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Strategy Notes 

The counterplan increases the tax on oil that is imported to the United States and 
increases the tax on gasoline prices at the pump. The tax would be adjusted according 
to upstream (the import/production part) as the price of oil rises worldwide and 
downstream as world oil prices decrease. This will dampen oil demand on the way up 
(to avoid a price spike) and slow price crashes on the way down (to encourage price 
stabilization and recover reductions in ad valorem tax revenues due to lower oil 
prices). If prices get too high or too low despite these efforts, the ad valorem tax can 
be recalibrated, as necessary, to stabilize transportation fuel costs while also 
providing a stable, predictable revenue stream designed to advance federal goals. 

The revenue generated from the from this oil security and price stabilization fee will 
provide the funding needed to provide healthy infrastructure that enables economic 
growth; put transportation funding back on a secure,  pay-as-you-go basis; support 
innovation in the domestic energy and automobile industries; and arrest the rapidly 
growing contribution of transportation to the national debt. 

In debate speak – the counterplan does NOT do the plan, instead it creates revenue 
for the transportation fund which can be used to target sectors that the plan does.  
For instance, most AFFs will argue that their plan is not being done because of funding 
shortfalls; the CP erases that problem and provides a funding stream that could be 
used.  

The CP offers 3 internal net benefits –  

1) Economy Disad – the current transportation fund is insolvent and that risks 
economic collapse.  The fund has large budget shortfalls which lead to the 
general fund being tapped. This causes deficits.  Moreover, the shortfalls lead 
to underinvestment in maintenance (ie the AFF harms) which increases the cost 
of future repairs.  The CP creates a revenue stream which prevents the 
shortfalls, thus avoiding economic collapse.  This is all in the Bradley, Ridge, & 
Walker evidence in the 1nc. 

2) Detroit Disad – the CP as the added benefit of forcing a transition to more fuel 
efficient vehicles.  This transition is critical to saving the US auto industry.  
Currently the auto industry is fighting to stay alive due to the new mileage 
standards and the cost of US built hybrids.  Increasing the price of gas will 
provide an incentive to the US consumer to buy better gas mileage vehicles.  
This incentive will give US car companies a chance to sale it new fleet of hybrids 
which are currently priced out of the market.    



3) Warming – transition to new vehicles decrease the amount of co2 that goes 
into the air.  The transportation sector is responsible for 75% of all warming 
emissions.  The CP creates a way to decrease the emissions.  ***this works 
really well to solve HSR affs.  Second, the CP creates investment in the wind and 
solar industries. 



 Oil tax CP 1nc 

Text: The United States federal government should impose a five percent value-added 
oil security fee in conjunction with a variable retail tax on gasoline that increases 
when oil prices decline and decreases when oil prices rise.  The United States federal 
government will direct all revenue into the transportation trust fund. 

CP solves – oil dependence, price spikes, and transportation infrastructure  
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 

Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
We recommend that Congress adopt an oil security and price-stabilization  fee that will grow the economy 
and reduce oil dependence, while providing Americans with an insurance policy against future oil shocks. The ¶ 

stable revenues generated from this oil security and price stablilization ¶ fee will provide the funding needed to provide healthy infrastrcuture 
that¶ enables economic growth; put transportation funding back on a secure, ¶ pay-as-you-go basis; support innovation in the domestic energy 
and automobile industries; and arrest the rapidly growing contribution of transportation to the national debt. ¶ Specifically, our proposal 

assesses a 5 percent ad valorem tax on oil upstream (at production or importation) as the world oil price rises, 

while  taxing gasoline/diesel downstream (retail sales) as the world oil price ¶ declines. This will dampen 
oil demand on the way up (to avoid a price  spike) and slow price crashes on the way down (to 
encourage price stabilization and recover reductions in ad valorem tax revenues due to lower ¶ oil prices). If prices get too 
high or too low despite these efforts, the ad ¶ valorem tax can be recalibrated, as necessary, to stabilize transportation 

fuel costs while also providing a stable, predictable revenue stream ¶ designed to advance federal goals, as outlined in the earlier chapters of 

this report.¶ Fuel price stabilization and transportation solvency can be effectively pursued by setting a price point 

based on the world price for oil that guides ¶ both upstream and downstream oil pricing. Above this price 
point, oil is  gradually taxed more upstream through the ad valorem oil security tax. ¶ Conversely, below the 

price point, gasoline taxes are raised to recover ¶ lost revenues from lower upstream oil prices. Using these two policy ¶ mechanisms, it is 
possible to generate with almost mathematical certainty ¶ whatever level of transportation funding is needed to restore the solvency ¶ of the 
transportation trust fund and invest in future transportation on a ¶ pay-as-you-go basis.¶ Figure 5.2 illustrates how this funding plan could work. 
In this example, ¶ the price point is set at $100 a barrel, approximately the world price of ¶ oil today.¶ At this point, the 5 percent ad valorem 
tax yields $5 for every ¶ barrel of oil taxed and would supplement the present federal gas tax of 18 ¶ cents per gallon for gasoline, and 24 cents 

per gallon for diesel fuel. As the ¶ world price of oil rises, the federal gas tax is gradually abated as revenues ¶ 

from the oil security tax rise. As the world oil price declines, the federal ¶ gas tax is gradually restored 
as oil security revenues decline.¶ Likewise, as oil prices fall below $100 a barrel, oil security taxes ¶ continue to decline and gasoline 

taxes rise above present federal gas ¶ tax levels to maintain revenues. However, the rise in gasoline taxes is ¶ set to lag the price of oil so that 

consumers will continue to experience ¶ a net reduction in the retail price at the pump. The result is a constant  revenue stream 
into the transportation trust fund that can be calculated ¶ with sufficient accuracy to keep the fund 
solvent at whatever level of ¶ investment is desired.¶ This is not a funding panacea. It cannot control overarching world oil 

market conditions. The world price of oil could rise enough so that the federal ¶ gas tax is entirely abated (in the example above, that would be 
$154 a barrel). At that point, the transportation trust fund would rely entirely on oil ¶ security tax revenues, gradually increasing revenues as oil 

prices continued ¶ to climb. Though this would still yield more revenues than the present gas ¶ tax now generates, 

it may not meet the country’s transportation investment ¶ needs. Similarly, if oil prices drastically decline, revenues from oil security taxes may 
decline to the point that the gas tax, to which it is inversely ¶ calibrated, rises above acceptable levels. For this reason, Congress should ¶ set 
limits on both the upside and downside beyond which the correlation between oil security taxes and gas taxes does not vary. In our example, 

we set ¶ the limit at $30 per barrel on either side of the price point. Ideally, Congress would set the variable price limit to generate, 

at a minimum, the amount ¶ needed to fully fund its legislated transportation program.¶ The main purpose 

of the funding proposal outlined above is to restore solvency to the national transportation program  while serving 

other needs. ¶ This proposal will promote U.S. energy security and reduce the economic ¶ impact of 



fluctuating world oil prices on the nation. Four other beneϐits will also accure.¶ First, the proposal would distribute revenue 

responsibilities along the oil ¶ value chain from energy production to consumption. Pricing fuels at the ¶ retail level—gas and diesel taxes in the 
case of surface transportation today—provides a necessary signal to consumers to use fuel and the transportation system more efϐiciently. At 
present, however, fuel taxes alone do ¶ not generate enough revenues to even maintain the transportation system, ¶ much less rebuild it to 
support the twenty-ϐirst-century infrastructure underpinning the U.S. economy. Distributing prices up and down the oil value ¶ chain increases 
the likelihood that oil producers, reϐiners, wholesalers, and ¶ distributors will share in absorbing the effects of an oil security tax (ϐigure 5.3). 
This vertical pricing approach is equitable, because oil producers underwrite a portion of the costs for building and managing the transportation 

systems from which their proϐits are derived.¶ Second, the proposal would insure transportation solvency against external 
events over which America has no control. Oil prices rise and fall for a ¶ variety of reasons—wars, 
supply disruptions, fear, hoarding, speculation ¶ in oil markets, and direct manipulation of markets by foreign oil 
suppliers. ¶ Oil markets can also be disrupted by nonmarket, inadvertent occurrences—weather patterns, 

accidents, and seismic activity. The most effective ¶ way to insure against oil price instability is to  

build the cost of oil dependence into the commodity price itself.  As noted in figure 5.4, the macroeconomic cost 

(productivity loss) of the nation’s dependence on foreign oil ¶ averaged about $300 billion per year during the period 2004–2009. This ¶ 

amounted to $50 per barrel consumed in the United States each year.If oil use were priced more efficiently, the United 
States could capture significant opportunity costs and use the revenues for productive purposes. ¶ This is a corollary 

benefit of assessing a modest 5 percent security tax on ¶ the price of oil.¶ Third, the proposal would 
stabilize fuel prices for both producers and ¶ consumers for long-term market equilibrium. Policies with the potential to ¶ 

dampen both precipitous spikes and collapses in the oil price would make  the U.S. economy more resilient.  By 

increasing oil taxes as oil prices rise,¶ and increasing gas taxes as oil prices drop, this plan tends to guide retail ¶ fuel prices (including taxes) to 
stay within a certain range—ideally¶ around the price point to which fuel taxes and oil security taxes are ¶ inversely related. At the price point 
of $100 per barrel, this would guide ¶ gasoline prices to the range of $3.40 to $3.70 a gallon. This is considered ¶ a high price in the United 
States, but it is still nowhere near as high as the ¶ average retail price of more than $6.00 a gallon set by America’s OECD ¶ trading partners. It 

also provides a price signal that can affect consumer ¶ car purchasing behavior. This strategy avoids the “panic/trance” of violent ¶ oil 
price swings that can crash both the U.S. economy and household budgets.¶ 13¶ It also moderates shifts in oil 
prices that may contribute, in part, to ¶ economic recessions (see ϐigure 5.5).¶ And fourth, the proposal would support 

strategic transportation investments with long-term viability and productivity. When the Interstate ¶ Highway System was launched in 1956, 
the United States was a net ¶ exporter of oil. The construction of the highway system stimulated road ¶ travel to such an extent that the United 
States became a net oil importer ¶ in 1970 and has since become increasingly dependent on oil imports for ¶ transportation. The shift from 
domestic oil supplies to imports has made ¶ the United States far less recession-proof since 1970, as illustrated in ¶ ϐigure 5.5. Oil price spikes 
have the potential to do far more damage today ¶ than they did in the 1950s, when the Interstate Highway System was under development. 

Future transportation investments need to take this into ¶ account. Using oil tax revenues to invest in more travel choices 
reduces the ¶ total oil consumption per unit of GDP. This enhances American security ¶ and productivity. 

US transportation system is insolvent, risk economic collapse if funding levels are not 
increased  
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
The United States’ federal surface ¶ transportation program is insolvent. ¶ There is a significant shortfall 
between the amounts that are collected ¶ and expended because fuel taxes and¶ other transportation fees are not ¶ sufficient 

to cover costs. The U.S. ¶ general fund is being tapped to fill ¶ this financial gap. Moreover, this ¶ shortfall is 
causing underinvestment ¶ in system maintenance, saddling ¶ future generations with mounting ¶ transportation expenses. ¶ 

This transportation insolvency could not come at  a worse time.  The federal government’s debt has ¶ 

increased dramatically in the past few years. If ¶ this situation remains unchanged, the debt will ¶ grow by $7 trillion in the 

next decade. And if the¶ debt continues to expand faster than the nation’s economy—as it has since ¶ 2007—the share of 

federal spending devoted to paying interest on the ¶ debt will rise, and the risk of a fiscal crisis will increase . According to ¶ 

the Congressional Budget Ofϐice,¶ At their current levels, the taxes in effect are insufficient to fully fund ¶ the existing 



amount of federal surface transportation spending. To ¶ avoid worsening the ϔiscal outlook, any policies that widened budget ¶ 

deϔicits in the near term would need to be accompanied by speciϔic ¶ policies to reduce spending or increase revenue over time.¶ 1¶ Current 
U.S. transportation spending practices exacerbate this ϐiscal ¶ weakness. The federal government puts itself into greater debt to ϐinance ¶ 
transportation projects. In 2011, outlays are projected to exceed revenues ¶ and interest credited to the general fund by about $12 billion.¶ 2¶ 

The fiscal dysfunction of the transportation system compromises the ¶ United States’ productivity and  

its ability to compete globally . The United ¶ States is one of only a few developed nations whose transportation program¶ cannot 

be fully funded from transportation revenue sources. Other nations¶ are also able to generate additional revenue from their transportation ¶ 
system to cover the costs of other government programs, thus contributing ¶ to rather than only receiving from, general revenues. To confound 
matters, ¶ the United States does not know whether it is spending its limited transportation dollars wisely. ¶ Beyond containing costs for and 

strategically funding tomorrow’s transportation system, new revenue sources are needed to finance the system. ¶ 

Infrastructure should be priced according to the marginal (or incremental)¶ cost of its use, including those related external costs that are 
imposed on ¶ society. For example, various studies suggest that the external costs of ¶ motor fuel use are at least $1 per gallon to fully reϐlect 

those costs.¶ 3¶ The transportation program must be able to support itself and cover ¶ its full costs through a tax, fees, 

tolls, or other assessments. This is the minimum prerequisite for  a transportation system that contributes to ¶ the nation’s 

long-term economic growth . 

Economic collapse causes a cutback in defense spending which collapses deterrence 
and global war 
Friedberg And Schoenfeld, 10/21/08 (Aaron, professor of politics and international relations at 

Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School, and Gabriel, senior editor of Commentary, is a visiting 
scholar at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton, N.J.; “The Dangers of a Diminished America,” Wall 
Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html?mod=googlenews_wsj) 
One immediate implication of the crisis that began on Wall Street and spread across the world is that the primary 
instruments of U.S. foreign policy will be crimped. The next president will face an entirely new and adverse fiscal position. 

Estimates of this year's federal budget deficit already show that it has jumped $237 billion from last year, to $407 billion. 
With families and businesses hurting, there will be calls for various and expensive domestic relief 
programs.  In the face of this onrushing river of red ink, both Barack Obama and John McCain have been reluctant to lay out what portions 

of their programmatic wish list they might defer or delete. Only Joe Biden has suggested a possible reduction -- foreign aid. This would be one 
of the few popular cuts, but in budgetary terms it is a mere grain of sand. Still, Sen. Biden's comment hints at where we may be headed: toward 

a major reduction in America's world role, and perhaps even a new era of financially-induced isolationism.  Pressures to cut defense 
spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to 
mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable 

swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills 
running in the hundreds of billions.  Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs 
disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting 
imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged 

recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow.  Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's 

financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of 
that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, 
made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by 
buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future?  Meanwhile, traditional 
foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has 
not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan 
and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's 
seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern.  If America now tries to pull back from the world 

stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum . The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our 

continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy 

sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk .  In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, 



when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, 
and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster 
exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more 

reckless with their nuclear toys , just at our moment of maximum vulnerability .  The aftershocks of the 

financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the 
Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the 
global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign 
markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests 

on progress in the long march to prosperity.  None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these 
countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures.  As for our democratic 

friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and 
an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a 

world economic and geopolitical power.  What does this all mean? There is no substitute for America on the world stage. 
The choice we have before us is between the potentially disastrous effects of disengagement and the 
stiff price tag of continued American leadership.  Are we up for the task? The American economy has historically 

demonstrated remarkable resilience. Our market-oriented ideology, entrepreneurial culture, flexible institutions and favorable demographic 
profile should serve us well in whatever trials lie ahead.  The American people, too, have shown reserves of resolve when properly led. But 
experience after the Cold War era -- poorly articulated and executed policies, divisive domestic debates and rising anti-Americanism in at least 

some parts of the world -- appear to have left these reserves diminished.  A recent survey by the Chicago Council on World 
Affairs found that 36% of respondents agreed that the U.S. should "stay out of world affairs," the 
highest number recorded since this question was first asked in 1947. The economic crisis could be the 
straw that breaks the camel's back. 



2nc Overview 

The CP implements an off-setting tax swap that reduces consumption of gasoline and 
severs the primary internal link to foreign energy dependence by shifting consumer 
patterns AWAY from gasoline consumption. Generic AFF evidence about gas taxing 
doesn’t answer the CP’s swap arguments.  

The CP also generates revenue for the Transportation Fund will allievate the current 
deficits and allow for the US transportation infrastructure to be rebuilt and 
modernized – this solves the AFF  [YOU WILL NEED TO GIVE AN EXPLANATION THAT IS 
SPECIFIC TO THE AFF] 

AND, the CP solves all the AFF internals –  



Permutation 



A2 Permutation – do both 

Links to Spending NB – the CP does not increase federal spending – it generates 
revenue for the federal transportation fund that prevents budget shortfalls and deficit 
spending.   

Avoids politics – A tax swap isn’t perceived as hurting the consumer and is revenue 
neutral for the government. No backlash – that’s Krauthammer.  



Solvency 



Solves – competitiveness 

Insolvent transportation system wrecks US competitiveness  
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
The United States is one of the few developed countries in the world that ¶ does not charge 
sufϐiciently to directly cover the costs of its transportation¶ system.¶ In fact, Americans pay 66 cents of 

every $1 of total transportation¶ system costs (ϐigure 1.2). This situation disadvantages America  

competitively.  Underfunding and unsound pricing for a transportation system ¶ builds in 

inefϐiciencies that result in waste and misallocation of resources. ¶ The shortfall of funds also imposes 

costs that ripple throughout the U.S. ¶ economy , as discussed above, in terms of deϐicit spending, 

interest on ¶ the debt, and deferred maintenance.  



Solves – economy 

CP solves – pricing allows for investment in infrastructure – key to prevent economic 
collapse 
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 

Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
America’s continued security and ¶ prosperity depend, in no small ¶ part, on its ability to make strategic ¶ 

investments in transportation ¶ infrastructure. “Strategic” means ¶ connected to an acknowledged, ¶ compelling federal 

interest, and ¶ “investment” means the ability ¶ to advance the federal interest ¶ during the full life of a project. At ¶ a minimum, transportation 

must ¶ support the American economy, not ¶ the reverse. At the moment, this ¶ minimum standard is not being met. ¶ Transportation 
spending is digging ¶ an ever deeper hole in the federal ¶ budget. It ignores the costs of deferred maintenance by ¶ not 

keeping up and rebuilding the existing system, it ¶ is focused more on managing local congestion than on ¶ long-term economic returns on 

investments, and it does ¶ not pay for the full costs it imposes on public health and ¶ welfare. In sum, this is a model for economic  

decline , not ¶ for a dynamic twenty-ϐirst-century economy.¶ Economic development models based primarily on resource 

exploitation ¶ are obsolete. During the past one hundred years, America has prospered ¶ under such a model. The nation’s growth has been 
based on cheap energy, ¶ cheap land, relatively free travel, and subsidized suburban development. ¶ But this model is no longer viable. The 
transportation system that enabled ¶ this model has aged beyond its useful life and is in need of costly repair ¶ and replacement. The nation’s 
dependence on oil imports has grown, and ¶ energy prices are a function of global markets beyond its control. The ¶ costs of maintaining and 
expanding the country’s built infrastructure ¶ have soared, and subsidized land development has put increased ϐinancial ¶ pressure on 
governments to provide expansive public infrastructure they ¶ can no longer support. The nation needs a new development frame and a ¶ new 

ϐinancial model to support it.¶ For the nation’s economic, energy, and environmental security, we recommend that a solvent 
transportation program be ensured through the ¶ stable pricing of oil and petroleum products. 

Increased money will generate jobs and economic growth 
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
America’s underinvestment in transportation means that its mobility ¶ alternatives are circumscribed. 
U.S. investment in transportation infrastructure does not optimize its contribution to economic growth. 
Roads ¶ dominated by cars and trucks outstrip all other modes. There is a limited ¶ capability to handle 
both recurring and nonrecurring disruptions—a huge ¶ lost opportunity. Studies show that infrastructure 
investment, targeted ¶ strategically, underpins economic productivity. Spending on infrastructure¶ 

creates access to jobs, stimulates long-term economic growth, and engenders a multitude of other 
positive economic activities. 



Solves – oil dependence  

Transportation system is unique link to oil dependence – accounts for 75% oil 
consumption 
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 

Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
There are tangible economic benefits from the transportation system ¶ apparent in the ability of households and ϐirms to access 

markets. But ¶ the beneϐits are waning. The rate of economic return from investment ¶ in highway infrastructure in the United States has been 
approaching the ¶ long-term interest rate (cost of capital) since the 1990s. Once the rate of ¶ economic return meets the long-term interest 
rate, it becomes equally ¶ beneϐicial to keep invested capital in the private sector,¶ a clear signal that ¶ those investments could be without 
merit. At that point, the system no ¶ longer delivers the beneϐits necessary to justify public funds. While a 2011 ¶ national public opinion poll 
found that 79 percent of the public agrees that ¶ “in order for the United States to remain the world’s top economic superpower we need to 
modernize our transportation infrastructure and keep ¶ it up to date,” in the same poll 64 percent of the public felt that federal ¶ spending on 

transportation infrastructure is “inefϐicient and unwise.”¶ Not only is there an enormous fiscal burden, but the system’s dependence on 
¶ oil intensifies the problem. Oil represents 94 percent of transportation fuels ¶ and transportation is responsible for 
nearly 75 percent of U.S. oil consumption. In 2010, our national bill for oil dependence came to $323 billion—2.2 ¶ percent of 

GDP. This includes the importation of foreign crude oil and petroleum byproducts, and the dollar amount equals 17 percent of all import costs.¶ 

This dependence comes with a national security risk: some 4.75¶ million barrels per day (about 50 percent of total 

imports) were purchased ¶ from nine countries categorized by the State Department as unstable.¶ Oil dependence also hinders our 
ability to deal with climate challenges. ¶ Thirty-four percent of U.S. carbon emissions come from the transportation sector and 

80 percent of the carbon is emitted exclusively by internal ¶ combustion engines.¶ Research conducted by NASA’s Goddard Institute for ¶ Space 
Studies and other climate agencies finds that on-road transport has ¶ the greatest negative effect on climate—more than power generation or ¶ 
any other sector—especially in the short term. 



Solves – oil prices 

CP solves oil prices – pricing transportation fuels is BEST short term solution 
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 

We believe that the best strategy  in the immediate term for the federal ¶ government is to price the 

production and consumption of transportation fuels. This strategy reϐlects the current transportation system and ¶ its 

dependence on oil by capturing and distributing the external, social, ¶ and hidden costs incurred in the production, reϐining, distribution, and ¶ 
consumption of such fuels. In the longer term, as U.S. dependence on oil as ¶ a transportation fuel declines, the nation can transition to travel-
based ¶ fees, value capture of transportation investment beneϐits, and pricing of ¶ non-petroleum-based fuels. But the urgency of addressing 

the transportation deϐicit requires immediate action , and pricing transportation-related ¶ petroleum 

consumption is clearly the best choice .¶ The pricing structures for transportation fuels can be designed to 

avoid ¶ the need to tap general revenues that are already scarce. Pricing transportation fuel also establishes a  

mechanism to stabilize  national consumer ¶ oil prices , which can be directly, and sometimes suddenly, jeopardized ¶ by violent 

swings in fuel prices. Moreover, pricing transportation fuels ¶ lessens the federal government’s reliance on user fees that are collected ¶ and 
utilized by the owners and operators of the country’s transportation system—which include state and local governments and, in certain ¶ 
circumstances, private transportation providers. The federal government ¶ is not an owner/operator of any signiϐicant highway, rail, or mass 
transit ¶ system, and thus it should not compete for the revenues generated from ¶ these systems.¶ Funding the federal transportation 
program does not remove the need ¶ for creative ways to finance transportation projects. A national infrastructure bank, public private 
partnerships, and the aforementioned user ¶ fees are key elements in transportation ϐinancing. However, many projects with high potential to 
advance critical national goals, as established ¶ through independent cost-beneϐit analysis, are not possible to ϐinance ¶ through market 

mechanisms. For the federal transportation program to ¶ remain viable, it will require new funding that is 

separate from, and in ¶ addition to, these state and local project ϐinancing strategies. ¶ The United States is not alone in its search for a funding 
solution for its ¶ transportation program. Most mature economies face similar challenges. ¶ Along with America, the developed economies that 
make up the other ¶ members of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development ¶ (OECD), with their mature infrastructures and 
an equal need to transition ¶ away from reliance on fossil fuels to power their transportation systems, ¶ are a good focus for comparative 
analysis.¶ These countries have targeted ¶ energy and environmental taxes as a primary strategy for funding transportation infrastructure and 
guiding their economies away from reliance ¶ on fossil fuels. ¶ A comparison of the revenues that OECD countries derive from energy ¶ and 
environmental taxes as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP) ¶ is instructive (see ϐigure 5.1).¶ America ranks second lowest in the 
developed world in taxing pollution and fossil fuels. In the OECD nations, fuel ¶ taxes represent more than 70 percent of the retail price of 
transportation ¶ fuel; in the United States, fuel taxes represent just 12.8 percent of the fuel ¶ price.¶ This tax level is too low to either pay for 
the system or to discourage the publicly damaging behavior, pollution, and waste caused by system ¶ overuse. Denmark, by comparison, made 
the conscious decision following ¶ the 1970s oil crisis to decouple economic growth from energy consumption. Today, Denmark is a net 
exporter of energy and uses less than half ¶ as much gasoline as the United States to generate one unit of GDP.¶ From ¶ 1990 to 2008, 

Denmark’s GDP increased by more than 45 percent while ¶ CO¶ 2¶ emissions decreased by more than 13 percent.¶ Establishing 
transportation solvency through a source of stable revenues ¶ will lead to a more secure, resilient, and 

prosperous nation. Fuel excise ¶ taxes have long served as the primary national transportation funding ¶ source. At least in the near term, oil 

is the fuel of choice for essentially the ¶ entire transportation sector. Pricing transportation fuel and its underlying oil sources 

remains the rational revenue source. Collection mechanisms are in place. Administrative costs are low. Current oil 
markets are dysfunctional and inefficient. There is a strong public association between ¶ fuel use and transportation services. 

And fuel pricing can transition over ¶ time from oil to other transportation fuels as the United States weans ¶ itself from oil. 

Oil tax solves price volatility and offsets oil dependence harms  
Ed Dolan (Professor at the Stockholm School of Economics in Riga) march 3 2011 “Could a Variable Oil 
Tax Make this the Last Oil Price Shock?”, Oil Price, http://oilprice.com/Energy/Oil-Prices/Could-A-
Variable-Oil-Tax-Make-This-The-Last-Oil-Price-Shock-.html 
Producing countries have already figured out how to cope with the curse of oil price volatility. Over the years, 

producing countries, from Norway to Saudi Arabia to Russia, have established national wealth funds that build up 



when prices are high and run down when prices fall. Meanwhile, consuming countries have done next to nothing.¶ The 
US Strategic Petroleum Reserve, designed to offer short-term protection against physical interruptions of supply, is not 
intended to serve the purpose of price stabilization, nor would it be capable of doing so. But there is a way. 

Now would be an ideal time to revive an old idea, a variable oil tax that would reduce price volatility  and, at 

the same time, offset the national security and environmental harms of oil dependency .¶ A variable, price-

smoothing oil tax would work like this. Congress would establish a floor oil price of X dollars per barrel. Whenever the world 

market price P fell below X, an oil tax T would come into effect to fill the gap: T=X-P. Whenever the price rose above the floor, the tax would be 

zero. Nothing could be simpler.¶ Why would it be a good idea? There are two parts to the answer, one making the case for an oil tax 

in general, and the second explaining why a variable tax would be better than one with a fixed rate.¶ The main argument for a tax of 

any kind is that oil consumption has adverse spill-over effects on third parties—effects that are not taken into account 

when bargaining between producers and consumers sets the price. Economists call those spillover effects externalities. The two most 
commonly cited externalities of oil consumption are effects on national security and effects on the environment. 

Imposing a tax on oil would be one way to mitigate them . 



Solves – renewables 

Oil tax encourages alternative energy development 
Ed Dolan (Professor at the Stockholm School of Economics in Riga) march 3 2011 “Could a Variable Oil 
Tax Make this the Last Oil Price Shock?”, Oil Price, http://oilprice.com/Energy/Oil-Prices/Could-A-
Variable-Oil-Tax-Make-This-The-Last-Oil-Price-Shock-.html  
One reason is that a variable tax would provide an anchor for expectations about oil prices. During episodes 
of high prices, investments in conservation and alternative energy production become more attractive, but 

there is also a risk. If oil prices crater again, those investments will not pay off. Knowing that oil prices would not be allowed 
to drop below a stated floor would make it less risky for consumers to buy energy-efficient cars and entrepreneurs 
to build plants to produce biodiesel from pond scum. Greater investments in conservation and alternative 
energy, in turn, would help moderate the next upward movement of oil prices.¶ Second, a variable oil tax would 

help mitigate the impact of oil price spikes on the business cycle. James Hamilton has written extensively on that subject. (See here, here, and 
here.) He points out that most recent oil price spikes, including that of 2008, have been followed by US recessions, and argues that the depth of 
those recessions has been greater than would be predicted by the effects of higher oil prices acting alone. One reason seems to be that retail 
gasoline prices have such a high visibility that price spikes disproportionately undermine consumer confidence. Another is that oil price spikes 
disrupt the automobile market. They not only harm new cars in general, but also shift the mix from large to small cars. Widespread layoffs have 
followed at US auto companies, which have traditionally specialized in SUVs and light trucks. Finally, says Hamilton, it appears that high oil 
prices in 2008 exacerbated other factors that were undermining the housing market. As evidence, he cites the fact that the prices of homes in 

locations that required long commutes fell by more than those with short commutes.¶ A third advantage of a variable oil tax 

compared to a fixed one would be political, especially if it were introduced at a time when oil prices were already above the 
chosen floor. Right now, for example, a tax with a price floor of, say, $85 per barrel would produce no immediate pain at the pump, but 

the knowledge that prices would never again fall below $85 would encourage long-term investments in conservation 
and alternative energy. Introducing a variable oil tax at a time when prices were already high could make an actual virtue of the often-

lamented tendency of politicians to operate on a much shorter time horizon than business investors. 

More ev.  
Ed Dolan (Professor at the Stockholm School of Economics in Riga) march 3 2011 “Could a Variable Oil 
Tax Make this the Last Oil Price Shock?”, Oil Price, http://oilprice.com/Energy/Oil-Prices/Could-A-
Variable-Oil-Tax-Make-This-The-Last-Oil-Price-Shock-.html 
Consumption of oil has a negative impact on national security because so much of the world's oil comes from countries that are corrupt, 
authoritarian, anti-American, or all of the above. Any increase in US oil consumption pushes up the world price and enriches bad guys in 

exporting countries. Any reduction in oil consumption undercuts them . An oil tax would insert a wedge between the  

price paid by US  consumers and the price received by foreign producers . To the extent it raised the US 

price at the pump, it would encourage conservation and investment in alternative energy . To the extent 

that it lowered the world market price,the tax would take money from the pockets of the bad guys.¶ An oil tax would be much 
more effective than the current US oil security strategy, which consists of buying as much as possible from friendly, 

nearby countries like Canada and Mexico. That strategy does provide some limited protection against a revolution or embargo that might cause 
a physical interruption of supply, but it does nothing to mitigate negative national security spillovers that operate through prices. The world oil 
market operates as one big pool. If something sends the price up, as is happening right now, it goes up for everyone. Canada and Mexico are 
our friends, to be sure, but they are not so friendly as to sell us their oil below its market price. If excess US consumption drives the world oil 
price higher, it drives it higher for bad-guy producers, too, even those from whom we do not directly buy any oil. 



Solves – rogues  

Oil tax cuts the funds for rogue countries – encourages renewable development  
Ed Dolan (Professor at the Stockholm School of Economics in Riga) march 3 2011 “Could a Variable Oil 
Tax Make this the Last Oil Price Shock?”, Oil Price, http://oilprice.com/Energy/Oil-Prices/Could-A-
Variable-Oil-Tax-Make-This-The-Last-Oil-Price-Shock-.html 
Consumption of oil has a negative impact on national security because so much of the world's oil comes from 

countries that are corrupt, authoritarian, anti-American, or all of the above. Any increase in US oil consumption pushes up 
the world price and enriches bad guys in exporting countries. Any reduction in oil consumption undercuts 

them . An oil tax would insert a wedge between the price paid by US  consumers and the price received  

by foreign producers . To the extent it raised the US price at the pump, it would encourage  

conservation and investment in alternative energy . To the extent that it lowered the world market price,the tax 

would take money from the pockets of the bad guys.¶ An oil tax would be much more effective than 
the current US oil security strategy, which consists of buying as much as possible from friendly, nearby countries like Canada and 

Mexico. That strategy does provide some limited protection against a revolution or embargo that might cause a physical interruption of supply, 
but it does nothing to mitigate negative national security spillovers that operate through prices. The world oil market operates as one big pool. 
If something sends the price up, as is happening right now, it goes up for everyone. Canada and Mexico are our friends, to be sure, but they are 

not so friendly as to sell us their oil below its market price. If excess US consumption drives the world oil price higher, it 

drives it higher for bad-guy producers, too, even those from whom we do not directly buy any oil. 



Solves – transportation infrastructure  

Oil tax creates revenue to fund transportation infrastructure – key to the economy 
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
Realizing the many beneϐits from a functional transportation system requires ¶ a national vision and greater 

accountability by using performance metrics ¶ derived from strategic goals. But without new revenue to meet transportation ¶ 

infrastructure needs, the beneϐits of any restructuring will remain largely ¶ unrealized. Systematic pricing is required for the 

transportation system to ¶ serve the public interest in a responsive, trustworthy, and cost-effective manner. Twenty-ϐirst century 
transportation policy necessarily draws a close ¶ relationship between program design and its funding 
mechanism.¶ Pricing transportation and better optimizing transportation investments ¶ will also bring tangible security 

and prosperity gains. Beneϐits accrue to¶ individuals and society as a whole. These benefits include reductions in ¶ fuel 

consumption and pollution, public health improvements including ¶ better respiratory health and greater levels of physical activity, 

more efficient movement of goods, services, and passengers, and economic benefits ¶ through clusters of firms with convenient and 

affordable transportation ¶ and communications networks. ¶ Strategies for pricing transportation abound. Options include pricing the ¶ carbon 
content of fuels, low-mileage vehicles, inefficient travel behavior, ¶ and emissions in the development of refined petroleum products. ¶ For the 

nation’s economic, energy, and environmental security, we, ¶ three leaders representing the U.S. political spectrum, recommend that ¶ a 
solvent transportation program be ensured through the stable pricing¶ of oil and petroleum products as the 
best immediate strategy. This strategy reflects the current transportation system and its dependence on oil by ¶ 

capturing and distributing the external, social, and hidden costs generated ¶ by the production, refining, distribution, and consumption of such 

fuels. ¶ Specifically, our proposal assesses a 5 percent ad valorem tax on oil upstream (at production or importation) as the 
world oil price rises, and tax ¶ on gasoline/diesel downstream (retail sales) as the world oil price declines. This will dampen oil 
demand on the way up (to avoid a price spike) ¶ and slow price crashes on the way down (to encourage price stabilization ¶ and 

recover reductions in ad valorem tax revenues due to lower oil prices). ¶ If prices get too high or too low despite these efforts, the ad valorem 
tax ¶ can be recalibrated, as necessary, to stabilize transportation fuel costs ¶ while also funding a transportation program designed to advance 
federal ¶ goals. Benefits of this strategy include distributing revenue responsibilities along the oil value chain from production to consumption; 
buffering ¶ the impact of external events and oil supplies over which the United States ¶ has no control; and stabilizing fuel prices for both 

producers and consumers for long-term market equilibrium.¶ It is time for a significant recalibration of America’s 
federal transportation ¶ program. Poorly designed and obsolete programs must be eliminated. At ¶ the same time, America needs 

more targeted investment in projects that ¶ grow the economy and serve the key national objectives of security and ¶ prosperity. System 
costs—direct and hidden—must be incorporated into ¶ the pricing system to again fund transportation on a pay-as-you-go basis. ¶ Further 
delay in implementing these reforms only accelerates deterioration in the system while causing transportation’s contribution to the ¶ national 
debt to snowball. Kicking the can of revenue and program reform ¶ down the road does not help us live within our means—it simply transfers ¶ 

these burgeoning costs to future generations of Americans. This is both ¶ short-sighted and unfair. We can delay no longer: the time to 
act is now.  



Solves – transportation reform 

Accurate transportation pricing leads to transportation reform – solves warming and 
dependence  
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 

Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
If the U.S. transportation system were¶ strategically managed, it could signi-¶ ϐicantly enhance the nation’s 
economic,¶ energy, and environmental security. A ¶ substantial body of research suggests ¶ that 
transportation can have a positive ¶ impact across these areas. According ¶ to the U.S. Treasury and the Council ¶ of 

Economic Advisers,¶ Well-designed infrastructure investments can ¶ raise economic growth, productivity, and land ¶ 

values, while also providing signiϔicant positive ¶ spillovers to areas such as economic development,¶ energy efϔiciency, 

public health and manufacturing¶ Yet, economic, energy, and environmental goals are impeded by the ¶ codependent relationship 

between oil and the U.S. transportation system: ¶ Transportation needs oil to operate, and oil needs transportation 
to maintain its global dominance in energy markets. This codependence comes at ¶ high direct, indirect, and 

opportunity costs. Transportation is responsible ¶ for nearly three-quarters of U.S. oil consumption. Lack of other fuel choices impedes the 

development of mobility options due to the near-monopolization of fueling stations by oil companies. Electriϐication of cars through ¶ battery 
technology and of the transportation grid through fast-charging ¶ stations or fully electriϐied systems will take enormous amounts of time ¶ and 
money. Cars using specialized fuels and natural gas are not widely ¶ available, and biofuels require pumps and vehicles to be altered to 
accommodate various types of ethanol and biofuel blends. The internal combustion engine itself is far from reaching its point of maximum 
efϐiciency and ¶ will be a major competitor to alternative fuels and power trains throughout the twenty-ϐirst century. Oil has a high energy 
density, is not volatile, ¶ and is easily transported and relatively ubiquitous. Thus, there is no quick ¶ ϐix for oil dependence. ¶ Still, the case for 
diversiϐication away from oil is compelling. American ¶ mobility is still held hostage to unpredictable world oil price spikes and ¶ geopolitical 
instability.¶ Further, oil dependence devours economic and ¶ defense resources that could be better expended elsewhere. Oil and auto ¶ 
imports weigh heavily on the U.S. economy, and a signiϐicant portion of ¶ America’s large military budget is devoted to securing global oil 

supply ¶ lines. U.S. transportation drives climate disruption and causes environmental degradation.¶ These 

costs of oil dependence are not obvious because they are usually ¶ hidden in the total price tag or misallocated to other parts of the economy. ¶ 

Thus, better marginal cost pricing of transportation is essential . Pricing ¶ would serve to accurately 

reflect full transportation costs, internalizing ¶ social effects, moderating demands, and modifying supplies. Pricing conveys 

important information that helps consumers and ϐirms make educated decisions. To reap the beneϐits of positive spillovers, transportation ¶ 

must be priced right.¶ Given the tremendous potential for transportation to deliver benefits (or ¶ rack up unnecessary costs), 

both domestically and globally, it is essential ¶ that the United States take the step of pricing transportation. 

There are ¶ signiϐicant public beneϐits that accrue from pricing transportation. Pricing ¶ can also positively influence  

transportation reform . These beneϐits break¶ down into two categories: (1) direct energy and environmental beneϐits ¶ and; (2) 

indirect economic and other co-beneϐits.¶ Continued underpricing of transportation energy and services places the ¶ 

economy, and the well-being of the nation, at risk . It will not be easy to ¶ make the wholesale changes necessary to price transportation 

accurately. ¶ Still, the United States’ security is worth the price.  



Solves – warming 

The transportation sector is the driving force behind warming – ONLY new 
transportation pricing policy will decrease transportation emissions  
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 

Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
U.S. transportation is responsible for a signiϐicant share—30 to 85 percent—of direct and indirect greenhouse 
gas emissions and climate-forcing ¶ air pollutants (see figure 4.2).¶ Given the large volume of fossil fuels they ¶ consume, on-

road modes of transportation—cars and trucks—are the ¶ major source of this pollution.¶ There is near parity between 
hydrocarbon (petroleum) energy use and ¶ the direct greenhouse gas, carbon dioxide (CO¶ 2¶ ). Essentially all the carbon 

¶ contained in fossil fuels is converted to CO¶ 2¶ when burned.¶ The amount ¶ of carbon released into the atmosphere is primarily determined 
by the ¶ carbon content of the fuel.¶ The U.S. on-road transportation system runs ¶ almost exclusively on gasoline and diesel fuels. An average 
gallon of gasoline contains 19.4 pounds (8.8 kilograms) of CO¶ 2¶ . Diesel, the fuel primarily used in heavy-duty trucks and off-road vehicles, has 
22.2 pounds (8.8 ¶ kilograms) of CO¶ 2¶ per gallon.¶ These emission rates will vary depending ¶ on the source and composition of the fuel 

feedstock.¶ Today, oil-fueled transportation is one of the key drivers of climate change. ¶ Research 
conducted by the Goddard Institute for Space Studies of the ¶ National Aeronautics and Space Administration and by other 

climate¶ agencies has found that on-road transportation has the greatest negative effect on climate, more  

than power generation or any other sector , especially ¶ in the short term.¶ Cars and trucks emit almost no sulfates but are 

major ¶ emitters of CO¶ 2¶ , black carbon, and ozone—all of which cause global warming ¶ and are detrimental to human health. Throughout 
the twenty-ϐirst century, ¶ on-road transportation is expected to be a leading climate-forcing activity, ¶ in the United States and worldwide, as 
shown in ϐigure 4.3.¶ Trafϐic-related air pollution is estimated to cost as much as $80 billion ¶ annually in health care costs and premature 

deaths.¶ Pricing mechanisms ¶ can reduce private vehicle use and congestion, which would then reduce ¶ the 

health costs associated with air pollution. The transportation strategy adopted to reduce downtown trafϐic congestion for the 1996 

Summer ¶ Olympic Games in Atlanta, for example, was found to have decreased peak ¶ ozone levels by 28 percent and asthma-related 
emergency room visits by ¶ children by 42 percent.¶ Given the U.S. transportation system’s contribution to carbon emissions ¶ and the 
connection to climate change, the exorbitant costs associated with ¶ climate change are worth considering but have yet to be fully quantiϐied. ¶ 
Still, scientists warn that heavy precipitation, heat waves, drought and ¶ ϐires, melting ice caps, and tropical storms witnessed in 2010 are signs 
¶ of troubling climate change already under way.¶ About two new high ¶ temperature records were set for every low temperature record 
during ¶ the 2000s.¶ Though the effects of climate change will vary greatly across ¶ the United States due to the country’s size, diverse 
topography, ecosystems, climates, and economies, as well as its dispersed populations and ¶ lifestyles, these changes are expected to impose 
huge costs, amounting to ¶ hundreds of billions annually, in terms of adaptation.¶ Recent estimates ¶ predict that climate damage in 2100 could 
reach 2.6 percent of gross ¶ domestic product for the United States and 10.8 percent for the world.¶ Estimates of the costs of adapting to 
climate change can provide insight ¶ into the beneϐits of maintaining and protecting societal goods and services ¶ to avoid the most severe 

climate effects.¶ Mitigating the effects of climate change and air pollution would have ¶ widespread global 
and regional beneϐits. Reducing the rate of long-term ¶ carbon warming will beneϐit our grandchildren. Offsetting short-term ¶ climate 

forcing from reductions in air pollution—especially ozone, carbon ¶ monoxide, and black carbon—will directly beneϐit public health, reducing ¶ 

morbidity and mortality throughout the population. Transportation pricing will be necessary to make this shift in  

behavior.  

Alt cause – transportation is the single greatest emitter – outweighs power generation 
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 



Oil dependence also hinders our ability to deal with climate challenges. ¶ Thirty-four percent of U.S. carbon emissions come 
from the transportation sector and 80 percent of the carbon is emitted exclusively by internal ¶ combustion engines.¶ Research 
conducted by NASA’s Goddard Institute for ¶ Space Studies and other climate agencies finds that on-road transport 

has ¶ the greatest negative effect on climate—more than power generation  or ¶ any other sector—especially 

in the short term. 

Transportation sector overwhelms – largest driver of warming emissions  
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
U.S. transportation is responsible for a significant share—30 to 85 percent—of direct and indirect greenhouse gas 
emissions and climate-forcing air pollutants (see figure 4.2).¶ Given the large volume of fossil fuels they ¶ consume, on-road 

modes of transportation—cars and trucks— are the ¶ major source of this pollution .¶ There is near parity 

between hydrocarbon (petroleum) energy use and ¶ the direct greenhouse gas, carbon dioxide (CO2¶ ). Essentially all the 

carbon ¶ contained in fossil fuels is converted to CO2¶ when burned.¶ The amount ¶ of carbon released into the atmosphere is primarily 
determined by the ¶ carbon content of the fuel.¶ The U.S. on-road transportation system runs ¶ almost exclusively on gasoline and diesel fuels. 
An average gallon of gasoline contains 19.4 pounds (8.8 kilograms) of CO2¶ . Diesel, the fuel primarily used in heavy-duty trucks and off-road 
vehicles, has 22.2 pounds (8.8 ¶ kilograms) of CO2¶ per gallon.¶ These emission rates will vary depending ¶ on the source and composition of 

the fuel feedstock.¶ Today, oil-fueled transportation is one of the key driver s of climate change.  ¶ Research 

conducted by the Goddard Institute for Space Studies of the ¶ National Aeronautics and Space Administration and by other climate¶ agencies 

has found that on- road transportation has the greatest negative effect on climate , more than power generation or 

any other sector, especially ¶ in the short term.¶ Cars and trucks emit almost no sulfates but are major ¶ emitters of CO2¶ , black carbon, and 

ozone—all of which cause global warming ¶ and are detrimental to human health. Throughout the twenty-first century, ¶ on-

road transportation is expected to be a leading climate-forcing activity , ¶ in the United States and 

worldwide, as shown in ϐigure 4.3. 



A2 fuel tax bad 

Fuel tax will not derail the economy 
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
The truth is that higher gasoline prices have not historically dampened ¶ U.S. productivity. Personal 
incomes have not been economically burdened ¶ when gas prices have risen. For instance, between 
1929 and 2010, both ¶ GDP and personal income have risen exponentially. Gas prices have also ¶ risen, 
albeit with some ϐluctuations along the way (see ϐigure 3.3). Recent ¶ evidence suggests that the 
American economy is even better prepared ¶ to manage higher fuel costs.¶ Consumers and 
businesses have learned ¶ lessons from past oil shocks. Motorists have, to some extent, given up 
gasguzzling sport utility vehicles, automakers are selling more fuel-efficient ¶ cars than ϐive years ago, 
and truckers are passing on higher costs. 



Detroit DA 



Detroit 2nc 

Only the CP captures the fuel efficiency argument that are key to preventing auto 
industry collapse.  
Lenfestey, 9  [James, Raise gas tax, give it back in paychecks, Minneapolis Star Tribine, 2-2-2009, 

http://www.startribune.com/templates/Print_This_Story?sid=38719902]  
The one silver lining of the current economic meltdown is the free fall in oil prices, approaching $40 a barrel and $1.50 at the pump. President 

Obama should propose an immediate 50-cent increase in the federal gasoline tax, with another 50 cents to be added every 

year of his first term. This policy will signal a return to near where pump prices were last spring, the proven tipping point 
when Americans changed their energy behavior. Last spring, train ridership spiked up, plane trips down, mass transit up, 

automobile miles way down, sales of high-mileage vehicles up, gas-guzzlers down. Consumers are rational, and when fuel prices 
changed dramatically, so did energy behavior. The political and economic key to enacting this tax necessary to curb climate 

change is for the federal government to retain none of the new tax money, estimated at $1 billion a penny. Instead the government 
would rebate it dollar for dollar in the form of reduced payroll taxes. Long-term, this tax shift will drive consumers 
back to higher-mileage vehicles and mass transit while simultaneously reducing the cost of creating and maintaining 
jobs. Such a program has been proposed for more than a decade, the sensible principle of taxing "bads," i.e. pollution, and rewarding 

"goods," i.e. jobs, and should appeal to just enough members of Congress to pass. The conservative economist Arthur Laffer likes the idea, as 

does South Carolina Republican Bob Inglis. The price of not acting swiftly is grave. Without a strong price signal to consumers, the 

tight new automobile mileage standards just mandated by the Obama administration could be a fatal blow  for 

Detroit, mandating vehicles consumers will not buy because they cost more than the new efficiency is worth. Meanwhile, the oil and gas 

industries get off scotfree, yet their subsidized low prices are the problem -- the atmosphere should not be a free sewer -- not vehicle 
manufacturers or buyers. Both industries are huge and powerful, and we know which one former President George W. Bush and former Vice 

President Dick Cheney favored. Obama must swing the pendulum back toward American manufacturing. Last spring the nation survived 
$4-per-gallon gasoline, with much of the proceeds going to petro-dictatorships. Capturing that extra money for American 

companies and workers will drive the next wave of automobile innovation. Without a powerful signal  from the 

marketplace, however, Detroit's intense new focus on fuel economy will not survive, nor will Detroit. 

Auto Industry key to the United States Economy – failure spreads across the entire 
economy 
Bob King, 7-19-2012, “Auto bailout is driving the U.S. recovery,” Delaware Online, 
“http://www.delawareonline.com/article/20120720/OPINION16/307200014/Auto-bailout-driving-U-S-
recovery?odyssey=mod%7Cnewswell%7Ctext%7COpinion%7Cs” 
The bankruptcy restructuring General Motors and Chrysler in 2009 through the creation of new companies formed with assets purchased from 

those troubled companies was highly successful. Today GM and Chrysler are profitable, investing in America and creating jobs. 

President Obama's decision to act to save GM and Chrysler prevented an economic catastrophe that 

would have thrown the nation into a  full-blown depression  and resulted in dozens of additional 

bankruptcies in the auto industry and across industrial America. Instead, the auto industry today accounts for 

an outsized share of economic growth and is helping lead our nation's economic recovery . 

http://www.startribune.com/templates/Print_This_Story?sid=38719902


Uniqueness – uncertainty now 

The up and down of oil/gas prices has created an uncertain market force - Higher, 
consistent fuel prices help the car industry—level out swings in consumer car 
preferences 
Coral Davenport, “$1 Gas Tax? One Auto Dealer Says, ‘Yes Please’,” NATIONAL JOURNAL 8—9—2012, 
http://www.nationaljournal.com/features/restoration-calls/-1-gas-tax-one-auto-dealer-says-yes-please-
-20120809 
So why would a Southern California car dealer want to raise taxes on gasoline? That’s exactly what Peter Hoffman, the owner of Sierra Auto, a 
Chevrolet, Honda, Subaru, and Acura dealership here, wants to do. “A lot of our industry has been saying, ‘Put a progressively increasing price 
on gasoline,’ ” says Hoffman, looking out over his Chevy showroom. At the center of it is a silver Chevy Volt—GM’s flagship electric car, a 
political football that’s been praised by President Obama as the future of the auto industry and slammed by Mitt Romney as “an idea whose 
time has not yet come.” A thoughtful, practical man with carefully combed white hair, wire-rimmed glasses, and a pinstriped suit, Hoffman is 
far less interested in the politics of the Volt than in what it what it will do for his business’s bottom line. And what Hoffman wants most for that 
is market certainty—the ability to plan. Lately, that’s gotten harder—for Hoffman and the entire auto sales industry. The price of gasoline has a 

big impact on the decisions people make about the kind of car to buy. Data show that as the price at the pump rises and 
falls, so follows consumer demand for fuel-efficient cars. Over the past few years, oil and gasoline 
prices have become increasingly unpredictable, a pattern economists say will likely continue as oil 
demand from Asia rises, reserve oil supplies dwindle, and political instability in oil-producing regions 
continues. That means the companies that make and sell cars are doing so in a marketplace where 
consumers’ preferences are constantly changing. This spring, as gasoline prices climbed to record seasonal 

highs, almost every customer on Hoffman’s lot came in looking for a fuel-sipper; he couldn’t keep up with the demand for 

the 42-mpg Chevy Cruze or, despite its $40,000 sticker price, the Volt. Meanwhile, “we couldn’t sell a single truck or SUV,” 

he recalls. The gas-guzzlers gathered dust on the lot. As prices fell this summer, the trend reversed; Volt and 

Cruze sales were down, demand went up for Chevy Suburbans (17 mpg) and Exquinoxes (20 mpg), so that’s what Hoffman ordered. Now, 
though, after bottoming out in early July, prices are back on the rise, and so are sales of the Volt. Three months from now? “Who knows?” he 
says. “It’s horrible for automakers, and it’s horrible for us,” says Hoffman. So Hoffman is one of a growing number of car dealers who advocate 

the same solution to the problem: raise the gasoline tax, enough to create a consistent, predictable demand for 
fuel-efficient cars and to force automakers to build gas-sippers that people want and can afford. One 

way to do this, say automakers, would be to create a new gasoline price floor—a point below which prices won’t fall. 



Link – market fluctuations   

Gas tax key to US competitiveness – rejuvenates the auto industry  
Tom Rogan March 13 2012 “The Republican case for higher gas taxes”, The Guardian, 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2012/mar/13/republican-case-higher-gas-
taxes/print 
Republicans, however, should challenge the status quo. Currently, Republican energy policy is far too limited, beginning and ending 

with drilling. Expanding America's domestic energy industry is necessary, but an ideologically honest Republican policy that might better serve 

America's economic and foreign interests would require higher gas prices, not lower ones.¶ First, the economic 

argument. In order to remain competitive with foreign states that have much lower labour costs, America must maintain 
its innovative edge in developing industries. The automobile industry provides one pivotal area where 

this must occur. Currently, hybrid vehicles are too expensive, too inefficient and lack the market  

desirability  to attract increased investment. The central reason for this desirability gap is found in the 

cost calculations of American drivers. Because gas prices are perceived by most Americans to fluctuate along 
a long-term but stable trajectory, many buyers continue to purchase the big SUV gas-guzzlers. For most 

Americans, the economic incentive to purchase, instead, a hybrid vehicle is far from compelling.¶ The 
solution? An increased but floating federal gas tax. If federal gas taxes were raised from 18.4 cents per gallon to 35 

cents per gallon, but in a way that fixed tax engagement below a $4 per gallon ceiling, the economic effects would be 
substantial, positive and durable. The increased tax would raise around $25bn annually, providing money that could be put 

towards debt reduction or transport infrastructure. More importantly, however, the increase would stimulate a  marked 

change to car purchase decisions and hybrid car development.¶ Seeing the long-term economic benefits of hybrids, 

demand for these cars would grow dramatically. And seeing the prospect of long-term demand for hybrids, 
automobile companies would invest to make these cars cheaper and more desirable. This market 
growth would help build an American hybrid car expertise and a manufacturing base offering major 
export opportunities and new jobs. The impact, especially in cities, in reducing the negative externalities of pollution would 

obviously also be profound. 



Solves – consumption – change behavior   

Gas tax will change consumer behavior – research proves  
Worstall  2012 (Fellow at the Adam Smith Institute in London, Of Course Politicians Prefer CAFE to 
Gas Taxes http://www.forbes.com/sites/timworstall/2012/02/22/of-course-politicians-prefer-cafe-to-
gas-taxes/) 
Which rather leads us to the observation that gas taxes are better at changing behavior than CAFE standards are. But why is that a 

politician would prefer something inefficient to something efficient? A considerable body of economic research suggests that if 

your policy goal is to reduce petroleum consumption, a gas oline tax  or a carbon tax accomplishes the goal 

at a far lower social cost than fuel economy standards–although for politicians the explicitness of that cost seems to make it a 

nonstarter. Well quite. A hefty gas tax may well be more efficient but the consumer, who is of course also the voter, can see that efficiency bearing down on them 
every time they visit the pump. Thus the preference by the politicians for the more expensive, less effective, game of playing with fleet standards where the costs 

are unseen. I do have to admit that I’ve been most puzzled, even from a political point of view, by the recent moves over the CAFE standards. The Federal 
budget is crying out for more revenue and a decent sized, say $1 a gallon, gas tax would raise a reasonably large 
amount even when compared to the budget deficit. It would also be more efficient than the CAFE standards in increasing the mpg of 

the US car fleet. Further, given the climate change thing, the Stern Review implies that there should be an extra 60 cents a gallon on gas anyway. 

A gas tax will change consumer behavior – increase fuel efficient vehicles 
Kilian 2009 (Michigan Economics Dept, Estimating the Effect of a Gasoline Tax on Carbon Emissions 
http://www-personal.umich.edu/~lkilian/gasoline27.pdf) 
It is worth reemphasizing that these estimates capture only the short-run response. In the short-run, drivers can adjust discretionary 
driving patterns, drive slower, for example, or improve fuel efficiency by increasing tire pressure. The 
long-run price elasticity is likely to be larger as agents may employ additional margins of adjustment. 

For example, one would expect to see widespread substitution toward more fuel-efficient vehicles, some of which 

may not even be available when the tax is first implemented.Likewise households may choose to relocate closer to their 
workplace in an effort to cut down on commuting or they may demand improved public 
transportation. Predicting such long-run effects is beyond the scope of any econometric model based on historical data. 

http://blogs.forbes.com/timworstall/
http://www.forbes.com/sites/timworstall/2012/02/22/of-course-politicians-prefer-cafe-to-gas-taxes/
http://www.forbes.com/sites/timworstall/2012/02/22/of-course-politicians-prefer-cafe-to-gas-taxes/
http://www-personal.umich.edu/~lkilian/gasoline27.pdf


Detroit – link  

Keeping gas prices LOW is the link - only higher prices at the pump sparks auto 
innovation that’s key to long term competitiveness turning the case.  
Rogan, 12 
[Tom, The Republican case for higher gas taxes, The Guardian, 3-13-2012, 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2012/mar/13/republican-case-higher-gas-
taxes/print] 
Republicans, however, should challenge the status quo. Currently, Republican energy policy is far too limited, beginning and ending with 

drilling. Expanding America's domestic energy industry is necessary, but an ideologically honest Republican policy that might better 

serve America's economic and foreign interests would require higher gas prices, not lower ones . First, 

the economic argument. In order to remain competitive with foreign states that have much lower labour costs, America must 
maintain its innovative edge in developing industries. The automobile industry provides one pivotal area 
where this must occur. Currently, hybrid vehicles are too expensive, too inefficient and lack the market desirability to attract increased 

investment. The central reason for this desirability gap is found in the cost calculations of American drivers. Because gas prices are 
perceived by most Americans to fluctuate along a long-term but stable trajectory, many buyers continue to purchase the 

big SUV gas-guzzlers. For most Americans, the economic incentive to purchase, instead, a hybrid vehicle is far from compelling. The 

solution? An increased but floating federal gas tax. If federal gas taxes were raised from 18.4 cents per gallon to 35 cents per 

gallon, but in a way that fixed tax engagement below a $4 per gallon ceiling, the economic effects would be substantial, 
positive and durable. The increased tax would raise around $25bn annually, providing money that could be put 
towards debt reduction or transport infrastructure. More importantly, however, the increase would stimulate a 
marked change to car purchase decisions and hybrid car development. Seeing the long-term economic benefits of 

hybrids, demand for these cars would grow dramatically. And seeing the prospect of long-term demand for hybrids, automobile 
companies would invest to make these cars cheaper and more desirable. This market growth would help build an 
American hybrid car expertise and a manufacturing base offering major export opportunities and new jobs. 
The impact, especially in cities, in reducing the negative externalities of pollution would obviously also be profound. 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2012/mar/13/republican-case-higher-gas-taxes/print
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2012/mar/13/republican-case-higher-gas-taxes/print


Warming 



Warming 2nc 

The CP solves alt energy innovation and clean car development which are critical to 
solve warming – only the CP retools US consumption patterns.  
Thomas Friedman 2008 “Wanted: higher gas prices,” The Telegraph-Journal (New Brunswick)  

Of course, it’s a blessing that people who have been hammered by the economy are getting a break at the pump. But for our long-term 
health, getting re-addicted to oil and gas guzzlers is one of the dumbest things we could do. That is why I 

believe the second biggest decision Barack Obama has to make - the first is deciding the size of the stimulus - is whether to increase the federal 
gasoline taxor impose an economy-wide carbon tax. Best I can tell, the Obama team has no intention of doing either at this time. I understand 

why. Raising taxes in a recession is a no-no. But I've wracked my brain trying to think of ways to retool America 

around clean-power technologies without a price signal - i.e., a tax - and there are no effective ones . 

(Toughening energy- efficiency regulations alone won't do it.) Without a higher gas tax or carbon tax, Obama will lack the 
leverage to drive critical pieces of his foreign and domestic agendas. How so? According to AAA, U.S. gasoline prices 

now average about $1.67 a gallon. Funny, that's almost exactly what gas cost on the morning of Sept. 11, 2001. In the wake of 9/11, President 
Bush had the political space to impose a gasoline tax, a "Patriot Tax," to weaken the very people who had funded 9/11 and to stimulate a U.S. 
renewable-energy industry. But Bush wimped out and would not impose a tax when prices were low or a floor price when they got high. 

Today's financial crisis is Obama's 9/11. The public is ready to be mobilized. Obama is coming in with enormous 
popularity. This is his best window of opportunity to impose a gas tax. And he could make it painless: 

offset the gas tax by lowering payroll taxes,  or phase it in over two years at 10 cents a month . But if Obama , like 

Bush, wills the ends and not the means - wills a green economy without the price signals  needed to 

change consumer behavior and drive innovation - he will fail . There has to be a system that 

permanently changes consumer demand, which would permanently change what Detroit 

makes, which would attract more investment in battery technology to make electric cars, which  

would hugely help the expansion of the wind and solar industries - where the biggest drawback is the lack of 

batteries to store electrons when the wind isn't blowing or the sun isn't shining. A higher gas tax would drive  all these  

systemic benefits.  The same is true in geopolitics . A gas tax reduces gasoline demand and keeps 

dollars in America, dries up funding for terrorists and reduces the clout of Iran and Russia at a time  

when Obama will be looking for greater leverage against petro-dictatorships . It reduces our current 

account deficit, which strengthens the dollar . It reduces U.S. carbon emissions driving climate  

change , which means more global respect for America. And it increases the incentives for U.S.  

innovation on clean cars and clean-tech . I know it's hard, but we have got to stop "taking off the table" the 

tool that would add leverage to everything we want to do at home and abroad. We've done that for 
three decades, and we know with absolute certainty how the play ends - with an America that is less 
innovative, less wealthy, less respected and less powerful. 



Solves – alt energy  

Gas tax will accelerate the development of alt energy 
The Stanford Review 1/23/2009“A Tax Conservatives Can Get Behind,” pg online @ 
http://stanfordreview.org/article/tax-conservatives-can-get-behind/ 
Further, American reliance on foreign oil puts our fate at the whim of malicious autocrats set on expanding their own power and resisting ours. 
And although China and India may yet become the two dominant customers for the world’s petro-states, the United States still retains the 

adverse title of world’s largest oil consumer—and second place is still nearly 14 million barrels per day behind. Our massive influence 
on global prices means that we can greatly disrupt the economies of our enemies in the short term, while 
hastening the development of alternative technologies that will further undermine those nations in the long term. 
Developing nations (and the rest of the world for that matter) will only begin to reduce total oil consumption when it 
becomes economically realistic, which means that the United States must find and develop cost 

effective energy sources. Implementing a steeper gas tax will accelerate the development of such  

technologies  and hasten the day when global consumption will decrease rather than continue to skyrocket. 

http://stanfordreview.org/article/tax-conservatives-can-get-behind/


Solves – fuel efficiency  

Peer-reviewed studies conclude that gasoline taxes drive up fuel efficiency by almost 
50% 
Li, 11 [Shanjun Li, Joshua Linn, Erich Muehlegger, March, 2011, JFK School of Government, a panel of 

annual data on gasoline consumption, VMT and vehicle purchase decisions, data at the state-level from 
1966-2008. “Gasoline Taxes and Consumer Behavior” 
(http://economics.stanford.edu/files/muehlegger3_15.pdf)] 
Table 4 examines the relationship between new vehicle sales, tax-exclusive gasoline prices and gasoline taxes. Column (1) presents estimation 
results where we include the tax-inclusive gasoline price rather than separately estimate coefficient for the tax-exclusive price and gasoline 
taxes. The first two parameters capture the effect of gasoline prices on vehicle demand.The first coefficient is positive while the second one is 

negative, implying that higher gasoline prices decrease the sales of low-mpg vehicles and increase those of 
high-mpg vehicles. The results from this specification suggest the elasticity of average mpg with 
respect to gasoline prices to be 4.28%, implying that a one-dollar increase in gasoline prices would 
increase the average mpg of new vehicles sold by 5.37% (about 1.20 mpg). The estimate of fuel economy elasticity 

of new vehicles to gasoline prices often varies significantly depending on model assumptions and data used. Our elasticity estimate is close to 
those in several recent studies: Austin and Dinan (2005) estimate a long run elasticity of 0.22; Gillingham (2010) finds a medium-run (2-year) 
fuel economy elasticity of 0.09; Klier and Linn (2010) estimate an elasticity of about 0.12 using monthly data. However, tax-exclusive gasoline 
prices have much smaller effects than gasoline taxes on vehicle demand. The coefficient estimates from column (2) suggest the elasticity of fuel 
economy to tax-exclusive gasoline price changes to be 0.057 and that to gasoline tax changes to be 0.198. Because tax-exclusive gasoline prices 

are much larger than gasoline taxes from 1999 to 2006, it is useful to compare the two effects based on semi-elasticities. A one-dollar 
increase in tax-exclusive gasoline prices would increase the average mpg of new vehicles sold by only 3.6%, the same increase in 

gasoline taxes would increase the average mpg of new vehicles by 47.7%.This finding is robust across 
different specifications of fixed effects. In the three other specifications, we find that sales of high fuel 
economy vehicles rise more with a tax increase than with a tax-exclusive price increase of comparable magnitude 

A gas tax creates a demand for fuel efficient transit and decreases driving – spurs 
innovation -  98% of economists agree 
Global Network Consulting ’12 <a strategy consulting firm and member of Monitor Group, that 

helps businesses, NGOs, and governments use scenario planning to plan for multiple possible futures> 
“Carbon Emissions: Is gas tax the answer?” 
http://gnconsulting.com.br/site/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=3857:carbon-emissions-is-a-
gas-tax-the-answer&Itemid=245) 
According to a recent report by Reuters, “…new cars with traditional engines are showing striking fuel efficiency gains thanks to technologies 
such as turbochargers, direct injection, and engines that shut down when the vehicle stops, then spring back to life when the driver presses the 
accelerator.” To put a number on all this progress, cars on the road today are 60 percent more fuel efficiency than what we were driving just 20 
years ago. Yet for some reason, the average driver has yet to see it translate into a significant boost in gas mileage. For instance, in 1980, the 
country’s fleet of autos offered car owners an average of about 23 miles per gallon, whereas by 2006 that average increased just slightly to 

around 27 mpg. So what gives? Christopher Knittel, an economist at MIT, has sifted through many of these 
confounding figures and came up with an explanation. All these gains in fuel economy, he says, have 
been offset by the fact that cars on the road today have also become bigger and more powerful. His 

analysis found that during that 26 year period, the average curb weight of vehicles increased 26 percent, while their horsepower rose 107 
percent. And had that not been the case, a typical vehicle today would boast an average mileage rating of 37 mpg. I know it sounds a bit 
counter-intuitive but here’s additional evidence of consumers trending toward ever-more muscular cars: In 1980, light trucks represented 
about 20 percent of passenger vehicles sold in the United States. By 2004, light trucks — including SUVs — accounted for 51 percent of 
passenger-vehicle sales. To conduct the study, detailed in the journal American Economic Review as part of a report titled “Automobiles on 
Steroids,” Knittel drew upon data from the National Highway Transportation Safety Administration, auto manufacturers and trade journals. “I 

find little fault with the auto manufacturers, because there has been no incentive to put technologies into overall  

fuel economy,” Knittel said.  “Firms are going to give consumers what they want, and if gas prices are low, consumers are going to 

want big, fast cars.” Even from a mile away, we can all see what he’s getting at. While the benefits of better gas mileage and reduced emissions 
are attractive selling points, it appears that most consumers would still rather eschew them for something along the lines of an SUV or Dodge 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Monitor_Group
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scenario_planning
http://gnconsulting.com.br/site/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=3857:carbon-emissions-is-a-gas-tax-the-answer&Itemid=245
http://gnconsulting.com.br/site/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=3857:carbon-emissions-is-a-gas-tax-the-answer&Itemid=245


Ram. So there you have it. Once again, just more proof that free market forces are at odds with the environmental 
imperative. Still, the solution Knittel proposes, which works similarly in principle to taxing cigarette smokers, does come off as somewhat 

radical. “When it comes to climate change, leaving the market alone isn’t going to lead to the efficient 

outcome,” Knittel said. “ The right starting point is a gas tax.”  So far, government has opted for a less meddlesome 

approach to curb emissions by putting the impetus on car manufacturers instead of the consumers. The Obama administration has required 
that the industry design vehicles that meet certain fuel economy benchmarks known as the Corporate Average Fuel Economy or CAFE 
standards. For instance, future models are expected to travel an average of 35.5 mpg by 2016, and 54.5 mpg by 2025. These rules, according to 
Knittel’s calculations, may lead to car companies rolling back the weight and horsepower capacity in future models as well as potentially 
spurring further innovation in fuel efficiency technologies. But even so, Knittel foresees any such gains being further offset by what he calls a 

“rebound effect,” where an apparently ideal scenario ends up encouraging people to drive even more. A gas tax, he believes, would 
create demand for more fuel-efficient cars without as much rebound, the phenomenon through which 

greater efficiency leads to potentially greater consumption. “I think 98 percent of economists would  

say that we need higher gas taxes ,” he added. 



Solves – Green jobs 

Gas tax critical to green jobs market 
Freidman ’11 <New York Times Staff Writer, Pulitzer Prize winner> “Is it weird enough yet?” The New 
York Times http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/14/opinion/friedman-is-it-weird-enough-
yet.html?_r=2&ref=opinion 
There is only one effective, sustainable way to produce “green jobs,” and that is with a fixed, durable, 
long-term price signal that raises the price of dirty fuels and thereby creates sustained consumer 
demand for, and sustained private sector investment in, renewables. Without a carbon tax or gasoline tax or cap-and-trade 

system that makes renewable energies competitive with dirty fuels, while they achieve scale and move down the cost curve, green jobs 
will remain a hobby. President Obama has chosen not to push for a price signal for political reasons. He has opted for using regulations 

and government funding. In the area of regulation, he deserves great credit for just pushing through new fuel economy standards that will 

ensure that by 2025 the average U.S. car will get the mileage (and have the emissions) of today’s Prius hybrid. But elsewhere, Obama has 
relied on green subsidies rather than a price signal. Some of this has really helped start-ups leverage private capital, but 

you also get Solyndras. The G.O.P. has blocked any price signal and fought every regulation. The result too often is taxpayer 
money subsidizing wonderful green innovation, but with no sustainable market within which these 
companies can scale. Let’s fix that. We need revenue to balance the budget. We need sustainable clean-
tech jobs. We need less dependence on Mideast oil. And we need to take steps to mitigate climate 

change — just in case Governor Perry is wrong. The easiest way to do all of this at once is with a gasoline tax  or 

price on carbon. Would you rather cut Social Security and Medicare or pay a little more per gallon of gas and make the country stronger, safer 
and healthier? It still amazes me that our politicians have the courage to send our citizens to war but not to ask the public that question. 

Green tech is key to US economic competitiveness and leadership  
Holliday 12 (Stuart W., President and CEO of Meridian International, “Green Technology: The Key to 

More Jobs, Higher Exports, Cleaner Environment, Better Reputation?” 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/stuart-w-holliday/green-technology_b_1224096.html) 
We all agree that America needs to create more jobs, although there is certainly less agreement on how to do so. A few 
years ago, green technology was the solution to our problems, but energy prices sagged, investment dried up, and 

our patience for innovation waned. Though it seems the polish of green technology has dulled, let us not forget that the 
factors driving the rush have not disappeared, and will reemerge sooner than we think. Instead of waiting for the 

next energy crisis to strike, let us use the current economic situation as the catalyst for renewed  

investment.  While the days of a quick fix through quotas and 100 MPG retrofitted Priuses are largely behind us, a number of reasoned 

engineers, businesspeople, and government leaders have quietly moved forward using the spirit of the boom and the lessons of the bust to 
their advantage. At a recent seminar convened by Meridian International Center, an interesting discussion took place among members of the 
diplomatic, public, and private sectors on this subject. All agreed that investing in green technologies is "common sense" -- but the reasons 

went well beyond environmental concerns. Research has shown that returns on investment in green tech are 
nearly certain to include large-scale job creation, increased American exports, add a desperately 
needed growth sector of the economy, and provide substantial long-term (and often short term) cost savings 
for companies of all size. Reinvestment anyone? Yet the group also acknowledged the important diplomatic 
function that green technology plays. Our discussion included representatives from the United States, Finland, Georgia, 

and Nigeria -- all of whom noted that environmental collaboration must represent part of its overall 
diplomatic strategy. The realization that we have a common responsibility to protect the world we all 

share is the first step in tackling larger issues. Borders are man-made -- and the effects of environmental damage and over 

use rarely have the decency to stop at check-points. Working together to tackle the manageable issues 

of energy consumption is crucial, and the US has both the opportunity and obligation to take a  

leadership position in the world . 

http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/14/opinion/friedman-is-it-weird-enough-yet.html?_r=2&ref=opinion
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/14/opinion/friedman-is-it-weird-enough-yet.html?_r=2&ref=opinion


Politics  



CP popular – public  

The public will support new taxes – comparative ev 
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
We are fully aware of the public resistance to fuel taxes. Nevertheless, ¶ the public also believes the 

federal government underfunds transportation and does a poor job of project selection. Two of three  

voters  say that ¶ improving the nation’s infrastructure is highly important , and that the ¶ United 

States’ current infrastructure is inadequate.¶ Few believe that ¶ current federal transportation 

spending practices are efficient and wise, ¶ and voters welcome  a range of reforms in  how 

transportation  projects ¶ are finance d. The public views reform in this area as a way to improve the ¶ 

economy, make communities safer, and improve Americans’ quality of life.¶ Given the gravity of the 
transportation funding problem, the high level of ¶ public support for federal deϐicit reduction, and 
the great need for both ¶ structural reform and improvements in project selection, it is our firm ¶ belief 

that the public will support new petroleum-based taxes and fees .  

Reform and investment is popular 
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 

Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
Although Americans may disagree about many issues, there is wide agreement that leaders in 
Washington should seek common ground on transportation. A 2011 poll found that 79 percent of the public 
agrees that “in ¶ order for the United States to remain the world’s top economic superpower, we need to modernize our 
transportation infrastructure and keep it up ¶ to date.”¶ And in the same survey, two in three voters said that 
improving ¶ the nation’s infrastructure is highly important, and that the United States’ ¶ current 
infrastructure system is inadequate.¶ Few believe that current ¶ federal transportation spending practices are efϐicient and wise, 

and ¶ voters thus would welcome a range of reforms for ϐinancing transportation projects. The public views reform in this area as a way to 
improve the ¶ economy, make communities safer, and improve Americans’ quality of life. 

More ev. – transportation spending popular 
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
There are tangible economic beneϐits from the transportation system ¶ apparent in the ability of households and ϐirms to access markets. But 
¶ the beneϐits are waning. The rate of economic return from investment ¶ in highway infrastructure in the United States has been approaching 
the ¶ long-term interest rate (cost of capital) since the 1990s. Once the rate of ¶ economic return meets the long-term interest rate, it becomes 
equally ¶ beneϐicial to keep invested capital in the private sector,¶ a clear signal that ¶ those investments could be without merit. At that point, 

the system no ¶ longer delivers the beneϐits necessary to justify public funds. While a 2011 ¶ national public opinion poll found 



that 79 percent of the public agrees that ¶ “in order for the United States to remain the world’s top 
economic superpower we need to modernize our transportation infrastructure and keep ¶ it up to 
date,” in the same poll 64 percent of the public felt that federal ¶ spending on transportation infrastructure is “inefϐicient and unwise.” 



CP not popular – political  

Highly politicized  
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
While the country suffers the effects of an increasingly degraded and ¶ underperforming transportation system, investment decisions 

on the ¶ nation’s transportation system have become increasingly unfocused, ¶ short-term, and highly politicized .¶ 

In 1987, President Ronald Reagan ¶ vetoed a transportation funding bill because it contained 100 earmarks; in ¶ 2005, President George W. 
Bush signed a subsequent transportation funding bill containing 6,229 earmarks without objection. Since the completion ¶ of the Interstate 
Highway System more than twenty years ago, states and ¶ metropolitan areas have cobbled together their own project and investment plans 
for highway, transit, and rail, but this piecemeal approach ¶ prevents the smooth integration of local, state, and federal policies and ¶ hinders 
potential synergies across projects. This approach also compromises federal oversight and accountability, making it difϐicult to measure ¶ 
performance and set appropriate authorization levels for the future. 

Politically untenable  
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 
Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
The largest obstacle to transportation reform continues to be ϐinding the ¶ political will to implement 
a strong funding mechanism. In the absence ¶ of a politically feasible new proposal for funding surface transportation, ¶ there is 
little appetite in Congress for pursuing a new authorization bill, ¶ and thus there are limited reform opportunities. ¶ Chapter 5 

provides a proposal for ensuring transportation solvency through ¶ new pricing mechanisms. Historically, the United States has funded 
transportation through fuel taxes. Although the current fuel tax rate generates ¶ insufϐicient revenues to support transportation program 
solvency, there are ¶ ways to correct this, especially because the present situation is untenable. ¶ Borrowing from general funds to pay for U.S. 
mobility is politically challenging under any circumstances, but with the dangerously mounting national ¶ debt, it should be unthinkable. Still, 
proposals for additional sources of revenue have not been forthcoming. There has been no fuel tax increase with ¶ the proceeds devoted to 

transportation since 1982; the last two increases ¶ were linked to deϐicit reduction. In spite of the ϐiscal situation, there have ¶ been 

few political champions for fuel tax increases.¶ Transportation taxes are not popular . Polls show that more 

than twothirds of Americans ϐind it unacceptable to increase the federal gasoline ¶ tax and that a majority 

of 58 percent also opposes replacing the gas tax ¶ with a mileage fee.¶ Nevertheless, an equivalent majority of voters believes that the U.S. 
transportation infrastructure must be improved.¶ The ¶ fact that Americans demand services and do not want to pay for them may ¶ not be 
surprising, but it must be reconciled. 

New funding is politically unpopular 
William W. Bradley (Former U.S. Senator) Thomas J. Ridge (Former Pennsylvania Governor and 

Homeland Security Secretary) and David M. Walker (Former U.S. Comptroller General and Founder and  

CEO of the Comeback America Initiative) 2011 “ROAD to RECOVERY Transforming America’s 

Transportation”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
http://carnegieendowment.org/files/road_to_recovery.pdf 
 
The largest obstacle to transportation reform continues to be ϐinding the ¶ political will to implement a 
strong funding mechanism. In the absence ¶ of a politically feasible new proposal for funding surface 



transportation, ¶ there is little appetite in Congress for pursuing a new authorization bill, ¶ and thus there 
are limited reform opportunities 
 
 
 
 
 


