is low,"the agency need not develop new information relevant to the evaluation of such catastrophic impacts if the costs of obtaining such information are "exorbitant"; rather, the agency can base its evaluation on "theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific community" 40 C.ER. § 1502.22(b). Thus, NEPA now merely requires a relatively narrow document that accompanies files reflecting foregone conclusions. At best, NEPA may marginally improve narrow decisions affecting the environment, but NEPA does not provide even-marginal ecological or sustainable security. Unfortunately, NEPA, the most widely copied environmental law in the world, now provides the means to thoroughly wallpaper over serious structural flaws in our decisions, so that decisions appear to be sustainable when in reality they are no more than mirages of environmental concern.

No accountability or enforcement—it only whitewashes environmentally detrimental policies to make them look ok.

Hodas, 2k (David R. Hodas, professor of law at Widener University School of Law, January 2000, “NEPA, Ecosystem Management and Environmental Accounting”, http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=david_hodas)//EM
NEPA's fundamental flaw is the little-appreciated fact that no one is responsible for substantive errors in EIS evaluations. Short of outright fraud, so long as the NEPA process has been followed, there is no consequence to the decision-maker for making a bad decision, nor is there any obligation to follow up on the actual environmental impacts. The combination of narrow judicial oversight and lack of accountability for error can produce terrible consequences. For instance, when the federal government was deciding whether to build the Teton Dam, officials considered the likelihood of its collapse to be too remote to require even a mention in the EIS. Unfortunately, as it was being filled for the first time, the dam collapsed, killing 11 people, leaving 25,000 people homeless, and totally or partially inundating 300 square miles of downstream land. Denis Binder, NEPA, NIMBYS and New Technology, 25 lAND &WATER L. Rsv 11 (1990). The cost of the collapse, in 1976 was about $1 billion, including more than $400 million that the United States government paid to victims. Teton Dam DisasterAct of 1976. Pub. L. No. 94-400. The decisionmakers and project proponents were not held accountable for their mistakes, though, and "none of the designers and builders of the dam were fired, and few were inconvenienced." MARc REISNER, CADILLAC DESERT:THE AMERICAN WEST AND ITS DISAPPEARING 425 (1986). There are several reasons for this lack of accountability. First, the government and its officials are protected from tort liability for their discretionary decisions even if the exercise of discretion was abused. Second, the Supreme Court has made clear that so long as an agency has prepared an EIS (within the narrow requirements established by the Court), the soundness of the ultimate decision will not be examined. These decisions "cast doubt on a court's ability to order an agency or an agency-regulated party to do what it has promised to do to protect the envtronmenr.Thomas o. McGarity, judicial Enforcement ofNEPA-Inspired Promises, 20 ENVTL. L. 569,571 (1990), particularly because there is no provision in NEPA for citizen enforcement of any agreement or promise made as part of the project's approval. After the EIS is completed, if an agency decides to select an alternative not evaluated or even mentioned in the EIS, the only remedy is for the agency to supplement its EIS to include its new initiative, feeble as it may be. If the agency change were not detected or challenged until after the project was completed, however, any NEPA claim would likely be dismissed as moot, without even the paper "remedy" of an after-the-fact supplemental EIS. Finally, even if an agency specifically conditions its approval on compliance with explicit, measurable criteria placed in legally binding documents such as contracts, permits, licenses or the like, courts are reluctant to enforce these requirements, in large part because they "tend to take at face value. . . that the environmental protective permit conditions will be observed by the permittee:' an assumption that is "woefully naive:' McGarity,judicial Enforcement ofNEPA, at 599. In other words, although courts will carefully examine agency claims that permit conditions and mitigation measures will so reduce environmental effects that an EIS is not needed, once this determination is made, the courts simply assume that the conditions will be enforced, even in the absence of any binding assurances. Unfortunately, the failure of an agency to enforce is presumptively nonreviewable, Heckler lJ. Chaney, 470 U.s. 821,831 (1985), and NEPA contains no private right of action is the little-appreciated fact or citizen suit provision. I draw the 1:'Y dismal conclusion that, because of the combination of a crabbed judithat no one is responsible cial interpretation of NEPA's EIS obligations and the lack of accountability for mistakes in judgment, together with the inability to enforce criteria the EIS identified as environmentally protective, NEPA is useless in promoting sound ecosystem management. NEPA does, however, retain considerable value in whitewashing development projects so the public believes that long-term environmental interests are being protected.

NEPA fails—no post-project monitoring, no enforcement, and sends a false sense of confidence that makes the problem worse
Hodas, 2k (David R. Hodas, professor of law at Widener University School of Law, January 2000, “NEPA, Ecosystem Management and Environmental Accounting”, http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=david_hodas)//EM
NEPA's tragic devolution can be traced to the lack of any criteria to measure conduct and to hold actors accountable for their decisions. The lack of post-EIS review and monitoring not only makes the promises of mitigation hollow, but decision-makers and project advocates have also learned the short-term lessons of NEPA litigation in meeting NEPA's technical requirements without hindering a project by asking important questions. This short-term approach results in no postproject monitoring and deprives us of the feedback needed to improve future decisions. Under the current state of the law, project proponents know there is no consequence from underestimating adverse environmental effects. Because there is no liability for inaccuracy, there is no need for post-project review that would check the accuracy of the predictions. Imagine a hypothetical, but typical, ecosystem issue: a developer who wants to build a shopping mall on land that is somewhat marshy and fronts on a twolane road that is near its traffic capacity. In its application for a wetlands permit from the Corps of Engineers, the developer predicts that the project will generate little additional traffic and little harmful runoff into the marsh area. In preparing the EIS, the agency accepts the developer's traffic predictions, and approves the permit allowing construction. (In the event that it issues the permit based on an environmental assessment (EA) and finding of no significant impact (FONS!),the Corps may be even more likely to defer to the developer's traffic predictions.) Upon completion, however, the traffic actually increases to many times the level predicted in the EIS, resulting in severe congestion, more traffic accidents, greater pollution runoff into the marsh, greatly increased air pollution, and destruction of the previous character of the area. The public now clamors for the state, at great expense, to widen the road and deal with the pollution and lifestyle issues. When confronted with the modest predictions in the EIS, the agency says, with a shrug, that it complied with NEPA at the time of its decision; the developer responds, with a enigmatic smile, that it simply relied on the estimates of its consultants for the predictions. Neither the agency nor the developer is accountable for the error. On the other hand, if the developer and agency had at the outset accurately predicted the impacts of the project, they most likely would have faced stiff public opposition and might not have received the requisite approvals. The lesson for project proponents is obvious: All they need do is superficially comply with NEPA by mentioning, but minimizing, the impacts because there is no liability for the actual harm the project creates. The public will bear the full environmental consequences. To improve decision-making under NEPA, the decisionmakers and project proponents must be held accountable for their predictions, mitigation promises, and the residual environmental consequences of the projects. The EIS must be required to identify objective, measurable criteria that can be used to judge the ultimate accuracy of the prediction. These criteria should reflect the quantity and quality of the external environmental impacts created by the project, and be translatable into specific, dollar-based valuations that can be incorporated into project valuation, and be secured against, as with any other financial risk. 
2nc nepa fails
NEPA regulations fail

Ruhl, 6 (J.B. Ruhl, PhD and Professor of Property at Florida State University, August 2006, “THE LAW AND POLICY OF ECOSYSTEM SERVICES”, http://www.geography.siu.edu/pdfFiles/Graduate/GradPapers/ruhl.pdf)//EM
Regulations implementing NEPA, however, do not explicitly require agencies to include evaluation of impacts to natural capital and ecosystem service values, nor must the analysis of alternatives consider the relative merits of maintaining service values through natural capital versus technological means (Fischman 2001). Both such requirements would be consistent with the scope of NEPA, and both would improve not only the information available about how to value ecosystem services, but also how to design land uses with them in mind. Indeed, mandating such planning and assessment steps through natural resource management programs would assist in improving the knowledge base relevant to natural capital and ecosystem services, with no direct regulatory consequences at stake. For example, the Corps’ proposed mitigation rule could go further than requiring an assessment of ecosystem service values at development and mitigation sites by requiring permit applicants to evaluate project design alternatives for addressing the potential loss of service values at development sites. What would be the effect on the development of retaining more in-situ natural capital versus employing technological solutions? Would moving the mitigation site closer to the development site retain service values for the relevant population? Without answers to these and related planning and assessment questions, it will be difficult for the Corps to fulfill its promise of addressing potential loss of ecosystem service values at development sites in a manner that is both effective and efficient.

NEPA fails—agencies do not submit projects for NEPA review early enough
Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM

At the same time, this criticism does point up a commonly observed deficiency in NEPA implementation. The NEPA regulations published by CEQ emphasize that the NEPA review should be conducted at the earliest possible point, and that NEPA reviews should be integrated with other existing programs and processes.37 Unfortunately, agencies do not consistently heed this guidance. While agency officials are unlikely to overcome entirely their sense that NEPA sometimes operates as an unnecessary impediment to the implementation of decisions already made, early and effective integration of NEPA into the agency’s planning would minimize agency frustrations and facilitate timely consideration of environmental values.
Doesn’t solve the environment—NEPA requires no follow-up measures

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Given the central role of mitigation in the NEPA process, remarkably little systematic attention has been paid to how well agencies follow through on proposed mitigation measures. Nonetheless, very disappointing results have been revealed by the studies that have been conducted, including audits of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ wetlands permitting program. 64 These studies show that mitigation measures promised at the time of the initial agency decision to proceed are often never implemented or implemented ineffectively. The Corps’ public goal for wetlands mitigation, for example, is “no net loss,” but a recent review by National Research Council scientists concluded that the Corps actually succeeds in offsetting only 20% of the impacts on wetlands under its permit program, resulting in an 80% net loss of wetlands.65
No implementation 

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Although NEPA has been in effect for 35 years, federal agencies still struggle to carry out its mandate to include environmental values and public views in federal decision-making. As then-Chair of CEQ Kathleen McGinty ruefully noted in a CEQ study of NEPA’s effectiveness, “NEPA’s implementation at times has fallen short of its goals.”69 Federal agencies sometimes treat the EIS as an end in itself, rather than as a tool for better decision-making, or strive to create “litigationproof ” documents that cover every conceivable issue, regardless of its importance. In addition, federal agencies with shared legal authority or environmental responsibility often fail to coordinate their review and permitting processes. As a result, the NEPA process sometimes takes too long and costs too much.
Funding and workforce shortfalls mean no solvency
Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM

More generally, there is a serious and mounting shortfall in the financial resources provided to federal agencies to carry out their NEPA responsibilities. Every recent, authoritative study of NEPA implementation has highlighted the problem of inadequate financial and staff resources.74 Unfortunately, the deficiency in agency NEPA funding continues to get worse: a recent survey documents that agency NEPA staffs face increasing workloads, but a majority of agency NEPA offices have nonetheless suffered substantial reductions in both their budgets and staff positions in the past few years.75 Staff in the Army Corps of Engineers’ Office of Environmental Quality, for example, which oversees all environmental aspects of the Army Corps’ civil works program, has been reduced over the last several years from 12 to 3 full time employees (“FTEs”). Similarly, the Department of Energy’s headquarters Environmental Office has been reduced over the past decade from 26 FTEs to 14, and its budget cut from $7 million to $1.5 million, even as its NEPA workload has increased.76 Without adequate funding and staffing to carry out their NEPA responsibilities, the pressure will inevitably mount on agencies to find ways to short-cut NEPA compliance. A meaningful effort to improve NEPA’s implementation must include commitments of additional resources so that agencies can carry out their responsibilities under the Act effectively and efficiently.
NEPA fails to solve the environment—measures aren’t implemented, lack of training, and investigations come too late in the process
Canter and Clark, 97 (Larry Canter, Environmental and Ground Water Institute at the University of Oklahoma AND Ray Clark, Council on Environmental Quality, September 1997, “NEPA EFFECTIVENESS—A SURVEY OF ACADEMICS”, Environmental Impact Assessment Review Volume 17, Issue 5, , Pages 313–327)//EM
Section 2 of the questionnaire outlined 18 commonly stated concerns relative to NEPA and the NEPA (EIA) process. This list of concerns was developed from consultation with NEPA practitioners and a review of NEPA literature. Participants were asked to rate each of the concerns on a scale from 1 to 6 (described in a footnote to Table 4). Table 4 summarizes the responses of the participants. The first concern is considered to be of greatest importance to the survey participants. This issue (that post project monitoring for mitigation and evaluation is rarely conducted) has an average rating of 4.34. This ranks between significant and highly significant according to the rating scheme. For purposes of further analysis, if a dividing point of 3.50 was used (halfway between “somewhat significant” and “significant”), Table 4 indicates that 10 of the 18 issues had an average rating of 3.50 or greater; thus they are issues of general importance. These 10 issues can be regrouped into five topical areas, including: 1. Activities related to follow-on for project and environmental impact management in the post-EIS time frame (this includes post project monitoring for mitigation and evaluation, mitigation measures often not implemented due to lack of guidelines and action encouraging follow-up, and NEPA and ecosystem management are not well integrated). Issues related to identifying and assessing cumulative impacts (this includes institutional and methodological obstacles hindering the proper analysis of cumulative impacts). The need for training related to environmental impacts and holistic perspectives regarding environmental management (this includes the listed issue identified as federal personnel implementing NEPA need more training). Concerns related to the timeliness of the NEPA process, with emphasis given to the early inclusion of the process in project planning and decision making (this is reflected in that the NEPA process is not integrated into planning; for example, EISs are often conducted too late in the process, after a particular proposal is already being advocated). The need for interdisciplinary perspectives in considering the environmental consequences of proposed projects and activities, including the need to address programs or connected actions (the issues in this group include: better integration of the biophysical and social/ economic sciences to fulfill the interdisciplinary intent of the act, and that risk assessment is not well, if at all, integrated into the environmental analysis process). It should be noted that the need to conduct EISs on programs or connected actions can also be considered under topical issue (2) above, cumulative impacts.
NEPA fails—lack of personnel training and education
Canter and Clark, 97 (Larry Canter, Environmental and Ground Water Institute at the University of Oklahoma AND Ray Clark, Council on Environmental Quality, September 1997, “NEPA EFFECTIVENESS—A SURVEY OF ACADEMICS”, Environmental Impact Assessment Review Volume 17, Issue 5, , Pages 313–327)//EM

Personnel Training Due to the turnover of personnel in federal agencies, in particular in intraagency structures dealing with NEPA implemention, there is a continuing need for practical, effective training on procedural and methodological aspects of the EIA process. One reason for this is the absence of holistic environmental education at the university level. Several short-courses are available currently under the auspices of federal agencies, universities and professional societies. But though several hundred individuals may be trained each year, the need far exceeds the supply. Accordingly, recommendations for training of federal personnel include: NEPA EFFECTIVENESS 32.5 1. A coordinated effort involving appropriate federal agencies should be conducted to develop a “Needs Assessment for NEPA Training.” Based on this assessment, an integrated and coordinated training program should be established. The training should include policy, procedural, and scientific elements, and it should encourage interdisciplinary perspectives. 2. Due to the potential benefits of the NEPA process (and reduced agency costs if done properly), federal agencies should include experienced personnel in the staffing of their NEPA offices. This staffing can provide on-the-job training for less experienced personnel. 
NEPA fails—investigations must occur early in the planning process
Canter and Clark, 97 (Larry Canter, Environmental and Ground Water Institute at the University of Oklahoma AND Ray Clark, Council on Environmental Quality, September 1997, “NEPA EFFECTIVENESS—A SURVEY OF ACADEMICS”, Environmental Impact Assessment Review Volume 17, Issue 5, , Pages 313–327)//EM

Timing of EZA Process Concern about the timeliness of environmental considerations in project planning and decision making has been known since the early 1970s following the passage of NEPA. The 1979 CEQ regulations addressed this issue specifically and encouraged including considerations early in project planning. Unfortunately, different agencies have various scheduling and planning processes, thus the NEPA process is often invoked after fundamental decisions have been made. The greatest opportunity for minimizing environmental impacts and incorporating environmental management occurs early in project planning. Accordingly, recommendations are: 1. Federal agencies should continue to implement the NEPA process at the early stages of project planning and decision making. Such continuation could be facilitated by information on case studies, documenting the benefits of early initiation of the NEPA process. 2. Agencies should consider modifying their NEPA regulations to address more thoroughly impact significance determinations used in deciding the appropriateness of an EA/FONSI versus an EIS and the use of “mitigated FONSIs.” 
***NEPA CP Supplement

2nc at: perm do both

Failure to implement mitigation efforts undermines the integrity of entire NEPA process

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Failure to implement mitigation commitments also undermines the integrity of the NEPA review process. NEPA requires that agencies discuss any potential mitigation measures so that the likely environmental consequences of a proposed project can be fairly evaluated. 63 Agencies routinely point to proposed mitigation measures in NEPA documents to explain how the adverse effects of a federal agency action have been reduced to an acceptable level. Agencies also rely on mitigation to justify the conclusion that their actions will not have sufficiently significant adverse effects to require an EIS, allowing them to issue a “mitigated FONSI” on the basis of a relatively superficial EA instead. If the proposed mitigation measures invoked in the NEPA process are not in fact implemented, the integrity of the NEPA review process is subverted and the accuracy of the conclusions reached in the NEPA process are thrown into doubt.
elections nb

The counterplan results in broad public support

Dreher, 5 (Robert G. Dreher, Deputy Executive Director of the Georgetown Environmental Law & Policy Institute, former Deputy General Counsel of the U.S. Environmental Protection, teaches Natural Resources Law at the George Washington University Law School and at Georgetown University Law Center, 2005, “NEPA Under Siege”, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/gelpi/research_archive/nepa/NEPAUnderSiegeFinal.pdf)//EM
Ultimately, the Forest Service’s approach appears to be based on the notion that by embracing a philosophy of “collaboration,” and controlling the range of viewpoints involved in planning, the agency can magically make disputes over management of forest lands disappear. In reality, management of federal lands, like most government actions affecting the environment, inevitably raises conflicts among different values and interests. NEPA is based on the sound premise that these types of conflicts are best resolved through an inclusive, analytically rigorous process, not an artificiallyconstrained search for consensus. There are other approaches to “collaborative” decision-making that do allow federal agencies to engage the public broadly in their planning processes without undercutting environmental reviews. There is no necessary conflict between a well-managed NEPA process and an effort to arrive at a conclusion supported by broad public consensus. The scoping process that agencies undertake before beginning preparation of an EIS is explicitly intended to be a collaborative process, albeit an open one, drawing together agency planners, concerned citizens, tribes and other affected governments to define the key environmental issues and alternative approaches that should be studied by the agency. Agencies can continue that cooperative approach throughout the EIS process, consulting with the public and with other affected interests to build consensus on a preferred alternative, on mitigation measures, and on issues arising during scientific studies in the course of preparing the EIS. Concurrent with or subsequent to the NEPA process, agencies can employ alternative dispute resolution, negotiated rule-making, or other techniques in an attempt to arrive at a conclusion with broad public support.55 Such dispute resolution efforts are actually more likely to succeed once disputed issues have been thoroughly aired and narrowed through the NEPA review process.
***2ac buy america good disad
2ac economy
All federally-funded transportation projects are subject to Buy American provisions

GoC, 12(Government of Canada, 5/23/12, “The Buy American Act and Buy America Provisions”, http://www.canadainternational.gc.ca/sell2usgov-vendreaugouvusa/procurement-marches/buyamerica.aspx?lang=eng&view=d)//EM
The Buy America Act was a provision of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 and is now codified by Section 5323(j) of Title 49 of the United States Code. Buy America provisions are applied to transit-related procurements valued over US$100,000, for which funding includes grants administered by the Federal Transit Authority (FTA) or Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Buy America provisions are a condition of U.S. federal government grants to state, municipal or other organizations including transit authorities. Buy America provisions, such as requirements for 100% U.S. content for iron/steel and manufactured products, put Canadian goods and services at a serious disadvantage when they form all or part of a bid by any supplier, whether U.S. or Canadian. Similar conditions prevail for airport projects that receive funds from the Federal Aviation Administration as authorized by the Airport and Airways Facilities Improvement Act. Such projects require that all steel and manufactured products have 60% U.S. content and that final assembly occur in the United States.
Buy America requirements solve domestic jobs and manufacturing 
AAM, 10 – Alliance for American Manufacturing (“Buy America Works: Longstanding United States Policy Enhances the Job Creating Effect of Government Spending”, Alliance for American Manufacturing, February 2010, http://www.mcwanebuyamerican.com/pdfs/buyamericanworks.pdf)//RM
The deterioration of our industrial base, caused in large measure by a drastic shift of employment to overseas factories, is cause for alarm as lawmakers search for answers that will result in more than just a “jobless recovery.” To put it simply, the manufacturing sector has been disproportionately slammed by this recession. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, manufacturing employment has fallen by 2.1 million jobs since December of 2007. Even worse, the steady and increasing decline in manufacturing in the United States has been ongoing for a much longer period. According to an article by Richard McCormack in the January/February 2010 issue of The American Prospect, “Manufacturing employment dropped to 11.7 million in October 2009, a loss of 5.5 million or 32 percent of all manufacturing jobs since October 2000. The last time fewer than 12 million people worked in the manufacturing sector was in 1941. In October 2009, more people were officially unemployed (15.7 million) than were working in manufacturing.” Moreover, the nation is in a fragile and jobless recovery after the fastest and most severe economic contraction since the Great Depression. In 2008, the country lost 2.6 million jobs; the largest loss in over sixty years. At the start of 2009, approximately 750,000 jobs vanished in a single month and unemployment reached 10.2 percent and has remained at 10 percent for the last three months with no appreciable signs of decreasing in the short term. Substantial federal, state, and private investment in our highway, transit, sewer, and clean energy infrastructure, must be made if the United States is to revive our economy and create good manufacturing jobs. Given the dire problems the economy has experienced and continues to experience, the inclusion of domestic sourcing requirements in an upcoming job creation bill is the smart thing to do. It would ensure that the materials used in a myriad of infrastructure projects are produced by workers and companies in the United States to the maximum extent possible. It would also minimize taxpayer funds going to pay for materials produced overseas, re-employ manufacturing workers here at home, and help bring back production capacity in sectors of our economy that have been hard hit by the brutal downturn, including the steel industry. Indeed, a 2008 Government Accountability Office (GAO) study describes the benefits of “Buy America” policies, noting that potential benefits include “protecting domestic employment through national infrastructure improvements that can stimulate economic activity and create jobs…” (GAO-09-36; December 12, 2008) [emphasis added]. Likewise, a report released by the Alliance for American Manufacturing (AAM) in January of 2009, How Infrastructure Investments Support the U.S. Economy: Employment, Productivity and Growth, shows that roughly 18,000 new jobs would be created for every $1 billion in new infrastructure spending on our nation’s transportation, energy, water systems, and public schools. To adequately meet the nation’s assessed infrastructure needs over the next five years, the report estimates that a minimum of $87 billion per year is needed, of which $54 billion would come from the public and $33 billion would be private investment. Importantly, according to that report, manufacturing employment gains from infrastructure investment can increase by up to 33 percent when the amount of domestic materials purchased are maximized with the inclusion of strong domestic sourcing provisions. We must recognize that we no longer live in a closed economy. Thus, substantial sums of taxpayer funding intended for investment and job creation here at home could instead wind up going overseas into the hands of foreign producers and governments unnecessarily unless we ensure that domestic sourcing rules are incorporated into federal procurement for a wide range of infrastructure projects. It would be a very unwelcome outcome for the American people if manufacturing jobs and capacity instead were created overseas.
Extinction
Auslin ‘09 (Michael, Resident Scholar – American Enterprise Institute, and Desmond Lachman, Resident Fellow – American Enterprise Institute, “The Global Economy Unravels”, Forbes, 3-6, http://www.aei.org/article/100187)
Conversely, global policymakers do not seem to have grasped the downside risks to the global economy posed by a deteriorating domestic and international political environment. If the past is any guide, the souring of the political environment must be expected to fan the corrosive protectionist tendencies and nationalistic economic policy responses that are already all too much in evidence.  After spending much of 2008 cheerleading the global economy, the International Monetary Fund now concedes that output in the world's advanced economies is expected to contract by as much as 2% in 2009. This would be the first time in the post-war period that output contracted in all of the world's major economies. The IMF is also now expecting only a very gradual global economic recovery in 2010, which will keep global unemployment at a high level.  Sadly, the erstwhile rapidly growing emerging-market economies will not be spared by the ravages of the global recession. Output is already declining precipitously across Eastern and Central Europe as well as in a number of key Asian economies, like South Korea and Thailand. A number of important emerging-market countries like Ukraine seem to be headed for debt default, while a highly oil-dependent Russia seems to be on the cusp of a full-blown currency crisis.  Perhaps of even greater concern is the virtual grinding to a halt of economic growth in China. The IMF now expects that China's growth rate will approximately halve to 6% in 2009. Such a growth rate would fall far short of what is needed to absorb the 20 million Chinese workers who migrate each year from the countryside to the towns in search of a better life.  As a barometer of the political and social tensions that this grim world economic outlook portends, one needs look no further than the recent employment forecast of the International Labor Organization. The ILO believes that the global financial crisis will wipe out 30 million jobs worldwide in 2009, while in a worst case scenario as many as 50 million jobs could be lost. What do these trends mean in the short and medium term? The Great Depression showed how social and global chaos followed hard on economic collapse. The mere fact that parliaments across the globe, from America to Japan, are unable to make responsible, economically sound recovery plans suggests that they do not know what to do and are simply hoping for the least disruption. Equally worrisome is the adoption of more statist economic programs around the globe, and the concurrent decline of trust in free-market systems. The threat of instability is a pressing concern. China, until last year the world's fastest growing economy, just reported that 20 million migrant laborers lost their jobs. Even in the flush times of recent years, China faced upward of 70,000 labor uprisings a year. A sustained downturn poses grave and possibly immediate threats to Chinese internal stability. The regime in Beijing may be faced with a choice of repressing its own people or diverting their energies outward, leading to conflict with China's neighbors. Russia, an oil state completely dependent on energy sales, has had to put down riots in its Far East as well as in downtown Moscow. Vladimir Putin's rule has been predicated on squeezing civil liberties while providing economic largesse. If that devil's bargain falls apart, then wide-scale repression inside Russia, along with a continuing threatening posture toward Russia's neighbors, is likely. Even apparently stable societies face increasing risk and the threat of internal or possibly external conflict. As Japan's exports have plummeted by nearly 50%, one-third of the country's prefectures have passed emergency economic stabilization plans. Hundreds of thousands of temporary employees hired during the first part of this decade are being laid off. Spain's unemployment rate is expected to climb to nearly 20% by the end of 2010; Spanish unions are already protesting the lack of jobs, and the specter of violence, as occurred in the 1980s, is haunting the country. Meanwhile, in Greece, workers have already taken to the streets. Europe as a whole will face dangerously increasing tensions between native citizens and immigrants, largely from poorer Muslim nations, who have increased the labor pool in the past several decades. Spain has absorbed five million immigrants since 1999, while nearly 9% of Germany's residents have foreign citizenship, including almost 2 million Turks. The xenophobic labor strikes in the U.K. do not bode well for the rest of Europe. A prolonged global downturn, let alone a collapse, would dramatically raise tensions inside these countries. Couple that with possible protectionist legislation in the United States, unresolved ethnic and territorial disputes in all regions of the globe and a loss of confidence that world leaders actually know what they are doing. The result may be a series of small explosions that coalesce into a big bang. 

1ar key to jobs

Buy America is crucial to 250,000 jobs
Eaton, 9 – staff writer and Washington correspondent at the Cleveland Plain Dealer (Sabrina Eaton, “Steel industry backs 'Buy America' in stimulus bill”, The Cleveland Plain Dealer, 2/4/09, http://blog.cleveland.com/openers/2009/02/steel_industry_and_unions_back.html | AK)

WASHINGTON — Steel industry representatives today urged members of Congress to keep controversial "Buy America" provisions in an economic stimulus bill working its way through Congress, arguing that doing otherwise would effectively undercut American workers with their own tax dollars. While critics of the measure say it's protectionist, steel industry representatives told the Congressional Steel Caucus that they compete against international steelmakers that are subsidized by their own governments. Ohio Democrats Betty Sutton, Zack Space and Charlie Wilson attended the hearing. "Without these provisions, we'd be using U.S. taxpayer dollars to bail out the rest of the world," NUCOR steel President and Chairman Dan DiMicco told a Capitol Hill hearing the steel caucus conducted. John Surma, chairman and CEO of U.S. Steel Corporation, noted that American steel producers reduced their air pollution emissions by 67 percent between 1996 and 2005, while manufacturers in other countries have done little to curb pollution. He said spending tax dollars on foreign steel makers' products would give them "a free ride on our carbon footprint." The European Union and Canada have complained about the "Buy America" provisions, and President Obama told television interviewers on Tuesday that he didn't want the stimulus bill to escalate trade tensions or "signal protectionism." But Copley Township's Sutton said the "Buy America" language meshes with the nation's international obligations, and its obligations to citizens. She accused opponents of resorting to name-calling by invoking the term "protectionism" when faced with "common sense trade policies." "We're not talking about imposing unfair advantages for ourselves, but rather, not going blindly into the light in a world where there really isn't a free market," said Sutton. United Steelworkers union vice president Thomas M. Conway told the group that "the people complaining about Buy America are companies that sent jobs overseas." He said a study performed for the Alliance for American Manufacturing (AAM) by the University of Massachusetts' Political Economy Research Institute found significant infrastructure investments could create more than 250,000 manufacturing jobs if U.S.-made goods are used. "No one is advocating that we close our borders to trade," said Conway. "Let's not lose sight of the purpose of the economic recovery package -- to create jobs and demand here. We should not be afraid to implement these provisions so that we use the stimulus funds to create the most jobs possible in the United States."

The provisions are key to the domestic growth, job-creation, and the steel industry

Michaud, 12 – U.S. Representative for Maine's 2nd congressional district, serving since 2003 (Mike Michaud, “Letter to the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee and the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee”, Congressman Mike Michaud, 5/25/12, http://michaud.house.gov/press-release/michaud-urges-buy-american-provisions-transportation-reauthorization | AK)

May 25, 2012 Dear Conferees: As you draft a conference report for a long term Surface Transportation Reauthorization bill, we urge you to preserve language passed by the Senate in MAP-21, S. 1813, to maintain strong Buy America provisions. We believe the Senate-adopted Buy America requirements improve transparency, help maintain our domestic steel industry, create new American jobs, and comply with international trade obligations. With an opportunity to pass the first Surface Transportation Reauthorization since 2005, it is incumbent upon us to ensure that this law does everything possible to improve American infrastructure and create jobs for people around the country. Specifically, we support requirements that were added to S.1813 in Amendment 1819 that require the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) to make the Buy America waiver process more transparent and prevent practices to circumvent Buy America, such as the segmentation of contracts and projects. Currently, state and local governments can split infrastructure projects into separate contracts, complying with Buy America and receiving federal dollars for one portion, and using other sources for the non-Buy America compliant remainder of the project. This loophole defeats the spirit and purpose of Buy America, and the language adopted by the Senate will prohibit the practice. The State of California used this strategy for its new Bay Bridge, sending hundreds of millions of dollars to China for work that should have been done by Americans. We also urge you to maintain the provisions in the Senate bill that are aimed at making the waiver process at DOT more transparent, effective, and accountable. The provisions in S. 1819 will ensure that taxpayer dollars are spent on American made components. By requiring DOT to provide more detail about proposed Buy America waivers without unnecessary project delays, American taxpayers can know exactly when and why federal funds might be spent on foreign components. Preserving these portions of the Senate-passed law will help make DOT and the U.S. government accountable to taxpayers across the country. Because the purpose of a Surface Transportation Reauthorization is not only to improve America’s roads and rails, but also to create jobs for our workforce, we believe a strong Buy America component to be crucial to any bill made into law. Spending money on infrastructure is an investment that pays dividends for years to come. However, to maximize the benefit American taxpayers can gain from this law, our investments must lead to procurement of as many American goods as possible so that taxpayer dollars are pushed back into local economies. As our manufacturing and infrastructure industries recover from economic hardship, the need for Buy America is as important as ever. We support the Senate-passed language because it creates American jobs while fully adhering to U.S. international trade obligations. We strongly encourage you, as members of the Conference Committee, to hold firm in preserving the Buy America provisions that improved the Senate version of the Surface Transportation Reauthorization. Sincerely, MICHAEL H. MICHAUD

Buy America provisions solve manufacturing, job growth, and are key to stimulus

AAM, 10 – Alliance for American Manufacturing (“Buy America Works: Longstanding United States Policy Enhances the Job Creating Effect of Government Spending”, Alliance for American Manufacturing, February 2010, http://www.mcwanebuyamerican.com/pdfs/buyamericanworks.pdf)//RM
For more than 70 years, the United States has had domestic sourcing or “Buy America” laws on the books to ensure that American-made goods and materials have preference over imported products with respect to government procurement and infrastructure projects. Including domestic sourcing requirements in job creating legislation would be the most effective way to ensure taxpayer dollars are used to create and maintain jobs and manufacturing capacity to the maximum extent possible, thereby vastly improving the stimulative effect of government spending. Under current law, domestic sourcing requirements apply to general government procurement, materials for highway and transit infrastructure investments, projects funded by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (the Recovery Act), and elsewhere. “Buy America” is a proven job creation tool that is broadly supported by Congress, the American people, and hundreds of local governments throughout the United States. Domestic sourcing laws comply with our international trade obligations and are utilized by numerous foreign governments. For all of these reasons, “Buy America” provisions should continue to be utilized in infrastructure and other spending bills so that our manufacturing base can thrive and so that more Americans can earn a paycheck and contribute to the overall welfare of the nation.

Buy America provisions ensure optimum job-creation in infrastructure investment

Cooper, 12 – Senior Fellow with the Economic Policy team at the Center for American Progress (Donna Cooper, “Meeting the Infrastructure Imperative An Affordable Plan to Put Americans Back to Work Rebuilding Our Nation’s Infrastructure”, Center for American Progress, 2/16/12, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/02/infrastructure.html | AK)

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act included strong “Buy America” provisions that required, to the extent possible, that all materials used for infrastructure construction be manufactured and purchased in America. These provisions helped ensure that Stimulus infrastructure investments made the greatest possible impact on employment and business performance in the United States. The impressive number of jobs that can be generated by increased levels infrastructure spending are more likely to be achieved if similar Buy America provisions are built into each federal statute that allocates funds for surface transportation, aviation, water and energy capital improvements.
Buy American policies boost jobs and spur growth

Abrams 9 – reporter for the Associated Press who cites international economists Hufbauer and Schott (Jim Abrams, “Buy American: Boost for Workers or Bust for Trade”, Seattle Times, February 12, 2009, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/politics/2008737914_apstimulusbuyamerican.html?syndication=rss)//MG

The $789 billion bill the House and Senate will approve in the next few days contains a provision requiring that U.S. iron, steel and other manufactured goods be used for public buildings and public works funded under the bill. The labor groups that push hard for inclusion of the measure argued that its main purpose is to ensure that taxpayer dollars are used to the fullest extent to support domestic job creation. They noted that the final compromise bill incorporates a Senate addition making clear that the Buy American policy must not violate U.S. obligations under existing international trade agreements. "Buy America is good news for laid-off workers in construction and manufacturing, and good news for the global economy by helping to spur U.S. growth," said Scott Paul, executive director of Alliance for American Manufacturing, a partnership of manufacturing companies and the United Steelworkers union.
Buy American provisions create jobs and boost the economy

ASBC No Date – (“Support for ‘Buy American’ Legislation”, American Sustainable Business Council, http://asbcouncil.org/node/498)//MG
States across the country are taking up legislation to require purchasing decisions by state and local government to give priority to American made goods—also known as domestic content provisions. These provisions leverage taxpayer dollars to stimulate job creation here at home rather than overseas. Polls show there is strong bipartisan support for “Buy American” provisions when taxpayer dollars are at stake. ASBC believes that an essential component to creating a truly sustainable economy is to reinvest local dollars back into local economies. Domestic content provisions do just that. ASBC, in partnership with the Alliance for American Manufacturing, shares the concern that too many Americans are still out of work. With the federal government unlikely to pass additional stimulus funding, new opportunities must be found to create demand, which will lead to new hiring and economic activity. Buy American provisions at the state and federal level put Americans back to work by ensuring that manufactured goods used in taxpayer-funded infrastructure projects and procured by government agencies are made in American factories whenever our trade laws permit and with protections to ensure that excessive costs are not borne by the taxpayer. 

1ar key to economy

Buy America is key to the economy

Buffenbarger, 11 (Tom Buffenbarger, president of the International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, 9/26/11, “Why ‘Buy America’ is integral to the jobs act”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/why-buy-america-is-integral-to-the-jobs-act/2011/09/24/gIQArVpF0K_story.html)//EM
Without a strong “Buy America” provision in the American Jobs Act, the temptation for businesses to use the funds to purchase goods overseas will be too strong to resist. Despite The Post’s enduring support for free trade, one should remember that unrestricted outsourcing is one reason why we are in the midst of the most serious economic crisis since the 1930s. Personal Post For too long, too many companies have shipped U.S. jobs to countries that have no regard for fundamental human rights. The last thing we should be doing now is enabling them to do so with money intended to create jobs here at home. Buy America provisions represent a basic and common-sense solution to the jobs crisis. If anything, they should be strengthened. In the past few years, more than 3 million manufacturing workers have lost their jobs. Requiring companies to use federal money to purchase domestic materials and manufactured goods will not harm American workers. Quite the contrary, it will provide much-needed jobs to the millions of manufacturing workers who have lost theirs. It will also help restore our nation’s economy.
Buy American provisions stimulate the economy and aren’t protectionist

Scott, 9 (Robert E. Scott, the senior international economist at the Economic Policy Institute, 2/11/9, “That ‘Buy American’ Provision”, http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/02/11/that-buy-american-provision/)//EM
The buy-American rule in the stimulus bill is smart policy that won’t run afoul of any of our trade treaties. When the government buys steel for a bridge, for example, it has several objectives. Minimizing costs is one, but when the economy is in recession, there is added incentive to stimulate domestic employment. And when steel is purchased from a domestic producer the workers’ wages generate further spending, which supports yet more jobs in the domestic economy. When domestic industries have been injured by unfair trade practices, protecting them is good policy. Although the United States and 38 other countries have signed World Trade Organization procurement codes prohibiting restrictions on government purchases between member countries, the act does not violate these commitments. Indeed, the House version of the act implicitly exempts these countries from the buy-American clause, and the Senate version does so explicitly. Some of the loudest protests about buy-American provisions have come from self-interested American companies like Caterpillar and General Electric that manufacture overseas. Foreign ministers from China and Russia, which haven’t signed the procurement codes, have also complained, but these countries simply want something for nothing. Giving them access to stimulus spending will dilute the impact of the recovery bill and eliminate all incentives for them to sign the codes. When domestic industries have been injured by unfair trade practices, protecting them is good policy. For example, China spent more than $15 billion on energy subsidies for its steel industry in 2007 alone. These subsidies were illegal under World Trade Organization rules, and the United States has an obligation to protect domestic steel producers in such cases. 
Buy America provisions are critical to revitalizing American jobs and the economy

Lynch, 9 (David J. Lynch, USA Today, 2/6/9, “Buy American' clause stirs up controversy”, http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/trade/2009-02-03-economic-stimulus-buy-american_N.htm)//EM
To supporters, including labor unions that helped the Democrats retake the White House last year, a "Buy American" requirement is just common sense at a time of economic crisis and rising unemployment. Factories have been hemorrhaging jobs for years; manufacturing employment is now 12.9 million, down from 17.2 million at the end of 2000. If Congress doesn't insist upon the use of U.S.-made materials, taxpayer funds could line the pockets of European or Chinese workers rather than hard-hit Americans. "If we're gonna spend many billions of taxpayer dollars in an effort to get the economy up and moving again, it's obvious that money should be spent in our economy," said Jim Robinson, a United Steelworkers (USW) official in Gary, Ind.
2ac debt
All federally-funded transportation projects are subject to Buy American provisions

GoC, 12(Government of Canada, 5/23/12, “The Buy American Act and Buy America Provisions”, http://www.canadainternational.gc.ca/sell2usgov-vendreaugouvusa/procurement-marches/buyamerica.aspx?lang=eng&view=d)//EM
The Buy America Act was a provision of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 and is now codified by Section 5323(j) of Title 49 of the United States Code. Buy America provisions are applied to transit-related procurements valued over US$100,000, for which funding includes grants administered by the Federal Transit Authority (FTA) or Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Buy America provisions are a condition of U.S. federal government grants to state, municipal or other organizations including transit authorities. Buy America provisions, such as requirements for 100% U.S. content for iron/steel and manufactured products, put Canadian goods and services at a serious disadvantage when they form all or part of a bid by any supplier, whether U.S. or Canadian. Similar conditions prevail for airport projects that receive funds from the Federal Aviation Administration as authorized by the Airport and Airways Facilities Improvement Act. Such projects require that all steel and manufactured products have 60% U.S. content and that final assembly occur in the United States.
Buy American provisions are key to reduce our debt
Simmermaker, 9 (Roger Simmermaker, electronics technician for a large defense contractor and the vice president of his local machinists union, 2/11/9, “Buy American, While We Can ”, http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/02/11/that-buy-american-provision/)//EM
It’s simply not necessary to buy the steel, iron and other manufactured materials we need to build and repair our roads and bridges from other countries when we can supply it ourselves. The buy-American provision in the economic stimulus bill isn’t as much about a return to protectionism as it is about a return to the American virtues and values — self-sufficiency, self-reliance and independence — that this country was founded on. There’s nothing wrong with achieving a balance of trade if we have to restrict imports to do it. Workers in foreign countries don’t pay taxes to America. Only American workers pay taxes to America. We need to employ American steelworkers, ironworkers and autoworkers so we need to not only keep and create American jobs, but we also need to keep our huge and growing national debt from getting hopelessly out of control. When we borrow money from China to pay for the stimulus bill, we’ll be borrowing — and paying interest on — money that used to be ours before we sent it there in the belief that free trade and cheap foreign imports were the answers to a prosperous economy. At best, the buy-American provision of the stimulus bill will help balance world trade. As Americans, we seek balance in virtually every aspect of our lives. We strive to balance our work life and our family life. We strive to balance our commitments to our communities and our commitments at home. There’s nothing wrong with achieving a balance of trade if we have to restrict imports to do it. The answer to America’s economic problems is right in our own backyard: buy American while there is still American left to buy.
Debt reduction is key to economic recovery

Walker, 5/29 – Analyst, Geoeconomics (Dinah, “Quarterly Update: The Economic Recovery in Historical Context”, Council on Foreign Relations, May 29, 2012, http://www.cfr.org/geoeconomics/quarterly-update-economic-recovery-historical-context/p25774?cid=ppc-Google-CGS-chart_book-recovery-economic_recovery&gclid=CI3yxYiU27ACFUQUKgodiXH51g)

How does the current recovery, which according to the National Bureau of Economic Research officially started in June 2009, compare to those of the past? The following charts provide a series of answers, plotting current indicators (in red) against the average of all prior post–World War II recoveries (in blue). The X-axis shows the number of months since the end of the recession. The dotted lines are composites of prior recoveries representing the weakest and strongest experiences of the past. This recovery chart book replaces the cycle chart book, which plotted the downturn as well as the recovery. Those interested in the previous presentation can view an updated version here. The current recovery remains an outlier among postwar recoveries along several dimensions, particularly those that relate to housing. However, the pace of nonfarm payroll growth has at last started to accelerate, and the past few months of payroll gains have been stronger than is typical at this point in postwar recoveries. In addition, industrial capacity, which had been declining steadily throughout the first year and a half of the recovery, reached a turning point at the start of 2011 and has been rising steadily ever since. Real GDP is growing, but less rapidly than in all but one of the previous postwar recoveries. Thirty-three months after the start of the economic recovery, GDP is only 6.8 percent higher than it was when the recovery officially began. This compares favorably only to the 1980 recession. Soft home prices have been central to the weakness of the recovery. Prices have continued to fall even after the recession officially ended. The continued weakness of nominal home prices is a postwar anomaly. In every previous postwar recovery, the stock of household debt has risen. As of the first quarter of this year, real GDP is 1.3 percent above its pre-crisis peak, having first surpassed this peak in the third quarter of 2011. The recovery has begun. In the current recovery, the collapse in home prices has severely damaged household balance sheets. As a result, consumers have avoided taking on new debt. The result is weak consumer demand and a slow recovery. The relative weakness of this recovery is obvious in the labor market. Job losses continued throughout the first eight months of the recovery but the pace of job growth has accelerated in recent months. There are still five million fewer Americans on nonfarm payrolls than there were at the start of 2008. Because of the depth of the recent recession, one might expect stronger-than-average improvement in industrial production. Despite the predicted snapback, the increase in industrial production during this recovery has been fairly typical of postwar recoveries. Capacity in manufacturing, mining, and electric and gas utilities usually grows steadily from the start of a recovery. However, during the current recovery, investment was initially so slow that capacity declined. Since the start of last year, this trend has reversed itself and industrial capacity has been steadily rising. The growth in world trade since the start of the recovery exceeds even the best of the prior postwar experiences. However, this reflects the depth of the fall during the recession. The federal deficit began the recovery at a much higher level than in any other postwar recovery. Although the deficit as a percent of GDP has shrunk slightly, its level creates significant challenges for policymakers and the economy.

Extinction
Auslin ‘09 (Michael, Resident Scholar – American Enterprise Institute, and Desmond Lachman, Resident Fellow – American Enterprise Institute, “The Global Economy Unravels”, Forbes, 3-6, http://www.aei.org/article/100187)
Conversely, global policymakers do not seem to have grasped the downside risks to the global economy posed by a deteriorating domestic and international political environment. If the past is any guide, the souring of the political environment must be expected to fan the corrosive protectionist tendencies and nationalistic economic policy responses that are already all too much in evidence.  After spending much of 2008 cheerleading the global economy, the International Monetary Fund now concedes that output in the world's advanced economies is expected to contract by as much as 2% in 2009. This would be the first time in the post-war period that output contracted in all of the world's major economies. The IMF is also now expecting only a very gradual global economic recovery in 2010, which will keep global unemployment at a high level.  Sadly, the erstwhile rapidly growing emerging-market economies will not be spared by the ravages of the global recession. Output is already declining precipitously across Eastern and Central Europe as well as in a number of key Asian economies, like South Korea and Thailand. A number of important emerging-market countries like Ukraine seem to be headed for debt default, while a highly oil-dependent Russia seems to be on the cusp of a full-blown currency crisis.  Perhaps of even greater concern is the virtual grinding to a halt of economic growth in China. The IMF now expects that China's growth rate will approximately halve to 6% in 2009. Such a growth rate would fall far short of what is needed to absorb the 20 million Chinese workers who migrate each year from the countryside to the towns in search of a better life.  As a barometer of the political and social tensions that this grim world economic outlook portends, one needs look no further than the recent employment forecast of the International Labor Organization. The ILO believes that the global financial crisis will wipe out 30 million jobs worldwide in 2009, while in a worst case scenario as many as 50 million jobs could be lost. What do these trends mean in the short and medium term? The Great Depression showed how social and global chaos followed hard on economic collapse. The mere fact that parliaments across the globe, from America to Japan, are unable to make responsible, economically sound recovery plans suggests that they do not know what to do and are simply hoping for the least disruption. Equally worrisome is the adoption of more statist economic programs around the globe, and the concurrent decline of trust in free-market systems. The threat of instability is a pressing concern. China, until last year the world's fastest growing economy, just reported that 20 million migrant laborers lost their jobs. Even in the flush times of recent years, China faced upward of 70,000 labor uprisings a year. A sustained downturn poses grave and possibly immediate threats to Chinese internal stability. The regime in Beijing may be faced with a choice of repressing its own people or diverting their energies outward, leading to conflict with China's neighbors. Russia, an oil state completely dependent on energy sales, has had to put down riots in its Far East as well as in downtown Moscow. Vladimir Putin's rule has been predicated on squeezing civil liberties while providing economic largesse. If that devil's bargain falls apart, then wide-scale repression inside Russia, along with a continuing threatening posture toward Russia's neighbors, is likely. Even apparently stable societies face increasing risk and the threat of internal or possibly external conflict. As Japan's exports have plummeted by nearly 50%, one-third of the country's prefectures have passed emergency economic stabilization plans. Hundreds of thousands of temporary employees hired during the first part of this decade are being laid off. Spain's unemployment rate is expected to climb to nearly 20% by the end of 2010; Spanish unions are already protesting the lack of jobs, and the specter of violence, as occurred in the 1980s, is haunting the country. Meanwhile, in Greece, workers have already taken to the streets. Europe as a whole will face dangerously increasing tensions between native citizens and immigrants, largely from poorer Muslim nations, who have increased the labor pool in the past several decades. Spain has absorbed five million immigrants since 1999, while nearly 9% of Germany's residents have foreign citizenship, including almost 2 million Turks. The xenophobic labor strikes in the U.K. do not bode well for the rest of Europe. A prolonged global downturn, let alone a collapse, would dramatically raise tensions inside these countries. Couple that with possible protectionist legislation in the United States, unresolved ethnic and territorial disputes in all regions of the globe and a loss of confidence that world leaders actually know what they are doing. The result may be a series of small explosions that coalesce into a big bang. 

2ac human rights
All federally-funded transportation projects are subject to Buy American provisions

GoC, 12(Government of Canada, 5/23/12, “The Buy American Act and Buy America Provisions”, http://www.canadainternational.gc.ca/sell2usgov-vendreaugouvusa/procurement-marches/buyamerica.aspx?lang=eng&view=d)//EM
The Buy America Act was a provision of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 and is now codified by Section 5323(j) of Title 49 of the United States Code. Buy America provisions are applied to transit-related procurements valued over US$100,000, for which funding includes grants administered by the Federal Transit Authority (FTA) or Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Buy America provisions are a condition of U.S. federal government grants to state, municipal or other organizations including transit authorities. Buy America provisions, such as requirements for 100% U.S. content for iron/steel and manufactured products, put Canadian goods and services at a serious disadvantage when they form all or part of a bid by any supplier, whether U.S. or Canadian. Similar conditions prevail for airport projects that receive funds from the Federal Aviation Administration as authorized by the Airport and Airways Facilities Improvement Act. Such projects require that all steel and manufactured products have 60% U.S. content and that final assembly occur in the United States.
Buy America is key to human rights

Buffenbarger, 11 (Tom Buffenbarger, president of the International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, 9/26/11, “Why ‘Buy America’ is integral to the jobs act”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/why-buy-america-is-integral-to-the-jobs-act/2011/09/24/gIQArVpF0K_story.html)//EM
Without a strong “Buy America” provision in the American Jobs Act, the temptation for businesses to use the funds to purchase goods overseas will be too strong to resist. Despite The Post’s enduring support for free trade, one should remember that unrestricted outsourcing is one reason why we are in the midst of the most serious economic crisis since the 1930s. Personal Post For too long, too many companies have shipped U.S. jobs to countries that have no regard for fundamental human rights. The last thing we should be doing now is enabling them to do so with money intended to create jobs here at home. Buy America provisions represent a basic and common-sense solution to the jobs crisis. If anything, they should be strengthened. In the past few years, more than 3 million manufacturing workers have lost their jobs. Requiring companies to use federal money to purchase domestic materials and manufactured goods will not harm American workers. Quite the contrary, it will provide much-needed jobs to the millions of manufacturing workers who have lost theirs. It will also help restore our nation’s economy.

1ar no protectionism impact
No risk of protectionism—waivers solves, doesn’t violate trade agreements, and other countries already do it

Brown, 9 (Sherrod Brown is a Democratic senator from Ohio, 2/11/9, “Help U.S. Manufacturing”, http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/02/11/that-buy-american-provision/)//EM
These are not people who are about to lose their jobs to bad trade policy. Other than this small, shall we say elite group, you could search far and wide and find almost no one who thinks “Made in America” is a bad idea. Yet when some of us in the Senate proposed strengthening the buy-America laws, and enforcing the buy-America rules, that have been around for decades, some economists, newspaper publishers and business executives accused us of being — gasp — protectionists. An $800 billion trade deficit and they accuse the United States of protectionism? Two-billion-dollars-a-day net outflow of trade dollars and they claim we are closing our borders? In Ohio, people would say that accusations like that don’t pass the straight face test. The purpose of buy-America laws is to promote United States manufacturing and encourage new industry — both of which come in handy when a country is trying to put its economy on the right track, maintain global economic leadership and create jobs for the millions of American standing in unemployment lines. Let’s be clear. Buy America does not mandate the purchase of United States goods. Buy America allows waivers in cases where American-made products necessary for a project are not readily available. Waivers are also allowed where total project cost is 25 percent more expensive than it would be if imports were used. The buy-America provision in the economic recovery package maintains this flexibility. It does not violate World Trade Organization agreements or any international trade laws. It encourages the use of taxpayer dollars to invest in American companies and create jobs. Buy America is a choice. Do we want to use billions in tax dollars to create jobs in Ohio or in China? While our European and Asian competition too often subsidizes their industries, protects their businesses and fights for their workers, our manufacturers continue to decline. And our government gives companies tax breaks when they outsource jobs. Countries around the world practice trade according to their national interest. Perhaps the United States should do the same.
1ar protectionism good

Protectionism is necessary to weather large economic changes like the current crisis—multiple trade organizations check trade wars.

Chang, 9 (Ha-Joon Chang, an economist at the University of Cambridge, 2/11/9, “Necessary Breathing Space ”, http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/02/11/that-buy-american-provision/)//EM
Is protectionism good or bad? The short answer is that it depends. There are two kinds of protectionism. One is the protectionism that developing countries need to protect and nurture new producers. It is known as infant-industry protection and is based on the same reasoning that people use when they send their children to school, rather than making them child laborers. It can fail but it was successfully used by virtually all of today’s rich countries when they were developing countries themselves — starting from 18th century Britain, through 19th century United States and Sweden, to 20th century Japan and Korea. We need a new international trade agreement that allows for transparent, forward-looking and time-bound protectionism. The other is a kind of protectionism that all countries, both mature and developing, sometimes need when they must make sudden large adjustments. Unlike finance, where things can be rearranged quickly, the real economy takes time to adjust. Therefore, when you have a big shock like today’s economic crisis, it makes sense to create the breathing space for the producers to restructure. This is why, even as they are repeating their commitments to free trade, the rich countries are providing their industries a huge amount of direct and indirect protection. Some people worry that this will lead to a 1930s-style all-out trade war. But in the short run, there is actually no danger of that. Now we have the World Trade Organization, the European Union and many other regional trade agreements that limit protectionism. Of course, in the longer run, if veiled protectionism continues, we run the risk of making a mockery of these agreements and destroying the global trading system. However, the solution to this problem should not be an adherence to the principle of free trade, which is not workable in practice anyway, but instead to establish a new international agreement that allows a transparent, forward-looking and time-bound protectionism as well as more infant-industry protection for developing countries. In other words, by allowing more protectionism now in a controlled way, we will be able to preserve the international trading system better in the longer run.
1ar at: lack of resources-->inefficiency
Buy American allows waivers of provisions when faced with insufficient domestic resources

Johnson, 12 (Dave Johnson, Fellow at Campaign for America's Future, writing about American manufacturing, trade and economic/industrial policy and a Senior Fellow with Renew California, 3/13/12, “Buy America Provision Passes Senate!”, http://ourfuture.org/blog-entry/2012031113/buy-america-provision-passes-senate)//EM
Buy America provisions support American companies and workers by giving a preference to domestically produced iron, steel, and other manufactured goods in infrastructure projects that receive federal aid. They have commonsense exceptions that permit waivers to allow procurement of foreign product when there is insufficient domestic capacity, if the cost of the domestic product is unreasonable, or when the administering agency deems the waiver to be in the public interest.

neg-states have buy american provisions too

Buy American provisions create jobs and boost the economy

ASBC No Date – (“Support for ‘Buy American’ Legislation”, American Sustainable Business Council, http://asbcouncil.org/node/498)//MG
States across the country are taking up legislation to require purchasing decisions by state and local government to give priority to American made goods—also known as domestic content provisions. These provisions leverage taxpayer dollars to stimulate job creation here at home rather than overseas. Polls show there is strong bipartisan support for “Buy American” provisions when taxpayer dollars are at stake. ASBC believes that an essential component to creating a truly sustainable economy is to reinvest local dollars back into local economies. Domestic content provisions do just that. ASBC, in partnership with the Alliance for American Manufacturing, shares the concern that too many Americans are still out of work. With the federal government unlikely to pass additional stimulus funding, new opportunities must be found to create demand, which will lead to new hiring and economic activity. Buy American provisions at the state and federal level put Americans back to work by ensuring that manufactured goods used in taxpayer-funded infrastructure projects and procured by government agencies are made in American factories whenever our trade laws permit and with protections to ensure that excessive costs are not borne by the taxpayer. 

States have Buy American policies now

ASBC No Date – (“Support for ‘Buy American’ Legislation”, American Sustainable Business Council, http://asbcouncil.org/node/498)//MG
Domestic content laws, in various forms, have been in place for nearly 80 years and remain the permanent underlying law with respect to federal highway and transit infrastructure projects, various Department of Defense acquisitions, and other federal procurements. Many states also have Buy American policies. For instance, the Pennsylvania Steel Procurement Act requires that each state contract for the construction or alteration of a public work require the use of steel products produced in the United States. ASBC is calling on business leaders and organizations to support domestic content provisions in their states.  It makes good business sense, and it’s good for the economy.

neg-buy american empirically denied

Impact is empirically denied—the Defense Department has already relaxed Buy American provisions

Johnson, 12 (Dave Johnson, Fellow at Campaign for America's Future, writing about American manufacturing, trade and economic/industrial policy and a Senior Fellow with Renew California, 3/13/12, “Buy America Provision Passes Senate!”, http://ourfuture.org/blog-entry/2012031113/buy-america-provision-passes-senate)//EM
Under Defense Department regulations, specialty metals procured for defense purposes—including steel armor plate—must be produced in the United States. Despite more than 35 years of practice requiring that steel armor plate be both melted and finished in the United States, the Defense Department issued guidance in 2009 that allowed armor plate melted in outside countries—including Russia and China—to be imported and subjected to simple finishing processes in the United States, then deemed to have been “produced” domestically. Such a practice hurts Ohio steelmakers and steel jobs, and puts our national security at risk by subjecting our armor plate supply to the whims of foreign nations. Brown’s bill, the United States Steel and Security Act, would require that steel purchased by the U.S. military be 100 percent “made in America”— both melted and finished in the United States. 
***buy america bad nb
1nc efficiency

Federal law requires compliance with Buy American provisions, but the states are exempt.

Roth, 11 (Diana Furchtgott-Roth, contributing editor of RealClearMarkets, a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, and a columnist for the Examiner, 5/26/11, “Let's Leave Our Roads to the States”, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2011/05/26/lets_leave_our_roads_to_the_states_99043.html)//EM
Another witness, Gabriel Roth, disagreed with Mr. Rendell about the need for a government-funded infrastructure bank. (Full disclosure: Gabriel Roth, who has considerable experience in the transportation field, is my father.) He testified that even with existing funding systems, transportation finance could be provided by the states in partnership with the private sector, rather than by the federal government. Mr. Roth pointed out that other federal laws, such as Davis Bacon, project labor agreements, high-road contracting, and "Buy America" provisions, slow down infrastructure and raise costs. Environmental impact statements can take two years. States are forced to spend money on mass transit, even where there are few users.

Buy American grants create a paperwork nightmare that causes delays and inefficiencies

Collins, 10 (Ron Collins, President & CEO of JCM Industries, 2/17/10, “The Cost of Buy American Mandates on American Jobs”, http://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/reports/100217_buyamerican.pdf)//EM
Update: The result of the Buy American provisions has been a paperwork nightmare. Every project that is even partially funded by Recovery Act funds is required to fulfill the paperwork requirements. This means that every participating contractor, supplier, and manufacturer is must fill out and submit a different set of paperwork certifying that the parts being supplied meet the Buy American clause of the Recovery Act. Every part, even a $10 one, requires certification, paperwork and proof that it fulfills the “Made in the U.S.” requirements. Waivers are difficult to obtain and are rarely granted. In sum, the provision is causing huge delays, and the confusion regarding the provision is stalling otherwise viable projects. It is discouraging both companies from pursuing projects and contractors from bidding on projects.

2nc efficiency

Buy American policies cause project delays

Dalton 10 – managing director of natural resources and the environment for the Government Accountability Office (Patricia A. Dalton, “Recovery Act: Project Selection and Starts are Influenced by Certain Federal Requirements and Other Actions”, January 2010, Print, ISBN: 1437929567, 9781437929560)//MG

Buy American Provisions. According to officials from 5 of the 27 federal agencies—the Departments or Commerce, Education, Homeland Security, Housing and Urban Development, as well as the Environmental Protection Agency—these provisions had affected their ability, or their grantees' ability, to select or start some Recovery Act projects. Moreover, officials front 3 additional federal agencies said Buy American provisions may affect their ability to select or start projects. At the state level, 2 states and 1 local entity said that. Buy American provisions had affected the timing of Recovery Act projects. In some cases, federal agencies had to develop guidance for compliance with Buy American provisions, including issuing guidance on waivers to recipients that were unable to comply. For example, according to Environmental Protection Agency officials, developing Buy American guidance was particularly challenging because of the need to establish a waiver process for Recovery Act projects. Likewise, Homeland Security officials told us that a project under the Transportation Security Administrations Electronic Baggage Screening Program was slowed as officials awaited a Buy American waiver to allow contractors to use foreign made components. The waiver became necessary when the contractor learned that U.S.-made components would have hindered the integration of an airports security systems. At the local level, officials from the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) reported that the only security cameras that are compatible with the existing CIA system and City or Chicago police systems are not, made in the United States. CHA worked with Housing and Urban Development to determine how to seek a waiver for this particular project Moreover, an industry representative told us that the Buy American provisions could interrupt contractors’ supply chains, requiring them to find alternate suppliers and sometimes change the design of their projects, which could delay projects.

1nc protectionism
Federal law requires compliance with Buy American provisions, but the states are exempt.

Roth, 11 (Diana Furchtgott-Roth, contributing editor of RealClearMarkets, a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, and a columnist for the Examiner, 5/26/11, “Let's Leave Our Roads to the States”, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2011/05/26/lets_leave_our_roads_to_the_states_99043.html)//EM
Another witness, Gabriel Roth, disagreed with Mr. Rendell about the need for a government-funded infrastructure bank. (Full disclosure: Gabriel Roth, who has considerable experience in the transportation field, is my father.) He testified that even with existing funding systems, transportation finance could be provided by the states in partnership with the private sector, rather than by the federal government. Mr. Roth pointed out that other federal laws, such as Davis Bacon, project labor agreements, high-road contracting, and "Buy America" provisions, slow down infrastructure and raise costs. Environmental impact statements can take two years. States are forced to spend money on mass transit, even where there are few users.

Buy America provisions will spark protectionist retaliation—turns the economy
Faiola, 9 (Anthony Faiola, Washington Post Staff Writer,1/29/9, “'Buy American' Rider Sparks Trade Debate”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/01/28/AR2009012804002_2.html)//EM

Proponents of expanding the "Buy American" provisions enacted during the Great Depression, including steel and iron manufacturers and labor unions, argue that it is the only way to ensure that the stimulus creates jobs at home and not overseas. Opponents, including some of the biggest blue-chip names in American industry, say it amounts to a declaration of war against free trade. That, they say, could spark retaliation from abroad against U.S. companies and exacerbate the global financial crisis. The provisions also confront President Obama with his first test on trade policy. He must weigh the potential consequences of U.S. protectionism against the appealing slogan of "Buy American" and the jobs argument. The administration has not addressed the issue publicly, and sources close to the issue said it appears that a response is still being formulated. "We're reviewing the Buy American plan proposal, and we are committed to a plan that will save or create at least 3 million jobs including jobs in manufacturing," White House spokeswoman Jen Psaki said. The proposals are meant to regenerate heavy manufacturing jobs in the United States by forcing government contractors to use domestic materials and equipment, even if they are more expensive. Yet U.S. industrial giants including Caterpillar, General Electric and the domestic aerospace industry are emerging as strong opponents. 
Protectionism will cause terrorism and global wars – risks extinction

Panzner 8 – faculty at the New York Institute of Finance, 25-year veteran of the global stock, bond, and currency markets who has worked in New York and London for HSBC, Soros Funds, ABN Amro, Dresdner Bank, and JPMorgan Chase (Michael, “Financial Armageddon: Protect Your Future from Economic Collapse,” p. 136-138)

Continuing calls for curbs on the flow of finance and trade will inspire the United States and other nations to spew forth protectionist legislation like the notorious Smoot-Hawley bill. Introduced at the start of the Great Depression, it triggered a series of tit-for-tat economic responses, which many commentators believe helped turn a serious economic downturn into a prolonged and devastating global disaster. But if history is any guide, those lessons will have been long forgotten during the next collapse. Eventually, fed by a mood of desperation and growing public anger, restrictions on trade, finance, investment, and immigration will almost certainly intensify. Authorities and ordinary citizens will likely scrutinize the cross-border movement of Americans and outsiders alike, and lawmakers may even call for a general crackdown on nonessential travel. Meanwhile, many nations will make transporting or sending funds to other countries exceedingly difficult. As desperate officials try to limit the fallout from decades of ill-conceived, corrupt, and reckless policies, they will introduce controls on foreign exchange. Foreign individuals and companies seeking to acquire certain American infrastructure assets, or trying to buy property and other assets on the cheap thanks to a rapidly depreciating dollar, will be stymied by limits on investment by noncitizens. Those efforts will cause spasms to ripple across economies and markets, disrupting global payment, settlement, and clearing mechanisms. All of this will, of course, continue to undermine business confidence and consumer spending. In a world of lockouts and lockdowns, any link that transmits systemic financial pressures across markets through arbitrage or portfolio-based risk management, or that allows diseases to be easily spread from one country to the next by tourists and wildlife, or that otherwise facilitates unwelcome exchanges of any kind will be viewed with suspicion and dealt with accordingly. The rise in isolationism and protectionism will bring about ever more heated arguments and dangerous confrontations over shared sources of oil, gas, and other key commodities as well as factors of production that must, out of necessity, be acquired from less-than-friendly nations. Whether involving raw materials used in strategic industries or basic necessities such as food, water, and energy, efforts to secure adequate supplies will take increasing precedence in a world where demand seems constantly out of kilter with supply. Disputes over the misuse, overuse, and pollution of the environment and natural resources will become more commonplace. Around the world, such tensions will give rise to full-scale military encounters, often with minimal provocation. In some instances, economic conditions will serve as a convenient pretext for conflicts that stem from cultural and religious differences. Alternatively, nations may look to divert attention away from domestic problems by channeling frustration and populist sentiment toward other countries and cultures. Enabled by cheap technology and the waning threat of American retribution, terrorist groups will likely boost the frequency and scale of their horrifying attacks, bringing the threat of random violence to a whole new level. Turbulent conditions will encourage aggressive saber rattling and interdictions by rogue nations running amok. Age-old clashes will also take on a new, more heated sense of urgency. China will likely assume an increasingly belligerent posture toward Taiwan, while Iran may embark on overt colonization of its neighbors in the Mideast. Israel, for its part, may look to draw a dwindling list of allies from around the world into a growing number of conflicts. Some observers, like John Mearsheimer, a political scientist at the University of Chicago, have even speculated that an “intense confrontation” between the United States and China is “inevitable” at some point. More than a few disputes will turn out to be almost wholly ideological. Growing cultural and religious differences will be transformed from wars of words to battles soaked in blood. Long-simmering resentments could also degenerate quickly, spurring the basest of human instincts and triggering genocidal acts. Terrorists employing biological or nuclear weapons will vie with conventional forces using jets, cruise missiles, and bunker-busting bombs to cause widespread destruction. Many will interpret stepped-up conflicts between Muslims and Western societies as the beginnings of a new world war.
2nc protectionism

“Buy American” provisions are perceived as protectionist – sparks trade wars and retaliation

ITCSD 9 (International Center for Trade and Sustainable Development, “‘Buy American’ Provision in Stimulus Bill Rankles US Trading Partners”, February 4th, 2009, http://ictsd.org/i/news/bridgesweekly/39776/)//MG
Free trade advocates and US trading partners are up in arms over the ‘Buy American’ provision included in the US$ 819 billion economic stimulus bill that was passed by the US House of Representatives last week. Critics of the provision say the move is a blatant protectionist measure during hard economic times. But proponents argue that the import restriction is in line with international trade rules and will create thousands of vital manufacturing jobs amidst the economic downturn. But the fate of the provisions was thrown into question on Tuesday, when US President Barack Obama revealed in several interviews that he has reservations about the measures. “I think it would be a mistake…at a time when worldwide trade is declining for us to start sending a message that somehow we’re just looking after ourselves and not concerned with world trade,” Obama said in an interview with Fox News. “That is a potential source of trade wars that we can’t afford at a time when trade is sinking all across the globe,” Obama said in a separate interview with ABC News. The controversial provisions would require, with some exceptions, the purchase of US-made iron and steel in certain public works projects that are funded by the stimulus package, which includes tax cuts and spending provisions aimed at rebuilding the country’s transportation infrastructure and creating millions of manufacturing jobs in the process. Members of the House largely stuck to party lines in their votes on the proposed legislation, with Democrats voting in favour and Republicans opposed. The Senate is expected to vote on its version of the legislation later this week. The passage of the bill drew immediate scrutiny from overseas. “We regard this legislation as setting a very dangerous precedent at a time when the world is facing a global economic crisis,” John Bruton, the EU’s ambassador to the US, said earlier this week. “Measures of this nature, if they breach WTO rules, are likely to be the subject of legal action,” he said. “There is always the possibility of retaliatory measures to be taken.” Italian Trade Minister Adolfo Urso also took a hard line: “A dangerous new steel war is looming and we need to counter it with strong and decisive actions,” he warned on Monday. Major US blue-chip firms General Electric, Caterpillar, Boeing and FedEx also oppose the measure, out of concern that it could provoke other countries into raising their own trade barriers, thus dampening demand for their exports. But US Vice President Joe Biden defended the provisions in an interview last week. “I don’t view that as some of the pure free-traders view it, as a harbinger of protectionism,” Biden, a long-time advocate of organised labour, told CNBC. “I don’t buy that at all. So I think it’s legitimate to have some portions of Buy American in [the stimulus bill].” “I don’t think there’s anything anticompetitive or antitrade in saying when we are stimulating the US economy that the purpose is to create US jobs,” he said. “The same thing’s happening in Britain, the same thing’s happening in Europe, the same thing’s happening in China, and they’re not worrying about American jobs.” But some analysts say that domestic purchasing requirements may not actually create any new US manufacturing jobs. A recent study by the DC-based Peterson Institute for International Economics found that, under some scenarios, the import bans could in fact lead to a net loss in jobs across the sector. “The negative job impact of foreign retaliation against Buy American provisions could easily outweigh the positive effect of the measures on jobs in the US iron and steel sector and other industries,” the study concluded. “The difference is that jobs lost would be spread across the entire manufacturing sector, while jobs gained would be concentrated in iron and steel and a few other industries.”

Buy America provisions will trigger foreign retaliatory trade measures – that escalates

Mehta, 9 – Correspondent at International Syndicated Journalist (Manik Mehta, “Can Buy American proposal save US steel?”, Steel Times International, March 2009, ProQuest | AK)

Protectionism The economic crisis in the USA has also triggered calls for imposing barriers to foreign steel products. The Buy American requirement stipulates that the steel used in the construction projects funded under the stimulus package should be of American production, provided no existing trade agreements are violated. James L Wainscott, chairman/CEO of AK Steel rejected the view that the $787bn stimulus package's Buy American provision is protectionism; in his view the provision is "just common sense", he told a questioner after delivering the first 2009 Williams College of Business Distinguished Speaker lecture. Wainscott, freshly elected chairman of the American Iron and Steel Institute, the industry's trade group, was critical of China subsidising its steel products, and called on the US to enforce trade rules against unfair competition. US steelmakers are reportedly preparing trade complaints against foreign imports. The Buy American provision, experts warn, would be myopic because the policy could attract retaliatory action from foreign supplying countries. A study by the Peterson Institute for International Economics warns that if the Buy American provision can save about 9000 jobs, it can also lead to loss of 50 000 jobs if a trade war does indeed result. While some pundits argue this bill could revive the declining fortunes of the domestic steel industry, critics worry that it could, in fact, result in the loss of more jobs than it was designed to create or maintain them.

Buy America provisions send a protectionist message that destroys the economy and collapses free trade

Lynch, 9 (David J. Lynch, USA Today, 2/6/9, “Buy American' clause stirs up controversy”, http://www.usatoday.com/money/economy/trade/2009-02-03-economic-stimulus-buy-american_N.htm)//EM
Opponents, however, say the new language could breach U.S. trade commitments and ignite a disastrous round of beggar-thy-neighbor retaliation like that which worsened the Great Depression. Both the European Union and Canada already warned the administration against the consequences of resurgent economic nationalism. If other countries enact similar limits, U.S. exporters such as Caterpillar (CAT) and Boeing (BA) would lose lucrative foreign sales. Obama's view In an interview Tuesday with Fox News, Obama cast doubt on the measure, saying, "We can't send a protectionist message." The U.S. debate comes amid a blizzard of government bailouts and similar political pressures elsewhere. From Indonesia to Sweden, countries have carved out protected turf for favored industries even as Uncle Sam shovels money at wounded banks and automakers. "The real problem here is not the legality. It's that it will undoubtedly trigger retaliatory actions," said Stanley Marcuss, a partner at the law firm Bryan Cave in Washington, D.C. The new provisions would expand to more products existing laws dating to 1933 and 1982 giving preference to domestic goods in government programs such as highway building. The president could waive the domestic content rule with a finding that "the public interest" required the use of foreign material or if buying at home was 25% more expensive than abroad. Gary Huffbauer, an economist at the Peterson Institute for International Economics, says the "Buy American" requirement could violate U.S. treaty commitments if applied to Canada, Mexico or the 37 countries that signed the World Trade Organization agreement on government procurement. And he disputes claims that steering more stimulus cash to domestic suppliers will dramatically boost employment. The Alliance for American Manufacturing, for example, says "Buy American" language would create 77,000 more jobs. But only 4% of federal procurement spending on manufactured goods goes to foreign companies, says Huffbauer. Based on that, he says the extra steel industry jobs spawned by domestic content requirement could be as few as 1,000 and would be swamped by the export jobs lost in any new trade war. Community interests The stakes can be seen in individual communities. Steel plants across the rust belt are feeling the effects of the depressed economy and auto industry meltdown. An ArcelorMittal plant in Burns Harbor, Ind., is representative. Last year, the company and USW agreed on a plan to avoid involuntary layoffs of up to 2,400 workers with some voluntary pink slips and a shortened workweek. "These plants certainly can produce the steel necessary for infrastructure," says Robinson, director of the USW's District 7, representing about 70,000 workers in Illinois and Indiana. ArcelorMittal spokesman Bill Steers declined comment on the "Buy American" measure's impact. About 200 miles southwest of Burns Harbor is a Caterpillar factory where roughly 3,500 other Midwesterners could be hurt by the potential boomerang effect of new domestic content legislation. The company's Decatur, Ill., plant produces heavy equipment for customers all over the world. About 80% of its output is exported, including massive mining trucks used in Canada's Alberta oil sands development. "The world economy is at a tipping point. If the U.S. embraces protectionism, it will send a signal that will be hard for anyone to resist," says Bill Lane, Caterpillar's head of governmental affairs.
Buy America provisions are protectionist – that causes trade wars and economic depression

WSJ, 9 – Opinion-Editorial – Review & Outlook (Wall Street Journal, “Steel's 'Buy America' Ploy”, Wall Street Journal, 1/8/09, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123137418481962821.html | AK)

The U.S. steel industry has now joined autos and ethanol in the conga line to Capitol Hill. Sort of. Steelmakers aren't seeking government bailout money -- a la Detroit and Wall Street -- but they are pressuring President-elect Obama and the new Congress to stack any stimulus proposal in favor of domestic producers, even though that would inevitably come at the expense of the nation's overall economic health. You might think that the prospect of a $1 trillion spending plan that includes significant outlays for steel-intensive construction projects would be enough to placate an industry that has experienced record profits in recent years. Not so. Daniel DiMicco of Nucor, the nation's largest minimill steelmaker, said last week that "what we are asking is that our government deal with the worst economic slowdown in our lifetime through a recovery program that has in every provision a 'buy America' clause." Such rhetoric may sound patriotic, but in practice it amounts to protectionism that would only hurt American consumers and taxpayers -- and might kick off a trade war the world economy can't afford. To begin with, domestic steelmakers don't produce enough steel to meet U.S. demand. According to the American Institute for International Steel, steel imports account for between 20% and 25% of the U.S. market. The industry has also gone through dramatic changes in the past decade, including bankruptcies and dumping pension liabilities on taxpayers. Most importantly, there has been tremendous consolidation, which eliminated many producers that once made steel no matter what The result is a domestic steel industry with a lot of pricing power. A "buy American" provision for steel would make all domestic products made from steel more expensive. It also means that federal and state governments would pay far more for their procurements -- billions of dollars more. And then there's the problem of what qualifies as U.S.-made. Are we talking about only companies incorporated here, or are we including U.S. subsidiaries of foreign companies? There are several large steel companies in the U.S. that are incorporated abroad. ThyssenKrupp of Germany is currently building a huge steel processing plant in Alabama that's set to open in 2010 and create 2,700 permanent jobs. Luxembourg-based ArcelorMittal, the world's largest steelmaker, is also expanding its U.S. operations. At the G-20 summit that convened in Washington, D.C., in November, world leaders agreed to a moratorium on protectionist measures. "We underscore the critical importance of rejecting protectionism and not turning inward in times of financial uncertainty," reads the final declaration. "In this regard, within the next 12 months, we will refrain from raising new barriers to investment or to trade in goods and services." The U.S. signed and spearheaded the declaration. To now mandate "Buy America" would tell the rest of the world it's time to get protectionist too. On the campaign trail, Mr. Obama's free trade views were hard to pin down. During the primaries he presented himself as a protectionist, but after sealing up the nomination he backpedaled and said he favors free trade with certain help for workers. The President-elect will no doubt come under pressure from Rust Belt lawmakers in particular to give into the steel industry's demands. We hope those who are talking to Mr. Obama about how to avoid a deeper recession are telling him that a global economic downturn is an especially dangerous time to start a trade war.

Buy American policies cause protectionism and trade wars

Abrams 9 – reporter for the Associated Press who cites international economists Hufbauer and Schott (Jim Abrams, “Buy American: Boost for Workers or Bust for Trade”, Seattle Times, February 12, 2009, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/politics/2008737914_apstimulusbuyamerican.html?syndication=rss)//MG

But industry groups see the provision in a different light. One hundred business groups and companies, including major construction, defense and high-tech companies, wrote Senate leaders last week with the dire warning that the provision "will harm American workers and companies across the entire U.S. economy, undermine U.S. global engagement and result in mirror-image trade restrictions abroad that would put at risk huge amounts of American exports." Gary Clyde Hufbauer and Jeffrey J. Schott of the Peterson Institute for International Economics, in a recent paper on the issue, noted that the protectionist Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act of 1930 "raised tariffs on some 20,000 goods, ignited retaliation from U.S. trading partners, and served as a catalyst for turning the depression into the Great Depression. Even a small echo of that experience would be a disaster." The dispute has put President Barack Obama in a difficult position. During the campaign he spoke positively of Buy American policies, a position widely shared by fellow Democrats and the labor groups that supported him. But as president he must be careful not to antagonize U.S. trading partners. Obama, in several television interviews last week, responded to questions about Buy American provisions that the stimulus bill should not include protectionist language that could trigger a trade war. European Union spokesman Peter Power last week said the EU would not "stand idly by and ignore" legislation that "prohibits the sale or purchase of European goods on American territory."

Buy American policies cause protectionism, collapse the economy, and tank US leadership

Shapiro 9 – President and CEO of the Consumer Electronics Association (Gary, “’Buy American’ Sounds Patriotic but the Protectionist Policy Could Start a Trade War”, Huffington Post, February 16, 2012, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/gary-shapiro/buy-american-sounds-patri_b_167262.html)//MG
Tucked inside the nearly 700-page stimulus text is a short clause that sounds at face value as cheerful as vanilla ice cream on warm apple pie. It's called "Buy American" and it provides that all iron, steel and manufactured goods used in stimulus-funded projects be produced in America. As Senator Sherrod Brown, a Democrat from Ohio, put it to the New York Times: "Who could be against it? Well, some Ivy League economists don't like it - something about Smoot-Hawley and the Great Depression." Perhaps too much time has passed since the financial crisis of the 1930s or our lawmakers are not reading their history books. The "Buy American" provisions are dangerous protectionist policies thinly guised as feel-good patriotism. Politicians know that with American jobs being lost they must be seen as doing something to put people back to work. But history teaches us that policies designed to prop up a country's economy and its industries tends to backfire. Countries rush to save themselves, stop trading with one another, and endanger the global system. The "Buy American" provisions will signal to our trading partners around the world that the United States is returning to the bad old days of protectionism and economic nationalism. Rather than stimulate the American economy these provisions will lead to, retaliation from abroad and cost precious jobs in the United States. The Peterson Institute for International Economics, a nonpartisan think tank, estimated that a few thousand jobs would be created by "Buy American" whereas as many as 65,000 jobs could be lost if other countries put similar laws in place. The United States' global economic leadership is not a guaranteed thing. It is something we build and maintain every day with our ideas, our products and our longstanding policy of international engagement. That leadership has paid huge dividends for Americans, contributing to an increase of 25 million jobs in the United States between 1993 and 2006 - a period that coincided with an unprecedented expansion of U.S. trade policy. "Buy American" is poised to unravel much of that trade policy, putting at risk previous trade agreements and violating other concessions made to our trading partners. That lawmakers say that the provisions are consistent with the letter of World Trade Organization rules is meaningless if the effect of "Buy American" is to turn our country inward and halt trading opportunities. If we reverse ourselves on trade now, the negative impact will be felt across the globe. We don't have to speculate about this. We know what happens when the United States makes a conscious step toward protectionism, ratcheting up tariffs and closing its borders to the outside world. The Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act of 1930 helped precipitate a decade-long economic downturn. In our increasingly global economy, the effects of such a move today may well be even more disastrous. Both established markets like ours and fragile emerging markets in the developing world now depend on the free flow of goods and services. If we shut off that flow, we'll hurt ourselves, abandon the developing world and irreparably damage the global leadership we've fought so hard to establish. Trade is not to blame for our economic crisis. Indeed, continuing our global leadership on trade may pave the clearest path back to prosperity, not just for our nation but for the world at large. Our new leaders in Congress in the White House must reject the inevitable protectionist propaganda and do what they know to be right for our country.

Buy American policies risk trade wars and economic depression

Carbaugh and Prante 10 – Carbaugh is a professor of economics and department chair at Central Washington University and Prante is an assistant professor of economics at Central Washington (Robert Carbaugh and Tyler Prante, “The Temptation for Protectionism and American Trade Policy”, World Economics Journal, September 2010, http://relooney.fatcow.com/0_New_8934.pdf)//MG
The initial fiscal stimulus bill sponsored by the House of Representatives stipulated that none of the funds made available by the bill could be used for infrastructure projects unless all the iron and steel used in a project is produced in the US. The Senate version went even further, mandating that all manufactured goods used in construction projects come from US producers. This legislation was strongly favoured by US labour unions and companies such as US Steel corp. Although President Barack Obama supported Buy American legislation during his presidential campaign in 2008, his enthusiasm had weakened by 2009. The initial foreign reaction to possible Buy American legislation was outrage. The European Union, for example, warned that passage of the legislation would result in the US violating past trade agreements and intensifying the possibility of a trade war that could plunge the world into depression. Also, US exporting companies such as caterpillar argued that foreign retaliation would greatly reduce their sales abroad: caterpillar noted that, in 2009, 60% of its revenue was from foreign sales. In response to these concerns, Obama came out against Buy American provisions that signalled blatant protectionism. He ended up signing a fiscal stimulus bill that included a watered-down version of the Buy American provisions contained in the House and Senate stimulus bills. For example, federal agencies can waive Buy American preferences if they inflate the cost of a construction project by more than 25% or are deemed to be against the public interest. Also, Buy American preferences are waived if they violate past trade agreements such as the north American Free Trade Agreement (nAFTA) reached by the US, canada and Mexico. This means that nAFTA protects the ability of firms in canada and Mexico to bid on US government contracts even though their products do not embody steel made in America. However, city and state (municipal) governments in the US are not obligated to honour the trade agreements of the federal government: they have been able to enact Buy American preferences that exclude firms in canada, Mexico and other countries from bidding on municipal construction contracts for schools, water treatment plants and the like. Many nations expressed unhappiness about Buy American legislation. For example, china and other developing countries, which did not have free trade agreements with the US, complained that Buy American legislation was used to shut out their products from the additional spending that the US government was making to counter its recession. Moreover, Canadian producers resented being prevented from bidding on municipal contracts in the US and thus pressured their municipal governments to exclude US bidders from their contracts. Indeed, officials in Washington were scrambling to avoid an all-out trade war.
Buy American provisions raise costs and tank the global economy

Irwin 9 – professor of economics at Dartmouth, member of the Central Transportation Planning Staff advisory board, and author of “Free Trade Under Fire” (Douglas Irwin, “If We Buy American No one Else Will”, January 31, 2009, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/we-buy-american-no-one-else-will)//MG

World trade is collapsing. The United States trade deficit dropped sharply in November as imports from the rest of the world plummeted in response to the financial crisis and global recession. United States imports from China, Japan and elsewhere declined at double digit rates. The last thing the world economy needs is for governments to give a further downward shove to trade. Unfortunately, we may be doing just that. Steel industry lobbyists seem to have persuaded the House to insert a "Buy American" provision in the stimulus bill it passed last week. This provision requires that preference be given to domestic steel producers in building contracts and other spending. The House bill also requires that the uniforms and other textiles used by the Transportation Security Administration be produced in the United States, and the Senate may broaden such provisions to include many other products. That might sound reasonable, but history has shown that Buy American provisions can raise the cost and diminish the effect of a spending package. In rebuilding the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge in the 1990s, the California transit authority complied with state rules mandating the use of domestic steel unless it was at least 25 percent more expensive than imported steel. A domestic bid came in at 23 percent above the foreign bid, and so the more expensive American steel had to be used. Because of the large amount of steel used in the project, California taxpayers had to pay a whopping $400 million more for the bridge. While this is a windfall for a lucky steel company, steel production is capital intensive, and the rule makes less money available for other construction projects that can employ many more workers. American manufacturers have ample capacity to fill the new orders that will come as a result of the fiscal stimulus. In addition, other countries are watching closely to see if the crisis becomes a general excuse for the United States to block imports and favor domestic firms. General Electric and Caterpillar have opposed the Buy American provision because they fear it will hurt their ability to win contracts abroad. They're right to be concerned. Once we get through the current economic mess, China, India and other countries are likely to continue their large investments in building projects. If such countries also adopt our preferences for domestic producers, then America will be at a competitive disadvantage in bidding for those contracts. Remember the golden rule, or the consequences could be severe. When the United States imposed the Smoot-Hawley Tariff in 1930, it helped set off a worldwide movement toward higher tariffs. When everyone tried to restrict imports, the combined effect was a deeper global economic slump. It took decades to undo the accumulated trade restrictions of that period. Let's not make the same mistake again. 

Buy American provisions cause foreign retaliation and job loss

Schott and Hufbauer 9 – both are Senior Fellows at the Peterson Institute for International Economics (Gary Clyde Hufbaurer and Jeffrey J. Schot, “Buy American” Bad for Jobs, Worse for Reputation”, February 2009, Peterson Institute for International Economics, http://www.lahelni.iie.com/publications/pb/pb09-2.pdf)//MG

In response to the Buy American measures, other countries would likely choose to echo US legislation by further restricting the ability of foreign firms to bid on public contracts. Such action—applied to lucrative new projects covered by their own stimulus programs—would raise additional barriers to US manufactured exports. Fred Smith, chairman and CEO of Federal Express, said “if the Congress passes this Buy American provision, I can assure you—and we operate in 220 some-odd countries around the world and are a huge part of the import-export infrastructure of the United States—we will get retaliation and it will be American jobs at risk.” 6 If, for example, trading partners strike back with their own protectionist measures on steel, the US steel industry could lose exports. The United States exported around 9 million tons of steel in 2007. Conceivably, the risk to US steel exports is equal to or greater than potential production gains from the Buy American provision in the House bill. Moreover, foreign countries might extend their retaliation list to other US manufactured goods, especially if the Senate version of Buy American provision becomes law, since it covers all manufactured goods. In particular, foreign countries might cut off purchases of US products for public projects. To scope out this possibility, we identify 12 major US trading partners. 7 Table 3 (on page 6) shows government procurement spending in each of those countries as a percent of GDP. Applying that proportion to US exports of goods and services to each country, we estimate what share of those countries’ direct and indirect imports of US goods and services are the result of government procurement. 8 The total value is around $104 billion. In our view, at least a small share of those exports are “at risk” of echo or retaliation measures. 9 But even if 1 percent of those exports were in fact lost by echo or retaliation behavior, the resulting employment loss in the United States would be around 6,500 jobs. In an extreme case that 10 percent of those exports are lost, as many as 65,000 jobs could vanish (table 4). To summarize: The negative job impact of foreign retaliation against Buy American provisions could easily outweigh the positive effect of the measures on jobs in the US iron and steel sector and other industries. The difference is that jobs lost would be spread across the entire manufacturing sector, while jobs gained would be concentrated in iron and steel and a few other industries. Other factors not reflected in our calculations could also have a negative impact on net job creation. For example, with a Buy American requirement, the prices charged to public agencies would likely be higher for US iron and steel and other manufactured products. Higher prices would mean that fewer roads and schools could be built with the stimulus money. Higher iron and steel prices could also hurt steel-using firms that are major US exporters—such as heavy machinery. On the other hand, prices might fall for foreign steel sold by countries where the steel industry depends on exports to the United States, such as Mexico and Canada. Private US buyers might in turn switch their purchases to those foreign producers. Depending on the size of the switch, the jobs created by the Buy American provisions could be significantly reduced by a loss of sales to private business in the United States. 

Buy American provisions hurts U.S. credibility and causes protectionism

Schott and Hufbauer 9 – both are Senior Fellows at the Peterson Institute for International Economics (Gary Clyde Hufbaurer and Jeffrey J. Schot, “Buy American” Bad for Jobs, Worse for Reputation”, February 2009, Peterson Institute for International Economics, http://www.lahelni.iie.com/publications/pb/pb09-2.pdf)//MG

 A focus on domestic needs in time of crisis is normal. But Buy American provisions, unless waived, will violate US obligations to the international community. Therefore, it is important to consider the foreign policy implications. The most immediate risk is an echo or retaliation, already discussed. The much bigger cost is the damage to US reputation. In a stroke, the United States would forfeit the moral high ground when it comes to slowing the protectionist juggernaut that now threatens the world economy. Enacting Buy American requirements would open the door for countries worldwide to walk away from their trade obligations—or simply to raise barriers where they have no obligations. EU spokesman Peter Power stated that “if a bill is passed which prohibits the sale or purchase of European goods on American territory, [the European Union] will not stand idly by and ignore.” 16 Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper expressed his own grave concern about the measure. 17 If echoes and retaliation multiply, the world could be faced with rising protection, reminiscent of the Great Depression. The Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act of 1930, which raised tariffs on some 20,000 goods, ignited retaliation from US trading partners—and served as a catalyst for turning the depression into the Great Depression. Even a small echo of that experience would be a disaster. Buy American provisions would particularly damage US reputation abroad since they would come just a few months after the United States pledged to reject protectionism at the G-20 summit on November 15, 2008. 18 The world is carefully watching the first moves of President Obama to gauge the tone of the new administration’s trade policy. Buy American provisions are an early test. The need for the stimulus bill is urgent, both economically and politically, and the administration has worked hard to enact the measure. Unless recast or waived, however, Buy American provisions will be read as an Obama trade policy that leans toward protectionism—with severe consequences abroad. 

2nc at: consistent with wto

They’re still bad for trade and trigger protectionism

Bhagwati, 9 (Jagdish Bhagwati, a professor of economics and law at Columbia and a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2/11/9, “A Retaliatory Spiral ”, http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/02/11/that-buy-american-provision/)//EM
The buy-American provisions unravel previous trade agreements unilaterally and in violation to the concessions we made. Second, the notion that even an effective W.T.O.-consistency qualifier in our procurements will soothe other nations and prevent trade retaliations and trade wars is naïve. Contrary to what others believe, countries like Brazil, China and India, which have not signed the W.T.O.’s 1995 agreement on governmental procurement and, therefore, do not enjoy those rights to our procurement purchases, will retaliate. They can raise many current tariffs also in a “W.T.O.-consistent” way. (Remember that China and India have large public sectors.) They can easily shift their purchases of aircraft, nuclear reactors and other high-value goods from us to Europe and Japan. We would then retaliate, prompting retaliations by the others: all in a W.T.O.-consistent fashion. Indeed, President Obama would find himself in a W.T.O.-consistent trade war.
1nc economy

Federal law requires compliance with Buy American provisions, but the states are exempt.

Roth, 11 (Diana Furchtgott-Roth, contributing editor of RealClearMarkets, a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, and a columnist for the Examiner, 5/26/11, “Let's Leave Our Roads to the States”, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2011/05/26/lets_leave_our_roads_to_the_states_99043.html)//EM
Another witness, Gabriel Roth, disagreed with Mr. Rendell about the need for a government-funded infrastructure bank. (Full disclosure: Gabriel Roth, who has considerable experience in the transportation field, is my father.) He testified that even with existing funding systems, transportation finance could be provided by the states in partnership with the private sector, rather than by the federal government. Mr. Roth pointed out that other federal laws, such as Davis Bacon, project labor agreements, high-road contracting, and "Buy America" provisions, slow down infrastructure and raise costs. Environmental impact statements can take two years. States are forced to spend money on mass transit, even where there are few users.

Buy American provisions cause foreign retaliation that stunts job growth and hurts the economy

Chamber of Commerce, 10 (U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 2/17/10, “The Cost of Buy American Mandates on American Jobs”, http://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/reports/100217_buyamerican.pdf)//EM
February 17, 2010, is the first anniversary of the signing into law of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Public Law 111-5). The U.S. Chamber supported passage of this legislation, which provided a needed stimulus to the U.S. economy, but we had grave concerns with the inclusion of the “Buy American” provision in the law. Unfortunately, our concerns with the Buy American provisions have been realized. They are stunting job growth, slowing the initiation of projects, causing mass confusion, and creating an atmosphere of potential retaliation abroad. On the first anniversary of the signing of the Recovery Act, the Chamber wants to highlight the ramifications of these counterproductive Buy American provisions in order to demonstrate why their inclusion in future bills will harm our economic recovery and the efficacy of such bills. Notwithstanding the positive effects from the Recovery Act, its impact could have been more pronounced and effective. During debate on the Senate floor, the Chamber applauded approval of an amendment to ensure that the Buy American provisions were implemented in a manner consistent with U.S. obligations under international agreements. While not the complete solution that we needed, it was a helpful modification that limited the negative effects at the federal level. Today, it appears that the Recovery Act funds are being disbursed at the federal level in a manner consistent with U.S. obligations under international agreements such as the World Trade Organization’s Government Procurement Agreement (GPA). However, a significant portion of the dollars that the Buy American requirement has an impact on are being spent at the sub-federal level where the GPA is oftentimes not applicable. As a result, the Buy American requirements are having major consequences on projects administered by state and local governments. The problems with the Buy American provision are being noticed by constituencies at all levels, which instigated the need for the recent agreement announced on February 5, 2010 between the United States and Canada. The agreement allows Canadian companies the right to participate in projects funded under the Recovery Act at the federal, state, and local levels. This agreement is only applicable for Recovery Act funds and not similar requirements in future bills. However, it provides for a fast track consultation process if future pieces of legislation include similar requirements. In addition, Canada and the United States have agreed to offer each other permanent access for the majority of sub-federal level contracts under the provisions of the GPA. U.S. Chamber of Commerce Page 2 This bilateral agreement is a positive development, but we still have tremendous concern with the Buy American provision in the Recovery Act, its negative consequences on projects and U.S. jobs, and its impact on our trade relations around the world. THE COST OF BUY AMERICAN RULES The Buy American requirement seems like a rational response during tough economic times, but the true ramifications of such a requirement are much to the contrary. Buy American mandates may be the best illustration of how well-intended policies can sound good, but, in fact, hurt the very workers and industries they are supposed to protect. Of course, American companies would like to see American consumers buy their products. But 95% of the world’s consumers do not live in the United States, and we need access to the world’s markets to grow economically. We want other nations to “Buy American” too, at least some of the time. And the way to do that is through an open trading system where consumers—not the government— decide what they are going to buy. We should not be shutting off potential access to foreign markets. American manufacturers are finding it difficult to comply with Buy American rules because it is often impossible to avoid sourcing at least a portion of their content from other countries. Many U.S. manufacturers rely on global production chains that integrate components from U.S. and non-U.S. sources. American manufacturers are frequently finding it difficult to comply with these new Buy American rules because it is impossible or extraordinarily expensive to avoid sourcing at least a portion of their content from other countries. The timing and cost for this disruption — coming in the midst of the worst economic recession in decades— could hardly be worse for U.S. manufacturers. Thus, due to global supply chains, these Buy American rules are being interpreted and enforced in a way that bars some U.S.-based manufacturers from bidding on projects. Through our conversations with companies, we believe that there is a high degree of confusion among the various government contracting workforces as well as prospective and current contractors on what exactly is covered under the statutory language and the implementing regulations. This is causing a difficult and complex situation to become even worse, which is, in turn, causing many of our trading partners tremendous concern. .U.S. Chamber of Commerce Page 3 The contracting community and their government partners are keenly aware of the additional oversight and scrutiny that Recovery Act projects garner. We strongly believe that thorough and appropriate oversight is vital on these and all other federal projects, but it creates an environment that incentivizes a risk-averse nature, which is exacerbated by the confusion and the ambiguities in the law and implementing regulations. This situation is most prominent at the state and local levels for which these requirements are even more difficult to interpret and understand, owing in large part to these issues being completely unfamiliar concepts. The Chamber released a trade study in September 2009, which is appended to this report, that estimates that any net increases in U.S. employment resulting from the Buy American provisions will quickly evaporate as other countries implement “buy national” policies in their own stimulus programs. Further, this study did not take into account the economic impacts of slowing the initiation and completion of projects due to the complexities caused by the Buy American provisions, which would dampen the job creation estimate. In the event that retaliation causes U.S. companies to lose just 1% of potential foreign stimulus procurement opportunities, the net employment loss to the United States from the Recovery Act’s Buy American provisions could total 176,800. In the event retaliation escalates, U.S. job losses would mount dramatically. MOVING FORWARD We must limit the negative consequences of the Buy American requirements in the Recovery Act, and we must ensure that additional Buy American requirements are not included in future legislation. In our comments on the implementing regulations for the Recovery Act that we submitted in June 2009, we articulated many areas in which the regulations could be modified to lessen and limit the impact on the Recovery Act funds and speed up projects. We are still awaiting the final regulations to be issued, and we hope that some of our recommended changes will be included. While a few new bills have included Buy American language, they have not become law. We will continue to vigorously highlight the negative consequences of the Buy American provision in a plethora of forums. This should help people recognize and understand the complexities of this issue and the actual harm that such provisions have on our economy. We need to get past the headlines so that people can grasp the true impacts. U.S. Chamber of Commerce Page 4 With the president’s recent goal as outlined in his State of the Union address of doubling our exports in five years, we cannot and should not be enacting more Buy American barriers that will make doubling our exports all but impossible. This is such an important issue that we must fight it in Congress, with the regulators, and in the court of public opinion. These Buy American requirements are hindering —NOT helping — U.S. companies and workers.
Extinction
Auslin ‘09 (Michael, Resident Scholar – American Enterprise Institute, and Desmond Lachman, Resident Fellow – American Enterprise Institute, “The Global Economy Unravels”, Forbes, 3-6, http://www.aei.org/article/100187)
Conversely, global policymakers do not seem to have grasped the downside risks to the global economy posed by a deteriorating domestic and international political environment. If the past is any guide, the souring of the political environment must be expected to fan the corrosive protectionist tendencies and nationalistic economic policy responses that are already all too much in evidence.  After spending much of 2008 cheerleading the global economy, the International Monetary Fund now concedes that output in the world's advanced economies is expected to contract by as much as 2% in 2009. This would be the first time in the post-war period that output contracted in all of the world's major economies. The IMF is also now expecting only a very gradual global economic recovery in 2010, which will keep global unemployment at a high level.  Sadly, the erstwhile rapidly growing emerging-market economies will not be spared by the ravages of the global recession. Output is already declining precipitously across Eastern and Central Europe as well as in a number of key Asian economies, like South Korea and Thailand. A number of important emerging-market countries like Ukraine seem to be headed for debt default, while a highly oil-dependent Russia seems to be on the cusp of a full-blown currency crisis.  Perhaps of even greater concern is the virtual grinding to a halt of economic growth in China. The IMF now expects that China's growth rate will approximately halve to 6% in 2009. Such a growth rate would fall far short of what is needed to absorb the 20 million Chinese workers who migrate each year from the countryside to the towns in search of a better life.  As a barometer of the political and social tensions that this grim world economic outlook portends, one needs look no further than the recent employment forecast of the International Labor Organization. The ILO believes that the global financial crisis will wipe out 30 million jobs worldwide in 2009, while in a worst case scenario as many as 50 million jobs could be lost. What do these trends mean in the short and medium term? The Great Depression showed how social and global chaos followed hard on economic collapse. The mere fact that parliaments across the globe, from America to Japan, are unable to make responsible, economically sound recovery plans suggests that they do not know what to do and are simply hoping for the least disruption. Equally worrisome is the adoption of more statist economic programs around the globe, and the concurrent decline of trust in free-market systems. The threat of instability is a pressing concern. China, until last year the world's fastest growing economy, just reported that 20 million migrant laborers lost their jobs. Even in the flush times of recent years, China faced upward of 70,000 labor uprisings a year. A sustained downturn poses grave and possibly immediate threats to Chinese internal stability. The regime in Beijing may be faced with a choice of repressing its own people or diverting their energies outward, leading to conflict with China's neighbors. Russia, an oil state completely dependent on energy sales, has had to put down riots in its Far East as well as in downtown Moscow. Vladimir Putin's rule has been predicated on squeezing civil liberties while providing economic largesse. If that devil's bargain falls apart, then wide-scale repression inside Russia, along with a continuing threatening posture toward Russia's neighbors, is likely. Even apparently stable societies face increasing risk and the threat of internal or possibly external conflict. As Japan's exports have plummeted by nearly 50%, one-third of the country's prefectures have passed emergency economic stabilization plans. Hundreds of thousands of temporary employees hired during the first part of this decade are being laid off. Spain's unemployment rate is expected to climb to nearly 20% by the end of 2010; Spanish unions are already protesting the lack of jobs, and the specter of violence, as occurred in the 1980s, is haunting the country. Meanwhile, in Greece, workers have already taken to the streets. Europe as a whole will face dangerously increasing tensions between native citizens and immigrants, largely from poorer Muslim nations, who have increased the labor pool in the past several decades. Spain has absorbed five million immigrants since 1999, while nearly 9% of Germany's residents have foreign citizenship, including almost 2 million Turks. The xenophobic labor strikes in the U.K. do not bode well for the rest of Europe. A prolonged global downturn, let alone a collapse, would dramatically raise tensions inside these countries. Couple that with possible protectionist legislation in the United States, unresolved ethnic and territorial disputes in all regions of the globe and a loss of confidence that world leaders actually know what they are doing. The result may be a series of small explosions that coalesce into a big bang. 

2nc small businesses

Buy American provisions hurt small businesses

LaVelle, 10 (Deb LaVelle, Vice President of Sales & Marketing

Aqua-Aerobic Systems, Inc., 2/17/10, “The Cost of Buy American Mandates on American Jobs”, http://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/reports/100217_buyamerican.pdf)//EM

We are extremely concerned that the Buy American provision is resulting in project delays, limited competition, increased costs, and reduced quality. Moreover, it poses a potential danger to the international portion of Aqua-Aerobic Systems’ business. The company has been a leader in the design, application, and manufacturing of wastewater treatment equipment and systems for both municipal and industrial markets worldwide since 1969. Many of Aqua’s projects are with small and medium-size municipalities that are not willing to accept the requirements and potential risks associated with the Buy American provision. We are also concerned that our international business will be penalized due to these protectionist measures. A loss of sales revenue will affect our financial stability and may result in the loss of jobs. Update: As anticipated, the Buy American legislation, regulations, and enforcement have become more complicated, and the provisions continue to put an increased hardship on small and mediumsize manufacturers and suppliers. Our company has invested in several internal and external resources over the past year at a considerable cost. Although successful in meeting the compliance requirements for our customers, the result has not laid a path for more jobs but, instead, has created a paper menagerie. The ambiguity of the law and the continual updates and modifications, combined with the requirements of appropriated federal and state funds, put small and medium-size companies at a disadvantage. Larger corporations have the resources to hire lawyers and dedicate internal resources to ensure compliance, whereas small and medium-size owners, managers, and supervisors are scrambling to stay on top of the legal implications of the legislative changes. I believe when it comes time to inspect construction sites to ensure compliance, those responsible for enforcement will be inundated by the transgression of well-intentioned business executives and site managers who did not fully understand the Buy American rules of engagement. 
Small businesses key to the economy and more than half of all jobs
Graves, 7/11 (Sam Graves, chairman of the House Small Business Committee, 7/11/12, 
“Small businesses drive job creation, growth”, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/economy-a-budget/237433-small-businesses-drive-job-creation-growth)//EM
Our nation is the mightiest economy on the planet, with great potential for growth. So why are we nearly stagnant? We’ve had weak job growth for months on end, and our lingering high unemployment has been at a rate of at least 8 percent for 41 straight months. That’s unacceptable. Even worse, it’s unnecessary. Our nation is attempting to rebound from a recession, but I’m afraid we’re asking our job creators to fight through obstacles of the federal government’s own making. The latest economic data sheds light as to just how immobile our nation’s small businesses are. June’s addition of only 80,000 jobs was well below expectations and well short of the 150,000 jobs the Bureau of Labor Statistics says are needed every month just to keep pace with population growth. On Tuesday, the NFIB released its Small Business Optimism survey for June, which fell 3 points to its lowest level since October 2011. We hear a lot of talk about jobs right now. Fact: Small firms are the biggest job creators. Yet, the vital role small businesses play in economic growth is still overlooked. Together, these small firms consistently create 60 to 70 percent of new jobs, year after year, and employ more than half of the entire U.S. workforce at 27 million different places of business. That means we all have a vested interest in keeping that dynamic job creation going strong. Because small businesses drive our economy, why don’t their concerns drive more of our economic policies and priorities? Wouldn’t that make sense? We hear lip service from the administration, but their actions don’t back up their talking points. Often it seems that the one-size-fits-all policies of the federal government were developed with little thought for real-world small-business behavior. 

2nc economy
Only a risk Buy America provisions cause protectionist retaliation—few imports are used in construction projects

Krueger, 9 (Anne Krueger, former first deputy managing director at the International Monetary Fund, and professor of international economics at the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University., 2/11/9, “Damages Outweigh Gains ”, http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/02/11/that-buy-american-provision/)//EM
The damage to employment would surely outweigh any gains. This is even more true now than it was in earlier years as industries throughout the world have sought supplies of their parts and components from the cheapest source. Once protectionist measures are adopted, they are difficult to remove. The buy-American measure in the stimulus package would do little, in part because few imports are used in construction projects. But the signal that it would send to other countries would invite protective measures to the detriment of American exports and employment. Once protectionist measures are adopted, they are difficult to remove. In the long run, choking off through protection the integration of the world economy reduces productivity and prospects for future growth of all economies. It does not make any sense to sacrifice longer term growth prospects for measures that, even in the short run, offer very little prospect except for the very few at the cost of many others.
Buy America provisions are to key to industry demand and jobs 
Gibson et al., 12 – president and CEO, American Iron and Steel Institute (Thomas Gibson, “Blog: Rebuilding America With US - Not Chinese Steel”, CNBC, 1/23/12, http://www.cnbc.com/id/46101163/Blog_Rebuilding_America_With_US_Not_Chinese_Steel | AK)

In his recent blog post,“To Make the U.S. Stronger, You're Going to Need Some Chinese Steel,” Dan McNichol is simply wrong in asserting that rebuilding America’s infrastructure will require Chinese steel. America’s infrastructure can and should be built with American steel. That is why current Buy America provisions are so important, and why efforts to circumvent these provisions, such as California used in the Bay Bridge project, need to be stopped. Mr. McNichol omits some pretty significant facts about global steel trade and the Bay Bridge project in his post. The capacity that he argues is driving the use of Chinese steel is not caused by natural market forces. Instead, it is the result of 30 years of trade violations, well-documented Chinese government subsidization of its steel industry and an unwillingness by both political parties in this country to meaningfully enforce our trade laws. The lack of a level competitive playing field in global steel trade has led to many U.S. steel companies going out of business. Consequently, America now has less steel production capacity and fewer good paying jobs. In 2011, overall US steel capacity utilization was under 75%. China was not the first country to illegally dump subsidized steel in the U.S., but the ruthless trade tactics employed by its state-owned companies have taken these trade violations to a new level. China is not naturally the low cost producer of steel; the U.S. is. Steel production is energy and raw material intensive, so China’s low labor costs do not provide an advantage. ( In some US mills labor accounts for less than 10% of the cost). China has to import most of its iron ore, making it one of the highest cost steelmakers in the world. China offsets its high energy and raw materials costs through massive government subsidies, as well as by providing free land and low-interest loans from state-owned banks, not to mention the environmental differences. Mr. McNichol is also wrong in asserting U.S. steel producers were unable to produce the quantity of steel needed for the Bay Bridge project. A consortium of U.S. steel fabricators was willing to build a new facility and steel mills around the country could have supplied the steel. The U.S. has plenty of steel capacity for this type of project. At a time of high unemployment, the Bay Bridge project could have been a much needed job creator for American workers. Mr. McNichol also failed to mention the quality and delivery problems that occurred with the Chinese steel. The Chinese company selected had no bridge building experience prior to this project. Part of the rationale for choosing the Chinese company was that it would save $400 million, but that was before moving hundreds of employees and consultants to China. While still in progress, a third quarter 2011 report shows the contract that contains the Chinese steel has already increased by $293 million and the contractor has been given 29 months of extended time. With the real rate of U.S. unemployment at 15.6% (those unemployed, underemployed, settled for part-time jobs or gave up looking), outsourcing high-value jobs to China for a large-scale U.S. project like this defies common sense. Our state and federal governments should be embracing opportunities and projects that will stimulate the economy and create valuable U.S. jobs. The choice by the California Department of Transportation to use Chinese steel was also a poor environmental decision. Levels of particulate matter pollution alone from the Chinese steel industry are nearly 20 times higher per ton of steel than in the U.S., according to recent study. In light of these facts, it is hard to believe most Americans would find this a good use of their tax dollars. That is why we have had domestic sourcing provisions like Buy America in law for 70 years. They ensure that infrastructure projects are built using the highest quality American-made products creating both jobs and demand for domestic material. The Department of Transportation estimates that every $1 billion invested in federal highways supports 35,000 American jobs. Until we seriously deal with trade law violations, Buy America provisions will be needed.

Buy America restrictions get mired in red tape and drag down the economy

Lawrence, 9 – Editor at Forward Magazine (Steve Lawrence, “BUY AMERICAN AND THE STIMULUS FOLLIES”, Forward Online, November/December 2009, http://forward.msci.org/articles/1109buy-american-and-the-stimulus-follies.cfm | AK)

“‘Buy American’ may sound good, but in fact it creates red tape, slows projects, and stifles job creation,” said Thomas J. Donohue, president and CEO of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, in a September speech. The Chamber is especially anxious to broaden trade with other countries, instead of restricting it at home. “Ninety-five percent of the world’s consumers live outside the United States, and, as the world’s [third] largest exporter, we need to be able to ‘Sell American,’ too,” he said. In fact, plenty of folks who have been entirely supportive of the stimulus package have turned in the last few months from less than supportive to highly critical of the Buy American restrictions in it. They may support the idea of jump-starting the economy, spending tens of billions of dollars on decrepit infrastructure, energy-efficient retrofitting of public buildings, the creation of new jobs of all kinds and using gobs of steel and aluminum in the process. But they are no longer convinced, and for good reason, that the Buy American restrictions will have any but a negative impact on stimulus spending and the economy. Buy American, instead of pouring U.S.-made materials into the stimulus program, creating new jobs and opening new, home-grown manufacturing facilities, has mainly just brought the construction stage of the stimulus program to a stumbling stagger. “Nearly seven months after the stimulus plan was passed, only about 12% of the spending portion of the $787 billion package—$ 288 billion is tax cuts—has been given out,” said American Iron and Steel Institute CEO Thomas J. Gibson in an article for a metals trade journal. “Even while stimulus funds were targeted toward infrastructure, little of that money has made its way into the economy.” Estimates vary widely because the government has, to say the least, not developed much of a tracking system yet. But even the Obama administration’s Council of Economic Advisers, while saying the stimulus is working, also concedes that most of the money spent so far has gone to tax breaks and education in the various states. A bit more than $100 billion, about 13%, of the stimulus package is intended for infrastructure projects. Little of this has been spent yet, in part because contractors and state and local governments were waiting for the Office of Management and Budget to clarify what exactly Buy American means for government and agencies below the federal level.

Buy America provisions are perceived as protectionism—gutting American economic leadership and the global economy.

Markheim, 9 (Daniella Markheim, Jay Van Andel Senior Trade Policy Analyst in the Center for International Trade and Economics at The Heritage Foundation, 1/30/9, “Buy American Hurts America”, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/01/buy-american-hurts-america)//EM

Advocates of Buy American rules claim that limiting competition for U.S. government contracts to domestic firms will protect U.S. jobs and help prop up firms in troubled industries. Regrettably, the cost of such protectionism will be inflicted on the American public, who will fail to get the best value for their hard-earned taxpayer dollars; the U.S. workers who lose their jobs when the companies they work for go out of business as countries retaliate in kind; and the economy as a whole, which will become less productive. Rather than expand on the Buy American provisions the U.S. has long maintained, a better approach would be to open competition in government-funded projects even wider. This expansion will help ensure that America gets the most benefit it can from vast new government spending. It will also send a critical message to the world that the U.S. is committed not only to its own welfare but to that of the international economic system as well. Protectionism Is Not the Right Answer The devastating economic effects of such protectionist measures are well-documented. The Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act of 1930, for instance, raised U.S. tariffs on more than 20,000 imported goods to record levels. Introduced as a means to reduce imports and protect American businesses and jobs,[1] Smoot-Hawley did cut the amount of imports between 1929 and 1933 in half. At the same time, exports dramatically declined,[2] and unemployment grew from 3.2 percent in 1929 to 8.7 percent in 1930 and peaked at 24.9 percent in 1933--the heart of the Great Depression.[3] Large majorities of economists and historians now say that Smoot-Hawley played a significant role in worsening the Great Depression.[4] While not the same, the expansion of the Buy American program represents a step toward the same type of destructive protectionism instituted by Smoot-Hawley. With countries' economic vitality linked through trade and investment, the need for all nations to protect open markets is crucial to helping the global economy recover and return to a path of growth. Therefore, given the effects of previous protectionist schemes, expanding the Buy American program as part of a stimulus package is perverse. Leading by Example In November 2008, the U.S. and other leaders in the G-8 publicly acknowledged the role trade plays in mitigating the cost of economic contraction and committed to avoid any new protectionist measures in their plans to spark their domestic economies. According to recent reporting from the WTO, although the economic downturn has prompted a few instances of protectionism, nations are largely sticking to that promise.[5] That said, the longer it takes for the world's economies to recover, the higher the risk that trade and investment barriers will find their way into domestic stimulus schemes. While some countries may cave to the temptation to protect the special interest groups and industries clamoring for assistance, the U.S. cannot afford such a response. Implementing new, more restrictive Buy American provisions not only breaks the promise America made to the world in November, but it also opens the door for other nations to introduce similar domestic bias in their own recovery plans. Such retaliatory measures would result in U.S. firms being denied the chance to compete for billions of dollars in foreign government contracts in support of stimulus projects in Australia, China, France, Germany, the U.K., and elsewhere around the world. While the Buy American provisions might protect 3 million U.S. manufacturing jobs (as claimed by White House spokeswoman Jen Psaki[6]) by shutting out foreign competition, it would threaten many of the more than 57 million Americans employed by firms that depend on international trade if nations retaliate against U.S. protectionism.[7]
Buy American provisions do not improve the economy—they result in trade wars and delay global growth

Hufbauer, 9 (Gary Clyde Hufbauer, a senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics, 2/11/9, “Trade Wars Kill Jobs ”, http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/02/11/that-buy-american-provision/)//EM
The buy-American proposal in the stimulus package makes no sense — not for United States employment, and certainly not for spurring recovery from the world’s worst downturn since the Great Depression. The positive impact of the provision would be trivial: fewer than 9,000 American jobs and only a few billion dollars of American imports. The positive impact of the provision drafted in the Senate bill in terms of jobs and trade would be trivial: fewer than 9,000 American jobs and only a few billion dollars of American imports. But the negative impact — coming as it does from the United States — would be a disaster. Essentially this measure says to the world: “Go ahead and put on new protection, just so long as you obey the letter of your commitments in the World Trade Organization.” Other countries have plenty of room, within their legal commitments, to raise tariffs on imports from the United States or in less visible ways to punish leading American exporters, like FedEx, Microsoft, TimeWarner, United Technologies, Boeing, Caterpillar and General Electric. Indeed, in a tit-for-tat trade war, the United States could easily lose far more than 9,000 American jobs. The fact that France is asking its auto firms to cut down production in the Czech Republic, or that British banks are pulling money out of South America does not mean the United States should follow them down the protectionist path. It’s not our habit to imitate the worst behavior of Europe or anyplace else. Supporters of the buy-American provision correctly state that other countries already impose higher barriers on their industrial imports than the United States does — that’s certainly true for Argentina, Brazil, China, India, Indonesia and South Africa. But world recovery will be long delayed if countries decide that “leveling up” to the highest barriers is the right way to go. 
Buy American provisions result in protectionist retaliation that costs American jobs
Baughman and Francois, 9 (Laura M. Baughman, President of Trade Partnership Worldwide, AND Joseph F. Francois, Managing Director of Trade Partnership Worldwide, LLC, and professor of economics at Johannes Kepler Universität Linz, September 2009, “Imposition of Buy American Provisions of the Recovery Act:

The Cost for American Workers and Companies”, http://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/reports/100217_buyamerican.pdf)//EM
Congress passed, and the President signed into law, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (the “Recovery Act”) in February 2009. It provides tax relief and government funds for a wide variety of spending initiatives, totaling $787 billion. It includes a requirement that all iron, steel and manufactured products used in Recovery Act-funded public building and works projects be produced in the United States. It further includes a mandate that clothing, equipment and textile products purchased by the Department of Homeland Security with Recovery Act funds be made in the United States. The legislation authorizes limited waivers, and stipulates that the Buy American provisions be applied in a manner consistent with U.S. obligations under international agreements. In the enthusiasm to create new U.S. jobs and to spend the stimulus money as quickly as possible, it is inevitable that rigorous attention to U.S. international agreement obligations will be difficult and the United States will be exposed to the risk of retaliation.2 More immediately, moves by U.S. trading partners to employ their own “buy national” or “buy local” requirements to their stimulus spending initiatives have been reported.3 1 Laura M. Baughman is President of Trade Partnership Worldwide, LLC in Washington, DC (www.tradepartnership.com). Dr. Joseph F. Francois is Managing Director of Trade Partnership Worldwide, LLC, and professor of economics at Johannes Kepler Universität Linz. 2 This is in addition to the economic impacts of slowing the initiation and completion of projects due to the complexities caused by the Buy American provisions. 3 See for example Annys Shin, “‘Buying American’ Puts Strain on U.S. Trade with Canada,” The Washington Post, August 11, 2009, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/ content/article/2009/08/10/AR2009081002834.html; Raymond Colitt, “Brazil may challenge ‘Buy American’ at WTO,” Reuters UK, February 17, 2009, http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUKTRE51F52920090217; Jamil Anderlini, “‘Buy China’ policy set to raise tensions,” Financial Times, June 16, 2009, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/66454774-5a7c-11de-8c1400144feabdc0,Authorised=false.html?_i_location=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ft.com%2Fcms%2Fs%2F0%2F66454 774-5a7c-11de-8c1400144feabdc0.html%3Fnclick_check%3D1&_i_referer=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.governmentcontractslawblog.co m%2F2009%2F07%2Farticles%2Fstimulus%2Frecovery-act-update-us-stimulus-buy-american-prc-stimulus-buychinesecanada-and-wto-not-pleased%2F&nclick_check=1. U.S. Chamber of Commerce Page 9 We estimate that any net increases in U.S. employment resulting from the new Buy American provisions will quickly evaporate as other countries implement “buy national” policies of their own. In the event that retaliation causes U.S. companies to lose just 1% of potential foreign stimulus procurement opportunities, the net employment loss to the United States from the Recovery Act’s Buy American provisions could total 176,800. In the event retaliation escalates, U.S. job losses will mount dramatically. Methodology The Recovery Act appropriates a total of $787 billion in new government spending designed to stimulate the U.S. economy. About 13% of this total ($101 billion) is targeted at spending on infrastructure projects, the projects that would be impacted by the Buy American requirements.4 This potential spending includes purchases of iron, steel, and other manufactured products as well as the services of contractors that undertake the projects. Based on data for U.S. federal procurement of manufactured goods in 2008, we estimate that $37 billion of the $101 billion would be spent on the procurement of manufactured goods.5 Of this amount, we estimate that $3.2 billion is vulnerable to the new Buy American provisions.6 A $3.2 billion shift in federal procurement from foreign sources to domestic sources would create jobs in the up- and downstream sectors associated with that new production. It would also cost jobs in the importing/wholesaling sectors and all the up- and downstream sectors associated with that 4 Derived from a detailed summary of investment spending included in the legislation and prepared by the House Committee on Appropriations, “Summary: American Recovery and Reinvestment Report Conference Agreement,” February 2009, http://appropriations.house.gov/pdf/PressSummary02-12-09.pdf. 5 According to data provided by the Federal Procurement Data System (“Total Action by NAICS Report”, found at www.fpds.gov), 36.57% of total Federal procurement in 2008 went to purchase goods produced in four North American Industrial Classification (NAICS) sectors: mining (NAICS 21); food and beverages, textiles and apparel and leather manufactures (NAICS 31); wood, paper, and printed products, petroleum and coal, chemicals, plastics, rubber and nonmetal manufactures (NAICS 32); and metals (e.g., iron and steel), metal products, machinery, computer and electronic products, transportation equipment, furniture and miscellaneous manufactures (NAICS 33). This share represents the total value of manufactured goods purchased by the federal government divided by total federal procurement on all goods and services in 2008. The share of manufactured goods that will be purchased by the $101 billion available under the Recovery Act for infrastructure spending is likely to be higher, which would mean that our estimate of the trade at risk is conservative. 6 FPDS reports that 10% of all federally procured products came from foreign sources (“Buy American Act Place of Manufacture Report”). Of that, 1.3% was sourced from trade agreement partners, or was exempted as the result of a public interest determination, a nondomestic availability determination, or an unreasonable cost of domestic product determination, among other possible exceptions. We assume that these exceptions apply to the new Buy American purchases, in the same proportions, both at the national and state and local levels (a similar database of state and local procurement purchases is not available). Therefore, 8.7% of Recovery Act purchases could come from foreign sources, but might not if U.S. procurement agents choose to implement the Buy American requirements more rigidly instead. U.S. Chamber of Commerce Page 10 importing and wholesaling activity. Unwarranted discrimination against foreign suppliers could also result in retaliation by the governments representing those suppliers. This could happen in one of two ways: direct retaliation equal to the loss of sales to the United States, or imposing their own “buy national” requirements on public purchases by foreign governments. To estimate these job effects, we rely on Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) calculations of the number of jobs required to produce $1 million in output. The so-called “employment requirements table” is based on 2006 input-output tables estimated by the BLS representing 2006 labor productivity levels. It shows, for example, that every $1 million of steel product manufacturing output requires 8.74 workers (1.5 workers in that sector directly and 7.24 elsewhere in the economy). Using the employment multipliers appropriate to each manufacturing sector, we find that transferring $3,219 million in purchases from foreign suppliers to U.S. suppliers creates 29,789 jobs throughout the U.S. economy. It costs 5,680 jobs associated with the loss in importing activity (estimated as the gross margin associated with $3,219 million in mining and manufacturing imports), for an estimated net gain of 24,109. However, retaliation would erase all of those employment gains and then some. If foreign governments reduce their imports of U.S. manufactured goods by $3,219 million (U.S. exports fall by that much), the total gain in U.S. employment would evaporate, with a net impact on U.S. employment of the 5,680 jobs lost to the absence of imports. The impact of foreign “buy national” requirements would be even worse. At least 90 countries or regions (e.g., the European Union) have announced stimulus spending plans of their own, totaling well over $1.7 trillion.7 If foreign governments impose their own “buy national” requirements on public purchases that lock U.S. goods and services providers out of even just 1% of this total spending, the net U.S. job impact could climb to a loss of 176,762.8

Protectionism destroys the global economy—empirically proven

Folsom, 9 (Burton Folsom Jr., a professor of history and management at Hillsdale College and a senior historian at the Foundation for Economic Education, 2/11/9, “Disaster Lesson From the 1930s ”, http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/02/11/that-buy-american-provision/)//EM
 “Slap a tariff on China and save American jobs,” the protectionists say. The collapsing export market after 1930 helped to set off a decline in American industry. This tempting line of reasoning is flawed for two reasons. First, if Americans pay more for, say, American-made shoes or shirts, then they have less to spend for other things they might need — they are simply subsidizing inefficient local producers. And those American manufacturers, who are protected from foreign competitors, have little incentive to innovate and cut prices. Second, if we refuse to buy China’s imports, China will refuse to buy our exports, including our first-rate computers and iPods. Our export market collapses. We saw this happen during the Great Depression when Congress passed, and President Herbert Hoover signed, the Smoot-Hawley Tariff in 1930. That tariff, the highest in United States history, foisted high import duties on more than 3,000 foreign items. The Europeans immediately retaliated, and this deepened the Depression throughout the world. When we refused to buy Swiss watches, for example, the Swiss refused to buy American wheat and Chevrolets. The collapsing export market after 1930 helped to set off a decline in American industry. United States automakers sold more than five million cars and trucks in 1929, but only about 1.8 million in 1933. Other causes (including tax increases under both Hoover and Franklin D. Roosevelt) also made the Great Depression worse, but the Smoot-Hawley Tariff was a significant reason the Depression was as severe as it was — 25 percent unemployment at its worst. Free trade benefits buyers and sellers. Tariffs benefit certain sellers at the expense of all buyers. 
1nc racism

Federal law requires compliance with Buy American provisions, but the states are exempt.

Roth, 11 (Diana Furchtgott-Roth, contributing editor of RealClearMarkets, a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, and a columnist for the Examiner, 5/26/11, “Let's Leave Our Roads to the States”, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2011/05/26/lets_leave_our_roads_to_the_states_99043.html)//EM
Another witness, Gabriel Roth, disagreed with Mr. Rendell about the need for a government-funded infrastructure bank. (Full disclosure: Gabriel Roth, who has considerable experience in the transportation field, is my father.) He testified that even with existing funding systems, transportation finance could be provided by the states in partnership with the private sector, rather than by the federal government. Mr. Roth pointed out that other federal laws, such as Davis Bacon, project labor agreements, high-road contracting, and "Buy America" provisions, slow down infrastructure and raise costs. Environmental impact statements can take two years. States are forced to spend money on mass transit, even where there are few users.

Buy America provisions are racist and creates internal “us” vs. “them” mindsets in American culture

Lin, 9 (Lynda Lin, Assistant Editor of the Pacific Citizen an award-winning newspaper for the Asian American Pacific community, 3/6/9, “With 'Buy American' Back, is Anti-Asian Sentiment Around the Corner?”, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:iyzuztD4rEUJ:www.pacificcitizen.org/node/213%3Fpage%3Dshow+&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=firefox-a)//EM

Berns, 60, hopes a renewed commitment to buy American-made products will boost the economy and keep Americans working. It's calling on people's patriotism, he says. But some Asian Pacific Americans worry the resurgence of populist rhetoric like "Buy American" will lead to increased anti-Asian sentiment and worse — Americans violently turning against other Americans. "I think it's a slippery slope," says Roland Hwang, vice president of American Citizens Justice, a Michigan-based APA civil rights organization. The "Buy American" slogan, which is embedded in the $787 billion stimulus package signed by President Barack Obama, creates an underlying "us versus them" mentality. "Such a mentality might get transferred to some zealot's self-justified violence against APAs, Latinos or other people of color in these bad economic times," adds Hwang. You don't have to go too far back into U.S. history for an example either. Once upon another economic recession, two out-of-work autoworkers in 1982 Detroit misidentified 27-year-old Vincent Chin to be of Japanese descent and said, "because of you mother f-----s we are out of work," before beating him to death with a baseball bat. Now and Then: Us Versus Them Until now, economists called the time between 1979-1982 the worst recession after World War II. "It was a time of crises," said Frank Wu, a professor of law and history at George Washington University in Washington, D.C. "From World War II, there was a great sense that the U.S. could do anything. That was no longer true." Americans — who were still grappling with the aftermath of the Vietnam War and Watergate scandal — faced among other things an oil crisis, high unemployment and inflation rates. Competition from Japanese cars led to mass layoffs in the automobile industry and increased anti-Japan sentiment. Members of the United Auto Workers famously smashed Toyota cars with sledgehammers at union picnics and distributed "Buy American" flyers with frequent references to Pearl Harbor. With Chin's murder in 1982, it became clear that in the "us versus them" mentality, APAs were counted as "them." "I fear it's coming back again," said Wu, who is writing a book on the Chin case. Back then the scapegoat was Japan, now China is being blamed for running up the U.S. trade deficit and putting Americans out of jobs. "But we all know that whether it's Chinese or Japanese. They think we all look the same," said Wu. The rhetoric is also making a comeback. In December, O.C. Welch, the owner of a Hardeeville, South Carolina car dealership blasted consumers who bought Japanese cars in a controversial radio ad. Welch, who called the cars "rice ready, not road ready," has since apologized for his comments. That same month, Detroit's WDIV-TV reported that a man was caught on a security camera in a Woodhaven, Mich. strip mall slashing the tires of four parked cars and writing "Buy USA" on them. "Buy American [is] just an excuse to be racist," said Lixiao Xu, a freshman from the State University of New York (SUNY) Buffalo. A few months ago, Xu came across a Facebook.com "Jap Crap" group where members weighed in on the value of American cars versus imports. Many used patriotic and often racist language to prove their point, so Xu decided to join the debate. "You don't hate imports, you only hate Asian imports because they are not made by a white man," Xu wrote on the group's wall. "These incidences don't exist in a cultural vacuum," said Dana Frank, the author of "Buy American: The Untold Story of Economic Nationalism" and a history professor at the University of California, Santa Cruz. Often supporters of campaigns like these resort to nationalism and then racial stereotypes that date back to the1800s when the first wave of Asian immigrants were perceived to "sneak" things in.
Racism outweighs every impact – its the precondition to ethical political decision making.

MEMMI 2000 – Professor Emeritus of Sociology at the University of Paris (Albert, “RACISM”, translated by Steve Martinot, pp.163-165)

The struggle against racism will be long, difficult, without intermission, without remission, probably never achieved, yet for this very reason, it is a struggle to be undertaken without surcease and without concessions.  One cannot be indulgent toward racism.  One cannot even let the monster in the house, especially not in a mask.  To give it merely a foothold means to augment the bestial part in us and in other people which is to diminish what is human.  To accept the racist universe to the slightest degree is to endorse fear, injustice, and violence.  It is to accept the persistence of the dark history in which we still largely live.  It is to agree that the outsider will always be a possible victim (and which [person] man is not [themself] himself an outsider relative to someone else?).  Racism illustrates in sum, the inevitable negativity of the condition of the dominated; that is it illuminates in a certain sense the entire human condition.  The anti-racist struggle, difficult though it is, and always in question, is nevertheless one of the prologues to the ultimate passage from animality to humanity.  In that sense, we cannot fail to rise to the racist challenge.  However, it remains true that one’s moral conduct only emerges from a choice:  one has to want it.  It is a choice among other choices, and always debatable in its foundations and its consequences.  Let us say, broadly speaking, that the choice to conduct oneself morally is the condition for the establishment of a human order for which racism is the very negation.  This is almost a redundancy.  One cannot found a moral order, let alone a legislative order, on racism because racism signifies the exclusion of the other and his or her subjection to violence and domination.  From an ethical point of view, if one can deploy a little religious language, racism is “the truly capital sin.”fn22  It is not an accident that almost all of humanity’s spiritual traditions counsel respect for the weak, for orphans, widows, or strangers.  It is not just a question of theoretical counsel respect for the weak, for orphans, widows or strangers.  It is not just a question of theoretical morality and disinterested commandments.  Such unanimity in the safeguarding of the other suggests the real utility of such sentiments.  All things considered, we have an interest in banishing injustice, because injustice engenders violence and death.  Of course, this is debatable.  There are those who think that if one is strong enough, the assault on and oppression of others is permissible.  But no one is ever sure of remaining the strongest.  One day, perhaps, the roles will be reversed.  All unjust society contains within itself the seeds of its own death.  It is probably smarter to treat others with respect so that they treat you with respect.  “Recall,” says the bible, “that you were once a stranger in Egypt,” which means both that you ought to respect the stranger because you were a stranger yourself and that you risk becoming once again someday.  It is an ethical and a practical appeal – indeed, it is a contract, however implicit it might be.  In short, the refusal of racism is the condition for all theoretical and practical morality.  Because, in the end, the ethical choice commands the political choice.  A just society must be a society accepted by all.  If this contractual principle is not accepted, then only conflict, violence, and destruction will be our lot.  If it is accepted, we can hope someday to live in peace.  True, it is a wager, but the stakes are irresistible.

2nc link
All federally-funded transportation projects are subject to Buy American provisions

GoC, 12(Government of Canada, 5/23/12, “The Buy American Act and Buy America Provisions”, http://www.canadainternational.gc.ca/sell2usgov-vendreaugouvusa/procurement-marches/buyamerica.aspx?lang=eng&view=d)//EM
The Buy America Act was a provision of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 and is now codified by Section 5323(j) of Title 49 of the United States Code. Buy America provisions are applied to transit-related procurements valued over US$100,000, for which funding includes grants administered by the Federal Transit Authority (FTA) or Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Buy America provisions are a condition of U.S. federal government grants to state, municipal or other organizations including transit authorities. Buy America provisions, such as requirements for 100% U.S. content for iron/steel and manufactured products, put Canadian goods and services at a serious disadvantage when they form all or part of a bid by any supplier, whether U.S. or Canadian. Similar conditions prevail for airport projects that receive funds from the Federal Aviation Administration as authorized by the Airport and Airways Facilities Improvement Act. Such projects require that all steel and manufactured products have 60% U.S. content and that final assembly occur in the United States.
***davis-bacon bad nb
1nc economy/inefficiency
Federally funded transportation infrastructure mandates use of Davis-Bacon requirements

Laub, 12 – Director of the North Dakota Department of Transportation, Civil Rights Division (E. Diane Laub, “DAVIS-BACON WAGE AND PAYROLL REQUIREMENTS”, NKDOT, January 2012, http://www.dot.nd.gov/manuals/civilrights/davisbacon.pdf | AK)

The following is a summary of the wage and payroll requirements under the Davis-Bacon and Related Acts (DBRA): A. Special Provisions 1. Under DBRA, all persons employed on or working upon the site of the work of a federally funded highway construction contract MUST be paid the wage rates and fringe benefits determined by the Secretary, U.S. Department of Labor (USDOL), to be prevailing in the area of the project. In addition, DBRA requires that certain labor standards provisions be specified in the contract awarded to the successful bidder and that the applicable Davis-Bacon wage rate decision also be included in the contract documents. Consequently, all federally-aided highway construction contracts contain the following special provisions:

The requirement causes cost over-runs, delays, reduces employment, and burdens the economy 

Brady, 11 – Representative and Vice Chairman Designate of the Joint Economic Committee (Kevin Brady, “Highway Robbery The Davis-Bacon Act Increases Costs, Decreases Employment”, Joint Economic Committee, 3/31/11, http://www.jec.senate.gov/republicans/public/?a=Files.Serve&File_id=1ac1b544-b9ce-447d-bade-f88f5dafa4b2 | AK)

The originally temporary Davis-Bacon Act of 1931—now part of federal labor requirements—essentially functions as a wage floor, resulting in billions of excess cost for taxpayer-funded projects and reduced employment for less-specialized and general laborers who are priced out of the market. The Davis-Bacon Act requires that all federally-funded projects worth more than $2,000 must pay workers the “prevailing wage,” which is typically set equal to the local wage paid to more skilled union workers.1 As with many temporary government provisions, the Act was initially an emergency measure implemented by the Hoover Administration to prevent contractors from paying their workforce extremely low wages and producing lower quality of construction.2 Its subsequent acceptance over time as part of federal labor requirements, however, has led to increasingly expensive total project costs as Davis-Bacon rates average 22 percent higher than prevailing market rates.3 Moreover, since the Act’s implementation, the federal government’s role in construction projects has vastly expanded. Today, excessive project costs are particularly straining on the Highway Trust Fund (HTF), which provides approximately 80 percent of the funding for most federal highway projects and 45 percent of all highway spending. 4,5 Back in 1956 when the HTF was created, it was expected that the fund would be terminated by 1972, upon completion of the interstate highway system.6 But as with most “temporary” government provisions, the fund has remained intact, and continues to collect excise taxes such as the federal gasoline tax.7 Originally, the dedicated HTF gasoline tax was just 3 cents per gallon, but it has been raised multiple times—to its current level of 18.4 cents—in order to meet subsequent extensions of the HTF and additional provisions.8 Rather than confront HTF shortfalls once again with either motor fuel tax increases or taxpayer bailouts from general revenues, the unpredictable and constantly rising final costs of highway construction could be reduced by allowing federal projects to pay market wages, rather than inflated “prevailing wages.” Higher Wages and Increased Regulatory Burdens Drive Up Highway Construction Costs The Government Accountability Office (GAO), the Department of Transportation’s (DOT) Inspector General, and several state audit and evaluation agencies have all reported significant cost growth on many major highway and bridge projects. Among the problems of unpredictable and rising costs is significant underestimation of projected costs. For example, a 1995 Federal Highway Administration examination of 20 active highway projects with the highest percentage cost growth (ranging in estimated total cost from $205 million to $2.6 billion) found that cost overruns ranged from around 40 percent to 400 percent.9 In addition to paying an average of 22 percent above market wage rates, the Davis-Bacon Act requirements bog down contractors with extra paperwork and compliances which can lead to unanticipated and costly delays.10 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has affirmed three different ways Davis-Bacon increases construction costs: (1) by raising wages on federal projects, (2) by requiring labor to be used in a costly fashion, and (3) by imposing reporting and paperwork requirements on contractors.11 A study by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) found that as a result of Davis-Bacon, significant above average wages span various highway construction and repair occupations. As Figure 1 shows, even excluding fringe benefits, the average prevailing wage rate which applies to federal highway projects was consistently and significantly higher than the average hourly wage reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) in the same area12 and for the same job classification.13 Davis-Bacon wages for iron workers averaged 20 percent above market wages; those for laborers averaged 29 percent higher; and wages for truck drivers averaged 47 percent higher. In total, the average Davis-Bacon wage paid in the counties sampled was 34 percent higher than the average Occupational Employment Statistics (OES) wage reported by BLS. A study by the Heritage Foundation estimated that requiring contractors to pay current prevailing wages, rather than leaving the pricing of labor to the open market, inflates average highway construction and repair costs across the country by anywhere between 5 and 38 percent.14 A state-level study which examined the effect of Davis-Bacon on Arizona’s highway construction costs revealed that the Act resulted in an overall cost increase of 13 percent.15 In addition to raising costs and reducing employment in many areas, failure of some states to update outdated surveys used to set the prevailing wage (updating the surveys is costly and time-consuming) has actually resulted in an artificially low wage floor.16 For example, as of 2008, one survey from Sarasota County, Florida had not been modified since 1978.17 If an outdated prevailing wage is below the market wage, this can place downward pressure on construction wages, which is the very opposite effect of the law’s intent.18

Extinction
Auslin ‘09 (Michael, Resident Scholar – American Enterprise Institute, and Desmond Lachman, Resident Fellow – American Enterprise Institute, “The Global Economy Unravels”, Forbes, 3-6, http://www.aei.org/article/100187)
Conversely, global policymakers do not seem to have grasped the downside risks to the global economy posed by a deteriorating domestic and international political environment. If the past is any guide, the souring of the political environment must be expected to fan the corrosive protectionist tendencies and nationalistic economic policy responses that are already all too much in evidence.  After spending much of 2008 cheerleading the global economy, the International Monetary Fund now concedes that output in the world's advanced economies is expected to contract by as much as 2% in 2009. This would be the first time in the post-war period that output contracted in all of the world's major economies. The IMF is also now expecting only a very gradual global economic recovery in 2010, which will keep global unemployment at a high level.  Sadly, the erstwhile rapidly growing emerging-market economies will not be spared by the ravages of the global recession. Output is already declining precipitously across Eastern and Central Europe as well as in a number of key Asian economies, like South Korea and Thailand. A number of important emerging-market countries like Ukraine seem to be headed for debt default, while a highly oil-dependent Russia seems to be on the cusp of a full-blown currency crisis.  Perhaps of even greater concern is the virtual grinding to a halt of economic growth in China. The IMF now expects that China's growth rate will approximately halve to 6% in 2009. Such a growth rate would fall far short of what is needed to absorb the 20 million Chinese workers who migrate each year from the countryside to the towns in search of a better life.  As a barometer of the political and social tensions that this grim world economic outlook portends, one needs look no further than the recent employment forecast of the International Labor Organization. The ILO believes that the global financial crisis will wipe out 30 million jobs worldwide in 2009, while in a worst case scenario as many as 50 million jobs could be lost. What do these trends mean in the short and medium term? The Great Depression showed how social and global chaos followed hard on economic collapse. The mere fact that parliaments across the globe, from America to Japan, are unable to make responsible, economically sound recovery plans suggests that they do not know what to do and are simply hoping for the least disruption. Equally worrisome is the adoption of more statist economic programs around the globe, and the concurrent decline of trust in free-market systems. The threat of instability is a pressing concern. China, until last year the world's fastest growing economy, just reported that 20 million migrant laborers lost their jobs. Even in the flush times of recent years, China faced upward of 70,000 labor uprisings a year. A sustained downturn poses grave and possibly immediate threats to Chinese internal stability. The regime in Beijing may be faced with a choice of repressing its own people or diverting their energies outward, leading to conflict with China's neighbors. Russia, an oil state completely dependent on energy sales, has had to put down riots in its Far East as well as in downtown Moscow. Vladimir Putin's rule has been predicated on squeezing civil liberties while providing economic largesse. If that devil's bargain falls apart, then wide-scale repression inside Russia, along with a continuing threatening posture toward Russia's neighbors, is likely. Even apparently stable societies face increasing risk and the threat of internal or possibly external conflict. As Japan's exports have plummeted by nearly 50%, one-third of the country's prefectures have passed emergency economic stabilization plans. Hundreds of thousands of temporary employees hired during the first part of this decade are being laid off. Spain's unemployment rate is expected to climb to nearly 20% by the end of 2010; Spanish unions are already protesting the lack of jobs, and the specter of violence, as occurred in the 1980s, is haunting the country. Meanwhile, in Greece, workers have already taken to the streets. Europe as a whole will face dangerously increasing tensions between native citizens and immigrants, largely from poorer Muslim nations, who have increased the labor pool in the past several decades. Spain has absorbed five million immigrants since 1999, while nearly 9% of Germany's residents have foreign citizenship, including almost 2 million Turks. The xenophobic labor strikes in the U.K. do not bode well for the rest of Europe. A prolonged global downturn, let alone a collapse, would dramatically raise tensions inside these countries. Couple that with possible protectionist legislation in the United States, unresolved ethnic and territorial disputes in all regions of the globe and a loss of confidence that world leaders actually know what they are doing. The result may be a series of small explosions that coalesce into a big bang. 

2nc link

Paying prevailing wages are a federal mandate – they’re required for all construction projects

Leef, 10 – is Director of Research at the John W. Pope Center for Higher

Education Policy and author of Free Choice for Workers: A History of the Right to

Work Movement (George C. Leef, “Prevailing Wage Laws: Public Interest

or Special Interest Legislation?”, The Cato Institute, Winter 2010, http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj30n1/cj30n1-7.pdf | AK)

Enacted in 1931, the Davis-Bacon Act (40 U.S. Code § 276) is the federal prevailing wage statute, requiring that contractors on federal construction projects must pay at least the wages and benefits found to be “prevailing for the corresponding classes of labors and mechanics” employed. The statutory language does not specify how this determination is to be made, leaving that to the Secretary of Labor. The “prevailing” rates do not necessarily have to be those of construction unions, but often they are. The Labor Department’s method for determining “prevailing” rates has been widely criticized for giving far too little weight to lower, nonunion rates that many construction workers in the area receive. Glassman et al. (2008: 38), for example, conclude that the wage survey method in use “employs unrepresentative survey and measurement methods that produce wages estimates that are biased upward.” Precisely how the government sets the rates, however, is much less important than the fact that contractors are forbidden to pay workers less even if their workers would accept a lower rate. The devil here is not in the details, but in the concept.

Federal law requires compliance with Davis-Bacon, but the states are exempt.

Roth, 11 (Diana Furchtgott-Roth, contributing editor of RealClearMarkets, a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, and a columnist for the Examiner, 5/26/11, “Let's Leave Our Roads to the States”, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2011/05/26/lets_leave_our_roads_to_the_states_99043.html)//EM
Another witness, Gabriel Roth, disagreed with Mr. Rendell about the need for a government-funded infrastructure bank. (Full disclosure: Gabriel Roth, who has considerable experience in the transportation field, is my father.) He testified that even with existing funding systems, transportation finance could be provided by the states in partnership with the private sector, rather than by the federal government. Mr. Roth pointed out that other federal laws, such as Davis Bacon, project labor agreements, high-road contracting, and "Buy America" provisions, slow down infrastructure and raise costs. Environmental impact statements can take two years. States are forced to spend money on mass transit, even where there are few users.

2nc economy
Paying prevailing wages cause a massive drag on the economy – past suspensions prove

Brady, 11 – Representative and Vice Chairman Designate of the Joint Economic Committee (Kevin Brady, “Highway Robbery The Davis-Bacon Act Increases Costs, Decreases Employment”, Joint Economic Committee, 3/31/11, http://www.jec.senate.gov/republicans/public/?a=Files.Serve&File_id=1ac1b544-b9ce-447d-bade-f88f5dafa4b2 | AK)

Evidence Shows Suspension of “Little Davis-Bacons” Increased Highway Construction Employment The Davis-Bacon law has been suspended a handful of times: once by President Franklin D. Roosevelt for administrative adjustments, once by President Nixon to reduce inflationary pressures, and once each by President George H.W. Bush and George W. Bush for Hurricanes Andrew and Katrina, respectively. These short-term suspensions of the Davis-Bacon Act have provided evidence of the Act’s contribution towards inflated construction costs. In addition to federal suspension of the Davis-Bacon Act, state-level suspensions and repeal of “Little DavisBacons” (state wage floors enacted in over 40 states for state-based funding in the wake of the original Act’s passage in 1931) have resulted in a decline in construction costs and a significant rise in the number of constructions jobs. State prevailing wage laws vary widely; in states like Nebraska where there is relatively less labor organization, wage determinations are closer to market rates than in states with high labor organization like New Jersey, which determines wages near or at union rates. Currently, 31 states and the District of Columbia enforce state-level “Little Davis-Bacons”—which apply to state and local contracts, and may apply to projects receiving both federal and state funding if the state-determined prevailing wage is higher than the Davis-Bacon-determined wage rate.20 For example, in 1994, Michigan’s prevailing wage law was suspended for 30 months due to a court case that brought the law’s legitimacy into question. From December 1994 to June 1997, Michigan experienced a 48 percent increase in new construction jobs (compared to the rate construction jobs increased over the 30 months prior to suspension). Additionally, evidence from lower contract bids, which resulted in real savings from decreased costs in wage labor, suggests that Michigan and its municipalities potentially saved up to $275 million in FY 1995 (equal to 5 percent of the state’s individual income tax revenue) by suspending prevailing wage provisions.21 As evidenced by its suspension in cases of national emergency, past administrations, both Republican and Democrat alike, have implicitly recognized the negative impact of Davis-Bacon on employment, project costs, and timeliness of projects. Thus, if jobs can be gained and costs can be reduced by suspension of Davis-Bacon, why then does the Act remain in effect?
Prevailing wages inflate labor costs, drive up spending, and increase tax burdens

Tuerck et al., 8 – PhD. Dr. Tuerck is Executive Director of the Beacon Hill Institute for Public Policy Research at Suffolk University and Chairman of the Economics Department at Suffolk University. He holds a Doctorate in Economics from the University of Virginia. His dissertation director was James M. Buchanan, Nobel Laureate in Economics (David G. Tuerck, “The Federal Davis-Bacon Act: The Prevailing Mismeasure of Wages”, The Beacon Hill Institute, February 2008, http://www.beaconhill.org/BHIStudies/PrevWage08/DavisBaconPrevWage080207Final.pdf | AK)

Both tests completed above show that DBA prevailing wages are on average statistically higher than the wages reported by the BLS. Therefore, we are able to conclude that DBA prevailing wages drive up overall federal spending on construction (through inflating labor costs) and consequently place a heavy burden on taxpayers. In order to estimate how much DBA prevailing wages are driving up federal construction costs, we calculated a weighted average wage of the 80 MSAs across the nine occupation groups using employment in each occupation (from the BLS) as the weight (see the Appendix). 27 We found the weighted average wage for BLS to be $20.13 per hour, and $24.56 per hour for DBA, or DBA wages are 22% higher than BLS. According to the Congressional Budget Office, in 2001 $67 billion in government spending was allocated to projects covered by the DBA, accounting for approximately 32% of the total public construction spending in that year. 28 Applying this percentage to the public constructions costs for 2007, results in about $95 billion applied to projects with DBA prevailing wages. Applying BHI calculations (see the Appendix) this costs taxpayers $8.6 billion per year. 29 In all, the DBA wage determinations add 9.91% onto each applicable construction project. While an almost 10% increase in total cost is a significant amount, taxpayers in some of the MSAs reviewed faced even larger costs. In the Nassau-Suffolk, New York MSA the weighted DBA wage was $39.50 per hour while the BLS weighted wage was only $26.59 per hour, increasing costs for any project by 19.54%. For example, suppose that the federal Government funded a $20 million project in this MSA. As a result of the inflated DBA wages, taxpayers would pay $3.27 million for the construction than at market wages. In the Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, California MSA the results are even more shocking, with the same hypothetical project leading to $4.02 million being overpaid, or an appalling 25.15% increase in total costs (see Table 11 in the appendix).

Federally mandated Davis-Bacon prevailing wages inflate construction costs and impede growth

Utt, 3 – Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation (Ronald D. Utt, “Reauthorization of TEA-21: A Primer on Reforming the Federal Highway and Transit Programs”, The Heritage Foundation, 4/7/03, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2003/04/reauthorization-of-tea-21 | AK)

Regulatory Impediments While the federal government diverts motorists' fuel taxes to non-highway uses, the government has restricted the operation of state and local highway departments and limited the extent to which states can supplement federal money with revenues other than direct state taxes. Chief among the burdensome provisions is the application of federal prevailing wage standards (Davis-Bacon Act) to all construction funded by federal dollars. Because the prevailing wages established by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) are generally higher than open market wages, federally funded construction projects generally cost more than they would without such regulations. The Davis-Bacon Act adds an estimated 5 percent to 38 percent to construction costs. Table 2 errs on the conservative side, estimating the Davis-Bacon cost at 8 percent. Under a turnback program in which a state's transportation revenues would be derived exclusively from state taxes and fee sources, Davis-Bacon requirements would no longer apply to highway and transit construction projects. As a result, highway projects would cost less, allowing states to build and repair more roads for the same amount of money. Not all states, however, would benefit from ending this federal mandate because as many as 19 states have enacted their own versions of a prevailing wage law, while another 12 have less restrictive versions of the federal prevailing wage law.18 Similarly, regional and local transit systems would be freed from the significant union-related regulatory burden that comes with federal funds. Under current law, not only must transit systems adhere to Davis-Bacon provisions during construction and renovation phases, but they also must adhere to Section 13(c) of the Federal Transit Act of 1964 once in operation. Initially enacted to protect unionized transit workers when bankrupt private transit companies were taken over by public authorities, its application has since been distorted and extended in ways that effectively lead to mandatory union contracts for transit workers.19

Paid prevailing wage requirements distort labor markets and inflate construction costs

Sherk* and Tyrell**, 8 – *is Bradley Fellow in Labor Policy, **is a Research Assistant in the Center for Data Analysis at The Heritage Foundation (James Sherk and Patrick Tyrell, “Davis-Bacon Flaws Hurt Virginia's Workers”, The Heritage Foundation, 7/7/08, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2008/07/davisbacon-flaws-hurt-virginias-workers | AK)

The Davis-Bacon Act of 1931 requires contractors on all federal construction projects to pay their workers the prevailing wage in their locality. The law is intended to ensure that the government does not drive down construction workers' wages, but flaws in the U.S. Department of Labor's wage determination process have caused the law to have the opposite effect in Virginia. The Wage and Hour Division (WHD) of the Department of Labor calculates the prevailing construction wage rates across the United States. The WHD, however, uses a fundamentally flawed survey methodology that frequently causes Davis-Bacon rates to bear little relation to market wages. The WHD's methodology is unscientific and has high error rates, and it takes the WHD years to process and publish the results. Nationally, Davis-Bacon wages are 22 percent above market wages, meaning that taxpayers overpay for construction projects.[1] In Virginia, however, the unscientific WHD process results in Davis- Bacon rates that are an average of 26 percent below market wages outside the Washington, D.C., Metro area and 19 percent above market wages in the Washington Metro area. Statewide, the flawed WHD methodology depresses construction wages by 5 percent in Virginia. Congress should not do this to Virginia's workers. The Labor Department's Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) currently publishes two accurate and timely scientific surveys that report wage rates nationwide. Both of these surveys produce more reliable estimates than the flawed WHD surveys. Congress has spent tens of millions of dollars to fix the WHD's Davis-Bacon surveys, but the Labor Department's Inspector General has found even higher error rates after these reforms. Congress should require the Department of Labor to base prevailing wage determinations on scientifically valid surveys conducted by the BLS. Davis-Bacon Background The Davis-Bacon Act requires federal construction contractors to pay at least the prevailing wage rates for private construction projects located in the same areas as their federal projects. Supporters consider it an important measure to prevent the government from distorting construction labor markets. In areas where the government is the largest buyer of construction services, it could use its negotiating power to lower construction wages. To calculate the wages that contractors must pay, the WHD surveys construction wages and publishes prevailing wage determinations for each county in the United States. Federal contractors must then pay their employees at least the prevailing wage for each class of worker. Inaccurate Rates In reality, the Davis-Bacon Act does not prevent the government from distorting labor markets in the construction industry, because the WHD survey methodology reports inaccurate wage rates. Davis-Bacon rates differ wildly from market wages. Nationally, prevailing wage rates average 22 percent above market wages.[2] In some states, the WHD reports Davis-Bacon wages well above market rates; in other states, it reports wages well below market rates. To assess the impact of the Davis-Bacon Act on construction workers in Virginia, The Heritage Foundation calculated the difference between Davis-Bacon wages and market wages for nine different construction occupations across Virginia. The methodology used to make this comparison is described in the Appendix. Table 1 shows the results. Davis-Bacon wages are significantly below market rates across Virginia. Davis-Bacon rates are well below market rates in every Virginia metropolitan statistical area (MSA) except Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, where Davis-Bacon wages for all construction jobs except brick masons and roofers are above market rates. Carpenters in Charlottesville earn an average of $17.63 an hour, but Davis-Bacon rates are only $11.03 an hour -- 37 percent less. Roofers in Richmond earn market wages of $16.83, but Davis- Bacon rates in Richmond are only $9.56 an hour -- 43 percent less. In city after city across Virginia, the Davis-Bacon Act calls for contractors to pay far less than market wages. Davis-Bacon rates outside Northern Virginia are 26 percent below market rates. On average, Davis-Bacon rates are 19 percent above market rates across all occupations in the Washington Metro area. Statewide, Virginia's Davis-Bacon rates are 5 percent below market rates. Harm to Virginia Workers Davis-Bacon wages are minimum wages, so the Davis-Bacon Act does not impose a 26 percent pay cut on construction employees working for federal contractors outside Northern Virginia. However, by setting an artificially low rate (e.g., $9.37 an hour in Richmond), the government encourages contractors to pay lower wages, and the contractors use the lower wage when submitting bids on federal construction projects. In counties where the federal government is a large buyer of construction services, its purchasing power can push down wages. It can insist that employees work for $9 an hour if they want to work at all. These effects depress construction wages in any county where the WHD issues prevailing wage determinations below market rates. In many cities, the Davis-Bacon Act has the very effect that Congress intended to prevent.

Federal grants for infrastructure require Bacon-Davis and Buy America regulations – that wastes billions of dollars

Roth, 10 – is a civil engineer and transportation economist. He is currently a research fellow at the Independent Institute. During his 20 years with the World Bank, he was involved with transportation projects on five continents. Roth's books include Paying for Roads: The Economics of Traffic Congestion (1967) and Roads in a Market Economy (1996). He was also editor of Street Smart: Competition, Entrepreneurship, and the Future of Roads (2006) (Gabriel Roth, “Federal Highway Funding”, Cato Institute – Downsizing Government, June 2010, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/transportation/highway-funding/ | AK)

3. Federal Intervention Increases Highway Costs The flow of federal funding to the states for highways comes part-in-parcel with top-down regulations. The growing mass of federal regulations makes highway building more expensive in numerous ways. First, federal specifications for road construction standards can be more demanding than state standards. But one-size-fits-all federal rules may ignore unique features of the states and not allow state officials to make efficient trade-offs on highway design. A second problem is that federal grants usually come with an array of extraneous federal regulations that increase costs. Highway grants, for example, come with Davis-Bacon rules and Buy America provisions, which raise highway costs substantially. Davis-Bacon rules require that workers on federally funded projects be paid "prevailing wages" in an area, which typically means higher union wages. Davis-Bacon rules increase the costs of federally funded projects by an average of about 10 percent, which wastes billions of dollars per year.27 Ralph Stanley, the entrepreneur who created the private Dulles Greenway toll highway in Virginia, estimated that federal regulations increase highway construction costs by about 20 percent.28 Robert Farris, who was commissioner of the Tennessee Department of Transportation and also head of the Federal Highway Administration, suggested that federal regulations increase costs by 30 percent.29 Finally, federal intervention adds substantial administrative costs to highway building. Planning for federally financed highways requires the detailed involvement of both federal and state governments. By dividing responsibility for projects, this split system encourages waste at both levels of government. Total federal, state, and local expenditures on highway "administration and research" when the highway trust fund was established in 1956 were 6.8 percent of construction costs. By 2002, these costs had risen to 17 percent of expenditures.30 The rise in federal intervention appears to have pushed up these expenditures substantially. 

2nc delay

Massive delays and causes projects to become mired in bureaucracy

Brady, 11 – Representative and Vice Chairman Designate of the Joint Economic Committee (Kevin Brady, “Highway Robbery The Davis-Bacon Act Increases Costs, Decreases Employment”, Joint Economic Committee, 3/31/11, http://www.jec.senate.gov/republicans/public/?a=Files.Serve&File_id=1ac1b544-b9ce-447d-bade-f88f5dafa4b2 | AK)

Prevailing Wages Slow Down Highway Projects with Burdensome Paperwork Whereas some contractors actually pay wages well above the Davis-Bacon prevailing wage rate (typically the result of outdated, artificially low prevailing wages), these contractors nonetheless have to adhere to cumbersome Davis-Bacon paperwork requirements. A 2008 GAO study examined how federal requirements for highways may influence funding decisions. It cited a New Hampshire DOT official who explained that the Davis-Bacon prevailing wage payroll processing requirements increase administrative responsibilities and compliance costs, often slowing down projects. Within the GAO survey, federal, state, and local transportation officials alike expressed complaints of the costs and time requirements of Davis-Bacon. These reports of widespread costs and burdens imply that repealing the Davis-Bacon Act would allow for the completion of more construction and repair on highway projects at a reduced cost and in many cases, in a shorter amount of time. 19

Increases construction costs and causes administrative delays

Leef, 10 – is Director of Research at the John W. Pope Center for Higher Education Policy and author of Free Choice for Workers: A History of the Right to Work Movement (George C. Leef, “Prevailing Wage Laws: Public Interest or Special Interest Legislation?”, The Cato Institute, Winter 2010, http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj30n1/cj30n1-7.pdf | AK)

The Effects of Prevailing Wage Laws: Higher Costs and Lower Efficiency The most salient effect of prevailing wage laws is to raise the cost of public construction. They do so in several ways. First, by preventing competitive bidding on the labor costs of public projects, a greater outlay of tax dollars is required to pay the construction workers employed than would otherwise be necessary. Second, prevailing wage laws often interfere with efficient labor utilization because their enforcement mandates adherence to union work rules. Third, they impose additional compliance costs, including litigation, on contractors. And fourth, prevailing wage laws require additional administrative costs in determining what wage rates “prevail” and also adjudication and enforcement costs. Numerous studies have examined the impact of prevailing wage laws and found that they add significantly to the cost of government construction projects; conversely, when such laws are suspended or repealed, costs fall.

2nc at: states use davis-bacon
The states are exempt
Roth, 11 (Diana Furchtgott-Roth, contributing editor of RealClearMarkets, a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, and a columnist for the Examiner, 5/26/11, “Let's Leave Our Roads to the States”, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2011/05/26/lets_leave_our_roads_to_the_states_99043.html)//EM
Another witness, Gabriel Roth, disagreed with Mr. Rendell about the need for a government-funded infrastructure bank. (Full disclosure: Gabriel Roth, who has considerable experience in the transportation field, is my father.) He testified that even with existing funding systems, transportation finance could be provided by the states in partnership with the private sector, rather than by the federal government. Mr. Roth pointed out that other federal laws, such as Davis Bacon, project labor agreements, high-road contracting, and "Buy America" provisions, slow down infrastructure and raise costs. Environmental impact statements can take two years. States are forced to spend money on mass transit, even where there are few users.

***AFF

states link to davis-bacon
Most states require compliance with the Davis-Bacon act also
Tuerck et al., 8 – PhD. Dr. Tuerck is Executive Director of the Beacon Hill Institute for Public Policy Research at Suffolk University and Chairman of the Economics Department at Suffolk University. He holds a Doctorate in Economics from the University of Virginia. His dissertation director was James M. Buchanan, Nobel Laureate in Economics (David G. Tuerck, “The Federal Davis-Bacon Act: The Prevailing Mismeasure of Wages”, The Beacon Hill Institute, February 2008, http://www.beaconhill.org/BHIStudies/PrevWage08/DavisBaconPrevWage080207Final.pdf | AK)

One feature of public construction projects that the critics seem less willing to recognize, however, is that they function also as a costly welfare system for union workers. This feature stems from the federal Davis-Bacon Act, under which construction projects funded entirely or in part by the federal government must pay a government determined “prevailing wage” to the workers on the project. While the Davis-Bacon Act (DBA) gets periodic attention from Congress and various critics, there is a general unawareness of the arcane and generally unrepresentative statistical calculations that underlie its enforcement. The purpose of this study is to unearth the methods behind these calculations, to identify some of the anomalies they produce and to estimate what they cost taxpayers. Prevailing wage laws permeate the federal and state statutes relating to construction. The federal government, 32 states and the District of Columbia require the payment of a prevailing wage for all workers employed directly on site for government-funded construction projects. The DBA, which was adopted by Congress in 1931 and subsequently much modified, provides the legislative authority for enforcement of the prevailing wage at the federal level and the basis for prevailing wages in the states. 

