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Thirty years ago this week, an 18-month struggle over the future of federal highway and mass
transit funding came to a head: President Ronald Reagan became the first chief executive to veto
a federal-aid highway authorization bill, and Congress overrode the veto. (Though it took two
tries in the Senate.)

(This single PDF file contains this narrative summary along with 321 pages of original
documents (mostly from the Reagan Library) that are hyperlinked from the appropriate place in
the overview narrative. Readers are to click on any word or phrase in blue type and be taken
immediately to the appropriate document, or use the bookmarks bar at left.)

The 1987 veto struggle began about a year-and-a-half earlier, on July 31, 1985, when House
Highways Subcommittee chairman Glenn Anderson (D-CA) introduced a five-year highway and
transit reauthorization bill (H.R. 3129, 99th Congress).

On September 10, Transportation Secretary Elizabeth Dole wrote House Public Works and
Transportation full committee chairman Jim Howard (D-NJ) a letter criticizing the specifics of
the House bill, saying “I would recommend to the President that he veto any bill that contains
these provisions.”

Under the process in place at the time, Congress needed to approve an Interstate Cost Estimate
(ICE) by October 1985 to allow the apportionment of the next round of Interstate construction
funding — but, the existing Highway Trust Fund authorizations were not due to expire until
October 1986.

Howard had hoped to do both in one bill in 1985, but they wound up enacting a separate ICE
(Public Law 99-104) and saved the reauthorization for 1986. The subcommittee marked up the
bill in June 1986, and just before that markup, the White House Office of Management and
Budget sent a letter to chairman Howard threatening a veto. Public Works approved the bill on
June 25 and filed its report on July 2 (H. Rept. 99-665).

Talking points for a White House meeting on July 18 listed the various failings of the House bill,
and an internal White House Office of Legislative Affairs memo from later that day said that
chairman Howard “has elicited promises from every member who requested a project to vote
against a 55-mph amendment, for his off-budget amendment, and for final passage...the only
way we will get an acceptable bill out of conference is for the Administration to communicate a
clear and unequivocal veto signal in the House. Even then, the outlook for showing veto strength
on a final passage vote appears grim at this time...”

House Public Works had to wait for Ways and Means to mark up its tax title of the bill on July
22 before moving to the House floor, where after debating and amending the bill, the House
demonstrated that White House legislative affairs aides had been correct — the bill passed on
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August 15 by a way-veto-proof supermajority of 345-34 (91 percent of those voting supported the
bill, well over two-thirds).

The Senate companion bill (S. 2405, 99t Congress) had been introduced in May 1986 and was
much more to the White House’s liking. As the Senate Environment and Public Works
Committee prepared to mark up the bill in July 1985, OMB sent chairman Robert Stafford (R-
NH) a letter in general support of the bill but urging the committee to address a few areas of
concern. The Senate committee reported the bill on August 5 (S. Rept. 99-369) and debated and
amended the bill over September 23-24 before substituting its amended text for H.R. 3129 and
passing the amended bill by a vote of 99-0.

The main differences between the House and Senate bills were: (1) the House bill spent more on
highways and a lot more on mass transit; (2) the Senate bill increased the maximum speed limit
in rural areas from 55 miles per hour to 65 mph and the House bill did not; and (3) the House bill
had extra funding for over a hundred earmarked “demonstration projects” for important
members (including what would be come the “Big Dig” for Speaker O’Neill), while the Senate bill
had fewer projects (but they were all funded out of state formula money).

The Senate named conferees on the bill on September 25, but the House initially refused to go to
conference unless the Senate first agreed to drop the 65 mph speed limit provision (1986 CQ
Almanac 286). But the House backed down and announced on October 1 that conferees had been
named. On October 2, both the White House and DOT sent letters to the conferees outlining the
Administration’s views (with the White House letter reiterating the veto threat). The conferees
met on October 3 and again on the 7th, when Senate conferees made an offer to the House that
held fast on the speed limit and the demo projects.

The House took its time responding, leading Senate conferees to write a letter to Howard on the
15t urging him to hold another conference meeting. The conferees met again on the 16th, where
the House made a counter-offer that showed little flexibility on demo projects and none
whatsoever on the speed limit. Howard then issued a press release criticizing the Senate for
being inflexible. No further progress was made, and the Congress adjourned on October 18
without taking any further action on the bill.

In the November elections, the GOP lost control of the Senate, and Howard planned to introduce
a new bill when the new Congress convened in January that included all tentative agreements
made in conference and reiterated the House position on everything else.

The end of the 99t Congress marked the retirement of Tip O’Neill (D-MA) as Speaker of the
House and put Jim Wright (D-TX) in the Speaker’s chair. Wright’s biographer, John M. Barry,
was embedded in Wright’s office during this time and wrote extensively about the 1987
experience in The Ambition and the Power (Viking, 1989). Wright and Senate Majority Leader
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Robert Byrd (D-WV) wanted a fast start to the 100t Congress, and Wright turned to Jim Howard
to provide 1it.

Wright knew the Public Works and Transportation Committee well. He was a longtime member,
and he’d had the seniority to be chairman of the House Public Works and Transportation for ten
years by the time he became Speaker. But Wright instead ran for Majority Leader in 1976 and
won (by one vote), which precluded him from chairing any committees (Wright had even married
a Public Works staffer).

Wright asked Howard to start the new Congress by moving two veto-bait bills from the prior
Congress through the House as quickly as possible in the new 100t Congress — H.R. 1, the Clean
Water Act reauthorization, and H.R. 2, the highway bill. “Even though Howard ran perhaps the
most bipartisan committee in Congress and his Republicans might not like being used as pawns
in a battle against their President, Howard agreed to Wright’s request” (Barry 62).

Howard then introduced H.R. 1 and H.R. 2 on Opening Day, with the White House immediately
issuing a Statement of Administration Policy threatening a veto. An internal White House memo
from January 7 noted “There has to be action on this bill before March 1, 1987, when funds begin
to run out in the states.”

H.R. 2 passed the House on January 21 by a huge margin of 401-20. The Senate had been
producing its own bill, with the Public Works Committee reporting S. 387 on January 27 (S.
Rept. 100-4), and the Banking Committee reporting S. 382 (the transit provisions) the same day
(S. Rept. 100-3). A White House memo the following day predicted which amendments would be
offered on the Senate floor and expressed concern that the mass transit provisions in both House
and Senate bills might be so high as to justify a veto. The White House also threatened a veto if
the Senate adopted a Byrd (D-WV) Buy America amendment.

The Senate passed the amended H.R. 2 on February 4 by a vote of 96-2 (the only “no” votes were
Armstrong (R-CO) and Roth (R-DE)). A White House OMB memo to chief of staff Don Regan on
February 9 saying, “Our concerns have not been addressed. In fact, the Senate made the
highway bill worse by adding 63 pork projects and the Senate Banking Committee transit
provisions we oppose. OMB and DOT support a veto of a conference bill that does not address our
transit concerns or includes the House highway provisions...DOT and OMB believe that we
should maintain our veto position because there is no way conference could address our
concerns.” That memo also had an attachment comparing the funding levels in the House and
Senate bills with the President’s request.

A February 11 memo from the White House Office of Legislative Affairs argued that if the White
House senior staff agreed with the OMB-DOT recommendation, “that decision must be
communicated in the strongest possible terms to the conferees prior to the Conference” but noted

the obstacles:
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“Given the current climate — states running short on highway funds and the attendant
contract/labor problems — it will be extremely difficult to sustain a veto of a highway bill
containing any of the major provisions objectionable to the Administration. The best chance of
sustaining a veto will be if the conference product contains the House scheme, or something close
to it, for funding of demonstration projects. In that case, the sentiment in the Senate may well be
to sustain the veto, since the key actors in the Senate feel that they exercised restraint in
funding for demo projects, while the House has not. A veto solely on the basis of the funding
levels in either the House or Senate versions for highways or mass transit will be much tougher
to sustain.”

The memo recommended meeting with Senate Public Works chairman Quentin Burdick (D-ND),
who opposed the House demonstration projects and who presumably would chair the conference
committee, to attempt to get Burdick to use his clout to shape the final conference product to the
White House’s liking.

A follow-up memo on February 13 went farther, saying that the White House must “work
through [Minority Leader]| Dole to begin to prepare for the 1/3 plus one we will need to sustain a

veto. Burdick and [Public Works ranking member Bob] Stafford [R-VT] should be stroked by
inviting them to visit with the President or the Chief of Staff about the conference.”

The House named its conferees on H.R. 2 on February 19, and on that day, OMB sent a letter to
House Republican Leader Bob Michel (R-IL) threatening a veto for a variety of reasons, and
Transportation Secretary Elizabeth Dole sent a letter to the conferees the following day also
threatening a veto. Following up on his staff’s recommendation, White House Legislative Affairs
head Bill Ball set up a meeting between Senate Public Works chairman Burdick and ranking
member Stafford and White House chief of staff Regan, OMB Director Jim Miller, and Secretary
Dole for Friday, February 27 at 2:00 p.m.

However, a funny thing happened on the way to that meeting — the Tower Commission
investigating the Iran-Contra affair released its report on February 26, and the President
decided that his chief of staff had to go. Regan agreed to resign quietly the following week, but on
the afternoon of Friday the 27th he saw a TV report on CNN announcing that he had already
been replaced. Regan angrily strode out of the White House, never to return, so the meeting on
the highway bill was canceled.

Regan’s replacement as chief of staff was former Senate Majority Leader Howard Baker (R-TN),
who was liked and respected on Capitol Hill. Baker had also been ranking minority member on
the Senate Public Works Committee before becoming Republican Leader. And as it turns out, the
initial White House strategy to rely on Public Works chairman Burdick was a bit misplaced.
Burdick’s age and health meant that he was superseded as chairman of the conference

committee by Pat Moynihan (D-NY), who wrote to Howard Baker on March 1 to explain the
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situation: “I was not on the last conference but am chairman of this one. I feel we are near to
working something out which you might want to consider. We are at your service.” (OMB was
quick to brief Baker on their objections to the bill.)

A March 2 White House memo indicated that Senators “Moynihan and Mitchell...are saying that
our veto bottom line is really mass transit funding, not demonstration projects” (and there was
some truth to that, according to the earlier OMB memos) and that “conferees are confused about
whether we are philosophically opposed to the projects per se, or just to demonstration projects
outside the obligation ceiling.” On March 4, the Senate made a new offer to House conferees that
gave ground to the House on the demo projects and the House responded with a counter-offer
later that day.

An undated OMB memo (probably around March 6 or 7) summarized the negotiations to date,
saying “In general, the Senate has receded to the House.” A compromise on the thorny issue of
demo project funding was reached on March 9. The White House legislative affairs staff tried to
get President Reagan to call Burdick and Stafford to ask their help in fighting the demonstration
projects and prepared talking points as to why demonstration projects were bad — no matter the
funding source — but Howard Baker took over making those calls.

Meanwhile, feedback from the Hill was starting to come in. The Missouri Congressional
delegation wrote to Baker on March 12 giving advance notice that they would vote to override
any Presidential veto of the bill.

On March 17, the conference report was filed (H. Rept. 100-27) and OMB gave White House staff
a quick summary. A DOT memo to the White House that day again listed overall spending
levels, demo projects, and transit funding as the three veto-worthy objections. A White House
memo that day asked two simple questions: “Will we facilitate a ‘quick turn-around’ on the bill?”
and “What kind of highway bill can the President sign”?

The conference report certainly did have a lot of demonstration projects — a master list showed
170 of them (with White House staff handwritten scribbling on the right trying to assign Senate
projects to individual Senators), and an earlier list of the House projects attributed those to
individual House members. The conference report also included a new minimum allocation
program giving states with few or no demo projects money to compensate for their lack of
earmarks. And OMB quickly produced a list of the top 10 earmarks.

On March 18, the House adopted the conference report by a vote of 407-17. And since the House-
passed bill had not addressed the 65 mph speed limit issue, Howard dealt with it by having the
House take a separate vote on an “enrollment correction resolution” (H. Con. Res. 77, 100th
Cong.) to add the Senate 65 mph language to the conference report by a vote of 217-206.
Republican Senators began calling the White House urging the President not to veto the bill.
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Jim Wright’s biographer wrote that a successful veto “would demonstrate that Reagan was still
in control in Washington, that regardless of the Iran-contra affair, regardless of Democrats
taking the Senate, regardless of Jim Wright’s ambitions, he was still the boss. He could veto
everything, drive the business of government to a halt, compel Congress to accede to his wishes.”
(Barry 180.)

Reagan personally wrote to Congressional leaders on March 19 to express his opposition to the
demonstration projects and the transit funding and to say “If this bill is presented to me in its
current form, I will return it to Congress without my signature.”

But that day, at 5:28 p.m., the Senate voted to agree to the conference report, 79 to 17. Only 16
Republicans and one Democrat (Terry Sanford, D-NC) had voted with the President and against
the bill, while 51 Democrats and 28 Republicans had voted to pass the bill in the face of a
promised veto. Reagan talked on the phone with Bob Dole at 9:28 p.m. that night.

The Senate still had to vote on the concurrent resolution adding the 65 mph speed limit, and so
theoretically, it was not too late to change the final bill. White House staff got Reagan’s approval
to start talking about an alternative bill that would spend $4.5 billion less over five years, funded
all demo projects from within state formula money, and killed the Big Dig and LA Metrorail
provisions.

The discussion assumed that someone in the Senate could try to offer the President’s alternative
to the 65 mph resolution, but Burdick, Stafford, Moynihan and Highways Subcommittee ranking
member Steve Symms (R-ID) sent a letter to their colleagues asking them to oppose any
amendments to the resolution (see 133 Cong. Rec. 6463-6464), and Minority Leader Dole
indicated that the Administration alternative amendment was not yet available at that moment,
and he did not want to delay things, because “If the President is going to veto it, it should be
done and done quickly.” (133 Cong. Rec. 6468.) The 65 mph resolution was enacted by a vote of
60 to 21, clearing the highway bill for the White House.

Dozens of Republican Members of Congress began writing to Reagan urging him not to veto the
bill, including future Speaker Dennis Hastert (R-IL) and future transportation chairman Bud
Shuster (R-PA). But perhaps the most poignant came from longtime House Republican Leader
Bob Michel, writing, “I would hope that you can reconsider your position...A veto of this bill will
surely put me personally between ‘a rock and a hard place’, and I just have to tell you that, Mr.
President, in the hope that you will reconsider...” However, the White House issued a statement
by the President on the 20t declaring that he would veto the bill, insisting that “Congress can’t
have it both ways. They cannot talk about cutting unnecessary deficit spending and then vote in
favor of bills that bust the budget.”

Somewhere around this time, DOT sent the White House a draft of a letter that they wanted to

have Senators sign and send to the President declaring their support for a veto.
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On the 19th, the Administration had circulated a one-page table alleging that 41 states would
receive lower formula apportionments under the conference bill than under the original Senate-
passed bill. was also at this time that Senators Moynihan and Mitchell took to the Senate floor
to complain that the Administration used inaccurate state formula funding numbers in the table
— Moynihan actually used the word “lying” and demanded that whoever in DOT Congressional
Relations put together the table be fired immediately. A week later, DOT sent out a detailed
refutation of Moynihan’s complaints.

The White House quickly organized an all-out campaign to convince at least 16 Republican
Senators who had voted for the conference report to switch sides and vote to sustain a veto, on
the assumption that the 16 Republicans and one Democrat who had voted “no” on the conference
report would remain consistent and sustain the veto, and that William Armstrong (R-CO), who
had missed the vote on the conference report, was still as opposed to the bill as he was when he
filed blistering dissenting views in the Banking Committee’s report on the transit title. Those 18
Senate votes plus 16 more would total 34, the bare minimum margin for sustaining a veto in a
100-vote Senate. (The House was considered a lost cause.)

Transportation Secretary Dole and her husband met with Reagan and his senior staff on the
morning of the 23 and then she issued a statement in strong support of the veto. White House
legislative affairs staff divided up Senators to be contacted by Administration officials and
produced a “shopping list” of favors that might be traded to get the support of certain Senators.
Reagan made some phone calls to Senators himself, including Kit Bond (R-MO), after which
Reagan wrote, “don’t think I moved him.” The staff suggested trading the Administration’s
position on an agriculture bill for the highway veto vote of Rudy Boschwitz (R-MN), and they
even went so far as to get a legal opinion on the propriety of Reagan doing a voice-over for a
documentary about Mount Rushmore to get the vote of Larry Pressler (R-SD).

Reagan, Vice President Bush, and Bob Dole met directly with Bob Stafford on the morning of the
24th to ask for his support in sustaining the veto. Reagan then met with the combined House and
Senate GOP leadership, which he wrote about in his personal diary afterwards, saying, “Much of
the time spent on the Highway bill & my veto of same. Bob Dole made a speech about supporting
me that drew applause from his colleagues. 15t time I've ever seen that.”

Staff planned for the President to throw a cocktail party on March 30 for Senators to lobby them
directly (but that seems to have never taken place). And they continued to focus on the “pork” in
the bill — DOT compiled a list of “unneeded” demonstration projects, OMB put together a
summary of the major special interest projects and programs in the bill, and special attention
was paid to the L.A. Metrorail provision.

On March 25, the senior conferees on the highway bill (with the notable exception of Bob

Stafford) wrote to Reagan to urge him to “act quickly and to accept the conference report on H.R.
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2 so that our highway program can move ahead without further delay.” The conferees also wrote
to the chairman of the National Governors Association (Bill Clinton of Arkansas) to ask state
governors to call their Congressional delegation in support of a veto override. A group of
governors had written Reagan the day before urging him to sign the bill.

By Thursday the March 26, the White House legislative affairs office tally sheet showed 26 firm
votes to support the veto (25 Republicans and Sanford), two leaning towards the White House, 11
undecided and 12 leaning against. They needed to sway eight more Republicans out of the 25
listed in the leaning for, undecided and leaning against categories.

The President was presented with the enrolled bill memo from OMB on Friday March 27 and

signed his veto message at an 11 a.m. ceremony, telling reporters “The bill's a textbook example
of special interest, pork-barrel politics at work, and I have no choice but to veto it.” The message
went straight to the Clerk of the House.

President Reagan prepares to sign the veto message on H.R. 2 on March 27, 1987, in front of Vice President George
Bush, Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole, and Transportation Secretary Elizabeth Dole (and a crowd of reporters). Photo
courtesy of the Reagan Library.
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Reagan then met with Steve Symms, Chic Hecht (R-NV) and John McCain (R-AZ) to ask for their
support. Reagan later wrote in his diary that “Hecht & Symms have some problems but I believe
we have good chance. John McKain [sic] is with us.” On Saturday the 28t Reagan devoted his
national radio address to the highway bill situation.

Freshman Sen. Mitch McConnell (R-KY) had been having problems with the Agriculture
Department on tobacco issues and was withholding his vote. Reagan met with McConnell on
Monday March 30t in the presence of Agriculture Secretary Richard Lyng. Reagan then met
with Sen. Thad Cochran (R-MS) to lobby him for his vote. Reagan later wrote in his diary, “I've
got a chance with Thad but Mitch is hung up on some problems with his tobacco farmers sounds
negative on the vote.”

McConnell told Vice President Bush the following day that he was still a “no.” Lyng even took
the extraordinary step of offering to resign as Agriculture Secretary if it would get McConnell’s
vote on the veto, to no avail. (Ward Sinclair, “The Day Lyng Offered to Quit the Cabinet;
Tobacco-State Senator Rejected Deal, Cast Key Vote Against Reagan.” The Washington Post,
September 21, 1987.)

Howard Baker was also making calls to Senators, including one to a Senator he would marry
nine years later. On the 30th, Secretary Dole sent a letter to Congress urging support for the veto.

But Reagan had sorely misjudged Steve Symms when he wrote that he thought he had a “good
chance” to get his support — on the 30th, Symms sent a “Dear Colleague” letter to all Senators
with a devastatingly detailed critique of the Administration’s arguments and defending the final
bill. Symms addressed the earmark issue head-on, saying, “Unfortunately, the objections of the
President and many senators notwithstanding, demonstration projects are a fact of life and a
highly valued commodity in the House of Representatives. In my judgment, we would not be
finished with a highway conference today if the Senate conferees had not been willing to provide
some additional federal funding for demonstration projects.”

The White House sent out a detailed refutation of Symms’ letter on the 31st but the damage was
already done.

On March 31, the House voted, 350-73, to override the veto. Of the eight elected members of the
House GOP leadership (Michel, Trent Lott (R-MS), Jack Kemp (R-NY), Dick Cheney (R-WY),
Jerry Lewis (R-CA), Lynn Martin (R-IL), Bob Lagomarsino (R-CA) and Guy Vander Jagt (R-MI)),
only Kemp and Lagomarsino voted with the President. An undated tally sheet from the
legislative affairs office from about this time shows 22 Senators firmly committed to sustaining
the veto, two leaning to sustain, and 20 “possibles.” That same day, Reagan sent each Senator a
letter asking for their support on the veto override. He also called Strom Thurmond (R-SC) and
offered to support a road project in Myrtle Beach in order to lock down Thurmond’s vote.
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The White House was not just doing direct lobbying. Staffers were contacting governors in an
attempt to get them to weigh in with Senators, and a March 31 memo summarizes the outreach
that the White House had conducted with outside groups (not just groups concerned with deficits
or Republican politics per se, but Christian talk radio as well). And the White House continued to
work the phones and try to get Republicans to support the veto.

By the time the vote was called in the Senate on the morning of April 1, the White House
actually got the 16 Republican Senators they needed — Senators who had voted “yes” on the
conference report but switched and voted “no” on the veto override.

However, they were undone by the lone Democrat who had voted “no” on the conference report

and who had been counted as a firm supporter of the veto in all of the vote tallies Terry Sanford
(D-NC).

Sanford had promised the Democratic Lieutenant Governor of North Carolina, Bob Jordan (who
was going to run for governor against the Republican incumbent, Jim Martin, in 1988), that he
would vote “no” on the highway bill because its funding formulas shortchanged the Tarheel
State. His fellow Democrats in the Senate, meanwhile, put intense pressure on Sanford to show
party solidarity and hand the president a defeat. House Majority Whip Tony Coehlo was telling
North Carolina Democratic House members that if Sanford did not support the veto override,
tobacco subsidy programs would suffer. (Barry 182.)

Linda Greenhouse told the story vividly in The New York Times the next day — 98 Senators had
voted and the total was 65-33. The only two Senators who had not voted were Sanford and
Republican Whip Alan Simpson (R-WY). Greenhouse wrote, “First senior Democrats, then Mr.
Simpson, then the Democrats again, made their pitches. Finally, looking at the Democrats, he
shook his head no and made a chopping motion with his hand. Mr. Sanford then voted ‘present’
and then a few minutes later changed that to ‘nay,” a vote to sustain the veto. Under the Senate’s
rules, a vote of ‘present’ would in effect have been a vote to override the veto, because it lowers
from 67 to 66 the number of votes required to override. Later, in recounting the episode, Mr.
Sanford said, ‘Let’s say I was slightly confused.” (Linda Greenhouse, “Senate, For Now, Upholds
the Veto of Roads Measure,” The New York Times, April 2, 1987.)

In the face of a triumphant victory for Reagan, and realizing that Sanford felt bound by his
commitment to Lieutenant Governor Jordan, Rep. David Price (D-NC) got Jordan to release
Sanford from his promise in the name of the national party interest. (Barry 195.)

For what happened next, Reagan himself summarized it in his diary quite nicely: “But when 1
Dem. Terry Sanford broke ranks & voted with us — the winning vote — Bob Byrd switched his

vote to us so he could demand reconsideration. You have to be a vote on winning side to call for
reconsideration. All day on A.F. 1 in Phil. We've been back & forth on the phones trying to line
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up votes but then Byrd has been busy too. Terry Sanford stood up and announced he was
changing his vote — looks like we’re behind.”

That last sentence in Reagan’s diary refers to later on April 1, when Sanford went back to the
Senate floor and announced that he would be changing his vote. But no one quite believed the
reasoning Sanford gave: “With pressure from no one, but with the thoughtfulness that comes
from listening to and considering carefully the views of others, I shall now vote to reconsider.”
(133 Cong. Rec. 7634.) Bob Dole then began a long series of delaying moves to give the White
House time to try and switch one of the 13 Republicans who had voted “yes” on the override to
the President’s position.

The next morning (April 2), with the reconsideration vote still pending and Dole still delaying,
Reagan decided to go all-in: “I decided to go to the Hill & make my pitch to our Rep. Sens.
including the 13 who are voting to override. Some of our team thought I would only look worse if
I was overridden. I decided I couldn’t live with myself if I didn’t go.” Reagan left the White House
just after 11 a.m. and would spend nearly two hours in the Capitol. Reagan wrote in his diary
later that “I met 1st with a large group of Sens. in old Sen. Chamber. Then with the 13 in Bob
Dole’s office.” In that meeting with the 13 holdouts, President Reagan actually used the word

“beg,” as in “I beg you for your vote.” (Walter Shapiro, “Road Warriors,” Time, April 13, 1987.)
e - 118 FIliE ¢ PRSI '
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President Reagan meets with Republican S ators in Majority Leader Dole’s office in the Capitol to beg for their votes
on the highway bill veto override, April 2, 1987. (Photo courtesy of the Reagan Library.)
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But Reagan’s desperate plea proved fruitless. Again, Reagan’s diary: “I knew when I left I'd
failed but I have no respect left for that 13. They were voting on strictly the pressure they were
getting from the construction industry and they were voting against trying to balance the
budget.”

Reagan went back to the White House to meet with the NCAA women’s basketball champion
Tennessee Lady Vols, where Reagan joked about the ongoing veto drama: “Leon Barmore, the
coach of that fine Louisiana Tech team that you defeated, said that “Tennessee played the
greatest defensive game I've ever seen.” Well, believe me, I had a special feeling about all of you
coming here today because, as perhaps you know, lately I've been playing a little defensive ball
myself.”

The denouement, from Reagan’s diary: “Back to the Cab. room for an Ec. policy meeting on the
upcoming Canada meeting. In the meeting was handed a note — we’d lost on the veto vote 67-33.
1 vote short. A brief Personnel meeting & then Admin. time — some departure pictures, then a
group of Hasidic rabbis. Also the Am. Cancer Society with Minnie Pearl. On to W.H. Public
sentiment including even some Dem. Sens. seems to be favoring me in my defeat.”

Reagan’s brief official statement on the override promised that “My efforts to control spending
are not diminished, and I remain firm in my pledge to the American taxpayers to speak out
against such budgetary excesses.” That evening, Reagan sent the 33 Republican Senators who
had supported his position personalized thank-you notes.

The Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987, enacted over the
President’s veto, became Public Law 100-17.

(A list of who voted which way on the Senate veto override is on the following page.)
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The 1987 Highway Bill - Republican Senators who:
Voted "no" on the Voted "yes" on the Voted "yes" on the
conference report and conference report but conference report and
then voted to sustain the were pursuaded by the  then voted to override
President's veto Administration to switch the President's veto
sides and vote to sustain
the President's veto

17 16 13
Armstrong (CO)* Boschwitz (MN) Bond (MO)
Dole (KS) Chafee (RI) Cochran (MS)
Evans (WA) Cohen (ME) D'Amato (NY)
Garn (UT) Domenici (NM) Danforth (MO)
Gramm (TX) Grassley (IA) Durenberger (MN)
Hatch (UT) Karnes (NE) Hecht (NV)
Hatfield (OR) Kassebaum (KS) Heinz (PA)**
Helms (NC) Kasten (WI) McConnell (KY)
Humphrey (NH) Lugar (IN) Pressler (SD)
McClure (ID) McCain (AZ) Specter (PA)
Nickles (OK) Murkowski (AK) Symms (ID)
Roth (DE) Packwood (OR) Weicker (CT)
Rudman (NH) Quayle (IN) Wilson (CA)
Simpson (WY) Stafford (VT)

Trible (VA) Stevens (AK)
Wallop (WY) Thurmond (SC)
Warner (VA)

*Armstrong missed the vote on the conference report but quickly made it known that he was

opposed and was counted in the "sustain" column early on by the White House.

**Heinz missed the vote on the conference report but had announced prior to the vote that, if

present, he would have voted "yes".
(Note on Reagan personal diary entries: The Reagan Library scanned President Reagan’s entire
hand-written daily personal diary. It is not possible to distinguish his personal punctuation and
spelling idiosyncrasies from OCR artifacts. The diaries are no longer available online but were
published in book format.)

13


https://www.reaganfoundation.org/store/reagan-diaries-unabridged-2-vol-set/c-24/p-1326

A =g :RANS
o “t

+

N
g ot

"t

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20550

\’\‘,\0 DEPagy
)
o

Srares O

sep 101885

The Honorable James J. Howard

Chairman, Committee on Public Works
and Transportation

House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter contains the views of the Department of
Transportation on H.R. 3129, the "Surface Transportation and
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1985". We anticipate that
the bill will be marked up shortly and, since we have never had
the opportunity to comment specifically on the bill, we wanted
to take this opportunity €O explain our concerns to you.

The pill contains four titles: Title I, the Federal-Aid Highway
Act of 1985; Title II, the Highway Safety Act of 1985; Title
I1I, the Federal Nass Transportation Act of 1985; and Title 1V,
the Uniform Relocation Act amendments of 1985.

Title I of this bill would increase tne cost of completing the
Interstate System and contains many special interest
demonstration projects which would cost the Federal government
about $1 billion over the duration of the bill. The Department
has opposed and continues to oppose special interest projects
which distort state and local priorities, provide Federal funds
for specific projects without requiring any matching funds, anag
are not subject to the obligation ceiling imposed on other types
of spending from the Highway Trust fund. The resources cf the
Highway Trust Fund should be sxpendsd by Lhe states in accord
with state priorities in a rationai, vlannad mannsc; SpeCiiic
srojact expenditures spould not be dictated at the Fesderal
level. Horeover, based on the latest Treasury Department
estima@es of revenues to the Highway Trust Fund, the budget
2E225rggyt§2a§ugantbe supported by the Highway Trust Eund falls
get authority called for in the bill in 1990.

he transit portion of the bill, Title III. We
as the bill proposes, general fund
or the formula program and Mass Transit Account
discretionary program. The Administration
the discretionary section 3 program and
d programs from the Mass Transit Account by
mment. In this time of deficit reduction
fund authorizations at the $2.4 to $2.5 billion
h an increase in the Mass Transit Account
vel, as this bill proposes, would provide simply
funding for a program that is essentially local



The bill would increase budget authority by more than $3 billion
in FY 1987 and $13 billion over the four-year period from 1987
through 1990, compared to the President's planning levels. This
would add significantly to the Federal deficit.

We are greatly concerned that the bill incorporates the approval
of the Interstate and Interstate Substitute Cost Estimates (ICE
and ISCE}. As I indicated in my letter of July 19, 1985, I
strongly urge that the approval not be linked to the
reauthorization bill. Given the national needs, I recommend
that the Committee delete the ICE and ISCE provisions from this
bill and pass a clean bill similar to the one approved by the
Senate., It would not be fair to the states to withhold release
of these funds while Congress deliberates over the
reauthorization proposal.

Preliminary comments on selected sections of the bill are
provided in the enclosure. We will be happy to provide you with
additional comments.,

The bill essentially retains all of the existing programs and
adds additional requirements, new spending authority and new
limitations on state and local decisicon-making. The new
spending authority from the general fund will add to the
deficit. The costly additions to the Interstate System will
delay the completion of the system. There i1s not sufficient
budget authority in the Highway Trust Fund to carry out the
programs proposed by the bill. For these reasons, I would
recommend to the President that he veto any bill that contains
these provisicns.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that, from the
standpoint of the Administration's program, there is no
objection to the submission of our report for the consideration
of the Committee and that enactment of this legislation would
not be in accord with the program of the President.

Sincerely,

Eli eth Hanford Dole



ADDITIONAL SPECIFIC COMMENTS
TITLE I
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1985

Sec. 102(a). The Interstate Cost Estimate (ICE) table approved
in this subsection includes in excess of $853 millicon in costs
for a four-lane I-90, an I-90/I-93 full interchange, and HOW
facilities in Boston, Massachusetts. This Department opposes
the addition of these elements to the ICE submitted to the
Congress in January 1985 (Committee Print 99-1).

Sec. 103. (1) The table being used for Interstate substitution
fund apportionments needs to be updated because it does not
reflect the current factors.

{2) This section funds substitute transit proiects out of the
general fund of the Treasury. We recommend funding these
projects out of the Highway Account of the Highway Trust Fund
since, had the projects not been substituted for withdrawn seg-
ments, the Highway Trust Fund would have been the funding
source.

{3} This section would require two new Interstate Substitute
Cost Estimates to make apportionments. We would prefer to make
these apportionments using a formula based upon the withdrawal
values remaining in each state,.

Sec., 104. While the bill proposes excessive spending in many
other areas, section 104 fails to maintain current statutory
levels for the Federal-interest Interstate 4R program. This
section reduces the Interstate 4R authorization to be ap-
portioned on Qctober 1, 1985, from $3.15 biliion to $3.033 bil-
iion. Section 106 reduces the primary autheorization, required
to be apportioned on October 1, 1985, from $2.45 pillion to $2.4
billicn. The current authorizations have been certified to the
states pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 104(e), Also, these sums will
prebably be apporticoned before sections 104 and 106 of H.R. 3128
could be enacted. Reducing these authorizations would be

o ' state formula apportionment process.

is section contains an unusual number of

> obligation ceiling which makes it very dif-
spending and estimate outlays and obligations.
e generally for demonstraticn projects in

sly authorized demonstration projects, and
est provisions. Exemptions are at the
programs and work to the detriment of all
1cluding Interstate completion. This Depart-
ses these exemptions.



{(2) Section 105{(c}{2) contains a 5 percent factor for
distributing obligation authority which rewards states that have
been slow to obligate their funds. We oppose the 5 percent fac-
tor because it rewards states where there have been delays.

Sec, 106. Section 106(c) continues the 10 percent goal for dis-
advantaged businesses participation established in the 1982
Surface Transportation Assistance Act. The Administration is
developing its position on this troublesome provision.

Sec. 107. This section revises the Interstate 4R formula. Our
study performed in response to the Surface Transportation As-
sistance Act of 1982 concluded that there was not a compelling
reason to change the formula.

From a technical standpoint, the Committee should be aware that
the amounts of "gasoline used by motor vehicles on highways™ and
"diesel fuel used by motor vehicles on highways"™ can only be
estimated.

Sec¢. 108. This section would require a state to pay relocation
benefits to a party who is occupying highway right-of-way
through a lease arrangement with the state if the state wants to
terminate the lease, even if the lease negotiated by the parties
did not so provide. We believe that this provides a windfall to
such lessees and is an infringement on the rights of the states
to enter into contracts. Also, it would discourage airspace
usage that would otherwise be in the public interest. We oppose
the provision. Such matters should be handled in the contract
between the parties. We oppose section 306 for similar reasons.

Sec. 112. This section gives the Harbor Freeway in Los Angeles
County special priority for receiving Interstate discretionary
funds even if California has not obligated all of its Interstate
apportionments. We oppose this provision.

Sec. 114. This section adds additional primary routes to the
list of projects that receive priority for funding. We oppose
the section and would prefer to repeal all priocrity primary

PR LT S s mmm F a D e

tion would extend highway emergency relief
the territories and would cap ER obligations
at $5 million per year. We support extend-

tories and support the $5 million cap.

tion is a special interest provision which
r Alley in Florida and the West Virginia
ision permits the extension of tolls on a



toll facility (contrary to a tell agreement) to pay tor
construction costs that are ineligible for Federal~aid highway
funds. The Administration is developing its positicn on this
provision.

Sec, 118. This section provides $5 million per year to carry
out the billboard removal program. We do not believe that ad-
ditional Federal funding, either from the general fund or the
Highway Trust Fund, should be provided to remove billboards,

Sec. 119. This section extends the eligibility deadline for
section 139{(b) designations from March 9, 1984 to July 1, 1985,
and waives the deadline for the Weirton, West Virginia bypass.
We oppose the special interest provision to grant a waiver of
the new deadline for this West Virginia facility and oppose the
deadline extension. We note that the deadline extension will
not cover a section 13%(b) designation made in Colorade in July
1585,

Sec., 120. This section provides for the construction of an
Arkansas bridge to replace certain ferryboat service eligible
for bridge funds under 23 U.S.C. 144. We oppose this special
interest provision. Bridge funds should be used to replace or
rehabilitate hridges.

Sec. 121. (1) The section provides that appertionments with-
held due to sanctions should be considered to be apportioned for
purposes of calculating the minimum allocation. While we
believe this to ke the law, we do not object to the clarifying
language.

(2) The secticn alsc extends the minimum allocation for four
years. The Department does ncot believe that the minimum alloca-
tion provision should be continued in its present form.

Jec. 122. This section would create national bridge ingpection
standards, training programs, and certification ¢f inspectors.
The Administration is developing its position on this prevision.

Sec. 124. Subsection (e) of this section is unnecessary. The
Tosmte= S o=t -3 that it would affect has been addressed
The Administration is developing its position
>tions.

1e Buy America provision, the domestic content
ses, rolling stock, and associated eguipment
from 50 percent to 85 percent but would

that were producing these items during the
rdar year 1984. We oppose both the increase
itent percentages as well as the grandfather
iequitably protects only certain specific



companies. We also note that the proposal prohibits the use of
Mexican or Canadian cement which would, if enacted, be the third
change in this area in three years and would give rise to un-
necessary confusion. Both provisions are, at the very least,
against the spirit of the United States international trade
obligations and the Government Procurement Code negotiated dur-
ing the Tokyo round of trade negotiations and incorporated in
the 1979 Trade Act. We are oppocsed to these changes.

Sec. 126. The Department opposes the costly additicons to the
Interstate System proposed by section 126. Moreover, while we
believe the language would only make the Third Harbor Crossing
eligible for Interstate construction funds, proponents of an
expansive reading might contend that it also encompasses the
eligibility of the depression of the Central Artery. The
Department believes that the cost of the depression of the
Central Artery is not justified on the basis of the transporta-
tion benefits to the nation,

Sec. 127. This special interest provision permits Arkansas to
use Interstate construction funds to construct a two-lane
primary highway. Another two lanes would be funded as a
demonstration project under section 138(a)(11) (A) of this bill.
We oppose this provision as being unnecessary and a diversion of
Interstate construction funds which will deiay completion of the
Interstate System.

Sec., 128. This section woulid reguire that the State of Illinois
expend $15 million over three years on a toll facility in
Chicago. As recognized by the Congress in 23 U.S5.C. 145, a
state has sovereign rights to determine which projects shall be
federally financed. We are opposed to this provision which
interferes with state priorities.

Sec., 128. This provision would gronibit construction of tne
recomnended alternative for the Westway. 2ecause thilis matter Lz
currently 1in litigation, we do not believe that Congress should
take any actions to limit state and local cptions.

We oppose the provisions to waive the limitation on eligible

activities under the 1981 Federal-Aid Highway Act and restrict
tute projects that may be funded. We also
ccion 129(d) because it would result in ad-
sit funding from the general fund. Highway
be used, not general funds.

ovision makes HOW lanes for an Interstate
reeway’) 1n Los Angeles County eligible for
ction funds and also permits withdrawal and
e funds for construction of a fixed guideway



system in lieu of these lanes. The Department opposes this
special interest provision.

Sec. 131. fThis section permits the states of Maryland and Con-
necticut to modify certain substitute project concept plans.

The Governors of the two states would be permitted to select
projects. We oppose the section as it constitutes special
treatment and because local governments should participate in
the selection of substitute projects. We would not object to a
provision which generally allowed state and local governments to
revise concept plans.

Sec. 132. This section exempts a Can-Am Warehouse Company
facility partially located on I-94 right-of-way in Michigan from
restrictions in 23 U.S5.C. 111 which prohibit commercial
establishments on Interstate right-of-way. We do not object to
this provision.

Sec. 133. We oppose this provision which permits the market
value of land donated for a project in California to be used for
the state's share of the project and permits any excess value to
be used for the state's share of other projects. While we op-
pose this special interest legislation, we could support a
general provision on donated lands.

Sec. 134. This provision would permit the value of land donated
to a California project to be credited toward other projects.
We object to this provision,

Sec. 135. Current law permits special Federal funding of the
Baltimore~Washington Parkway in Maryland, provided that the
state agrees to assume future responsibility for the parkway.
This provision would allow funding without requiring the state
to assume future responsibility. We oppose this provision.

Sec. 136. This section would authorize such sums as may obe
necessary ($700 to $800 million) to complete railroad relocation
demonstration projects under section 163 oi the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1973. Additionally, the section would permit a
Carbondale, Illinois project to proceed with $5 million in
caontract antharifv, We are opposed to this section.

:tion concerns maintenance of Conrail
;ossings. We are opposed to this section as
l.5 million annually in Highway Trust Funds
.ally a maintenance operation. Title 23 has
that Federal funds can be used for construc-
ire not available for maintenance activities.
calls for higher funding for the construc-
Llrocad grade crossings than section 209. We



believe that the greatest safety benefit comes from construction
funding.

The matter of who pays for maintenance of railroad-highway
crossing warning devices is handled on a state-by-state basis
and is dependent on state law. We see no reason why the Federal
Government should intercede and establish a precedent regarding
responsibility to pay for maintenance at crossings. The matter
should be left to the discretion of the states.

Sec. 138. This section provides demonstration projects which
would cost about $1 billion. These projects attempt to
establish Federal priorities for state projects, do not require
any non-Federal match, and are not subject to the obligation
celling. We strongly oppose section 138.

Sec. 139. This section reprograms 3$504,430 of railroad
demonstration funds for use on highway projects. We would
prefer rescission of these funds.

Sec. 140. This special interest provision allows excess funds
not used under section 147 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1978 to be used to construct three bridges across the Chio
River. We are opposed to this provision.

Sec, 141. This section authorizes the Secretary to prepare an
environmental impact statement for the Richmond-Willowbrook Cor-
ridor in Staten Island, New York. This section is not necessary
because of existing statutory provisions.

Sec. 144. We oppose this study of highway expenditures,
revenues, and relative needs. The study requires that we
determine whether rural areas are receiving their fair share of
Federal-aid funds. From a technical standpeoint, we do not
believe there are reasonable means to estimate Highway Trust
Fund receipts attributable to counties within a state. We do
not collect information such as motor fuel and vehicle registra-
tion data at the sub-state level; therefore, population and
perhaps miles of highway would be mainly the only factors that
could be used. Likewise, there is no procedure to develop
estimates of needs by county.

1tly received a final report on a study to
ants to the existing bridge formula. However,
section's study is to determine the effects
xisting formula and to suggest modifications
2d on a benefit/cost assessment. We have no
effort provided that the impact on pavements
se studied.



Sec. 147. We do not support this study. However, if the Com-
mittee does pursue it we recommend this section be incorporated
as a sub-element of the national needs study called for in
proposed section 212,

Sections 148 through 156 are all demonstration projects and
special studies. We oppose these and all special interest
provisions for the reasons previously given.

Title II
Highway Safety Act of 1985

Sec. 202. The authorization levels proposed in section 202 for
NHTSA's section 402 program exceed by a considerable margin the
funding level requested in the Department’s FY 86 budget
proposal ($126.5 million), as well as reasonable projections of
future funding needs for this program. The Department believes
that the authorization levels propesed in section 202 exceed the
maximum level that is needed to carry our the section 402
program in an efficient and effective manner. Because of the
overriding need to control spending and reduce the Federal
deficit, we oppose the proposed authorization levels. We also
oppose the continuance of the earmarking of funds for specified
programs, & practice which inhibits the states from allocating
their funds in accordance with their own safety priorities.

Sec. 203. This section increases the authorizations for the
Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program. The level proposed for
FY 86 exceeds the Administration'’s budget request by $16 mil-
lion. The Administration is developing its position on this
provision.

Sec. 204. Cection 204 of the bill would previde & new weighted
compliance formula {(based on speed and type of highwav) for the
55 mph national maximum speed limit. A state's apportionment of
Federal-aid highway funds would be withheld, under this
proposal, if its "compliance score” exceeds a certain amount,
which is not yet specified, and NHTSA would be given sole

D B the administration of the program.

eviewing options concerning the implementation
| would view any proposal to change the current
o be premature. We are not certain that the
'sed in section 204 represents the optimal ap-
be opposed to setting a maximum permissible
abruptly threatens a large number of states
under a modified system. We also object to
ifer of the entire 55 mph program to NHTSA, a
leprive the program of FHWA's unique expertise



in traffic counting and speed monitoring technigues, as well as
impair the Secretary's ability to determine how to administer
this program in the most effective manner.

Sec. 205. This section would amend the 21 year old drinking law
to provide for permanent penalty authority. We favor section
205, which would extend the penalty for a state's failure to
enact age-21 drinking age laws and limit the lifetime of with-
held funds. The need for the lower drinking age will not end in
two years, nor should the penalty for failure to have a law.

Sec. 206. We also favor section 206, which would provide a new
"modified”" basic grant under section 408, for states that other-
wise meet the criteria for a basic alcohol traffic safety grant.
By setting this grant at 20 percent of a state's highway safety
apportionment, the proposal would preserve an incentive for the
states to meet the full criteria under section 408. We are
analyzing the advisability of extending the availability of cur-
rent authorizations.

Sec. 207. This section prohibits the use of certain reports as
evidence. We support this concept but would prefer a provision
which we will submit with our proposed reauthorization bill.

3ec. 208. This section which would add the installation of
emergency call boxes to the definition of "highway safety
improvement project" 1s unnecessary as call boxes are already
eligible for regular Federal-aid funding.

Sec., 208%. The autheorization levels provided for the railroad-
highway crossings provision are lower than those proposed in the
President’s budget.

Sec. 210. We do not object to section 210, which would extend
the time for establishing procedures, pilot srojects, and
reportsg for the new Hational Driver Reglszvzr. W2 have lgsued
the rfinal rule to guide the development ¢f the revised Reglister,
and we have 1issued a request for proposals for the pilot states
under the revised system. An extension of time would enable us

to complete this process in an orderly manner.

irtment opposes this section, which would

: funds authorized by section 209 of the

of 1978 for educaticn or informaticnal

in connection with the implementation of

cle Safety Standard 208. We believe that the
n 209 preogram —-- to develop radio and

1s to reduce traffic accidents, deaths and
icularly to increase usage of safety belts --
to the Department's July 1984 decision on

1 likewise seeks to reduce traffic deaths and



injuries through greater belt usage and other occupant crash
protection systems.

Sec. 212. This section proposes a railroad-highway crossings
needs study. We do not believe that the study is necessary, but
if the Committee finds it useful, the study should be combined
with the study proposed in section 147 on "orphan bridges”.

Sec. 213. This section proposes a study of older drivers, The
Department is aware of the problems of older drivers, with
respect both to their accident inveolvement and to their
vulnerability to injuries. We are continuing to work with
organizations of older persons to make driving safer for their
members, At this time, however, we do not see a need for an
intensive study by the National Academy cof Science as proposed
by section 213, and accordingly do not support this section.

Title III
Federal Mass Transportation Act of 1985

A5 described in the transmittal letter, we oppose the re-
authorization provisions in Title III. We believe that it is
time for a dramatic restructuring of the transit assistance
program. We are concerned that the changes made by this bill
would decrease the ability of state and local governments to
make responsible transpertation decisions and would perpetuate
the substitution of Federal decisions for state and local deci-
sions.

Sec., 302. This section would revise the current letter of
intent provision in the UMTA discreticnary grants program and
replace it witnh a multi-year contract provision that would not
be subject to all obligatien limitations. e oppose this provi-
sion since it would commit the Federal government to certain
levels of future funding.

Sec. 303. We oppose section 303 which would reguire congres—

sional legislation to approve each year's funding levels and
s for transit projects. Recipients of Federal
ed certainty of funding to plan their future
proposal, however, would mean that each year
llocate funds. 1In additicn, this legislative
e delays in the same way that the ICE approval

delays and could disrupt the orderly flow of

d localities.

ction would make eligible for Federal re-
terest costs of bonds issued for transit
se this provision.
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Sec. 306. Section 306 is similar to section 108 of this Act.
We oppose this provision for the reasons given above.

S5ec. 308. This section funds substitute transit projects out of
the general fund of the Treasury. We urge that these projects
be funded from the Highway Trust Fund.

Sec. 311. We oppose section 311 because it proposes to continue
operating assistance to all urbanized areas. Moreover, it would
actually increase operating assistance to urbanized areas whose
population is less than 200,000. We alsoc oppose the continu-
ation of the trade-in provision for operating assistance. The
original provision was intended to provide a short period of
transition. That time has now expired and should not be
extended.

Sec. 312. Section 312 of the bill would require the Department
to establish a University Transportation Center in each of the
ten Federal regions. This program would be funded annually from
the Mass Transit Account (55 million) and the Highway Account
(55 million}) for research purposes. This program would pay the
routine operating costs of university programs without any as-
surance that the work of the Centers would help solve real-world
transportation problems. We believe that ongoing focused
research efforts in both the highway and transit programs are
more than sufficient and we do not see a need for this program.

Sec., 315. Section 315 of the bill would establish required
levels of funding for the three general categories of the
discretionary program; new starts, rail modernization, and bus
activities. We do not support continuation of the discretionary
program, so we do nct support these changes. Moreover, we do
not want to limit local options by Federally imposing these
fixed levels of annual funding for specified activities., We
also oppose the provision which would make authorizations from
the Mass Transit Account available until expended.

Sec. 317 1In addition, we are particularly opposed to section
317 which would require us to enter into a multi-year contract
with Soutrhern California Rapid Transit District for the comple-
m operable rail segment in Los Angeles. If
proceed, it should not be contingent on the
scretionary grants. The more appropriate and
role is financial assistance through a more
delivery system, with state and local govern-
extraordinary costs of projects which cannot
the formula apportionments.

These sections require the Department to
for two specified areas. Current law allows
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such studies at local option. We oppose these provisions since
they would Federally mandate the studies.

Sec. 320. Section 320 would limit the ability of publicly
subsidized bus operations to take charter business away from
private bus companies. The Department supports efforts to
prevent unfair competition.

Sec. 321. Section 321 would amend the Interstate Commerce Act
to add a new requirement that a bus company would not be allowed
to provide intrastate service, except as part of a regularly
scheduled interstate route. The Department opposes this attempt
to impose new regulatory requirements on the bus industry.

Title IV
Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1985

On August 1, 1985, the Senate passed S, 249, a bill based on an
earlier Administration proposal to amend the Uniform Relocation
Act. Title IV contains a number of objectionable provisions.
Accordingly, we recommend deletion of title IV and urge the Com-
mittee to give favorable and expedited consideration to S. 249.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20603

JUN £+ 1986

Honorable James J. Howard

Chairman, Committee on Public Works and
Transportation

U. S. House of Representatives

Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Administration seeks prompt reauthorization of the
highway, transit and safety programs, and we are pleased that the
Committee is proceeding toward reporting legislation.
Nevertheless, we have serious objections to the Subcommittee’s
approach to reauthorization, as embodied in the substitute to
H.R. 3129. I strongly urge the full Committee, during markup of
the bill, to address our concerns outlined herein. Otherwise, if
the bill were enacted in its current form, I would recommend that
the President veto the bill.

1. Unaffordable Highway/Transit Authorizations

The bill authorizes $20.6 billion more than the President’s
Budget for highway, transit and safety programs for 1987 through
1991. This level of spending violates the deficit neutral
principle, inherent in the Administration’s proposal, that
authorizations be pegged to annual highway trust fund receipts.
The high levels of spending in the Subcommittee bill would
necessitate reductions in other Federal programs in order to meet
the budget targets for 1987 through 1991.

Not only does the bill propose unaffordably high spending
levels, but authorizations are made for numerous special interest
projects that divert funds from meeting nationwide, Federal
highway needs. We urge the Committee to reduce the bill’s
authorization levels consistent with the President’s Budget.
Deleting newly authorized programs and special interest projects,
and adontina anr hlock grant proposal for certain highway and

11d produce a more affordable bill.

:ned Highway Obligation Limitations

>f the bill significantly weaken the highway
>»n by authorizing about $1.3 billion annually
ide of the limitation. First, Section 105
obligations exempt from the obligation
:imated $1 billion annually. Secondly, the
ifall of extra obligation authority for States
share of the annual limitation by August 1st
>nally, these "extra obligations" could amount

20



to five percent of unobligated apportionments, or at least $330
million annually. As a result, although the statutory obligation
limitations in Section 105 of the bill appear fiscally stringent,
they would in fact cause both obligations and outlays to exceed
levels assumed in the House and Senate budget resolutions for
1987 through 1989. We urge the Committee to delete both of these
provisions in order to preserve the intent of the obligation
limitation.

3. Expansion of Special Interests

The bill is replete with narrow, special interest projects,
studies and authorities; about 100 highway demonstration projects
and studies, additional Interstate projects for Massachusetts,
and waivers of non-Federal matching share requirements, to
highlight a few. Authorizing these demonstration projects,
generally at 100 percent Federal funding and exempt from the
annual obligation limitation, is poor management of highway trust
fund resources and reduces the funds available for maintaining
the Federal-aid system. Moreover, without a matching share
requirement and without any hearing record whatsoever, it is hard
to justify these projects as important priorities.

4. Inefficient Use of Federal Funds

In addition to the special interest projects listed above,
several provisions of the bill restrict the leverage of Federal
funds and effectively reduce the scope of the highway and transit
programs. Provisions which increase the Federal matching share
(e.g., Section 114 and 115) or waive non-Federal matching
requirements (e.g., Sections 102, 113, and 135) reduce the scope
of the annual highway program. Similarly, the bill discourages
cost-effective use of funds by expanding the coverage of the Buy
America program to increase domestic content requirements
(Section 127), limiting the use of convict-produced materials
(Section 110) and reauthorizing, rather than terminating, the
compensation requirements of the highway beauty program (Section
119).

With regard to transit, the bill gives preferential treatment
:ipulating the funding of a multi-year
:cretary would be mandated to sign to finance
0 Rail Project. Similarly, the bill would
1ssistance for Fort Lauderdale and Miami by
.Y. Such special treatment is objectionable

.1 fails to incorporate any of the nationwide
ials of the Administration’s bill, such as the
.erstate and primary programs. Rather, the
.des flexibility on only a limited case~by-
lerto Rico (Section 113) and Arkansas



(8ection 130). We recommend that the Coammittee adopt the
Adninistration's proposal to provide nationwide flexibility in
the use of Interstate and primary funds, -

S. Inappropriate Transit Provisions

In addition to the unwarranted three-fold increase in
auvthorization levels, the transit proposals in H.R. 3129 deviate
significantly fram the President's prudent approach in several
important respects. Discretionary funding for local ®"new start*®
projects is continued and expanded to include the use of
Bulti-year contracts not subject to any future availability of
funds or to any ohligation limitation set by the appropriations
committees. Requiring annual congressional approval of Section 3
funding levels and allocations (Section 303) would unnecessarily
limit the flexibility of the Secretary to allocate trust funds
according to need and would further delay their obligation.
Continuing Federal operating assistance for large urbanized areas
(Section 310) perpetuates the inappropriate role of the Federal
Government paying for operating deficits which result from State _
and local transit decisions. There are other unnecessary transit
provisions in the bill -- the establishment of University
Transportation Centers and the creation of a bus test facility -~
to name two. I urge the Committee to delete these provisions and
give a fresh 100k at the Administration's mass transit proposal
which would increase State and local flexibility, encourage
‘greater and needed private sector involvement, and provide
sufficient Pederal resources in this time of necessary deficit
reduction.

In cloeing, I urge the Committee, in its deliberations of the
bill, to fulfill its responsibilities to contribute to the
reduction of the Federal deficit, to preserve the integrity of
the Federal role in highway and transit programzs and to ensure
the cost-effective use of Pederal funds.

Sincerely yours,

of ‘ JAMES C. MILLER 11l

DC

DC James C, Miller III
De Director
Mr
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Mr
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Mr
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 18, 1986

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM L. BALL, IFT

THRU: ALAN M. KRANOWITZ wap
FROM: HENRY M. GANDY
SUBJECT: Highway Bill
This year's highway bill is the result of =z verw concer=ed
effort to accommodate as many members as oncssizlz. Toe word
is that Jim Howard has elicited promisss ZIrcrm =zvary mamisr who
requested a project to vote against a 33-mTh zmenimsnz, Iov
his off-budget amendment, and for final ozasszacs Lltrouch
Howard and Snyder are publicly saying that <hars ig nz wavw
the President will veto this bill, they zars cri-—zzslv ccacerned
that he will. 1In my opinion, the only wav ws will Z2T an
acceptable bill out of conference is Zor ths LiminiszIrz=zicn to
communicate a clear and unequivocal wvetc sicnzl In ths Zcuse.
Even then, the outloock for showing wveto szrasrnzzh zn a2 Zinal
passage vote appears grim at this time, zs Zcss ths cutliocox for
significantly improving the bill by amsni~znz.
Note that the Speaker has a major projsct in tThse =211l 1 30b
Michel has one tool!) House Floor action is sxzzczel in early
August. )
<
‘ ;.\'.1 -
A
Pl
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Comments
Troublesome Provisions in H.R. 3129
The Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act
of 1986 /ig—

1. Federal-aid Highway Funding Levels Greatly
Exceed President's Budget

o 1Increases the President's Budget by $5.8 billion in budget
authority and $4.2 billion in outlays over five years
(1987-91).

o Adds $6.2 billion to the deficit over five years because
outlays will exceed receipts (excluding interest) in the
highway account of the Highway Trust Fund.

o This is real spending, not just authorizations. No
subsequent appropriations actions are reguired before the
funds can be committed.

2. Likely to Include Off-Budget Status for
Transportation Trust Funds

0 House Public Works Committee Chairman James Howard has
reiterated his interest in moving three trust funds -- the
Highway, Airport and Airway, and Inland Waterways Trust
Funds -- off-budget and exempt from budget totals and
statutory budget limitations.

A similar proposal was narrowly defeated on the House
Floor by 17 votes during the reconciliation debate in
October 1985.

o Howard believes that because these transportation trust
funds are financed by user fees, they do not affect the
deficit and should not be subject to budget controls such as
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequestration.

3. Contains Excessive Special Interest Provisions

jhway "demonstration projects" (i.e., pork
at $1.2 billion over five years.

jeral funding; no State match required.

t to complete these projects estimated at
ord exists on the merit of these projects;
d>jects to buy congressional support.

ive for the Senate to add demonstration
projects to 1i1ts bill (now clean).



Increases the Federal cost to complete the Interstate System
by $1.4 billion by making Tip O'Neill's Boston projects
(depressing the Central Artery and expanding the proposed
third harbor tunnel) eligible for Interstate construction
funding.

Waives required non-Federal matching share for projects in
several States.

4. 1Increases Mass Transit Funding

Exceeds the President's Budget by $14.6 billion in budget
authority and $7.5 billion in outlays over five years
(1987-91). Excessive authorizations over the President's
Budget include: .

$5.1 billion in formula grants;

$8.2 billion in discretionary capital grants; and

$1.25 billion for Interstate Transfer Grants-Transit.

5. Authorizes Mass Transit New Starts

Continues the discretionary capital grant program, including
"new starts," which the President's Budget proposed to
eliminate.

Mandates for the first time how discretionary grant funds
should be allocated among eligible activities. Between 1987
and 1991, the House bill provides $3.1 billion specifically
for continued construction of new transit systems, $3.1
billion solely for modernizing old systems, and $2.0 billion
for other specified and general activities.

Requires DOT to enter into a multi-year agreement with Los
Angeles to build an 8.8-mile subway system and with New
Orleans to build a transit lane project.

6. Failure to Include Administration Initiatives

t include any of the Administration's major
ded to increase the efficiency of the
it programs:

ground transportation block grant which, by
ral funding for six separate highway and

ms, would give States and localities needed
» address their unique transportation needs;

consolidated Interstate and primary highway

termination of general fund financing of mass transit
activities;

-2-



repeal of narrow categorical exemptions from highway gas
taxes (e.g., gasohol);

creation of incentives to increase the role of the
private sector in providing transit service;

repeal of "Buy America" requirements which are
inconsistent with foreign trade agreements and increase
construction costs; and

termination of operating assistance for large urban
areas.



LEGISLATIVE STRATEGY

1. Bill Status

H.R. 3129 (highways and transit) reported by full House
Public Works Committee on June 25th. Floor time expected in
early August. Both OMB and DOT sent views letters to
Chairman Howard threatening veto.

S. 2405 (highways) scheduled for full Environment and Public
Works Committee markup on July 22nd with Floor time
scheduled for July 31st and August 1lst. DOT has sent a
views letter indicating concerns but generally supporting
the bill. No action scheduled yet for S. 2543 (transit),
which is under the jurisdiction of the Banking Committee.

Enacted legislation is needed to continue all highway and
transit programs beyond September 30, 1986, except for the
Interstate program which is authorized through 1990.

2., House Strategy

OMB and DOT believe that opposition with intent to veto is
our best position in the House. The House Public Works
Committee is not responsive to the Administration's concerns
and is likely to control the bill on the House Floor.

~ The bill is a veto candidate because of its excessive
cost in both the highway and transit sections and failure
to address the Administration's initiatives. 1If the bill
were amended to move the transportation trust funds off
budget, that alone would be reason to veto the bill.

However, a veto threat is unlikely to be taken seriously
because members claim that no President has ever vetoed a
highway bill.

Although Budget and Appropriation Committee members could
be potential allies, their strength is unclear given
Chairman Gray's promise to waive the Congressional Budget
" s against spending in excess of budget
'gets for H.R. 3129,

could pursue actions in the House Rules
the Floor that would indicate our
» bill and the seriousness of our veto

'd will push for a House rule that would

>f order that could be raised against:

:cific projects in a general authorization

expected Floor amendment to move certain

f-budget which is contrary to
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.



The Administration could line up members to testify in
Rules Committee against point of order waivers. 1If we
were unable to influence the rule, a similar effort could
be made on the Floor to defeat or revise the rule.

3. Senate Strategy

The Senate Committees (Public Works and Banking/Urban
Affairs) are more receptive to Administration concerns.
~ The Senate highway bill is generally acceptable; it
includes several Administration proposals and only -
somewhat higher funding levels.

The Senate transit bill is not acceptable from either a
programmatic or budgetary perspective. Although the
Senate may be more receptive than the House to
compromising with the Administration, significant reforms
to the Senate bill would be very difficult to achieve.

OMB and DOT recommend that we officially subport S. 2405
(highways) but work actively to oppose Committee or Floor
amendments that would increase highway spending.

We should officially oppose S. 2543 (transit), but be
willing to seek a compromise if the Senate indicates a
desire to avoid a veto confrontation. At a minimum, any
transit compromise should include:

~ a reduction in general fund appropriations. (This could
be accomplished by switching the current funding sources
so that the trust fund supports the formula grant
program, and limited general appropriations -- perhaps
$S600M or so =-- support the discretionary grant program);

permission to comparatively rank "new start" projects
based on obiective cost/benefit criteria; and

>n encouraging (not mandating) private
s:ment in mass transit.

an off-the-record conciliatory approach may
crcutting our veto position in the House and
1 any significant spending restraint or



4. Conference

Following the strategy outlined above, at best, we will face
a veto candidate House bill, an acceptable Senate highway
bill and marginally acceptable transit bill. At worst, none
of the bills would be acceptable.

We would have two alternative strategies to pursue:

hold firm to a veto position; or

indicate willingness to support legislation along the
lines of the Senate bills.

If the first course is chosen, we would not try to influence
the Conference.

With the second approach we would work to bolster the Senate
Conferees to not accept egregious House provisions.

It is unclear, at this time, what our chances are for
influencing the Conference outcome or to what degree either
‘House would recede.



Federal-Aid Highway Program
($ in millions)

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1987-91

President's Budget
Budget Authority.... 13,785 14,908 14,610 12,770 12,770 12,770 12,770 12,770 63,850
ObligationS...seeec.. 13,047 14,055 14,280 12,770 12,770 12,770 12,770 12,770 63,850

(Limitation) cec..... (12,520) (13,250) (13,125) (12,420) (12,420) (12,420) (12,420) (12,420) (62,100)
OutlayS..ceescesesen 10,227 12,584 13,992 13,576 12,556 12,631 13,156 13,108 65,027
Budget Resolution
Budget Authority.... 13,517 13,517 13,517 13,517 13,517 67,585
ObligationS......... 13,035 13,035 13,035 13,035 13,035 65,175
(Limitation)........ (12,445) (12,445) (12,445) (12,445) (12,445) (62,225)
OUtlayS.ceevecnnacne 13,661 13,053 13,062 13,149 13,172 66,097
Senate Bill (S. 2405)
Budget Authority.... 13,062 13,062 13,062 13,062 13,062 65,310
Obligations..... cese 13,150 13,150 13,150 13,150 13,150 65,750
(Limitation)........ (12,350) (12,350) (12,350) (12,350) (12,350) (61,750)
OUtlayS.ceeecssecoses 13,680 13,132 13,159 13,251 13,277 66,499
House Bill (H.R. 3129)
Budget Authority.... 13,917 13,912 13,949 13,969 13,945 69,692
ol 13,899 13,894 13,929 13,949 13,925 69,596
(1 (12,600) (12,600) (12,600) (12,600) (12,600) (63,000)
(0} 13,805 13,650 13,794 13,941 14,001 69,191
- U on revisions to 1986 - 1991 outlays (President's Budget).
- E ssolution (1987 - 1989) and the Senate Bill (1987 - 1990) have been extended through
1 1S,
- T ther, minor highway programs that are generally not inconsistent with the President's

B



President's Budget
Budget Authority....
OutlayS.ccecess cenes

Budget Resolution
Budget Authority....
OUtlayS.eeeeecenceen

Senate Bill (S. 2543)
Budget Authority....
OutlayS..cecscecess cens

House Bill (H.R. 3129)
Budget Authority....

199

par

Mass Transit Program

($ in millions)

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1987-91
4,018 3,882 3,347 1,220 1,220 1,220 1,220 1,220 6,100
3,715 3,296 3,347 3,218 3,050 2,233 2,283 1,559 12,342

3,154 3,154 3,154 3,154 3,154 15,771
3,628 3,619 3,400 3,637 3,377 17,661
4,200 4,251 4,305 4,362 4,362 21,480
3,737 3,937 4,033 4,490 4,457 20,654
3,400* 4,253 4,300 4,350 4,400 20,703
3,697 3,71 3,793 4,329 4,296 19,891

ity reflects an obligation limitation which reduces the availability of 1987 budget
ther years, the obligation limitations provided by the House are not restrictive.

cain any obligation limitations.

1 revisions to 1986 - 1991 outlays (President's Budget).
>lution (1987 - 1989) and the Senate Bill (1987 - 1990) have been extended through

ashington Metro construction, which is separately authorized and, therefore, is not

bill.

\



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20803

JuL 21 1986
Honorable Robert T. Btafford
Chairman :
Committee on Environment and
Public Works
United States Senate
wWashington, D.C. 20510

Dear Bob:

The Administration supports highway reauthorization
legislation along the lines of S. 2405, "The Pederal-Aid Highway
Act of 1986." We are pleased that the bill recognizes the

constraints on Pederal spending that are necessary if the deficit )

is to be reduced, and proposes changes to increase the
cost-effectiveness of the Federal-Aid Bighway program. We
.applaud the Subcommittee's resistance to funding special interest
projects and urge the Committee to maintain that resistance
throughout the legislative debate. There are, however, several
‘Administration concerns outlined below that I would urge the
Committee to address during markup of the bill.

1., Pederal-Aid Highway Punding Levels

5. 2405 would exceed the President's budget proposal for the
Pederal-Aid Bighway program by $1.2 billion in contract authority
and $1.3 billion in outlays during the 1987 through 1990 period.
In addition, 5. 2405 would exceed by $115 million annually, the
total obligations assumed in the Congressional Budget Resolution
‘and reconciliation instructions. Therefore, we urge the
Committee to reduce the bill's authorization and obligation
levels consistent with the President's budget and the
Congressional Budget Resolution and to defeat any amendments to
increase spending from the Highway Trust Fund.

- ~es =adget éiatus
would strongly object to amendments that

WOl Prust Fund off budget and exempt it from
bu« tory budget limitations. Keeping the

tr necessary if the fiscal discipline

re« leit reduction is to be maintained. If
hi« legislation were enacted with a provision
to st Fund off budget, I would recommend that
th the bill. '

stration Projects

The Administration is greatly pleased that the Subcommittee
has chosen not to include demonstration projects in 5. 2405. We
urge the Committee not to give in to special interests as the



House Committee has done. Authorizing demonstration projects,
especially if exempt from the annual obligation limitation, is
poor management of Bighway Trust Pund resources and reduces the
funds available for maintaining the Pederal-Aid system. We
recognize the pressure on the Committee to add projects, but urge
resistance in order to produce a bill from Conference that the
Administration can support.

4., Block Grant Authorization

The Administration proposed a transportation block grant to
improve States' abilities to meet their highway and transit needs
in a cost efficient manner. Our proposed block grant, which
combines transit funds from the Highway Trust Fund and funding
for the urban and secondary highway systems and associated
bridges, could fund either transit or highway projects. Pederal
project approval and design review requirements would be Tt
eliminated. We are pleased that the Subcommittee recognized the
block grant principle by including a highway block grant
demonstration project in S. 2405. HBowever, we strongly urge that
during markup the Committee expand the demonstration project to a
broad, flexible statutory program along the lines of the
Administration's proposal. Only then can the benefits of a block
grant be fully realized.

5. EBfficient Use of Federal Funds

We endorse the Subcommittee's efforts to promote a cost
effective and efficient Pederal-Aid Highway program through such
measures as consolidation of the Interstate and Primary programs
and restriction of the Buy America requirements. FPurther gains
in cost-effective use of highway funds could be accomplished by
adopting amendments during Committee markup to allow Federal-Aid
funds to be used for construction of new toll roads; to reform
the HRighway Beautification program including repeal of Federal
compensation requirements; to repeal the Buy America requirement
and to modify the Davis-Bacon requirements to apply only to
. Federal highway projects over $100,000. We would encourage the
Committee to adopt such amendments.

dministration favors the Committee's
:ation of the Federal highway program as

I urge the Committee, in its deliberations
iin its responsibilities to constrain

0 promote cost-effective use of Federal
sident's senior advisors may recommend

M eated A A M

Sincerely yours,
lim

James C. Miller III
Director



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 15, 1986

Dear Chic:

I enjoyed our meeting this week, and the
opportunity to review with you the issue of
reforming the current national speed limit
laws.

As I told you on Monday, I believe that the
time has come to restore greater authority to
the states in this area. To that end, I
welcome proposals like those you and Senator
Symms have offered, or other reasonable
reforms that would provide states enhanced
ability to regulate highways within their
jurisdictions.

As a former governor, I have great confidence
in the sensitivity of the governors to the
need for protecting public safety, and know
that they will exercise with the greatest of
care whatever level of control is ultimately
returned to them.

Thanks for your leadership on this issue.

Sincerely,

ol

e Chic Hecht
s Senate
D.C. 20510




THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release March 20, 1987

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

As I said last evening at my press conference, our Administration
will keep its commitment to the American people. We will not
raise taxes; we will hold down spending; and we will adhere to
the deficit reduction goals imposed by the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
legislation.

And, it is with this commitment in mind that I have informed
Congressional leaders of my intention to veto the highway and
transit bill that is on its way to my desk. Let me be very
clear, I am in full support of reasonable funding levels for
these programs similar to the legislation passed by the Senate.
But, I am adamantly opposed to the excessive spending that is in
the bill as it emerged from the Conference Committee. I've said
before and repeat today: Congress can't have it both ways. They
cannot talk about cutting unnecessary deficit spending and then
vote in favor of bills that bust the budget. The American people
clearly expect their elected leaders to vote the same way they
talk. So my vote will be to veto bills that spend unnecessary
billions on projects the American pecple cannot afford.



THOSE WHO WILL VOTE

LEANING TO SUSTAIN

POSSIBLE TO SUSTAIN VETO

TO SUSTAIN VETO

Dole
Evans
Garn
Gramm
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Humphrey
McClure
10.Nickles
11.Roth
12.Rudman
13.S8anford
l14.68impson
15.Trible
16 .Wallop
17 .Warner
18.Armstrong
19. Chafee
20.Kassebaum
21.stafford
22.Domenici

CoONON A WN M

1. Grassley

2. Karnes

Thurmond
Baucus
Burdick
Inouye
Boren
Shelby
Cohen
McCain
Quayle
10.Kasten
11.Lugar
12.Hecht

13 .Leahy

14 .McClure
15.McConnell
16 ,Pressler
17 .Stevens
18.Murkowski

19. Symms
20.Boschwitz
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

FEB 19 1387

Eonorable Robert Michel
Minority Leader of the House
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515 .

Dear Mr. Minority Leader'

I am writing to convey the Administration’s specific
concerns as the House and Senate prepare for conference on
legislation (H.R. 2 and S. 387) to reauthorize highway, transit
and hlghway safety programs

- In general, both bills authorize spending in excess of the
President’s Budget, fail to repeal $3.5 billion in gas tax
exemptions, and authorize extensive special interest provisions
which weaken the integrity of Federal highway and transit
programs. Although the President’s senior advisors would
recommend that the President sign the highway title of S. 387, -
neither bill in its present form is acceptable to the
Administration. Therefore, if the conference agreement does not
satisfactorily address our concerns outlined herein, the
President’s senior advisors would strongly recommend that the -
President veto the bill.

1. Special Interest Provisions : ' o

Both bills authorize special treatment for numerous special
interest projects that divert funds from meeting nationwide
Federal highway and transit needs. The House bill is replete
with narrow, special interest projects, studies and authorities:
about 100 highway demonstration projects and studies; additional
Interstate projects for Massachusetts which increase the Federal
cost to complete the Interstate by at least $1.8 billion; and
waivers of non-Federal matching share requirements. In contrast,
the Senate bill contains priority treatment for a2bout 100 hlghway

B within regular Federal-aid programs without
al f the House approach of 100 percent Federal
£1 e total Federal liability for all highway
P both bills is estimated to be at least
S

ay demonstration projects, especially with
au ding, and exenmpting them from the annual
ol is poor management of Highway Trust Fund
T the funds available for maintaining the
T ome of the projects would not otherwise be
e id, and others are on the Federal=-aid

SYySiLouw Giu Luusw ~e ‘_nded under normal procedures without
special treatment. Moreover, without a local matching share
requlrement and without any hearlng record whatscever, there is
no basis to justify these projects as important priorities. With
regard to highways, although we Stronalv ahdert +A Fha Ame—metto o



of funds for specific projects, the Senate bill is clearly a more
responsible approach and we urge the Senate conferees to maintain
the terms of s. 387.

Both House and Senate bills contain precedent-settlng
provisions which mandate Federal funding of the second phase of -
the Los Angeles Metro Rail project. No previous authorization
bill for the Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) has
required the entering into'of a contract for construction of a
major capital project. '~ Furthermore, the merits of this second

phase of the L.A. system are unknown as yet, since the alignment

and cost have not been determined by the local authorities. We
oppose a congressional mandate that UMTA fund the additional
system mileage (4.4 miles) before proper evaluation is made and
without regard to local funding capacity.

2. Unaffordable Transit Anthorizations

H.R. 2 would authorize $20.7 billion in transit spending
over five years, a level $12 billion above the President’s
Budget. Title II of S. 387 would authorize $13 billion over four
years, exceeding the President’s Budget request by $5.6 billion.
These high spending levels are inconsistent with the deficit
neutral principle, inherent in the Administration’s proposal,
that authorizations tie to annual Highway Trust Fund receipts and
that general fund financing of transit programs be terminated. I
strongly urge Congress to limit transit spending to a level
supported by proceeds from one cent of the fuel tax.

3. Inequitable Allocation of Transit Trust Fund Receipts

While we are opposed to the high transit authorization
levels in both bills, we are even more concerned that maintenance
of the status quo structure of the transit program is
inappropriate and inegquitable. Over 80 percent of funds derived
from one cent of the fuel tax, collected frcm residents of all
States, are allocated through earmarked discretionary grants to
fewer than 20 cities. The President’s proposal allows all States
to receive a share of fuel tax revenues through a formula-based
allocation. Although the Senate bill seemingly provides that no
State will receive less than 80 percent cf its transit penny tax

c ect of the provision is negated by the

o that a State must meet to qualify for the
8 ocation, pursuant to subsection (3). No
c: n Federal revenues generated by states to
d uired in this subsectlon.

ginning of the highway program, Congress

a consideration by requiring that highway
£ allocated on a formula basis to ensure
e . It is only reasonable that transit

p: the Highway Trust Fund are governed by fair
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formulae. At a minimum the conference should 1ncorporate the
Senate provision, but without the conditions specified 1n
subsectlon (3) . :

4. Increased H;ghway §pendlng in H R. 2

H.R. 2 authorlzes $69 5 billion over five years which-
exceeds the President’s Budget for highway programs by $1. 5 _
billion. - Two provisionsof the bill significantly weaken hlghway
spendlng controls by disregardlng the intent of the hlghway :
obligation limitation. "First, the bill expands the list of
obligations exempt from the obllgatlon limitation to include
House members< - speclal prcjects. Secondly, the bill provides a
windfall of extra obligation authority for States that exhaust
their share of the annual limitation by August 1lst of each year.
The conference should not adopt these provisions.

5. Trade Barrlers/Foreign Relations

H.R. 2 amends the "Buy America" provision to increase the
domestic content requirement for buses, rolling stock and
associated equipment from 50 percent to 85 percent; and to
prohibit the use of foreign cement. These provisions would add
significantly to the cost of highway and transit projects, cause
procurement and construction delays and invite foreign
retaliation. H.R. 2 also allows the Federal hlghway and transit
programs to be governed by State and local anti-apartheid
contracting laws. This provision raises serious constitutional
questions concerning the exclusive power of the Federal
Government to conduct foreign relations and regulate foreign
commerce. We strongly support the Senate bill which does not
include any of these provisions but does appropriately seek to
restrict the coverage of Buy America to projects over $500,000.

6. Inappropriate Transit Provisions

The transit proposals in H.R. 2 deviate significantly from
the President’s approach in several other important respects.
Discretionary funding for local "new start" projects is continued
and expanded to include the use of multi-year contracts not
subject to any future availability of funds or to any obligation
appropriations cecmmittees. Categorically
e used for the varicus components of
nd requiring annual congressional approval
nstrain the use of Section 3 funds and
.» Furthermore, continuing Federal '

‘or large urbanized areas perpetuates the
the Federal Government paying for operating
from State and local transit decisions.
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'In'cloéin ' I urge the conference, in its deliberations,
to address ourgc':oncgs ‘by enacting legislation that prov:.des
prudent. levels of Federal spendz.ng without special :Lnterest
provisions. -

Sincerely yours, .




THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

February 20, 1987 IDENTICAL LETTERS TO:

Senators Moynihan, Mitchell, Breaux,
stafford, Symms, Chafee, Bentsen,
Matsunago, Proxmire, Cranston, Riegle

The Honorable Quentin N. Burdick Dixon, Heinz, D'Amato, Gramm,
United States Senate Hollings, Gore, Danforth, Sasser
Washington, D.C. 20510 and levin.

Dear Quentin:

Conferees will be meeting shortly to resolve the many
differences between the Senate and House versions of H.R. 2,
the bill which authorizes highway construction, highway
safety and transit programs. It is very important to
transportation mobility and safety in this country that
multi-year legislation be enacted to reauthorize our nation's
highway construction, highway safety, and transit programs.,
The President's senior advisors would recommend that he sign
a bill that reauthorized highway construction programs in the
manner proposed by the Senate version of H.R. 2. BHowever,
there are a number of extremely troublesome issues before the
Conferees which could lead directly to the bill being vetoed
if not addressed satisfactorily. :

° Special _Interest/Demonstration_Rrojects. We strongly
oppose the provisions in the House bill which provide
‘additional funding for narrow, special interest highway and
transit projects. We strongly believe that states are in the
best position to identify the most cost-effective projects
and set project priorities.

With specific regard to transit, we oppose the provisions in
both versions of the bill which mandate support of the Los
Angeles metrorail project. This provision would require that
a large percentage of the highway user fees in the Mass
Transit Account be directed to only one city. The Department
already has agreed to spend some $475 million on the first
phase of this project, and we do not think additional scarce
gas tax based funds should be committed to this project.
Moreover, we understand Los Angeles has sufficient local

2 second phase on its own.

zations. The transit authorization

eed the President's budget by $§12 billion
eriod of the bill. The Senate bill would
‘s budget by almost $6 billion over four
oppose these excessive authorizations and
?ederal transit assistance should be

eds from one cent of the fuels tax

nue funding. This approach would put
nsit funding on a user fee basis.



-2 -

Limiting Federal assistance would also encourage more
prudent, cost-effective transit programs.

°. Transit_Programs. While we oppose the high transit
authorization levels in both bills, we are even more
concerned that retention of the status quo structure for the
transit program precludes an equitable distribution of funds
among the states., Both bills reauthorize the current basic
transit program structure, perpetuating the transit
discretionary program (funded from the Highway Trust Fund)
which the Administration proposes to eliminate in favor of a
formula program. However, we support the concept of the
Senate proposal to guarantee each state its fair share of the
mass transit program funded from the Highway Trust Fund as a
starting point to increase the equity of mass transit
funding. Since the one cent of the fuels tax is collected
from all states, it is only reasonable that it should be
allocated to all states by an equitable formula. This
approach would ensure that each state receives a portion of
the mass transit part of the highway tax and make it
difficult for Congress to earmark Trust Fund programs.
However, we urge the deletion of the conditions in the Senate
provision which deny a fair share of transit funds to a state
if the state received more Federal assistance than it
contributed in all fuel taxes and Federal revenue
collections. There is not any credible data on Federal
collections on a state-by-state basis to make this latter
calculation.

° Increased HBighway_$pending. The highway spending that
would be permitted by both the House and Senate bills,
coupled with the failure to repeal costly exemptions, results
in a deficit impact in both bills that exceeds the
Administration's budget request. A conference agreement that
exceeds the Senate's lower levels would be unacceptable.
Specifically:

- Authorization_levels. The total authorizations,
including amounts for the highway minimum allocation
provision, should not exceed Senate levels.

imitation. We strongly oppose section

e bill which expands the list of

mpt from the ceiling, and makes

rojects exempt from the ceiling. We also
e provision that would provide a windfall
tional authority for states that exhaust
bligational autgority. Compared to the
ese provisions significantly weaken

ls.

_Batrtiers/Poreign _Relations. The Senate
attempts to increase domestic protection

provisions in highway and transit programs during



consideration of the bill on the floor. Under the House Buy
America amendment, domestic content requirements for buses,
rolling stock, and associated equipment would be increased
from 50 percent to 85 percent. We also object to the House
proposal prohibiting use of foreign cement. These provisions
would add millions of dollars to the cost of these programs,
cause construction and procurement delays, and invite foreign
retaliation. We are strongly opposed to these changes and
urge the adoption of the Senate language.

We also oppose the provision in sections 110 and 313 of the
Bouse bill which would allow state and local governments to
use Federal grant funds to influence relations with South
Africa. The provision could have a chilling impact on
competitive bidding. It would also destroy the uniformity of
the contracting process and add to bid preparation costs.

° Additional _Interstate Preojects. Section 132 of the
House bill makes the Central Artery-Third Harbor Tunnel in
Boston fully eligible for Interstate construction funds and
could add up to at least $1.8 billion to the cost of
completing the Interstate highway system. We strongly oppose
this section. It is unfair to authorize additional
Interstate funding at 90 percent Federal cost for projects
that benefit one city when the Interstate system has been
restricted from adding new costs since 198l1. The cost of the
depression of the Central Artery is not justified on the
basis of the transportation benefits to the nation.

There are a number of other issues, that if addressed by the
Conferees as we have proposed, would greatly benefit highway
and transit programs. These are discussed in the enclosure.

We hope that the Conference Committee will weigh these
concerns carefully. If the conference agreement does not
satisfactorily address our concerns, the President's senior
advisors would strongly recommend that he veto the bill.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no

objection to the submission of these views to the Committee
f the provisions outlined in the first
would not be in accord with the program

Sincerely,

!

1
i

Elizzifth Hanford Dole



ENCLOSURE
DECISIONS THAT WOULD BENEFIT BIGHWAY AND TRANSIT PROGRAMS

° 23 _Speed Limit. As the President has indicated, we support
efforts which would provide states with enhanced ability to
regulate highway speeds within their jurisdictions.

° Toll_FPinancing. We support the provision in the Senate bill
which would allow Federal-aid funds and toll revenues to be
combined at a 35 percent Federal matching share to build new toll
roads, while not allowing tolls to be placed on existing
Interstate highways. This change would increase funds available
for highway construction without additional Federal user fees. 1In
many states, such funding flexibility would enable states to
construct projects that they would otherwise be unable to finance.

° Billboards. We support efforts in the Bouse bill to revise
the current unworkable laws dealing with highway beautification.
Bowever, we believe that states should be allowed to use their
police power to remove non-conforming signs. Of course, state
actions would be subject to the limitations imposed by Takings
Clause and the First Amendment of the Constitution. We strongly
oppose the Bouse provision which would require us to withhold at
least 5 percent of a state's funds for even minor non-compliance
with the provision. )

° Combined_Interstate/Primary Proggam. We believe that the
Senate provision to merge the Interstate and Primary programs is
essential to give the states the flexibility they need to address
critical highway needs. This new structure recognizes the need to
balance the preservation of the existing major highway system with
the need to build new highways. We support the Senate's
distribution method which would rely upon an administrative
adjustment to the Interstate Cost Estimate (ICE), thereby avoiding
the disruption caused by delayed ICE approval.

° Riscretjonary Bridge_Program. We support the provision in

the House bill which would increase the discretionary portion of

the bridge rehabilitation and replacement program from $200

=¥114am &~ e2en ~i1lion per year. This will facilitate the repair
es.

ief. We support the provision in the Senate

>wer the Federal matching share from 100 percent



to the applicable system share for emergency relief highway
projects. We believe that the Senate approach is eguitable since
it permits a 100 percent Federal share for truly emergency work
that is done within 30 days of the disaster. We oppose, however,
the Senate provision which would allow a single state to receive
the entire $100 million made available in a year from the program.
Raising the state cap for emergency relief from the current level
of $30 million to $100 million would be unfair to states where
disasters occurred late in the year. We believe that the $30
million cap should be maintained and that any additional Federal
assistance for major disasters should be provided separately, as
needed.

° Competitive_Bidding. We oppose section 109 of the Bouse bill
and the section in the Senate mass transit title that would
prevent a state from using sealed bids for architect and
engineering contracts. This practice may increase project costs
because states would not be required to accept the lowest bid.
Moreover, these state contracting procedures should not be
dictated by Federal law.

° Ccombined _Reoad_Plan. The Administration had proposed a block
grant for non-Federal interest highway systems and bridges.
Although neither the Senate nor the BHouse bill contains a full
block grant, the Senate bill has a block grant pilot program that
we strongly support.

° SBRP Liability. We strongly object to the Senate provision
which provides Federal liability for actions of the National
Academy of Sciences taken in connection with the Strategic Bighway

Research Program (SHRP).

° Beavy_Vehicle_Use_Tax. We oppose the provision in the Senate
bill that imposes the full Heavy Vehicle Use Tax on all Canadian
truckers. This amendment undercuts a congressionally-mandated
study on transborder trucking due to be submitted to Congress on
October 1, 1987. The Canadian Government has expressed in the
strongest terms its concern over this amendment. Transport
Minister John Crosbie indicated that our mutual effort to increase
the presently small Canadian provincial membership in the
International Registration Plan (IRP) may be jeopardized by this
current consideration of motor carrier
-anada, which will benefit United States
rersely affected. Canada has repeatedly
objection to its truckers paying their fair
1icle use tax in the United States, and has
ways that this share could be assessed. We
final bill be silent on the issue, as the
.s. BHowever, if the conference believes the
»d, we could accept a proportional level of



the tax (for example, 50 percent), perhaps tied to membership in
the IRP.

° Annual _Conaressional Appreval-_Transit. We oppose section
303 of the House bill which would require congressional
legislation to approve each year's funding levels and allocation
of funds for transit projects funded under the transit
discretionary program. This legislative process could cause
delays in the same way that the Interstate Cost Estimate approval
process has caused delays and could disrupt the orderly flow of
funds to states and localities.

° Clagification_of Labor _Provision. We strongly support the
clarifying provision in the House bill that would emphasize that

section 13(c) labor protective agreements are not meant to
preclude transit grantees from contracting out for the provision
of transit services by private companies, with the addition of
language clarifying that the provision will not override
provisions of prior collective bargaining agreements related to
contracting out.

° Trangit _Operating _Assistance. We oppose the continuation of
operating assistance for all areas which is contained in both
bills. HBowever, we strongly oppose section 309 of the House bill
because it would actually increase operating assistance to
urbanized areas whose population is less than 200,000 and section
326 which would increase operating assistance available to Miami
and Fort Lauderdale, Florida. We also oppose the continuation of
the trade-in provision for operating assistance. The original
provision was intended to provide a short period of transition.
That time has now expired and should not be extended. We prefer
the Senate approach which would not continue the trade-in
provision.

° Splash_and_Spray. We support the BHouse provision which would
require the Secretary to find that splash and spray suppression
devices on trucks will actually improve visibility and reduce
accidents before issuing a standard to require their installation.

° Bighway _Safety Authogizations, The Highway Safety

authorization levels in B.R. 2 exceed the President's budget by

$132 million over the 5 year period of the bill. Of this, $71
ntinued funding of the alcohol incentive grant
temporary program that has fulfilled its

ion_Assistance_Act. The Administration

£ Title III of the Senate bill without
inistration opposes Title VI of the Bouse
crease Federal costs, restrict state and local
inconsistent with the principles of
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503
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Honorable Bob Packwood
Chairman

Committee on Finance
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Bob:

I would like to take this opportunity to encourage the
Committee to proceed with reporting a revenue title to
reauthorize the excise and use taxes that support the Highway
Trust Fund. A revenue title is needed when S§. 2405, the
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1986, is addressed by the full Senate.

The Administration urges the Committee to reauthorize the
existing taxes for four years, in line with §. 2405. 1In
addition, we encourage several changes to close loopholes and
avoid tax evasion, in order to generate maximum revenue from the
existing taxes.

First, we strongly recommend the elimination of gas tax
exemptions now enjoyed by users of gasohol and other special
fuels and by private and public bus companies. These two
exemptions, in total, will cost the Highway Trust Fund $3 billion
over the 1987 through 1991 period. Continued subsidy of these
industries is unwarranted. There is also no reason why
recipients of these exemptions should not bear their fair share
of highway user fees.

We also strongly encourage the Committee to make the
necessary statutory changes to deal with the growing, costly
problem of gas tax evasjon. By shifting the gas tax liability
from the producer (now broadly defined) to the refiner or first
importer., the taxpayer population will be significantly reduced.

T tly improve the ability to enforce against
ev y change, to impose the tax at the highest
le on chain, will help preserve the integrity
of d also generate substantial additional
re " Trust Fund.

urges the adoption of these proposals as
th with its deliberations on reauthorizing
th the Highway Trust Fund.

Sincerely yours,
Jim

James C. Miller III %O
a1

- b



NEWS o ~ Committee on Public TWorks
and Trangportation

JAMES J. HOWARD, M.J., CHAIRKAN

115, HOUSE OF REFPRESENTATIVES

ROOM 21635, RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUJILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

{204) 239-4472

e _ I _ ___

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 1, 1986

STATEMENT OF REP. JAMES J. HOWARD
CHAIRMAN
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION

"I stand firmly on the principles I stated last week, in
opposition to an increase in the 55 m.p.h. speed limit. However, I
am willing to change one item - there will be no bill unless the
Senate agrees to the conditions we proposed last week. There will
be a conference because I have the united, bipartisan support of the
House conferees on this issue. There will be no bill if it means
more lives lost on the highways.

"The following members have been appointed as conferees in
addition to myself:

Rep. Glenn M. Anderson, D-Calif.
Rep. Bob Edgar, D-Pa.

Rep. Gene Snyder, R-Ky.

Rep. Bud Shuster, R-Pa."”
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Dear Jim:

Conferees will be meeting shortly to resolve the many DRI R e
..differences between the Senate and House versions of H.R.
3129, the bill which authorizes highway construction, higbway
safety and transit programs. It is very important to
transportation mobility and safety in this country that
multi-year legislation be enacted to reauthorize our nation's
highway and transit programg. However, as much as the
Administration wants such legislation, there are a number of
seriously troublesome issues before the Conferees which could
lead directly to the bill being vetoed if not addressed
satisfactorily. There are a number of other major issues
that could significantly add to the desirability of
legislation. All of these are described below.

@ Increased Highway Spending. The highway spending that
would be permitted by the Senate bill exceeds the
Administration's budget request. Anything that significantly
exceeds the Senate's levels is unacceptable. Specifically:

-~ Authorization levels. The total authorizations,
including amounts for the highway minimum allocation
provision, should not exceed Senate levels.

~ Obligation limitation. We strongly oppose section
105 of the House bill which expands the list of
obligations exempt from the ceiling. We also oppose the
House provision that would provide a windfall of extra
obligational authority for states that exhaust their
regular obligational authority.

- Demonstration proijects. We strongly oppose the
provisions in the House bill which provide additional
funding for narrow, special interest highway and transit
projects. We strongly believe that states are in the

:0 identify the most cost-effective

: Barriers/Foreign Relations., The Senate
attempts to increase domestic protection
iy and transit programs during

* bill on the floor. Under the House Buy
lomestic content requirements for buses,
issociated equipment would be increased
}5 percent. We also note that the




proposal prohibits use of foreign cement and would, if
enacted, be the third change in this area in four years.
These provisions would add millions of dollars to the cost of
these programe, cause construction and procurement delays,
and invite foreign retaliation. We are strongly opposed to
these changes and urge the adoption of the Senate language.

Likewise, the Senate deleted a provision in the bill which
would have allowed state and local governments to use Federal
grant funds to influence relations with South RAfrica. The
House bill contains provisions nearly identical to the one
the Senate deleted. We strongly prefer the Senate position.
Foreign relations should be the responsibility of the
national government and should not be delegated piecemeal to
the individual states. Moreover, the provision could have a
chilling impact on competitive bidding. It would also
destroy the uniformity of the contracting process and add to
bid preparation costs.

@ Additional Interstate Projects. Section 132 of the
House bill makes the Central Artery~Third Harbor Tunnel in
Boston fully eligible for Interstate construction funds and
could add up to $2 billion to the cost of completing the
Interstate highway system. We strongly oppose this section.
If the state wants to build these projects, it should use
other funding resources. The cost of the depression of the
Central Artery is not justified on the basis of the
transportation benefits to the nation.

° Transit Authorizations. The authorization levels in
H.R. 3129 exceed the President's budget by $14.6 billion over
the five year period of the bill. The Senate bill.exceeds
the President's budget by $B billion over four years. We
strongly oppose authorizations in excess of the Senate levels
and we will seek to limit the availability of funds through
the appropriations process.

° Transit Programs. Both bills reauthorize the current
transit program structure, perpetuating the transit
discretionary program (funded from the Highway Trust Fund)
which the Administration proposed to eliminate in favor of a
3ince the one cent: of the nine-cents gas
rom all states, it is only reasonable that
ited to all states by an equitable formula.
rhich would fund the formula program from
the discretionary program from the general
:h would ensure that each state received a




portion of the mass transit part of the highway tax and would
reduce later Congressional earmarking of Trust Fund programs.

There are a number of other issues, that if addressed by the
Conferees as we have proposed, would greatly enhance the
bill.

° Combined Interstate/Primary Program. We believe that
the Senate provision to merge the Interstate and Primary
programs is essential to give the states the flexibility they
need to address critical highway needs. This new structure
recognizes the need to balance the preservation of the
existing major highway system with the need to build new
highways. We support the Senate's distribution method which
would rely upon an administrative adjustment to the
Interstate Cost Estimate (ICE), thereby avoiding the
disruption caused by delayed ICE approval.

@ Discretionary Bridge Program. We support the provision
in the House bill which would increase the discretionary
portion of the bridge rehabilitation and replacement program
from $200 million to $250 million per year. This will
facilitate the repair of high—-cost bridges.

@ Higher Davis-Bacon Threshold. The Senate bill contains
a provision to raise the Davis-Bacon threshold. The
Administration strongly supports efforts to substantially
increase this thresheld. Such an increase would lower costs,
increase competition, and benefit small and disadvantaged
businesses.

° Toll Financing. We support the provision in the Senate
bill which would allow Federal—aid funds and toll revenues to
be combined to build new toll roads, while not allowing tolls
to be placed on existing Interstate highways. This change
would increase funds available for highway construction
without additional Federal user fees. In many states, such
funding flexibility would enable states to construct projects
that they would otherwise be unable to finance.

° Motor Carrier Grants. We support the provision in the
House bill which would provide contract authority for Motor
Carrier Safety Assistance grants. ,[JThis would enhance the
predictability of funding and improve the ability of states
to coordinate state and Federal funding.

ef, We support the provision in the
'ould lower the Federal matching share from
ble system share for emergency relief
We believe that the Senate approach is
permits a 100% Federal share for truly

is done within 30 days of the disaster.

. As the President recently indicated, we
ch as the amendment in the Senate bill or



other similar provisions, which would proVide states with
enhanced ability to regulate highway speeds within their
jUIlSdlCthDS. y

° Billboards., - We support efforts in both bills to revise
the current unworkable laws dealing with highway =
beautification. We strongly urge the adoption of the Senate
position dealing with amortization of non-conforming signs
and funding sanctions., We believe that states should be
allowed to use their police powers to remove non-conforming
signs. We strongly oppose the House provision which would
require us to withhold at least 5% of a state's funds for
even minor non-compliance with the provision,

© Competitive Biddinag. We oppose section 109 of the House
bill which would prevent a state from using sealed bids for
architect and engineering contracts. This practice may
increase project costs because states would not be required
to accept the lowest bid. Moreover, these state contracting
procedures should not be dictated by Federal law. The Senate
approach, which proposes no change, should be adopted.

° Combined Road Plan. The Administration had proposed a
block grant for non-Federal interest highway systems and
bridges. Although neither the Senate nor the House bill
contains a full block grant, the Senate bill has a block
grant pilot program that we strongly support.

e Annual Congressional Approval- Transit. We oppose
section 303 of the House bill which would require
congressional legislation to approve each year's funding
levels and allocation of funds for transit projects funded
under the transit. discretionary program. This legislative
process could cause delays in the same way that the
Interstate Cost Estimate approval process has caused delays
and could disrupt the orderly flow of funds to states and
localities.

° Clarification of Labor Provision. We strongly support

the clarifying provision in the House bill that would

emphasize that section 13(c) labor protective agreements are
lude transit grantees from contracting out
of transit services by private companies.

ating Assistance. We oppose the

perating assistance for all areas which is
bills. However, we strongly oppose section
bill because it would actually increase

nce to urbanized areas whose population is

. We also oppose the continuation of the
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ended to provide a short period of




transition. That time has now expired and should not be
extended. We prefer the Senate approach which makes no
change. '

° Splash _and Spray. We support the Bouse provision which
would require the Secretary to find that splash and spray
suppression devices on trucks will actually improve
visibility and reduce accidents before issuing a standard to
require their installation.

- We hope that the Conference Committee will weigh these
concerns carefully and develop a bill that is in accord with
our mutual objectives of providing a flexible and responsive
highway and transit program and meeting national budget
reduction targets.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no
objection to the submission of these views to the Committee
and that enactment of the provisions outlined in the first
part of this letter would not be in accord with the program
of the President.

Sincerely,

Elizapeth Hanford Dole
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20603

0CT 02 1986 .-

Honorable Robert T. Stafford

Chairman -
Committee on Environment and Public Works

United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Bob:

I am writing to convey the Administration's concerns as the
House and Senate prepare for Conference on legislation (H.R. 3129
and S. 2405) to reauthorize highway, transit and highway safety
programs beyond 1986.

The Administration strongly supports the highway provisions
of the Senate bill and urges their adoption by the Conference
Committee. We are pleased that the highway title in S. 2405
recognizes the constraints on Federal spending that are necessary
if the deficit is to be reduced, and proposes changes to increase
the cost-effectiveness of the Federal-aid highway program. We
applaud the Senate's opposition to raising the highway obligation
limitation. We do not object to its approach to special projects
that gives States the flexibility to fund such projects from
regularly-apportioned funds, rather than providing additional 100
percent Federal funding for special-interest projects as the
House bill provides.

The Senate bill also makes important substantive changes in
the Federal highway program which the Conference would be wise to
adopt. Provisions to consolidate the Interstate and primary
highway programs and to allow the use of Federal-aid in the
construction of new toll roads would enhance States' abilities to
meet their highway needs by lifting categorical restrictions and

le¢ ‘tate funds. Reform of the Highway
B¢ revision of the 55 m.p.h. speed limit, as
c< ppropriately would give States the
re¢ . removal and raising the speed limit to
6! rstate highways.
\igstration has serious objections to a number
of e the conferees. 1 strongly urge the
Ce¢ wr concerns outlined below. Otherwise, if
oL lequately addressed, the President's

8¢ ecommend that the President not sign the bill.



1. Unaffordable Highway Spending in H.R. 3129

H.R. 3129 authorizes $69.7 billion over five years which exceeds
the President's budget for highway programs by $5.8 billion. 1In
- addition, two provisions of the bill significantly increase spending
by authorizing about $1.3 billion outside the annual highway
obligation limitation. First, the bill expands the list of
obligations exempt from the obligation limitation to an estimated $1
billion annually. Secondly, the bill provides a windfall of extra
obligation authority for States that exhaust their share of the
annual limitation by August 1lst of each year.

2. Special Interest Highway Add-ons

H.R. 3129 is replete with narrow, special interest projects,
studies and authorities; about 100 highway demonstration projects and
studies, additional Interstate projects for Massachusetts, and
waivers of non-Federal matching share requirements, to highlight a
few. Authorizing these demonstration projects, generally at 100
percent Federal funding and exempt from the annual obligation
limitation, is poor management of highway trust fund resources and
reduces the funds available for maintaining the Federal-aid system.
Moreover, without a matching share requirement and without any
hearing record whatsoever, there is no basis to justify these
projects as important priorities. The total cost of these projects
is estimated to be about $4 billion.

3. Trade Barriers/Foreign Relations

H.R. 3129 amends the "Buy America™ provision to increase the
domestic content requirement for buses, rolling stock and associated
equipment from 50 percent to 85 percent; and to prohibit the use of
foreign cement. These provisions would add significantly to the cost
of highway and transit projects, cause procurement and construction
delays and invite foreign retaliation. H.R. 3129 also allows the
Federal highway and transit programs to be governed by State and
local anti-apartheid contracting laws. This provision raises serious
constitutional questions concerning the exclusive power of the
Federal Government to conduct foreign relations and regulate foreign
commerce. .

4 .t Authorizations

ithorize $20.7 billion in transit spending
o1 »1 $14.6 billion above the President's
B\ , 2405 would authorize $12.9 billion over
b :he President's Budget request by $8
b: ending levels are inconsistent with the
de¢ >le, inherent in the Administration's
pPI tations tie to annual Highway Trust Fund
re irge Congress to limit transit spending in
tl deficit reduction.



5. 1Inequitable Allocation of Transit Trust Fund Receipté

Neither bill incorporates the barest principles of the
. Administration's proposal to allocate the Mass Transit Account of
the Highway Trust Fund by formula. Both bills maintain the
status quo structure of the transit program which the
Administration believes is inappropriate and inequitable. Over
80 percent of funds derived from one cent of the nine-cent
gasoline tax, collected from residents of all States, are
allocated through earmarked discretionary grants to fewer than 20
cities around the country. The President's proposal allows all
States to receive a share of gas tax revenues through a
formula-based allocation.

Since the very beginning of the highway program, Congress
addressed this equity consideration by requiring that highway
funds, in general, be allocated on a formula basis to ensure
equitable distribution. It is only reasonable that transit
programs supported by the Highway Trust Fund are governed by fair
formulas. Therefore, we strongly urge the Conference to adopt a
more equitable allocation of the trust fund by formula.

6. Inappropriate Transit Provisions

The transit proposals in H.R. 3129 deviate significantly
from the President's approach in several other important
respects. Discretionary funding for local "new start"™ projects
is continued and expanded to include the use of multi-year
contracts not subject to any future availability of funds or to
any obligation limitation set by the appropriations committees.
Categorically authorizing funds to be used for the various
components of discretionary grants (Section 320) and requiring
annual congressional approval of Section 3 funding levels and
allocations (Section 303) would unnecessarily constrain the use
of Section 3 funds by categories and delay their obligation.
Continuing Federal operating assistance for large urbanized areas
(Section 310) perpetuates the inappropriate role of the Federal
Government paying for operating deficits which result from State
and local transit decisions.

t to Section 307 and urge that substitute

tr ded from the Highway Trust Fund and not
th lso strongly oppose Section 316 which

1li on's ability to encourage private

en n. There are other unnecessary and
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7. 1Inefficient Use of Federal Highway Funds

Several provisions of H.R. 3129 restrict the leverage of

. Federal funds and effectively reduce the scope of the highway
programs. Provisions which increase the Federal matching share
or waive non-Federal matching requirements reduce the scope of
the annual highway program. Similarly, the bill discourages
cost-effective use of funds by expanding the coverage of the "Buy
America”" program to increase domestic content regquirements,
limiting the use of convict-produced materials and reauthorizing,
rather than terminating, the Federal compensation regquirements of
the highway beauty program.

In closing, I urge the Conference, in its deliberations, to
fulfill its responsibilities to contribute to the reduction of
the Federal deficit, to create a more appropriate Federal role in
highway and transit programs and to ensure the cost-effective use
of Federal funds. 1If our concerns are not adequately addressed,
the President's senior advisors would recommend that the
President not sign the Conference bill.

Sincerely yours,
Jim

James C. Miller III
Director

SENT TO HONORABLE JAMES J. HOWARD,
____________________ STENKOWSKI, HONORABLE BOB PACKWOOD,
HONORABLE JOHN C. DANFORTH AND HONORABLE JAKE GARN
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October 7, 1986
SENATE PROPOSAL

Sec, 10l. Short Title - House language

Sec. 102. Approval of Interstate Cost Estimate and Extension of

Interstate Program: - House language except:

. (a) Modified Senate language on administrative release of

ICE,
(by Split the difference on authorization levels,
{c) One-half percent minimum to all States

Sec. 103. Approval of Cost Estimate and Authorization of
Appropriations for Interstate Substitute Projects: - House language
except:

{a) Modified Senate language on administrative release,

(b) Senate extension of eligibility to any public road,

{({c) Senate generic elimination of concept approvals rather
than House's elimination for 3 States,

(d) Senate's language redistributing funds after two years
rather than the House's three years,

{e)y Split the difference on authorization level,

(f) Senate language on "({P) Right-of-wWay Payback"

{g} Did not include House "(¢) Additional Amount for
Substitute Transit Projects"™ only because not EPW jurisdiction,

(h) Include House language "({e) Inclusion of Certain Costs as
Non-Federal Share" for Oregon

Sec. 104, hAuthorization of Appropriations for Interstate System
Construction: House language except split the difference on
authorizations

{a) House language on sSeparate categories,
(b} House language on 6 years of authorization

Sec. 105. Obligation Ceiling: House language except modify (b) by
o ’ 'h) (3) through the end of the subsection, and
g 10 percent to 5 percent and 5 percent to 2.5
d balances that States may obligate.

.ion of Appropriations: House language except:
ifference on authorization levels (includes
ms contained in title II of House billy,

iate language on WIPP authorization out of

‘ed Business Enterprise program: House
nsion of program, annual listing of DBEs, WBEs



included in definition) with Senate 130(d} uniform certification
criteria)

Sec. 107. Indian Employment and Contracting: Senate language
(sec. 129)

Sec. 108. Interstate 4R and Primary Formulas: Strike House (a)
(Interstate 4R formula change) and include House (b} (extension of
primary formula)

Sec. 109. Elimination of Roadside Obstacles: House language

Sec. 110. Letting of Contracts: Senate language {no comparable
House provision. '

Sec. 111. Convict pProduced Materials: House language with
modification changing July 1, 1985 to December 31, 1986. (No
comparable Senate provision).

Sec. 112. Advanced Construction: Senate language (similar House
provision).

Sec. 113. 1Interstate Discretionary Funds: (no comparable Senate
provision) '

(1) House language continuing $300 million Interstate
construction discretionary fund, with current law priorities

{2) House language creating Interstate 4R discretionary fund
with modifications (no comparable Senate provision):

{a) Discretionary fund authorized at $100 million rather than
$200 million per year;

(b) Include House criteria under " (C) Priority Consideration
for Certain Projects" and eliminate House " (D) Factors to Consider
in selection of Recipients".

(c) 1Include House (e) provision for right-of-way in Arizona.

Sec. 114. Flexibility of Use of Highway Funds: House language for
Puerto Rico (no comparable Senate provision).

Sec, 1l15. Interstate 4R Program: (1) House language with Senate
sentence to close loophole,
(2) Transfer of Funds for Primary System projects: House
:ates to transfer up to 20 percent from

\ry

11 share: House language for (a), (b), and
}0 percent Federal share for installation of
1 r 1lights, guardrails, or impact attenuators;
: ity primary routes in Pennsylvania and

( inds eligible under Great River Road program
1 h anywhere between 75 and 395 percent), drop
I :able Senate provision}.



(2) Senate language providing Emergency Relief system match
with modified language providing 100% for first 90 days rather than
30 (no comparable House provision),

{3} Senate language allowing States to overmatch.

Sec., 117. (lf Emergency Relief: House language (similar Senate
provision) 1Increases cap from $30 to $50 million, raises cap to
$100 million for 1986.

(2) Territories: House language except change effective date
from April 15, 1983 to date of enactment of bill. Makes
Territories eligible for the Emergency Relief program.

Sec. 118. Vehicle Weight Limitations - Interstate System: Senate
language (permits withheld funds to be returned if States come into
compliance before funds lapse).

Sec. 119. Extension of Tolls to Finance Certain Ineligible
Construction Expenses: House language (affects a Florida
Interstate) No comparable Senate provision.

Sec., 120. Toll Facilities: Senate language (ensures that toll
facilities not eligible for Federal-aid have sufficient resources
to maintain the facilities and cover emergencies).

Sec. 121. Bridge Program: (1) House language with an increase in
the bridge discretionary program of $25 million for a total of $225
million per year. (Senate retains current program) Add Senate
language of section ll6: Off-System Bridge program.

(2) Applicability of the General Bridge Act of 1948: House
language (no comparable Senate provision)

{3} Bridges to Replace Certain Ferryboat Services: House
language (Senate has similar provision)

Sec. 122. Minimum allocation: Senate language with House language
section 124 (a)

Sec. 123, National Bridge Inspection Program: House language (no
comparable Senate provision)

ridges: Senate language (No comparable House

of Tolls: Senate language (No comparable

m Ailirspace Rights-of-Way: House languagé
sion)



Sec. 127.  Strategic Highway Research Program: Senate language

(similar House provision except for report requirement and
liability language)

Sec. 128. Highway Planning and Research: Senate language (no
comparable House provision)

Sec. 129. Wildflowers: Senate language (similar House provision)

Sec. 130. Implementation of Certain Orders: House language
(implementation of any Gramm-Rudman cuts)

Sec. 131. Central Artery: House modified language (no comparable
Senate provision)

Sec. 132. Apportionment: House modified language (for Central
Artery)

Sec. 132. Transfer of Interstate Lanes: House language (affects
California) (no comparable Senate language)

Sec. 134. Payback of Right-of-Way Expenses: House language
(affects New York} (similar Senate provision)

Sec, 135. Expenditure of Federal Highway Funds in Virgin Islands:
House language (no comparable Senate provision)

Sec. 136. Right-0f-Way Donation: Senate language (alse includes
House language regarding California provision)

Sec. 137. Railroad-Highway Crossing Needs Study: combine House
and Senate studies.

Sec. 138. Demonstration Projects: Senate criteria applied to all
projects in the House and Senate bill., (States can fund these
priority projects from their regular Federal-aid apportionments
with the flexibility to choose any of their apportionments.)

Sec. 139. Cumberland Gap National Historical park, Virginia:
House language (similar Senate provision)

Sec. 140. Delaware River Bridges: House language (similar Senate
rsignation: House language (affects Oklahoma )
> provision) :

-mula Study: Combine House and Senate studies

)r Handicapped Persons: House language (no
wision)

:y Study of Using Highway Electrification
lifornia Department of Transportatiocon): House



language with Senate cost sharing requirements (no comparable
Senate provision}.

Sec. 145. Cost Effectiveness study of Highway Upgrading: House
language with Senate language on cost sharing (highway in
Pennsylvania and New York) (no comparable Senate provision)

Sec. 146. Bridge Management Study: House language (no comparable
Senate provision)

Sec., 147. State Maintenance Program Study: House language (no
comparable Senate provision)

Sec. 148. Highway Feasibility Study: House language (affects
Louisiana, Arkansas, and Missouri) (similar Senate provision)

Sec. 149. cCcalifornia Feasibility Study: House language with
Senate language on cost sharing (no comparable Senate provision)

Sec. 150. New York Feasibility Study: House language (no
comparable Senate provision)

Sec. 151. Prohibition on Widening Certain Routes Through Historic
District: House language (affects Ohio) (no comparable Senate
provision)

Sec. 152. Ferry Boat Service: House language (affects Nebraska
and South Dakota) (similar Senate provision) :

Sec. 153. Railway-Highway Crossings: Senate language (codifies
existing rail-highway crossing program in section 203 of the
Highway Safety Act of 1973) (no comparable House provision)

Sec. 154. Use of Certain Reports as Evidence: Senate language
{(similar House provision)

Sec. 155. Emergency Call Boxes: House language (no comparable
Senate provision)

Sec. 156. Forest Highways: Senate language (no comparable House
provision)

autification: Senate provision.

ojects Eligibility: Senate language (no
ision)

ighway Institute: Senate language (no
ision)

Condition Relating to Conveyance of a Certain
vage (affects Maryland and has been passed in
(no comparable House provision)



Sec. 1l6l.  Speed Limit: Senate language with seat belt law
requirement. (no comparable House provision) House language onr
roads posted at 50 MPH,

Sec. 162. Davis-Bacon Threshold: Modified Senate language with
$5125,000 thrgshold. .

Sec. 163. Access Highways to Lakes: Senate language (no
comparable House provision)

Sec. 164. Substitute Transit Project in Oregon: Senate language
(no comparable House provision)

Sec. 165. Local Match: Senate language (affects Idaho) (no
comparable House provision)

Sec. 166, Review of Reports on U.S. Route 13 Relief Route: Senate
language (affects Delaware and Maryland Corps project report) (no
comparable House provision)

Sec. 167. Relocation of Utility Facilities: House language
(similar Senate provision)

Sec. 168. State Police Barracks: House language, permits building
and access on a controlled access Interstate (no comparable Senate
provision)

Sec. 169, vending Machines: House language (no comparable Senate
provision)

Sec. 170. Maryland Interstate Transfer: House language (similar
Senate provision)

Sec. 171. Planning, Design, and Constructien: House language
(affects Arkansas) (nc comparable Senate provision)

Sec. 172, Tank Trucks: House language (no comparable Senate
provision).

Sec. 173. Exemption from Right-of-Way Restriction: House language
(affects Michigan) (no comparable Senate provision)

f Limitations on Project Approval: House
waii) (similar Senate provision)

Rocad Demonstration Program: Senate language
States participating.

Highway Bridges Which Cross Rail Lines: House
ble Senate provision)

Use of Rock Salt on Highways: Senate language
provision)



Sec. 178. Toll Financing: Senate language (no comparable House
orovision)

Sec, 179. Disaster Relief Amendments: Senate language (no
comparable House provision

Sec. 180. Technical Amendments: Combine House and Senate

Statement of Managers Language: (see attachment)

House Section 109. Contracting For Engineering and Design
Services, and

House Section 111. sStandardized Contract Clause Concerning
Site Conditions



L October 7, 1986

MAJOR ISSUES

1. Authorization Levels: 8Split the difference as indicated on
attached chart.

2. Length aof authorization: House provision

3. Obligation Limitation: House level with Senate exemptions,
House modified provision permitting States to obligate
5 percent of unobligated balances not to exceed an
overall total of 2.5 percent.

4., 1Interstate System

(a) House provigion on discrete category with 6 year
funding; Senate drops combined Interstate-Primary category;

(b) House provision on Interstate discretionary category
of $300 million per year but with current law priorities;

{c) Senate provision on one-half percent minimum;

(d) House provision requiring future ICEs;

{e) Senate drops permanent approval of ICE, include
provision on administrative release of ICE if Congress has not
approved by October 1.

5. Interstate 4R program:
Drop Senate provision on combined Interstate~Primary program;
Include House Interstate 4R discretionary fund but at §$100
million per yearx.
Include House provision on transfer from Interstate 4R to
Primary '
6. Interstate Substitute program:
House provision requiring further ISCE;
Drop Senate provision on permanent ISCE approval and include

modified provision on administrative release if Congress has not-
aporoved an ISCE by October 1.

ision on tatal flexibility.
rograms

ision on transferability

discretivnary program to $225 million per
illion and Senate at $200 million)



10. 85 percent minimum:
Senate provision with House language section 124({a)

11, Davis-Bacon:
Compromise with $125,000 threshold (House is at $2,000
and Senate is at $250,000)

12. Buy America:
Drop both Senate and House provisions;
13.- Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program:
House provision with Senate uniform certification

14, Highway Beautification:
Senate provision

15. Toll Financing:
Senate provision

16. Central Artery:
House compromise

17. ©Speed Limit: .

Senate provision with mandatory seat belt law., 2all
existing seat belt laws would fulfill the requirement for a
mandatory law. House language regarding roads posted at 50 mph.

13, Combined road demonstration program: Senate language with
only 5 States.

19. South Africa sanctions: Drop House provision (Senate
overrode veto)

20. Demonstration projects: Senate criteria for all House and
Senate projects (projects are funded out of a State's regular
Federal-aid apportionments, States have flexibility to choose any
of their apportionments to fund the priority project).

20. Accept additional House and Senate provisions as shown in the



. AUTHORIZATIONS ($ in billions)
SENATE HOUSE
PROGRAM FY87-90 FY87-91
INTERSTATE 3.0 3.3%
I-4R 2.8 2.83
PRIMARY 2.35 2.305
PRIMARY MINIMUM 0 .050
I-SUBSTITUTE .650 .825
MINIMUM ALLOCATION .700 .512
SECONDARY .600 .600
URBAN .750 .750
BRIDGE 1.5 1.755
FOREST HIGHWAYS .050 .058
PUBLIC LANDS .050 .020
INDIAN ROADS .075 .090
PARKWAYS .075 .045
HAZARD ELIMINATION .175 .170
RAILROAD CROSSINGS .175 .l140
EMERGENCY RELIEF . 100 .100
DEMOS - L237**
STUDIES ——— LOD3 %k
402 (FHWA) .010 .010
TERRITORIAL HIGHWAYS .012 -
MCSAP . .050
UNIVERSITY CENTERS —_—— .005
RR DEMOS - .010
403 (FHWA) .010 .010
TOTAL AUTHORIZATION LEVELS
(Average levels): SENATE**** HOUSE
13.082 13.875
OBLIGATION LIMITATION: 12.350 12.600
'ION ~ .B0O .925
7
1s:
0
1.185
97

COMPROMI SE

3.15
2.815
2.325
.050
.740
-.700
-600
.750
l1.63
.055
.040
.080
.060
-170
-160
.100
.001
.010

COMPROMISE

13.44¢

12.600

.800

. Senate authorizes $§58 million out of the
d for WIPP roads.
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Honorable James J. Howard

Member of Congress
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Jim:

* House of Representatives’

Wnited States _Smate"

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS - I
. WASHINGTON, DC 20610

october ‘15, 1986

We are'writing t¢ urge that you, as Chairman of the conference
committee on the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1986, call a meeting of
the House and Senate conferees at the earliest possible time.

The'conferees have not met since October 7 when the Senate

conferees made a proposal.

Congress will be adjourning very

shortly and little time remains to resolve the differences between

the House and Senate bills,
apportioned to the States on October 1,

Highway funds should have been _
While we have missed that

deadline, there is still time to pass a highway bill before

Congress adjourns.

Failure to pass a bill will result in major

disruptions in addressing the needs of our highways and bridges and
will jeopardize jobs in the construction industry.

We look forward to hearing from you.

Quentin N, Burdick

Si ely,

Staf

Robert T,

~ Steve’ Symms

2%

yChafee

James Abdnor




HOUSE OFFER OF 10/16/86

MAJOR ISSUES

1/2 percent Interstate minimums Accept Senate provision (cost:

31.3 billion over 5 years).

Interstate 4R formula change: Drop House provision (key House
members lose about $800 million over 5 years; Key Senate members
gain about $550 million over 5 years).

Bentsen minimum allocation: Phase in over five Yyears as

follows:

Y 1987 include all programs except Interstate

FY 1988 discretionary and ER .
FY 13989 N
FY 199 include all pregrams

FY 12 9?.}

Demonstration projects: .

A. House proiects: Heouse would reduce the costs of its
projects by about 20 percent as follows:

1. House would cut cost by 10 percent by scaling back or
dropping selected projects;

2. Projects would be funded by separate authorization at
93/10; and

3. Projects would be exempt from obligation ceiling,

B. Senate projects:

L. Senate would make comparable 10 percent cut by scaling
back or dropping selected projects;

£ funding from a state's apportionments, Senate
would be funded in same manner as House
(separate authorization) ;

would be funded by separate authorization at
d ' :

would be exempt from obl_gatlon ceiling.
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Speed Limit: Drop Senate provision; with commitment to address

next year,

Davis-Bacon: Drop Senate provision; with commitment to address

next year.

Beautification:

A.

Retain House provisions on just compensation (including
flexible Federal match), farmer's signs, vegetation control,
prohibition on sign modifications, and freeze on erection of
new signs in commercial and industrial areas.

Accept Senate provisions on Federal funding for
compensation, North Dakota billboards (no provision), annual
inventories, removal of illegal and certain non-conforming
signs in 90 days, elimination of Federal reguirements to
remove non-conforming signs generally, limitations on-: the
use of materials from acguired signs, and regulation of
signs on public lands.

Propose compromise language on sanctions, warning labels on
signs, and possible provision on expanding freeze concept to
include rural signs under certain circumstances.

Central Artervy:

A.

Four-lane third Harbor crossing eligible for Interstate
construction funds instead of two~lane.

Massachusetts responsible for depression of Central Artery
from High Street to Causeway Street.

Charlestown Interchange and the South Interchange on the

Artery are eligible for Interstate construction costs at
approximately $500 million in state and Federal funds.
- " nds are available for two years and then lapse
‘rstate discretionary fund. Interstate
:3 nvased on 1289 ICE will be available untitl

» may borrow Interstate construction

:s to finance its responsibility for Eundlng the
the Central Artery from HBigh Street to

ret. Interstate construction apportionments

lepression will be deducted from future cost



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Buy America

Page 3

A. Phase in 75% (in lieu of 85%) domestic content requirement

as follows:

FY 87:
FY 88:
Fy 89:
FY 90:
FY 91:

50%
50%
60%
60%
75%

B. Accept House provision on 25% price differential,.

C. Drop Senate provision regarding $500,000 threshold.

D. Drop House provision on cement.

Tolls: Drop Senate provision.

Tnterstate 4R discretionary: $200 million per year.

Combined Road Demonstration Program: House will accept in five

InEerstate[Interstate 4R/Primary:

current program structure.

Senate agrees to retain

DBE: Accept Senate offer of October 7th (House provision with

8; existing process
ate proposal for automatic



NEWS o Committee on Public TWorks
and Transportation

WASHINGTOCHN, D.C. 20515

{202) 223-4472

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE THURSDAY, OCTOBER 16, 1986

Rep. James J. Howard, D-N.J., Chairman of the House Public
Works and Transportation Committee, today issued the following
statement on the status of H.R, 3129, the Surface Transportation and
Assistance Act of 1986:

"We are very disappointed that there has been no movement
whatsoever from the other side during the conference. The House
conferees were prepared with an offer on demonstration projects that
would have wrapped up the whole thing. We have made several offers
that went toward them and went toward them even more. The Senate's
last two offers were going further away from us. :

"Should everything else fall into place, we have an excellent
offer for them. Unfortunately, there are too many outstanding
issues on which there has been no movement during the entire
conference,

"The House has conceded on the one-half of one percent for
states with no Interstate construction needs, a matter of more than
51 billion. We have conceded on the issue of the Interstate 4R
formula, another matter .of more than $1 billion. We have gone 80
percent of the way on the Senate's 85 percent amendment. We have
proposed significant compromises on beautification, Buy America, and
we have agreed to address the speed limit and Davis~Bacon issues
next year. I consider all of these positions to be major
concessions to the Senate.

imit issue, I don't want to be a part of

ill pecople and paralyze others. I want to do
. However, I have agreed to make a commitment
next year.

s far as we can on many of these issues. I
idence we may have a bill this year because
ms interested in getting a bill. I hope we can

lan
472



November 14, 1986

MEMORANDUM

TO: Chairman James J. Howard
FROM: Clyde Woodle C%M/

SUBJECT: Reintroduction of Highway Bill

With regard to reintroduction of the highway bill in January
incorporating certain features of the last House offer of 10/17/86
in order to reduce or eliminate controversial conference issues, the
following discussion highlights the major differences between the

House and Senate positions and any tentative agreements that were
reached:

A. 1/2 percent Interstate minimum:

1. Senate bill - Included

2. House bill - Not included

3. Conference - Senate provision (cost: $1.3 billion over 5
years) .

B. Interstate 4R formula change

1. Senate bill - No change from existing law

2. House bill - Formula changed to 50% VMT, 25% gasoline
consumption, 25% diesel consumption; no 1/2% minimum.

'op House provision (key House members lose
lion over 5 years; key Senate members gain
lion over 5 years).

C. location:

[ncludes apportioned and allocated funds in
:ion computation.

¢isting law; includes only apportioned funds
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3. Conference - Last House offer to phase in the Bentsen
amendment over 5 years was probably acceptable to the
Senate:

FY 1987 include all programs except

FY 1988 Interstate discretionary and ER
FY 1989

FY 1990 include all programs

FY 1991

ICE process:

1. Senate bill - One final ICE

2, House bill - Existing law; ICE approved by Congress
biennially.

3. Conference - Biennial ICE with administrative release

provision.

Speed Limit:

l.
2.

3.

Senate bill - Allows 65 MPH on rural Interstates

House bill - No comparable provision.

Conference ~ Unresolved.

Demonstration projects:

1.

2.

Senate bill - About 70 Senate projects funded from existing
state apportionments.

House bill - 91 House projects authorized at $1.2 billion
over 5 years; 100% Federal share; exempt from obligation
ceiling.

Conference - House willing to accept Senate offer to fund
projects 50% from additional Federal funding, 20% from
-7 " -aid apportionments, and 30% from state/local
rjected Senate offer for $5 million cap per
ir; House insisted that projects be exempt
1 ceiling; no final resolution of the issue.

\llows state to remove billboards by
1d imposes a strict moratorium on erection of
in commercial and industrial areas.
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House bill - Retains requirement to pay just compensation

and imposes a freeze on the number of billboards in
commercial and industrial areas (only replacement signs

Conference - Limited progress made on the issue; in its
final offer, however, Senate indicated it would accept
payment of just compensation in exchange for strict

morator ium provision from Senate bill; House did not accept
Senate offer. --

Senate bill - Weakens Buy America by imposing $500,000

House bill - Strengthens Buy America by increasing domestic
content of rolling stock from 50% to 85%, increasing rolling
stock bid price differential from 10% to 25%, and making
cement subject to Buy America.

2.

allowed).
,3.
Buy America:
l.

threshold.
2.
3.

Conference - Senate proposed dropping all four Buy America
provisions; House proposed to drop one House and one Senate
provision ($500,000 threshold and cement), retain its bid
price differential provision, and modify its domestic
content provision for rolling stock from 85% to 55%; no
final resolution of the issue.

Davis Bacon:

Senate bill - Increases threshold for application of
Davis-Bacon from $2,000 to $250,000.

House bill - No comparable provision.

Conference - Senate dropped provision with commitment from
House to hold hearings and consider legislation next year.

Central Artery:

cluded depression of the Central Artery and a
ead of two-lane) Harbor Tunnel in the ICE.

'o comparable provision.

compromise was basically reached to include

larbor Tunnel and some interchange work on the

yauthern ends of the Central Artery project in

.ate would assume general responsibility for

yressing the Artery (using state or I-4R

11so wanted a generic provision that funds

;ed on the 1989 ICE are available until
expended; no clear response from Senate on this final point.
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Toll Financing:

l.

2.

3.

Senate bill - Allows Federal funding in the construction or
expansion of non-Interstate toll facilities; Federal funding
could not exceed 35% of project costs.

House bill - No comparable provision.

Conference - Unresolved; both Houses were adhering to their
positions at the end of the conference. -

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise:

1.

Senate bill - Includes women in the presumptive DBE group,
imposes a uniform certification process, and makes other
miscellaneous changes.

House bill - Includes women in presumptive DBE group.

Conference - House provision with Senate uniform
certification process.

Interstate 4R discretionary:

Senate bill - No provision

House bill - $200 million per year.

Conference - Senate offered $100 million; House still wanted
$200 million.

Combined Road Demonstration Program:

1.

2.

3.

Senate bill - 10 state demonstration.

House bill - No provision.

Conference - 5 state demdnstration.

s A e

imary Consolidation:

consolidates the Interstate, Interstate 4R and
ns.

)% transferability from I-4R to primary.

cop Senate consolidation; accept House

/ provision; based on informal staff

the Senate, at the Administration's behest,
reeable to a genewic provision offered by the
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House liberalizing the transfer of cost-to-complete funds
from Interstate segments open to traffic (other than HOV
lanes) to I-4R and primary (this was offered in lieu of a
narrower provision allowing Massachusetts to borrow from its

Interstate construction apportionments to depress the
Central Artery).

Interstate construction discretionary program:

l.

2'

Senate bill - No program.

House bill - Reauthorizes Interstate discretionary category
at $300 million per year; priority funding for Harbor
Freeway; Interstate funds lapse to discretionary pot.

Conference - Senate was willing to accept House provision,
but without priority funding for Harbor Freeway; final House
offer suggested second priority (rather than first priority)
funding for Harbor Freeway; no Senate response; it was also
unclear whether the Senate had backed away from an important
earlier Senate/House agreement to allow a state to reduce
the period of availability of its apportioned Interstate
construction funds from 2 years to 1 year and to allow a
state to lapse current year apportionments.

Other unresolved issues included the following:

1.

2'

Senate comprehensive rewrite of the Disaster Relief Act.
(Lautenberq)

The need for an additional $339 million in FY93 Interstate

construction funding to complete the System (over and above
the Senate offer). (Anderson)

House provision clarifying discretionary bridge eligibility
for the Acosta Bridge in Florida. (Bennett, Chappell)

House provision requiring a changed site conditions clause
in Federal-aid contracts (House willing to explore
:utory language). (Howard)

. authorizing preferential Federal match (+5%)
coal ash in highway construction. (Snyder)

| granting Utah $29 million (in ER funds) as
‘or their use of I-4R funds to avoid flooding
'alt Lake City. (Monson)

1 authorizing use of Interstate construction
rers and park-n-ride lots adjacent to I-95 in
]




ccC:

10.

11.

Page 6

House provision reprogramming the use of $2+ million in
urban high density funds. (Visclosky)

House provision concerning signs on construction projects
indicating the source of funding for the project. (Howard)

Funding for university transportation research centers.
(Shuster)

Senate also requested that the House drop the following
three provisions (which were probably acceptable to the
House)

a. General policy authorizing limited interest payments on
bonds for advance construction Interstate and primary
projects.

b. OQualifications-based procurement of architectural and
engineering services.

c. Authorizing retroactive ER funding for a 1983 disaster
in the Virgin Islands (Senate agreeable to prospective
ER funding for the Territories).

Chairman Anderson




<=5 STATEMENT OF
% ADMINISTRATION
~% POLICY

January 6, 1987
(House Rules)

H.R. 2 - Surface Transportation and Uniform
Relocation Assistance Act
(Howard (D) New Jersey)

The administration opposes H.R. 2 and, if it is presented to him
in its current form, the President’s senior advisers will
recommend that the President veto the bill.

The administration urges adoption of the legislative proposal to
reauthorize highway safety and highway construction programs that
was transmitted to Congress by the Department of Transportation
on January 5, 1986. Otherwise H.R. 2 should be amended to:

-- authorize obligations for highway, transit, and highway
safety activities of $77.4 billion for fiscal years
1987-1991, instead of $91 billion as contained in H.R. 2
(the adverse budget impact of H.R.2, compared with the
Administration’s proposal, would total $17.1 billion
during 1987-1991: in addition to providing for excess.
obligations of $13.6 billion, it would not =-- as the
administration has proposed -- add $3.5 billion in new
revenues to the Highway Trust Fund by repealing the
current tax exemptions for gaschol, bus operators, and
State and local governments) ;

-- delete the provisions which undermine the purpose of the
highway and transit obligation limitations by excluding
spending on "demonstration projects" from those
limitations;

-- delete authorizations for over 100 expensive special
interest projects;

-- delete authorizations for two Boston projects to be added
to the Interstate System which increase the Federal cost
the Interstate by $1.8 billion:

provisions which continue discretionary transict
authorize multi-year contracts, as well as

- exempt these funds from sequestration and
gation limitations;

‘isions increasing the Federal matching share
" non-Federal matching requirements in certain



-- delete provisions (1) increasing domestic content
requirements, (2) preventing States from using sealed bids
and automatically accepting the lowest bidder on
architectural and engineering contracts, (3) limiting the
use of convict-produced materials, and (4) reauthorizing
rather than terminating the compensation requirements of
the highway beautification program;

-- incorporate administration proposals to increase Federal
and State flexibility in the use of highway funds to
allocate mass transit account funds by formula and to
increase the non-Federal share on transit projects to 50%:

-~ delete the provision that would permit States or
localities to prohibit or restrict the awarding of
federally-funded highway and transit construction
contracts to businesses conducting business in South
Africa; and

-- delete definitions and requirements under the Uniform
Relocation Act which increase Federal costs, restrict
State and local flexibility, and are inconsistent with *the
principles of Federalism.

The administration is strongly opposed to any amendments to
H.R. 2 that would increase spending levels or place the Highway
Trust Fund off-budget or remove it from the budget controls
contained in Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

The administration also urges the adoption of amendments to
repeal the current tax exemptions enjoyed by gasohol, bus
operators, and State and local governments, estimated to generate
$3.5 billion between 1987-1991, thereby assuring sufficient
Highway Trust Fund revenues to cover the administration’s
proposed authorizations.

* % % % %

(Not to be Distributed Outside Executive Office of the President)

The Legislative Reference Division developed this draft position
) ltation with TCJ (Adkins/Kathy Collins) and the
sportation (John Collins).

ially similar to H.R. 3129 as considered by the
the administration’s position, as set forth
as last year’s position statement on



Overview of H.R., 2

H.R. 2, as reported by the House Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, would: authorize $13.6 billion more for highway,
transit, and highway safety activities during fiscal years
1987-1991 than is proposed in the 1988 budget; mandate
substantial "pork" in the form of highway special interest and
"demonstration" projects funded outside of the obligation
limitation; add two costly Boston projects to the cost of
completing the interstate system; continue transit programs
proposed for elimination; restrict flexibility by establishing
allocations for certain types of transit projects and by
requiring congressional approval of certain transit recipients:;
reject the administration’s block grant and other proposed
reforms; and add definitions and requirements to the Uniform
Relocation Act which increase Federal costs, restrict State and
local flexibility, and are inconsistent with principles of
Federalism.

Legislative Reference Division Draft
1/6/87



MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

January 7, 1987

WILL BALL
Y,
JOE WRIGHT A

Highway Bill Differences

We discussed this at the Operating Group reeting on Tuesday and
there was some confusion about the accrued interest in the

Highway Trust Fund. The five year (1987-1991)
highway-transit bill ($91B) and the Adrninistration bill ($77B)

are as follows:

Highways

Safety

Transit
TOTAL

The $13.6B difference 1is explained

1987-1991
($ in billions)

House Bill Adnin Bill
69.5 68.0
.8 7
20.7 8.7
91.0 774

Highways

costs of the House

Difference

+1.5
+ .1
+12.0
+13.6

as follows:

The House bill authorizes $4.9B
-~~e than the Administration bill
l.7B in interest and $.2B of

ieral funds).

+ Administration bill authorizes $3.4B in
:reased revenues from repeal of gas tax
:mptions. The House bill does not

:lude these increased revenues.

» net additional spending in the House

.1l is $1.5B.



Transit

0 The House bill authorizes $12B in
general funds that the Administration
proposes to eliminate.

The interest on the trust fund accrues at slightly over $1B per
year ($1.336 in 1986). Interest is estimated to be $1.245B in
1987, and $1.210B in 1988. However, there is no portion of the
balance that represents accrued interest, because the interest
has always been spent by the Congress. Our proposal to hold the
interest in the trust fund has never been adopted.

There has to be action on this bill before March 1, 1987, when
funds begin to run out in the states.

cc: Jim Miller



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Januarv 28, 18§87

MEMORANDUM TO WILI. BALLY

v
~4

THROUGE ¢ Pam Turner -

- fy

FROM: Larry Harlow - '~

SUBJECT: Status on Highwav bill

[
or
"
v

The higchway bill will likely ke laid dcwn zormarrow, wi
floor action scheduled for Mondav.

The following amendments are articiceazed:

1. Symms =-- 55 mph amendment. LiXxel: vIl1l pzasc; ve
support.

3. Stafford -- Highway beau<tiiiczti~n modified, FEis
original attempt failecd in Cgcmmittes -2, We will sunport,.
but it's not important.
4. Symms =-- possible amendmerz < Zcover Tattis-Bacon v
threshelds. We would support. T2 was successiul last vear,’
but the dollar levels for this vezr's atisrnt are nct vet
determined.
5. Gramm -- delete Zundinc foxr 1x <ransit profect. We
supported a similar effort las* vear in <he House,
6. Glenn - possible Governmwent AZZzire zmendment toy
provide relocation assistarnce., I uncderstand this has been
-7 controversial in the mast,

= Senate Bankinc Ccrrittee's mass transit

oppose. Gramm hac been expected to offer\@gn

smendment on rass trancsit, kut has backed

s our pcsitiorn ¢cn the mass transit issue --

veto -- will be critical, since both the

e versions will ccntain high cost mass

ons.

Senate Finance Committee's revenye
i

support.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

Honorable Robert C. Byrd
United States Senate e
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Byrd:

I am writing to convey the Administration’s strong
opposition to a "Buy America" amendment to be offered on the
Floor by Senator Cochran to S. 387, the Federal-Aid Highway Act
of 1987.

We understand that the amendment would prohibit purchases of
foreign materials for federally-funded highway projects. Such a
provision would add millions of dollars to the cost of highway
projects; cause substantial construction delays (because of
insufficient domestic cement production); and invite foreign
retaliation against United States exports. The Office of the
United States Trade Representative advises that restraints on
cement imports would almost certainly result in Canadian
retaliation against the United States specialty steel exports.

The Senate Environment and Public Works Committee-reported
legislation very appropriately proposes to raise the project cost
threshold to $500,000 for the application of Buy America
restrictions. The proposed amendment is clearly contrary to our
national interest. 1If adopted by the Senate and subsequently
included in the final version of this legislation, it would
result in the President’s senior advisors recommending
disapproval of the bill.

Sincerely yours,

cc:
TCJ/TGS Official File

DO Records James C. Miller III
DO Chrgn Director

Dep. Director

My Miirmrna»

iRS SENT TO HONORABLE ROBERT J. DOLE,
HONORABLE JOHN H. CHAFEE, HONORABLE QUENTIN N. BURDICK,
AND HONORABLE ROBERT T. STAFFORD



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

09 FEB 1987

MEMORANDUM FOR DONALD T. REGAN
i of Staff to the President

THROUGH :
FROM:

Status of High fy/Transit legislation: Need for
LSG to Reaffi a Veto Position

SUBJECT:

Both the House and Senate have passed highway/transit
legislation and are preparing for conference. Our concerns have
not been addressed. 1In fact, the Senate made the highway bill
worse by adding 63 highway pork projects and the Senate Banking
Committee transit provisions which we oppose. OMB and DOT
support a veto of a conference bill that does not address our
transit concerns or includes the House highway provisions. We
need to reaffirm our position with a LSG meeting and communicate
it quickly to the conferees.

Background

o The House passed highway/transit legislation (H.R. 2) without
amendments under a closed rule. The Senate legislation (S.
387) passed with several amendments which would:

~ raise the speed limit to 65 m.p.h. on rural Interstate
highways;

~ add 63 highway pork projects that States could fund from
their regular allocation of highway funds (i.e., no extra
funding); and

~ ensure each State an 80 percent minimum allocation of
transit trust funds. (Two conditions effectively negate
5 impact.)

-erns

1 Senate-passed bills exceed the President’s
> repeal gas tax exemptions which would
additional receipts by 1991. (See
letails.)

H.R. 2 authorizes $18.3B which exceeds the
iget by $3.4B and S. 387 authorizes $16.4B
he Budget by $1.5B.



~ Compared to the President’s Budget, by 1991 the legislation
would add $7.5B (Senate) to $12.2B (House) to the deficit
due to increased outlays and foregone receipts.

o Both bills are loaded with special interest projects. (See
Attachment B.) There are 170 highway pork projects included
at a total estimated cost of about $8.3B, of which $1.2B is
authorized in H.R. 2. Both bills mandate that the Federal
Government enter into a multi-year contract for completion of
the second phase of the Los Angeles Metro Rail. The House
bill increases the Federal cost to complete the Interstate
System by at least $1.8B by adding the two Boston projects.

o Neither bill addresses our transit concerns. Both bills:
(1) significantly exceed the President’s Budget proposal for
transit, due largely to the continuation of general fund
spending; (2) continue the discretionary program (one third of
which Congress earmarks for new starts) and fail to distribute
the transit account of the trust fund by formula; and (3) fail
to raise the non-Federal matching share to 50 percent and
eliminate operating subsidies for large urban areas (over
200,000 population).

Conference Prospects

o Conference, which could begin the week of February 15th, is
unlikely to address our concerns and produce a signable bill.

~ There is likely to be a compromise that provides extra
funding for highway pork projects in both bills but require
a State matching share and/or a maximum Federal dollar
amount per project.

~ There is 1likely to be a State-Federal cost sharing
compromise to fund the Boston Interstate projects.

~ Neither bill provides acceptable transit provisions and
conference is unlikely to adopt our transit proposal.

Recommendation

o DOT and OMB believe that we should maintain our veto position
because there is no way conference could address our concerns.

m our veto position so that there is clear
)osition to be communicated to the conferees.



Attachment A

1887 =~ 1991
Comparison of House and Senate
Highway/Transit Legislation with the Administration's Proposal
($ in billions)

Pres, Delta from Pres. Budget
Authorizations House Senate Budget House Senate
Highways 69.5 66.0 €8.0 + 1.5 =2.0
Transit 20.7 16.2 8.7 +12.0 +7.5
Safety .8 - .7 + .1 - .7
Total 51.0 82,2 77.4 +13.6 +4,8
Qutlays
Highways 69,2 67.1 66.1 + 3.1 +1.0
Transit 20.6 18.9 15.1 + 5.5 +3.8
Safety .9 - .8 +.1 ~+8
Total 90.7 86.0 82.0 +8.7 +4.0
Receipts
Repeal Gas Tax
Exemptions - - - 3.5 +3.5 +3.5
ract
ite
ing
- - - +12.2 +7.5

the Senate and Administration propose a four-year reauthorization,

le for five years for comparability with the five-year House bill.

yislation largely determines the level of annual spending because the

and a good portion of the transit program operate on contract authority
wiicu uuves nule require appropriations to be obligated.



Attachment B

Explanation of S8pecial Interest
Provisions in the Highway/Transit Legislation

There are three types of special interest provisions in the House
and Senate legislation.

1.

Highway Demonstration Projects (i.e., pork)

o

Includes highway construction or improvement projects
included at the request of individual members or Senators
to benefit their district or State.

The projects are "demonstrations" in name only and may or
may not be on the Federal-aid system. No congressional
hearings have been held and no benefit-cost analysis has
been applied.

The House provides separate 100 percent Federal funding
not subject to the highway obligation limitation. The
Senate requires that the projects be funded within regular
Federal-aid allotments, without separate funding and
subject to the obligation limitation.

There are 99 projects in the House bill authorized at
$1.2B over 1987-91. The Senate bill includes 98 projects,
but no separate funding. (Twenty seven projects are
double counted.)

Total cost for all projects, including amounts authorized
in the House bill, is estimated at $8.3B.

Interstate System

o

The House bill adds two Boston projects to the Interstate
System: depressing the Central Artery and building a
4-lane, third harbor tunnel.

These projects, as requested by Massachusetts, were not
part of the final Interstate mileage and design.

. projects will increase the Federal cost to
: Interstate System by at least $1.8B through

' the tunnel; and

‘'or the Central Artery.

Government pays 90 percent of Interstate
. costs.



2

No separate authorization is provided for these projects
in the House bill. They would be funded from the
Interstate construction authorization.

~ The Senate bill replaces the separate Interstate
construction authorization with a consolidated Inter-
state/primary program as the Administration proposed.

Transit

(o}

Both the House and Senate bills would require DOT to enter
into multi-year contracts to fund the second phase of the
Los Angeles metrorail.

~ The House specifies the contract amount at $110M in
1987 and $190M in subsequent years from the
discretionary grant program. The Senate bill does not
specify amounts.

The Senate earmarks $17M of section 9 (formula grant)
funds to build a high speed train between Los Angeles and
Las Vegas.

The House authorizes $10M annually to fund university
research centers for highway/transit research.

The House provides $4.4M annually in additional operating
assistance for Miami and Ft. Lauderdale.

The House provides $3.2M to establish and run a bus
testing center in Altoona, PA.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 11, 1987
MEMORANDIUM FOR JOEN TUCK
THROUGE : ALAN XRANOWITZ '
PAMELA TURNFRR
FROM: HENRY GANDY i
LARPRY FARLOW
SURJECT: Conference Strategy on Highway Rill

The Senate askecd fcor a Conference and appointed conferees or
February 4th. The House is expected tc appcint conferees cr the
highwayv bill during the week of Febrverv 16th, elthcugh the
actual Confererce is not expected tc hegin until the Zollowing
week. House Chairmar Jim Howard has stated that he "exprcts" to
have a bill tc the President bv March 1. However, Hcward's
well-known intransigence on the 55-mph speed limit issue (Senate
bill) could delav a conference agreement past that date, House
will act first on the Cenference Report.

The House passed the highwav bill under a closed rule allowing

no amendments by a vote of 401 to 20. The Senate passed its

version by a vote of 96 to 2 after adopting several amendrerts,
bl

including a Svmms amendment on the 55 mph speed limit and an
amendment adding 63 special highway "demonstration" prciects.

It is extremely unlikely that the major provisicns ckiecticnable
to the Administration will be resolved in Ccnference. OMR ard
DOT thereifcre support & veto recnmmendation or the Conference
Report. If the decisicn cf the I1.8G is tc agree toc that
recemmendation, thet decision must he comrmunicated in the
strongest possible terms to the conferees prior to the
Conference.

imate -- states running shcrt on hichwav
tontract/labor precblems -- it will be
i

0 sustain a veto of & highwav bill
> major provisicns objectionable tc the



The best chance of sustaining a veto will be if the conference
product contains the Hcusge scheme, or something close to it, feor
funding of demonstration proiects. 1In that case, the sentiment
in *he Senate may well be to sustain the veto, since the kev
acteors in the Senate feel that they exercised restraint in
funding for demo projects, while the House has not. A veto
solely on the besis of the funding lievels in either the House or
Senate versions f{cr highwavs or mass transit will be much tougher
to sustain.

Staff has met twice already on the highway porticrs of the bill,
Nineteeri major issues have been identified, headed by the 65 mph
speed limit and demonstration projects. FHouse staff has informed
Senate staff that Howard is vrwilling to accept the speed limit
provisions and will not bend on the demonctration proijects.
Nevertheless, the speed limit mav be the Serate's strongest
barcvaining chip. Senator Rurdick has indicated that he wculcd
drop the 65 mph speed limit if the House drepped the highwev

demo projects. Tast vear, Howard was unwilling tc make this
ceal,

Recommendation

A+ this time, we should heold firm on the vetce threats, citinc &ll
of our objections. In the meantime, we should be working with
Burdick to back his position cn the highwav demo vrojects. He is
sympathetic to our position, and also desperete for highway
funding; North Dakota ig werse off than any other state. He mav
well be amenable to a strategv to veto a bill containing the
objectionable House demc projects and then mcevirng a clean highwav
bill ASAP.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Conferees on H.,R.

SENATE
Environment & Public Works
Moynihan M Stafford ¥
Burdick f Symmsf
MitchellN ChafeenN
Breaux {
Finance
Matsunagaf Dole4
Bentsen V Rothﬂ
Moynihanﬂ

Banking, Housing & Urban Affairs

Proxmirep Cranston
Riegle ¥ Dixon N
Heinz D'Amato#
GrammY

[P

Commerce, Science & Transportation

Hollings# Gore A
Danforthﬂ

Governmental Affairs

Sasser Y Levin N

2



Puklic Works

Howard
Anderson
Roe

¥ays & Means

Rostenkowski
Gibbons
Pickle
Rarigel

Stark

Jones

Jacobs

HOUSE

{proposed)
Shuster
Hammerschmidt
Duncar:

Archer
Vander Jagt
Crane



COMPARISON OF HOUSE AND SENATE
HIGHWAY/TRANSIT LEGISLATION WITH THE ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL



1987 - 1991
Comparison of House and Senate
Highway/Transit Legislation with the Administration's Proposal
($ in billions)

Pres. Delta from Pres. Budget
Authorizations House Senate Budget House Senate
Highways 69.5 66.0 68.0 + 1.5 -2.0
Transit 20.7 16.2 8.7 +12.0 +7.5
Safety .8 - 7 + .1 - .7
Total 91.0 82.2 77.4 +13.6 +4.8
Outlays
Highways 69.2 67.1 66.1 + 3.1 +1.0
Transit 20.6 18.9 15.1 + 5.5 +3.8
Safety .9 - .8 +.1 -.8
Total 90.7 86.0 82.0 +8.7 +4.0
Receipts
Repeal Gas Tax
Exemptions - -- - 3.5 +3.5 +3.5
ict
e
g

hhe Senate and Administration propose a four-year reauthorization,

» for five years for comparability with the five-year House bill.

slation largely determines the level of annual spending because the

id a good portion of the transit program operate on contract authority
whicn does not require appropriations to be obligated.



Total Highway/Transit and Safety Programs

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1987-90 1987-91

President's Budget

Budget Authority...ccceeeeeececes 16,792 14,915 14,915 14,915 15,920 61,537 77,457

OULlaYS.eeeteceeecessccceossaccnns 16,423 16,076 17,156 16,451 15,861 66,106 81,967
House Bill (H.R. 2)

Budget Authority....ccececececeses 17,332 18,308 18,377 18,447 18,471 72,464 90,935

outlays.....'O....."......l..lll 16’844 17’747 18'566 18’816 18’657 71’973 90’630
Senate Bill (S. 387) ‘

Budget AUthority..ccceevececesaas 16,514 16,435 16,435 16,435 16,435 65,819 82,254

OutlayS.cooeceoscccccscosssnsonnas 16,632 17,233 17,586 17,500 17,049 68,951 86,000
Delta from President's Budget
House
Budget Authority.cccccesccecsscocss 540 3,393 3,462 3,532 2,551 10,927 13,478
outlays....I.I..Ill.......l.lllll.l 421 1’671 1'410 2’365 2’796 5'867 8’663
Senate
Budget Authority.o- ee 0000000000000 -278 1’520 1,520 1'520 515 4,282 4,797
outlaysll...lll‘..llll.......llll.. 209 1'157 430 1’049 1’188 2'845 4’033
Not safety programs was not included in the Senate bill but is expected to be

nference agreement.

ightly from comparison chart (Attachment A) due to rounding.



Highway Programs
(in millions of dollars)

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1987-90 1987-91

President's Budget

Budget Authority...cceceeescesees 13,397 13,397 13,397 13,397 14,419 53,588 68,007

OutlaySc.cceccssossosccssscsncsssses 12,508 12,744 13,776 13,501 13,591 52,529 66,120
House Bill (H.R.2) ‘

Budget Authority.....ceeceveeeee. 13,631 13,947 13,966 13,986 13,960 55,530 69,490

OutlayScececescsoscscscsccsccccccccse 12,907 14,098 14,145 14,058 14,017 55,208 69,225
Senate Bill (S.387)

Budget Authority.......ec... eee.. 13,263 13,182 13,182 13,182 13,182 52,809 65,991

OutlayS.cccocccacssscscsssccsncssss 12,876 13,809 13,622 13,454 13,374 53,761 67,135
Delta from President's Budget
House

Budget Authority....cecceeceeecens 234 550 569 589 =459 1,942 1,483

OutlayS.cecsossccsscccnccosccancse 399 1,354 369 557 426 2,679 3,105
Senate

Budget Authority....ccececeeese .o =134 =215 =215 =215 =1,237 =779 -2,016

outlays.........-.--............. 368 1,065 _154 -47 -217 1,232 1,015
Not e and Administration bills are four-year bills, estimates are made for five

ility with the five-year House authorization.



Mass Transit Programs
(in millions of dollars)

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1987-90 1987-91

President's Budget .

Budget Authority......ceceeeeeee. 3,251 1,374 1,374 1,374 1,357 7,373 8,730

OUtlayS.seeecccacccscsocoscoscsocnes 3,756 3,170 3,225 2,800 2,124 12,951 15,075
House Bill (H.R. 2) ‘

Budget Authority.....eeieceeveeee 3,545 4,205 4,255 4,305 4,355 16,310 20,665

outlays.....'...'...............0 3’770 3'471 4'242 4'578 4'463 16'061 20’524
Senate Bill (S. 307)

Budget Authority................. 3,251 3,253 3,253 3,253 3,253 13,010 16,263

OutlayS.iceccececscesesesccsancsecs 3,756 3,424 3,964 4,046 3,675 15,190 18,865
Delta from President's Budget
House

Budget Authority....cecccececeses 294 2,831 2,881 2,931 2,998 8,937 11,935

outlays........-..-....---....... 14 301 1'017 1,778 2,339 31110 5'449
Senate

Budget Authority.............;... 0 1,879 1,879 1,879 1,896 5,637 7,533

OUtlayS.eccececessvesccccccsocsonas 0 254 739 1,246 1,551 2,239 3,790
Not 2 and Administration bills are four-year bills, estimates are made for

’>arability with the five-year House authorization,

from summary chart (Attachment A) due to rounding.



Highway Safety Programs
(in millions of dollars)

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1987-90 1987-91

President's Budget

Budget Authority...ceceeeeescess 144 144 144 144 144 576 720

OUtlayS.ceceescecasencscneccnsnass 159 162 155 . 150 146 626 772
House Bill (H.R. 2)

Budget Authority...cesceececcaas 156 156 156 156 156 624 780

OutlayScecessoscoossosssscooccccscs 167 178 179 180 177 704 881
Senate Bill (S. 387)

Budget Authority-cc.cooo.ooo.o.o - - - - -—— - -

OutlaYS...--...-.-..-........... - - - - —— - -
Delta From President's Budget
House

Budget Authority..cccceccececcese 12 12 12 12 12 48 60

Outlays......................... 8 16 24 30 31 78 109

Note: Although the Administration's bill is a four-year bill, estimates are made for five years
for comparability with the five-year House authorization. The Senate bill does not include
safety provisions.



7-20 _
WASHINGTC . F}/
////'f_déxnif/l

THE WHITE HOUSE

THROUGH : PAMELA J. TURNER ,
ALAN KRANOWITZ { AL ~7

FROM: LARRY HARLOWAM weu LJW/V

HENRY GANDY #m&

SUBJECT: Status of the highwav conferencs "7//////,1

MEMORANDUM TO JOHN TUCK i/ ﬂ‘ W/ L

/,
STATUS
The Senate asked for a Conference and appcinzei 2nizrzss on
Februarv 4th. The House is expected to appcin= cZconizrssc on zhe
highway bill during the week of Februarv 1€+<x, zlzncizh oe
actual Conference is not expected to hegin until =zTne ZIzllowirc
week. House Chairman Jim Howard ¢ =hzt n= "=xzec=s" to
have a bill to the President by March 1. FHowever, Zzwzrd's
well-known intransigence on the 55-mph sveed 1imiz I=zsztue (Senate
bill) and his insistence on the costlv House Zexmcnszrz<izn (pork)
projects is likely to delay a conference zcreement T=stT zhat
date. The House will act first on the Ccriasrencs Fsocors
It is extremely unlikely that the rma cr orco--isi-ns -nZ-sc-icnable
to the Administration will be resolvec in CZonisrsncs T:-ding
levels will surely be too high, at lezs< Z2r ~=233z =—rznsi:z
1987 - 1¢¢ol
{¢ in billicns)
ZTelta Ircm
rrzs Pras, Budget
House Senzats Sudz== House Senate
Authorizations ...... 91.0 82.:C T4 +13.6 +4.8
. 90.7 86.C el.E +8.9 +4.2
. ~-- -- - 2.z +3.5 +3.5
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QUTLOOK/VETO STRATEGY

The best chance of sustaining a veto will ke if the conference
product contains the House scheme, or something clecse to it, for
funding of demonstration projects. In that case, the sentiment
in the Senate may well be to sustain the veto, since the key
actors in the Senate feel that thev exercised restraint in
funding for demo projects, while the Hcuse has not. A veto
solely on the basis of the funding levels in either the House or
Senate versions for highways or mass trarsit will be much tcugher
tc sustain.

If the Conference report does contain unecceptably high spending
for demonstration projects, and is vetoed, we will need to
concentrate on Senate Republicars tc sustairn the veto, and play
hard on the need for Republicans to support the President after
the clean water veto. Alsc, as already stated, kev Senate
Democrats mav be svmpathetic as well because of the lack of
restraint by the House. Conversely, if the demonstration
projects are largely deleted from the bill, it will be very
difficult to sustain a veto in the Senate, but the chances of
success in the House increase. Given these factors, it is
therefore imperative that we remain firm in cur oppositicon to any
House demo proijects in the final conference agreement.

At this time, we must persuade Burdick, StaZford and other key
Senate Republicans tc hold firm against the demo projects, and
work through Dole to begin to prepare “cr the 1/3 plus one we
will need to sustain a veto. Burdick and Stafford should be
stroked by inviting them to visit with the President or the Chief
about the conference. We may wish to consider the chances for a
letter signed by 34 or more Serators to the President or the
conference railing against the House projects, and pledging to
vote to sustain a veto.
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Committee on Public Works and Transporration

N.3. Rouse of Representatives
‘Room 2165, Rapburn Rouse Office Building

Washington, BT 2095

TeLerwONE: AreA Cope 202, 225-4472

MEMORANDUM

TO: THE HONORABLE JOHN PAUL HAMMERSCHMIDT
FROM: MINORITY STAFF

DATE: FEBRUARY 18, 1987

SUBJ: STAFF DISCUSSIONS ON H.R. 2 CONFERENCE

At the direction of the Committee Leadership, House staff has
been meeting with appropriate Senate staff to begin laying the
groundwork for the conference on H.R. 2. We have met at least
once on the highway, highway safety, and mass transit titles.

The purposes of these meetings were to define the significant
issues that would require Member-level negotiation, and define
those issues where the staff could probably work out a compromise
subject to the Members' approval. A short discussion of those
meetings for each Title follows.

Title I - Highways

Staff has met on three occasions. Nineteen issues have been
identified that will need some discussion or negotiation by the
Members. (See Attachment A). It is recognized that the progress
| o ’ 's made during conference on the highway/

tth Congress may help negotiations on this
11 issues continue to be contentious. Para-
] the 55/65 mph speed limit and demonstration

55/65 mph Speed Limit

v+ of the forces at odds over the change to

.« The Senate had a recorded vote of 65 to

H.R. 2, in favor of raising the speed limit

c:erstates. Chairman Howard, on the other

;e in the speed limit would adversely affect
highway safety by adding traffic injuries and deaths.



Demonstration Projects

The funding of demonstration projects has been a continuing
controversy during negotiations on the past several highway
bills. The current Senate approach allows States to fund
priority projects (99 named in their bill) with any combination
of normally apportioned highway funds, with the local match being
commensurate with the category of funds used. The House has 100
percent Federal funding (new money) for 8l projects outside the
obligation ceiling. Negotiations during the last conference
produced a Senate offer to fund demonstration projects at 50
percent new Federal money, 20 percent with other apportioned
highway funds, and 30 percent with local match. The
demonstration projects would be subject to a $5 million per year
cap on the new money and subject to the obligation ceiling. The
House countered with the same funding scheme, without the $5
million per year cap and placed the projects outside the
obligation ceiling. Indications are that the Senate may recede
from their offer of the last conference. The limited Senate
staff discussions have focused on cost-sharing and capping the
costs. They have also shown no desire to treat their priority
projects in the same manner as House demonstration projects,
whatever the ultimate funding scheme may be.

Other Issues

On the non-controversial issues, the staffs have begun
drafting compromise language that could form the framework for a
final bill. As issues arise for which a reasonable compromise
cannot be recommended to the Members, they will be elevated for
discussion by the conferees.

Title II - Highway Safety

Staff has met once to identify controversial issues, While
there are no issues of the magnitude in the highway and mass
transit titles, there will undoubtedly be discussion on funding
levels for highway safety programs and the length of the
authorization. Since the Senate did not have a highway safety
t ' e senate staff gave no strong indications
C is difficult to predict the level of
¢

and Spray Suppressant Devices

pects that, at the very least, Senator

ue with the House provision (offered by Mr.
current requirements for splash and spray
The House provision would require further
chnology to solve splash and spray

eated by trucks. The provision further
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requires that any research recommendations for equipment instal-
lation on trucks should be implemented only if the product can be
manufactured by at least three companies. The House provision is
aimed at avoiding costly retrofit requirements £or trucking
companies since the current research seems to show that available
splash and spray suppressant devices do not make any detectable
improvement in visibility. Mr. Danforth does nct want any
further research since current law virtually mandates the use of
a product manufactured by Monsanto, a Missouri-based company.

The U.S. Department of Transportation supports the House
position.

Title III - Mass Transit

The staff has met twice to define controversial issues. The
list has not been completed; however, it appears that the
paramount issues center around 1) funding levels out of the Mass
Transit Account and distribution mechanisms, 2) funding for L.A
Metro Rail, and 3) Buy America.

Funding Levels

The House funding levels are approximately $800 million per
year more than the Senate, primarily in the section 3 program
(Mass Transit Account). The Senate bill provides that any
funding out of the Mass Transit Account above S1 billion must go
out 70 percent by formula and 30 percent discretionary. The
concept, termed "blending", is a departure from current policy
that keeps virtually the entire Mass Transit Account for the
discretionary program, and formula grants out of the general
fund.

The Senate is strongly committed to the blending concept.
Although at their funding levels the amount going out by formula
in the blending scheme is miniscule ($1.75 million nationwide),
their staff seems firm in wanting the concept (even at low
funding levels) in the law. With respect to overall funding
levels, the Senate staff indicated they were not favorably
diennead +tn increaced funding out of the Mass Transit Account.

L.A. Metro Rail

the Secretary to enter into a multi-year
{ ‘0 Rail. The House bill directs a certain
. ' million in FY 87, and $190 million in FY
| 11 is silent on the level of funding. The
| that this was surely a Member-level issue
late conferee), but would have to be worked
i the overall funding for new starts (Senate
‘ ise bill $680 million).
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Buy America

The House bill provides for significantly stiffer domestic
content requirements (85 percent compared with 50 percent current
law) for transit rolling stock. The House bill also increases
the price preference for domestic products from 10 percent to 25
percent before Buy America requirements can be waived. The
Senate staff has expressed extreme concern that many American
manufacturers cannot meet these requirements and the requirements
could damage existing industry in this country. We understand
Mr. Shuster is working on a compromise plan, but the details on
the compromise have not been fully developed.

Other Issues

As in the highway title, the staffs will be working on
legislative language for agreements on the non-controversial
issues. If reasonable agreements cannot be reached on any of the
provisions, those issues will be elevated for discussion by the
Members.

Attachment
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Attachment A

HIGHWAY BILL CONFERENCE ISSUES

One-half percent minimum

Speed limit

Demonstration projects

Toll financing

Interstate 4R formula

Buy America

85 percent minimum allocation

Interstate and Interstate 4R discretionary
ICE and ISCE process

Central Artery

Highway beautification

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise program
Interstate-primary category consolidation
Combined road plan demonstration program
South Africa

Cost sharing on studies

Advanced construction

Member provisions
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

FEB 19 1387

Eonorable Robert Michel
Minority Leader of the House
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515 .

Dear Mr. Minority Leader.}'

I am writing to convey the Administration’s specific
concerns as the House and Senate prepare for conference on
legislation (H.R. 2 and S. 387) to reauthorize highway, transit
and hlghway safety programs.--

In general, both bills authorize spending in excess of the
President’s Budget, fail to repeal $3.5 billion in gas tax
exemptions, and authorize extensive special interest provisions
which weaken the integrity of Federal highway and transit
programs. Although the President’s senior advisors would
recommend that the President sign the highway title of S. 387, -
neither bill in its present form is acceptable to the
Administration. Therefore, if the conference agreement does not
satisfactorily address our concerns outlined herein, the
President’s senior advisors would strongly recommend that the -
President veto the bill.

1. Special Interest Provisions : oo

Both bills authorize special treatment for numerous special
interest projects that divert funds from neeting nationwide
Federal highway and transit needs. The House bill is replete
with narrow, special interest projects, studies and authorities:
about 100 highway demonstration projects and studies; additional
Interstate projects for Massachusetts which increase the Federal
cost to complete the Interstate by at least $1.8 billion; and
waivers of non-Federal matching share regquirements. In contrast,
the Senate bill contains priority treatment for about 100 highway

=} within regular Federal-aid programs without
ac f the House approach of 100 percent Federal
£ e total Federal liability for all highway
p: both bills is estimated to be at least
St

ay demonstration projects, especially with
ac ding, and exempting them from the annual
ol is poor management of Highway Trust Fund
T the funds available for maintaining the
T ome of the projects would not otherwise be
e. id, and others are on the Federal-aid

SysiLem auu cuusw ~w ‘unded under normal procedures without
special treatment. Moreover, without a local matching share
requirement and without any hearlng record whatsoever, there is
no basis to justify these projects as important priorities. With
regard to highways, although we Stronalv abhdert +A Fha Ame—etto o



of funds for specific projects, the Senate bill is clearly a more
responsible approach and we urge the Senate conferees to maintain
the terms of s. 387.

Both House and Senate bills contain precedent-settlng
provisions which mandate Federal funding of the second phase of -
the Los Angeles Metro Rail project. No previous authorization
bill for the Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) has
requlred'the entering into‘'of a contract for construction of a.
major capital project. = Furthermore, the. merits of this second

phase of the L.A. system are unknown as yet, since the alignment

and cost have not been determined by the local authorities. We
oppose a congressional mandate that UMTA fund the additional
system mileage (4.4 miles) before proper evaluation is made and
without regard to local funding capacity.

2. Unaffordable Transit Authorizations

H.R. 2 would authorize $20.7 billion in transit spending
over five years, a level $12 billion above the President’s
Budget. Title II of S. 387 would authorize $13 billion over four
years, exceeding the President’s Budget request by $5.6 billion.
These high spending levels are inconsistent with the deficit
neutral principle, inherent in the Administration’s proposal,
that authorizations tie to annual Highway Trust Fund receipts and
that general fund financing of transit programs be terminated. I
strongly urge Congress to limit transit spending to a level
supported by proceeds from one cent of the fuel tax.

3. Inequitable Allocation of Transit Trust Fund Receipts

While we are opposed to the high transit authorization
levels in both bills, we are even more concerned that maintenance
of the status quo structure of the transit program is
inappropriate and inegquitable. Over 80 percent of funds derived
from one cent of the fuel tax, collected frcm residents of all
States, are allocated through earmarked discretionary grants to
fewer than 20 cities. The President’s proposal allows all States
to receive a share of fuel tax revenues through a formula-based
allocation. Although the Senate bill seemingly provides that no
State will receive less than 80 percent cf its transit penny tax

c ect of the provision is negated by the

ul that a State must meet to qualify for the
8! ocation, pursuant to subsection (3). No
c: n Federal revenues generated by States to
dc¢ uired in this subsectlon.

ginning of the highway program, Congress

ac consideration by requiring that highway
£i allocated on a formula basis to ensure
el . It is only reasocnable that transit

P the Highway Trust Fund are governed by fair
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formulae. At a minimum the conference should 1ncorporate the
Senate provision, but without the conditions specified 1n
subsectlon (3). :

4. Increased H;ghway $pendlng in H R. 2

H.R. 2 authorizes $69 5 billion over five years which-
exceeds the President’s Budget for highway programs by $1.5: :
billion. - Two provisiocns of the bill significantly weaken hlghway
spend1ng controls by disregardlng the intent of the hlghway :
obligation limitation. "First, the bill expands the list of
obligations exempt from the obligation limitation to include
House members” special projects. Seconaly, the bill provides a
windfall of extra obligation authority for States that exhaust
their share of the annual limitation by August 1lst of each year.
The conference should not adopt these provisions.

5. Trade Barrlers/?oreign Relations

H.R. 2 amends the "Buy America" provision to increase the
domestic content requirement for buses, rolling stock and
associated equipment from 50 percent toc 85 percent; and to
prohibit the use of foreign cement. These provisions would add
significantly to the cost of highway and transit projects, cause
procurement and construction delays and invite foreign
retaliation. H.R. 2 also allows the Federal hlghway and transit
programs to be governed by State and local anti-apartheid
contracting laws. This provision raises serious constitutional
questions concerning the exclusive power of the Federal
Government to conduct foreign relations and regulate foreign
commerce. We strongly support the Senate bill which does not
include any of these provisions but does appropriately seek to
restrict the coverage of Buy America to projects over $500,000.

6. Inappropriate Transit Provisions

The transit proposals in H.R. 2 deviate significantly from
the President’s approach in several other irmportant respects.
Discretionary funding for local "new start" projects is continued
and expanded to include the use of multi-vear contracts not
subject to any future availability of funds or to any obligation

1 appropriations cecmmittees. Categorically
a e used for the varicus components of

ol nd requiring annual congressional approval
Wi nstrain the use of Section 3 funds and

a . Furthermore, continuing Federal '

o; or large urbanized areas perpetuates the

i the Federal Government paying for operating
a from State and local transit decisions.



In closing, I urge ‘the conference, in its dellberations,
to address our concerns by enacting legislation that provides
prudent levels of Federal spendlng without special 1nterest
provisions. .

L me st - T . RSP S

-

Sincerely yours, .

J iller IIXII
Director
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590
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The Honorable Quentin N. Burdick Dixon, Heinz, D'Amato, Gram,
United States Senate Hollings, Gore, Danforth, Sasser
Washington, D.C. 20510 and levin.

Dear Quentin:

Conferees will be meeting shortly to resolve the many
differences between the Senate and House versions of H.R. 2,
the bill which authorizes highway construction, highway
safety and transit programs. It is very important to
transportation mobility and safety in this country that
multi-year legislation be enacted to reauthorize our nation's
highway construction, highway safety, and transit programs.
The President's senior advisors would recommend that he sign
a bill that reauthorized highway construction programs in the
manner proposed by the Senate version of H.R. 2. BHowever,
there are a number of extremely troublesome issues before the
Conferees which could lead directly to the bill being vetoed
if not addressed satisfactorily. : v

° Special _Interest/Demonstration_Brojects. We strongly
oppose the provisions in the House bill which provide
‘additional funding for narrow, special interest highway and
transit projects. We strongly believe that states are in the
best position to identify the most cost-effective projects
and set project priorities.

With specific regard to transit, we oppose the provisions in
both versions of the bill which mandate support of the Los
Angeles metrorail project. This provision would require that
a large percentage of the highway user fees in the Mass
Transit Account be directed to only one city. The Department
already has agreed to spend some $475 million on the first
phase of this project, and we do not think additional scarce
gas tax based funds should be committed to this project.
Moreover, we understand Los Angeles has sufficient local

2 second phase on its own.

zations. The transit authorization
2ed the President's budget by $12 billion
ariod of the bill. The Senate bill would
's budget by almost $6 billion over four
>ppose these excessive authorizations and
?ederal transit assistance should be

2ads from one cent of the fuels tax

1ue funding. This approach would put

1sit funding on a user fee basis.
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Limiting Federal assistance would also encourage more
prudent, cost-effective transit programs.

°. Transit_Programs. While we oppose the high transit
authorization levels in both bills, we are even more
concerned that retention of the status quo structure for the
transit program precludes an equitable distribution of funds
among the states. Both bills reauthorize the current basic
transit program structure, perpetuating the transit
discretionary program (funded from the Highway Trust Fund)
which the Administration proposes to eliminate in favor of a
formula program. However, we support the concept of the
Senate proposal to guarantee each state its fair share of the
mass transit program funded from the Highway Trust Fund as a
starting point to increase the equity of mass transit
funding. Since the one cent of the fuels tax is collected
from all states, it is only reasonable that it should be
allocated to all states by an equitable formula. This
approach would ensure that each state receives a portion of
the mass transit part of the highway tax and make it
difficult for Congress to earmark Trust Fund programs.
However, we urge the deletion of the conditions in the Senate
provision which deny a fair share of transit funds to a state
if the state received more Federal assistance than it
contributed in all fuel taxes and Federal revenue
collections. There is not any credible data on Federal
collections on a state-by-state basis to make this latter
calculation.

° Increased Highway _gSpending. The highway spending that
would be permitted by both the House and Senate bills,
coupled with the failure to repeal costly exemptions, results
in a deficit impact in both bills that exceeds the
Administration's budget request. A conference agreement that
exceeds the Senate's lower levels would be unacceptable.
Specifically:

- Authorization_levels. The total authorizations,
including amounts for the highway minimum allocation
provision, should not exceed Senate levels.

imitation. We strongly oppose section

2 bill which expands the list of

npt from the ceiling, and makes

rojects exempt from the ceiling. We also
2 provision that would provide a windfall
:ional authoritg for states that exhaust
>ligational authority. Compared to the
2se provisions significantly weaken

ls.

_Battriers/Roreign_Relationg. The Senate
attempts to increase domestic protection

provisions in highway and transit programs during



consideration of the bill on the floor. Under the House Buy
America amendment, domestic content requirements for buses,
rolling stock, and associated equipment would be increased
from 50 percent to 85 percent. We also object to the House
proposal prohibiting use of foreign cement. These provisions
would add millions of dollars to the cost of these programs,
cause construction and procurement delays, and invite foreign
retaliation. We are strongly opposed to these changes and
urge the adoption of the Senate language.

We also oppose the provision in sections 110 and 313 of the
Bouse bill which would allow state and local governments to
use Federal grant funds to influence relations with South
Africa. The provision could have a chilling impact on
competitive bidding. It would also destroy the uniformity of
the contracting process and add to bid preparation costs.

° Additional _Interstate_Projects. Section 132 of the
Bouse bill makes the Central Artery-Third Harbor Tunnel in
Boston fully eligible for Interstate construction funds and
could add up to at least $1.8 billion to the cost of
completing the Interstate highway system. We strongly oppose
this section. It is unfair to authorize additicnal
Interstate funding at 90 percent Federal cost for projects
that benefit one city when the Interstate system has been
restricted from adding new costs since 1981. The cost of the
depression of the Central Artery is not justified on the
basis of the transportation benefits to the nation.

There are a number of other issues, that if addressed by the
Conferees as we have proposed, would greatly benefit highway
and transit programs. These are discussed in the enclosure.

We hope that the Conference Committee will weigh these
concerns carefully. 1If the conference agreement does not
satisfactorily address our concerns, the President's senior
advisors would strongly recommend that he veto the bill.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no
objection to the submission of these views to the Committee
- f the provisions outlined in the first

would not be in accord with the program

Sincerely,

Elizzifth Hanford Dole



ENCLOSURE
DECISIONS THAT WOULD BENEFIT BEIGHWAY AND TRANSIT PROGRAMS

° 2% _Speed _Limit. As the President has indicated, we support
efforts which would provide states with enhanced ability to
regulate highway speeds within their jurisdictions.

° Toll_FPinancing. We support the provision in the Senate bill
which would allow Federal-aid funds and toll revenues to be
combined at a 35 percent Federal matching share to build new toll
roads, while not allowing tolls to be placed on existing
Interstate highways. This change would increase funds available
for highway construction without additional Federal user fees. 1In
many states, such funding flexibility would enable states to
construct projects that they would otherwise be unable to finance.

° Billboards. We support efforts in the House bill to revise
the current unworkable laws dealing with highway beautification.
Bowever, we believe that states should be allowed to use their
police power to remove non-conforming signs. Of course, state
actions would be subject to the limitations imposed by Takings
Clause and the First Amendment of the Constitution. We strongly
oppose the House provision which would require us to withhold at
least 5 percent of a state's funds for even minor non-compliance
with the provision. ‘

° Combined_Interstate/Primary Proggam. We believe that the
Senate provision to merge the Interstate and Primary programs is
essential to give the states the flexibility they need to address
critical highway needs. This new structure recognizes the need to
balance the preservation of the existing major highway system with
the need to build new highways. We support the Senate's
distribution method which would rely upon an administrative
adjustment to the Interstate Cost Estimate (ICE), thereby avoiding
the disruption caused by delayed ICE approval.

° Rigscretionary Bridge _Program. We support the provision in

the House bill which would increase the discretionary portion of

the bridge rehabilitation and replacement program from $200

=i11éam L~ enen ~i1lion per year. This will facilitate the repair
25.

ief. We support the provision in the Senate

>wer the Federal matching share from 100 percent



to the applicable system share for emergency relief highway
projects. We believe that the Senate approach is equitable since
it permits a 100 percent Federal share for truly emergency work
that is done within 30 days of the disaster. We oppose, however,
the Senate provision which would allow a single state to receive
the entire $100 million made available in a year from the program.
Raising the state cap for emergency relief from the current level
of $30 million to $100 million would be unfair to states where
disasters occurred late in the year. We believe that the $30
million cap should be maintained and that any additional Federal
assistance for major disasters should be provided separately, as
needed.

° Competitive_Bidding. We oppose section 109 of the Bouse bill
and the section in the Senate mass transit title that would
prevent a state from using sealed bids for architect and
engineering contracts. This practice may increase project costs
because states would not be required to accept the lowest bid.
Moreover, these state contracting procedures should not be
dictated by Federal law.

° Combined_Road_Plan. The Administration had proposed a block
grant for non-Federal interest highway systems and bridges.
Although neither the Senate nor the BHouse bill contains a full
block grant, the Senate bill has a block grant pilot program that
we strongly support.

° SBRP Liability. We strongly object to the Senate provision
which provides Federal liability for actions of the National
Academy of Sciences taken in connection with the Strategic Bighway

Research Program (SHRP).

° Beavyy_Vehicle_Use_Tax. We oppose the provision in the Senate
bill that imposes the full Heavy Vehicle Use Tax on all Canadian
truckers. This amendment undercuts a congressionally-mandated
study on transborder trucking due to be submitted to Congress on
October 1, 1987. The Canadian Government has expressed in the
strongest terms its concern over this amendment. Transport
Minister John Crosbie indicated that our mutual effort to increase
the presently small Canadian provincial membership in the
International Registration Plan (IRP) may be jeopardized by this

i 'urrent consideration of motor carrier
-anada, which will benefit United States
‘ersely affected. Canada has repeatedly
objection to its truckers paying their fair
1icle use tax in the United States, and has
ways that this share could be assessed. We
final bill be silent on the issue, as the
.s. However, if the conference believes the
d, we could accept a proportional level of



the tax (for example, 50 percent), perhaps tied to membership in
the IRP.

° Annual _Coonaressional Appreval-_Transit. We oppose section
303 of the Bouse bill which would require congressional
legislation to approve each year's funding levels and allocation
of funds for transit projects funded under the transit
discretionary program. This legislative process could cause
delays in the same way that the Interstate Cost Estimate approval
process has caused delays and could disrupt the orderly flow of
funds to states and localities.

° Clarification_of Labeor_Provigion. We strongly support the
clarifying provision in the House bill that would emphasize that

section 13(c) labor protective agreements are not meant to
preclude transit grantees from contracting out for the provision
of transit services by private companies, with the addition of
language clarifying that the provision will not override
provisions of prior collective bargaining agreements related to
contracting out.

° Trangit _QOperating _Assistance. We oppose the continuation of
operating assistance for all areas which is contained in both
bills. However, we strongly oppose section 309 of the Bouse bill
because it would actually increase operating assistance to
urbanized areas whose population is less thanm 200,000 and section
326 which would increase operating assistance available to Miami
and Fort Lauderdale, Florida. We also oppose the continuation of
the trade-in provision for operating assistance. The original
provision was intended to provide a short period of transition.
That time has now expired and should not be extended. We prefer
the Senate approach which would not continue the trade-in
provision.

° Splash_and_Spray. We support the House provision which would
require the Secretary to find that splash and spray suppression
devices on trucks will actually improve visibility and reduce
accidents before issuing a standard to require their installation.

° Bighway _Safety Authorizations, The Eighway Safety

authorization levels in B.R. 2 exceed the President's budget by

$132 million over the 5 year period of the bill. Of this, $71
itinued funding of the alcohol incentive grant
temporary program that has fulfilled its

ion _Assistance_Act. The Administration

f Title III of the Senate bill without
inistration opposes Title VI of the BRouse
srease Pederal costs, restrict state and local
inconsistent with the principles of



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 20, 1987

MEMORANDUM TO DONALD T. REGAN

FROM: WILLIAM L. BALL, IIIM

SUBJECT: Proposed meetings with Senator Burdick (D-ND) and
Senator Stafford (R-VT) regarding the Highway/Mass
Transit bill

Both the House and the Senate have passed highway/mass transit
funding bills. A Conference Committee should begin to meet next
week, Already, staff has met several times and yesterday Sen.
Moynihan (D-New York) and Rep. Howard (D-New Jersey), the
Chairman of the Senate conferees and the Chairman of the House
conferees, respectively, sat down together.

Our primary concern with the bill is the House funding of

demonstration projects ~- a.k.a., pork projects, Howard offered
a scheme to Moynihan which would, in essence, cut the House
funding by half -- still unacceptable to us,

Our allies in this Conference are led by, surprisingly, Senator
Burdick (D-North Dakota), Chairman of the Environment & Public
Works Committee. Senator Stafford (R-Vermont), Ranking
Republican on the Committee, also is with us against the House
pork projects, However, a meeting here with you, Jim Miller and
Secretary Dole would reinforce and strengthen the resolve of
these two big Senate players against the House "pork." —

Although a senior member of the Senate, Senator Burdick has not
been invited to the White House in a policy role in years. An
effort to express our support for him in this fashion would
likely have long-lasting bereficial reflections nect only in this
legislation, but in upcoming issues as well.

occur this week., 1If vou concur, a thorough
be prepared for you.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 25, 1987

MEMORANDUM TO DONALD T. REGAN
FROM: WILLIAM L. BALL, III
SUBJECT: .. Meeting with Senator Burdick (D-ND) and Senator

Stafford (R-VT) regarding the Highway/Mass Transit
bill; Friday, February 27 at 2:00 p.m,

Background/Purpose of Meeting

Both the House and the Senate have passed highway/mass transit
funding bills. A Conference Committee has begun to meet,

Our primary concern with the bill is the House funding of
demonstration projects -- a.k.a., pork projects. The Senate also
funds demonstration projects, but only within the highway funding
for states under their normal allotments. The House conferees
have informally offered a scheme to the Senate which would, in
essence, cut the House funding by half -- still unacceptable to
us.

Our allies in this Conference against the House "pork" are led
by, surprisingly, Senator Burdick (D-North Dakota), Chairman of
the Environment & Public Works Committee. Senator Stafford
(R-Vermont), Ranking Republican on the Committee, also is with us
against the House pork projects.

The purpose of having them here is to meet with you, Jim Miller

and Secretary Dole to reinforce and strengthen the resolve of

these two big Senate players against the House "pork." Although

a senior member of the Senate, Senator Burdick has not been

invited to the White House in a policy role in years. An effort
ort for him in this fashicn would likely have
cial reflections not onlv in this legislation,
ues as well.

Tco High
the major provisions objectionable to the
be resolved in Conference. Funding levels

o high, at least for mass transit. We support
levels for the highway portion.



1987 - 1991
Comparison of House and Senate
Highway/Transit Legislation with the Administration's Proposal
{$ in billions) :

Auth. House Senate Pres, Delta from Pres.Budget
House Senate
Highways  69.5 66.0 68.0 + 1.5 -2.0
Transit 20.7 16.2 8.7 +12.0 +7.5
Safety . 8 - .7 + .1 - .7
Total 91.0 82.2 77.4 +13.6 +4.8
Outlays
Highways 69.2 67.1 66.1 + 3.1 +1.0
Transit 20.6 1.9 15.1 + 5.5 +3.8
Safety .9 - .6 + 3 - .6
Total 90.7 86.0 8l.8 + 8.9 +4.2

Outlook/Veto Strategy

The best chance of sustaining a veto will be if the conference
product contains the House scheme, or something close to it, for
funding of demonstration projects. In that case, the sentiment
in the Senate may well be to sustain the veto, since the key
actors in the Senate feel that they exercised restraint in
funding for demo projects, while the House has not. A veto
solely on the basis of the funding levels in either the House or
Senate versions for highways or mass transit will be much tougher
to sustain.

If the Conference report does contain unacceptably high spending
for demonstration projects, and is vetoed, we will need to
’ ’ - 1te Republicans to sustain the veto, and play

>r Republicans to support the President after
0., Also, as already stated, key Senate
mpathetic as well because of the lack of
>use. Conversely, if the demonstration
ly deleted from the bill, it will be very
.n a veto in the Senate, but the chances of
e increase. Given these factors, it is
re that we remain firm in our opposition to anv
5 in the final conference agreement,
1st persuade Eurdick, Stafford and other key
to hold firm against the demo projects.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 26, 1987

MEMORANDUM TO DONALD T. REGAN
FROM: WILLIAM L. BALL, IIT
SUBJECT: Meeting with Senator Burdick (D-ND) ancé Senator

Stafford (R-VT) regarding the Hichwav/Mass Transit
bill; Friday, February 27 at 2:2C z.m.

Background/Purpose of Meeting

Both the House and the Senate have passed h:

1icghwav ‘mass transit
funding bills. A Conference Committee has ©

egun to meet.

Our primary concern with the bill is the House Zunéinc of
demonstration projects -- a.k.a., pork prc-tects. TUnder the House
plan, funding for these projects would be in adéiticn to normal
highway funding, at a cost of $1.2 billicn cver tke five yeéar
life of the bill. (The total estimated cosz oI these projects is
$8.3 billion.) The Senate also funds cdemcnstraticn D*O“GCt , but
only within the highway funding for states uncer their normal
allotments.

The Senate already has offered a compromise which woculd cost $700
million for the life of the bill -- still unaccectable to us at
this time.

House "rcrk" are led
by, surprisingly, Senator Burdick (D V r+h Tzakota), Chairman of
the Environment & Public Works Committee Sernztcr Stafford
(R-Vermont), Ranking Republican on the Commitxee, also 1s with us
against the House pork projects.

ng them here is to meet wizh vecu, Jim Miller

to reinforce and streng:hen ;“e re=07ve of

e players against *the Fcuse "vork." Although
the Senate, Senatcr RBurdick has not been

2 House in a policv role in vears. An effort

i
ort for him in this Zashicn wculd likely have
cial reflections not onlv in this legislation,
nes as well,



Funding Levels are Too High

It is unlikely that the majcr provisicns ckjecticnable to the
Administration will be resolved in Conference, Funding levels
probably will be toc high, at least fcr mass trarsit. We support
the Senate funding levels for the highwav portion,

1987 - 1991
Comparison of House and Senate
Highwav/Transit Legislation with the Administration's Propcsal
($ in billions)

Auth. House Senate Pres. Delta from Pres,Budget
Hcuse Senate
Highways €9.5 66.0 68.0 - 1,5 -2.0
Transit 20.7 16.2 8.7 -12.0 +7.5
Safety .8 - .7 + 1 - .7
Total 91.0 82.2 77.4 +13.6 +4.8
Outlays
Highwayvs 69.2 67.1 66.1 + 3.2 +1.0
Transit 20.6 18.9 15.1 + 2.3 +3.8
Safety .9 - .6 - .3 - .6
Total 90.7 86.0 81,8 - 8.9 +4,2

Outlook/Veto Strategy

22 be if the conference
cmethirg close to it, for
funding of demonstration projects. In that case, the sentiment
in the Senate may well be tc¢ sustain the veto, since the key
actors in the Senate feel that thev exercised restraint in
funding for demo proiects, while the House has not. A veto
solely on the basis of the funding levels in either the House or
Senate versions for highways cr mass transit will be much tougher
to sustain.

The best chance of sustaining a veto wi
product contains the House scheme, cr s

3

report does contain unacceptably hich spending
prciects, and is vetced, we will need to
1ate Republicans to sustain the veto, and play
for Republicans tc support the President after
:to. Also, as alreadv stated, key Senate
sympathetic as well because of the lack of
jouse. Conversely, if the demonstration
2ly deleted from the bill, it will be very
1in a veto in the Serate, but the chances of
1se increase. Given these factors, it is
ive that we remain firm in our opposition to any
........ we prwyewcS 1n the final conference agreement.
At this time, we must persuade Burdick, StaZfford and other key
Senate Republicans to hold firm against the demo projects.
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Dear Howard:

Quent Burdick, Bob Sta
to have-met with Don Regan
to discuss the highway bill.
bring you up tc date.

The first thingc to know
should have pass=2d in the 99:

conference committee could n
and the clock ran out. Thus
been without funding for almc

vear and a crisis approaches.
that the House bill provides
of "demonstration projects,”
and the Administration thresa
The final bill will inciuds
OMB's feelings are vet sircon
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OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

MEMORANDUM FOR HOWARD J. BAKER, JR. é{LQMAACG
CHIEF OF STAFF

THROUGH: James C. Miller III

FROM: Carol T. Crawford

SUBJECT: Major Special Interest Projects in tne

nghway/Tran51t Bill

This memorandum describes the costs assoc1ated with major
special interest projects in the highway/transit. reauthorlzatlon
conference bill. (See Attachment A for detalls )

Highway "Demonstration" Projects

The conference agreement authorizes Federal spending of $285
million annually or $1,425 million over the five-year
authorization period, for the highway "demonstration" (i.e., pork
barrel) projects in the House and Senate bills as well as for new
projects in 13 States that were not in either bill. The $1,425
million provides funds to all States in addition to their Federal
highway formula funds. Of the $1,425 million, addé-on spending
(amount above the obligations limitation) would be $890 million.
The remaining $535 million represents earmarking of discretionary
highway funds that would otherwise be spent on Interstate or
bridge projects.

The bill partially exempts the demonstration projects from
Federal highway spending controls (i.e., the annual obligation ,
limitation). The $890 million in add- on spending would be exenpt
from the annual obligation limitation. The earmarked
discretionary funds would not be exempt.

Spending necessary to complete these highway demonstration
proiects will continue beyond the five-year time frame. The

c States to use either State cor Federal

h remaining outyear costs. If State funds
a 1 Federal costs to ccmplete these projects
i 5 billion. (Attachment B summarizes the

C emonstration projects.)

B ects

ghway "demonstration" prcjects, the
c 1.1 billion to the Federal cost of
c ate System by expanding the scope of the
t projects (i.e., the Central Artery and the
Tiriu naiwor tunner; hat are eligible for Interstate highway
funds. In addition, the conference agreement regquires the State

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT \9: wot Hy,
. A AR

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 ‘@L‘L« J‘MM



to pay for the $800 million estimated cost of tunnelling the
Central Artery but allows the State to draw from its Federal
highway formula funds (at up to 90 percent Federal match, or
$720 million) to cover this cost.

Los Angeles Metrorail

The transit title of the bill mandates that the Secretary of
Transportation enter into a funding agreement for the 4.4-mile
second phase of the lLos Angeles Metrorail. The system’s route
alignment has not been determined, its costs are unknown, and the
required environmental impact statement is incomplete. The
conference bill allows up to $870 million for this project.

Attachments



**

Pork In Highway/Transit Conference Bill

Specifically Authorized
or Earmarked Costs

($ in millions)

Additional

Potential Federal
Cost of Completing

ATTACLUEIIL A

(1987-91) Projects Comments
Highway YDemos" 1,780 6,520 Federal funds to be split
($8.3B est. total cost) evenly between the 156
o Federal Share 1,425 6,250 projects in both bills
- New Contract Authority...... 890 3,260%* (99 from House, 98 from
- Earmark of Federal-aid Senate, 41 common to
Highway Discretionary Funds. 535 3,260 both). All States
: assured 0.5% of Federal
funds, including 13
States with no projects.
o State Share 355 - New contract authority
not subject to ob. limit.
Boston Interstate Projects: 1,080
0 Central Artery.ccccoeccceccceaccses - 746 Expands scope of projects
o Third Harbor Tunnel.........c.. - 334 eligible for Interstate
o Depressing Central Artery...... - (720) ** highway funds (90%
Federal match).
- Other Special Interest Highway.... Unknown Unknown still being conferenced.
T._...._.-l dn a
C il....... .o 870 Unknown Mandates funding.
2,295 7,600 Total authorized and
potential additional
Federal costs
estimated at $9,895 M.
As the outyears of 50% of costs financed from new, separately authorized
Fe nce agreement allows use of State or Federal funds to finance remaining
oL ed in the conference agreement. ~
As aid highway formula funds in lieu of State funds. The $720 million would not

CUnstitucte auusciuvnar rederal spending because the funds would otherwise be spent as part of. the

State's formula allocation.




Demos in Highway Conference Bill

($ in millions)

Authorized in Bill

(1987-91)

' Federal Costs

(o]

Earmarks of

highway

discretionary

funds (above

States' formula

amounts but within
obligation
limitation)..eoeeves 535

New contract

authority (above
obligation
limitation)...ccevene 890

Total Federal
Cost.."“"l..... 1,425

Ve 355

LI 2 1’780

Potential Additional
Federal Costs
to Complete*

" Attachment B

Total Costs

(Outyears)

3,260

3,260

6,520

6,520

3,795

4,150

7,945
155

8,300

it allows use of State or Federal-aid highway funds to

tosts not covered in the bill.
'ts from Federal funds;

Table assumes:
(2) continuation in the outyears of

(1) states

3 financed from new, separately authorized Federal funds;

sosts would be financed from discretionary funds.

Estimates

1ge based on final list of projects contained in Conference




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 2, 1987

MEMORANDUM TO WILLIAM L. BALL, III

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

PAMELA J. TURNER
LLARRY HARLOW

Update on Highway Conference

Stafford's staff told me this morning:

o The Senate "50-30-20" proposal to House conferees is
informal, made to House staff by Movnihan's staff. It
includes a $178 million cap per vear on demonstration
projects, to be split in some as vet undetermined
manner between House projects and Senate projects.

o Confusion is growing over our position on demonstration
projects, most of it evidently generated by Moynihan
and Mitchell. Those two Senators are saving that our
veto bottom line really is mass trarsit funding, not
demonstration projects.

Also, conferees are confused about whether we are
philosophically opposed to the proiects per se, or just
to demonstration projects funded outside the obligation
ceiling.
Recommendation
1. Need firm answer to the gquestion raised above on

demonstration projects. (My two bits: vyes, we are
philosophically opposed; but, our veto angle is on the
I the funding outside the obligation ceiling.)

to resolve the uncertainty, we need to have a
)r telephone calls to Burdick, Stafford,
and Symms/Chafee by COB tomorrow.



March 4, 1987 02::2 PM
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8(a

8(b

HOUSE PROPOSAL ON MAJOR ISSUES

One-ha.? percent minimum - Drop Senate provision.

Speed Limit - House provision.

Dexonstration Projects - Accept Senate proposal except cost
sharing requirement is as follows: 50% new Federal funding
ané¢ 30% from regular Federal-aid funds (any category except
Interstate construction and hazard elimination); all Federal
fands to be available until expended and exempt from
obligation ceiling. (NOTE: If the total cost of the project
exceeds the authorized level (new Federal funding plus match

from regular Federal-aid funds), the State may use any
combination of state and Federal-aid funds to make up the
difference). A mechanism would be included to automatically
reserve the regular Federal-aid funds required for the
project.

Toll financing - Drop generic Senate provision and substitute
a limited 3 project pilot program for Orange County,
California, Pennsylvania, and Florida; pilot projects would
allow combined use of toll financing and regular federal-aid
for new or expanded capacity on non-Interstate highways; the
federal share shall not exceed 35 percent; accept Senate
provisions regarding Georgia payback, West Virginia toll
extension, and toll bridge deregulation.

Interstate 4R Formula - House will agree to apportion I-4R
funds based 50% on the House formula and 507 on the Senate
formula (existing law) if the Senate recedes to the House on
its Interstate 4R discretionary provision and level of
funding.

Buy America - House drops cement; Senate drops $500,000

threshold.

ition - 857 minimum allocation program

law; the Bentsen amendment is phased in

1s follows: FY 87-89 - include all programs
Discretionary and Emergency Relief; FY 90
include all programs.

iction Discretionary Fund - House provision.

*retionary Fund - See 5 above.




10.

11.

12.

17.

18.

19.

PAGE 2

t Estimate (ICE) and Interstate Substitute Cost

Interstactse os
"2SCE) - Accept Senate offer.

Estimate

s
-
S

Central. Ar:tery - Accept Senate offer, except (1) the state
may =-se _.-4R and primary funds to depress the artery; (2)
incl:42 2 generic provision allowing a state to lapse
Interstate construction funds and obligational authority

immediztely into the discretionary fund; and (3)
apportionments based on the 1989 ICE are available until
expended {generic provision).

Eighwav beautification - (See attachment).

DBE - Senate proposal OK, except let SBA regulation govern
the size of a DBE.

Interstate primary category consolidation - House provision.

Combined road demonstration program - 5 states.

South Africa - PASS.

Cost Sharing on Studies - Accept Senate offer, except 75
percent Federal share and no cost cap.

Advance Construction - Accept Senate offer, provided that
one-year advanced funding provision must be used prior to
October 1, 1990..

Member Provisions -

Authorizations - To be discussed.




March 4, 1987

SENATE PROPOSAL ON MAJOR ISSUES

(current law--
es and over the
ent States).

1. One-half percent minimum. Senate provision
nearly half the States are now half-percent Sta
life of the bill as many as 38 will be hali-per

+

-
~
(&

2. Speed limit. Senate provision to increase speed limit to 65
mph on rural Interstates at State option; House Dprovision
permitting roads posted at 50 miles par hour =0 de counted in the
55mph certification process; keep current compliance formula.

3. Demonstration projects. §178M is set 2
demonstration projects, with that amount %o
between the House and Senate and with each to icdentify projects:
to be funded with their share of the funds. Thare is a cost-
sharing requirement as follows: 50% new Federal funding, a
minimum 20% State or local funding, and a maximum 30% from
regular Federal-aid highway funds. The 30% new Federal funds are
to be outside of the obligation ceiling; the 30% regular Federal-
aid funds are to be under the obligation ceiling. All States
will receive a minimum of 1/2% of the new Federal funds. States
receiving 1/2% monies shall be permitted to use such funds on any
Federal-aid project with the above cost-sharing

requirements. Priority status, using zhe Senate flexible funding
proposal, is given to the remaining unfunded projects in both
bills.

e per year for
e snlit equally

4, Toll financing. Senate provision.

5. Interstate 4R formula. Senate provision (¢
States would lose funding under the House DroDdo

urrent law--238
sal).

r
a

6. Buy America. No change to current law on Buy America under
Fhiec A~+

7imum allocation. 85% minimum allocation

sen amendment becomes permanent law immediately.
nent is phased in over :“wo vears as follows: FY
11l programs except Interstate Discretionary and

FY 39 and thereafter - include all programs.

ate construction discretionary fund. House
million per year but wlth current law

ate 4R discretionary. Drop House provision to
ry (keep current law).




9. Interstate Cost Estimate (ICE) and Interstate Substitute Cost

Estimate (ISCE). Administrative release of ICE if Congress has
not acted by October 1. This provision would be for the length
of the bill. One final ISCE (FY 1987) to be approved in this
bill with the Secretary authorized to make subsequent
administrative adjustments.

10. Central Artery. House provision making the Central Artery
an eligible Interstate construction project, but subject to the
following conditions:

(a). 4 lane Third Harbor crossing eligible for Interstate
construction funds instead of 2 lane.
(b) . Massachusetts responsible for construction costs

for depression of Central Artery from High Street to Causeway
Street. No Federal-aid funds may be used for that portion of the
project.

(c). Charlestown Interchange and the South Interchange on
the Artery are eligible for Interstate constuction costs.

(d). Interstate funds are available for 2 years and then
lapse into the Interstate discretionary fund.

(e). Massachusetts may not borrow Interstate construction
apportionments or any other Federal-aid funds to finance its
responsibility for funding the depression of the Central Artery
from High Street to Causeway Street.

11. Highway beautification. House provisions with modifications
noted below:

(a). House language on freeze on billboards. Limit
replacement billboard to up to the same size as the one removed.
Include a 2,500 foot buffer zone around national parks, wildlife
refuges, forests, and historic sites or districts where no new
billboards could be erected.

(b) . House language on "End to Unzoned Commercial and
Industrial Areas.”

(c). House language on "Annual Inventory of Billboards";
delete the word "capability".

(d). House language on tree-cutting.

(e). House language on funding. Lift one-quarter of one
nAavananik ~an o+~ ~1]low States to spend as little or as much as they

rd removal.

language on illegal billboards. <Change
January 1, 1988.

language on cash compensation. Define

>st of sign minus depreciation.

language on "Limitation on Use of Materials."
orovision on "Limitation on Permitting" with
atenance which will end current practice of
be totally rebuillt over a period of a few




(J). Retain Federal control over billboards on all Federal
lands, including Indian reservations (subject to consultation
with the affected tribes), as current law does.

12. Disadvantaged Business Enterprise program. House and Senate
provision adding women. House provision on annual listing of
eligible firms with Senate provisions on uniform certification
criteria and $10M level. Direct Secretary to revise waiver
regulations to permit any state to more readily adjust its goal
from the 10% requirement if that number does not reflect a
reasonable goal in that State.

13. Interstate-primary category consolidation. House provision.

14, Combined road plan demonstration program. Senate language.
Note that Rhode Island, New York, and Virginia wish to
participate in program.

15. South Africa. Drop House provision.

16. Cost sharing on studies. Senate provision on 50-50 match.
Drop studies required in connection with some House demonstration
projects. Make distinction between studies of national
significance and local interest. Set some cost cap.

17. Advance construction. Senate provision including retroactive
date with House provision on interest.

18. Member provisions. Accept ones that have no cost and where
there are no objectionable features. Have same 85-15 match
requirement for Oregon HOV lane project {(Senate bill) as for
California HOV lane project (House bill).

19. Authorization levels. To be discussed.




EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON. D.C. 205083

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM L. BALL, I%;
Assistant to the President for
Legislative Affairs P

) V4
THROUGH: Carol T. Crawform' 1 r~ L)’&

! A
Associate Director \ L d o
Economics and Government l

i‘\
FROM: Kathy Collins®~ ty////f
SUBJECT: Status of Conference on Highway/Transit
Legislation

House and Senate conferees have reached tentative agreements
on most highway issues. Remaining issues to be discussed at the
next meeting, scheduled for March 10th, include: the speed
limit, authorization levels, Buy America, anti-apartheid,
billboards and members’ special interest provisions. It is
expected that staff, not a formal conference, will settle the
transit, safety and revenue titles. In general, the Senate has
receded to the House. Major resolved and unresolved issues are
discussed below and summarized in the attached tables.

Issues in Agreement

1. Demonstration Projects (See Tab A)

o Demonstration projects will be funded with 80 percent
Federal highway trust funds and 20 percent State/local
funds. The Federal match consists of 50 percent from
"new" Federal-aid funds specifically authorized at
$178 million annually and 30 percent from other highway
discretionary funds ($107 million annually).

adds $178 million annually or $890 million
s, not subject to the obligation limitation,
authorized in the Senate bill. The use of
funds is simply an earmarking of existing
-on funding.

spending over five years for demonstration
new and earmarked funds) is $1.425 billion
.2 billion in the House bill.

covers projects in both bills and also makes
e for use by the 13 States that had no
ther bill. Additional costs necessary for



project completion, but not covered by authorizations in
the bill, may be funded by any combination of State and
Federal highway funds. If Federal funds are used, the
total Federal liability may be at least $6.5 billion.

Boston Projects (Third Harbor Tunnel/Central Artery)

Of the $3.3 billion estimated cost of both projects,

$2.5 billion would be eligible for 90 percent Federal
Interstate funding, while the State would be responsible for
financing $800 million associated with depressing the Central
Artery. However, the State could use its allocation of other
Federal-aid highway funds, in lieu of State funds, to cover
this cost. This provision increases the Federal cost to
complete the Interstate System by at least $1.1 billion.

(See Tab B)

Interstate 4R Program (I4R)

There will be no change in the formula for distributing I4R
funds. However, a new category of discretionary funds will
be established as a $200 million annual set-aside from the

I4R authorization level (amount to be decided).

Tolls

The conferees agreed to allow toll financing in conjunction
with Federal-aid on highways in seven States (Pennsylvania,
California, Florida, South Carolina and three States to be
selected by the Secretary of Transportation.) On toll
projects, Federal-aid cannot exceed 35 percent of project
cost.

Urban/Secondary Block Grant

The Secretary is authorized to establish a block grant
demonstration program in five States (Rhode Island, Virginia,
New York, and two States selected by House conferees) to
demonstrate the feasibility of turning over greater
responsibility to State officials for administering the
highway program.

Unresolved Issues

. Limit

t to allow State legislatures to raise the
m.p.h. on rural interstate highways without
Federal 55 m.p.h. statute. However, the
tougher Federal penalties and compliance
ements than the Senate is willing to accept.



Authorizations/Obligation Limitation

Authorizations have not been discussed. However, the
conferees are expected to stay within last year’s Budget
Resolution levels for the Federal-aid highway program of
$13.517 billion which would increase the Senate bill'’s
authorization levels by $1.8 billion over five years. We
also expect the conferees to adopt the House provision which
provides a "bonus'" obligation limitation, on top of whatever
is agreed to as the authorized obligation limitation. (The
Senate Budget Committee has informed the conferees that the
conference bill will require a waiver of Section 303 (a) of
the Budget Act and possibly of Sections 302(b) and 311.)

Buy America

The conferees will agree to drop any change from current law
in the highway title. However, the Senate wants to make this
agreement contingent on the House agreeing to drop the
expanded domestic content requirements in its transit title.
The House is resisting this condition.

Members’ Provisions

There has been no discussion of the 39 special interest
provisions contained in both bills (29 in the House bill,
10 in the Senate). This category includes provisions to:
waive State and local matching shares; give priority
treatment to specific projects; and fund special interest
studies or projects not included elsewhere.

Anti-apartheid Provisions

The Senate strongly opposes the House language which subjects
Federal highway funds to State and local anti-apartheid
ordinances. The House resists dropping its provision.

Billboards

The Senate bill makes no change to the highway beautification
program. The House bill establishes a freeze on the number
of billboards in commercial areas, authorizes the use of
Federal-aid funds for billboard removal and mandates sanctions
i1at do not comply with the freeze. The Senate
le House freeze provision without the other
l1e House opposes this approach.

rees have not met and there is a chance that a
reement will be reached without a formal



House authorization levels of $20.7 billion over five years,
exceed the President’s Budget by $12 billion. The Senate
bill authorizing $13 billion over four years, exceeds the
President’s request by $5.6 billion.

Both House and Senate bills continue to use the highway
trust funds derived from one cent of the fuel tax for
transit discretionary grants. Over 80 percent of the trust
funds, collected from all States, currently benefit fewer
than 20 cities. The President’s proposal allows all States
to receive a share of fuel tax revenues through a formula-
based allocation.



Item

5-yr. Authorizations

Delta from Pres.

Authorization Period

Gas Tax Exemption Receipts

Interstate/Primary Block

Urban/Secondary Block

Demo Projects (Pork)
~ Number

~ Federal Cost in Bill

~ Total Cost

Budget

Admin.
Position

$68.0B

1987-90
+$3.5B
$8.16B/yr.

All States

Boston Interstate Projects

~ Add'l Total Costs

~ Add'l Federal Costs

55 m.p.h.

Buy America

Bil

Tol

Obl
(Co

autiicoscucacnin,

Support
Senate bill

No change

Support
Senate bill

12.787B/yr.
emo projects
uot exempt.

Highways

H.R. 2

$69.5B
+$1.5B

1987-91

99
$1.2B
$4.1B

$3.3B
$1.8B

Restricts
cement
imports

Caps billboard # and
sanctions States for
non-compliance

No change

$12.6B annually.
Exempts demo projects
and provides bonus
ob. limit.

5. 387

$65.4B
-$2.0B

1987-90
$8.15B/yr.

10-State Demo

98
No new funds
$4.2B
65 m.p.h. on

Rural Interstates

Raises Buy America

threshold to
$500K

No change

Allow tolls with
Federal-highway
funds.

$12.35B/year.

Conference

No discussion

1987-91

Keep separate programs
5-State Demonstration
156+

$1.4B
$8.3B+

$3.3B

$1.1B
No agreement

Drop both provisions,
if House drops provi-

sion in transit title.

No agreement.

Allow tolls with
Federal-highway funds
in 7 States.

No decision on level.

Demo projects not Demo projects

exempt.

partially exempt.



Transit (excluding WMATA)

Item Admin. Position H.R. 2 S. 387 Conference
5-yr. Authorizations $8,730M $20,665M $16,263M I
Delta from Pres. Budget -- +$11,935M +$7,533M |
I
Authorization Period 1987-90 1987-91 1987-90 |
I
General Fund Approps. Eliminates Continues general Continues general |
(except WMATA) (beginning 1988) fund approps. fund approps. I
I
Multi-year Contracts No provision. Intent to allow No provision. |
Cannot obligate advance obligation I
funds beyond of funds for outyears I
budget year. (but imperfectly drafted). I
No
Private Sector Increases Prohibits DOT No provision. Discussign
competition. requiring level of of Transit
private participation. Title
I
New Starts Eliminates Continues New Starts. Continues New Starts.
New Starts in
1988.
Rulemaking No provision. No provision. Mandates excessive
rulemaking.
Labor Protection Repeal 13c Maintains 13c No provision.
labor protection but it
protection. cannot prohibit

contracting out.

Buy No provision. Increases domestic No provision.
content.
Los No provision. Mandates an $870M Mandates contract

contract for 4.4-mile
second phase after
environmental report
is approved.

for 4.4-mile second
phase after environ-
mental report is
approved, with no dollar
specifications.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
|
|
I
|
I
I
I
I
|
|
I



Highway Pork In Conference Bill
($ in millions)

Additional
Specifically Authorized Potential Federal
or Earmarked Federal Cost of Completing
Costs (1987-91) Projects Comments
1. Highway "Demo" Projects (Total): (1,425) (6,520) Federal funds to be split
evenly between the 156
o New Contract Authority......... 890 3,260% projects in both bills
o Other Federal-aid Highway (99 from House, 98 from
Earmarks (30 percent Senate, 41 common to
Federal Share) .....ieceeeeeeecess 535 3,260 both). All States
assured 0.5% of
Federal funds, including
13 States with no
projects.

2. Boston Interstate Projects: (1,880)

O Central Artery....eeeeeeeieenens - 746 Expands current projects

o Third Harbor Tunnel............ -= 334 beyond scope of that

o Depressing Central Artery...... -— 800 currently eligible for
Interstate funds (90%
Federal match).

3. Other Highway Provisions.......... Unknown Unknown No agreement reached on
other special interest
provisions which may
increase costs.

4. (870) Unknown Senate does not stipulate

Total authorized and
2,295 8,400 potential additional

Federal liability

estimated at $10,695

million.
* A the outyears of 50% of costs financed from new, separately authorized
F nce agreement allows use of State or Federal funds to finance remaining

Cusio uue vuversu 1 wue conference agreement.



Cost to Complete the Interstate
Tentative Conference Agreement on Boston Projects
($ in millions)

Tentative
House Bill Conference Delta from 1987 ICE
1987 DOT ICE* (Mass. Request) Agreement House Conference
I-90 Tunnel 1,069 1,441 1,441 +372 +372
(2-Lane) (4-Lane) (4-Lane)
I-93 Artery 245 1,074 1,074 +829 +829
depression - 800 —=kk +800 —
Total 1,314 3,315 2,515 +2,001 +1,201
90% Federal Share 1,183 2,983 2,264 +1,800 +1,081

* 1987 Interstate Cost Estimate, as transmitted to Congress in January 1987.
** State will pay to depress the Central Artery and may use other Federal-aid
funds to cover this cost.
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THE WHITE HOUSE e
R
WASHINGTON . o >
‘o . ,
i~
March 9, 1¢8&7 k/
MEMORANCUM FOR SENATCK BAKER
FROM: WILLIAM L. BALL, II;/Zé*'““
Subject: Phone calls to Senators Burdick ard Staiicrc

Ycu guestioned my suggestion about the Presicent making these
calls, so I have pulled them back tc see if ycu rmicht make the
cells instead.

In the Highwey Bill Conference, both Burdicx crc SzaiZocrcd leve
been very supportive cf our efforts tc keep the Hcuse
demornstration prcjects out cf the bill. Hcwever, the Latest
compromise does not lock cood. Neither the Pres.dert ncr his
Chief of Staff have had much contact with these twe Senaters over
the past year, and I thought this would ke & c¢ccc cccasion for a
pat on the back with a word of encouragement shculc we neec to

sustain a veto on this question.

It would be good if you could calli; telking pcints trepared fer
the President are attached.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

RECOMMENDED TELEPHONE CALL FOR THE PRESIDENT

70

DATE:

RECOMMENDED BY:

PURPOQOSE:

BACKGROUND

TOPICS FCR
DISCUSSION:

Senator Quentin Burdick (D-Ncrth Dakota)
Tuesday, March 10, 1987

William L. Ball, IIIT

5
o

To encourage Senator
strong opposition to
demonstration proﬁecL
his support on this i

(OTIN I
4 Ve
b
(r
V3

3ot

U) m O o
O o
o

n
G(U

)

iy
O b=

QU R (D

Both the Hcuse an
highway/mass n

N
m

3

) ¢t

¥

5 IR 1) )

Q-

tr 1
conference committe
out differences. &
of the Senate r
Commit*tee, has heen s
conference committee
expensive highwav demcns
are contaired in the Ecu
bill, However it ::roc

{
ST R SY
VR ER(/ AN RS

M D ¢t ct

e}
3
3
'_l
t
o
3
$ D Ot n

v
1O

a o'y :.j
I

& RS I B R

[STRES

P O S RS B A
:)‘ pa-
[ A PR LTS O

Il
)

i e

)
SEES)

[ o
[/ I SR
g
ITD -0

oMo
(t
i IS IS
[N 5
0t

(o2 TG IS BN 7))
(SRR N

bt
|

(‘
1t o

N
1 BUBEED B
1= (b N

Q
Q
3
’U
a]
o]
2 3
ba-
w
D
S:
[N
bt
=~
0
O
bl
&
l}
b
D]

of theue unneceSSary jehalely

(S S A
#7]

[0
) D

mn
| .
—
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we have his suppcx*, hu+ 3 Z from vou
should strenather his resolve in the face of
what surely will be verw strong rressure to
override your vetc,

(9]

¢
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See attached.

March 6, 1987




Reasons to Oppose Spending
From Any Source for
Highway Demonstration Projects

Highway demonstration projects increase Federal spending
whether funded from the users fees deposited in the
Highway Trust Fund or the general fund.

~ Administration opposes spending increases above the
Senate highway levels inorder to keep highway spending
in line with highway revenues which avoids any impact
on the deficit.

Chairman Howard argues that the Highway Trust Fund is
intended for purposes such as highway demonstration
projects. But demonstration projects serve special
interests, not national highway interests.

The Federal-aid highway program was established as a
categorial aid program, distributed equitably by formula, -
to all States to meet needs on the designated Federal-aid
System.

~ The House bill undermines the integrity of the
Federal-aid program by providing separate funding for
projects that are already eligible for the existing
categories of Federal-aid.

Congressional earmarking of additional funds for specific
projects conflicts with the Administration’s view that
States, not the Federal Government should set priorities
for the highway projects to be funded with local, State
and Federal funds.



HIGHWAY DEMCNSTRATION PROIECT COMDROVIEE

Demonstration projects: $1.4 billion Fecexzl share cver five
vears; nctential $4,.Z nillion tcta
Federal cos*.

50% of the cost = §172 millicn per —ezr (£260 million over
five vezrs) = Telzrzl share cutside
normal State zllccst-on., Trust fund
monev Thiec 1= "rew" mcnav,

302 of the cost = £107 milli~n per —ear (S335 millicen
over five vezrsi. Trust Zund money,
earmarked ZIrcr Secretarv'es
"discreticonzaro" zccounts. The use of
discreti rds 1s er earmarking of
existing t a2dé-on fundino.

TOTALS FOR 80% of the cost = €78 millicor per vear ($1.4

FEDERATL hillizcn over five vears).

FUNDING

20% of the ccst = State and local share.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR MAR 10 1987
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
THROUGH: . Carol T. Crawford
JFL
FROM: Kathy Collins/Irene Loftus
SUBJECT: Status of Conference on Highway/Transit
Legislation

The House and Senate conferees completed their public
neetings on the highway title of reauthorization legislation.
Remaining highway issues (i.e., authorization and obligation
limitation levels, anti-apartheid, phase-in of 85 percent minimum
allocation and members’ special interest provisions) as well as
the transit, revenue and safety titles will be resolved
privately. A conference report is expected by Monday, March
i6th.

Major Highway Agreements

o Allow the House, when it takes up the conference report,
to vote on the Senate provision to raise the speed limit
to 65 m.p.h. on rural Interstate highways.

o Continue the current highway beautification program.

o Adopt Brooks Act language which prevents States from
accepting the lowest bid on architectural and engineering
contracts.

o Require 65 percent Federal match, 35 percent State match
on all studies.

o Fund demonstration projects with 80 percent Federal
highway trust funds and 20 percent State/local funds.
The Federal match consists of 50 percent from "new"
Federal-aid funds specifically authorized at $178 million
30 percent from other highway discretionary
illion annually).

million annually or $890 million ove ixe
subject to the obligation limitation, to
authorized in the Senate bill; use of

ary funds is simply an earmarking of

unds, not add-on funding.

ral spending over five years for
jon projects (from new and earmarked funds)

killion compared to $1.2 billion in the



Nnited States Senate Le

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

March 22, 1§87

Honcrarle Howard Dakar
Chzef ¢ Staff to the Tresident
The Yihite Hcuse
washington, T. . ZCECC
Cear Ecward:

AT & mesting
from Migsouri, we
Fregident vetc Lthe e two Senators and
“eur Congressmen p ¢k Buechner, indi-
catzd thaet he woul: vcte to sustain the
vetc. The rest ol Zlxely be constrained to
vete te override,

We did thimk that 17 wculd ce advisable to let you know
¢f our intentiong In advarce sc¢ z2s nect Zo "plind side" the
Fresident.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 17, 1987

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM MILLER

From: Will BallA)Z{‘

Subject: Highway Bill

As we move to assess our ability to sustain a possible veto of
the Highway Bill, we will need to answer two questions:

1) Will we facilitate a "quick turn-around” on the bill?
2) What kind of highway bill can the President sign?

We should prepare to discuss these points in specific terms with
Senator Baker and Secretary Dole as soon as possible.

cC: John Tuck
Pam Turner
Alan Kranowitz &



SPECIRL AND DlHUNS1RthGN FROJECTS IN 1987 RIGHWAY LEGISLATION
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chapge an [-35 and county road.

‘% an Accese Road to the Voyageurs Nat'l Fark.

lwy connecting furera/Hoyt Lakes b Silver Bay.

Rd fres CR-413 to the Boie Forte Chippewa Res,
of the Bloeeington Ferry Br, Henmepin/Scett Ce

STATE SUBTOTAL

A" FUMDED FROJEETS
TOTAL 5-YEAR AUTHORIZATIONS
a0 FF 0L FF STATE TOTAL
($1:)] (§H) (£M) ($1)

[ It L e Tttt e it
15,00 §.00 b0 30,00
15,600 9.¢0 6.0 36,00

n.:8 0.17 0. 11 0.54
1,99 0.93 0.462 MBD)
cop #/6 see #7 coe #76  see K76
see #16 see B/ see #76 see ¥7b
1,99 0.77 G.52 2.5
4.3 2.9 .72 t. 62
2,70 1.62 1,04 5.40
4,2 2.97 1.1 5.9
1.99 1.19 .80 1.98
1,30 0.78 0.52 P
17.70 10,62 7.08 35,40
1.79 1.08 5,70 390
2.00 1.20) 0,89 4,00
0,90 0,230 G20 Lo
4.25 2,95 1.7 B.50
1010 G, b6 0.44 2.20
20.00 12,00 8.00 45,40
21,10 12.66 8.44 32.20
2.50 1,30 1,00 o200
1.3 0.78 0.52 2,60
2,27 1.34 0.91 4.5
0,73 0.43 .30 1.50
0,990 0.0 0.20 1.00
20,00 12.00 B. 0% 40,09
21.312 16.39 10,93 4,63

ESTIMATED
ULTINATE
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B* FUNDED FRCJECTS

FEDERAL  STATE

($4) {$})
SSEREIRNIISISTIZIINERE
0,00 0.00
6,00 0.00
IRH] 0,00
0,00 0,00
G060 0,060

B
1.
\ B
T



- =

1 ] t ] ] t
] v i i i 1
i ! ) A" FUNDED PROJECTS (ESTINATED B FUNGED PROJECTS |
FhY SIRTE i FECIEDT i TOTAL 5-YERR AUTHRRIZATIONS tOULTIMATE ¢ ;
: | DUSCRIFTINN/LOCATION 1A 6L FF o STAIE TOTAL ¢+ €DST ¢ FECERAL  STATE ¢
: ' I 1 ] (61! E3H 1M N 1) 3
.',1:: = ::"_':::::::::I:::::;'.,T.l:::::,:l:_':'_.:.:::'.'i:::::::2::::::::::::1:::2:::::::::::“::Z::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§ ::::::::::::::::::::::
W ‘Hiden US-98 far 14.7 miles near Hattishurg (Forrest and Perry Counties)i 10,29 b.17 4,12 20,28 5 i - - 0
! ' i ; ) '
; ; STRIE SUBTOTAL ! 10.29 6.17 .12 20,58 25,58 1 0.8 0.00
-_: ______________ : ..................................................................................... :m~-_~m--___-__-"-__-____~___—______-__-_: __________ : ____________________ :
foiMissaurt \Carthage/Noel--accelerate construction of friority Frimary Rte 7t. H oS0 12,50 5,04 45,00 1 196,40 1 ~ -
B iMissour: iColupbia--Add 2 lanec to a 106-mile route between Columbia % Lancaster. | .50 530 2020 oY 263,00 - -
ER iFhase 1 of the Seuth Widtown Fresezy U5-71 1n ¥Fansas City. : D) 4.5 500 18,00+ 147,90 % - -
RO 1St Charles Co.--Coast S2-115 Bypass from [-270, west 12,5 miles to 1-70.0 £.50) 3.5 Lokl 13,00 5 (60,20 1 - -
T Restore the Martin Luther ¥ing Eridge, Bet wn St Lours and East &t Lowis) - - - - 559,90 1 LE N 1ot
1 ] 1 ) [} t
] 1] L} 1] 1 \
] i ST4TE SURTETAL 42,00 25,00 16,84 B4.00 0 Bie.ad | 41,44 {1.10 1
------ e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e |
W07 tHebrazka \Replace US-30 bridge over Missouri Riv between Blair, NE % Ho Valley, IN 2T 1.62 1.08 GO0 SPC L - -
] t + . i
i STATE SURTOTAL 210 1,62 108 9040 4 S804 0.00 G0
e e e e e e e e M mm oo m e kel it R ittt bt
; Yicn of Irterchange Between [-B0 and Sparbs Boulevard, | 5.23 313 2.10 10,50 3 11,703 - -
¢ Booplder Hinhway in Hendzreon, Landzcaping i B.03 1.83 L 16,10 4 604 ] - -
¢ drpan intarchapge @ Saharz Ave. & {13 i osee $#104 cee 104 cee RI0Y see #1040 8,00 3 - -
i ) i '
STATE SURTQIAL 13,20 1.58 5.32 26,61 ) 26,70 4 G, 00 6,00 3
------------------------------------------------- e B
{hh Mg az Glapzs to Canta Fe i 20,09 12,00 B. 00 0,00 4 90,80 4 - -
P iMew Cruyces to Texzico H - - - -0 212,00 0 174,00 SR, 0D
: ¢ ! ] i
; STATE SUBTOTARL | 20,00 .00 B. 00 40,00 5 312,80 1 174,00 56,00 1
R e e e e e b § T e e e e e oo fmmmmm s e !
{08 How araticn oroiect, : 25,00 15,00 10,40 50,00 3 Th.40 3 - -
109 itew wg, Recoastructios of Rotary, | 10,00 £.00 400 26,00 3 13,2010 - -
110 iHaw n Circle te Brielle Circle tHall Townehip). 1 cee #109 see ¥109 cee ¥109 cee K109 | 0.90 4 - -
i1 oihes ke Toas River. ) 1,00 .60 0. 40 2,00 .90 - -
; i ] H !
! STATE SUBTOTAL i 36.00 21,60 14,40 72,00 91,76 0,00 0,08 1
] + )
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FROJECT
DESCRIPTION/LDCATION

butfalo--building cennecter to waterfronk. (Litt Bridge % Frontage Rd.)

Sutfolk Co.--Upgrade the Senrise Highway [5R-27} on Long Island,

Steuben Lo.--Rt 17 interchonge with &t 1% @ Farnted Fost.

felocate terminus of Loclport Buwy (1-590) @ N French Kd % Const Int'cy.
Lorg Island Expresceay 4th lane study, would add 4th lane to [-493 in NY
Ertending the Marsau Eupreccway frea Burnande Ave to Broadway

Widen Wectchester Phy, Hawthorne to Yachburn % Reconst by Fleasantville

Buffalo-Fuhrman Bovlivard, access road parallel to Lake trie

CTATE SUBINTAL

Canst Br. fWachingtor/Baum! aver Roenoke Scund tetween Manteo- Whalebone.

STATE SURTDTAL

cess Rd to Hazen Bay, Lake Sakalawea
cess Rd to Fort Ransom State Fark
ress Rd to the Tri County Park, Devils Lake Fecreaticn Areas
ss Rd to Parshall Bay, and Lake Sakakawea
cs Rd to Lake Bzhe and numerous Bays
fccess Rd to ceveral Bays on Lake Sakakaw=2a near Charlson
sz Rd to Larimore Dam Recreation Areas
ztess Rd to Fordville Baa Recreation fres
g Rd to Golden Lake Recreatisn Areas
cs Rd to Several Bave gn Lake Sakakew=3 near US-B3, south Willicton
.dlife Lake Darling Refuge
, Lake Sakakawea
ving a regionat grain terminal at Gladsteone

STATE SUBTOTAL

wluding Rasp Replacesent
wdar Foint Amussrent Fark. Tolsdo-Fort Clinton

STATE SUBTOTAL

&7
=
T
=
™
w
o=
[==]
=
o]
=
x=
=

A" FUNDED PRQJECTS
TOTAL S-YEAR AUTHORIZATIONS
50% FF 30% FF

STATE

(

§M)

10
(

TAL
M

Wt o N W N R W an

Mm reorwoB
7

ra
o

(A OO T VR £ < B
[

m

o
™

0 o oo

oo

{§1) ($H)
6,23 373
4,88 2.93
4,00 2,80
4,00 2.40
.00 0,60
3.00 1.60
4,00 2,40

2713 16.2
8.00 5. 40
7.00 5.40

12,60 7.68
see $i21 cee $171
cep K121 soe #1214
coe B2t coe #12
see ¥1Z21 cee K121
cee #1201 cee #1721
cee B121 see K121
coe K121 cee #1721
cee #1201 zee H12
cee #1210 cee #1121
sap #1211 cee #121
soe #1210 see #1771
coo 21 cee M2

4,03 2,43
15,83 10,11
4,40 .40
10,060 6.00
14,00 8.49
1.25 0,73
1.29 0.75

1,69

B.00
20,00

2B.00

£

TIMATED
LTIHATE
£osT

= ul

43,00
150,00
25,50
11,50
16,06
1B.06
K174
14,00

i
1
]
[l
'
t
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1
t
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i
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]
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B" FUNDED FROJECTS

FEDERAL  STATE

(§H) (M)
10,53 3,50
10,20 3.50
0,60 0,00
5,00 (.00
0,60 (.60
0,09 0.00
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A

#7



i i
nen STATE \ FROJECT
Ha. 4 . DESCRIFTION/LOCATICN
iFenncylvania  (Loyshorg
178 (Fennsylvania  Sdchnetown-Study toct ef 2 §-lane Huy betwesn Bte 56 and Rte 22
119 Pennsylvania Dlehnsbean-Const 1if Fraj to echance safety % cconemic devel't of an area
140 Fesrsylvania  ieltoonz Tyrone--close 12-mile qap on US-U20 in Blair County
1 Ferazylvania (Rllentoin--eliminate R grade crossing, (Basin St. €@ COMRAIL crocsing).
2 iFzoesyvlvania iSoutherr brpiway (F Fri Ble) cennect to proposed Midiield Air terminal.
43 Peacsylvania  iMew 2-lane Hay, Ueoway access road to 1-79,  (Mid-valley Exp way).
144 tPepnsylvania iCroyle Twp-Upgreds 1. Y-mile hooezs RA to John:stown Flood Nat'l Memerial,
145 iPenasylvania  Fittanmauing/Broobville--Reconst Ju-miles of T-lane b between the Cities.
145 iPerpsylvania  (Chadville--Reconet 3.9-mile sec of FAP Kle near the Urientosn Bypass.
147 SFernsylvania  iConstruct Interchange off 1-€1 near Chashersberg.  In Franklin County
148 ifennsylvania  (Ehsenterg--A Bypass to divert tratirc fror 05-219 to a 3.1-nile segment
149 {Papssylvania  (Ebcenberg--A Study to 4-lane US-Z2 west of Bhsenberg to Fittshurgh
150 ‘Fennsylvenia  (Bamercet--Ctudy, % PE to uprrade US-219 to 4 lanes, Samerset to MD Line
131 iFepnavlvania  iConst & 4.9 mile by-pass of Evten Farallel to Roule 20
' : STATE SUBTOTAL
157 ifhode Teland  IUS-1 in Frividence, [eprovecsnts cn Allens Ave. b Eddy Street
137 iRbode Island  SRE-33 1n West warwick, laprovements on Habefisld Street Saogment
: i .
; i STHTE SUBTOTAL
134 15zuth Carclinailcle of Palms Bridge.
155 1Snuth CarplinaiThe SC portion of the EBohby dones Exp'wy from 1-Z0 to Georiga State Line
195 1500 ir Florence to US-17, N, of Myrtle Beach.
! STATE SURTGTAL
137 iEp =244, from Bt Reshanore Mep. to near Keystans
158 150w irom West Todd County Line eazt
159 150y rrom lroguais to Defmet
i
i STRTE SUBTOTAL
180 iTen ;¢ Bd to Ft Casphell. US-H15 from US-79 te KN,
tAl iTen 3 Huy 15 miles from River View to Sam’'s Eap.

; STATE SUETOTAL

A" FUNDED PROJECTS
TOTAL 5-YEAR AUTHORIZATIONS
S0% FF 30% FF STHTE TOTAL
[ ($t) ($) {54}
213 1,63 1.10 2,00
5.50 130 i 11,00
45,60 27.00 8. 09 S45.00
3.00 1.80 1,20 6,01
2,759 1.65 11 3.50
6.70 4,02 Z.48 13.40
0.2 0.22 014 5.72
5.00 3.00 0 $0,00
4,90 2. 1.80 3.00
2,50 1.50 1,00 3.00
18,04 46,84 3.1 154,12
3,90 2.34 1.54 1.89
cop #1852 soe K197 cee B1G2  see k192
20,90 12,00 8.0 40,00
20,00 2.00 8.0 40,00
5,90 5.94 1.5 19.80
cee #1597 cee M1ST7 coe KIS see #1397
cee #1597 see 197 see #1397 see §19
7.9% 5.94 3,54 {7.80
2.0 1.50 1,60 .00
10,00 6.00 4,00 720,00
12,50 7.599 5.00 25,60

ESTIMATELD
LTINATE
cost

(1)

= wn

3. 30
106
50,00
G0,
10, 00
Th.00
2310
0.72
20,00
1008
.60
1300
1,50
100

79,00

i
i
'
i
|
i
[l
]
]
1
[l

B* FURDED PROJECTS

FELERAL  STATE
(sn) $M)

2475 B.23
113 0.8
0,73 0,29

67,50 7.50

24,13 16.38

37,71 1,08
0,00 (. D1
U] 0,69




i i i i i
' i i A" FUMDED FRDJECTS {ESTIKATED iB" FUNDED FROJECTS
el STRTE : FROJECT ; TOTAL 5-YEAR AUTHORIZATIONS LLTEHATE |
H0. : DESCRIFTION/LOCHTIUN VoL FF O 30U FF O STATE I0TAL ¢ CDST  § FEDERAL  STATE
i | IS 11N (34) ($M) 5 10 D T & 7/ A £ 41 (M
:::::::::::::::::Z:::;::: P L LT TR 1R R Pt g = St il iy e el :7_‘:.::.: SN EITTDICTSIs SIS EsT IS oSEZIs I { ==X zZzsSx3=xz Y::======:::=:=:::===
Teras iBeaument Liberty/Laurel Uverpess at |-10 ccnnectes twa §t's./Fhelan Bluvd! Lo 1.80 1,20 £.09 1 12,00 4 - -

3 iTevas iireola - Construct Brade Separatian betweon 2 Hey & KRR Crossing ] 1,50 0.50 0.60 .00 3. 00 - -
164 iTenas iUS-59 corrider fram Texarkana to Houston to Beeville ] - - -1 IhELEY T 1349.50 SLE.AD
185 1Texas ihellas--Upgrads :3.4 wiles of North Cenlral Expressway, 1-63% to SR-1Z1 0 .40 12,00 8,00 .00 ¢ 18T - -
thh 1Texaz iFt Horth--Recanstruct [-24 Interchange (West Leg! i - - S A U BT 3500 15,06

i i i ] i

i i ; 4,50 4. 9,84 49.00 1 2400.3% 1 L6B&BY G3LL60
167 iVirgiria iRganoke Valley-Ertencion from Blue Ridge Farkway ‘o the Euplere Project.! )] 4,5 AR 15,460 ¢ 13.00 4 - -
168 ivirginia iGloucester Co--Replace/Ezpand Br cennact Lo, with Newnort News/Haaptea. ! 200 1.20 0.50 .00 1 100,00 - -

| ] i i ;

] ; STATE SUBTOTAL .30 5. 70 3.80 19,00+ 115,00 1 ¢.o0 0,69
189 tHzst Virointa ikew River--Construct Farkway between Intsrctate B New River. i 8. B0 5.28 J.52 17.69 i BO. 00 | - -
179 i¥est Virgimia ikanasha Co--Reconstructicn of the Histeric Chelyan Bridge. ; 1,460 0.&0 G.40 2,00 ¢ AR50 - -

' : F.B0 3.68 3.52 19,60 1 128,56 0,00 0.40

i U.5. GRAKD TOTALS 1 #B30,17 4501011 $332.07 $1,660.33 1$B,355.05 1§2,14%.71  $458.87

Herch 17, 1957
ING THOSE NOT LISTED ABOWE, BILL RECEIVE A FHHA, HNB-1D
ILLICN IN "NEW" FEDERAL RUTHORIZATIONS
)



b 9, AL ocATIONS

STATE
. t -

ALABava

aLasxa 4‘ IS'J

AMZONA

ARzansAS$

CAL'PORNIA

COLOmADOD

CONNECTICUT Py MQ

OCELawant z P 4

FLORIDA
GEOAGIA
HAWAIE 4 /. g#
1DAND v LA
HLLINOIS
INDIANA
rOwa
KANSAS
KENTUCKY - "
LOUISIANA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA

MISSI55 1094

MISSOURI
MONTANA ‘ Lf‘l
NEBRASKA ] “_g'#;
NEVADA M

NEW HAMPSH(IRE # ’:y
NEW JERSEY 4
NEW WMEXICO

NEW YORK
NORTH CARDLINA
NOATH DAKDOTA

010
OXLAMOMA a [ S‘¢ ry R
ORECON - 'ﬂ Q or“

PENNSY LV ANIA

RHOOE 1SLAND R 4 :!‘ -

SOUTH CARDLINA -

SOUTH DAKOTA ) - . -
TENNESSEE

TEXAS .
uTam 4‘ /s—¥

emonn TS

VIAGINIA b T .

WASHINGTON 4‘ lf‘f N

WEST VIRGINIA
NISCONSIN X .
Y OMING g‘*l:“ "

TOTAL
AMERICAN SAMOA
Guam
PUERTO AICO
VIRGIN ISLANOS

14,0997 | | T
SENATE A}u.oumod - ‘39.:( .
House MuowwneN = 4 6 ,4€C : ]
1.00

T:w--uo ov Lc-uuo ov

US DEPARTMENT OFf RTANSPORTATION
Srow