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No deterrence impact

Marvin, 11 [Taylor, Prospect Journal of International Affairs UCSD, CUTTING US DEFENSE SPENDING IS NOT A THREAT TO AMERICAN SECURITY, http://prospectjournal.ucsd.edu/index.php/2011/09/cutting-us-defense-spending-is-not-a-threat-to-american-security/] 

However, US military spending far exceeds the level necessary to deter foreign aggression, even against peripheral US interests. Some of this excess is justified: if America wishes to fight long foreign wars and lead international humanitarian military interventions the Pentagon budget must support these missions. Despite this, American defense spending is ultimately vastly disproportionate to its core requirements. The US Navy is a good example of this excess. America currently fields eleven aircraft carriers. Russia possesses one, a Cold War relic vastly less capable than its American counterparts. Despite Chinese naval ambitions in the western Pacific, China has struggled to refit an abandoned Soviet carrier, the ex-Varyag, for combat, and the introduction of modern indigenous Chinese carriers is likely decades off. It is not unreasonable to suppose that America’s deterrence value would not be diminished if budget cuts forced the Navy to reduce the US carrier fleet. While a reduction in the number of US carrier battle groups would significantly reduce the number of theaters the US could exert military control over at any given time, this would likely not make US military threats less credible; that is, China would not be marginally more likely to invade Taiwan if the US fielded only seven six billion dollar supercarriers. Because the capabilities of all US military branches are so far beyond the minimum necessary to maintain an effective deterrence even if the US government dramatically reduced the defense budget America’s overall security and ability to project power on a global scale would remain far in excess of any potential rivals.

Naval budget cuts external to fleet size extirpate naval readiness and prove no threshold exists for their deterrence impact

Eaglen, 12 [Mackenzie Eaglen is a resident fellow at AEI, Obama's Shift-to-Asia Budget Is a Hollow Shell Game

http://defense.aol.com/2012/03/15/crafty-pentagon-budget-showcases-marquis-programs-while-masking/

Pentagon plans now retire seven cruisers and two dock landing ships at the same time as the Navy is revising downward its 30-year shipbuilding plan. Military leaders have been quick to point to the ten ships planned for construction over the next fiscal year. The problem is that this figure, as it appeared in the FY 2012 budget, was supposed to be thirteen, not 10. In fact, in the 2012 budget, the Navy requested 57 ships from 2013-2017. The new 2013 budget cuts this to 41 ships. It's hard to see how these dramatic cuts in fleet size fit into the administration's pivot to Asia. Naval research and development do not fare much better. While the Navy is to be commended on a getting some research initiatives right -- such as breaking out a new account for Future Naval Capabilities focusing on advanced research and prototypes, increasing funding for the Littoral Combat Ship, and increasing funding for the Marine Corps' Assault Vehicles -- many of the Navy's RDT&E decisions do not appropriately resource the rhetorical emphasis on the Pacific. The budget slices the Power Projection Applied Research account by nearly 15%, affecting programs like precision strike and directed energy weapons. Similarly, Force Protection Applied Research dropped by 27%, cutting innovation in anti-submarine warfare and hull assurance. A 28% cut in Electromagnetic Systems Applied Research affects initiatives such as electronic attack, surface-based anti-cruise and ballistic missile defenses, and the Surface Warfare Improvement Program, or SEWIP, which uses electronic warfare to disarm incoming missiles. Other R&D cuts impact separate initiatives on anti-submarine warfare, undersea weapons, cyber security, electronic warfare, sensing, SATCOM vulnerabilities, missile defense countermeasures, S and X-band radar integration, and radar defenses against electronic attack. These programs form important parts of the Navy's next-generation arsenal, especially when it comes to the Pentagon's evolving AirSea Battle concept. They are exactly the type of programs the Pentagon should be protecting if it is serious about emphasizing the unique challenges of the Asia-Pacific. The fact that R&D money declined for these particular Navy programs is a disturbing sign for the overall coherence of the administration's budget. While the Navy received a $4 billion increase in O&M funding from 2012, it could not come soon enough. The Navy has been stretched past the breaking point in terms of operational readiness, with nearly one quarter of its ships failing their annual inspection in 2011 and cracks in the aluminum superstructure of every cruiser in the Navy's inventory. The naval readiness crisis was so bad in 2011 that Vice Admiral Kevin McCoy told the House Armed Services Committee that, "we're not good to go." Increased O&M funding for the Navy helps, but more needs to be done in order to fix the fleet. It certainly does not help that the Navy is forced to pay nearly $900 million to retire ships early while the fleet size is already too small. Various defense officials and military chiefs have testified recently that the services are sacrificing size of the force for either readiness or quality. Given the rapidly rising levels of risk associated with the latest defense budget cuts, it is likely both readiness and quality will decline despite the Chiefs' best efforts. 

The impact is empirically denied and their evidence reflects a flawed understanding of how to measure the aggregate of US naval power

Hoffman, 08 [Frank G. Hoffman, Senior Fellow of the Foreign Policy Research Institute, From Preponderance to Partnership: American Maritime Power in the 21st Century, http://www.cnas.org/node/529

One of the most important national security challenges facing the next president of the United States will be preserving America’s maritime power. The U.S. Navy has been cut in half since the 1980s, shrinking steadily from 594 to today’s 280 ships. The fleet size has been cut by 60 ships during the Bush administration alone, despite significantly increased Pentagon budgets.

Several naval analysts and commentators, including the observant Robert Kaplan, have argued that America’s present naval fleet constitutes an “elegant decline” or outright neglect. A former Reagan administration naval official contends that our current maritime policy and investment levels are “verging towards unilateral naval disarmament.” 

This is something of an overstatement. The American naval fleet is still substantially larger than any other, and has unmatched global reach and endurance. The U.S. Navy’s aggregate tonnage is the equivalent of the next 17 international navies, of which 14 are U.S. allies, and our power projection capabilities retain a 4:1 advantage in missiles. Looking simply at overall naval ship totals may not be the most accurate measure of naval power, but it is an historical standard of measurement. By that criterion, the U.S. Navy has not been this size since World War I, when Britain’s Royal Navy was the guarantor of the global commons. 

Debt is a massive alt cause

Bencivenga, 10 [Jim Bencivenga is a former teacher and Monitor staffer, “Will US naval power sink?”http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2010/1025/Will-US-naval-power-sink, 
That's a mistake, because our commitment to naval power today will affect America's standing in the world – and its ability to contain an increasingly aggressive China – for the next half century. Yet this commitment is on shaky ground given the out-of-control national debt. And the ruling party has few hands on deck to meet this national challenge.

One gauge of a great power's military stature is the readiness of its fleet versus that of its likely foes.

Deterring an aggressive China

According to a 2009 Pentagon report, China has an estimated 260 naval vessels, all concentrated in East Asia. The United States has 288 battle-force ships with 11 carrier task forces and dozens of nuclear submarines as the crown jewels. The US fleet patrols worldwide. China's fleet has been concentrated in its home waters, but its range is rapidly extending to as far as the Middle East.

"China seeks domination of the South China Sea to be the dominant power in much of the Eastern Hemisphere," defense expert Robert D. Kaplan has written. As Mr. Kaplan notes, the South China Sea is a vital route for much of Asia's commercial traffic and energy needs. The US and other nations consider it an international passageway. China calls it a "core interest."

To maintain naval strength, reduce debt

To keep the US blue-water fleet the best in the world costs billions. A debtor nation eventually cuts defense spending, and big-ticket items like new ships are the first to go.

That is why maritime defense is the sleeper issue of these elections. The party that reduces national debt can maintain naval strength. The party that doesn't allows US naval prominence to sink.

Institutional alt causes outweigh 

Cropsey 10 - Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute, Washington, DC He served as Naval Officer from 1985 to 2004 and as deputy senior under secretary of the Navy in the administrations of Ronald Reagan and George H. Bush. (Seth, “The US Navy in Distress,” Strategic Analysis Vol. 34 No. 1, January 2010, pgs 35-45, http://www.hudson.org/files/publications/Cropsey_US_Navy_In_Distress.pdf)//aberg

In February 2009, the Ticonderoga-class guided missile cruiser U.S.S. Port Royal ran aground about a half mile south of the Honolulu airport. The Navy’s investigation found that the ship’s navigational gear was broken and that the ship’s fathometer wasn’t functioning. In simple terms the bridge didn’t know where the ship was. The investigation subsequently discovered that the commanding officer was exhausted, sleep-deprived, and that sailors who were nominally assigned to stand watch against such incidents were assigned elsewhere in the ship to cover manning shortages. Two months later the Navy’s iron-willed Board of Inspection and Survey determined that problems with corrosion, steering, surface ships’ firefighting systems, and anchoring were widespread throughout the Navy. Asked by Defense News to comment on these findings five former commanding officers agreed that smaller crews, reduced budgets, and fewer real-life training opportunities for over-worked crews were important causes for this catalogue of affliction. It’s hardly a surprise. The Navy reported last year that 11,300 sailors were supporting ground forces in Iraq and Afghanistan. Reduced budgets, efforts to save money by cutting the size of crews, schemes to take up the slack with shore services, and all manner of ‘labor-saving’ devices parallel and reflect the Navy’s increasingly distressed fortunes since the end of the Cold War. The US Navy has not been as small as it is today since the administration of William Howard Taft when the Royal Navy filled the international role that America’s naval forces eventually inherited and currently possess. As suggested by the past two decades of declining navy procurement, the rising cost of ships, hints from the Pentagon’s Quadrennial Review now underway that previous goals for fleet size are open to question, and the public’s focus on the nation’s land wars in the Middle East, chances are that US naval shrinkage will continue. The likelihood of a much diminished navy coincides in time with every current prediction of large global strategic change in the foreseeable future. Among National Intelligence Council estimates, Joint Operating Environment forecasts, the Pentagon’s Office of Net Assessment’s studies, the UK Defence Ministry’s Development, Concepts, and Doctrine Centre as well as similar predictive efforts undertaken by French and German national security experts, there is a general consensus. Proliferation, resource scarcity, environmental change, the emergence of new international power centres including non-state actors, significant changes in relative US power, failed states, and demographic change point to an increasingly unstable future and challenging international strategic environment. The common denominator in managing these problems is maritime power: force that can be applied to the shore from the sea, used to protect against missile-borne as well as stealthier ocean-borne Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), marshaled to alleviate the causes of massive immigration, and displayed to reassure allies and dissuade enemies. Wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have sucked the oxygen out of any serious effort to understand the connection between the large changes that strategic planners see in the future, Americans’ expectations that they will retain their ability to wield global influence, the Navy’s role in maintaining such influence, and the US fleet’s slow evanescence. No attempt to connect fleet shape and size to the unfolding strategic environment exists as a referent for public debate. Indeed, civilian and military leadership maintains in the face of growing demand for ships to defend against relatively low threats – like piracy – as well as very dangerous ones – like the possibility of smuggled WMD reaching our shores – that ‘capability’ rather than number of ships is key to accurately measuring our naval power. With very few exceptions political leaders in both parties do not ask fundamental questions. What role does naval power have in preserving America’s position as the world’s great power in the middle of a fluid and troubling strategic environment? Even with Congress and administration support how can the nation’s current maritime strategy achieve its own goals, to say nothing of the global objectives that Theodore Roosevelt saw so clearly? The cooperative arrangements with foreign navies envisioned by the Navy’s current maritime strategy may perhaps moderate problems of failing states and terror. But is this enough to manage other challenges? Is the Navy’s current organization capable of addressing both conventional and asymmetric threats? Can today’s highly structured and inflexible system for designing and building ships adapt quickly and cost-effectively to changes in the strategic environment? What, for example, do globalization, the growing dependence of the United States on sea-borne transit for strategic resources and minerals, and the likelihood of more dislocations such as continue from Somali piracy mean for the future of US national security? 
2nc a2 navy 
No naval hegemony – china is on track to surpass the US 

Kaplan 10 – Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, (Robert, Geography of Chinese Power,” http://prospettivainternazionale.blogspot.com/2010/11/geography-of-chinese-power.html

GETTING SEA LEGS Thanks to this favorable situation on land, China is now free to work at building a great navy. Whereas coastal city-states and island nations pursue sea power as a matter of course, doing so is a luxury for historically insular continental powers such as China. In China's case, this might be a luxury that is fairly easy to acquire since the country is as blessed by its seaboard as by its continental interior. China dominates the East Asian coastline in the temperate and tropical zones of the Pacific, and its southern border is close enough to the Indian Ocean that it might one day be linked to it by roads and energy pipelines. In the twenty-first century, China will project hard power abroad primarily through its navy. That said, it faces a far more hostile environment at sea than it does on land. The Chinese navy sees little but trouble in what it calls the "first island chain": the Korean Peninsula, the Kuril Islands, Japan (including the Ryukyu Islands), Taiwan, the Philippines, Indonesia, and Australia. All except for Goldstein Australia are potential flashpoints. China is already embroiled in various disputes over parts of the energy-rich ocean beds of the East China Sea and the South China Sea: with Japan over the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands and with the Philippines and Vietnam over the Spratly Islands. Such disputes allow Beijing to stoke nationalism at home, but for Chinese naval strategists, this seascape is mostly grim. This first island chain is, in the words James Holmes and Toshi Yoshihara of the U.S. Naval War College, a kind of "Great Wall in reverse": a well-organized line of U.S. allies that serve as a sort of guard tower to monitor and possibly block China's access to the Pacific Ocean. China's answer to feeling so boxed in has been aggressive at times. Naval power is usually more benign than land power: navies cannot by themselves occupy vast areas and must do far more than fight -- namely, protect commerce. Thus, one might have expected China to be as benevolent as other maritime nations before it -- Venice, Great Britain, the United States -- and to concern itself primarily, as those powers did, with preserving a peaceful maritime system, including the free movement of trade. But China is not so self-confident. Still an insecure sea power, it thinks about the ocean territorially: the very terms "first island chain" and "second island chain" (the second island chain includes the U.S. territories of Guam and the Northern Mariana Islands) suggest that the Chinese see all these islands as archipelagic extensions of the Chinese landmass. In thinking in such a zero-sum fashion about their country's adjoining seas, China's naval leaders are displaying the aggressive philosophy of the turn-of-the-twentieth-century U.S. naval strategist Alfred Thayer Mahan, who argued for sea control and the decisive battle. But they do not yet have the blue-water force to apply it, and this discrepancy between aspirations and means has led to some awkward incidents over the past few years. In October 2006, a Chinese submarine stalked the USS Kitty Hawk and then surfaced within a torpedo's firing range of it. In November 2007, the Chinese denied the USS Kitty Hawk carrier strike group entry into Victoria Harbor when it was seeking a respite from building seas and deteriorating weather. (The Kitty Hawk did make a visit to Hong Kong in 2010.) In March 2009, a handful of PLA navy ships harassed the U.S. surveillance ship the USNS Impeccable while it was openly conducting operations outside China's 12-mile territorial limit in the South China Sea, blocking its way and pretending to ram it. These are the actions not of a great power but of a still immature one. China's assertiveness at sea is also demonstrated by its capital purchases. Beijing is developing asymmetric niche capabilities designed to block the U.S. Navy from entering the East China Sea and other Chinese coastal waters. China has modernized its destroyer fleet and has plans to acquire one or two aircraft carriers but is not acquiring warships across the board. Instead, it has focused on building new classes of conventional, nuclear attack, and ballistic missile submarines. According to Seth Cropsey, a former deputy undersecretary of the U.S. Navy, and Ronald O'Rourke of the Congressional Research Service, China could field a submarine force larger than the U.S. Navy's, which has 75 submarines in commission, within 15 years. Moreover, the Chinese navy, says Cropsey, plans to use over-the-horizon radars, satellites, seabed sonar networks, and cyberwarfare in the service of antiship ballistic missiles. This, along with China's burgeoning submarine fleet, is designed to eventually deny the U.S. Navy easy access to significant portions of the western Pacific.

Multiple alt causes that the plan cant overcome – leadership contention, submarine warfare, and UAVs

Bennett 10 – (John T. “Gates: U.S. Must Rethink Expensive Warships, Carriers, EFV” May 3, 2010 http://www.defensenews.com/article/20100503/DEFSECT03/5030302/Gates-U-S-Must-Rethink-Expensive-Warships-Carriers-EFV)//aberg
Pentagon and naval officials must decide whether to keep buying multibillion-dollar warships, since the Navy's shipbuilding budget is unlikely to grow amid economic uncertainty and two wars, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said May 3. Gates raised eyebrows at a Navy League-sponsored conference in National Harbor, Md., by questioning, among other things, whether the United States will need 11 carrier strike groups when no other nation has more than one. "At the end of the day, we have to ask whether the nation can really afford a Navy that relies on $3 [billion] to $6 billion destroyers, $7 billion submarines and $11 billion carriers." the secretary said. "Mark my words, the Navy and Marine Corps must be willing to reexamine and question basic assumptions in light of evolving technologies, new threats and budget realities. "We simply cannot afford to perpetuate a status quo that heaps more and more expensive technologies onto fewer and fewer platforms - thereby risking a situation where some of our greatest capital expenditures go toward weapons and ships that could potentially become wasting assets," he said to a silent luncheon crowd. Gates sent a shot across the bow of the Marine Corps' troubled Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle (EFV) program, saying it is time to "take a hard look" at the kind of platform needed for ship-to-shore maneuvers, "and how many." He also said Pentagon officials must question where the U.S. military might be ordered to carry out an amphibious insertion under enemy fire. Gates noted that the U.S. Navy is the world's best-equipped and most lethal, and can position more fighter jets at sea than the "rest of the world combined." But he also said that no other nation is interested in matching the Navy in a ship-for-ship arms race. Instead, foes - big and small alike - will attempt to blunt America's at-sea advantage "at the low end," using things like long-range ballistic cruise missiles. "The U.S. will also face increasingly sophisticated underwater combat systems - including numbers of stealthy subs - all of which could end the operational sanctuary our Navy has enjoyed in the Western Pacific for the better part of six decades," Gates said. These new tactics and systems possessed by potential foes mean U.S. naval forces must "have the widest flexibility" to deal with a wide variety of enemy tactics and potential kinds of conflicts, Gates said. This "altered landscape" also will require "more innovative strategies" and "joint approaches." On the latter, he plugged the Air Force-Navy "air-sea battle" concept. The secretary also used a large chunk of his speech to call for additional resources for capabilities that can "see and strike deep" into hostile areas. He said the Pentagon plans to increase funding for long-range unmanned aircraft and ISR platforms. He said additional resources are needed to carry out a planned increase of ships for missile defense missions. Submarines' expanded roles Gates signaled submarines will be asked to do more in coming years. Pentagon brass see a "submarine force with expanded roles that is prepared to conduct more missions deep inside an enemy's battle network. "We will also have to increase submarine strike capability and look at smaller and unmanned underwater platforms," Gates said
Building ships wont cut it – institutional declines have terminally gutted the navy

Cropsey 10 - Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute, Washington, DC. He served as Naval Officer from 1985 to 2004 and as deputy senior under secretary of the Navy in the administrations of Ronald Reagan and George H. Bush. (Seth, “The US Navy in Distress,” Strategic Analysis Vol. 34 No. 1, January 2010, pgs 35-45, http://www.hudson.org/files/publications/Cropsey_US_Navy_In_Distress.pdf)//aberg

More important than any other single obstacle to naval recovery is the absence of a national debate over maritime strategy. Other subjects that should be aired publicly are the Navy’s current fortunes and future prospects. The third issue that requires public focus is the Defense Department’s preoccupation with counter-insurgency at the expense of the balanced strategy that Secretary of Defense Gates mentioned in the title of his January 2009 Foreign Policy article. Such balance is needed to answer the breadth of threats that America will face in the future simultaneous with the war against jihadism and certainly extending beyond its conclusion. These large questions are critical to the nation’s future security. But their public discussion is more urgent now than at any time since the end of Second World War because the precipitous rise in public debt will force the United States to make strategic choices that could be sidestepped in the past when paying off creditors did not consume the resources of the federal budget. The Congressional Budget Office predicts that interest on national debt will increase from its current level of less than five per cent of the federal budget to nearly 15 per cent in 11 years, a very short stretch measured in the time it takes to reconstitute a depleted fleet. There are many fixes to our current maritime predicament that could yield positive results: more effective alliance management; the return of the thousands of sailors now serving in the Central Command to their jobs in the Navy; greater reliance on purchasing less expensive commercially-built vessels; a re-examination of long-held convictions about the superior design and cost advantages of multi-purpose warships; a reconsideration – in the absence of an opposed amphibious landing since Inchon – of the role of amphibious forces; greater use of fixed price contracts; a fundamentally decentralized and accountable defense acquisition bureaucracy in which naval leadership is held responsible for acquisition performance including cost discipline; a continental strategy that distracts potential competitors from their naval ambitions. Such changes would address strategic challenges as they provided the basis for constructing a capable and affordable force. But of all these, none is more important than a reconsideration of our maritime strategy and how best to implement it. The current one hangs from the nail of cooperative activity with foreign, i.e. mostly coastal, naval forces to deter war through a combination of providing local maritime security and good will in the form of humanitarian assistance and disaster relief. These services benefit the United States There is no good reason to withdraw them. But they bear the same relation to the United States’ status as a great power that prescribing painkillers does to the more complex activity of a cardiologist: important, but subordinate. If maritime strategy hews to these subordinate functions the Navy will continue its retreat from the public’s awareness, and thus, support. If the maritime strategy is modified and clearly articulated to reaffirm the Navy’s role as an ocean-spanning and critical element of national strategy for maintaining American influence and peace in the Western Pacific and elsewhere, preserving the alliances that are critical to US security, defending against proliferating ballistic missile threats, sustaining the international system, and demonstrating American resolve to remain a pre-eminent power there’s a very good chance that the public will remember, understand, and support the strategy along with the force needed to execute it. Congressional purse strings may not be loosed at once if at all. But there will be no doubt what the stakes are. And the debate will turn on questions that the public is likely to understand are meaningful. At the very minimum this will assure that the nation’s maritime strength – or lack of it – is the result of deliberate choices rather than an unconsidered retreat into strategic insignificance.

The plan cant overcome multiple alt causes to decline – training, bureaucracy, lack of interest, and aegis decline

Ewing 10 – Staff Writer for Navy Times, (Phillip, “Study says Aegis radar systems on the decline,” July5, 2010 http://www.navytimes.com/news/2010/07/navy_aegis_070510w/)//aberg

The advanced radar systems aboard cruisers and destroyers are in their worst shape ever, according to an independent probe into Navy readiness, raising questions about the surface fleet’s ability to take on its high-profile new mission next year defending Europe from ballistic missiles. Poor training, impenetrable bureaucracy and cultural resignation have caused a spike in the number of technical problems and a dip in the operational performance of the Aegis system, considered the crown jewel of the U.S. surface force, according to members of a “fleet review panel” tasked with assessing the surface fleet. And if that’s the situation with Aegis — which includes warships’ iconic, hexagonal SPY-1 radar arrays — the panel wondered what that could mean for other, lower-profile equipment. “The SPY radar has historically been the best supported system in the surface Navy, and coincidentally supports one of the most critical Navy missions today: ballistic-missile defense. Yet SPY manpower, parts, training and performance are in decline.” If that’s the case, the report said, “it can be assumed that less important systems could well be in worse material condition.” The panel was convened last September by Adm. John Harvey, head of Fleet Forces Command. The seven-member panel, which was chaired by retired Vice Adm. Phillip Balisle and included two serving admirals, produced a comprehensive indictment of Navy decision-making since the late 1990s: Admirals’ preoccupation with saving money, which prompted them to cut crews and “streamline” training and maintenance, led to a force that can’t keep ships in fighting shape. The panel’s report was obtained by Navy Times. Navy officials in the Pentagon deferred questions about Aegis problems to Naval Sea Systems Command, which had not responded as of late last week. The mighty Aegis has fallen Although sailors and other observers have said before that cuts in crew sizes hurt readiness, Balisle’s report is the first to detail so many problems with Aegis, widely considered the world’s finest seagoing radar and combat system. It is so powerful and adaptable, in fact, the Obama administration is banking on it to become a permanent BMD shield for Europe next year, taking the place of ground-based sensors and weapons as U.S. warships make standing patrols in the Mediterranean. But the report said Aegis, like the rest of the fleet, has become a victim of personnel cuts and the Navy’s labyrinthine internal organization. Casualty reports are up 41 percent from fiscal 2004, and those requiring technical assistance are up 45 percent. Over the same period, SPY radar performance, as observed by the Board of Inspection and Survey, has steadily worsened for cruisers and destroyers. The report includes a sample of eight cruisers visited in the past several months by InSurv, whose scores on Aegis readiness form a distinct downward trend. The best performers were Cape St. George and Lake Erie, each of which got the maximum score of 1.0, which earns a rating of “satisfactory”; Cowpens and Chosin, with scores between 0.8 and 1.0, also earned “sat.” The worst were Monterey, Chancellorsville, San Jacinto and Normandy, all of which got grades that would have earned them ratings of “degraded” or “unsat.” What’s causing it? The panel cited many reasons: • There aren’t enough qualified people in the right jobs: 39 of 58 destroyers have a second class fire controlman in a first class SPY maintenance billet. Seven of 22 cruisers don’t even have enough sailors to meet the minimum number of authorized billets. • Sailors aren’t fully trained on maintaining the radars. • It’s too much work navigating the Navy bureaucracy to order replacement parts, and, as such, crews have grown to accept “degradation,” Balisle’s panel found. For example, ships are not ordering replacement voltage regulators, the report said, which SPY radars need to help manage their prodigious power consumption. Crews aren’t ordering them because technicians can’t get the money to buy spares, so commanders are knowingly taking a risk in operating their systems without replacements. “The technicians can’t get the money to buy spare parts,” the report said. “They haven’t been trained to the requirement. They can’t go to their supervisor because, in the case of the DDGs, they likely are the supervisor. They can’t repair the radar through no fault of their own, but over time, the nonresponsiveness of the Navy system, the acceptance of the SPY degradation by the Navy system and their seniors, officers and chiefs alike, will breed [if not already] a culture that tolerates poor system performance. “The fact that requests for technical assistance are up Navy-wide suggests there is a diminished self-sufficiency in the surface force. Sailors are losing their sense of ownership of their equipment and are more apt to want others to fix it.” Naval expert A.D. Baker III, a retired Office of Naval Intelligence analyst and longtime editor of “Combat Fleets of the World,” called the Balisle findings “utterly damning.” “The Aegis readiness shortfall is just one of a vast number of problems related to pushing people too far and not giving them the training or funding resources to carry out their duties properly,” Baker said. He said the report’s findings showed the Defense Department’s priorities for European BMD had been misplaced. “This will significantly affect our putative BMD capability. The [Pentagon’s] money is going to missile development and procurement, not to maintenance of the detection and tracking system — without which the best missiles in the world won’t be of much use.” Balisle’s report has few specific recommendations for improving the health of Aegis, although it would likely benefit from the review panel’s broader suggestions for adding more sailors to sea and shore assignments. The panel does call for Big Navy to create a “SPY Readiness Program” and to “restore all aspects of SPY performance as a matter of priority, to include manning, training, equipping and maintenance.” The Balisle commission does warn of the dangers of an “it’s not my problem” ethos in the surface force, which it said will make the Navy’s troubles, from Aegis to corrosion, all the more difficult to fix: “From the most senior officers to the most junior petty officer, the culture reveals itself in personal attitudes ranging from resignation to frustration to toleration. The downward spiral of the culture is seen throughout the ship, in the longstanding acceptance of poor housekeeping, preservation and corrosion control. Over time, the ignored standard now becomes the norm. Sailors watching their commanding officer, department head, division officer and chief petty officer step over running rust, peeling non-skid or severe structure damage long enough associate this activity as the standard.”

1nc a2 shipbuilding 
Drop in oil prices solve

Maritime Execeutive, 6/25/12 [Shipping Industry Improving - Freight Rates to Be Pressured by Growing Ship Supply, http://www.maritime-executive.com/article/shipping-industry-improving-freight-rates-to-be-pressured-by-growing-ship-supply]
The Shipping Industry has recently benefited from falling oil prices. Fuel has always been a major cost for shipping companies, and the recent slide in prices have allowed them to operate at more profitable levels. The United States Oil Fund (USO) this year has fallen nearly 23 percent, while the Guggenheim Shipping ETF (SEA) is up over 6 percent over the same period. The Paragon Report examines investing opportunities in the Shipping Industry and provides equity research on Frontline Ltd. and Genco Shipping & Trading Limited.

Long timeframe – buffers outweigh 

Daily Press, 12 [Virginia Daily Press News, http://www.dailypress.com/business/peninsula-businesses/dp-nws-shipyard-sequestration-20120625,0,7092747.story] 
Newport News Shipbuilding has several years worth of work under contract, a buffer against the deep defense cuts that some defense contractors are bracing for in January, according to a company executive. But in the long run sequestration would take a toll on the yard. "I'm not in a hair-on-fire scenario today," shipyard president Matt Mulherin said in an interview with the Daily Press. Daily Press Eyewitness: Submit photos and videos from your mobile device. Your picture could be featured on Page 2 of the Daily Press.  "I have about five years of pretty steady work until the impacts of sequestration manifest themselves," he said. 
Lower freight rates and the economic crisis have deleterious implications 

The Bulletin Panama News, 12 [June 16th, “Shipping Industry running out of oxygen”, http://thebulletinpanama.com/shipping-industry-running-out-of-oxygen

Carriers are suffering big losses due to lower freight rates and the global crisis is showing itself among all low cost carriers. As an automatic response, companies must react to ensure their survival. The lines continue to suffer losses of millions of dollars, cargo volume decreases and conversely, fuel costs and expenses continue to rise. Those affected are taking steps to survive this crisis in the maritime industry that does not seem to have an end. Measures To fight the crisis, shipping companies are eliminating unprofitable routes and replacing them with direct calls by feeders and they have also signed agreements between two or more carriers to reduce their fleets, sharing the remaining ships. Another measure is to negotiate with shipyards to cancel shipbuilding contracts or delay delivery. A more complex plan is expected to improve cargo volumes and to reintroduce the fleet or impose “slow-steaming” (speed reduction) to consume less fuel. It is estimated that over 90% of goods and commodities passing around the planet are transported by sea, a peak international trade paradigm of globalization. Any variation in the overall economic parameters directly affects the global shipping industry. Impact With the current oversupply of vessels, carriers are competing for cargo and to make decent use of their storage capacity, trying to maintain the level of service. However, it is obvious that they are collecting less on freight rates. Today this is most pronounced because many carriers travel with much of their space empty. So if the shipping companies aim to optimize capacity of their vessels, they will have to adapt to a freight market and the low availability of all cargo to generate liquidity to fund the high daily operating cost. Major shipping lines have been affected by their business strategies in the wake of the crisis in 2008. With this continuing, there have been at least five world-class carriers which had to be rescued with state money or private injections. Something similar is happening in Asia where the three most important lines of Japan negotiated a merger. At some point there will be a reduction of existing carriers. A prestigious international consultant, who has remained anonymous, said that in the next 10 to 15 years about 12 shipping companies will disappear from the Top 20 world ranking.

Can’t solve shipbuilding industry – too many structural problems from within. 

Sarder et al, 10 Industrial Engineering Technology at The University of Southern Mississippi (MD B., Ahad Ali, Susan Ferreira, Mohammad A. Rahman, “Managing Material Flow at the US Shipbuilding Industry,” January 10, 2010, http://www.iieom.org/paper/132%20MD%20Sarder.pdf)//AS

Building a ship utilizes highly complex processes to design and construct built-to-order products that meet its customer requirements [1]. This process includes the cooperation of all parties, including the Customers, the shipbuilder and its suppliers. The process further necessitates a seamless interaction of the suppliers, material management, planning and scheduling, and production. It is this method of these interactions that can either cost the shipbuilder and customer due to rework and rescheduling or allow the shipbuilder to construct the ship at the cost and in the timeframe allotted by the contract and even more desirable, at a profit. Because of the high costs of constructing ships and current practices of shipbuilding, many times the shipbuilder does not make a large profit and sometimes not at all. In order to make a profit, the shipbuilder has to do two things: 1) Create processes and practices to reduce and eliminate rework, reschedule and low quality products, 2) Properly bid into the contract any normal production disruption caused in the schedule by Government dictated requirements, Government furnished information and equipment, and 3) Create processes to capture and charge for disruptions caused by change to requirements, schedules or low quality information or material provided by the Government or vendors. The shipbuilding industry is dependent heavily on the Government. The only domestic customers for ships have been either the U.S. Government or firms completely dependent on the government policy [2]. Therefore it is essential that shipbuilders take the necessary steps to make a profit within its limited market. 

Plan doesn’t overcome the industry’s current problems – can’t solve cost overruns, delay, and more.

Sarder et al, 10 Industrial Engineering Technology at The University of Southern Mississippi (MD B., Ahad Ali, Susan Ferreira, Mohammad A. Rahman, “Managing Material Flow at the US Shipbuilding Industry,” January 10, 2010, http://www.iieom.org/paper/132%20MD%20Sarder.pdf)//AS

Shipbuilders do take advantage of multi-ship production contracts in order to reduce cost and ultimately increase profits. They take advantage of economic order quantity (EOQ) material purchases and lessons learned from previous ships [1]. But it takes anywhere from four to seven years to build a ship and therefore there are many changes to the original baseline, including design and material changes, specifically to keep up with technology changes. The ship design includes a large communications suite that must be technologically advanced, so what was up to date at the beginning of the contract, rapidly becomes out of date as the years progress. The Government must then issue contract changes that affect design and material. The same goes for vendors who can no longer provide the shipbuilder with certain materials. And of course without the material that is needed, production comes to a halt or a work around must be put in place. And this usually causes a schedule slip that translates into escalating costs and profits lost. In recent years, shipbuilders have been plagued with out of control costs due to inefficient planning and scheduling and quality issues. Material issues have played a huge factor in this. In the marine industry, material and equipment make up over 50% of the cost of the delivered ship [3]. Material lead times, late identification of obsolete material, and low quality have wreaked havoc on the schedule and on costs. These inefficiencies of the shipyard have caused the government to investigate already delivered ships and ships that are currently in production. It has also caused Congress to question the amount of money that is being spent to produce the ships and the quality of ships that are being procured by the Government. The following challenges, along with Congress’s scrutiny, present itself to the U.S. Customers as they predict their need for future shipbuilding [3]: • keeping U.S. shipyards in business to maintain the industrial base, • acquiring affordable ships, • shortening the pre-contract, design and building cycle times, and • maintaining ships.

Shipbuilding is plagued with industry inefficiencies – plan doesn’t solve quality issues or software failures.

Sarder et al, 10 Industrial Engineering Technology at The University of Southern Mississippi (MD B., Ahad Ali, Susan Ferreira, Mohammad A. Rahman, “Managing Material Flow at the US Shipbuilding Industry,” January 10, 2010, http://www.iieom.org/paper/132%20MD%20Sarder.pdf)//AS

Supplier Issues Shipbuilders run into numerous issues when working with their vendors. First, how does the shipbuilder get the lowest price possible for the material/equipment without sacrificing quality. This becomes increasingly difficult since there is a limited supply base for the shipbuilding market. Suppliers create a niche for certain materials and assembled sub-components to make themselves more valuable as a supplier to the industry and therefore they can take advantage price increases for their services. If there are no other vendors that supplies the material or equipment that is required by the Government, the shipbuilder can be cornered into buying at the price set forth by the supplier. Once a vendor is accepted, the supplier is expected to deliver certain informational requirements set forth by the Government and the Contractor. This can include qualification reports, test reports, and installations drawings. The traditional method used from years back was to deliver these documents as hardcopies to the shipbuilder. Now most shipbuilders use software applications to electronically deliver these documents. One such application is Shipbuilding Partners and Suppliers (SPARS). SPARS provides a shipbuilding virtual enterprise using Web technology to re-engineer and replace manual, labor-intensive, paper-based, error-prone, and long-cycle interactions among yards, suppliers, and the Customers [4]. This is accomplished through electronic Internet-based shipyard-tosupplier business processes managed by an electronic workflow manager [4]. Figure 1 lays out the processes of the SPARS application. There are different, adaptable versions of the application. While this initiative was created to save money and make transactions quicker, shipbuilders have quickly found out that different versions of the applications are plagued by software issues that are contributing to the issues that it was meant to fix. Trying to meet the deadline submittal of their information, vendors try to upload the information into the application only to find it takes hours, and sometimes an entire day, for the information to upload. This also occurs on the shipbuilder’s side. When a buyer or cognizant engineer needed to download the vendor’s information, it would also hang up in the system, creating a delay in when the information was scheduled to be received and when it was actually received. As these occurrences pile up, a shift to the right in the schedule would occur to any associated activity and possibly others as a domino effect. The time it would take for buyers or engineers to realize the problem and relay these issues to the program office, the damage would already be done and a recovery schedule would have to be put in place. Quality and correctness of the material and equipment received from the vendor also presents a problem to the shipbuilder. Quality issues have plagued the shipbuilding industry of late, and much of it has to do with the quality of the material delivered by the vendor and the ability of the shipbuilder to identify, assess, and control it in a timely manner. Quality issues require rework and extra work on the part of the shipbuilder to identify the issue and a fix for it. This adds time to the overall ship schedule and could possibly threaten the ship delivery date and the contract budget. Sometimes the material or equipment characteristics are just incorrect due to the vendor’s misinterpretation of the requirements. As the specifications or the requirements are electronically passed to the vendor, the vendormay read and interpret the requirements differently than the Government or Contractor intended. As a result the vendor will supply and/or build according to its own interpretation. Again, rework will be required to mitigate the issue. 

Can’t solve the shipbuilding industry – Jones Act restricts growth.  

Hansen, 12 President Hawaii Shippers Council (Michael, “Naval Shipbuilding and Repair goes Awry,” Hawaii Free Press, June 25, 2012, http://www.hawaiifreepress.com/ArticlesMain/tabid/56/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/6930/Naval-Shipbuilding-and-Repair-goes-Awry.aspx)//AS

The U.S. Department of Defense has significant problems with its shipbuilding and ship repair programs, much of which is related to inefficiencies and outright incompetence relating to the construction and repair of naval ships, and excessive costs that threaten their capacity to build new ships. The excessively high cost of U.S. ship construction is negatively affecting national security and preventing the Navy from achieving a 315 capital ship navy. Two recent news stories illustrate and highlight these problems. The Navy released its preliminary findings yesterday in the case of the fire aboard the Los Angeles Class fast attack nuclear submarine USS Miami (SSN 755) that may result in the vessel being assessed as a total constructive loss. The fire occurred on May 24, 2012, and reportedly started in a vacuum cleaner while the sub was on dock in a naval shipyard in Portsmouth, Maine. The potential loss of a billion dollar vessel due to poor shipyard practice is really not acceptable. The U.S. Coast Guard Legend-Class National Security Cutter (NSC) USCGC Stratton (WMSL-752) was returned in April 2012 to the shipyard where it was built for extensive warranty work. According to reports, four holes were found penetrating the hull and extensive corrosion oxidation was affecting the ship. The Stratton was delivered about one year ago by Huntington Ingalls Industries (HII)’s Ingalls Shipyard in Pascagoula, Mississippi, for approximately $500 million. As the Stratton is the third Legend-Class NSC built by Ingalls, this is not the case of a first of a kind in a planned series or a one-off construction that can be difficult to bring in on budget and on time. The Legend-Class NSC are 416 feet long, and have a displacement of 4500 long tons. These are not large ships, and although there are many high technology aspects to the new Legend Class cutters, they shouldn’t cost a half a billion dollars. They are intended to replace the older Hamilton high endurance class cutters designed and built in the 1960’s. The problems associated with the cost of the new Legend class NSC was mentioned in an article in the Honolulu Star-Advertiser of February 27, 2012, “Guard asea on aged craft” which said, “The Coast Guard in Hono​lulu faces a dilemma with its two biggest ships, the aging 378-foot cutters Jarvis and Rush, which the service wants to retire but can't because it has no replacements.” Essentially, the Coast Guard will have to continue operating the ageing cutters Jarvis and Rush based in Honolulu and covering wide swatches of the Pacific Ocean, because there are not sufficient funds to build new Legend Class NSC to replace them. It is often said by Jones Act supporters that the U.S.-build requirement for ships is necessary for reasons of national security. The assertion is that requiring the construction of merchant ships in the U.S. will provide work for the major shipbuilding yards and keep them in business and economically healthy to be available for naval construction and times of national emergency. The fallacy of this assertion is that on average fewer than three large merchant ships have been constructed annually in the U.S. since the mid-1980’s, which is an insufficient level of ship construction to keep the major shipbuilding yards alive. While at the same time, both the commercial shipowners and naval procurement officials cannot replace their fleets on realistic schedules because of the prohibitively high cost of major ship construction in the U.S. The Navy’s problems with combatant ship construction and repair will not be solved by continuing to impose a domestic-only build policy on merchant shipowners.

2nc budget cuts extensions 

Budget cuts decimate the shipbuilding industry – plan can’t overcome.

Washington Examiner, 6/21/12 (“Obama, Congress budget rift to cost another 1 million jobs,” Washingtonexaminer.com, June 21, 2012, http://washingtonexaminer.com/obama-congress-budget-rift-to-cost-another-1-million-jobs/article/2500307)//AS

With defense contractors already drawing up preliminary walking papers for employees if President Obama and Congress can't cut a deal on the budget, a new report Thursday warned that failure to act will put over another 1 million out of work and raise the unemployment rate to 8.9 percent. The National Association of Manufacturers looked at the potential of slashing $500 billion from the Pentagon's budget over 10 years and found that the aerospace, shipbuilding and electronics industry will be crushed if the so-called budget sequester takes effect. What's more, Sen. Marco Rubio, R-Fl., today said that the impact will be felt long before the January sequester because most defense companies prepare their budget and staffing many months in advance. As a result, he said, it is likely that job cuts will start to hit in September. Despite the warnings of a pending jobs disaster, lawmakers and the administration seem disinterested in dealing with budget and taxes until after the election. Under the Budget Control Act, automatic cuts of $1.2 trillion will go into effect in January, with about half from the Pentagon's budget, if a deal isn't cut. "In a fragile economic recovery, policymakers need to take whatever steps necessary to prevent defense cuts that will cost more than one million jobs," said NAM President Jay Timmons. His group's report said that in addition to job cuts, the sequestration would whack the economy, cutting GDP by 1 percent. The basics from his report are: -- 1,010,000 private sector jobs, including 130,000 manufacturing jobs will be lost in 2014. -- GDP will be almost 1 percent lower by 2014. -- Total job losses will increase the unemployment rate by 0.7 percent. -- California will experience the largest job losses in 2014 at 148,000 followed by Virginia at 115,000 and Texas with 109,000. -- Certain industries will be hit, with aerospace losing 3.4 percent of its jobs, shipbuilding 3.3 percent, and the search and navigation industry losing 9.3 percent of their jobs.

Defense spending cuts will gut the shipbuilding industry.

Mitchell, 6/12/12 Staffwriter (Ellen, “Report: Defense spending cuts could damage shipbuilding industry,” blog.al.com, June 12 2012, http://blog.al.com/press-register-business/2012/06/report_defense_spending_cuts_c.html)//AS

Bloomberg is reporting that automatic defense spending cuts set to take effect in January could potentially devastate the shipbuilding industry, including several local companies. The cuts, which would amount to $55 billion a year through 2021, will be triggered if lawmakers don't agree by year's end on ways to reduce government debt by $1.2 trillion over a decade, according to Bloomberg. President Barack Obama's proposed 2013 defense spending plan includes funding for three Austal USA-made vessels, two littoral combat ships and one JHSV -- and one Huntington Ingalls Industries Inc. vessel, an Arleigh Burke class destroyer (DDG-51). Two $683 million national security cutters to be built by Ingalls at its Pascagoula, Miss., yard were dropped from the budget request sent to Congress in February. Ingalls, which employs about 11,000 people at its Pascagoula yard, received almost all of its $6.6 billion 2011 revenue from the Defense Department or the Coast Guard, Bloomberg reported. Austal USA, in May led representatives of over 50 suppliers from 25 states to a conference in Washington D.C., to remind lawmakers of the defense and economic value of its ships. "Besides the needs expressed by the Navy for the LCS program to continue to deliver ships in support of their vital multi-mission capabilities, we need to ensure that representatives from around the country realize that folks are employed beyond the borders of the shipbuilder's home state," Austal USA's president and CEO Joe Rella, said in a statement. "Thousands of people are employed directly as first tier suppliers in over 25 states and when considering second tier suppliers the reach extends to the entire nation." Austal USA is the Mobile area's largest industrial employer, with about 2,800 employees. The shipyard is under contract with the Navy to build nine 103-meter JHSVs under a 10-ship, $1.6 billion contract and five 127-meter Independence-variant LCS vessels, four of which are part of a 10-ship, $3.5 billion contract.

Massive defense cuts will decimate the shipbuilding industry – companies trying to stave off impacts now. 

Business Week, 6/11/12 (James Rowely – staffwriter, “Huntington Ingalls Joins Lockheed Girding for Defense Cut,” Bloomberg News, June 11, 2012, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-06-11/huntington-ingalls-joins-lockheed-girding-for-defense-cut#p3)//AS

For Matthew Mulherin, who manages Navy aircraft carrier construction for Huntington Ingalls Industries Inc. (HII) (HII), automatic defense spending cuts set to take effect in January are an “end-of-earth scenario.”

That’s why Huntington Ingalls and such companies asLockheed Martin Corp. (LMT) (LMT) and Boeing Co. (BA) (BA) are fanning out to stave off defense reductions that would amount to $55 billion a year through 2021. The cuts, through a process called sequestration, will be triggered if lawmakers don’t agree by year’s end on ways to reduce government debt by $1.2 trillion over a decade.

For defense contractors such as Huntington Ingalls that depend on government funding, the prospect of automatic spending cuts has prompted a “lobbying effort not like anything I’ve seen” to give lawmakers a “constant education,” said Matthew Paxton, president and chief executive officer of the Shipbuilders Council of America.

The automatic cuts would compound an already difficult market for contractors who face a projected 22 percent drop in defense procurement outlays by 2015, said Deutsche Bank AG defense analyst Myles Walton. Sequestration would occur on top of the $487 billion in cuts that President Barack Obama has proposed over the next 10 years.
To emphasize the ripple effect of defense cuts on U.S. jobs, the builder of a version of the Navy’s Littoral Combat Ship in Mobile, Alabama, said it led representatives of 50 suppliers from 25 states to Capitol Hill last month to meet with more than 100 lawmakers. The company, Austal Ltd. (ASB), reminded lawmakers of the defense and economic value of the shallow-water ships that hunt submarines and sweep for mines.

Budget cuts will have an snowball effect on the destruction of the shipbuilding industry.

Business Week, 6/11/12 (James Rowely – staffwriter, “Huntington Ingalls Joins Lockheed Girding for Defense Cut,” Bloomberg News, June 11, 2012, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-06-11/huntington-ingalls-joins-lockheed-girding-for-defense-cut#p3)//AS

Huntington Ingalls’s USS Gerald Ford aircraft carrier, the first in a new class of three such ships, has been under construction since 2009 and is set for delivery in 2015. Huntington’s contract to construct the Ford probably will exceed its target cost of $5.2 billion by $884 million, the Navy reported to Congress on March 29. The ship’s total projected cost, including equipment from other companies, is about $12.3 billion. That’s roughly an 18 percent increase over the past four years, according to the Congressional Research Service.

The complexity of Navy shipbuilding, which requires Mulherin’s management team to plan and choreograph each step of construction, illustrates the difficulty posed by budget cuts.
Any slowdown in carrier production caused by spending cuts would affect subcontractors, said Michael Clute, president of the 180-employee Ward Leonard Electric Co. The company builds controllers for electric motors on the Ford that power winches, fans, pumps or other electric-powered devices.

“Once you turn the faucet off, everything unwinds,” he said. “We wouldn’t have the business to hold these skilled employees.”

Revenue Effects

Besides the logistical difficulties that shipbuilding delays would mean for Huntington Ingalls’s subcontractors and suppliers, sequestration could cut into the company’s future revenue during a time of flat or declining sales.

Huntington reported on May 9 that it had first-quarter sales of $1.57 billion, down 6.9 percent from a year earlier. Net income fell 27 percent to $33 million, or 67 cents per share, from $45 million, or 92 cents.

The company’s revenue, projected to be $6.4 billion in 2014, would be cut 10 percent by sequestration to $5.8 billion, Deutsche Bank’s Walton said. The company posted revenue of $6.5 billion last year.

The spending “direction is definitely down” and “as the defense budget goes down, it accounts for the vast majority of revenues in these companies,” he said.

The austerity in defense spending comes a year after Huntington Ingalls’s spinoff from Northrop Grumman, which sought to focus its business on aerospace and information systems.

1nc a2 congestion internal l ink
They don’t solve congestion—unrealistic assumptions and the industry won’t use it

Schultz, 2007—Contributing Editor at Logistics Management Magazine and Transportation/Trucking/Railroad Consultant (John, “The Winner of 2007's Worst Idea of Transportation? Hands-down, it's Short-Sea Shipping”, Logistics Management Magazine, October 18, 2007, https://www.hightable.com/trucking/insight/the-winner-of-2007s-worst-idea-of-transportation-handsdown-its-shortsea-shipping-18054,)//chm
There is a movement among a few politicians in Washington to try and revive the domestic maritime industry through "short-sea" shipping. The idea is to help alleviate congestion on U.S. highways. But the idea is fraught with unrealistic assumptions and flies in the face of current Just-in-Time delivery preferences by major U.S. shippers who are unlikely to show any support for this harebrained idea. Let's see if we have this right. Major shippers and distributors in the U.S. are asking for more frequent deliveries of lighter shipments more often to help fuel their Just-in-Time inventory processes that have helped create the leanest supply chains in American manufacturing history. The U.S. trucking industry has responded to that market by employing some of the highest-service, lowest-cost transportation solutions in the history of our country. Against this backdrop comes an idea to use "short-sea" shipping as an alternative to over-the-road LTL and truckload services. What am I missing here? The idea of using unionized U.S. maritime services as an alternative to mostly non-union trucking services is a pipe dream, pure and simple. It is being pushed, mostly in Washington, by a handful of organizations, consultants and politicians who have no idea about the real world of gritty freight transportation. Literally, this ship has sailed -- about 150 years ago. Yes, there is awful congestion on U.S. highways. Yes, there needs to be more capacity and investment spent on U.S. infrastructure. Yes, shippers are looking for anything to help smooth their ever-longer supply chains. But, no, a thousand times no, short-sea shipping is not the answer. Don't get me wrong. Maritime has its place in the global supply chain. It is ideal for long, cheap, continuous moves from, say, the Far East to the U.S. West Coast, where obviously trade from China has fueled its growth. It is not the answer for going from Baltimore to Savannah. That lane already is being serviced nicely by thousands of motor carriers in the U.S. who compete fiercely on every dollar of business. The winners are the shippers who learned long ago how to play one off against the other to get the rock bottom price. This short 10-hour (at most) trip is supposed to be replaced by domestic maritime? Surely, you jest. Instead of a truck being loaded at a distribution center and, 10 hours later, unloaded at a consignee or customer location, let's look at the maritime "solution," if it can be called that: A load still would have to be picked up by truck at either the manufacturer or distribution center. It would be then trucked to a port that could be hundreds of miles away in the opposite direction from its final destination. It then would have to be offloaded, perhaps sitting for days at an origin port, before it is loaded onto a ship. A movement would be tied to a shipping schedule that may or may not be expedient. Then the ship sails. Slowly. Presumably that 500-mile Baltimore-Savannah tripe would take a couple of days. Then it has to be docked. Then freight is offloaded, perhaps by a third-party dray, onto a local delivery truck. Then it is trucked to a final destination. How many days might this take? Seven? Ten? More? How many unionized companies and individuals would be involved? How much additional cost would be incurred? Optimists are calling this a "back to the future" approach. So would going with a horse-and-buggy, but that isn't a realistic solution either. The inside story on this is that some trade associations, publications and consultants are being paid millions of dollars to promote this silly idea. It may or may not every get off the ground. But if it should ever get up and sailing -- which I doubt -- the market place will reject it as the overpriced, slower-than-a-turtle alternative to modern truck fleet service. It figures this is one of the ideas being floated in the final days of the failing and increasingly irrelevant Bush Administration. His lame-duck transportation secretary, Mary Peters, is pushing it in various forums. All one needs to know about Ms. Peters is she is a former top Arizona transportation officials. How's that short-sea shipping idea working for Arizonans, Ms. Peters?

No impact to congestion – no causal relationship with economic detriment

Dumbaugh, 12 – associate professor and interim director at the School of Urban and Regional Planning at Florida Atlantic University (Eric Dumbaugh, “Rethinking the Economics of Traffic Congestion”, The Atlantic Cities, 6/1/12, http://www.theatlanticcities.com/commute/2012/06/defense-congestion/2118/ | AK)

With a few notable exceptions, transportation planning practice in the United States is focused on managing or eliminating traffic congestion. Regardless of whether planners are advocating for highway infrastructure to improve level-of-service, or transit projects intended to “get cars off the road,” the underlying assumption is that congestion relief is an unmitigated good. Such arguments are often based on the idea that traffic congestion and vehicle delay are bad for the economy. According to the Texas Transportation Institute, vehicle delay costs Americans $115 billion in wasted fuel and time each year. The common interpretation of such statistics is that our cities and regions would be so much more economically productive if only we could eliminate the congestion that occurs on urban streets. But this begs the question: is traffic congestion really a drag on the economy? Economies are measured not in terms of vehicle delay or the amount of travel that people do, but in terms of the dollar value of the goods and services that they produce. If it is true that congestion is detrimental to a region’s economy, then one would expect that people living in areas with low levels of traffic congestion would be more economically productive, on a per capita basis, than those in areas with high levels of congestion. This is a testable assertion. With the help of my research assistant Wenhao Li, I sought to determine whether vehicle delay had a negative effect on urban economies. I combined TTI’s data on traffic delay per capita with estimates of regional GDP per capita, acquired from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. I used 2010 data for both variables, converted them to their natural logs, and modeled them using regression analysis. And what did I find? As per capita delay went up, so did GDP per capita. Every 10 percent increase in traffic delay per person was associated with a 3.4 percent increase in per capita GDP. For those interested in statistics, the relationship was significant at the 0.000 level, and the model had an R2 of 0.375. In layman’s terms, this was statistically-meaningful relationship. Such a finding seems counterintuitive on its surface. How could being stuck in traffic lead people to be more productive? The relationship is almost certainly not causal. Instead, regional GDP and traffic congestion are tied to a common moderating variable - the presence of a vibrant, economically-productive city. And as city economies grow, so too does the demand for travel. People travel for work and meetings, for shopping and recreation. They produce and demand goods and services, which further increases travel demand. And when the streets become congested and driving inconvenient, people move to more accessible areas, rebuild at higher densities, travel shorter distances, and shift travel modes. Stated another way, people adapt to congested environments. Because cities provide greater access to job opportunities than do rural areas, as well as wages that are more than 30 percent higher than their non-metropolitan counterparts they have a powerful economic incentive to do so. Fortunately for our cities and their economies, urban environments are precisely what is sought by the millennial generation. 88 percent of millennials report that they would prefer to live in urban environments, and they are already driving less and riding transit more than their Gen X and boomer counterparts. Indeed, many millennials view driving as a vice, with 55 percent indicating that they have made a deliberate effort to reduce the amount of driving that they do. They are also leading a surge in cycling in cities like Seattle, Minneapolis, Denver, and Washington, D.C., all of which have seen their share of bike commuting double over the last decade. These trends are of great concern to the auto industry. While behavioral adaptations and changes in consumer preferences have already begun to address the issue of personal transportation in congested environments, a second issue remains unanswered: how do congested areas deal with freight and goods movement? A common argument is that if a region’s roadways are congested, goods will be unable to get to market and its economy will falter. Yet even the most casual glance at our most congested regions - New York, Los Angeles, and San Francisco to name three - quickly dispels this idea. These are not places where consumer choices are limited, nor are they areas with stagnant economies. Quite the contrary. They are precisely the areas where one finds not only the most vibrant economies, but also the greatest variety of goods and services. How is this possible? It is important to recognize that major manufacturing and freight activities rarely occur in congested city centers, where land values are too high to make these activities economically viable. Likewise, long-haul truck drivers, who are paid on a per-mile travelled basis, have a powerful economic incentive to avoid traveling through urban areas during congested time periods, which reduces the number of miles per hour they can travel, and thus the number of dollars per hour they receive for their time. Urban economies naturally encourage these activities to move away from congested areas and time periods. It is nevertheless true that goods movement is growing in the United States, making it a transportation issue that cannot be dismissed lightly. Should a region discover that it needs additional capacity for freight traffic, plenty of capacity can be found by converting a “free” highway lane into a truck-only toll lane, which not only allocates highway capacity for goods movement, but which also generates the revenues needed to pay for the highway’s maintenance. Given that highway infrastructure in the United States is aging and in growing need of repair, and that the ongoing decline of federal gas tax revenues has made it difficult for many state and local governments to fund basic highway maintenance, such solutions are likely to look increasingly attractive in the future. Within cities themselves, the relevant issue is neither manufacturing nor long-haul transport, but the movement of goods destined for local markets. This is currently addressed through a variety of strategies, including the scheduling of deliveries to off-peak periods and the use of bicycle couriers in highly-congested areas. It has also led to the development of more technologically-sophisticated solutions, such as the use of GPS-based fleet management systems that permit dynamic trip scheduling and routing, allowing drivers to bypass localized pockets of traffic congestion. This is a growth industry that is projected to generate more than $9 billion in annual revenues by 2015. As Jane Jacobs has observed, city economies generate the resources needed to solve city problems. None of this is to suggest that there is no benefit in having our transportation system operate efficiently. But automobile congestion, vehicle delay, and their proxy, level-of-service, are not measures of system efficiency. Nor are they measures of economic vitality. They are nothing more or less than measures of how convenient it is to drive an automobile.
Traffic congestion is a sign of economic dynamism, not failure – the plan reverses that

Norquist, 11 – CEO & president of the Congress for the New Urbanism, served as mayor of Milwaukee from 1988-2004, and is the author of The Wealth of Cities (John Norquist, “The Case for Congestion”, The Atlantic Cities, 12/15/11, http://www.theatlanticcities.com/neighborhoods/2011/12/case-congestion/717/ | AK)

Yogi Berra once said, "nobody goes there anymore. It’s too crowded." It’s certainly true that people complain about congestion. Yet it’s just as true that popular destinations tend to be crowded. Fifth Avenue in New York, Market Street in San Francisco, Chicago’s Michigan Avenue and Rodeo Drive in Beverly Hills are all congested, but people keep coming back to shop or hang out. Congestion, in the urban context, is often a symptom of success. If people enjoy crowded places, it seems a bit strange that federal and state governments continue to wage a war against traffic congestion. Despite many hundreds of billions dollars spent increasing road capacity, they've not yet won; thank God. After all, when the congestion warriors have won, the results aren’t often pretty. Detroit, for example, has lots of expressways and widened streets and suffers from very little congestion. Yet no one would hold up Detroit as a model. After all, congestion is a bit like cholesterol - if you don’t have any, you die. And like cholesterol, there’s a good kind and a bad kind. Congestion measurements should be divided between through-traffic and traffic that includes local origins or destinations, the latter being the "good kind." Travelers who bring commerce to a city add more value than someone just driving through, and any thorough assessment of congestion needs to be balanced with other factors such as retail sales, real estate value and pedestrian volume. Fighting traffic congestion by merely adding more road capacity is what Lewis Mumford called a "monochromatic" approach. In his critique of the Texas Transportation Institute’s "2010 Urban Mobility Report," University of Connecticut engineering professor Norman Garrick wrote that "TTI lost sight of the fact that a transportation system affects almost all aspects of daily life and that its value should not be judged purely on the basis of how well it affords the speedy movement of vehicles." In doing such, we fail to recognize the way traditional streets shape successful, self-reliant and stimulating places. Garrick's research points out that just 21 percent of average household income is spent on transportation in the state of New York, while 41 percent of average household income goes towards transport costs, almost all related to driving motor vehicles, in Mississippi. And in a political paradox, knowing how each state tends to vote, Garrick notes that New York is far less dependent on the federal government for its transportation budget, with only 15 percent of its funds coming from Washington. In contrast, Mississippi relies on federal largesse for 41 percent of its total transportation budget. Early in my time as mayor of Milwaukee, my Public Works director and his staff of traffic engineers came to me with a $58 million proposal for adding right turn lanes to "congested" intersections. The plan involved significant property demolition. I asked if they planned on drawing their pensions after retirement. They looked at me strangely, and then answered yes. I replied, "Then why do you want to destroy the tax base that supports your pension?" From that day forward, they understood the necessity of balancing their need for faster speed with the fact that people need street corridors not only to travel, but also to shop and socialize. Attempts to accommodate through-traffic by widening streets can destroy the surrounding value of a neighborhood. When the amount of property value or retail sales is part of the cost benefit calculation, road-widening starts to look like a dubious investment. Dundas Street in Toronto—congested with shops, restaurants and customers—is a good example of a street that "suffers" from vehicle congestion. Dundas has one moving lane in each direction and another lane available for parking, even at peak travel times, and happily, Toronto does nothing about it. The tax base is too valuable to knock down buildings and widen the street. The daily traffic slowdown on Highway 30A near Seaside, Florida's Central Square, caused by narrow lane widths and shallow setbacks, works to make Seaside more valuable as a retail and social destination. New York's Greenwich Village reaps the financial rewards of its perpetual vehicle congestion. In a recent analysis, Eric Dumbaugh of Florida Atlantic University reported that each 10 percent increase in per capita traffic delay was associated with a 7 percent increase in a region’s gross domestic product. This doesn’t mean that cities should strive for congestion, but they should recognize that traffic is often a sign of dynamism. Moving vehicular traffic is obviously a necessary function, but by making it the only goal, cities lose out on the economic potential created by the crowds of people that bring life to a city. With governments at all levels short on cash, maybe its time to broaden the goals for streets, going beyond just moving vehicles. It’s time to retire the expressway in an urban context. It should be replaced with a system that examines the performance of street networks, including transit where relevant, and considers economic and social value along with vehicle distribution. It should be a system that measures the value and effectiveness of a city’s street network, a street vitality index. If Departments of Transportation and local governments take a closer look, they may find value in congestion. After all, real estate prices seem to confirm that preference. And shouldn’t our infrastructure reflect that and add value to the place where it is built?
2nc a2 congestion internal link

The aff’s got it backwards – studies prove that increased congestion stimulates growth and economic prosperity

deFiebre, 12 – transportation fellow, former editor at the Minnesota Star Tribune (Conrad deFiebre, “The Good Side of Traffic Congestion”, Minnesota 2020, 6/6/12, http://mn2020hindsight.org/view/the-good-side-of-traffic-congestion | AK)

Like many transportation analysts, I've railed about traffic congestion that's said to cost Americans $115 billion in wasted fuel and time each year. But now there's increasing evidence that, as with "good" and "bad" cholesterol, there's a positive aspect to the clogging of our highway arteries. A new comparative study of congestion levels and economic performance from Florida Atlantic University found that every 10 percent increase in traffic delays in U.S. urban areas was accompanied by a 3.4 percent increase in output of goods and services. As lead researcher Eric Dumbaugh noted, this is highly counterintuitive. "How could being stuck in traffic lead people to be more productive?" he wrote in an Atlantic Cities article. "The relationship is almost certainly not causal. Instead, regional GDP and traffic congestion are tied to a common moderating variable—the presence of a vibrant, economically productive city. People travel for work and meetings, for shopping and recreation. They produce and demand goods and services, which further increases travel demand." Over time, he noted, "People adapt to congested environments" in many ways: moving to more accessible areas, traveling shorter distances, shifting to transit or foot-powered mobility. Furthermore, he said, trip scheduling and routing technologies that speed people and shipments of goods around pockets of congestion are on pace to become a $9 billion-plus industry by 2015. "As Jane Jacobs has observed, city economies generate the resources need to solve city problems," Dumbaugh added. " ... None of this is to suggest that there is no benefit in having our transportation system operate efficiently. But automobile congestion, vehicle delay and their proxy, level of service, are not measures of system efficiency. Nor are they measures of economic vitality. They are nothing more or less than measures of how convenient it is to drive an automobile." Weak local economies produce little or no congestion, creating places in which it's easy to get around but there's nowhere to go. Even in the relatively prosperous and resurgent Twin Cities, traffic jams eased with the Great Recession. Dumbaugh's research shows us that more congestion means more prosperity, plus strong public and private incentives to beat traffic in ways beyond simply laying more pavement.
Traffic congestion decreasing now – economic slowdown and high gas prices

Frolik, 12 – staff writer for the Dayton Daily News (Cornelius Frolik, “Slow economy, high gas prices ease traffic jams”, Dayton Daily News, 5/26/12, http://www.daytondailynews.com/news/dayton-news/slow-economy-high-gas-prices-ease-traffic-jams-1382058.html | AK)

High gas prices and the economic slowdown have sped up local commute times, and drivers in the Dayton metro area last year on average wasted only 5.5 hours in gridlock traffic, a 45 percent decrease from 2010, according to a new study. Traffic congestion partly reflects the health of the economy, because the frequency with which people get behind the wheel depends on whether they have jobs to drive to and money to spend. Less traffic typically means less economic activity is taking place, researchers said. “Nobody likes traffic, but when traffic is bad, it generally says that things in the economy are revving along and doing very well,” said Jim Bak, co-author of a new report on traffic congestion by INRIX, a Washington-based provider of traffic information and intelligent driver services. “As I like to say, ‘So goes traffic, so goes the economy.’ ” Traffic congestion last year dropped in 70 of the 100 largest U.S. cities, including Dayton, according to the INRIX Traffic Scorecard released last week. Dayton ranks 76th on the list of the 100 worst cities in America for traffic. Congestion across the country fell by 30 percent last year after seeing upticks in 2009 and 2010. Bak said the decrease was caused by the lackluster job market and elevated fuel costs. “If Americans are spending less money, a great indicator of that is they are not driving as much,” he said. “Deliveries aren’t being made to businesses, people aren’t going to stores to shop, people are not going out to restaurants and movies, and if people are out of work, they are not driving to work.” Even cities that have enjoyed employment gains have not seen traffic congestion increase because fuel costs have risen and caused people to take fewer trips, Bak said. Fuel prices rose consistently between the end of 2010 and May of this year, and the average price of standard gasoline in Ohio was $3.72 per gallon on Friday, according to OhioGasPrices.com. The national average was $3.67 per gallon. Consumers continue to spend more money on gas, which leaves fewer funds for other goods and services, and they have cut back on nonessential expenses, according to a survey by Bankrate.com. “Those most likely to have cut back on spending due to high gas prices are those with lower levels of income and education,” said Greg McBride, senior financial analyst with the company. Higher gas prices are also altering people’s travel plans. A new AAA survey found that 47 percent of travelers are modifying their Memorial Day trips because of fuel costs, and travelers on average will take shorter trips.
Congestion decreasing nationally – raised gas prices and slower growth

Copeland, 12 – staff writer for USA Today (Larry Copeland, “Gridlock eases in many metro areas”, USA Today, 5/22/12, http://www.usatoday.com/news/nation/story/2012-05-22/traffic-congestion-down/55120930/1 | AK)

Traffic congestion dropped 30% last year from 2010 in the USA's 100 largest metropolitan areas, driven largely by higher gas prices and a spotty economic recovery, according to a new study by a Washington-state firm that tracks traffic flows. That was the largest drop since the nation plunged into recession in December 2007. Of the 100 most populous metro areas, 70 saw declines in traffic congestion while just 30 had increases, says Jim Bak, co-author of the 2011 U.S. Traffic Scorecard for Kirkland, Wash.-based INRIX. That was a reversal of what happened in 2010, when 70 had increases in congestion and 30 had declines. Tampa had the biggest increase in congestion, and Minneapolis the biggest drop. "We're experiencing a stop-and-go economy right now," Bak says. "The data indicate the country may be experiencing the jobless recovery economists warned of during the recession." INRIX collects traffic information from more than 100 million vehicles equipped with GPS devices and from other sources for its annual scorecard. Bak says the data show that the reduction in gridlock on the nation's roads stems from rising fuel prices, lackluster gains in employment and modest increases in highway capacity because of construction projects completed under the federal stimulus program. In some cases, the connection between job growth and increased congestion was clear. Cities that outpaced the national average of 1.5% growth in employment experienced some of the biggest increases in traffic congestion: Miami, 2.3% employment growth; Tampa, up 3%; and Houston, up 3.2%. Cities that had big drops in congestion often were those that saw road construction slow considerably from 2010 to 2011 and those where gasoline prices were well above the national average at the peak in April 2011. The decrease in congestion in Minneapolis came as the number of road projects dropped from 283 in 2010 to 258 in 2011, Bak says. "So much of the roadwork and construction that was a result of the stimulus is now completed. Construction work in general is down, as governments are reining in spending." Prices at the pump affected how long motorists sat in traffic. "Cities that consistently had gas prices equal to or lower than the national average, and that experienced modest job growth, were the cities that tended to have increases in congestion," Bak says. Atlanta, which had a 2011 average gas price 20 cents less than the national average and a 1.2% growth in employment, saw the fourth-biggest jump in congestion. The busiest morning and afternoon commute times were 8 a.m. Tuesday and 5:30 p.m. Friday, INRIX found.
Aff congestion studies rely on the 2010 UMR findings – significant exaggerations in the TTI make the report’s findings unreliable and incoherent
Cortright, 10 – President and principal economist for Impresa, a Portland consulting firm specializing in regional economic analysis, innovation and industry clusters. Joe is also a non-resident Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution, and senior policy advisor for CEOs for Cities, a national organization of urban leaders. He has served as an advisor to state and local governments, private businesses, foundations and advocacy groups in more than a dozen states, Canada and Europe (Joe Cortright, “MEASURING URBAN TRANSPORTATION PERFORMANCE A CRITIQUE OF MOBILITY MEASURES AND A SYNTHESIS”, CEOs for Cities, September 2010, http://www.ceosforcities.org/research/driven-apart | AK)
Our detailed analysis of the methodology of the Urban Mobility Report suggests that it is an unreliable guide to understanding the nature and extent of transportation problems in the nation’s metropolitan areas. The Urban Mobility Report’s key measure - the Travel Time Index—is a poor guide to policy, and its speed and fuel economy estimates are ﬂawed. In the aggregate, the analysis appears to overstate the costs of traffic congestion three-fold and ignores the larger transportation costs associated with sprawl. Speciﬁcally: Ċ The Travel Time Index used in the UMR is based on a questionable model of how traffic volumes affect traffic speeds, and it uses an unrealistic and unattainable baseline of zero delay in computing congestion costs. The structure of the Travel Time Index conceals the effect of sprawl and travel distance on travel time. Ċ The key statistic underpinning the UMR’s ﬁndings is based on the difference in travel times between peak and non-peak periods, but the study’s travel time estimates are based on volume data, not on actually observed travel speeds. Ċ The model used to convert volume data to estimated speeds was calibrated by “visual inspection” of the data, and the line chosen to reﬂect the data isn’t based on statistical analysis; a line ﬁt with a simple quadratic equation would produce much higher estimates of peak hour speeds and consequently lower levels of peak hour delay. Ċ The UMR speed/volume model relies on daily, rather than hourly (or minute-by-minute) Traffic volumes, meaning that the authors must make strong assumptions about the distribution of traffic between peak and non-peak hours. Ċ The claims the UMR makes about trends in travel times over time and across cities do not correlate with other independent measures of travel times. Survey data on observed speeds from Inrix, a private aggregator of travel time data gathered from commercial vehicles, and self-reported travel times from the Census and National Travel Survey are not consistent with the conclusions of the Urban Mobility Report. Neither the total change in travel time, measured nationally, nor the pattern of changes in travel time across metropolitan areas is consistent with the estimates of increased delay presented in the Urban Mobility Report. ° Data from speed measurements monitored by Inrix suggest that the UMR methodology overstates the Travel Time Index by about 70 percent. ° Data from the National Household Travel Survey show that nearly all of the increase in peak commuting times was due to longer trips rather than slower travel speeds. ° The pattern of changes in commuting times between 1990 and 2000 shows that there is no correlation between changes in peak delays estimated in the UMR and changes in commute times reported in the Census. Ċ The UMR claim that travel times have increased is a product not of direct observations but is an artifact of the structure of the UMR’s speed/volume equations, for which there is no independent conﬁrmation. As long as volume increases more than capacity, the UMR model mechanically predicts slower speeds and travel times. Ċ There are strong reasons to doubt the UMR claim that slower speeds associated with congestion wastes billions of gallons of fuel. ° The UMR estimates of fuel consumption are based on a 29 year-old study of low-speed driving using 1970s era General Motors cars, which is of questionable applicability to today’s vehicles and to highway speeds. ° The UMR extrapolates these data outside of the speeds for which they were intended and changes the functional form used in the original study in a way that exaggerates fuel consumption associated with speed changes. ° The UMR fuel consumption results are not consistent with other, more recent estimates of fuel economy patterns and ignore the savings in fuel consumption associated with modest reductions in travel speeds. ° The UMR ignores the fuel consumption associated with longer trips in sprawling metropolitan areas. Adjusting the UMR estimates to account for each of these issues produces a signiﬁcantly lower estimate of the cost of congestion. Adopting a more reasonable baseline for congestion-related delays, using the Inrix Travel Time Index, adopting a lower value of travel time, and adjusting fuel consumption estimates would imply that the cost of congestion in monetary terms is perhaps less than 70 percent lower than the ﬁgure claimed in the UMR. For the 51 metropolitan areas analyzed here, this means that the UMR overstates the cost of congestion by about $49 billion. A re-analysis of the data in the UMR paints a very different picture of transport problems. Trip distances grew rapidly in the 1980s and 1990s, but have stopped growing since then. Between 1982 and 2001, average commute trips nationally got three miles longer. Our calculations, based on data from the UMR, suggest that average travel distances increased in three-quarters of the 50 largest metropolitan areas over this time period. Since 2001, however, peak period travel distances have been shrinking in most metropolitan areas, and the average travel distance has declined about 1.0 percent.

Aff studies are inaccurate and flawed – their authors exaggerate the economic impact of congestion

Klaiber, 11 – Senior Program Associate, Special Initiatives, Metropolitan Policy Program at the Brookings Institution (Julia Klaiber, “2010 UMR Remains a Flawed and Misleading Guide to Urban Transportation”, CEOs for Cities, 1/20/11, http://www.ceosforcities.org/blog/2010-umr-remains-a-flawed-and-misleading-guide-to-urban-transportation | AK)

Chicago, January 20, 2011 - The 2010 Urban Mobility Report released today by the Texas Transportation Institute does nothing to correct the problems identified in an independent analysis of the report released last year by Joe Cortright for CEOs for Cities. It continues to present an exaggerated and incorrect picture of the extent and causes of urban transportation problems and their solutions, and it fails to recognize the major contribution land use makes to time spent in traffic. A detailed critique of the methodology and results of previous Urban Mobility Reports released by CEOs for Cities last October identified a series of flaws in the data and analysis in the UMR and outlined a series of improvements and alternative measures that can be used to assess urban transportation systems. A first review of the 2010 UMR reveals the following concerns about its accuracy and usefulness: Continues to rely on the Travel Time Index, which is built on the unrealistic baseline assumption that travel times should (and could) be no longer during peak periods as during non-peak periods and obscures the effect of land use patterns in creating longer travel distances. Eliminates references to a misinterpreted 1981 study of fuel economy that was the basis of earlier fuel consumption estimates, but doesn’t explain how new numbers are generated and doesn’t allow for the fact that some speed reductions associated with traffic actually lower fuel consumption. Replaces its inaccurate, model-based estimates of traffic levels with real world data from INRIX, but continues to rely on inaccurate speed volume models and has not corrected earlier over-estimated traffic congestion and associated economic costs. Most importantly, by ignoring – and thereby concealing – the effects of longer travel distances in some cities, the UMR continues to get the ranking of cities with the worst travel problems wrong. For example, consider Nashville and Portland. According to the UMR, Portland has a worse traffic problem than Nashville, with a Travel Time Index of 1.23. and 36 hours of delay per year per traveler, compared to Nashville, which has a Travel Time Index of 1.15 and 35 hours of delay. But these data also mean that the average peak traveler in Nashville has to spend a total of 268 hours per year commuting compared to the commuter in Portland who travels only 193 hours per year. So the commuter in Portland travels 75 fewer hours annually because of shorter travel distance, due in large part to less sprawling development patterns. Consistent with conclusions presented in Driven Apart, the UMR completely misses the importance of land use planning as a key to reducing the burden of peak period travel.
Their studies are erroneous and contain methodological inaccuracies
Alpert, 11 – Founder and Editor-in-Chief of Greater Greater Washington, he has had a lifelong interest in great cities and great communities. He worked as a Product Manager for Google for six years and has lived in the Boston, San Francisco, and New York metro areas in addition to Washington, DC (David Alpert, “Congestion report pushes sprawl through flawed analysis”, Greater Greater Washington, 1/20/11, http://greatergreaterwashington.org/post/8907/congestion-report-pushes-sprawl-through-flawed-analysis/ | AK)

The Texas Transportation Institute today released the final version of their report on congestion, which ranks the DC area tied for first with Chicago in hours wasted in traffic. Unfortunately, the report's methodology completely misleads as to the seriousness of traffic, and TTI is pushing the wrong policy solutions. The TTI report narrowly looks at only one factor: how fast traffic moves. Consider two hypothetical cities. In Denseopolis, people live within 2 miles of work on average, but the roads are fairly clogged and drivers can only go about 20 miles per hour. However, it only takes an average of 6 minutes to get to work, which isn't bad. On the other hand, in Sprawlville, people live about 30 miles from work on average, but there are lots and lots of fast-moving freeways, so people can drive 60 mph. That means it takes 30 minutes to get to work. Which city is more congested? By TTI's methods, it's Denseopolis. But it's the people of Sprawlville who spend more time commuting, and thus have less time to be with their families and for recreation. Sadly, despite CEOs for Cities pointing out these methodological problems last year, TTI went ahead and finalized its report without fixing them (PDFs). TTI ranks Portland as worse than Nashville, with a Travel Time Index (TTI) of 1.23 1.15 for Nashville and 1.15 1.23 for Portland. However, because of greater sprawl, Nashville commuters spend an average of 268 hours per year commuting, while the average Portland commuter spends 193 hours per year. What does this mean for public policy and the Washington region? TTI's data is often used to justify spending money on new freeway capacity, since congestion sounds bad. TTI even promotes this approach. Tim Lomax, a co-author of the report, told the Post's Ashley Halsey III, "You can do little things like stagger work hours, fix traffic-light timing and clear wrecks faster, but in the end, there's a need for more capacity." "That we are congested is not news, but TTI's report does tremendous damage, because they fail to recognize the primary cause of our congestion and imply that we could simply widen roads to build our way out of the problem," said Stewart Schwartz, Executive Director of the Coalition for Smarter Growth. What Lomax didn't say, and which Halsey didn't print even though he should know better, is that there are other approaches besides those "little things." What you can do is concentrate future growth around existing hubs with more residents, jobs, and multimodal transportation. That's what the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG) is trying to push with its Region Forward plan and the related "What Would It Take?" scenario (PDF). These involve focusing development in places like Tysons Corner and the Route 1 corridor in Fairfax, around underutilized Metro stations in Prince George's, future ones in Loudoun, and MARC and VRE hubs in Maryland and Virginia. Arlington achieved substantial job and resident growth in its Rosslyn-Ballston corridor without adding to traffic congestion, as has Montgomery with growth in Silver Spring and Bethesda and DC development in places like NoMA and the Capitol Riverfront area. Regional leaders should be less concerned with speeding up existing cars, which just leads to sprawl farther out, and invest more in finding ways to grow the region without adding traffic. In fact, that's just what the DC region has done. Another, better part of TTI's analysis measures the amount of time savings that come from each region's transit; DC is 3rd best. That metric still doesn't account for the value of people living nearer to their jobs, however. Between better location and transit, to page 50, congestion has not increased since 1999 even on TTI's flawed scale. That means our region has been successfully growing without adding traffic. Instead of "Washington area tied with Chicago for traffic congestion, study finds," this morning's Post headline this morning could have read, "Washington area's traffic hasn't gotten worse in a decade thanks to smart growth." It's more than a little baffling, though, that Halsey didn't make any reference to the CEOs for Cities report or the COG work. He also wrote, "Researchers said the depth of the data used in this year's study far surpassed the quality of information used in past years, giving the results an unprecedented degree of accuracy." So, the researchers at this supposedly very highly regarded institute say that their data is super great, but they and the reporters ignored the widely-publicized critiques of their methodology. Maybe it's time for TTI to stop being so highly regarded.

Congestion is exaggerated – it has a minimal effect on the economy

Mallett 7 – Analyst in Transportation Policy Resources, Science, and Industry Division (William John Mallett, “Surface Transportation Congestion: Policy and Issues”, CRS Report For Congress, 5/10/07, http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/3E559F5A-9958-4F05-816C-1EC02069BAE3/0/SurfaceTransportationCongestionPolicyandIssuesCRS.pdf | AK)

It is commonplace these days to attempt to quantify the costs of congestion and add them together to arrive at a total cost of congestion to the economy, sometimes expressed as a share of GDP. This approach is particularly common in accounting for the costs of road traffic congestion, as TTI does in terms of extra time and fuel, and other researchers have attempted to calculate more comprehensively. 155 There are, however, some problems with this approach. These cost estimates are often based on the premise of “free-flowing traffic,” which, as discussed above, tends to exaggerate the amount of congestion experienced. Furthermore, total cost estimates suggest that there is a monetary windfall waiting to be distributed to every household, when in reality, eliminating congestion, if it were possible, would only save most travelers a few minutes on peak-period trips. 156 Consequently, a number of experts question the calculation of total costs and suggest that what matters in practical terms is the change in the cost of congestion brought about by a specific feasible projects or act of policy.... As economists would say, we need to change our thinking from total costs to marginal costs. 15

Aff studies are flawed – congestion is not nearly as bad as their authors posit

Litman 11 – executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute (Todd Litman, “Threats of Gridlock are Greatly Exaggerated”, Planetizen, 3/9/11, http://www.planetizen.com/node/48451 | AK)

A few weeks ago the Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) released its latest Urban Mobility Report, and yesterday INRIX released its National Traffic Scorecard 2010 Annual Report. Both paint a grim picture of roadway conditions. “America is back on the road to gridlock,” warns INRIX. “Congestion costs continue to rise: measured in constant 2009 dollars, the cost of congestion has risen from $24 billion in 1982 to $115 billion in 2009,” warns TTI. Be afraid! Be very afraid! Be afraid of the hyperbole. These studies greatly exaggerate estimated congestion costs. Let’s put this into perspective. INRIX’s analysis indicates that congestion delays add about 10% duration to an average urban-peak freeway trip. TTI analysis indicates that congestion delays and traffic incidents add about 20% duration to urban-peak freeway and arterial trips. For example, a typical urban automobile commute, 2/3 of which is on arterials and freeways, that takes 30 minutes under uncongested conditions will take 32-34 minutes during peak periods. Since only about 15% of total vehicle travel occurs under these conditions, this indicates that traffic congestion adds 1-3% to total motor vehicle travel times. This is hardly a crisis. The TTI and INRIX methodologies greatly exaggerate true congestion costs. As discussed in economist Joe Cortright report, Driven Apart: How Sprawl is Lengthening Our Commutes and Why Misleading Mobility Measures are Making Things Worse these studies assume that freeflow travel is optimal although that would be economically inefficient; use excessively high travel time values; exaggerate the increased fuel consumption caused by congestion; and ignore the increased transportation costs resulting from more dispersed land development. These methodologies actually imply that increases in uncongested highway driving, for example due to sprawl, reduce congestion costs because delays are divided by more total miles driven. A more rational method for calculating congestion costs is to test consumers' willingness-to-pay for reduced delay. This approach usually results in much smaller congestion cost values. Despite all the complaining about congestion, a recent public survey found that, although Americans consider transportation infrastructure improvements important, they strongly oppose new fuel taxes, road tolls or VMT fees to reduce this problem. Even New York City has failed to implement congestion tolls. That users are unwilling to pay for reduced congestion indicate that the TTI cost estimates are greatly exaggerated. Unfortunately, the Texas Transportation Institute has so far ignored this criticism. Neither their reports nor their website acknowledge Cortright’s report or other critiques of their methodologies. Most users of this information have no idea of the biases and distortions in these studies. The truth is, traffic congestion tends to maintain equilibrium: it gets bad enough consumers shift some peak period driving to other times, modes or destinations. Simply expanding roadways cannot reduce congestion over the long-run since generated traffic eventually fills the added capacity, often within months or a few years. Truly reducing congestion requires improving travel alternatives, such as grade-separated public transit, and more efficient road and parking pricing. People sometimes extrapolate traffic growth trends, and warn that roads will soon reach gridlock unless some action is taken. Such claims ignore traffic congestion’s tendency toward equilibrium. Gridlock is a specific condition that occurs when backups in a street network block intersections, stopping traffic flow. Gridlock can be avoided with proper intersection design and traffic law enforcement. Increasing regional highway capacity tends to increase this risk by adding more traffic to surface streets where gridlock occurs.

Their authors’ models are inaccurate

Litman 12 – executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute (Todd Litman, “Smart Congestion Relief Comprehensive Analysis Of Traffic Congestion Costs and Congestion Reduction Benefits”, Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 5/25/12, http://www.vtpi.org/cong_relief.pdf | AK)

These examples illustrate how congestion evaluation practices can affect planning decisions. Different assumptions and evaluation methods can result in very different conclusions about the magnitude of congestion costs and the effectiveness of specific congestion reduction strategies. Current methods tend to measure congestion intensity, which tends to favor roadway expansion. Evaluation methods that measure congestion impacts per capita tend to favor other congestion reduction strategies because they recognize the congestion avoided by shifts to alternative modes and more accessible land use development. This is not to deny that traffic congestion imposes significant costs and deserves serious consideration in planning, but it is possible to exaggerate congestion costs compared with other transport costs, and to exaggerate roadway expansion benefits compared with other transport system improvements. Current evaluation practices focus on the costs of insufficient roadway capacity but lack a comparable vocabulary to describe the costs of excessive roadway capacity, inadequate travel options, and underpriced road use. Although most modern transport planning does recognize other impacts and objectives, congestion continues to dominate. This emphasis occurs, in part, because standard methods exist for measuring congestion impacts, which creates an impression of greater confidence and importance than other impacts. Yet, this confidence is misplaced, as discussed in this report. It is important that decision-makers understand the omissions and biases in current congestion costing methods when they use the results of such analysis. To the degree that congestion costs and roadway expansion benefits are exaggerated, and alternative transport system improvement undervalued, the transport planning process will fail to implement the most cost effective options. It can create self-fulfilling prophecies with unintended consequences. Congestion reduction efforts often involve choosing between mutually exclusive options: either expand roadways or create more compact, multi-modal communities. Such decisions can have diverse economic, social and environmental impacts. This is a timely issue due to changes in transport demands and planning objectives.

Even if they do solve congestion, they increase delays—has the same effect on the economy
SCD, 2007—Supply Container Digest (Editorial Staff, “Logistics News: Are Plans for “Water Highways” to Relieve Truck Congestion Good for Supply Chains?”, October 17th, 2007, http://www.scdigest.com/assets/on_target/07-10-15-1.php?cid=1297)//chm
SCDigest Says: While proposals for increased use of waterways as in the example above would undoubtedly have benefits in terms of reduced congestion, fuel consumption and need for highway spend, just how much benefit would result – and at what supply chain costs – needs to be well analyzed.  What do you say? Send us your comments here The News: As a variety of state and federal regulators look for ways to decrease congestion on the nation’s highways, getting trucks off the roads – and onto waterways – is an increasingly popular idea as a partial solution. The Impact: Difficult to say yet, but the proposals floated thus far certainly seem to hold the promise of longer in-transit times and opportunities for delay. Shippers need to keep abreast of developments, and use their collective power and that of their trade associations to help steer any new proposals towards solutions that balance the interests of logistics and commerce as well as congestion. The Story: One thing upon which everyone agrees is that congestion on the nation’s roads and highways is getting worse – and spreading from the historically problematic areas of New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, and San Francisco to many other metropolitan areas, such at Atlanta, Miami, Dallas and many more. Given the lack of real transportation infrastructure development, most expect that pattern is only going to aggravate over the coming years. (See Transportation Infrastructure and the Future of U.S. Logistics.) Now, some in government and other quarters are looking at greater use of the nation’s waterways to take some of that traffic – specifically trucks – off the road. For example, the U.S. Department of Transportation's Maritime Administration is pushing the idea of "marine highways" that would take freight from hundreds of thousands of trucks and move it over water on the Eastern seaboard for part of the journey. The perceived benefit: reduced road congestion, without the need to pour additional tens of billions into infrastructure.   Back to the Future The irony of the proposals is that for almost two centuries U.S. waterways were the primary means by which freight cargo was moved. The Interstate Highway System and other developments changed that, but with the gridlock conditions that are faced in many areas, taking a “back to the future” approach is gaining some steam, especially in government circles. House Resolution 2701, currently moving through Congress, will integrate the marine highway into the overall intermodal transportation system, though with much still to be sorted out in terms of specifics. Title IV of that bill will establish a new program to promote short sea shipping to move cargo on the Great Lakes and along our sea coasts. As an example of how it would work, containers arriving at the Port of New York would not be transferred directly to rail or truck lines, but instead put on barges. From there, they would be transferred to Bridgeport, Conn., through New York Harbor and Long Island Sound, where they would be put on trucks. The result: thousands of trucks removed every day off of the I-95 highway between Bridgeport and northern New Jersey – one of the nation’s most congested. Lost Time In Hand-Offs? As most shippers know, hand-offs between different parties involved in freight movement or modes of transportation always introduces the risk of delay. While proposals for increased use of waterways as in the example above would undoubtedly have benefits in terms of reduced congestion, fuel consumption and need for highway spend, just how much benefit would result – and at what supply chain costs – needs to be well analyzed. With an increasing number of companies operating very lean, just-in-time supply chains, the delays possible – or even inherent – in such an increased use of waterways could cause real problems for many shippers and importers. “I think the big concern, and rightly so, would be in the first few years of this kind of program,” said Dan Gilmore, editor of Supply Chain Digest. “While they are working out the bugs, a lot of freight could be stuck instead of moving. And we obviously have the potential to add the Longshoremen’s union into new areas of the supply chain, which has to be of some concern.” 

Congestion doesn’t collapse the economy—their authors confuse correlation with causation

Dumbaugh, PhD, 2012—associate professor and interim director at the School of Urban and Regional Planning at Florida Atlantic University,  Ph.D. in Civil and Environmental Engineering from Georgia Tech, (Eric, “Rethinking the Economics of Traffic Congestion”, The Atlantic Cities, June 1st, 2012, http://www.theatlanticcities.com/commute/2012/06/defense-congestion/2118/)//chm

With a few notable exceptions, transportation planning practice in the United States is focused on managing or eliminating traffic congestion. Regardless of whether planners are advocating for highway infrastructure to improve level-of-service, or transit projects intended to “get cars off the road,” the underlying assumption is that congestion relief is an unmitigated good. Such arguments are often based on the idea that traffic congestion and vehicle delay are bad for the economy. According to the Texas Transportation Institute, vehicle delay costs Americans $115 billion in wasted fuel and time each year. The common interpretation of such statistics is that our cities and regions would be so much more economically productive if only we could eliminate the congestion that occurs on urban streets. As Jane Jacobs has observed, city economies generate the resources needed to solve city problems. But this begs the question: is traffic congestion really a drag on the economy? Economies are measured not in terms of vehicle delay or the amount of travel that people do, but in terms of the dollar value of the goods and services that they produce. If it is true that congestion is detrimental to a region’s economy, then one would expect that people living in areas with low levels of traffic congestion would be more economically productive, on a per capita basis, than those in areas with high levels of congestion. This is a testable assertion. With the help of my research assistant Wenhao Li, I sought to determine whether vehicle delay had a negative effect on urban economies. I combined TTI’s data on traffic delay per capita with estimates of regional GDP per capita, acquired from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. I used 2010 data for both variables, converted them to their natural logs, and modeled them using regression analysis. And what did I find? As per capita delay went up, so did GDP per capita. Every 10 percent increase in traffic delay per person was associated with a 3.4 percent increase in per capita GDP. For those interested in statistics, the relationship was significant at the 0.000 level, and the model had an R2 of 0.375. In layman’s terms, this was statistically-meaningful relationship. Such a finding seems counterintuitive on its surface. How could being stuck in traffic lead people to be more productive? The relationship is almost certainly not causal. Instead, regional GDP and traffic congestion are tied to a common moderating variable - the presence of a vibrant, economically-productive city. And as city economies grow, so too does the demand for travel. People travel for work and meetings, for shopping and recreation. They produce and demand goods and services, which further increases travel demand. And when the streets become congested and driving inconvenient, people move to more accessible areas, rebuild at higher densities, travel shorter distances, and shift travel modes. Stated another way, people adapt to congested environments. Because cities provide greater access to job opportunities than do rural areas, as well as wages that are more than 30 percent higher than their non-metropolitan counterparts they have a powerful economic incentive to do so. Fortunately for our cities and their economies, urban environments are precisely what is sought by the millennial generation. 88 percent of millennials report that they would prefer to live in urban environments, and they are already driving less and riding transit more than their Gen X and boomer counterparts. Indeed, many millennials view driving as a vice, with 55 percent indicating that they have made a deliberate effort to reduce the amount of driving that they do. They are also leading a surge in cycling in cities like Seattle, Minneapolis, Denver, and Washington, D.C., all of which have seen their share of bike commuting double over the last decade. These trends are of great concern to the auto industry. While behavioral adaptations and changes in consumer preferences have already begun to address the issue of personal transportation in congested environments, a second issue remains unanswered: how do congested areas deal with freight and goods movement? A common argument is that if a region’s roadways are congested, goods will be unable to get to market and its economy will falter. Yet even the most casual glance at our most congested regions - New York, Los Angeles, and San Francisco to name three - quickly dispels this idea. These are not places where consumer choices are limited, nor are they areas with stagnant economies. Quite the contrary. They are precisely the areas where one finds not only the most vibrant economies, but also the greatest variety of goods and services. How is this possible? It is important to recognize that major manufacturing and freight activities rarely occur in congested city centers, where land values are too high to make these activities economically viable. Likewise, long-haul truck drivers, who are paid on a per-mile travelled basis, have a powerful economic incentive to avoid traveling through urban areas during congested time periods, which reduces the number of miles per hour they can travel, and thus the number of dollars per hour they receive for their time. Urban economies naturally encourage these activities to move away from congested areas and time periods.
They don’t solve congestion—it’s inevitable

Downs, PhD, 2004—Chairman, Real Estate Research Corporation Senior Analyst, RAND Corporation

Faculty Member, University of Chicago (Anthony, “Why Trafﬁc Congestion Is Here to Stay. . . and Will Get Worse” Access Number 25, Fall 2004, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)//chm
EVERYONE HATES TRAFFIC CONGESTION. But despite all attempted remedies, it keeps getting worse. Why don’t they do something about it? The answer: because rising traffic congestion is an inescapable condition in all large and growing metropolitan areas across the world, from Los Angeles to Tokyo, from Cairo to São Paulo. Peak-hour traffic congestion is a result of the way modern societies operate, and of residents’ habits that cause them to overload roads and transit systems every day. ➢ Why Traffic Congestion Is Here to Stay. . . and Will Get Worse Traffic congestion is not essentially a problem. It’s the solution to our basic mobility problem, which is that too many people want to move at the same times each day. Efficient operation of the economy and our school systems requires that people go to work, go to school, and run errands during about the same hours so they can interact with each other. We cannot alter that basic requirement without crippling our economy and society. This problem marks every major metropolitan area in the world. In the United States, the vast majority of people wanting to move during rush hours use private vehicles, for two reasons. One is that most Americans reside in low-density settlements that public transit cannot serve effectively. Second, for most people private vehicles are more comfortable, faster, more private, more convenient in trip timing, and more flexible than public transit. Therefore, around the world, as household incomes rise, more and more people shift from less expensive public modes to privately owned cars and trucks. With 87.9 percent of America’s daily commuters using private vehicles, and millions wanting to move at the same times of day, our basic mobility problem is this: the road system does not have enough capacity to handle peak-hour loads without forcing people to wait in line for limited road space. “Waiting in line” is the definition of congestion. There are four possible ways any region can confront this challenge. However, three of them are politically infeasible or physically or financially impossible in the US. These four ways to reduce traffic congestion are: 1. Charge peak-hour tolls. Congestion would plummet if people had to pay to enter major commuting roads during peak hours. If tolls were set high enough and collected electronically with “smart cards,” the number of vehicles could be reduced to the point that everyone could move at high speed. That would allow more people to travel per lane per hour than do now under heavily congested conditions. That’s why transportation economists have long recommended this tactic. Many Americans would reject the peak-hour tolls solution, for two reasons. Using such tolls would seem to favor wealthier or subsidized drivers and to harm poor ones. The former could travel whenever they wanted to, but many of the latter would be forced off main roads during peak hours. Therefore, many Americans would resent such tolls out of the belief that they would be disadvantaged by them. The second drawback is that people think of such tolls as “just another tax,” believing that gasoline taxes already pay for roads. For both these reasons, few politicians advocate tolls. The limited road-pricing schemes that have been adopted in Singapore, Oslo, and London affect congestion only in crowded downtowns, which is not the kind of congestion most Americans experience. 2. Greatly expand road capacity. The second approach to reducing congestion is to build enough additional road capacity to simultaneously accommodate all drivers who want to travel at peak hours. But this “cure” is totally impractical and prohibitively expensive. We would have to turn much of every metropolitan region into a giant concrete slab, and the resulting huge roads would be grossly underutilized in noncommuting hours. Although there are many occasions when adding more road capacity is a good idea, no large region can afford to build enough to completely eliminate peak-hour congestion. 3. Greatly expand public transit capacity. The third approach is to expand public transit capacity enough to shift so many people from cars to transit that there would be no more excess demand for roads during peak hours. A major reason this approach isn’t feasible is that a very small percentage of commuters today use transit. Even if the nation’s existing transit capacity were increased fourfold and fully utilized, morning peak-hour transit travel would rise only to 11 percent of all morning trips. That would reduce private vehicle trips by only 8.8 percent—hardly enough to end congestion. Moreover, such a quadrupling of transit capacity would be extremely costly. 4. Live with congestion. There is only one feasible way to accommodate excess demand for roads during peak periods: by having people wait in line, or in other words, by accepting traffic congestion. Congestion is an essential mechanism for coping with excess demand for road space. We need it! Peak-hour congestion is the balancing mechanism that makes it possible for Americans to pursue goals they value, such as working while others do, living in low-density settlements, and having many choices of places to live and work. ➢ The least understood aspect of peak-hour traffic congestion is the Principle of Triple Convergence. It works because traffic flows in any region’s overall transportation networks almost automatically form self-adjusting relationships among different routes, times, and modes. Triple Convergence is the complex process of adaptation through which the various sectors of the metropolitan system adapt to changes in other sectors— specifically to changes in locations, times, and modes of travel. The Principle of Triple Convergence is best explained by a hypothetical example. Visualize a major commuting freeway so heavily congested each morning that traffic crawls for at least thirty minutes. If that freeway were magically doubled in capacity overnight, the next day traffic would flow rapidly because the same number of drivers would have twice as much road space. But very soon word would get around that this road was uncongested. Drivers who had formerly traveled before or after the peak hour to avoid congestion would shift back into that peak period. Drivers who had been using alternative routes would shift onto this now convenient freeway. Some commuters who had been using transit would start driving on this road during peak periods. Within a short time, this triple convergence upon the expanded road during peak hours would make the road as congested as before its expansion. Experience shows that peak-hour congestion cannot be eliminated for long on a congested road by expanding that road’s capacity if it’s part of a larger transportation network. The Principle of Triple Convergence does not mean that expanding a congested road’s capacity has no benefits. After expansion, the road can carry more vehicles per hour than before, no matter how congested it is, so more people can travel on it at one time. Also, the periods of maximum congestion may be shorter, and congestion on other routes may be less. This principle greatly affects how other congestion remedies to traffic congestion will work in practice. One example is staggered work hours. In theory, if a certain number of workers are able to commute during less crowded parts of the day, it will free up space on congested roads. But once traffic moves faster, other drivers from other routes, other times, and other modes will shift onto the improved roads during peak hours. The same thing will happen if more workers become telecommuters and work at home, or if public transit capacity is expanded on routes paralleling a congested freeway. This is why building light rail systems or subways rarely reduces peak-hour traffic congestion. Such congestion did not decline for long in Portland, where the light rail system doubled in size in the 1990s, or in Dallas, where a new such system opened. Only road pricing or higher gasoline taxes are exempt from the principle of triple convergence. A ground transportation system’s equilibrium can also be affected by big changes in the region’s population or economic activity. If a region’s population is growing rapidly, as in Southern California or Florida, any expansions of major freeway capacity may soon be swamped by more vehicles generated by the added population. Shifts in economic activity also affect regional congestion. During the Internet and telecom boom of the late 1990s, congestion in the San Francisco Bay Area intensified immensely. After the “bubble” burst in 2000, congestion fell markedly without any major change in population. Thus, severe congestion can be a sign of strong regional prosperity, just as reduced congestion can signal an economic downturn. Traffic congestion is not essentially a problem. It’s the solution to our basic mobility problem. The most obvious reason is population growth. More people mean more vehicles. But total vehicle mileage has grown much faster than population, in part because a combination of declining real gas prices (corrected for inflation) and more miles per gallon caused the real cost of each mile driven to fall 54 percent from 1980 to 2000! That helped raise the percentage of US households owning cars from 86 percent in 1983 to 92 percent in 1995. Furthermore, American road building lagged far behind increases in vehicle travel. Urban lane-miles rose by 37 percent vs. an 80 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled. Another crucial factor contributing to more traffic congestion is the desire of most Americans to live in low-density settlements. Past studies have shown that public transit works best where (1) gross residential densities are above 4,200 persons per square mile, (2) relatively dense housing is clustered close to transit stations or stops, and (3) many jobs are concentrated in relatively compact districts. But in 2000, at least two thirds of all residents of US urbanized areas resided in settlements with densities of under 4,000 persons per square mile. Those densities are too low for public transit to be effective. Hence their residents are compelled to rely on private vehicles for almost all of their travel, including trips during peak hours. CAN ANYTHING BE DONE TO SLOW FUTURE INCREASES IN TRAFFIC CONGESTION? The best way to answer that question is to examine the major remedies that are often proposed. Here are eleven possible solutions: 1. Build more roads. Highway advocates claim we need to build more roads and expand many existing ones, but opponents say we cannot build our way out of congestion because more highway capacity will simply attract more travelers. Triple Convergence shows this is true for already-overcrowded roads. But large projected population growth means that we will need a lot more lane miles just to cope in growth areas. However, building roads will not eliminate current congestion, nor prevent it from arising on new roads. 2. Use peak-hour road pricing. This tactic is not politically feasible if we try to put tolls on all major commuter lanes. But so-called HOT lanes (High Occupancy Toll) can increase traveler choices by adding some new toll lanes to existing freeways while leaving current lanes free of charge. This allows anyone who needs to move fast on any given day to do so, without forcing all low-income drivers off the highways during peak periods. But HOT lanes will work only if accompanying lanes remain congested. So HOT lanes do not eliminate congestion; they merely increase movement choices for drivers. 3. Use ramp-metering, allowing vehicles to enter freeways only gradually. This has improved freeway speed during peak hours in Seattle and the Twin Cities, for example, and could be much more widely used. 4. Use intelligent transportation devices to speed traffic flows. Technologies such as electronic coordination of signal lights on local streets, variable signs about traffic conditions, one-way street patterns, Global Positioning Systems in cars and trucks, and radio broadcasts of current road conditions already exist and can be effective tools on local streets, arteries, and freeways. But they will not end congestion. ➢ 5. Create more HOV lanes. High Occupancy Vehicle lanes have proven successful in many areas such as Houston. More regions could use HOV lanes effectively, if they add lanes rather than convert existing ones to HOV use, which only reduces the road’s capacity. 6. Respond more rapidly to accidents and incidents. Roving service vehicles guided by television and electronic surveillance of road conditions can help reduce congestion delays. 7. Adopt “parking cash-out” programs. Demonstration programs have shown that if firms offer to pay people a stipend for shifting to carpools or transit, significant percentages will do so, thus reducing the number of cars on the road. However, this tactic does not prevent the offsetting consequences of triple convergence. 8. Restrict the outward movement of new development. Urban growth boundaries that severely constrain far-out development may reduce total driving at the edges of a region. However, it takes very large percentage increases in peripheral densities to cause significant declines in regional average driving distances. Moreover, shorter driving distances may not reduce congestion because higher densities concentrate more vehicles in smaller areas. Also, constraining outward movement of growth might cause housing prices to rise sharply, penalizing renters and prospective new home buyers. 9. Require higher densities in both new and established areas. Proposing to raise densities in existing neighborhoods will arouse opposition from current residents. Most suburban governments are politically dominated by homeowning voters who do not want changes they suspect might reduce the market values of their homes, and they usually oppose more multi-family housing and higher-density single-family units. Few US regions have succeeded in notably raising densities. The Portland, Oregon, region has had the nation’s most stringent urban growth boundary for over twenty years, plus rapid population growth. Yet in 2000, its urbanized area had a relatively low density of 3,340 persons per square mile. 10. Cluster high-density housing around transit stops. Transit-Oriented Developments (TODs) permit more residents to commute by walking to transit, thereby decreasing the number of private vehicles on the roads. A detailed analysis of how many TODs would be necessary to shift a significant percentage of auto commuters to transit shows that (1) the number within each region would have to be very large, (2) the residential density within each would have to be several times greater than the average central city density in the fifty largest urbanized areas in 2000, and (3) the percentage of workers living in the TODs who commute by transit would have to be at least triple the 10.5 percent average for central cities in 2000. Moreover, the shift of TOD residents from private vehicles to transit would soon be offset by the Principle of Triple Convergence. 11. Give regional transportation authorities more power. Congress has sponsored Metropolitan Planning Organizations to coordinate ground transportation planning over all modes in each region. If MPOs had more technical assistance and power, more rational systems could be created. CONCLUSIONS Peak-hour traffic congestion in almost all large and growing metropolitan regions around the world is here to stay. Indeed, it is almost certain to get worse during at least the next few decades, mainly because of rising populations and wealth. This will be true no matter what public and private policies are adopted to combat congestion. This outcome should not be regarded as a mark of social failure or wrong policies. In fact, traffic congestion reflects economic prosperity. People congregate in large numbers in those places where they most want to be. The conclusion that traffic congestion is inevitable does not mean it must grow unchecked. Several policies described here—especially if used in concert—could effectively slow congestion’s growth. But, aside from disastrous wars or other catastrophes, nothing can eliminate traffic congestion from large metropolitan regions here and around the world. Only serious recessions—which are hardly desirable—can even forestall its increasing. So my advice to traffic-plagued commuters is: relax and get used it. Get a comfortable air-conditioned vehicle with a stereo system, a tape deck and CD player, a hands-free telephone, perhaps even a microwave oven, and commute daily with someone you really like. Learn to make congestion part of your everyday leisure time, because it is going to be your commuting companion for the foreseeable future.
1nc a2 economic stimulus internal link
The plans stimulus is too small 
Shostak, 10 – Adjunct Scholar of the Mises Institute (Frank, “Does the US Economy Need Another Stimulus Package?”, Ludwig von Mises Institute, 9/17/10, http://mises.org/daily/4711)//RM
But why should another stimulus program be effective given that the previous program appears to have failed?

Some commentators hold that the last year's stimulus package wasn't big enough to revive the economy. It is argued that, given a $15 trillion US economy in terms of GDP, the $800 billion was far too small to make a meaningful impact — a much larger stimulus is required.

For some commentators, such as Paul Krugman, only a very large stimulus program is likely to produce the needed result.

And, stimulus spending fails 
Shostak, 10 – Adjunct Scholar of the Mises Institute (Frank, “Does the US Economy Need Another Stimulus Package?”, Ludwig von Mises Institute, 9/17/10, http://mises.org/daily/4711)//RM


Despite the massive $800 billion fiscal stimulus package introduced last year, the US economy is struggling to recover. Various economic indicators, after having a short rebound, are starting to display visible weakening. Many experts, including President Barack Obama, are of the view that a larger fiscal stimulus package might do the trick. Our analysis indicates that not only can fiscal stimulus not revive the economy but, on the contrary, it can also make things much worse.

The key factor for a sustained economic recovery is the buildup of real savings. This buildup can only be secured by wealth generators and not by government spending, which weakens the process of wealth formation.

2nc a2 Stimulus internal link

Klein, 11 – Writer for Washington Post (Ezra, “How Much Stimulus does the Economy Need?”, Washington Post, 9/8/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/wonkbook-how-much-stimulus-does-the-economy-need/2011/09/08/gIQA1l3vBK_blog.html)//RM
According to a number of economists I consulted, the normal way you would start to think about this question is to take the difference between potential GDP -- what the economy could be producing if we were at a normal rate of unemployment -- and expected GDP. The Congressional Budget Office publishes these numbers: they're in tab 2-1 of the excitingly titled "Data Underlying Selected Economic Figures" (xls file). In 2012, expected GDP is projected to undershoot potential GDP by about $600-$700 billion. (Want to hear something scary? The cumulative output gap, when all of this is said and done, is expected to be in the range of $5 trillion.)

So that's the hole the economy needs to fill in 2012. Then we would ask what the multiplier -- the bang-for-the-buck -- is going to be on our economic support package. A dollar of unemployment insurance, or school construction, can be worth more than a dollar of demand, as that dollar gets spent and then spent again. But a dollar of, say, payroll tax cuts can worth less, as many who receive the tax cut simply save it. An optimistic estimate of the multiplier on a stimulus package would probably be about 1.5, which would imply a stimulus package of a bit more than $400 billion. A pessimistic estimate would say there's no multiplier at all, or it's slightly beneath 1 because of how much will get saved. It's also worth noting that the bigger your stimulus gets, the smaller the multiplier becomes. It's harder to spend a lot of money well then it is to spend a little money well.

Another way to ask the question might be how much we need to do to simply start bringing the unemployment rate down. Without any government support, economic growth is expected to be around two percent next year. That won't do it. Harvard's Jeffrey Liebman has calculated that "we need real GDP to grow at 4.5 percent a year for two years to bring the unemployment rate below 7 percent." If you run the numbers, that suggests about $400 billion in pure stimulus each year, which would be a package as big as the original Recovery Act, and much better targeted (no AMT patch, for instance).
Plan not even enough to stop the bleeding – at least 200 billion needed

Klein, 11 – Writer for Washington Post (Ezra, “How Much Stimulus does the Economy Need?”, Washington Post, 9/8/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/wonkbook-how-much-stimulus-does-the-economy-need/2011/09/08/gIQA1l3vBK_blog.html)//RM
Another option is we could simply try and keep the federal government from making the hole we're in any deeper. If we do nothing, the payroll tax cut and the unemployment insurance expansion will both expire next year, as will a few other programs. Economist Mark Zandi calculates that "federal fiscal drag" -- the demand that would be sucked out of the economy -- at 1.7% of GDP. So simply treading water would require a package well above $200 billion.

It's worth stopping here to note a couple of caveats. Most of the economists I spoke with said that it would be unwise to pass any significant stimulus without offsetting the cost with longer-term deficit reduction. The White House agrees on this point: they are planning to name offsets for their proposals.

It's also worth emphasizing the difference between stimulus that gets spent and stimulus that gets saved. "Remember that the key is spending," says Bruce Bartlett. "If you just gave people $500 billion in rebate checks and they saved all of it then you would get zero extra growth. That means that the additional stimulus must be in the form of government purchases of goods and services or a program that got people and businesses to spend more than they would have otherwise spent. Under current circumstances, a dollar saved is worthless." There is an argument out there that the stimulus that gets saved is speeding with the deleveraging process, and so is actually providing some economic support, but that's a very slow way to help the economy.

1nc solvency
Multiple barriers to the aff prevent solvency

Perakis and Denisis 1AC Authors, 8 – Department of Naval Architecture & Marine Engineering, University of Michigan (Anastassios N. Perakis and Athanasios Denisis, “A survey of short sea shipping and its prospects in the USA”, Maritime Policy and Management, December 2008, http://www.maritimeadvisors.com/pdf/Survey%20of%20SSS%20Prospects%20in%20the%20U.S..pdf | AK)

6. Obstacles hindering the implementation of SSS in the US Despite the wide acceptance of SSS among transportation stakeholders as an environmentally friendly alternative, there are various administrative, legal, operational and financial obstacles that delay the expansion of short sea services. These obstacles are: 1. Additional handling costs. SSS adds extra nodes or transhipment points in the transportation chain. Instead of trucks carrying the cargo directly from origin to destination, short sea vessels take over the longer haulage, and trucks make only the local pick-up and final delivery. At the transfer points or intermodal terminals, there are additional handling costs for the loading and unloading of the cargo. 2. Image problem. Traditionally, SSS has the image of a slow, unreliable and obsolete mode of transportation. Therefore, shippers are currently reluctant of using this new mode. Several surveys revealed that on-time reliability is the most important priority for shippers. Therefore, SSS should provide a high level of service in terms of on-time reliability, in order me is to alter that image by effectively promoting the advantages of SSS to the shippers and facilitating the c-operation among transportation modes. 3. Harbour Maintenance Tax (HMT). The HMT is assessed as a 0.015% ‘ad valorem’ fee on the value of the commercial cargo, which is transported on vessels using the US ports. Therefore, it is applied on both domestic and international containers that are been transported by vessels, but not on the cargo that is transported by trucks or rail. This is a major impediment to SSS, since it is applied on every transhipment point. Many transportation industry stakeholders are calling on the waiver of HMT for the domestic SSS transportation. The recent repeal of the HMT in the Great Lakes is a major support for SSS. 4. Jones Act. In the US, as elsewhere, one of the major impediments to the development of coastal shipping is the restrictions of ‘cabotage’ laws. Certain provisions of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920, also known as Jones Act, which requires that any vessel operating between two US ports must be US-built, US-owned, and manned by US citizens, significantly increases the capital and the operating costs for any short sea operation. Thus, it makes SSS more expensive and less competitive. A study in 1993 suggested that the net cost of the Jones Act to the US economy is $4.4 billion US per year [47]. As the idea of SSS is gaining ground, the debate over the Jones Act has been reignited. Defenders of the Jones Act claim that it is way to revitalize the domestic shipbuilding industry, by providing financial incentives for shipowners to build in the US. Shipyard owners claim that they can be competitive for smaller standardized vessel designs with a shipbuilding program for a series of ships to be constructed over the next 15–20 years. On the other hand, shipowners argue that they can purchase SSS vessels from the international ship market for a fraction of what they cost in the US.

Laundry list of solvency deficits

Hilburn, 6 – Associate Editor at Seapower Magazine, Navy League of the United States (Matt Hilburn, “Resurgence”, Navy League of the United States, May 2006, ProQuest | AK)

Though the business climate seems set for a short-sea shipping boom, there are many barriers to those entering the market. Costs are a concern. Armstrong said one way to lower costs is to keep short-sea shipping away from the deepwater, international ports, which historically have very high labor costs. Smaller ports that are less deeply dredged and do not have the overhead and union contracts scaled toward international cargo. These ports, he said, should be made to look more like a truck terminal "so it's a quick roll-on, roll-off, get the trucks out of there. No warehousing, none of those kind of things, no complicated customs or fancy gates." Armstrong said that during the next four to five years, Massachusetts would be investing $35 million-$40 million to upgrade ports at New Bedford and Fall River, a small chunk of the $300 million the state is authorized to spend on maintaining and upgrading ports. "Now is that totally for short sea? No," he said. "There are other things going on, but it is a commitment to make these terminals available and efficient for what we believe is going to happen no matter what. There's just no more room on the highways." Financing is also an issue. Shortsea ships could cost $25 million-$150 million, and raising that kind of capital is no easy feat. According to Mark Yonge, managing member of the consulting firm Maritime Transport & Logistics Advisors, Fort Lauderdale, FIa., Title XI loans, which provide small- and medium-sized ship owners with a federal guarantee of their commercial bank loans for the construction of commercial ships in the United States, are currently not readily available via the Maritime Administration. The Harbor Maintenance Act is another factor discouraging shortsea shipping. Effectively, it means that a ship making stops at, for example, several East Coast ports, would be taxed at each port visited. The problem, said U.S. Rep. Dave Weldon R-Fla., is that ships on short-sea routes are "subject to the Harbor Maintenance Tax each and every time" they stop as they service ports along the costs. This precludes many vessels "from going to many American ports in a sequential fashion," he said in a release. Weldon is sponsoring legislation that would eliminate the tax for short-route ships but not affect larger, ocean-going vessels. Some advocates of short-sea shipping claim the Jones Act is an obstacle to success. The law requires that all vessels being used to transport cargo and passengers between ports in the United States be owned and manned by U.S. citizens and built at U.S. shipyards. However, few ships meet those criteria. Armstrong doesn't foresee any changes to the Jones Act, and thinks that short-sea shipping, once proven viable, will be a spark to American shipbuilding. However, he favors federal waivers to the Jones Act as a means to "get the services under way and tested" before shipping companies commit to the construction of new ships. There are also technological hurdles to overcome. If short-sea shipping is to be viable, ship designers will have to develop more rapid means for loading and unloading ships, said Suva. Vacuum mooring systems, which allow a ship to moor quickly utilizing large vacuum pads resembling suction cups, would eliminate the need for lines and line handlers, increasing the speed at which a ship could dock, and get underway. Silva would also like to see ships equipped with bow and stern thrusters, which allow ships to maneuver more easily while docking, reducing dependency on tugs for assistance.

Advantage Counterplans
1nc naval power counterplan 

Text: The United States federal government should expand and fully fund new naval ship construction 

That solves and bolsters naval power

Eaglen, 12 [Mackenzie Eaglen is a resident fellow at AEI. She is testifying about the Navy’s 30-Year Shipbuilding Plan before the Oversight and Investigations Subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee this afternoon. Navy’s 30-year shipbuilding plan doesn’t add up in Asia

Click here to watch her testimony live at 2:30 P.M, http://www.aei-ideas.org/2012/04/navys-30-year-shipbuilding-plan-doesnt-add-up-in-asia/] 

Two trends exacerbate the older and smaller fleet of today. With reduced construction, the Navy is planning to extend the service lives of select surface combatants in order to keep the fleet from shrinking beyond an acceptable limit. The problem is that the Navy is relying on unrealistic lifecycle estimates for its surface fleet. In order for the plan to work as hoped, cruisers would need to be funded and maintained to stay in service for 35 years and destroyers for 40. These estimates are fantasies. The Navy is currently retiring seven cruisers over the next two years with an average age of just over 20 years. Current cruiser retirements are a full 15 years earlier than the magical new service life assumption found in the latest shipbuilding plan.

Compounding these challenges is the possibility that the Navy may not build as many ships as it hopes. That is because the 30-year shipbuilding plan estimates that the Navy needs to spend $16.8 billion annually on shipbuilding, but the current budget only allocates $12.7 billion a year for this account through FY 2017. What the Navy is effectively advertising is that the “check is in the mail.” The promise of future investment is a defense budgeting trick as old as the FYDP. But the new shipbuilding plan emphasizes retiring existing ships from the fleet over new construction in the near term, retiring seven more ships over the next five years than it builds.

Either the Navy is retiring these ships too early or its lifecycle estimates are hopelessly optimistic. But service leaders cannot have it both ways. Similarly, the administration cannot realistically “pivot” to Asia—a region defined by the “tyranny of distance”—and cut the fleet at the same time.

1nc Law of the Sea Counterplan 
Text: The United States Senate should ratify the United Nations Law of the Sea convention 

Law of the Sea is key to U.S naval power credibility maritime force. 

Department of Defense, 12 (“Winnefeld: Time for U.S. to Join Law of Sea Convention,” The Maritime Executive, June 15th 2012, http://www.maritime-executive.com/article/winnefeld-time-for-u-s-to-join-law-of-sea-convention)//AS

Accession to the longstanding United Nations Law of the Sea Convention will have a positive impact on U.S. operations across the maritime domain, the vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff said.

In testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Navy Adm. James A. Winnefeld Jr. called himself a career sailor and former combatant commander who has come to his own judgment on the value for the United States of the treaty’s legal framework governing uses of the oceans.

Winnefeld appeared before the panel with five of the nation’s top military officers.

It is “a privilege to appear alongside another generation of military leaders,” he said, “as we join in sharing the view that now is the time for the United States to join the Law of the Sea Convention.”

The treaty opened for signature in December 1982 and became effective in November 1994, after 60 countries had signed. Today, 162 parties -- including most close U.S. allies -- have ratified the Law of the Sea Convention.

“The convention improves on previous agreements, including the 1958 Geneva Convention,” Winnefeld said.

The treaty will protect U.S. access to the maritime domain, fortify U.S. credibility as the world's leading naval power, the admiral added, and will allow the United States to bring to bear the full force of its influence on maritime disputes.

“In short,” he said, “it preserves what we have and it gives us yet another tool to engage any nation that would threaten our maritime interests.”

But not everyone agrees that the treaty will benefit the United States, Winnefeld acknowledged, adding that defense officials take these concerns seriously.

“Some say that joining the convention would result in a loss of sovereignty for the United States. I believe just the opposite to be true,” the admiral said. “Some would say … that joining the convention will open U.S. Navy operations to the jurisdiction of international courts. We know this is not true.”

In 2007, the Senate proposed what it called “declarations and understandings” to the treaty that specifically express the right to exempt military activities from the convention, Winnefeld said. “Many other nations that have acceded [or ratified the treaty] have already exempted their military activities from the treaty without dispute,” he noted.

Some believe the convention would require the United States to surrender its sovereignty over warships and other military vessels, the admiral said.

“I can assure you that we will not let this happen and the convention does not require it,” he told the Senate panel. “If anything, it further protects our sovereignty in this regard well before we would have to resort to any use of force.”

Winnefeld added that joining the convention will protect the United States from “ongoing and persistent efforts on the part of a number of nations, including those with growing economic and military power, to advance their national laws and set precedents that could restrict our maritime activities, particularly within the bounds of their exclusive economic zones.”

The term “lawfare” describes such efforts to erode the protections of customary international law, he said.

“It's a trend that's real and pressing and that could place your Navy at legal disadvantage unless we join the convention,” the admiral said. “And the nations that would challenge us in this and other ways are, frankly, delighted that we are not a party to the convention.”

Winnefeld told the senators that along with Defense Secretary Leon E. Panetta and Army Gen. Martin E. Dempsey, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, he finds it awkward to suggest that other nations should follow rules to which the United States has not yet agreed. Ratifying the treaty will give the United States the ability to influence key decisions that could affect the nation’s sovereign rights and those of its partners and friends in the Arctic and elsewhere, he said. “This grows more important each day,” he added.

The real question, Winnefeld said, is whether the United States will choose to lead in the maritime environment from the inside or follow from the outside.

U.S. military leaders over two decades have studied the problem closely and arrived at the same conclusion, Winnefeld said: “that ratification is in our best interests.”

“I join these officers, including every chairman of the Joint Chiefs since 1994, in giving my support to the Law of the Sea Convention and in asking for your advice and consent,” he said.

2nc law of the sea counterplan

Law of the Sea is critical to international cooperation and U.S naval influence in the South China Sea. 

Department of Defense, 12 (“Locklear Backs Law of the Sea Treaty,” The Maritime Executive, June 19, 2012, http://www.maritime-executive.com/article/locklear-backs-law-of-the-sea-treaty)//AS
Law of sea key to international maritime effectiveness. The Law of the Sea Convention is one avenue toward peacefully resolving competing maritime claims that could otherwise lead to conflict, the leader of U.S. Pacific Command said. Navy Adm. Samuel J. Locklear III spoke to Pentagon reporters following his testimony as part of a military panel addressing the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the Law of the Sea Convention. The United Nations treaty opened for signature in December 1982 and took effect in November 1994, after 60 countries had signed. The United States has not ratified the treaty, but the nation’s military leaders have in recent months urged U.S. accession to the agreement. Locklear told the committee the convention “is essential to locking in a stable, legal framework for the maritime domain that is favorable to our national interest and preserves our access to this critical region.” As a Pacific power, the United States has defended freedom, enabled prosperity and protected peace in the region for more than six decades, and it must continue to lead security efforts, the admiral said in testimony. He told senators, “The convention specifically codifies the rights, the freedoms and the uses of the sea that are critical for our forces to transit through and operate in the waters of the Asia-Pacific region.” Population and economic growth in the Asia-Pacific make competing maritime claims both more numerous and more contentious, he said. “Nowhere is this more prevalent than in the South China Sea, where claimants have asserted broad territorial and sovereignty rights over land features, sea space and resources in the area,” Locklear noted. “The convention is an important component of a rules-based approach that encourages peaceful resolution of these maritime disputes,” he said in testimony. “Moreover, the convention codifies an effective balance of coastal state and maritime state rights, a stable legal framework that we help to negotiate that is favorable to our interests and that we should leverage as a check on states that attempt to assert excessive maritime claims.” Because the United States is not a party to the convention, he said, “Our challenges are less credible than they might otherwise be.” Joining the convention would place the United States “in a much stronger position to demand adherence to the rules contained in it -- rules that we have been protecting from the outside since the '80s and before,” he said. Locklear told reporters the convention and “customary law” set standards for military vessels’ passage through territorial waters, archipelagos and major straits. “There are a number of countries in the world -- I think China being one of them -- who from our perspective place excessive claims and excessive restrictions that are not consistent with international [law] and aren't consistent with Law of the Sea,” he added. Those restrictions, if added together and enacted, would limit international use of roughly a third of the world’s ocean area, Locklear said, and would affect every major strait and every “sea line of communication” -- the primary maritime trade, logistics and naval routes between ports. All nations concerned with shipping access will be “further at risk if these excessive claims aren't resolved,” the admiral said. The Law of the Sea Convention could form the basis for an international forum allowing countries to express competing claims, he noted. “Then there will have to be some compromise,” he added, “because you can't just have continually competing claims that end up causing miscalculation at some point in time, which would lead us to conflict.” Locklear said there are enough maritime resources “for everybody in the world,” and competing claims should be resolved peacefully. Responding to a question on U.S.-China military relations, the PACOM commander said he has been encouraged by the receptiveness he has seen from his Chinese counterparts. “I look forward to continuing our dialogue and to doing some visits,” he added. “I plan to visit [China] within the next several weeks, at their invitation.” That visit will involve discussions about “military claims and all of the other issues that surround that,” he said. A productive partnership between the two nations is “very important” to Asia-Pacific security, the admiral said. “I think the good news is that … we're in a position in the coming months and years to continue to have a productive dialogue,” he added.
Law of the sea ratification is key to maintaining U.S naval power – economic autonomy and peace promotion. 

Department of Defense, 12 (“Defense, State Leaders Urge Senate to Ratify Law of the Sea Treaty,” The Maritime Executive, May 24, 2012, http://www.maritime-executive.com/article/defense-state-leaders-urge-senate-to-ratify-law-of-the-sea-treaty)//AS

In the strongest terms possible, defense and diplomatic leaders urged the Senate to ratify the Law of the Sea Convention.

Defense Secretary Leon E. Panetta along with Army Gen. Martin E. Dempsey, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, joined Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clintonin testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. All three urged the committee to approve the treaty.

“I strongly believe that accession to this treaty is absolutely essential, not only to our economic interests, our diplomatic interests, but I’m here to say that it is extremely important to our national security interests as well,” Panetta told the Senate panel. “I join a lot of the military voices of the past and present that have spoken so strongly in support of this treaty.”

The treaty, which came into force in 1994, has been waiting for Senate ratification ever since.

Panetta stressed that acceding to the treaty would help maintain the United States as a global naval power. “If we’re going to continue to assert our role as a maritime power, it’s essential that we accede to this important convention,” he told the panel.

“We believe that it is imperative to act now,” Clinton said. “No country is better served by this convention than the United States. As the world’s foremost maritime power, we benefit from the convention’s favorable freedom of navigation provisions. As the country with the world's second-longest coastline, we benefit from its provisions on offshore natural resources.”

A total of 161 countries have approved the treaty. “We’re the only industrial power that has failed to do that,” Panetta said. “And as a result, we don't have a seat at the table.”

Not having a seat means the U.S. is not represented and U.S. claims are not defended. It means being unable to influence nations who are at the table, Panetta said.

Ratifying the treaty, “would ensure that our rights are not whittled away by the excessive claims and erroneous interpretations of others,” Panetta said. “It would give us the power and authority to support and promote the peaceful resolution of disputes within a rules-based order.”

The treaty would also secure U.S. navigational freedoms and global access for military and commercial ships, aircraft and undersea fiber-optic cables.

Panetta suggested the new defense strategy almost demands accession to the Law of the Sea Treaty. “We at the Defense Department have gone through an effort to develop a defense strategy for the future, a defense strategy not only for now, but into the future as well,” the secretary said. “And it emphasizes the strategically vital arc that extends from the western Pacific and eastern Asia into the Indian Ocean region and South Asia on to the Middle East.”

By not ratifying the treaty, the United States undercuts its credibility in that crucial arc. “We’re pushing, for example, for a rules-based order in the region and the peaceful resolution of maritime and territorial disputes in the South China Sea, in the Straits of Hormuz and elsewhere,” Panetta said. “How can we argue that other nations must abide by international rules when we haven’t joined the very treaty that codifies those rules?”

Dempsey hammered home this point, noting that joining the Law of the Sea Convention would strengthen America’s ability to apply sea power. From his standpoint, the treaty codifies the navigational rights and freedoms necessary to project and sustain U.S. military forces. These include the right of transit through international straits, the right to exercise high seas freedoms in foreign exclusive economic zones, and the right of innocent passage through foreign territorial seas.

“And, it reinforces the sovereign immunity of our warships as they conduct operations,” Dempsey said.

Right now, the United States exercises these rights by sailing into these waters or flying over them. “This plays into the hands of foreign states that seek to bend customary law to restrict movement on the oceans,” the chairman said. “And, it puts our warships and aircraft ‘on point’ to constantly challenge claims.”

The United States will defend its interests on the seas, the chairman said.

“But, the force of arms does not have to be -- and should not be -- our only national security instrument,” he said. “Joining the convention would provide us another way to stave off conflict with less risk of escalation.”

Law of the sea key to U.S power projection, the war on terror, and preventing Chinese aggression – increased maritime mobility.

McNeill, 04 National President of the Navy League of the United States

 (Sheila M., “Law of the Sea Convention is Essential to U.S. Naval Power,” Navy League of the United States, May 2004, http://www.navyleague.org/sea_power/may_04_03.php)//AS

Law of the Sea Convention is Essential to U.S. Naval Power

The sea services of our nation must maintain their leading role in shaping global rules and policies that affect our freedom of navigation and maritime mobility, two essential elements of U.S. naval power. That is why it is now time for Congress to ratify the Law of the Sea Convention and thereby strengthen our national security.

The Convention codifies access and transit rights for our ships and enhances the nation’s prosecution of the global war on terrorism. Our nation has much to gain and nothing to lose by becoming a party to the Convention, which is a comprehensive international legal framework governing the world’s oceans. The United States should now join 145 nations that use the Convention as a means to assure access to the oceans. In November, the Convention will be opened for amendment. As a party to the Convention, the United States would have a major role in shaping changes to come.

The Law of the Sea Convention is a complex document that touches on wide range of U.S. maritime concerns. Since it was finalized in 1982, a primary U.S. interest in the Convention has been to preserve essential navigational freedoms and thereby enhance the mobility of U.S. naval power. That is why every chief of naval operations (CNO), the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Department of Defense have consistently and strongly supported U.S. ratification.
Our current CNO, Adm. Vern Clark, said in a March 18 letter to Sen. Richard G. Lugar, R-Ind., chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, that accession to the Convention will support “our ability to operate around the globe, anytime, anywhere, allowing the Navy to project power where and when needed.”

The Convention guarantees, for example, that ships and aircraft may transit straits that otherwise may have been closed by the territorial claims of nearby states. More than 135 straits are affected, including the Strait of Hormuz, entryway to the Persian Gulf, and the Strait of Malacca, the main sea route between the Indian and Pacific oceans.

In fact, the United States’ interest as a global naval power was behind its initial participation in talks on the Convention as the United Nations conducted negotiations from 1973 to 1982. Our policy makers were concerned that transit and access rights of U.S. warships could be restricted by the rising number of claims from other nations over territorial seas, fishing zones and offshore high seas areas. Today, Adm. Clark wants the United States to join because, he said, “the Law of the Sea Convention helps assure access to the largest maneuver space on the planet — the sea — under authority of widely recognized and accepted law and not the threat of force.”

Much of our government’s initial delay in ratification was linked to objections by many industrialized countries to sections related to deep seabed mining. However, changes to the Convention in 1994 remedied each of the U.S. objections.

Despite its advantages, the Law of the Sea Convention remains controversial because of widespread — and erroneous — belief that it would adversely affect U.S. sovereignty, inhibit our intelligence gathering activities or hamper the U.S. Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) through which our forces seek to interdict shipments of weapons of mass destruction.

Critics point to the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea, created to settle disputes, as a threat to U.S. sovereignty. However, parties to the Convention are free to agree on any method of dispute settlement they desire — and the U.S. will not select the Tribunal.

Fears that ratification would diminish our collection of intelligence are linked to a section of the Convention containing a list of activities that would deprive a vessel of the right of innocent passage through territorial seas. These activities include the collection of certain types of information and the requirement that submarines navigate on the surface. However, such activity is not a violation of the Convention. Intelligence-gathering activities are not prohibited nor adversely affected by the Convention.

The Bush Administration’s PSI — potentially a major weapon in the global war on terrorism — seeks the support of all nations in international efforts to board and search vessels suspected of transporting weapons of mass destruction. Adm. Michael G. Mullen, vice chief of naval operations, told Lugar’s committee that being party to the Convention “would greatly strengthen” the Navy’s ability to support the PSI by reinforcing freedom of navigation rights on which the service depends for its operational mobility.
We learned in Iraq that even allies sometimes will block access to key battle areas. Our freedom of navigation cannot be contingent on the approval of nations along global sea lanes. A legal regimen for the world’s oceans will help guarantee worldwide mobility for our military.

The Law of the Sea Convention is good for our sea services. It strengthens our country. The time for ratification is at hand.

Law of the Sea is key to U.S national security – five reasons. 

Garamone, 12 Staff writer (Jim, “Panetta: U.S. Leadership Needed in Law of the Sea Convention,” American Forces Press Service, May 9, 2012, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=116268)//AS

WASHINGTON, May 9, 2012 – As the globe’s preeminent maritime power, the United States has much to gain in ratifying the United Nations Law of the Sea Convention, Defense Secretary Leon E. Panetta said here today Panetta spoke at the Law of the Sea Convention forum. Ratifying the treaty, he said, would allow the United States to exert a leadership role in the development and interpretation of the rules that determine legal certainty on the world’s oceans.

Panetta listed five reasons why the Law of the Sea Convention strengthens U.S. national security.

“First, as the world’s preeminent maritime power, and the country with one of the largest coastlines and extended continental shelf, we have more to gain from accession to the convention than any other country,” he said.

Right now, the United States has no seat at the table and is unable to help interpret the “rules of the road” on the oceans. Ratifying the convention “would give us the credibility to support and promote the peaceful resolution of disputes within a rules-based order,” the secretary said.

Panetta’s second point is that by joining the convention, the United States would protect its navigational freedoms and global access for military and commercial ships, aircraft, and undersea fiber optic cables. American rights on the seas, he said, currently rely on customary international laws, which can change.

“Treaty law remains the firmest legal foundation upon which to base our global presence, on, above, and below the seas,” Panetta said.

A third point, he added, is that ratification would help to increase America’s natural resource and economic jurisdiction, not only to 200 nautical miles off U.S. coasts, but to a broad continental shelf beyond that zone.

“Fourth, accession would ensure our ability to reap the benefits of the opening of the Arctic -- a region of increasingly important maritime security and economic interest,” Panetta said. Countries are already posturing for new shipping routes and natural resources as Arctic ice cover recedes.

The Law of the Sea Convention is the only means for international recognition and acceptance of the U.S. extended continental shelf claims in the Arctic.

“And we are the only Arctic nation that is not party to the convention,” Panetta said.

Fifth, the secretary said, the new U.S. defense strategy emphasizes the strategically vital arc extending from the Western Pacific and East Asia into the Indian Ocean region and South Asia.

“Becoming a party to the convention would strengthen our position in this key area,” he said.

The strategic arc is crucial to American interests now and into the future, Panetta said. The convention would stop countries in this arc from proposing restrictions on access for military vessels in the Indian Ocean, Persian Gulf, and the South China Sea.

“The United States has long declared our interests and respect for international law, freedom of navigation and peaceful resolution of disputes,” Panetta said. “We have demonstrated our commitment to those interests through our consistent presence and engagement in these critical maritime regions.”

Ratifying the convention would serve to strengthen U.S. policy in the region, the secretary said. It would also increase America’s credibility to all nations of the Asia-Pacific. Right now, he said, the United States undercuts itself as it pushes for a rules-based order in the region and the peaceful resolution of maritime and territorial disputes in the South China Sea and elsewhere.

“How can we argue that other nations must abide by international rules, when we haven’t officially accepted those rules,” the secretary said.

The Strait of Hormuz is another possible flash point. It is a vital sea lane of communication and commerce and the United States and its allies “are determined to preserve freedom of transit there in the face of Iranian threats to impose a blockade,” Panetta said.

“U.S. accession to the convention would help strengthen worldwide transit passage rights under international law and isolate Iran as one of the few remaining non-parties to the convention,” the secretary said.

Army Gen. Martin E. Dempsey, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, accompanied Panetta and also provided remarks at the forum.

Law of the Sea is key to U.S sovereign immunity and conflict resolution – also counterplan is bipartisan.

Garamone, 12 Staffwriter (Jim, “Dempsey Urges Ratification of Law of the Sea Convention,” American Forces Press Service, May 9, 2012, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=116265//AS

WASHINGTON, May 9, 2012 – Ratifying the Law of the Sea Convention is the right thing to do for American national security, the U.S. military’s highest-ranking officer said here today. Army Gen. Martin E. Dempsey, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the Pew Charitable Trusts gathering on the treaty that he joins each chairman since the document was signed in 1994 to urge the Senate to ratify it.

Republican and Democratic administrations have both urged approval. And, Dempsey maintains, the treaty is good for American military rights.

“It codifies navigational rights and freedoms essential for our global mobility,” he said. “It helps sustain our combat forces in the field.”

The treaty also guarantees the right of innocent passage through foreign territorial seas, the right of transit passage through international straits and the right to exercise high seas freedoms in foreign exclusive economic zones — all without permission or prior notice.

In addition, the treaty also affirms the sovereign immunity of U.S. warships and other public vessels. “And it gives us the framework to counter excessive claims by states seeking to illegally restrict movement of vessels and aircraft,” Dempsey said. “These are all rights and capabilities that we want and that we need. In fact, they are of our own making. We negotiated them into the convention to advance our national security interests.”

The United States could, of course, not ratify the treaty and depend on the same strategy an infant republic used more than 200 years ago, the chairman said. “At that time, we commissioned the Navy’s first ships to safeguard our seaborne merchants against the Barbary pirates,” he said.

The force of arms should not be America’s only national security instrument, the chairman said, and the Law of the Sea Convention provides an additional way to navigate an increasingly complex international security environment.

“Ratification now represents an unprecedented opportunity,” the chairman said. “The convention offers an opportunity to exercise global security leadership.”

More than 160 nations are now a party to the convention. “Even so, the world looks to us for leadership,” he said. “We have the world’s largest and most capable navy, largest economy, and the largest exclusive economic zone. We will become the leader within the convention as soon as we enter it. And that’s never been more important.”

Dempsey said that on, over and under the oceans, nations are making competing claims or posturing themselves to restrict the movement of others, and these actions affect the United States, its allies and friends.

“As a party to the convention, we can help resolve conflicts, strengthen alliances and foster innovative partnerships,” he said. “We have never been better poised – or more welcomed – to lead a global security order benefiting all peaceful nations.”

The convention secures legitimate global freedom of access for the U.S. armed forces, Dempsey told the audience. “Today, we rely on customary international law and assert it through physical presence – warships and aircraft transiting and challenging illegal restrictions,” he said. “Some say this alone is sufficient.”

But this works against U.S. rights in that nations will continue to try and bend customary law to restrict movement on the ocean, he said, and it puts U.S. ships, subs, aircraft and personnel at risk to continually challenge these claims.

“We are strong enough for this role. We can and will continue to defend our interests, and we’ll do that with force when necessary,” Dempsey said. “But we can also be smart. We can leverage law to mitigate the need for physical assertion. Under the Law of the Sea Convention, we can be both strong and smart.”

Ratifying the convention also strengthens the U.S. position in Asia, the chairman said.

Finally, Dempsey said, joining the Law of the Sea Convention will strengthen America’s strategic position in Asia. “The Western Pacific is a mosaic of competing claims for territory and resources,” the chairman said. “This is a critical region where, as a Pacific nation, our security and economic prosperity are inextricably linked.”

The United States wants to mitigate any conflict in the Pacific, Dempsey said. “The convention gives us another tool to effectively resolve conflicts at every level,” he added. “It provides a common language, and therefore a better opportunity, to settle disputes with cooperation instead of cannon fire.”

Ratification is key to solving a laundry list of threats – terrorism, nuclear disasters, prolif and cyber attacks. 

Panetta, 12 Secretary of Defense  (Leon, “Law of the Sea Symposium,” Department of Defense, May 9, 2012, http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=1669)//AS
We confront transnational threats like violent extremism, terrorism, the kind of things we’ve heard about just over these last few days, those threats continue;  the destabilizing behavior of nations like Iran and North Korea, military modernization across the Asia-Pacific and turmoil across the Middle East and North Africa and elsewhere.  At the same time, we are dealing with the changing nature of warfare, the proliferation of lethal weapons and lethal materials, and the growing threat of cyber intrusion and cyber attacks. 

These real and growing challenges and the reality is that they are beyond the ability of any single nation to resolve alone.  That is why a key part of our new defense strategy is to try to meet these challenges by modernizing our network of defense and innovative security partnerships—the kind that we have at NATO, the kind that we have elsewhere, different parts of the world—to try to develop those partnerships so that we can support a rules-based international order that promotes stability, that promotes security, and that promotes safety. 

And that is also why the United States should be exerting a leadership role in the development and interpretation of the rules that determine legal certainty on the world’s oceans. 

Law of the sea is key to our naval mobility –accesses resource rich regions. 

Allen et al, 11 (Thad W., Richard L. Armitage, John J. Hamr “Odd Man Out at Sea,” RAND, April 25, 2011, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2011/04/25/NYT.html)//AS

It's been in place for nearly 30 years; nearly 160 countries (plus the European Union) have signed it. But the United States has yet to ratify the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. As a result, the United States, the world's leading maritime power, is at a military and economic disadvantage.

The convention codifies widely accepted principles on territorial waters (which it defines as those extending 12 miles out to sea), shipping lanes and ocean resources. It also grants each signatory exclusive fishing and mining rights within 200 miles of its coast (called the exclusive economic zone). Although the United States originally voted to create the convention and negotiated many provisions to its advantage, Congress has never ratified it.

With nearly 12,500 miles of coastline, 360 major commercial ports and the world's largest exclusive economic zone, the United States has a lot to gain from signing the convention. It is the only legal framework that exists for managing international waters; joining it would allow us to secure international recognition of a claim to the continental shelf as far as 600 miles beyond our exclusive economic zone in order to explore and conserve the resource-rich Arctic as the polar ice cap recedes. It would also provide American companies with a fair and stable legal framework to invest in mining projects in the deep seabed.

Ratification makes sense militarily as well. According to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the convention "codifies navigation and overflight rights and high seas freedoms that are essential for the global mobility of our armed forces." In other words, it enhances national security by giving our Navy additional flexibility to operate on the high seas and in foreign exclusive economic zones and territorial seas. This is particularly important in the Asia Pacific region and the South China Sea, where tensions among China, Japan and Southeast Asian nations have increased because of conflicting interpretations of what constitutes territorial and international waters.

Perhaps most important of all, ratification would prove to be a diplomatic triumph. American power is defined not simply by economic and military might, but by ideals, leadership, strategic vision and international credibility.

Of course, there are those who would prefer that we have nothing to do with the United Nations, who believe that international treaties hurt our national interests and restrain our foreign policy objectives.

All three of us have struggled while working with and through international organizations — they are unwieldy and not always responsive to American interests. But as we see in Libya today, the United Nations and other international alliances are indispensable in providing legitimacy and reinvigorating American partnerships in times of crisis. And they will ensure needed balance as rising powers inevitably challenge America's economic and military strength.

Last July, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton gained much respect by reassuring the Southeast Asian nations that the United States strongly supported multilateral efforts to address those territorial disputes in the South China Sea, and denounced China's heavy-handed, unilateral tactics. But strong American positions like that are ultimately undermined by our failure to ratify the convention; it shows we are not really committed to a clear legal regime for the seas.

For all of these reasons, ratification is more important today than ever before. At a time when America's military and economic strengths are tested, we must lead on the seas as well as on land.

2nc doesn’t link to politics

Counterplan is bipartisan and has wide public support – empirically proven.

Panetta, 12 Secretary of Defense  (Leon, “Law of the Sea Symposium,” Department of Defense, May 9, 2012, http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=1669)//AS

In years past, several Senate committees have examined the Convention and its various elements in hearings, and earlier Committee votes were approved by large bipartisan majorities.

Accession also has broad support among major U.S. industries.  This is an important point.  This is something that is not just supported by the diplomatic community or the environmental community.  This is also supported by the business community.  Companies that are dealing with offshore energy, shipbuilding, commercial shipping, communications companies, on and on and on.  Industries that have to deal with our offshore resources.  They need this treaty in order to be able to do their business and to effectively accomplish their goals.  The same is true for national security.

State CP

1nc states counterplan 

The states can effectively develop Marine Highways

Heim and Tedesco 9—Heads of General Dynamics NASSCO, a major ship design, construction, and repair company located in San Diego  (Aimee and Matt, “A Shipbuilder’s Assessment of America’s Marine Highways”, July 30, 2009, http://www.nassco.com/pdfs/Shipbuilder-Assessment-American-Marine-Highway-NASSCO.pdf)//NJain

State & Local Involvement 

Direct investment in shipyards and tax incentives to facilitate the capital investments that would result in an AMH infrastructure vary from state to state and across modes. U.S. shipyards have almost no federal investments, and the amount of state investment varies dramatically. States receive funds from the Highway Trust Fund (administered by the federal government) with which to build and maintain interstate highways, making the U.S. highway system a federally subsidized transportation mode. In contrast to U.S. shipyards, both direct and indirect subsidies benefit overseas shipbuilders. The U.S. industrial base that is dedicated to goods movement infrastructure would benefit from a federal system of infrastructure and manufacturing investment, with singular environmental oversight standards and management under the umbrella of a system-based (vs. modal-based) national transportation system. 

Many smaller ports have available capacity to handle an AMH service. Often times the cost barrier comes in the form of transport onto or off a smaller port facility instead of the on-dock storage or cargo handling costs. State investment, with local support, could help overcome this barrier. By leasing the terminal to the federal or State government at market rates, then releasing the land to marine highway operators at a rate that effectively reduces the land-side transportation costs for a marine-highway trailer, the economic gap is narrowed while the service builds market share. Eventually, the volume and velocity of the marine highway cargo would theoretically be sufficient to catch up to market rate for the acreage. When smaller ports can effectively compete for business, the overall network of ports can realize an increase in capacity. With freight volumes projected to increase dramatically in the next 20 years, this additional capacity will become increasingly important. 32 

States can serve as collaborative partners with regional unions and users of a potential Marine Highways service, in order to advocate service and tariff rates under a different category than the existing international container tariff rates for carriage and handling. This has the potential of resulting in labor pool segregation from the pool currently working ocean-going vessels; however, more job and training opportunities will also be created for skilled tradesmen in waterfront trades, directly impacting state and local employment ranks and associated economic revenues, ultimately benefiting the state economy. 

State transportation agencies can also identify terminals that have all three elements that are critical in successful Marine Highways implementation: close proximity to distribution hubs, strategic port capability, and additional capacity to accept freight. Ideally, leading candidates would also fit within TRANSCOM’s network of strategic ports. Once identified, state agencies should invest in those ports for the explicit purposes of establishing AMH between hubs. Ideally, a combination of tax credits for users of the service, acreage investment, infrastructure maintenance funding in the area immediately surrounding the port, and advocating for labor rates separate from labor rates applied to international shipping containers. 

2nc states counterplan 

States can effectively collaborate on Marine Transportation—captures their federal key warrants

U.S. Maritime Administration 9 (“America’s Ports and Intermodal Transportation System” January 2009 http://www.glmri.org/downloads/Ports&IntermodalTransport.pdf)//NJain

State and Local Governance State and local governments play an equally important role in the transportation system. All strive to provide the safest, most efﬁcient and reliable transportation system possible within their jurisdiction, while maximizing the economic beneﬁts for their citizens. They also collaborate to provide combined resources to address regionally signiﬁcant projects and issues. State and local governments also work with the Federal Government to identify and fund projects of national signiﬁcance within their jurisdiction. This multi-jurisdictional cooperation is already showing solid results. For example, the Department of Transportation spearheaded the development of the Southern California National Freight Gateway Collaboration as a major component of the Department’s initiative to reduce congestion. Comprised of leaders representing Federal Government, State of California, local governments, ports, metropolitan planning organizations and other stakeholders, the Collaboration will address the challenge presented by the record growth in freight moving through the ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. In fact, more than 44 percent of the Nation’s imported containerized goods move through these ports to destinations throughout the countr y. The Collaboration will assist the affected agencies and interests (e.g., environmental, community and business interests) to expeditiously address various concerns, issues and opportunities facing the Southern California National Freight Gateway. However, the Collaboration will not act as “super-decision-makers”; that power will be left to existing authorities. Through this innovative approach, the Collaboration identiﬁes and focuses on concerns, issues, or opportunities in these initiatives and assists the constituency to address them – often through public participation and stakeholder involvement with the appropriate agencies. In some cases, the Collaboration may simply work to see that the various initiatives are better coordinated, delivered on time and functioning in an appropriate manner. In other situations, the Collaboration has begun to explore priority topics, such as the movement of freight, public health, safety, environmental and community issues and economic development and opportunities. State, regional, and local governments play many roles in today’s Marine Transportation System. States’ departments of transportation and metropolitan planning organizations identify, prioritize, and allocate funding for transportation projects. While these are local decisions, they signiﬁcantly affect ports, industries, or consumers in the transportation system. However, these local decisions should not be made in isolation; they should take into consideration the national system. Many ports function as a component of city or municipal governments. Port terminals are often leased by the port authority to individual private sector tenants. As such, investment and policy decisions that have an impact on individual port capacity and efﬁciency are often jointly determined by local governments and their private sector tenants. Many of the large and medium sized ports have state and local port authorities which own public terminals and related facilities. Public sector involvement has traditionally been due to the state and local economic beneﬁts that accrue from port operations and the large capital investments necessary to build and maintain infrastructure. As noted above, while some port authorities operate terminals, many others lease terminals to private corporations. There are also many terminals in operation on the coasts and along inland water ways that are privately owned and operated. All of these ports and terminals make up a network that is vital to the health of the transportation system. 

States can catalyze private sector investment in the highway sector through PPP’s

Geddes and Wagner 10—Department of Policy Analysis and Management Cornell University AND Department of Policy Analysis and Management Cornell University (Richard and Benjamin,“WHY DO U.S. STATES ADOPT PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP ENABLING LEGISLATION?” December 9, 2010 http://www.human.cornell.edu/pam/people/upload/Why-Do-States-Adopt-PPP-Leg-Dec-2010.pdf)//NJain

III. The Structure and Importance of PPP Enabling Laws PPP enabling laws are a key part of the PPP process, and are a critical prerequisite to private investment. We here discuss several benefits of PPP laws, highlighting their importance as a topic for study. We then discuss the key elements of PPP enabling laws, and how they form our index of PPP law intensity. One potential benefit of PPP laws is to provide policy stability in order to reduce the uncertainty surrounding future investment returns. For example, in the case of a toll road, if a state government includes in its PPP law an assurance that it will not use regulation to depress tolls below the facility’s operating cost, it is more likely to remain committed to that policy. 8 Such assurances are likely to be valuable in attracting private investment. Similarly, state PPP enabling laws can also signal the degree of a state’s commitment to the PPP process. For example, a number of states specify either the number of projects that can be completed under the PPP approach, the type of project delivery system to be used (such as long term leases), the geographic location of PPP projects, orthe mode of transportation eligible for a PPP. Potential investors will be more likely to focus their resources on states that have shown a commitment to completing projects. Investors interested in creating a network of projects in a state are likely to be dissuaded if a state does not signal a strong commitment to PPPs. 9 PPP enabling laws are also important for their effects on transaction costs. Transaction costs are broad in nature and occur at all stages of the PPP process. For example, there are costs associated with bidding and negotiating the contract, with writing the contract, and with its monitoring and enforcement. 10 PPP laws help reduce the costs associated with private sector contracting by outlining contract terms ex ante. If a PPP law is in place, there is likely to be only negotiation and modification of particular pre-established provisions. Without such legislation, parties are forced to negotiate separately over each provision, which increases costs for both the public and private sectors. A third benefit of PPP enabling laws stems from their encouragement of innovation through unsolicited proposals. Proposals from the private sector can be either solicited or unsolicited, so long as the state’s PPP statute allows for the submission of unsolicited proposals. A solicited proposal allows the state (typically the state DOT) to ask the private sectorto develop project proposals it wants to implement. For example, a state DOT might have a broad idea for a bridge from A to B, and ask private companies to submit more specific proposals. In contrast unsolicited proposals are generated by the private sector, and are typically projects the public sector has not considered. 11 Moreover, states that want to further encourage innovation and creativity on the part of the private sector can use their statutes to exempt PPPs from traditional state procurement processes. For example, by allowing proposals to be selected on the basis of a combination of factors that includes price (i.e. experience, innovation, financing plan, etc.), private companies can be confident that their creative efforts will be rewarded, and that similar “cheaper” proposals are not guaranteed to win the contract. These potential benefits of PPP enabling laws are important. Indeed, commentators have suggested that the single most significant barrier to PPP use in the highway sector is the lack of enabling legislation at the state level. 12 We next discuss how we form our PPP enabling law intensity index, and in doing so provide more background on the content of PPP laws. The score assignments are based on detailed reading and study of PPP laws. Appendix C provides a detailed discussion and justification for all the elements of our index. For the reasons discussed above, we assign a score of two to a state if it has enacted a PPP enabling law. This also reflects the importance and difficulty of moving a PPP law through a state´s legislature, and how much uncertainty is resolved simply by enactment. To summarize the other key elements of our index: • We assign a state score of one if its law includes a broad definition of what facilities are eligible to be PPPs, which we define as including three or more transportation modes. We assign a score of minus one if the law excludes roads and highways as eligible facilities. • We assign a score of one if the law allows for long term leases/concessions of existing assets. • We assign a score of one if the law allows for both solicited and unsolicited proposals • We assign a score of one if the law explicitly exempts PPPs from the traditional procurement process. • We assign a score of one if the law explicitly allows for PPP agreements to include revenue sharing agreements, and minus one if the law explicitly prohibits revenue sharing agreements. • We assign a score of one if the law allows the private partner to be compensation through non-toll mechanisms, such as shadow tolls and availability payments. We assign a minus one if such mechanisms are excluded. • We assign a score of one if the PPP law allows other levels of government (such as municipalities or counties) to enter into PPP agreements. • We assign a score of one if the PPP law exempts the private partner from paying property taxes on the land required to operate the facility. • We assign a score of one if the PPP law allows the contract to contain non-compete agreements, and a minus one if the law explicitly prohibits contracts from containing non-compete clauses. • We assign a score of one if the law allows a mix of both public and private funds on PPP projects, and a score of minus one if the combination of funds is expressly prohibited. We assign a score of one if the law contains a provision that protects the confidentiality of proprietary information contained in the private partner´s proposal, and a minus one to a state that requires the entire proposal be disclosed. • We assign a score of minus one to a state that gives an entity other than the public sponsor (e.g. the state legislature) veto power over the PPP agreement. We assign a score of one if the law does not grant veto power to another entity. • We assign a minus one if a law limits the number of PPP projects that can be developed. We assign a plus one if the law does not place a limit on the number of projects. Policy stability and regulatory certainty refers to the creation of a stable institutional environment that reduces uncertainty on the part of private investors with regard to governmental actions. Such commitments are more credible when included in legislation. As of November 2010, twenty-eight states had passed laws granting explicit authority to the state –usually through an agent such as the state Department of Transportation – to enter into PPP agreements. Where such authority is lacking, specific enabling legislation is required before a PPP agreement can be entered into. This was the case in the long-term lease of the Indiana Toll Road. 13 The winning bid for the ITR was contingent on the passage of enabling legislation, which passed in March 2006. The legislation had to survive a lawsuit that went to the Indiana Supreme Court. 14 Although the lawsuit failed and the lease was upheld, the lack of prior authorization subjected the private sectorto considerable political risk. This was also the case in the failed attempt to lease the Pennsylvania Turnpike. In May 2008 the state of Pennsylvania announced that a partnership of Citi Infrastructure Investors and Spanish Abertis Infraestructuras was chosen as concessionaire in a 75-year lease of the Pennsylvania Turnpike with a winning bid of $12.8 billion. The legislature allowed the bid to expire, however, before it passed the requisite enabling legislation. 15,16 John Durbin, former executive director of the Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission, notes that “[t]here will not be another consortium that will proceed in any state where they have to put their bids in first and then gain legislative approval to lease the asset.” 17 This highlights the need for potential public sponsors to agree on enabling legislation priorto bidding. Importantly, some state PPP enabling laws require the final PPP agreement to be put to a legislative vote. This increases uncertainty surrounding the completion of a PPP relative to laws without such provisions, and can be discouraging to private investment for similar reasons. An important difference, however, is that without a law the legislature can simply choose not to act, which is sufficient to stop the PPP process. In the latter instance (prior legislative approval) the agreement must be put to an explicit vote, usually within a specified time period, so there is less uncertainty in that case. There is, however, a third alternative that benefits the public as well as the private sector – revenue sharing. In such an arrangement, the private sector agrees to split revenues above a certain rate of return with the public sector. 18 Although it may seem that it would be more enabling to allow the private sectorto keep all of its profits, revenue sharing provisions help ameliorate the public concerns cited above that the private sector will increase toll rates with no benefit to the public. Since widespread public opposition can undermine the PPP process before, during, and after contracts are signed, revenue sharing provisions are typically pro-PPP. A particularly contentious element of PPP enabling laws is the non-compete clause. A strict non-compete clause prevents the public sector from building an unplanned facility nearthe PPP facility that would cause it to lose revenue. The rationale behind non-compete clauses is clear. It is likely to be a disincentive to investment by the private sector if a competing government-funded facility can be built in the future. A non-compete clause allocates this type of risk to the public sector. Alternatively, some states specify in their PPP legislation that contracts may contain clauses requiring compensation to the private company when the public sector builds an unplanned competing facility. Clauses addressing commercial confidentiality are another contentious aspect of PPP legislation. In order to ensure the legitimacy of the PPP process it is important that the public be informed and that public comment is facilitated. 19 However, free riding may occur if proprietary information ortrade secrets are disclosed, which can be a serious impediment to private investment. State PPP legislation attempts to balance these competing forces. For example, Washington’s PPP legislation allows private partners to identify and justify the portions of its proposal it wishes to keep confidential during the bidding process, but all information is disclosed priorto contract signing. 20 Overall, PPP enabling laws are critical components in the process of injecting private sector capital and incentives into infrastructure provision and operation. When properly designed, they reduce uncertainty, establish pre-set guidelines, and lower the transaction costs associated with public-private partnerships. We next provide an overview of literature on the issue of private infrastructure investment. 

States are key to solve their environmental advantage

Heim and Tedesco 9—Heads of General Dynamics NASSCO, a major ship design, construction, and repair company located in San Diego  (Aimee and Matt, “A Shipbuilder’s Assessment of America’s Marine Highways”, July 30, 2009, http://www.nassco.com/pdfs/Shipbuilder-Assessment-American-Marine-Highway-NASSCO.pdf)//NJain

In order for Marine Highways to move forward, at a minimum, the system must demonstrate that no net increases in emissions result, and there are no other substantial environmental risks. Complicating the environmental challenge is the fact that AMH-related emission reductions in one region can represent increased emissions in coastal regions, even if overall net emissions are reduced. Forthis reason it is critical that proponents of AMH do everything possible to reduce the potential emissions from AMH vessels in a cost effective way. It is also critical that states play an active role in acting as arbiters. 

In California, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) measures air quality in geographic locations independently. Even if a Marine Highway service reduces the amount of particulates in the air measured statewide, individual locales may actually see an increase, resulting in challenges from state air quality regulators. This could happen by moving a high number of trailers off California’s I-5 that would otherwise transit the state’s Central Valley thereby reducing emissions in that area, and instead putting them on vessels that actually increase particulate matter at ports. In order to be successful, the state or federal air quality agencies would have to accept the overall reduction in particulate matter, and credit (or in some other way compensate) those locales that experience an increase due to the increased number of vessel transits.

Here’s comparative evidence

U.S. Maritime Administration 9 (“America’s Ports and Intermodal Transportation System” January 2009 http://www.glmri.org/downloads/Ports&IntermodalTransport.pdf)//NJain

• The development of America’s port system has been largely driven by an amalgam of state, local, and private stakeholders. At present, national transportation system planning activities do not uniformly consider the needs of the Marine Transportation System. Marine transportation and its supporting infrastructure have traditionally been the responsibility of state and local governments, and the private sector. Expanding and changing trade patterns require that Marine Transportation System planning be elevated to the national level with the appropriate incentives to integrate water transportation into the overall transportation system. 

• There is no dedicated Federal source of funding for our marine infrastructure. Various agencies have funding available to support the maritime industry; however, this funding is limited in amount and scope. Presently, there is no dedicated funding for shore side marine infrastructure, hampering any coordinated Federal response to freight capacity and ﬂow issues. 

• Fragmented Federal agency oversight and involvement. The Federal Government presence in marine transportation is strong – 18 Federal departments and agencies play some type of role in it, such as safety regulation, enforcement, licensing, dredging, and environmental protection. The sheer number of participants often makes decision-making unwieldy, and ultimately difﬁcult for the both the government (Federal and state) and private industry to accommodate the rapidly changing needs of the system.

AT Theory—Solvency Advocate

CP is more relevant than the aff

U.S. Maritime Administration 9 (“America’s Ports and Intermodal Transportation System” January 2009 http://www.glmri.org/downloads/Ports&IntermodalTransport.pdf)//NJain

• The development of America’s port system has been largely driven by an amalgam of state, local, and private stakeholders. At present, national transportation system planning activities do not uniformly consider the needs of the Marine Transportation System. Marine transportation and its supporting infrastructure have traditionally been the responsibility of state and local governments, and the private sector.

We have a solvency advocate

U.S. Maritime Administration 9 (“America’s Ports and Intermodal Transportation System” January 2009 http://www.glmri.org/downloads/Ports&IntermodalTransport.pdf)//NJain

• To maximize the use of waterborne transportation alternatives and expand capacity, state and local governments and transportation planners, including Metropolitan Planning Organizations, should incorporate national transportation system strategies and priorities in state, local and regional transportation planning and investment.

Politics

1nc politics link 

The plan is a political lightning rod – tanks capital

Meyers, 12 – staff writer for Politico (Jessica Meyers, “Federal marine highways project hard to launch”, Politico, 5/22/12, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0512/76633.html | AK)

Mention America’s highways and notice the nods. Talk about its marine highways and watch the blank stares. A Department of Transportation initiative intended to promote the country’s water routes has failed to make substantial inroads despite a 2007 federal law, escalating highway congestion and a push for greener transport. These river and coastal corridors, known as marine highways or short-sea shipping, thrive in Europe and exist in a handful of U.S. regions. They’re billed as the future — a cheaper and more fuel-efficient option for an overburdened transportation system. But marine highways remain more a political talking point than an industry reality. Trucks and railroads maintain the upper hand on speed. Waterways have less experience carrying container goods than bulk cargo. And companies remain leery of an uncertain market filled with tax hurdles and ship shortages. Without greater demand, the water road concept won’t float. “It’s a chicken-and-egg type of thing,” said Sean Connaughton, a former DOT maritime administrator who created the department’s America’s Marine Highway Program. “Shippers won’t commit until there’s reliable service, but you can’t have that until shippers commit.” To do that, the industry needs an almost mythical nexus of federal incentives, public recognition and state support. Connaughton, now Virginia’s secretary of transportation, told POLITICO that the federal DOT’s marine highway push languished partly because it coincided with the economic downturn. Transportation funding disappeared for paved roads, much less a quiet transportation mode still trying to prove its worth. “The bottom line,” he said, “is freight doesn’t vote.” Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood has designated 18 marine highway corridors in recent years and directed more than $110 million toward marine highway projects. The agency backs the Marine Highways Cooperative, a public-private partnership dedicated to developing the country’s 25,000 miles of water routes. “The Obama administration is committed to investing in innovative marine transportation services along America’s coast and waterways, in order to relieve congestion on our roadways, make our transportation system greener and develop the vast unused capacity on our waterways,” said DOT spokesman Justin Nisly. Not all Democratic lawmakers agree. “I personally don’t think it has happened as well as it should,” Rep. Rick Larsen (D-Wash.), ranking member of the House Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Subcommittee, told POLITICO. “This administration has yet to request any funding goals for a marine transportation system. We still have a ways to go.” Maritime groups point to the elimination of a so-called double tax as the place to start. All cargo that comes into the country is subject to a harbor maintenance tax. But shippers have to pay an additional tax if goods are off-loaded in one location and shipped to a second port. When freight moves by land, it doesn’t face this second tax. “Putting this forward would be an indication of how serious the government is to help the industry into existence,” said C. James Patti, the president of the Maritime Institute for Research and Industrial Development. “It’s a lightning rod.” Several lawmakers have keyed on the issue. “This system encourages people not to use the water,” Rep. Patrick Tiberi, (R-Ohio), a Ways and Means Committee member, told POLITICO. He has sponsored a bipartisan bill to gut the tax. “It levels the playing field and achieves some balance in the movement of goods,” he said. Like similar bills in previous sessions, it hasn’t gotten far. The tax issue also delves into transport equality. Trucks already pay higher user fees and railroads are mostly self-financed. Even if the bill were to pass, the industry would need enough ships to carry the goods. A longtime law known as the Jones Act allows only American built and manned ships to operate between U.S. ports. The problem: American companies don’t want to build container vessels for an invisible buyer. “When financing a vessel, it’s great to have an established market to point to,” said Paul Bea, a maritime adviser who specializes in marine highways. Back to the Catch-22. American Feeder Lines just ended its nine-month container ship service along the Northeast largely because of a shortage of suitable vessels. “The markets aren’t there,” said Chris Coakley, the vice president of governmental affairs for Saltchuk Resources, a company that started with marine transport and now manages a variety of trade operations. “There’s not a retail connection to the maritime industry.” Waterways are a bit of a public relations nightmare. UPS stops at the front door. Rail toots by towns. Container ships don’t pop up on the drive to work.

2nc a2 politics link turn 

No offense – their turns don’t get materialized – the plan has a historical record of generating political immobilization 

Goodwin 2007 - Executive Vice President & General Counsel of American Association of Port Authorities (Jean, Congressional Testimony before the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission, March 19, 2007, http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/33000/33400/33441/final_report/volume_3_html/05_field_hearings/contentcb89.htm?name=0307_washington_test_godwin)//aberg

Freight has always been somewhat of an invisible constituency for lawmakers, as freight projects do not necessarily benefit a single community. The emphasis on local decision-making, begun in ISTEA, has long favored passenger needs. As a result, freight projects, particularly those of regional or national significance, have difficulty obtaining appropriate funding priority - a problem that was identified as an issue of concern in the 1994 report of the National Commission on Intermodal Transportation and has been reiterated continuously since then. There is clearly a vital role for the Federal government in freight projects that cross multiple jurisdictions and that meet regional and national needs.

2nc links

Past failures make Title XI grants unpopular

Darcy, Welsh, and Marcus, 2009—Engineering Duty Officer at US Navy, Professor of the Practice of Naval Construction and Engineering and Professor of Marine Systems (Joseph, Mark and Henry, “Short Sea Shipping: Barriers, Incentives and Feasibility of Truck Ferry”, MIT, June 2009, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=6&ved=0CGcQFjAF&url=http%3A%2F%2Fdspace.mit.edu%2Fbitstream%2Fhandle%2F1721.1%2F49879%2F464231726.pdf%3Fsequence%3D1&ei=pRrhT6WvB8Oh0QWGyezZDA&usg=AFQjCNHtk_8v9stCI1RMUYpvpx5_z6xy4g)//NJain

In the not too distant past, ship owners and companies desiring to enter the sea shipping trade were able to raise capital privately and be aided by the Federal Government with a mortgage guarantee known as Title XI mortgage insurance. Title XI is a part of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 that established the Federal Ship Financing Guarantee Program to assist private companies in obtaining financing for the construction of ships and the modernization of U.S. shipyards [37]. Where these guarantees are available, interest rates encountered are invariably lower for the shipowners. In the current political climate, however, the mortgage guarantees appear as none too subtle subsidies to the shipping industry. This is evidenced by the Maritime Administration’s reluctance to issue Title XI guarantees. Between 1985 and 1987, 129 Title XI defaults cost the government nearly $2B [37]. The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 imposed stricter requirements on the issuance of these guarantees, improving their performance until between 1998 and 2002, nine Title XI loans defaulted. These defaults combined with the “credit 43 crunch” and sub-prime loan failures, will most likely make lending requirements even more strict. Shipping incentives in the United States have had a semi-sordid past. Most recently (and most importantly since it is fresh in the mind of the government and lawmakers) the failure of American Classic Voyages was a black eye for MARAD which was required to complete a $367M obligation when a Title XI loan guarantee had to be settled in 2001 [38].

1nc inland waters politics link 
Politics is the biggest thing preventing inland waterways—massively unpopular

Abbott 12—Editor of American Association of Port Authorities Seaports Magazine (Paul, “Infrastructure investment holds key to prosperity” Summer 2012 http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2012.pdf)//NJain

Infrastructure investments necessarily must extend beyond ports and their channels to include the entire surface transportation system and inland waterways. While Congress continued to seek bipartisan, bicameral agreement on a long-term spending plan, the U.S. Department of Transportation released March 16 a report detailing the need to spend $101 billion a year, plus increases for inflation, from all levels of government over the next 20 years to simply maintain the U.S. highway system in its current state. To improve the system would take as much as $170 billion a year, according to the report.

Politics mustn’t stand in way 

Industry economist Robert West put his view succinctly at the fifth annual Shifting International Trade Routes Workshop, hosted Jan. 19-20 by the Tampa Port Authority and co-sponsored by AAPA and the U.S. Maritime Administration, or MARAD for short. 

“The problem is government gridlock,” said Mr. West, who is principal strategist for ports, coastal and maritime for the Latin American and Caribbean region for WorleyParsons Group Inc. “The problem is in Washington.” 

Speaking at the same forum in Tampa, Bruce Carlton, president and chief executive officer of the National Industrial Transportation League and former assistant administrator of MARAD, said the U.S. government, particularly during the 2012 election year, is “failing miserably” at finding consensus for advancing infrastructure projects. 

The United States and all nations of the Western Hemisphere are being presented with a great opportunity knocking at the door – a doorthat politics could slam shut. Elected leaders simply must reach resolution to get America working again.

11nc link generic 
Politics is the biggest thing preventing transportation infrastructure—massively unpopular

Abbott 12—Editor of American Association of Port Authorities Seaports Magazine (Paul, “Infrastructure investment holds key to prosperity” Summer 2012 http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2012.pdf)//NJain

Infrastructure investments necessarily must extend beyond ports and their channels to include the entire surface transportation system and inland waterways. While Congress continued to seek bipartisan, bicameral agreement on a long-term spending plan, the U.S. Department of Transportation released March 16 a report detailing the need to spend $101 billion a year, plus increases for inflation, from all levels of government over the next 20 years to simply maintain the U.S. highway system in its current state. To improve the system would take as much as $170 billion a year, according to the report.

Politics mustn’t stand in way 

Industry economist Robert West put his view succinctly at the fifth annual Shifting International Trade Routes Workshop, hosted Jan. 19-20 by the Tampa Port Authority and co-sponsored by AAPA and the U.S. Maritime Administration, or MARAD for short. 

“The problem is government gridlock,” said Mr. West, who is principal strategist for ports, coastal and maritime for the Latin American and Caribbean region for WorleyParsons Group Inc. “The problem is in Washington.” 

Speaking at the same forum in Tampa, Bruce Carlton, president and chief executive officer of the National Industrial Transportation League and former assistant administrator of MARAD, said the U.S. government, particularly during the 2012 election year, is “failing miserably” at finding consensus for advancing infrastructure projects. 

The United States and all nations of the Western Hemisphere are being presented with a great opportunity knocking at the door – a doorthat politics could slam shut. Elected leaders simply must reach resolution to get America working again.

1nc surface transportation link 
Politics is the biggest thing preventing surface transportation—massively unpopular

Abbott 12—Editor of American Association of Port Authorities Seaports Magazine (Paul, “Infrastructure investment holds key to prosperity” Summer 2012 http://www.aapaseaports.com/pdf_issues/AAPASeaports_Summer2012.pdf)//NJain

Infrastructure investments necessarily must extend beyond ports and their channels to include the entire surface transportation system and inland waterways. While Congress continued to seek bipartisan, bicameral agreement on a long-term spending plan, the U.S. Department of Transportation released March 16 a report detailing the need to spend $101 billion a year, plus increases for inflation, from all levels of government over the next 20 years to simply maintain the U.S. highway system in its current state. To improve the system would take as much as $170 billion a year, according to the report.

Politics mustn’t stand in way 

Industry economist Robert West put his view succinctly at the fifth annual Shifting International Trade Routes Workshop, hosted Jan. 19-20 by the Tampa Port Authority and co-sponsored by AAPA and the U.S. Maritime Administration, or MARAD for short. 

“The problem is government gridlock,” said Mr. West, who is principal strategist for ports, coastal and maritime for the Latin American and Caribbean region for WorleyParsons Group Inc. “The problem is in Washington.” 

Speaking at the same forum in Tampa, Bruce Carlton, president and chief executive officer of the National Industrial Transportation League and former assistant administrator of MARAD, said the U.S. government, particularly during the 2012 election year, is “failing miserably” at finding consensus for advancing infrastructure projects. 

The United States and all nations of the Western Hemisphere are being presented with a great opportunity knocking at the door – a doorthat politics could slam shut. Elected leaders simply must reach resolution to get America working again.

Alternative Mechanism Counterplans 

HMT Elimination 
The Harbor Maintenance Tax is a disincentive that discourage shippers to use our maritime systems – kills competitiveness

Nagle 12 – President of the AAPA (Kurt, “Hearing on Harbor Maintenance Funding and Maritime Tax Issues,” 2/1, http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/Testimony%20for%20Ways%20and%20Means%20on%20HMT%201FEB2012.pdf)//SV
Encouraging Short Sea Shipping 

AAPA has a long-standing policy in support of tax policy that supports short sea shipping, which has the potential to alleviate highway congestion and improve environmental sustainability. AAPA supports tax and program incentives for shippers and certain exceptions from the HMT to encourage more movement of cargo on the water. AAPA strongly supports repealing the Harbor Maintenance Tax for certain domestic port-to-port movements of cargo to encourage more short sea shipping within the United States. This would eliminate the current tax disincentive to move containers and certain other cargo by water and off our overly congested roads, which are expensive to maintain. Europe has an extensive short sea shipping industry. By eliminating current federal tax disincentives, the Congress can help spur this fledgling industry in the United States.

Conclusion

Seaports are a vital component of our nation’s infrastructure, and modern, navigable seaports are critical to our international trade and our nation’s economic prosperity. Our trade partners are investing in their water infrastructure in order to address the needs of both today and tomorrow. In order to continue to be a strong maritime trading partner and support our nation’s economic growth, we must look closely at the current disincentives and budget inequities that must be corrected in order for us to continue to maintain a world-class transportation system that encourages full utilization of our maritime assets.
The HMT incentivizes shippers to avoid US ports and makes it functionally impossible to help job creation
Rushmere 11 – Journalist @ Maritime Professional (Martin, “Cross-currents Show Up in the Harbor Maintenance Tax Uproar,” Maritime Professional, 12/29, http://www.maritimeprofessional.com/Blogs/Martin-Rushmere/December-2011/Cross-currents-show-up-in-the-Harbor-Maintenance-T.aspx)//SV
That proposal to apply the Harbor Maintenance Tax to imports taking the long way round through Canada and Mexico is stirring up considerable debate that exposes sharply different viewpoints. So much so that the Shipping Federation of Canada has persuaded the Federal Maritime Commission to extend the time for comments from Dec 22 until Jan. 9.

The World Shipping Council and National Industrial Transportation League (NIT League) have lined up with the National Retail Federation to tell the Federal Maritime Commission to hold its horses. Added to this, the Waterfront Coalition points out a fact that might be news to the commission – going through Prince Rupert gives no advantage for cargo from southern Asian areas s such as Singapore, Vietnam or Bangladesh, while that traders have spread their options anyway, because of the 2001 terrorist attacks and the 2002 Long Beach/Los Angeles lockout.

Seattle business groups want action taken urgently to get cargo back through the Pacific North west, complaining that the HMT is  "incentivizing shippers to avoid US ports", which "could become a trend that will be difficult, if not impossible, to reverse."

Chicago on the other hand reckons it's a case of "bring it on", as loads of jobs have been created and the railroads have extended their yards.

Yet, perhaps it's all a smoke screen, if remarks by President Obama and Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper are to be believed. They have conducted very friendly chats over something called Beyond-the-Border.

Obama says the two countries are "ramping up our effort to get rid of outdated, unjustified regulations that stifle trade and job creation. . . . So we're going to strike a better balance with sensible regulations that unleash trade and job creation, while still protecting public health and safety." 

Harper says: "We are pursuing an ambitious global trade agenda, while at the same time ensuring enhanced access to the United States, our largest and most important trading partner. Together, these agreements represent the most significant step forward in Canada-US. cooperation since the North American Free Trade Agreement.”  

Says Jay Timmons, president of the National Association of Manufacturers, "Manufacturers in the United States continue to face growing barriers and delays when shipping across the northern border. This is limiting our export growth and hurting job creation. Implementing new policies and making needed changes on the border will help streamline the shipment of goods across the border, allowing us to expand exports to help meet the goal of doubling exports by 2014."
To the hapless port operator, it seems that politics both ignores the real problem (ensuring that the HMT is used for port maintenance) while also trying to soft soap and waffle away a real point of dissention.
There is no offense – HMT revenues disappear and are never allocated for use
Rushmere 12 – Journalist @ Maritime Professional (Martin, “Harbor Maintenance Tax gets a novel proposal,” Maritime Professional, 1/28, http://www.maritimeprofessional.com/Blogs/Martin-Rushmere/January-2012/Harbor-Maintenance-Tax-gets-a-novel-proposal.aspx)//SV
Interstate Commerce Act, World Trade Organization, Smoot-Hawley. They're all flickering, again, in a tangle across the floor of the Senate and House of Reps. Only, the esteemed and honorable members don't seem to realize it.

As the lawmakers get ever more frenzied about protecting jobs and ports, so the rhetoric ratchets up and remedies get wilder. This time it's ex-congress member Helen Bentley, who is also a former board member of the Federal Maritime Commission. She suggests that ALL imports, no matter which country or port they go through, should be whacked for the Harbor Maintenance Tax.

Some of the novelty of this proposal is diminished by the fact that she was speaking to Washington state importers and exporters, telling them what they want to hear in the time-honored political tradition, but it's still somewhat startling. She also blithely asserts that the FMC is studying the proposal, which is stretching it a bit. Chairman Richard Lidinsky has a whole heap of suggestions in front of him and he is duty bound to consider them all equally, at least in theory.

However, and I am quoting various news sources here, "During a September 2011 speech, FMC Chairman Richard Lidinsky said the agency faces important legal issues, including where does water-borne commerce begin and end, and where the responsibility lies. "

As various comments have stated on Maritime Professional, the legal issues will have maritime lawyers in three or four countries licking their lips – while politicians who hold different and opposing views to Helen Bentley will have ample material to hurl allegations about a trade war, previous disastrous similar attempts like Smoot-Hawley, and the probability that this could be the first of a barrage of all sorts beggar-thy-neighbor policies.

But, Helen Bentley is missing the real outrage of the HMT. The money is going nowhere, which is the truest description that can be made of its allocation. As an industry veteran puts it: "I think Congress needs to actually appropriate the money that is currently collected under the HMT for those purposes for which it is collected – like dredging.  At this point, the HMT funds disappear into a black hole in the bowels of the federal government, never to be seen again."

Dredging is becoming a serious problem, which Maritime Professional has also pointed out, bigger than the HMT. Some maritimers are looking for the American Association of Port Authorities to put a discreet word in Helen Bentley's ear – and those of others – to make sure the priorities and dangers are known.  
HMT needs to be repealed for a litany of reasons – unfair tax on high-value cargo, international trade barrier, and container-trade off

Skalberg 7 - Associate Professor Taxation and Business Law @ University of Minnesota Duluth (Randall, “The U.S. Harbor Maintenance Tax: A Bad Idea Whose Time Has Passed?” Transportation Journal, 6/22, http://www.freepatentsonline.com/article/Transportation-Journal/167507807.html)//SV  

HMT Unfairly Taxes High-Value Cargo when Compared to Low-Value Cargo
As noted in the preceding section, one effect of the HMT is to impose a large tax burden on high-value cargo. While the intent of the HMT is to provide a revenue source for dredging and harbor maintenance, its effect is to strongly discourage manufacturers of high value, non-bulk items from using waterborne transportation. While this would appear to suggest that a tonnage tax would be a fairer means of generating harbor maintenance revenue, fuel efficiency and other issues and opportunities indicate that generating this revenue elsewhere actually represents better national tax policy.
HMT has Prevented Some Types of Waterborne Transport from Flourishing in the Great Lakes
Both Roll-On/Roll-Off (RORO) and various truck ferry services have been very difficult to establish on the Great Lakes due in large part to the existence of the HMT. It effectively transfers goods and products that could be shipped on the Great Lakes to both truck- and rail-based transportation systems. The HMT creates a disincentive for maritime shipping of both ferry cargo and containerized cargo. As an ad valorem tax, the HMT imposes a requirement that containerized cargo be valued for the purpose of assessing HMT. The burden of the HMT is twofold: First, the HMT represents an added cost of 0.125 percent for the product shipped. But also, compliance with the HMT requires valuation of items within any container or vehicle transported onboard a ship, requiring a substantial volume of paperwork (Stewart 2005). There is currently one operating truck-only ferry on the Great Lakes, the Detroit/Windsor Truck Ferry, ferry service to various islands such as the Erie Islands and the Apostle Islands, and a RO-Pax (Roll-On/ Roll-Off with Passenger Service), the Michigan Car Ferry Service on Lake Michigan (Price and Vickerman 2004). The opportunities for additional truck ferry and RO/RO service on the Great Lakes are substantially limited by the imposition of the HMT. Previous research has indicated that the HMT (applied to both imports and exports at the time) was an important factor and perhaps even the primary factor in the termination of RO/RO service between Duluth, Minnesota and Thunder Bay, Canada (Stewart, Lavoie, and Shutes 2003).
As Currently Enacted the HMT is Difficult to Properly Enforce
The HMT currently applies to imports and to domestic transportation. With respect to imports, it is collected by the U.S. Customs Service when the goods arrive in a U.S. port and clear customs. Payment is voluntary with respect to domestic shipping. Since the Customs Service doesn't monitor domestic shipping there is no clear enforcement tool for domestically shipped items. While potential compliance problems alone are usually not sufficient to militate elimination of a tax system, when the system is as flawed as the current HMT, it may be better to eliminate the tax altogether than to try to create a new and expensive system to ensure taxpayer compliance.
HMT Is a Barrier to International Trade
Our trading partners in Europe, particularly those who are members of the European Community, have routinely expressed strong opposition to the HMT. Its imposition on imports (many of which come from Europe) but not on exports is perceived as a tariff on imported goods. While this was clearly not the intention of the Supreme Court's U.S. Shoe decision (United States v. United States Shoe Corporation), the decision's effect is unavoidable. Eliminating the HMT would eliminate this inadvertent "tariff."
HMT Results in a Shift in Container-Borne Cargo to Canadian Ports
Port-related jobs currently employ about five million U.S. workers. These workers earn roughly $44 billion in annual personal income. With respect to containerized cargo, the Port of Seattle estimates that each container of goods that arrives in port adds about $1,000 to the local economy ("America's Ports Today" 2006). Containerized cargo (and bulk cargo as well) entering the U.S. through U.S. ports is subject to the HMT. If the cargo is containerized and enters a Canadian port where the container is moved to a truck or train, it avoids the HMT altogether. The HMT puts ports near the Canadian border at a competitive disadvantage. This disadvantage results in job losses at U.S. ports, some of the highest-paid union jobs in the U.S. ("Repeal the Harbor Maintenance Tax Now!" 2006).

HMT kills SSS effectiveness – our evidence is in the context of the Aff
Kennedy 8 – JD Candidate @ Tulane University School of Law (Sean, “Short Sea Shipping in the United States-The New Marine Highways”, Tulane Maritime Law Journal, Winter 2008, HeinOnline)//SV
The National Port and Waterways Institute study of the public benefits of SSS points to the HMT as a “major impediment” to the implementation of SSS and urges that the “tax should not be applied to domestic traffic,” especially since “Short sea vessels do not require deep channels.” In its October 2005 study of the HMT, the National Port and Waterways Institute contends that, if the HMT were withdrawn, “short sea services may generate $27.5 million in financial savings and $61 million in combined financial and external savings” – savings that are four times greater than lost HMT. The argument is that the introduction of SSS services would create new activity, so the elimination of the HMT with the respect to such new services would not reduce the existing collections. In a statement before the House Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation, Congressman Elijah Cummings supported an HMT exemption for SSS voyages, stating, “It is critical that our nation takes every possible step to make water a mode competitive with roads and rails by supporting the development of short sea shipping. To that end, I strongly believe we should exempt these voyages from the Harbor Maintenance Tax ….”  So far, Congress has yet to allow an exemption from the HMT to SSS operators. 

HMT serves a disincentive and also makes land transport more preferable
Heim and Tedesco 9 – General Dynamics NASSCO, AND, Tedesco Consulting (Aimee and Matt, “A Shipbuilder’s Assessment of America’s Marine Highways”, 7/30/2009, http://www.nassco.com/pdfs/Shipbuilder-Assessment-American-Marine-Highway-NASSCO.pdf) //SV
There is overwhelming consensus that the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) not only serves as an unnecessary disincentive to investment in any AMH service, but also discourages any new water-mode option to the movement of domestic freight, especially for cargo that has also traveled on an international leg. The HMT is a tax on all import or domestic cargo that moves through a port, charged on a lift-on or lift-off basis, and is a percentage of the value of the cargo (0.125% of the cargo value). Therefore, cargo that moves over water to two domestic ports is charged the HMT first for the load onto the vessel at the port of embarkation, and then again for the discharge move at the port of debarkation. Commercial economic analyses do not account for external factors that affect the transport mode, nor do they fully attribute public costs to all modes. In assessing the competitiveness of Marine Highways with traditional over-land modes, commercial transportation entities are not fully burdened with the costs of congestion, road wear and tear, road construction, emissions, noise pollution or accidents, and so those costs are not generally included in the calculation. Commercial economic analyses also do not consider the potential public benefits of AMH in assessing the commercial viability of AMH. These benefits include: maritime industrial base improvements, national defense, DoD freight movement, sealift benefits, homeland security benefits, increased national goods movement capacity, and significant economic stimulus.

HMT elimination is critical to jumpstart marine highway development

Meyers, 12 — transportation reporter for POLITICO, former correspondent for The Dallas Morning News and The Washington Post (Jessica, “Federal marine highways project hard to launch”, Politico, 5/22/2012, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0512/76633.html, Deech)
 “I personally don’t think it has happened as well as it should,” Rep. Rick Larsen (D-Wash.), ranking member of the House Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Subcommittee, told POLITICO. “This administration has yet to request any funding goals for a marine transportation system. We still have a ways to go.” Maritime groups point to the elimination of a so-called double tax as the place to start. All cargo that comes into the country is subject to a harbor maintenance tax. But shippers have to pay an additional tax if goods are off-loaded in one location and shipped to a second port. When freight moves by land, it doesn’t face this second tax. “Putting this forward would be an indication of how serious the government is to help the industry into existence,” said C. James Patti, the president of the Maritime Institute for Research and Industrial Development. “It’s a lightning rod.” Several lawmakers have keyed on the issue. “This system encourages people not to use the water,” Rep. Patrick Tiberi, (R-Ohio), a Ways and Means Committee member, told POLITICO. He has sponsored a bipartisan bill to gut the tax. “It levels the playing field and achieves some balance in the movement of goods,” he said. Like similar bills in previous sessions, it hasn’t gotten far. The tax issue also delves into transport equality. Trucks already pay higher user fees and railroads are mostly self-financed. Even if the bill were to pass, the industry would need enough ships to carry the goods. A longtime law known as the Jones Act allows only American built and manned ships to operate between U.S. ports.

Additional ships and HMT repeal are both critical

Pugh, 9 — Director of the Office of Marine Highways & Passenger Services at the Maritime Administration of the U.S. Department of Transportation, former Deputy Division Chief of the Domestic Ports Division of the U.S. Coast Guard, and former Vice Chairman of the American Association of Port Authorities (Jim, “Jim Pugh AMH 20 Questions”, America’s Marine Highways, no date given but past 2009, http://americasmarinehighways.com/userfiles/Jim%20Pugh%203%20AMH%20Questions.pdf, Deech)

2) What are some of the barriers to making MH a reality on a larger scale? It is difficult to generalize about barriers because most marine highway markets are niche markets. Certainly, there are some institutional barriers like the Jones Act and Harbor Maintenance Tax that preclude some new services from being offered. However, from my perspective, the major barrier to developing new services is the lack of purpose-built vessels to serve the largest market segments in a cost effective manner. 

HMT is the critical barrier

Keefe, 9 — maritime journalist (Joseph, “Short sea shipping: still at the dock, but getting ready to sail”, The Maritime Exchange, November/December 2009, http://americasmarinehighways.com/userfiles/ShortSeaShipping%20MarEx%20Dec%20Print%20Ed(1).pdf, Deech)

Short Sea Shipping: A Reality Check

Leading congressional proponents of short sea shipping, including Senator Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ) of the Senate Commerce Committee and Representatives Elijah Cummings (D-MD) and James Oberstar (D-MN) of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, have sponsored key legislation providing (1) relief from the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) for intermodal cargoes in the coastwise trade and on the Great Lakes and (2) a grant program administered by the Department of Transportation. The latter measure was enacted into law in the Department of Defense Authorization Act of 2010. Now Congress must provide funding for these grants and repeal the HMT for short sea shipping to flourish. But even that won’t be enough. Virtually everyone knows that a domestic short sea shipping program is “going nowhere fast” without the elimination of the HMT, which derives absolutely no revenue from short sea shipping because no one is stupid enough to be taxed twice on the same cargo when that box or commodity can be shipped overland without the added expense. 

HMT repeal is critical

Heim and Tedesco, 9 — General Dynamics NASSCO, AND, Tedesco Consulting (Aimee and Matt, “A Shipbuilder’s Assessment of America’s Marine Highways”, 7/30/2009, http://www.nassco.com/pdfs/Shipbuilder-Assessment-American-Marine-Highway-NASSCO.pdf, Deech)

***Note: AMH = America’s Marine Highways

There is overwhelming consensus that the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) not only serves as an unnecessary disincentive to investment in any AMH service, but also discourages any new water-mode option to the movement of domestic freight, especially for cargo that has also traveled on an international leg. The HMT is a tax on all import or domestic cargo that moves through a port, charged on a lift-on or lift-off basis, and is a percentage of the value of the cargo (0.125% of the cargo value). Therefore, cargo that moves over water to two domestic ports is charged the HMT first for the load onto the vessel at the port of embarkation, and then again for the discharge move at the port of debarkation.

Subsidies 

Federal subsidies to develop waterfronts increase inland waterways traffic

Heim and Tedesco, 9 — General Dynamics NASSCO, AND, Tedesco Consulting (Aimee and Matt, “A Shipbuilder’s Assessment of America’s Marine Highways”, 7/30/2009, http://www.nassco.com/pdfs/Shipbuilder-Assessment-American-Marine-Highway-NASSCO.pdf, Deech)

***Note: AMH = America’s Marine Highways

Today, the preservation of working waterfronts is largely a local effort, with occasional state attention. 28 Port operators identified a dedicated capacity or AMH terminals as one of the key success factors for implementation of an AMH service. 29 The federal government could facilitate such capacity or dedicated terminals, while working to protect existing port facilities, by either providing subsidies that would offset the cost of procuring the required land or by offsetting the opportunity cost of displacing other cargoes already utilizing the area. The network of Strategic Ports is not only large container hubs, but also consists of small, medium and large ports. This strategic port network could serve as the starting point for a domestic coastal shipping service. Under a workable, mutual agreement with the Federal Government, those agencies agree to maintain their working terminals utilizing a subsidy in exchange for Strategic Port access. The subsidy could then be used to invest in infrastructure that would directly support a coastal service. This agreement could work much as the MSP and VISA agreements do; in exchange for a relatively modest subsidy, the U.S. Government gains secure port facilities for an extended period during a state of emergency or war. In the case of a strategic port subsidy, the government would also gain access to expanded port infrastructure that could support domestic priority freight requirements while relieving congestion on the interstate highway system. As an added point, a Strategic Port subsidy would secure working waterfronts, many of which are currently under threat of encroachment by conflicting land use requirements. The federal government can further influence the trend against encroachment upon working waterfronts by establishing Strategic Ports as a national resource with a level of federal protection. MARAD and TRANSCOM must work in partnership with local opinion leaders in order to facilitate public outreach and education on the value of working waterfronts and the public benefits that they provide. 

Alt Mechanism CP
Text: The United States federal government should implement a Comprehensive Strategic Transportation Vision by

Eliminating the Harbor Maintenance Tax

Investing $150 million in Prospective Coastal Shipping Ports

Preserving Working Waterfronts

Promoting the use of Alternative Fuels

Encouraging the shipbuilding industry

Incorporating America’s Marine Highway into Homeland Security Plans

Encouraging Hazerdous Material transporting

Improving Federal Collection of Transportation Statistics

Counterplan spurs investment and reduces cost overlays

IGMS ’08 (Institute for Global Maritime Studies Inc., with Tufts University, “America’s Deep Blue Highway: How Coastal Shipping Could Reduce Traffic Congestion, Lower Pollution, and Bolster National Security,” September 2008, Contributors: John Curtis Perry, Scott G. Borgerson, Benjamin Mazzotta, Rockford Weitz, Per Heidenreich, William O. Gray, Edward Anthes-Washburn, Erica Bauer, Philip Buchanan, Ethan Corbin, Jessica Farmer, Conor Politz, Jonathan Reiber, Adam Schoene, Valerie Seymour, Erich Wagner, Regina Wilson, Patrick Florance, Armando Milou, Kaiba White, Cathy Johnson. http://www.igms.org/docs/americas_deep_blue_highway_IGMS_report_sept_2008.pdf)//aberg
America’s opportunity to build a new fleet of green coastal shipping vessels would generate new jobs in the maritime and shipbuilding sector, while allowing truck drivers to focus on more attractive short-haul routes. The country would also benefit from moving some heavy trucks from the roads to the sea, reducing highway maintenance costs. A transportation system with more capacity overall would offer significant benefits beyond coastal areas, enhancing economic productivity nationwide. Based on our findings, we can present the following recommendations for public and private sector decision-makers:

1. Develop and Implement a Comprehensive Strategic Transportation Vision. This vision should be national, and perhaps even continental, in scope. It should approach the system from an intermodal perspective, appreciating how road, rail, and water transportation can fit together to move freight and passengers more efficiently. Building on the recently released National Strategy for the Marine Transportation System, we argue that this vision needs a strong maritime component fully leveraging coastal shipping’s potential to be part of a national transportation solution. Accordingly there should be real federal support to help make this mode a reality. Europe, for example, has budgeted 450 million Euros (approximately $670 million) to stimulate coastal shipping. The following recommendations do not represent individual silver bullets that, if implemented in a piecemeal fashion, would increase US coastal shipping. Rather they should be viewed as integral pieces to a broader puzzle that, when put together, would help create a favorable policy environment for America’s deep blue highway. These recommendations should be implemented as part of a comprehensive strategic transportation vision.

2. Eliminate the Harbor Maintenance Tax on Coastal Shipping. The tax unfairly burdens coastal shipping because shallow draft coastal vessels do not require port dredging. Furthermore, the domestic movement of containers accounts for only 0.2% of the total HMT collected, and the Harbor Maintenance Trust fund is running a $4 billion surplus that is expected to reach $8 billion by 2011.

3. Invest $150 million of Federal Funds in Prospective Coastal Shipping Ports. This should come in the form of grants to state and local transportation and planning departments managing working waterfronts to prepare piers, truck staging lots, and access ramps to landside transportation networks. This amount, equivalent to the cost of constructing only about twenty miles of expressway, would be sufficient to jumpstart coastal shipping services on the Atlantic, Gulf, Pacific, and Great Lakes coasts and should be above and beyond any support from the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act – a Legacy for Users (SAFETEALU). This investment could be part of the Marine Highway Corridor Program identified in the recently released National Strategy for the Marine Transportation System.

4. Preserve Working Waterfronts. Industrial ports are in short supply, and will become more important as traffic congestion increases on America’s interstate highways and rail networks. Once a working waterfront is lost to housing or retail shops it is nearly impossible to bring it back. These ports are an undervalued but vital national resource and foresight is required to prevent their gentrification so that they will be ready to serve America’s revitalized deep blue highway.

5. Promote the Use of Alternative Fuels for Coastal Shipping. Natural gas and ultra low sulfur diesel offer many air pollution benefits. Federal, state, and local policymakers should encourage their use with financial incentives, and eliminate regulatory barriers to opening refueling facilities for these fuels in America’s seaports.

6. Encourage the Development of More Efficient Ships. New hull and engine designs could offer higher fuel efficiency and lower pollution. For example, natural gas powered vessels offer substantial air quality benefits. Federal, state, and local policymakers should provide financial incentives to encourage the early adoption of new energy efficient designs and pollution control technologies.

7. Encourage the US Shipbuilding Industry to Reinvent Itself by Building a New Fleet of Environmentally Friendly Coastal Ships. Herein lies a tremendous opportunity to build a new fleet for America’s marine highway where none currently exists. A favorable policy environment should be created that encourages US shipyards to invest in innovative technologies and overhaul inefficient processes. American yards can be among the world’s best when they choose to compete.

8. Incorporate America’s Marine Highway into Homeland Security and Infrastructure Protection Plans. Adding to environmental and economic gains, coastal shipping also stands to bolster national security. Remembering the maritime evacuation of Manhattan on 9/11, we should think of coastal shipping as a vital national resource that will make America’s transportation network more resilient in times of emergency.

9. Encourage Hazardous Materials to be Carried Offshore and Away From Population Centers. 800,000 shipments of hazardous materials occur within the US each day. Moving potentially dangerous cargoes offshore would not only help alleviate landside congestion but it would also spur coastal shipping operations. By removing the transportation of hazardous materials through some of the nation’s most crowded urban centers, it would also make sense from a safety and security perspective.

10. Improve Federal Collection of Transportation Statistics. The academic community needs a far better picture of freight movements within the US in order to support further analysis of the potential benefits of coastal shipping, as well as to capture the currently under-appreciated ex-ternalities of freight movements, such as pollution. Accurate and precise freight data along America’s coastlines simply do not exist. Better data on America’s economic geography would enable public policy leaders to make more informed decisions for optimizing infrastructure spending, investment decisions ever more important in a globalizing world. 
Harbor Maintenance Fund key

Allocating the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund to marine highways facilitates investment and solves economic hurdles

Heim & Tedesco 09 – (Aimee, Government Relations Manager at NASSCO & Senior Maritime Trade Account Manager at Port of San Diego; Matt, Independent Technical And Management Consultant, “A Shipbuilder’s Assessment of America’s Marine Highways,” July 30, 2009 http://www.nassco.com/pdfs/Shipbuilder-Assessment-American-Marine-Highway-NASSCO.pdf)//aberg

In order to form a structure for federal involvement, leaders and stakeholders must come to consensus regarding the appetite for an integrated transport system in the United States. Numerous reports and studies on the issue have recommended that a national strategy and comprehensive transportation discussion is needed, not only to move the AMH initiative forward, but to secure our ability to move goods and passengers without significant encumbrance in the future. A global economic “reset” provides a rare opportunity for a policy, and perhaps, a cultural and economic shift related to goods movement in this country. The 2010-2020 decade will likely begin with an economy in recession and policy shifts aimed at instituting regulatory safeguards and promoting economic security. Policy leaders have suggested a wide-reaching investment in infrastructure across the transportation network, primarily targeted at roads and bridges, as a way of stimulating job growth. Extending the infrastructure investment to include manufacturing activity and AMH as another transportation mode could provide multiple layers of benefit as outlined in this report. While those roads and bridges are out of service or impacted by construction, AMH could serve as a “relief valve,” providing transport for cargo around the impacted areas and reducing congestion by limiting road-traffic to passenger vehicles. The Department of Transportation should define a national transportation strategy. A national strategy would outline the purpose for investment in a nation-wide goods movement system and provide a framework for evaluating freight movements by mode within the context of that system. A system-wide view would allow decision makers to identify inhibitors and take the proactive steps to facilitate a successful AMH service. The following action items, pursued in partnership with all transportation modes, would result in establishing the basis for a national strategy that is supportive of AMH:

• Create a clear economic comparison of infrastructure investment and maintenance by mode in order to demonstrate economically why expanding the land-based highway system is no longer a singular option in addressing future transportation needs. This requires a multimode, multi-industry survey of costs of procurement, operation and life-cycle maintenance.

• The interstate highway system is supporting cargo and passenger traffic at levels not envisioned during its construction 50 years ago. The federal government should become an advocate for, and facilitator of, easier access to alternate transport modes through education, outreach, loan guarantees, tax incentives or federal grants.

• Resist efforts to create new funding sources that focus on a single mode of transportation. Instead, create a policy under which all funds available for goods movement can funnel to projects that promote system-wide efficiency and capacity growth through equitable and balanced modal expansion.

• Invest in port infrastructure from the federal level, in order to provide the opportunity for small and medium size ports to create facilities that are suited to domestic cargo, and that rely on velocity and volume in order to achieve economies of scale. By facilitating port investment in support of domestic cargo, the land-side costs can be reduced, thereby further reducing the economic hurdle in starting a domestic service. Additionally, investments should prioritize designated Strategic Ports that support military requirements and provide an additional layer of protection to industrial waterfront facilities under threat of encroachment. There are two funding opportunities in which to accomplish this goal:

O The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF): HMT Fund monies that were allocated for harbor maintenance and dredging have not been spent. Broaden the allocation requirements for surplus funds to include port land-side infrastructure. Allocate funding in the form of grants managed by the Maritime Administration, under a program similar to the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) already in place within the FAA.
Mechanism—TIGER

TIGER-like grants are the best mechanism—legislative framework already established 

U.S. Department of Transportation Maritime Administration 11 (“America’s Marine Highway Report to Congress” April 2011 http://www.marad.dot.gov/documents/MARAD_AMH_Report_to_Congress.pdf)//NJain

Matching Capital Grants 

Stakeholders recommended the establishment of an America’s Marine Highway matching capital grants program to fund projects that improve the efficiency and productivity of water transportation of passengers and freight (containers and trailers). Since MARAD initially queried stakeholders, several significant legislative actions have created a basis for such grants. These are as follows: 

Congress has specifically authorized “America’s Short Sea Transportation Grants for the Development of Marine Highways” (implemented by MARAD in August 2010 as the Marine Highway Grants program). 161

x Congress has appropriated up to $7 million in funding for the Marine Highway Grants program for FY 2010. 162

x Congress authorized MARAD to establish a new Port Infrastructure Development Program. 163 The new program provides a framework for MARAD to receive and manage port improvement funds, coordinate with other Federal, State, and local agencies to expedite the environmental review processes for port projects, and provide technical assistance to port authorities or commissions. 164 To augment the ability of MARAD to work directly with ports, the program is established with a Port Infrastructure Development Fund to receive transfers of Federal, non-Federal, and private funds from entities that have specific agreements or contracts with MARAD. Grants of capital funds made by other USDOT agencies to eligible port projects under title 23 or chapter 53 of title 49 of the United States Code may now be transferred to this fund, subject to the written agreement of these agencies and the terms and eligibilities originally approved by those agencies.

x Congress provided up to $1.5 billion in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act) to be used by USDOT to make discretionary grants for surface transportation investments (referred to as TIGER Discretionary Grants). Seven portrelated projects benefiting Marine Highway services were among the 51 successful applicants for these grants in 2009-2010. 165 A similar discretionary grants program (referred to as TIGER II) was funded at $600 million in the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2010. 166 Seven port-related projects were among the 42 successful applicants for TIGER II capital construction grant funds.

MARAD has gained valuable experience in administering grant programs. The agency provided extensive assistance to the Secretary in the recent evaluations of the TIGER Discretionary Grants and manages the 14 capital grants awarded to ports under the TIGER and TIGER II programs. MARAD also continues to administer the award of numerous matching capital grants to small shipyards under its Small Shipyard Assistance Grant Program. As such, it is well-prepared to administer matching capital grants under the above authorities or any similar future programs (such as a multimodal infrastructure bank), including for projects to improve the physical infrastructure of ports, terminals, and intermodal connectors. Matching capital grants under the new Marine Highway Grants initiative could extend to the purchase or lease of terminal equipment and construction or modification of vessels to increase energy efficiency and meet high environmental standards. Direct beneficiaries of matching capital grants would be vessel owners and operators and shoreside infrastructure owners. 

MARAD’s administration of existing grant programs also provides it with clear insight into the outcomes of the grant-funded projects. MARAD will monitor project outcomes to see if the projects accomplish their objectives of promoting use of Marine Highway services. Information of this type is vital to understanding the potential for success of larger future Federal investments in America’s Marine Highway, including potential investments in new vessel designs or improved port facilities.

TIGER is the best funding mechanism—captures the benefits of privatization and increases competition

Jane’s Information Group 10—With more than 100 years of experience, Jane’s, an IHS company, holds an unrivalled reputation for the reliability, accuracy and impartiality of our information and advice, trusted and relied upon by business, government and military decision-makers worldwide. (“Jane’s Transport Finance”, Apr 01, 2010, http://www.conconnect.com/Workingpapers/janes2010tigerfunds.PDF)//NJain

Winners were announced in late February for USD 1.5 billion of grants, spread over 51 projects, under the Transportation Investment Generator Economic Recovery (TIGER) program. Applications for these awards, part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, which had been submitted in 3Q 2009, totalled USD 57 billion (spread over 1400 projects). Politics plays a big role in the allocations, the TIGER program provides unique guidance for the private sector as to the shape of surface transportation networks going forward. 

Short sea shipping, widely talked about in maritime circles, has achieved funding status under the program in one of more than two dozen designated “Marine Highways”, created by the U.S. Department of Transportation in 2008. TIGER rules explicitly allowed applications for projects in the designated corridors, which generally parallel over-crowded highways either along coastlines or on navigable river systems. The shape of Short Sea Shipping , a basic and very low tech tug and barge solution, will disappoint builders of expensive high tech craft (and potential packagers of large blocs of Federally guaranteed paper). A grant of USD 30 million will be awarded to three California ports, Oakland (at San Francisco Bay), and the river accessed pair of Stockton and West Sacramento, formed a consortium, dubbed The California Green Trade Corridor. The port trio estimated their overall cost of the project at USD 69.3 million, and a funding request of USD 58 million. The balance, contemplated to be USD 7.45 million but in reality a much higher number due to the TIGER shortfall, would be funded by the ports themselves. 

As proposed, the new service will divert truck traffic that feeds into Oakland from local fruit producers, from several dozen large distribution hubs (typically operated by major retailers) but also from railway switching hubs at the terminus of BNSF trans-continental rail feeds. Capital expenditures will go towards container cranes and handling equipment at the inland ports, and power plant to allow for “cold ironing” (where ships at quayside draw power from shore) at Oakland. In the application, the Port of Oakland was requesting USD 2 million for barge construction (in addition to regional funding based on pollution reduction, totalling USD 1.5 million). The TIGER proposal indicates an intent to utilize a private sector company to actually operate the fleet of container carrying barges - to be chosen through a bidding process. Ownership of the barges is not discussed in the grant proposals other than a brief statement that; “…all three ports are…making final determinations of how the barges will be funded and ownership concerns.” , In similar situations, structured solutions where a private lessor owns the equipment have been applied. It is unclear whether the ports will guarantee minimum traffic levels through some form of availability payments. Recent legislative changes allow the application of Capital Construction Funds (where U.S. owners could make tax advantaged contributions to funds for future vessel construction) to Short Sea Shipping projects. 

Another private sector beneficiary of the barge project will be the Goldman Sachs Infrastructure Fund, which has a minority investment position in Carrix- the parent of West Coast stevedoring and logistics provider “SSA,” which has a large facility at Stockton. The Sacremento proposal indicates that: “Port staff is continuing to finalize the infrastructure needs with SSA and determine equipment they will provide.” The overarching importance of environmental sustainability (a key factor in all TIGER awards) is evident from the Cold-Ironing investment (at Oakland), but also through it interplay with financing for the tugboat. This article was submitted to Janes Transport Finance The proposal explains that “Matching funds” , a portion of the USD 1.5 million, for retrofitting the tugboat (presumably for a cleaner burning combustion system) are being sought from a regional air quality management entity. 

A debate has ensued among U.S. transportation policy makers about whether the TIGER methodology (where projects are looked at based on some notions of economic merit) would apply for future transport funding, a question with important implications for the private sector. The biggest grant recipients are related to freight railroads, with the Crescent Corridor (a Norfolk Southern Corp initiative) getting USD 105 million (which will be used for construction intermodal transfer facilities) and the National Gateway (a CSX Corporation project) garnering USD 98 million. A third rail program, the USD 2 billion+ “CREATE” initiative, an investment program aimed at unclogging rail congestion around Chicago (a hub formultiplel Class 1 rail carriers), received USD 100 million of funding. 

Geraldine Knatz, Executive Director of the Port of Los Angeles, commented in the National Journal online expert forum that: “It was great that TIGER, for the first time, allowed ports to apply directly for funds and broadened what could be funded beyond traditional transportation projects…” with the broadening referring to capital equipment not previously eligible for government funding. Knatz also noted another aspect of TIGER, saying: “ It was also good policy to allow modes to compete against one another.” Commentator Robert Puentes at the Brookings Institute (a prestigious policy Think Tank) saw promise in: “..new competitive grant programs, and a nudge away from the troublesome formula-driven programs so prevalent today.”

Transport bankers should look carefully at the TIGER program, as a harbinger for U.S funding, as a catalyst for private participation (motivated by business profits) , in modes beyond highways. Another commentator on National Journal, James Corless, from Transportation America, a planning organization, said: “The diversity of projects that were awarded TIGER grants speaks to the ability of performance based measures to increase choices. These projects included…. port and freight-rail projects..”.

Federal funding and leadership with TIGER key—necessary to fund large scale and less profitable operations

U.S. Department of Transportation Maritime Administration 11 (“America’s Marine Highway Report to Congress” April 2011 http://www.marad.dot.gov/documents/MARAD_AMH_Report_to_Congress.pdf)//NJain

CONCLUSION 

As this report illustrates, the opportunity to more effectively balance our national transportation system – with numerous transportation services, including rail, road, and water – is attractive for a number of reasons. A balanced system that takes advantage of the relative strengths of each mode can better address the transportation challenges of growing surface congestion, aging infrastructure, and system repair and expansion. These challenges, combined with growing public pressure to improve the environment and the need to reduce our nation’s dependence on petroleum fuels, make America’s Marine Highway an attractive transportation choice. Furthermore, it can help our government’s response to and recovery from emergencies and provide mobility resources to support national defense. 

The expanded use of our waterways can only incrementally improve each of the challenges identified in this report. Moreover, there are many markets where highway and rail will remain the preferred or only choices. America’s Marine Highway should, however, be viewed as a logical next step as we address our larger surface transportation and funding challenges. In many cases, these benefits can be quickly realized due to pre-existing port and waterway infrastructure and the rapid start-up times of Marine Highway services, particularly when compared to the time required to fund, engineer, construct, and repair much of our land-based transportation infrastructure system. 

Despite significant progress in short sea container transportation in Europe and recent successful service startups here in the United States, America's Marine Highway must still overcome barriers before it can reach its potential. Disincentives to increased use of the Marine Highway include the unfamiliarity of shippers with this domestic transportation alternative, the lack of an established network of frequent service for container and trailer cargoes, the need for coordinated investment in port infrastructure and vessels, tax issues, and the fact that public benefits attributable to the use of Marine Highway services do not factor into many private sector transportation decisions. 

The private sector will ultimately be the key to the success of America’s Marine Highway through innovation, outreach, and investment. Private operators must demonstrate to shippers and the public that they can provide highly reliable and cost-effective transportation services by sound management and implementation of the most appropriate technologies for the safe and efficient delivery of cargoes and passengers. They must make efforts to provide greater schedule frequencies and lower the overall cost of service. They must reach out to potential customers, addressing their specific needs and concerns. 

Without strong leadership from the Federal government, however, the nation's rivers and coastal waterways will continue to be underutilized for domestic container and trailer freight transportation. It is difficult for private operators to support the scale of investment needed to initiate large scale operations. Private operators are particularly disadvantaged by the fact that many of the important public benefits of water transportation, including congestion reduction, environmental sustainability, and system resiliency, cannot be captured in the form of higher revenues or lower costs to company profits. Government action is required to help overcome these challenges and assist the expansion of Marine Highway services in a significant manner. 70 

With the passage of the Energy Act, Congress set the course for greater Federal government involvement in attaining the national benefits of the America’s Marine Highway. The Energy Act established important objectives for MARAD to meet, including the designation of Marine Highway Corridors and Projects, promotion and governmental coordination of development of the Marine Highway, encouragement of the use of America’s Marine Highway solutions in State and local planning, establishment of an America’s Marine Highway Advisory Board, support for research on Marine Highway (in coordination with EPA), and allowing Marine Highway container and RoRo vessels to qualify for CCF benefits. As discussed in this report, the USDOT and MARAD, in cooperation with the EPA and other agencies, has undertaken numerous actions to comply with these requirements of the Energy Act. 

These actions are supported by governmental initiatives that were already underway prior to the Energy Act, including environmental initiatives (e.g., the EPA's SmartWay Transport program), support to maritime industry coalitions, outreach activities including a comprehensive America’s Marine Highway website, and effective assistance to startup Marine Highway enterprises. As part of the USDOT and in cooperation with the Department of Commerce, MARAD is strongly committed to supporting the development of a national freight transportation plan that includes a coherent framework to inform State and local planning efforts of the needs and benefits of Marine Highways services. 

There are suggestions from the transportation community, described in the last section, which are under consideration by the Administration and thus are not necessarily endorsed by MARAD, USDOT, or the Administration, that stakeholders say could induce increased waterborne freight traffic on America’s Marine Highways. These actions, described in the last section, are as follows: 

x Exempt domestic and Great Lakes Saint Lawrence Seaway System movements of nonbulk cargoes from the HMT; 

x Equal Customs notification requirements for waterborne container shipments from Canada via the Great Lakes Saint Lawrence Seaway System relative to land-based shipments of the same containers; 

x Implement shipper tax credits linked to the value of public benefits associated with the decision to select water transportation. Such credits could be tied to certain routes or areas that have the highest surface congestion or emissions problems; 

x Implement investment tax credits and accelerated depreciation for vessel and port equipment purchases, thus reducing the startup and expansion costs for new services; 

x Continue appropriations for matching capital grants, including through the recently implemented Marine Highway Grants program and successor programs to the TIGER Discretionary Grants programs (such as a multimodal infrastructure bank). Such grants can be particularly important for smaller operators and ports; 

x Modify MARAD's Title XI program to help introduce more environmentally sustainable vessels into the U.S. fleet by giving priority to Marine Highway vessels, granting eligibility to directly-related shoreside facility improvements, and other changes; and 

x Establish a Marine Highway infrastructure-oriented program similar to TIFIA that could help to fund port and terminal infrastructure. 71 

Many of these actions could remove important remaining market entry barriers to Marine Highway services. The broad-based tax policy changes, such as establishment of investment tax credits and accelerated depreciation, have the advantages of reducing the risk that government action might convey an unfair advantage to one Marine Highway carrier relative to another. On the other hand, the ability of government to make discretionary awards or offer other types of assistance that affect specific carriers can, if done correctly, help to promote the broader interests of the overall industry and the nation. Grant awards can enable the startup of one or more Marine Highway services in an area where market entry would be advantageous for meeting environmental or other public objectives. Similarly, support for a Marine Highway project that will enable RoRo service using standardized ship design could also foster shipbuilding activity, with important employment benefits and national security benefits through enhanced sealift capacity. 

In closing, MARAD will use its current authorities, as delegated by the Secretary, and any new authorities granted by Congress in future legislation, to incorporate America’s Marine Highway more completely into the national transportation system as a significant provider of efficient and environmentally sound services. In this role, MARAD will fund research and study the commercial market for Marine Highway services, as well as evaluate the outcomes of Marine Highway projects already underway, to verify the value of future Federal investments in this system. Finally, MARAD will work closely with its sister operating administrations at USDOT, other U.S. government agencies including EPA, State and local governments, planning organizations, Marine Highway service operators and other private industry representatives, and the public to insure the success of this important initiative.

Mechanism—HMT

A harbor maintenance tax can maintain ports

U.S. Department of Transportation Maritime Administration 11 (“America’s Marine Highway Report to Congress” April 2011 http://www.marad.dot.gov/documents/MARAD_AMH_Report_to_Congress.pdf)//NJain

Harbor Maintenance Tax 

The Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) is an ad valorem tax of 0.125 percent of cargo value (i.e., $1.25 per $1,000 in cargo value) assessed to the shippers receiving inbound (imports or domestic) cargo at a U.S. port. It can add an average of $60 per forty-foot container to shipping costs. 155 The tax is deposited into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, which is now used to fund harbor maintenance activities, primarily maintenance dredging. 

Stakeholders have requested that the HMT be waived for non-bulk cargo shipments between U.S. domestic mainland ports or from Canadian ports on the Great Lakes or St. Lawrence Seaway to U.S. ports. They believe that the tax may, in these situations, serve as a disincentive to transport by water where the cost of land transportation is comparable. Legislation was introduced in the 111 th Congress to provide such waivers. 156

Mechanism—Tax Rebates

The United States federal government should provide tax rebates to Marine Highway shippers

U.S. Department of Transportation Maritime Administration 11 (“America’s Marine Highway Report to Congress” April 2011 http://www.marad.dot.gov/documents/MARAD_AMH_Report_to_Congress.pdf)//NJain
Shipper Tax Credits 

Companies in the business of shipping freight, including brokers, freight forwarders, rail carriers, trucking companies, and third-party logistics providers, may be reluctant to re-direct their routing to a new service even if they stand to gain potential benefits or cost savings as it introduces new delivery risks with which they are less familiar. A shipper often operates under negotiated contracts with trucking and railroad companies for many years and may not be willing to jeopardize effective working relationships to move to a new Marine Highway service, particularly if the service provider does not have an established performance record. 159 Some have suggested the creation of Federal incentives to shippers to consider and use water transportation through mileage-based rebates or corporate tax credits for each container or trailer that moves by water. The rebates could be linked to the value of public benefits associated with the decision to select water transportation. Such a program could be applied nationally, subject to a letter of eligibility from MARAD, or could be made specific to designated Marine Highway Corridors or Projects that alleviate severe highway congestion. 

Focusing eligibility on specific corridors or projects could help to ensure that such credits would provide the greatest public benefit. It also offers a controlled environment and limited scope to evaluate the true costs and benefits of the incentive along with any intended and unintended implications that may emerge. The primary beneficiaries of a rebate program would be cargo owners and surface transportation service providers, but the resulting increase in usage of water transportation would also benefit vessel and shoreside infrastructure owners and operators.

Mechanism—Investment Tax Credits

Investment tax credits are key to effective marine highways

U.S. Department of Transportation Maritime Administration 11 (“America’s Marine Highway Report to Congress” April 2011 http://www.marad.dot.gov/documents/MARAD_AMH_Report_to_Congress.pdf)//NJain

Investment Tax Credits 

Investment tax credits are reductions in the tax that companies pay on their profits if they invest in certain types of equipment or infrastructure. Private companies could receive a tax credit for qualified capital investments to start or expand a designated Marine Highway Project. Qualified expenditures could include design, construction, or modification of vessels, development or improvement of shoreside infrastructure, procurement of cargo handling equipment, intermodal connector development, or any investment that reduces fuel consumption or emissions for qualified expenditures. 160 Direct beneficiaries of investment tax credits would be vessel owners and operators and shoreside infrastructure owners.

Mechanism—Accelerated Depreciation

Accelerated Depreciation are key to effective marine highways—allows maturation

U.S. Department of Transportation Maritime Administration 11 (“America’s Marine Highway Report to Congress” April 2011 http://www.marad.dot.gov/documents/MARAD_AMH_Report_to_Congress.pdf)//NJain

Accelerated Depreciation 

Some stakeholders have suggested that making investments in Marine Highway projects eligible for accelerated depreciation under Federal tax law would be a significant incentive to help expand America’s Marine Highway. Accelerated depreciation allows a more rapid expensing of asset costs for tax purposes than is generally permitted. It offers the advantage of deferring the payment of taxes which both reduces their present value to the investor and helps to maximize net income in the years immediately following asset purchases. The depreciation benefit is offset later in the form of reduced deductions, but when the operator is usually in a stronger position to accommodate the taxes. Such accelerated depreciation would have a maximum benefit in the first three years of operation, when a Marine Highway service is most likely to need cash flow in order to mature

Mechanism—TIFA

The United States federal government should expand TIFA eligibility measures to include smaller Marine Highway projects

U.S. Department of Transportation Maritime Administration 11 (“America’s Marine Highway Report to Congress” April 2011 http://www.marad.dot.gov/documents/MARAD_AMH_Report_to_Congress.pdf)//NJain

Marine Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act 

The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) is a Federal program that provides credit assistance for significant land transportation projects. Projects located within the boundary of a port terminal are eligible to receive TIFIA assistance provided that the project is limited to surface transportation infrastructure modifications that are necessary to facilitate direct intermodal interchange, transfer, and access into and out of the port. Additionally, projects must have eligible costs reasonably anticipated to total at least $50 million to be considered for TIFIA credit instruments, or alternatively, eligible project costs must equal 33ѿ percent or more of the State's Federal-aid highway apportionments for the most recently completed fiscal year, whichever is less. Other TIFIA eligibility thresholds apply, some of which would be difficult for many port projects to meet. 167 Some stakeholders have suggested that the creation of a smallerscale maritime infrastructure-oriented program similar to TIFIA could help to fund port and terminal intermodal infrastructure, especially in small and medium-sized ports. These ports usually do not have projects which meet the minimum TIFIA eligibility requirements, such as projects of at least $50 million in scope. In addition, extending eligibility to cargo-handling equipment and other investments would be needed to accommodate Marine Highway projects.

Billion Dollar Advocate 

And, a substantial investment generates a network that revolutionizes freight transportation – the spinoff effects create a sustainable marine transportation system   

Margaronis, 06 [A NATIONAL SHORT SEA SHIPPING INITIATIVE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF PORT AUTHORITIES GROWTH OPPORTUNITIES SEMINAR Presentation by Stas Margaronis, President Santa Maria Shipowning & Trading, Inc. to the American Association of Port Authorities' Shallow Draft Conference at Memphis, Tennessee (11/14/2006) http://www.santamariashipping.com/short_shipping_initiative_11-06.html] 
An investment of several billion dollars can build a new American short sea shipping network that can transform the way the United States transports freight. Ships can relieve congestion along coastal corridors, diminish our reliance on petroleum and roads, reduce pollution and save shippers money. In so doing a national short sea shipping network can: 1) Empower U.S. ports and harbor workers to become the foundation of a new containerized transportation system that eliminates thousands of daily truck trips at numerous congestion points around the country. 2) Create a new generation of U.S.-manned coastal feeder ships that can cut the need for truck fuel by 50% and by so doing also cut truck emissions that contribute to global warming. 3) Re-establish the United States as a competitive shipbuilder and create thousands of new family wage jobs in shipbuilding communities. 4) Save shippers and carriers money and reduce traffic congestion at major ports such as LA/Long Beach, Norfolk and New York. 5) Spur the development of a new generation of U.S.-built marine engines powered by non-petroleum fuels to advance the goal of zero petroleum imports. 6) Increase education and training of mariners to meet short sea requirements at U.S. maritime academies along with new research partnerships in marine engine development, terminal handling and vessel safety. 7) Develop new partnerships with trucking companies to deliver short sea containers. 8) Develop new, automated cargo handling systems, on - dock rail and alternative power for ships that reduce emissions and fuel consumption. 9) Use main port assessments to finance new ships and terminal upgrades backed by ocean carrier contracts. 10) Revitalize the U.S. Maritime Administration (MARAD) so as to provide research and development grants for: new marine engines, new terminal handling technology, better port security, safety and emergency services. 11) Earmark $1 billion for short sea shipping as part of the MARAD Title XI program. This will finance $20 billion in loan guarantees for ships, shipyards and should add terminal modernization. 12) Implement partnerships between MARAD, U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. Customs, Army Corps of Engineers and the maritime unions. Offer the new commercial fleet to the U.S. Navy as a new military sealift reserve. AAPA members can make a major contribution to this effort by acting as the support group for the short sea shipping initiative. A system that can streamline transport along the East, West, and Gulf coasts as well as the Great Lakes, and inland waterways such as the Mississippi River. Feedership service can relieve congestion at main ports, save shippers money and won't need taxpayer subsidy The obvious starting point is to relieve congestion at major ports such as LA/Long Beach, New York/New Jersey and Norfolk without huge investments in roads, bridges and tunnels. A short sea service can take containers delivered at ocean carrier terminals and move them directly on to vessels for distribution at nearby feeder ports. This transfer can be done by direct crane to feeder vessel move or an adjacent ground to crane move. The result will be a substantial increase in port productivity. 

Grants key

Status Quo funding is insufficient – more grants key 

Abbott 10 – Editor @ AAPA Seaports Magazine (Paul, Future Port Infrastructure Growth Tied to Federal Funds, Private Sector, American Association of Port Authorities, Summer 2010, http://www.aapaseaports.com/article.cgi?id=19005) SV Government support crucial In his introductory remarks at the Tampa workshop, AAPA President and CEO Kurt J. Nagle said that the Panama Canal expansion is not the only factor that should influence port-related infrastructure, pointing to the importance of governmental addressing of funding demands. "Clearly, the expansion means a lot to the ports, including their infrastructure needs and development needs," Mr. Nagle said, adding that just as critical are maintenance plus deepening and widening of navigation channels and sufficiency of landside connections. To meet these respective waterside and landside needs, U.S. port industry leaders are seeking to have Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund proceeds properly routed to channel projects and to see adequate long-term funding for roadways under a multiyear surface transportation reauthorization package, as well as for port-related projects to get a fair share of future federal stimulus spending. (See Ports & Politics section, beginning on page 32.) In the United States, stimulus is anticipated not just to include additional direct grants for transportation projects but also broader efforts, such as President Obama's National Export Initiative and its goal of doubling U.S. exports by 2015. Also, the U.S. Department of Transportation's fiscal year 2011 budget request, released in February, included $4 billion for creation of a National Infrastructure Innovation and Finance Fund. While some question how obtainable the lofty export objective is, volumes both into and out of ports will grow. The volume of freight shipped on the U.S. intermodal transportation system is projected to increase more than 48 percent by 2035, according to recent DOT estimates. And the United States has by no means been alone in supporting development of ports and trade corridors. The $33 billion Building Canada infrastructure plan, for example, includes a $1.25 billion public-private partnership fund. Grants provide some help Obviously, port leaders were disappointed when only about 8 percent of the $1.5 billion awarded under the initial Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery grants announced in February went for port projects. One port beneficiary was the Port of Davisville, R.I., which got a $22.3 million TIGER grant for pier upgrades and securing of a mobile harbor crane, to enable the traditional vehicle-handling port to move offshore wind energy components and to bolster short-sea shipping capabilities. The largest port-specific project to gain initial TIGER funding was the California Green Trade Corridor Marine Highway project, which received $30 million for development of inland water service between the ports of Oakland, Stockton and West Sacramento. The Mississippi State Port Authority at Gulfport also looks to benefit from a TIGER grant - a $20 million award that, in partnership with the Kansas City Southern Railway, will bring to Class I standards a critical 76-mile track link between the Gulfport port and Hattiesburg, Miss. The Mississippi port already is putting to use in its redevelopment $570 million in U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development community development block grant funding secured in the aftermath of 2005 devastation by Hurricane Katrina. "We can't afford to just sit idly by while we determine what global trade is going to do and wait for an upturn in our market," Donald R. Allee, executive director and CEO of the Mississippi authority said in an interview, adding that ambitious Port of the Future plans are being pursued for elevating the port to 25 feet above sea level and more than tripling its capacity. 

The DOT needs to provide more TIGER grants to fund port infrastructure 

Campbell 10 – President of Campbell Co. Strategies Inc. (Steve, “Underwater Imaging Shows What’s Really Going On” American Association of Port Authorities, Summer 2010, American Association of Port Authorities Magazine) SV Efforts of Rep. Madeleine Bordallo, D-Guam, seeking that the U.S. Department of Transportation spend at least 25 percent of TIGER II grant funding on port infrastructure needs have gained the support of the American Association of Port Authorities’ Legislative Policy Council. The advocacy policy was established at the council’s March 23 meeting. “While DOT has repeatedly stated publicly that ports would be adequately addressed in the TIGER grant awards, only 8 percent of the $1.5 billion awarded under TIGER grants went to seaports or small boat harbors,” Rep. Bordallo wrote in a letter to Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood. “This is an inadequate amount of funding for our ports, which are critical to the success of our economy,” Rep. Bordallo continued. “Given the increased costs of modernizing port infrastructure and the difficulty in securing financing under the current economic climate, it is imperative that DOT give greater consideration to funding our nation’s ports.” TIGER II, a second round of federal grants similar to the $1.5 billion awarded in February under the Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery program, calls for $600 million in national infrastructure investments. Key dates include a preapplication deadline of July 16 and a final application deadline of Aug. 23, with announcement of awards no sooner that Sept. 15. Competition for the initial TIGER money was fierce, with some 1,400 applications seeking a total of $56 billion – nearly 40 times the total awarded. Forecasting port throughput But can demand for port services be forecasted with any degree of confidence? This is one of the trickiest and most complex questions in maritime economics and one that can only be treated rudimentarily in an introductory chapter such as this. In a closed economy, forecasting port demand is straightforward: observe population, agglomeration, consumption, personal income and international trade trends and translate them ± mostly through regression analysis ± into required port capacity; a popular exercise for students of maritime economics. In an open and economically interdependent economy, however, things are very different. As a result of intertwined and extended hinterlands; abundant land infrastructure and short-sea feedering networks; continuously evolving liner shipping networks; and the infamous `mobility' of the container, demand is very volatile and unpredictable. Port market shares are unstable; investments in one region or country have an impact on another (eg a dedicated railroad line connecting Rotterdam with the Ruhr area in Germany will impact north sea German ports; new container capacity in Antwerp will take away traffic from Rotterdam; the port of Tanjung Pelepas in Malaysia has stolen Maersk from Singapore; Korea invests tremendously in order to compete, as a hub, with both Japan and China); carriers are diverting traffic to their own dedicated container terminals. In such a `fluid' environment, how could one forecast port demand with any degree of credibility? Should ports, regions and countries compete or cooperate when it comes to infrastructure? In principle, cooperation among producers is not to the benefit of the consumer but, on the other hand, does the latter benefit when he pays taxes to develop `competing' infrastructure while knowing that he is due for reprisals in a never-ending vicious circle of public spending? Shouldn't such public spending be also liable to the same international anti-dumping laws as with other goods and services? In terms of trade policy, is there a difference between a subsidised shipyard and a subsidised port? If not, why do we shout about the former but turn a blind eye to the latter? Answers to such questions belong to the realm of public rather than maritime economics. One could however start fathoming the answers by looking at the role of public investment; a concept that, surely, globalisation will redefine before too long. A road that connects a container terminal to the national motorway system is in principle open to all citizens and as such the road is a public good. In practice, however, the road is only used by the operator who exploits the terminal. The access channel to a port is dredged down to 15 metres. In principle, every floating craft can go through the channel but, surely, the channel wasn't dredged to that depth with the fisherman in mind! Are such investments public or private? And should their costs be paid for by the taxpayer or those who directly benefit from them?

PPP’s Key

The recession killed PPP’s but they are still the most efficient way to enhance infrastructure 

Miller 10 – Managing Director @ Public Financial Management Inc. (Daniel, “Public-Private Partnerships Offer Viable Option For Ports,” AAPA, Summer 2010, http://www.aapaseaports.com/article.cgi?id=19012) SV Seaports are, by their very nature, large and complex public private partnerships. They are intermodal facilities for cargo and passengers, which involve the private sector in a variety of capacities to provide construction, operations, maintenance and/or financing. But that doesn't mean seaports are beyond the innovations in infrastructure delivery and management that are being seen across the United States. The trend for seaports is toward longer and more comprehensive tenant leases that incorporate construction, O&M [operations and maintenance] and sometimes financing, with more responsibility and risk shifted to the private sector. The financial crisis and ensuing economic recession killed many public-private partnerships, known as P3s. But ports proved they are still viable with successful lease/concession deals closing for both Port of Oakland and Port of Baltimore. Both these P3s included 50-year terms, an upfront cash payment, private assumption of all operations, capital maintenance and equipment replacement responsibility, as well as revenue sharing back to the public terminal owner. The Baltimore P3, which was sponsored by the Maryland Port Administration and closed Jan. 12, was for the Seagirt Marine Terminal. The project included three existing berths and even post-Panamax cranes, plus construction of a fourth 50-foot berth and four additional quay cranes, as well as all associated support cranes, equipment and vertical facilities. After the procurement and negotiation process, the final lease agreement with Ports America included a $140 million upfront payment, $106 million for construction of a new berth and cranes, long-term O&M, renewal and replacement, and revenue sharing with the port administration. The Baltimore P3 also continues the use of tax-exempt debt to enhance a P3 - something seen with Mitsui O.S.K. Lines Ltd.'s TraPac Container Terminal at the Jacksonville Port Authority's Dames Point Marine Terminal, which opened in early 2009. The Baltimore financing included $81,755,000 in private activity bonds for terminal expansion and $166,920,000 in governmental purpose bonds to fund the upfront payment to the state, and, in both cases, to also fund debt service reserves and costs of issuance. The lease agreement and related financing documents incorporated debt covenants and a flow of funds similar to a municipal revenue bond trust indenture. In addition to these nonrecourse tax-exempt bonds, the financing was completed by a $75 million equity contribution by Highstar/Ports America. The Oakland and Baltimore P3s both included a new lease/concession and new terms for existing container terminal facilities. They show the value the private sector places on a long-term agreement that allows them to adequately amortize investment in capacity expansion and efficiency improvements. The substantial equity investment shows the private sector is willing to accept market risk, including economic fluctuations, if given a long-term agreement to operate the terminal. The revenue sharing and especially the minimum annual guarantees help support the operations and debt capacity of the public port agency's other facilities not included in the P3 agreement. And, given the unique position of U.S. seaport infrastructure as exempt facilities under the tax code, Baltimore (as with JAXPORT before it) highlights how the municipal bond markets can be used to enhance P3 economics for both the public and private participants. Seaports have a long history as public-private ventures, dating to long before current P3 terminology and techniques. As such, seaports continue to lead the way in P3s and innovation in infrastructure project delivery and financing. 

P3’s are the best investment option – they bring high rates of return for all investors

MARAD 08 – US Department of Transportation Marine Adminsitration. “National Port Gateway and Freight Corridor Strategy” April 01, 2008 http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=5&ved=0CE8QFjAE&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.nrf.com%2Fmodules.php%3Fname%3DDocuments%26op%3Dviewlive%26sp_id%3D1487&ei=7GLjT5ezA5KC8QSWy7GGCA&usg=AFQjCNEexX8NjDq_e0sCr19rOeX0X3c3Og&sig2=XcASsQS1pAznWye-eXDKbw)//aberg

The federal approach for funding the marine transportation system relies heavily on general revenues, while the approach for funding the aviation and highway systems relies almost exclusively on collections from users of the systems. The Government Accountability Office in 2002 noted that traditionally, federal participation in the maritime industry has been directed mainly at projects related to “waterside” issues, such as keeping navigation channels open by dredging, icebreaking, or improving the system of locks and dams; maintaining navigational aids such as lighthouses or radio systems; and monitoring the movement of ships in and out of the nation’s coastal waters. Federal participation has generally not extended to “landside” projects related to ports’ capabilities, such as building terminals or piers and purchasing cranes or other equipment to unload cargo. Some maritime stakeholders, particularly port owners and operators, have proposed using a portion of the customs duties for infrastructure improvements to the marine transportation system. They point out that the marine transportation system is generating billions of dollars in revenue, and some of these funds should be returned to maintain and enhance the system. However, unlike transportation excise taxes, customs duties are taxes on the value of imported goods paid by importers and ultimately their consumers--not on the users of the system--and have traditionally been viewed as revenues to be used for the support of the general activities of the federal government. Public Private Partnerships are increasingly viewed as a major component of funding and developing a seamless, reliable and cost-efficient 21st Century transportation system. Some of these partnerships are also involved in the actual management of these assets, such as ports and terminals. Banks and private investment firms are investing in private infrastructure, including highways, bridges and ports. States such as Texas, Virginia, Florida and Georgia are relying more heavily on private capital to expand their highway systems. Billions of dollars are flowing into these projects. Bringing an infusion of private capital to the transportation system cannot merely be a good monetary investment with a high rate of return for a few people. Rather, investments in roads, rail, ports and waterways must yield dividends for the Nation, including easing congestion, spurring economic growth and helping to sustain America’s presence within the global marketplace. These realities have made one thing very clear—we must begin to view all modes of transportation as a single integrated entity. Intermodalism can no longer simply be a buzz word used in the transportation lexicon. Intermodalism and system wide approaches must be the new philosophy of transportation governance, operation and development in the 21st century. This new model of funding partnership recently led to the development and execution of the Heartland Corridor project connecting the Port of Virginia to intermodal distribution centers in Chicago. This project will link existing rail network, build new lines where needed and raise tunnel and bridge heights to accommodate double-stack trains. In total the project will cost over $300 million and is paid for by multiple private users, the Federal government and the states of Kentucky, Virginia and West Virginia.

Best way to attract the private sector is by creating long-term projects – this allows investors to get return on investment 

Stone 10 – Chief Commercial Officer @ Ports America (Peter, “Value-Creation Opportunities Attract Investments in Ports”, AAPA, Summer 2010, http://www.aapaseaports.com/article.cgi?id=19013) SV What makes a marine terminal infrastructure development opportunity attractive to private investors? There are many opportunities for port development, which can come in a number of forms, including "hybrids," also known as public-private partnerships. Why would a private investor decide to invest capital in port development? What does a private investor such as Ports America, the largest U.S. stevedore and port terminal operator, consider when making such a large commitment? Capital is needed to be competitive and plan for the future. U.S. ports have limited funds to build or expand, so financing choices are: bonds, bank financing, government funding or private investment. Considering the current financial situation, the best option is a value-creation opportunity that attracts private investors like Ports America, which looks for long-term sustainable growth in commercially viable projects. The 2009 Port of Oakland's 50-year concession agreement with Ports America for the 165-acre site of Outer Harbor Berths 20-24 is an example of a new model of shared risk and reward that will provide immediate benefits to the port in terms of upfront financing and transferred responsibility. By taking the facility "as is," facility maintenance and expansion expense is shifted to the leaseholder. Ports America also bears the commercial risk, but it controls the development design and timeframe. With a 50-year concession period, there is time to make improvements and introduce state-of-the-art technology, as demand requires. Also, it allows the concession-holder enough time to ride out the cycles of business. In this case, Oakland provides sustainable volumes from both the local market as well as intermodal expansion. Ports America's studies indicate the growth of intermodal cargo cannot be fully accommodated in Southern California, and a significant portion can migrate north to Oakland if the right facility is available - meaning a large modern, efficient marine terminal with 50 feet of water depth and on-dock rail. The combination of the newly concessioned Berths 20-24 plus the former Oakland Army Base site, now owned by the port, allow room to build what the market requires. Equipment investment and the environment are major considerations. A 50-year concession period allows the added time for the investor to achieve return on investment, or ROI, for substantial purchases of state-of-the-industry environmental terminal equipment that is necessary to increase throughput productivity, reduce emissions, decrease environmental footprint and augment existing equipment. The environmental issue is a key factor when growing a facility capable of handling 200,000 twenty-foot equivalent container units a year into an operation with annual throughput capacity of 2 million TEUs. An existing presence in a port allows for economies of scale and application of expertise in the known market. Adding an additional site is very cost-efficient and takes advantage of an existing positive working relationship with the local labor force, resulting in proven productivity achievements. Because this project was commercially viable, Ports America had the support of the ocean carrier customers. There are many opportunities for port development, even in these economic times. Be prepared through advanced positioning. Do the research. Create win-win partnerships for a long-term successful future. Build for the future. 

Only 20% of TIGER grants are going towards freight/port projects – more is necessary for economic growth 

Szakonyl 6/22 – Associate Editor for JOC (Mark, “Freight Rail, Ports Get $104 Million in TIGER Grants”, Journal of Commerce, 6/22/12, http://www.joc.com/infrastructure/freight-rail-port-projects-get-104-million-tiger-grants) SV Port and freight rail projects received roughly one-fifth, or about $104 million, through the Department of Transportation’s fourth round of TIGER grants, with public transit, passenger rail, bicycle lanes and walking trail projects getting about 40 percent of the funding. About 35 percent, or $175 million, will go toward the replacement of rural roads and bridges. The rest, or about $10 million, heads to projects in Native American reservations. In the last round of TIGER grants, road and bridge projects received about half of the $511 million awarded, and port and rail-related projects, including passenger rail projects, got about 22 percent of the funding. "President Obama’s support for an America built to last is putting people back to work across the country building roads, bridges and other projects that will mean better, safer transportation for generations to come,” Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood said. “TIGER projects mean good transportation jobs today and a stronger economic future for the nation.” The Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery grants to 47 projects in 34 states fell short of the $10.2 billion requested though 703 applications. The recent round of grants will support about $1.7 billion in investments, and work on 27 projects that gained grants in previous rounds is expected to begin the in the next six months, LaHood said. Work has begun already on 64 projects funded through the program. The fate of the next round of TIGER grants is murky, as the House’s fiscal 2013 budget doesn’t include any dollars for the program. The Senate version would include $500 million for the grant program. Fiscal conservatives have increasingly criticized the program as a form of earmarks used for political gain.

Studies show that transparency and accounting are key to cost recovery – federal involvement key

Haralambides 02 - Center for Maritime Economics and Logistics @ Erasmus University Rotterdam (He, “Competition, Excess Capacity, and the Pricing of Port Infrastructure,” International Journal of Maritime Economics, 2002, http://w.maritimeeconomics.com/system/files/downloads/papers/HH_Port%20Competition%20and%20Pricing%20MEL.pdf) SV 

The study came up with a number of conclusions, the most important of which were: (a) The high sensitivity of demand for port services to changes in prices (Table 1). As an example, the study calculated that if the port of Hamburg were to recover the dredging costs of river Elbe from user charges, this would add Euro10 (or roughly 5%) to its terminal handling charges per TEU. According to Table 1, such a price increase would lead to a 15.3% (roughly half a million TEU) reduction in container traffic. (b) No policy intervention on pricing matters would ever be acceptable by the industry, who strongly felt that pricing policies are solely for the firms themselves to decide (the argument here was that even when full cost recovery is sought as an overall objective, ports apply a variety of pricing principles simultaneously in order to achieve managerial effectiveness at the micro-level). (c) However, it was unanimously agreed, by every port management team interviewed, that cost recovery regardless of how this was to be achieved by each individual port ± should be pursued and, for that purpose, better port statistics, accounting systems and transparency of port accounts are required.

Following the ATENCO results, the Commission came up with what has become known as its `port package' (European Commission, 2001a and 2001b). In this, the EC, convinced now about the desirability of cost recovery in ports, takes a fresh look at two most important issues: (a) the need for greater transparency in the efficient allocation (leases/concessions) of port land to service providers on an equal opportunity basis and in a way by which leases reflect better the opportunity cost of port investments; and (b) the no longer indiscriminate treatment of port infrastructure investments as `public investment'. Particularly with regard to the latter, although the Commission continues to remain neutral on the public or private ownership status of a port, and it does not dispute in any way the fact that public investments are the prerogative of Member States, it nevertheless attempted to have a say in whether a certain investment, that in theory is open to all users indiscriminately but in practice it is intended for a few or even one user, could, in the spirit of the Treaty, be considered as `public investment'.

Questions about the logistics of maritime economic development are the responsibility of the federal government not private companies

Haralambides 02 - Center for Maritime Economics and Logistics @ Erasmus University Rotterdam (He, “Competition, Excess Capacity, and the Pricing of Port Infrastructure,” International Journal of Maritime Economics, 2002, http://w.maritimeeconomics.com/system/files/downloads/papers/HH_Port%20Competition%20and%20Pricing%20MEL.pdf) SV 

Such public funding is and should be allowed given its digressiveness (temporary and declining) and the private sector's frequent reluctance to finance chunky investments of long gestation periods. The understanding now however is that these funds will have to be eventually recovered, irrespective of whether they are ploughed back to the public sector or used for further development by the port itself. In an era of reduced public spending, such an understanding may also help in enticing private funds to the port sector, as well as in giving an answer to the important question as to whether the pricing of port expansions should also reflect the cost of past (public) investments.
Despite the elegance and desirability of MCP, a lot of questions still remain open. Could this be done in practice? Could a port voluntarily and single-handedly charge prices higher than its competitors? Is there scope for policy intervention in pricing matters? Can we measure LRMC? Is MCP economically efficient when applied by some ports only, while the rest of the infrastructure connected to these ports (eg roads and railways) does not follow suit? Let us take these questions in turn.

Measuring marginal costs

With a given level of technology and organisation, fairly standard aspects in modern ports today, the measurement of long-run average or marginal costs simply boils down to forecasting future demand for port services (Figure 2). Once this is established, the LRE size of the port can be established too and the only cost element required for the measurement of LRMC is the construction cost of an additional metre of quayside and all that comes with it (aprons, yards and possibly organisational costs as a result of bigger size). Port engineers have fairly accurate data on these.

