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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 

http://uscode.house.gov/statutes/pl/99/104.pdf
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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, 99th 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 
15th 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 99th 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 100th Congress, and Wright turned to Jim Howard 
to provide it.  
 
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 100th 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. 
 

https://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/crpt100-27.pdf
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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 20th 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.  

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-CRECB-1987-pt5/pdf/GPO-CRECB-1987-pt5.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-CRECB-1987-pt5/pdf/GPO-CRECB-1987-pt5.pdf
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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 23rd 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. 1st 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. 

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=34027&st=&st1=
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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 28th, 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 30th 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.) 

 
President Reagan meets with Republican Senators 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.) 

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=34060&st=&st1=
http://uscode.house.gov/statutes/pl/100/17.pdf
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(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.) 
 

Voted&"no"&on&the&
conference&report&and&

then&voted&to&sustain&the&&
President's&veto

Voted&"yes"&on&the&
conference&report&but&
were&pursuaded&by&the&
Administration&to&switch&
sides&and&&vote&to&sustain&

the&President's&veto

Voted&"yes"&on&the&
conference&report&and&
then&voted&to&override&
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".

The(1987(Highway(Bill(3(Republican(Senators(who:

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


THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

SEP I 0 1965 

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 ~n H.R._3129, the "Surface"Transport~t~on and 
Uniform Relocat1on Ass1stance Act of 1985 • We ant1c1pate 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 to explain our concerns to you. 

The bill contains four titles: Title I, the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1985; Title II, the Highway Safety Act of 1985; ~itle 
III, the Federal Hass Transportation Act of 1985; and T1tle IV, 
the Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1985. 

Title I of this bill would increase the cost of completing the 
Interstate System and contains many special interest 
demonstration projects \vhich 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 , and 
are not subject to the obligation ceiling imposed on other types 
of spending from the Highway Trust Fund. The resources of the 
High\·1ay '!'rust Fund should be expended by the states in accord 
with state priorities in a rational, planned manner; apeciiic 
J?roject expenditures should not be dic'c.ated at the Federal 
level. Horeover, based on the latest Treas~..Iry Departraent 
estimates of revenues to the Highway 'i'rust rund, the budget 
authority that can be supported by the Highway Trust Fund falls 
short of the budget authority called for in the oill in 1990. 

We also oppose the transit portion of the bill, Title III. we 
do not support, as the bill proposes, general fund 
authorizations for the formula program and Mass Transit Account 
funding for the discretionary program. The Administration 
proposes to end the discretionary section 3 program and 
generally to f':lnd progra..-ns from the Hass Transit Account by 
formula apport1onment. In this time of deficit reduction 
efforts, general fund authorizations at the $2.4 to $2.5 billion 
level, along with an increase in the Mass Transit Account 
authorization level, as this bill proposes, would provide simply 
too much Federal funding for a program that is essentially local 
in natur..e. 

·-· 
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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 decision-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 is 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 provisions. 

The Off ice of Hanagement 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. 

Enclosure 

Center for 
Transportation 

Sincerely, 



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 million in costs 
for a four-lane I-90, an I-90/I-93 full interchange, and HOV 
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 projects 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. ~'Je would prefer to make 
t hese apportionments using a for mula based upon the withdrawal 
values remaining in each state. 

Sec. 104. ~vhile the bill proposes excessive spending in many 
other areas, section 104 fails to maintain current statutory 
level s for the Federal-interest Interstate 4R program. This 
section reduces the Interstate 4R authorization to be ap
portioned on October 1, 1985, from $3. 1 5 b illion t o $3.035 bil
lion. Section 106 reduces the prima ry authorization, required 
to be apportioned on October 1, 1985 , from $2.45 b illion to $2.4 
billion. The current authorizations have been certified to the 
states pursuant to 23 u.s.c. l04(e). Also, these sums will 
probably be apportioned before sections 104 and 106 of H.R. 3129 
could be enacted. Reducing these authorizations would be 
disruptive to t h e state formula apportionment process. 

Sec . 105. (l) This section contains an unusual number of 
e xemptions from t he obligation ceiling which makes it very dif
f icult to co ntrol spending and estimate outlays and obligations. 
The se e xemp t ions are generally for demonstration projects in 
t his bi ll , previo usly authorized demonstration projects, and 
oth er special i nterest provisions. Exemptions are at the 
exp ens e of for mula programs and work to the detriment of all 
f o rmul a programs including Interstate completion. This Depart
ment strongly opposes these exemptions. 
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(2) Section 105(c) ( 2) contains a 5 percent factor for 
distributing obligati on 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 del ays. 

Sec. 106. Section 106(c) continues the 1 0 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 shoul d be aware that 
the amounts of 11 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 s tate if the state wants to 
terminate the lease, even if the lease negotiated by the parties 
did not so provide. He 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 othen-lise be in the public interest. vle oppose 
the provision. Such mat ters 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 receiv i ng Int e rstate discretionary 
funds even if California has not obligate d all of its Interstate 
apport i onment s . 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 priority pr imary 
route provisions. 

Sec. 1 15 . This section would extend highway 
(ER) provisions to the territories and would 
fo r t he t er r i t ories at $5 million per year. 
ing ER t o t h e t e rr itories and support the $5 

emergency relief 
cap ER obligations 
We support extend
million cap. 

Sec. 117 . This section is a special interest provision which 
applies to Alligator Alley in Florida and the West Virginia 
Turnpike. The provision permits the extension of tolls on a 
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toll facility (contrary to a toll agreement) to pay for 
construction costs that are ineligible for Federal- aid highway 
funds. The Administration is developing its position 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 139(b) designation made in Colorado in July 
1985. 

sec. 120. This sec~~on 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 bridges. 

Sec. 121. (1) ~he section provides that apportionments with
held a~e to sanctions should be considered to be apportioned for 
purposes of calculating the minimum allocation. While we 
believe t h is to be the law, we do not object to the clarifying 
language. 

( 2) The section also extends the m~n~mum allocation for four 
year s. The Department does not believe that the ~inimum alloca
ti on provision should be continued in its present form. 

Sec. 122. Th is section would crea t e na tional bridge inspection 
standards, training programs, and cert i fica t ion of inspect o r s. 
The Administration is developing its position on this provision. 

Sec. 124. Subsection (e) of this section is unnecessary. The 
problem in Maryland that it would affect has been addressed 
admini stratively . The Administration is developing its position 
on the othe r s ubsections. 

Sec. 125. Under the Buy America prov~s~on, the domestic content 
req ui rement f o r buses, rolling stock, and associated equipment 
would be i nc rea sed from 50 percent to 85 percent but would 
g r andfa the r plant s that were producing these items during the 
first hal f of cal endar year 1984. We oppose both the increase 
in the domestic content percentages as well as the grandfather 
provision, which inequitably protects only certain specific 
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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 Toky o round of trade negotiations and incorporated in 
the 1979 Trade Act. We are opposed to these changes. 

Sec. 126. The Department opposes the costly additions 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 provi s ion 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 
Interstat e constr uc t ion f und s vlh ich will delay completion of the 
Interstate System. 

Sec. 128. This s ection woul d require that the State of Illinois 
expend $15 million over three years on a toll facility in 
Chicago. As reco gnized by t he Congress in 23 u.s.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 prioritie s . 

Sec . 1 29. Thi s prov ision ,...,oulJ p r oh i b:. t constrtlc tion of ti1e 
r ecomme nded al t er na t i v e for the i;Je stw;;:;.y . 3e cause this iTta"t t er : s 
currently in litigation, we do not believ e that Congr ess should 
take any actions to limit state and local options . 

We oppose the provisions to wa ive the limitati on on eligible 
activities under the 1981 Federal-Aid Highway Act and restrict 
the ki nd of s ubs titute projects that may be funded. We also 
strongly oppose s ection 129(d) because it would result in ad
ditional mass transit funding from the general fund. Highway 
Tr ust Funds should be used, not general funds. 

Sec. 130. This prov ision makes HOV lanes for an Interstate 
f acil ity <Ha rbor Freeway) in Los Angeles County eligible for 
I nterstate co nstr uction funds and also permits with drawal and 
s ubstitution of t h e funds for construction of a fixed guideway 
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system in lieu of these lanes. The Department opposes this 
special interest provision. 

Sec. 131. This 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.s.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 su.pport 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 Haryland, provided that the 
state agrees to assume future responsibility for the parkway . 
This provision would allow funding vlithout requiring the state 
to assume future responsibility. We oppose this provision. 

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

Sec . 137. This section concerns maintenance of Conrail 
rai l road- highway crossings. We are opposed to this section as 
it would provide $4.5 million annually in Highway Trust Funds 
f or what i s essentially a maintenance operation. Title 23 has 
been s t ru c t ured s o that Federal funds can be used for construc
t ion p urpo s e s and are not available for maintenance activities. 
Our budget proposal calls for higher funding for the construc
tion of highway-railroad grade crossings than section 209. We 
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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 
ceiling. We strongly oppose section 138. 

Sec. 139. This section reprograms $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 Ohio 
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. He 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 standpoint, we do not 
believe there are reasonable means to estima te Highway Trust 
Fund receipt s attributable to counties within a sta te. 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. 

Sec. 146. We recently received a final report on a study to 
r ecommen d impr ovements to the existing bridge formula. However, 
the t hrust of thi s section's study is to determine the effects 
of e nf orcing the existing formula and to suggest modifications 
to the fo r mula based on a benefit/cost assessment. We have no 
obj e ction to t hi s effort provided that the impact on pavements 
and br i dge s wo uld be studied. 
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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 i02 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 proposed in section 202 exceed the 
maximum level that i s need~d 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 t he proposed authorization levels . We also 
oppose the continuance of the earmarking of funds for specified 
programs, a practice which inhibits the states from allocating 
their funds i n accordance with their own safety priorities. 

Sec. 20 3 . This section increases the authorizations for the 
Motor Carrier Saf ety Assistance Program. The level proposed for 
FY 86 exceeds the Administration's budget request by $16 mil
lion. The Adm i nistration is developing its position on this 
provision. 

Sec. 204. Sect ion 204 of the bill would provide a new we igh t ed 
compliance formula (based on speed and type of highway) 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 
responsibility for the administration of the program. 

DOT is currently reviewing options concerning the implementation 
of eurrent law and would view any proposal to change the current 
law at this time to be premature. We are not certain that the 
po int sys t em pr oposed in section 204 represents the optimal ap
proach. We wo uld be opposed to setting a maximum permissible 
point level which abruptly threatens a large number of states 
with noncompliance under a modified system. We also object to 
t he pr oposed transfer of the entire 55 mph program to NHTSA, a 
move which would deprive the program of FHWA's unique expertise 
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in traffic counting and speed monitoring techniques, as well as 
impair the Secretary's ability to de t ermine 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. ~ve favor sect ion 
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. 

Sec. 208. This section which would a dd the installation of 
emergency call boxes to the definition of "highway safety 
improvement proj~ct" is unnecessary as c all boxes are already 
eligible for regular Federal-aid funding. 

Sec. 209. The authorization levels provided for the railroad
highway crossings provision are lower than those proposed in the 
President's budget. 

Sec. 210. We do not ob j e ct to section 210, which would extend 
the time for establishing procedures, p i l ot projects, and 
reports f or the !le'd liational Driver R<.:gi .5 ·: 2:. ~··i-s have issue d 
the final rule to guide the developmenc of the rev ised Regi s ter, 
and we have issued a request for propos al s fo r t h e pilot state s 
under the revised system. An extension of time would enable us 
to complete this process in an orderly manner. 

Sec. 211. The Department opposes this section, which would 
prohibit the use of funds authorized by section 209 of the 
Highway Safe ty Act of 1978 f or education or informational 
progr ams co nduc t ed in connection with the implementation of 
Feder al Mot o r Veh icle Safety Standard 208. We believe that the 
goal of t h e sect i on 209 program -- to develop radio and 
t el ev is ion campai gns to reduce traffic accidents, deaths and 
injuries , a nd pa r ticularly to increase usage of safety belts 
is closely r e lated to the Department's July 1984 decision on 
Standard 208, which likewise seeks to reduce traffic deaths and 
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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 involvement 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 of Science as proposed 
by section 213, and accordingly do not support this section. 

Title I I I 

Federal Mass Transportation Act of 1985 

As described in the transmittal letter, we oppose the re
authorization provisions in Title III. He 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 transportation 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 provi s ion in the UMTA discretionary grants program and 
replace it with a multi-year contract provisi on that woul d not 
be subject t o all obligation limitations. ~le oppose thi s :;;revi
sion since it would commit the Federal goverr~ent to certain 
levels of future funding. 

Sec. 303. We oppose section 303 which would require congres
sional legislation to approve each year's funding levels and 
allocation of funds for transit projects . Recipients of Federal 
transit funding need certainty of funding to plan their future 
activities. This proposal, however, would mean that each year 
Cong ress could reallocate funds. In addition, this legislative 
process could cause delays in the same way that the ICE approval 
proces s has ca used delays and could disrupt the orderly flow of 
funds to s t ate s a nd localities. 

Se c . 30 4 . Th i s section would make eligible for Federal re
imbursement the interest costs of bonds issued for transit 
projects. We oppose 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. 

Sec. 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 also 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 
e~tended. 

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 ($5 million) and the Highway Account 
($5 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 not support these changes. Moreover, we do 
not want to limit local options by Federally impo s ing these 
f ixed levels of annual funding for specified a ctiviti e s . We 
also oppose the provision whi c h would make authorizat i ons f r oB 
the Mass Transit Account available until expended. 

Sec. 317 In addition, we are particularly opposed to section 
317 which would require us to enter into a multi-year contract 
with Southern California Rapid Transit District for the comple
tion or-t h e minimum operable rail segment in Los Angeles. If 
this project is t o proceed, it should not be contingent on the 
continuation of discretionary grants. The more appropriate and 
manageable Federal role is financial assistance through a more 
equitabl e f ormula delivery system, with state and local govern
ments ass uming the extraordinary costs of projects which cannot 
be accommoda ted by the formula apportionments. 

Sec. 318 and 319. These sections require the Department to 
underta ke studies 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 a mend 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. 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20603 

JUN .i:: ~ 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 Subco~~ittee'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 adopting our block grant proposal for certain highway and 
transit programs would produce a more affordable bill. 

2. Wea~ened Highway Obligation Limitations 

Two provisions of the bill significantly weaken the highway 
obligat~on limitation by authorizing about $1.3 billion annually 
in obli~ations outs ide of the limitation. First, Section 105 
expands the list o~ 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 1st 
of each year. Nationally, these "extra obligations" could amount 



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 
to ~s Angeles by s tipulating the funding of a multi-year 
contract that the Secretary would be mandated to sign to finance 
portions of the Metro Rail Project. Similarly, the bill would 
increase operating assistance for Fort Lauderdale and Miami by 
$4.4 million annually. Such special treatment is objectionable 
and unjustified. 

Finally, the bill fails to incorporate any of the nationwide 
restructuring proposals of the Administration's bill, such as the 
consolidation of Interstate and primary programs. Rather, the 
Committee bi 1 provides flexibility on only a limited case-by
case basis, .g., Puerto Rico (Section 113) and Arkansas 
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(Section 130). We recommend that the Committee a~opt the 
Administration's proposal to provide nationwide flexibility -in 
the use of Interatate and primary funds. 

5. Inappropriate ~ransit Provisions 

In addition to the unwarranted three-fold increase in 
authorization levels, the transit proposals in B.R. 3129 ~eviate 
significantly from the President's prudent approach in aeveral 
important respects. Discretionary funding for local •new start• 
projects is continued and expande~ to include the uae of 
multi-year contracts not subject to any future availability of 
funds or to any obligation 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 unneceaaary transit
provisions in the bill -- the eatabliahaent of University 
~ransportation Centers and the creation of a bua teat facility -
to name two. I urge the Ca.mittee to delete these proviaions and 
give a fresh look at the Adminiatration'a aasa transit proposal 
which would increase State and local flexibility, encourage 

·greater and needed private •ector involvement, and provide 
aufficient Federal resources in thia time of necessary deficit 
reduction. 

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

cc: 
Off icial file~======~ 
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Sincerely yours, 

JAMES C. MILLER Ill 

Ja.es c. Miller III 
Director 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTOC-. 

July 18, 1986 

:·IE~10RANDUM FOR WILLIAM L. BALL, Ilfi 

THRU: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALAN M. KRANOWITZ ~~ 
HENRY M. GANDY ~ 
Highway Bill " .. - \ 

This year's highway bill is the result of 2 '.'e::::-': .:::-.::::e::::--:e::: 
effort to accommodate as many members a.s _::::css::.:::~e. -=-::-.e · .. ;.:::::-d 
is that Jim Howard has elicited promises f::::-c~ e~e::::-: ~e~jer who 
requested a project to vote against a 53-:-:-.:=::-. c..-:-e:-.::::-:-.e:-.~, f.:::::
his off-budget amendment, and for final _::::2ss2;e. .;..::.. -:::-.:Y..:=-::-, 
Howard and Snyder are publicly saying -c::-,a-: -:.::-.e::::-e is :-:c ·.·:2~· 
the President will veto this bill, the: 2::::-e :=::::-~~a-:e::..: ==~=erned 
that he will. In my opinion, the onl: ~a: ~e ~~::..::.. ;e~ 2~ 
acceptable bill out of conference is fc;::::- -c::-.e .:..::::-:-.~=--~s~::::-2~i:::;:-. to 
communicate a clear and unequivocal vet:c s~g:-:2::.. ::.:-: ~~e ~o~se. · 
Even then, the outlook for showing vet.: s~::::-e:-:;~~ c:-: 2 fi~2l 
passage vote appears grim at this tine, as :::ces ~~e c~tlook for 
significantly improving the bill by a:c.e:-:::::__-:-.e:-. ~. 

Note that the Speaker has a major project: ::_::-', -:::-.e .::::~..L..L. ·.3ob 
Michel has one tool) House Floor actio~ is e:·::=e.:~e::: in early 
August. 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 
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Troublesome Provisions in H.R. 3129 
The Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act 

of 1986 

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

o Increases 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 required before the 
funds can be committed. 

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

o 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 

o Authorizes 100 hi ghway "demonstration projects" (i.e., pork 
barrel projects) at $1.2 billion over five years. 

100 percent Federal funding; no State match required. 

Additional cos t to complete these projects estimated at 
$3 billion. 

No hearing record exists on the merit of these projects; 
Howard uses projects to buy congressional support. 

Creates incent ive for the Senate to add demonstration 
projects to its bill (now clean). 



o 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. 

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

4. Increases Mass Transit Funding 

o 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 

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

o 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. 

o 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. to Include Administration Initiatives 

o H.R. 3129 does n ot include any of the Administration's major 
initiatives intended to increa se the efficiency of the 
highway and transit programs: 

creation of a ground transportation block grant which, by 
combining Federal funding for six separate highway and 
transit programs, would give States and localities needed 
flexibility t o address their unique transportation needs; 

creatio of a consolidated Interstate and primary highway 
program; 

termination of general fund financing of mass transit 
activities; 
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repeal of narrow categorical exemptions from highway gas 
taxes (e.g., gasohol) i 

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

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

termination of operating assistance for large urban 
areas. 

Center for 
Transportation 
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LEGISLATIVE STRATEGY 

1. Bill Status 

o 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. 

o s. 2405 (highways) scheduled for full Environment and Public 
Works Committee markup on July 22nd with Floor time 
scheduled for July 31st and August 1st. 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. 

o 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 

o 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. If 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 

~~=-~Aet restrictions against spending in excess of budget 
resolution t rgets for H.R. 3129. 

o Nevertheless, we could pursue actions in the House Rules 
Committee and on the Floor that would indicate our 
opposition to tHe bill and the seriousness of our veto 
threat. 

Chairman Howard will push for a House rule that would 
waive points of order that could be raised against: 
having 100 specific projects in a general authorization 
bill: and the expected Floor amendment to move certain 
trust funds off-budget which is contrary to 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 
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The Administration could line up members to testify in 
Rules Committee against point of order waivers. If 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 

o 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. 

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

o 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 
$600M or so -- support the discretionary grant program); 

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

a compromise on encouraging (not mandating) private 
sector invol~ement in mass transit. 

o However, taking an off-the-record conciliatory approach may 
be viewed as undercutting our veto position in the House and 
may not result i n any significant spending restraint or 
program reform. 
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4. Conference 

o 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. 

o 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. 

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

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

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

Center for 
Transportation 
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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 ••••••••• 13,047 14,055 14,280 12,770 12,770 12,770 12,770 12,770 63,850 
(Limi tatioo) •••••••• (12, 520) (13,250) (13,125) (12 ,420) (12,420) (12,420) (12,420) (12,420) (62 ,100) 

OJtlays . ............ 10,227 12,584 13,992 13,576 12,556 12,631 13,156 13,108 65,027 

Budget Resolutioo 
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) 
OJtlays ............. 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 ••••••••• 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) 
OJtlays .. ........... 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 
Obtigations ••••••••• 13,899 13,894 13,929 13,949 13,925 69,596 
(L~i tat ion) •••••••• (12,600) (12,600) (12,600) (12,600) (12,600) (63, 000) 

OUtlays ••••••••••••• 13,805 13,650 13,794 13,941 14,001 69,191 

- ~ted to reflect Midsession rev1s1ons bD 1986 - 1991 outlays (President's Budget). 
- Estimates fon the Budget Resolution (1987 - 1989) and the Senate Bill (1987 - 1990) have been extended through 

1991 for comparison purposes. 
-Table excludes funding of other, minor highway programs that are generally not inconsistent with the President's 

Bu(:]get. 



President's Budget 
Budget Authority •••• 
Outlays ............ . 

Budget Resolution 
Budget Authority •••• 
Outlays . .. · ......... . 

Senate Bill (S. 2543) 
Budget Authority •••• 
Outlays . ........... . 

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

1984 

4,018 
3,715 

1985 

3,882 
3,296 

Mass Transit Program 
($ in millions) 

1986 1987 1988 

3,347 1,220 1, 220 
3,347 3,218 3,050 

3,154 3,154 
3,628 3,619 

4,200 4, 251 
3,737 3,937 

3,400* 4, 253 
3,697 3, 777 

1989 1990 1991 1987-91 

1,220 1,220 1,220 6,100 
2,233 2,283 1,559 12,342 

3,154 3,154 3,154 15,771 
3,400 3,637 3,377 17,661 

4,305 4,362 4,362 21,480 
4,033 4,490 4,457 20,654 

4,300 4,350 4,400 20,703 
3,793 4,329 4,296 19,891 

* The 1987 I~e budget autho£ ity reflects an obligation lbnitation which reduces the availability of 1987 budget 
resoprces by $95M. In all other years, the obligation limitations provided by the House are not restrictive. 
The Senate bill does not contain any obligation limitations. 

-updated to reflect Midsession revisions to 1986- 1991 outlays (President's Budget). 
- Estimates for the Budget Resolution (1987 - 1989) and the Senate Bill (1987 - 1990) have been extended through 

199] for carparison p.Irposes. 
- Table excludes fu ding for Washington Metro construction, which is separately authorized and, therefore, is not 

part of either authorization bill. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 10503 

Honorable Robert ~. Stafford 
Chairman 
Committee on Environment and 

Public Works 
United States Senate 
washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Bob: 

JUL 2 1 1986 

• 

~e Administration supports highway reauthorization 
legislation along the lines of s. 2405, •The Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1986.• We are pleased that the bill recognizes the 
constraints on Pederal apending that are necessary if the deficit 
is to be reduced, and proposes changes to increase the 
coat-effectiveness of the Federal-Aid Bighway program. We 
applaud the Subcommittee's resistance to funding apecial interest 
projects and urge the Committee to aaintain that resistance 
throughout the legislative debate. ~here are, however, aeveral 
Administration concerns outlined below that I would urge the 
Committee to address during aarkup of the bill. 

1. Pederal-Aid Highway Funding Levels 

s. 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, s. 2405 would exceed by $115 aillion annually, the 
total obligations assumed in the Congressional Budget Resolution 
·and reconciliation instructions. ~erefore, we urge the 
Committee to reduce the bill'a authorization and obligation 
levels consistent with the President's budget and the 
Congressional Budget Resolution and to defeat any aaendments to 
increase apending from the Highway ~rust Pund. 

2. 

~he Administration would atrongly object to amendments that 
would ove the Bighvay ~rust Fund off budget and exempt it from 
budget totals and tatutory budget limitations. ~eeping the 
trust fund on budget is necessary if the fiscal discipline 
required to achieve deficit reduction is to be aaintained. If 
highway reauthorization legislation were enacted with a provision 
to move the Bighway ~rust Pund off budget, I would recoamend that 
the President not aign the bill. · 

3. 

~he Adminiatration la greatly pleased that the Subcommittee 
baa chosen not to include demonstration project• ln s. 2405. We 
urge the Committee not to give in to apecial interests as the 



Bouse Committee has done. Authorizing demonstration projects, 
especially if 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. 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. Federal 
project approval and design review requirements would be 
eliminated. We are pleased that the Subcommittee recognized the 
block grant principle by including a highway block grant 
demonstration project in s. 2405. However, 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. Efficient Use of Federal Funds 

We endorse the Subcommittee's efforts to promote a cost 
effective and efficient Federal-Aid Highway program through such 
measures as consolidation of the Interstate and Primary programs 
and restriction of the Buy America requirements. Further 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 Highway 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. 

In summary, the Administration favors the Committee's 
a pproach to reauthorization of the Federal highway program as 
embodied in s. 2405. I urge the Committee, in its deliberations 
on the bill, to maintain its responsibilities to constrain 
Federal spending and to promote cost-effective use of Federal 
f unds, so that the President's senior advisors may recommend 
approval _of this bill . 

Sincerely yours, 

'irTl 

James c. Miller III 
Director 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHIN GTON 

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 
Syrnrns 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, 

The Honorab l e Chic Hecht 
United State s Senate 
Washington, 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 thP. 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 ca~not afford. 



THOSE WHO WILL VOTE 
TO SUSTAIN VETO----

1. Dole 
2. Evans 
3. Garn 
4. Gramm 
5. Hatch 
6. Hatfield 
7. Helms 
8. Humphrey 
9. McClure 
10. Nickles 
11.Roth 
12.Rudman 
13. Sanford 
14.6irnpson 
15.Trible 
16.Wallop 
17.Warner 
18.Arrnstrong 
19. Chafee 
2 0. Kasseba urn 
21.Stafford 
22.Domenici 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 

LEANING TO SUSTAIN 

1. Grassley 
2. Karnes 

POSSIBLE TO SUSTAIN VETO 

1. Thurmond 
2. Baucus 
3. Burdick 
4. Inouye 
5. Boren 
6. Shelby 
7. Cohen 
8. McCain 
9. Quayle 
10.Kasten 
11. Lugar 
12.Hecht 
13.Leahy 
14. McClure 
15.McConnell 
16. Press! er 
17.Stevens 
18.Murkowski 
19. Symms 
2 0. Boschw i tz 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 

F.onorable Robert Michel 
Y.inority Leader of the House 
u.s. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Minority Leader: 

FEB 1 s lSB7 

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. 3~7) to reauthorize highway, transit 
and highwaY. safety progr~. · . . 

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 

Both bills authorize special treatment for numerous special 
interest projects that divert funds from ~eeting 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 about 100 highway 
projects t o be f unded "within regular Federal-aid programs without 
additional funding. If the House approach of 100 percent Federal 
funding is adopted, t he total Federal liability for all highway 
projec~s identified i n both bills is estimated to be at least 
$8 .3 billion. · 

Authorizing highway demonstration projects, especially with 
additional Federal funding, and exempting them from the annual 
o~ligation limitation , is poor management of Highway Trust Fund 
resources and reduces the funds available for maintaining the 
Federal-aid system. Some of the projects would not otherwise be 
el igible for Federal-aid, and others are on the Federal-aid 
system and could e funded under normal procedures without 
special treatment. Moreover, without a local matching share 
requirement and without any hearing record whatsoever, there is 
no basis to justify these projects as important priorities. With 
regard to highways, althouqh we stronc1v nh-iP~"'"~ +-,..., +-'h,.., -~---'-~ - --



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-setting 
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 Adlninistration (OMTA) .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 ~andate that UMTA fund the additional 
system mileage (4.4 :iles) 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 W.~illion above the President's I 

Budget. Title II of s. 387 would authorize $13 billion over four (
1 

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 inequitable. Over 80 percent of funds derived 
from one cent of the·fuel tax, collected from 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 of its transit penny tax 
contr i butions , ~he effect of the provision is negated by the 
unworkable conditions that a State must meet to qualify for the 
80 percent minimum allocation, pursuant to subsection (3). No 
credible data exists on Federal revenues generated by states to 
do the calculation required in this subsection. 

Since ttie 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 
equi able distribution . It is only reasonable that transit 
programs supported by the Highway Trust Fund are governed by fair 
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formulae. At a minimum the conference should incorporate the 
Senate provision, but without the conditions specified in 
subsection (3). 

4. Increased Highway Spending 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 provisions~·-ct· the bill significantly weaken highway 
spending controls by disregarding . the intent of the highway ·. · 
obligation limitation. · ·:First, the bill expands the list ot 
obligations exempt from the _obligation limitation to include 
House members" · special ·projects. Secondly. the hill provides -a 
windfall ot extra ob~igation authority for States that exhaust 
their share of the annual limitation by August lst of each year. 
The conference shou~d. not adopt these provisions. 

s. Trade Barriers/Foreign Relations 

H.R. 2 amends the "Buy America" provl.sl.on 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 highway and transit 
programs to be governed by State and local anti-apartheid 
contracting laws. This provision raises se::-ious constitutional 
ques·tions 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 
::-estrict 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 othe::- ir-portant 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 co~ittees. Categorically 
authorizing funds to be used for the various corr.ponents of 
discretionary grants and requiring annual congressional approval 
would unnecessarily constrain the use of Section 3 funds and 
delay their obligation. Furthermore, continuing Federal · 
OP.erating assistance for large urbanized areas perpetuates the 
inappropriate role of the Federal Government paying for operating 
deficits which result from State and local transit decisions. 

-3-



·: 

In closinq, I urqe the conference, in its deliberations, 
to address our concerns by enactinq leqislation that provides 
prudent levels of Federal spending without special interest . 
provisions •. : . ·. · , 

... ~ ; ~: -:--··- .. -. . ... 

-
- .. . 

. ·" ·· ·· ... . -:: 
. : .. .,. · .. · :-:---· ·· 

. ~ . ~ -. 
·.: .. · .; 
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Sincerely yours, . 

J~~&..ll~ 
Director 



THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

February 20, 1987 

The Honorable Quentin N. Burdick 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Quentin: 

IDEm'ICAL LETrERs 'ID: 

Senators M:Jyniha.n, t-1itchell, Breaux, 
Stafford, Symns, Olafee, Bentsen, 
M3.tsunago, Praxmire, Cranston, Riegle 
Dixon, Heinz , D 'Amato, Gramn, 
Hollings, Gore, Danforth, Sasser 
arrl Levin. 

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. However, 
there are a number of extremely troublesome issues before the 
Conferees which could lead directly to the bill being vetoed 
if not addressed satisfactorily. 

• SefA~~~l-lllteteitlUeiDQJJittttiQo_etQie~t'i· 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 
funds to complete ehe second phase on its own. 

0 TtOll§lt-~~tbQri;~;iQll~· The transit authorization l 
levels in H.R. 2 exceed the President's budget by $12 billion 
over the five year period of the bill. The Senate bill would 
exceed the President 's budget by almost $6 billion over four 
years. We strongly oppose these excessive authorizations and 
firmly believe that Federal transit assistance should be 
limited to the proceeds from one cent of the fuels tax 
~ithout genetal reve nue funding. This approach would put 
both highway and transit funding on a user fee basis. 
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Limiting Federal assistance would also encourage more 
prudent, cost-effective transit programs. 

0
• Tt~O§it_~[Q9t~~§· 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. 

o lo~t~s§~Q_Bigb~sY-~eeogiog. 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: 

6~tbQt~;~tiQO_leY~l2· The total authorizations, 
including amounts for the highway minimum allocation 
provision, should not exceed Senate levels. 

QQlig~tiQO_l i~1t~t1Qo. We strongly oppose section 
lOS of the Bous e bill which expands the list of 
obligations exempt from the ceiling, and makes 
demonstration projects exempt from the ceiling. We also 
oppose the Bouse provision that would provide a windfall 
of extra obligational authority for states that exhaust 
their regular obligational authority. Compared to the 
Senate bill, these provisions significantly weaken 
spending controls. 

o lo~t@fi@Q_Tt~Oe -~O[t1et§l~oreigo_8elot~Q02: The senate 
~xplicitly reje9ted attempts to increase domes~1c protection 
provisions in h1ghway and transit programs dur1ng 
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consideration of the bill on the floor. Under the Bouse 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 Bouse 
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. 

0 6QQ~~~QO~l-lo~et~t~t~-~tQje~t~. 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 additional 
Interstate funding at 90 percent Federal cost for projects 
that benefit one city when the Interstate syst~ 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. 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 
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, 

Elizc:rth Banford Dole 



ENCLOSURE 

DECISIONS THAT WOOLD BENEFIT HIGHWAY AND TRANSIT PROGRAMS 

0 ~~-~Q~~Q-~~~~t. As the President has indicated, we support 
efforts which would provide states with enhanced ability to 
regulate highway speeds within their jurisdictions. 

0 TQll_t~Q~Q~ioq. 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. In 
many states, such funding flexibility would enable states to 
construct projects that they would otherwise be unable to finance. 

0 ~illQQ~[Q§. We support efforts in the Bouse bill to revise 
the current unworkable laws dealing with highway beautification. 
However, 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 r~quire ~s to withhold at 
least 5 percent of a state's funds for ~ven minor non-compliance 
with the provision. 

° CQ~QiQeQ_IQt~t2t~~~~fti~~ry_f[Q9t~~· 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. 

0 Ql§gr~tiQQ~[Y-~t~Qge_ftQ9t~ID· We support the provision in 
the Bouse 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. 

0 e~~[g~Qgy_~~l !~{. We support the provision in the Senate 
bill which would ] ower the Federal matching share from 100 percent 
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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. 

o CQ~e~t~tiY~_e!gglnq. 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. 

° CQmQiQ~Q_SQ~Q-~l~Q. 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. 

0 ~ij~~-~i~Q!~!ty. 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 Highway 
Research Program (SHRP). 

0 ij~~yy_Y~bi~l~_Q§~-T~~· 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 
action, and that the current consideration of motor carrier 
regulatory reform in Canada, which will benefit United States 
t ruckers, could be adversely affected. Canada has repeatedly 
s tated that it had no objection to its truckers paying their fair 
s hare of the heavy vehicle use tax in the United States, and has 
s uggested a number of ways that this share could be assessed. We 
would prefier that the final bill be silent on the issue, as the 
Bouse bill presently is. However, if the conference believes the 
i ssue must be address ed, we could accept a proportional level of 
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the tax Cfor example, 50 percent>, perhaps tied to membership in 
the IRP. 

0 ~QQU~l_CQ09t~§§iQO~l-~QQtQY~l:_Tt~O§~t. 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. 

° Cl~tifl~~tiQO_Q{_~~QQt-~tQYi§iQO· We strongly support the 
clarifying provision in the Bouse bill that would emphasize that 
section 13Cc) 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. 

0 Tt~O§i~_QQ~t~t~og_~§§!§t~o~~· 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 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. 

0 ~Ql~§b_~QQ_~Qt~Y· 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. 

0 U!gb~~Y-~~{~tY-~YtbQt!~~t~QO§~ 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 
million is due to continued funding of the alcohol incentive grant 
program. This is a temporary program that has fulfilled its 
original mission. 

0 Qoi{Qt~-B~lQ~~~!QO_~~§i~t~o~~-a~t· The Administration 
supports enactment of Title III of the Senate bill without 
amendments. The Administration opposes Title VI of the Bouse 
bill, which would i crease Federal costs, restrict state and local 
flexibility, and is inconsistent with the principles of 
Federalism. 



E~ECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 

Honorable Bob Packwood 
Chairman 
Committee on Finance 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Bob: 

SEP 11 1986 

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 
~rust Fund. A revenue title is needed when s. 2405, the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1986, is addressed by the full Senate. 

~he Administration urges the Committee to reauthorize the 
existing taxes for four years, in line with s. 2405. In 
addition, ve encourage several changes to close loopholes and 
avoid tax evasion, in order to generate aaximum 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. ~hese 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 .ake the 
necessary statutory changes to deal with the growing, costly 
problem of gas tax evasion. By shifting the gas tax liability 
from the producer (now broadly defined) to the refiner or first 
importer, the taxpayer population vill be significantly reduced. 
~his, in tu~n, wtll vastly improve the ability to enforce against 
evasion. This statutory change, to impose the tax at the highest 
level in the distribution chain, will help preserve the integrity 
of our tax structure a d also generate substantial additional 
revenues to the Highway ~rust Fund. 

~he Administration urges the adoption of these proposals as 
.the Committee proceeds with its deliberations on reauthorizing 
the taxes which suppor t the Highway Trust Fund. 

Sincerely yours, 

Jim 
James c. Miller III ...... ___ .... __ 
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(!Committee on ,Jublic •orhs 
anb ~ransportation 

JAMES J, HOWARD. N.J., CHAIRMAN 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
ROOM 2165, -RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 
(202) 225-4472 

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: -

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 

Rep. Glenn M. Anderson, D-Calif. 
Rep. Bob Edgar, D-Pa. 
Rep. Gene Snyder, R-Ky. 
Rep. Bud Shuster, R-Pa." 



THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

The Honorable James Howard 
u.s. House of Representatives . 
Washington, .DC 20515 

Dear Jim: 

r'Ec!"··.' ·-·r r ~ !·../t- JU·~ 
\ ···' .. ~ 

Conferees will be meeting shortly to resolve the many ;: ·~~r: i\'j.~" ; Y~ :;:':<\f=:::rt;t~; ~=· , . 
. differences between the Senate and House versions of H. R. 
- 3129, 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 and trans it programs. 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. 

0 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 projects. We strongly oppose the 
provisions in the House bill w~ich provide additional 
funding for narrow, special interest highway and transit 
projects. We strongly believe that states are in the 
best posi t ion to identify the most cost-effect i ve 
projects. 

0 Increased Trade Barriers/Foreign Relations. The Senate 
e xplicitly re j e c ted attempts to increase domestic protection 
pr ovisions i n hig hway and transit programs during 
considerati on 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 SO percent to 85 percent. we also note that the 
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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 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. 

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 Africa. 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. 

o 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. 

0 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 $8 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. 

0 Transit Programs. Both bills reauthorize the current 
transit program structure, perpetuating the transit 
discretionary program (funded from the Highway Trust Funq) 
which the Administration proposed to eliminate in favor of a 
formula program. Since the one cent , of the nine-cents gas 
tax is collected f rom all states, it is only reasonable that 
it should be allocated to all states by an equitable formula. 
We prefer changes which would fund the formula program from 
the Trust Fund and the discretionary program from the general 
fund. This approach 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 Inte~state/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 .b~ild 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. 

0 Discretionary Bridge Program. We support the prov1s1on 
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. 

0 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 threshold. Such an increase would lower costs, 
increase competition, and benefit small and disadvantaged 
businesses. 

0 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. 

o Motor Carrier Grants. We support the provision in the 
House bill which would provide contract authority for Motor 
Carrier Safety Assistance grants. ~his would enhance the 
predictability of funding and improve the ability of stat~s 
to coordinate state and Federal funding. 

0 Emergency Rel ief. We support the provision in the 
Senate bill which would lower the Federal matching share from 
1 00% to the applicable system share for emergency relief 
highway proj ects . We believe that the Senate approach is 
equi table since it permits a 100% Federal share for truly 
emergency wor k t hat is done within 30 days of the disaster. 

0 55 Speed Limit. As the President recently indicated, we 
suppor t efforts, such as the amendment in the Senate bill or 
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other similar provisions, which would provide states with 
enhanced ability to regulate highway speeds within their 
jurisdictions. ·" 

o Billboards. We support efforts in both bills to revise 
the current unworkable laws dealing w!tfi 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 Bidding. 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. 

o 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. 

o 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 state~ and 
localities. 

o Clarification of Labor Provision. We strongly support 
the clarifying provision in the House bill that would 
emphasize that section 13(c) labor protective agreement~ are 
not meant to preclude transit grantees from contracting out 
for the provision of transit services by private companies. 

0 Transit Operating Assistance. We oppose the 
continuation of operating assistance for all areas which is 
contained i n both bills. However, we strongly oppose section 
311 of t he Ho use bill because it would actually increase 
operat ing a ssistance to urbanized areas whose population is 
less than 200,000. We also oppose the continuation of the 
trade- in provision for operating assistance. The original 
provision was intended to provide a short period of 
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transition. That time has now expired and should not be 
extended. We prefer the Senate approach which makes no 
change. 

o Splash and Spray. We support the Bouse provision which 
. ~ould 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. 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 

Sincerely, 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

OCT ~ 2 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 ltfting categorical restrictions and 
leveraging additional State funds. Reform of the Highway 
Beautification Act and revision of the 55 m.p.h. speed limit, as 
contained in s. 2405, appropriately would give States the 
responsibility for sign removal and raising the speed limit to 
65 m.p.h. on rural Interstate highways. 

However, the Administration has serious objections to a number 
of the provisions before the conferees. I strongly urge the 
Conference to address our concerns outlined below. Otherwise, if 
our concerns are not adequately addressed, the President's 
senior advisors would recommend 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. In 
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 1st of each year. -

2. Special Interest Highway Add-ons 

H.R. 3129 is replete with narrow, special interest projects, 
studies and authorities1 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• prov1s1on 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. Unaffordable Tran it Authorizations 

H.R~ 3129 would authorize $20.7 billion in transit spending 
ov r five years, a level $14.6 billion above the President's 
Bu~get. Title II of • 2405 would authorize $12.9 billion over 
four years, exceeding the President's Budget request by $8 
bi~lion. 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. I strongly urge Congress to limit tra.nsit spending in 
this time of necessary deficit reduction. 

-2-



5. Inequitable Allocation of Transit Trust Fund Receipts 

Neither bill incorporates the barest principles of the 
Administration's proposal to allocate the Mass Transit Acc-ount 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 Pr~sident'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 B.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. · · 

Moreover, we objec t to Section 307 and urge that substitute 
transit projects be funded from the Highway Trust Fund and not 
the general fund. We ' lso strongly oppose Section 316 which 
limits the Administrat i on's ability to encourage private 
enterprise participation. There are other unnecessary and 
counterproductive trans it provisions in the bill -- the 
establishment of Univer sity Transportation Centers and the 
creation of a bus test facility -- to name two. I urge the 
Conference to delete these provisions and give a fresh look at 
the Administration's mass transit proposal which would increase 
State and local flexibi lity, encourage greater and needed private 
sector involvement , and provide sufficient Federal resources in 
this time of necessary deficit reduction. 

-3-



7. Inefficient Use of Federal Highway Funds 

Several provisions of B.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 
Americaw program to increase domestic content requirements, 
limiting the use of convict-produced materials and reauthorizing, 
rather than terminating, the Federal compensation requirements 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. If our concerns are not adequately addressed, 
the President's senior advisors would recommend that the 
President not sign the Conference bill. 

Eno 

Sincerely yours, 

James c. Miller III 
Director 

IDENTICAL LETTER SENT TO HONORABLE JAMES J. BOWARD, 
HONORABLE DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, HONORABLE BOB PACKWOOD, 
HONORABLE JOHN C. DANFORTH AND HONORABLE JAKE GARN 
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SENATE PROPOSAL 

Sec. 101. Short Title- House language 

Sec. 102. Approval of Interstate Cost Estimate and Ex tension of 
Interstate Program: - Hous·e language except: 

ICE, 
(a) Modified Senate language on administrative release of 

(b) 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 eliminat i on for 3 States, 
(d) Senate's language redistributing funds after two years 

rather than the House's three years, 
(e) Split the difference on autho~ization level, 
(f) Senate language on "(P) Right-of-Way Payback" 
(g) Did not include House "(c) 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. Authorization of Appropriations for Interstate system 
Construction: House language except split the difference on 
authorizations 

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

Sec. lOS. Obligation Ceiling: House language except modify (b) by 
striking exceptions (b) (3) through the end of the subsection, and 
modify (f) by changi ng 10 percent to 5 percent and 5 percent to 2.5 
percent of unobligated balances that States may obligate. 

s e c . 106 . Author iza tion of Appropriations: House language except: 
(a} s p l i t t he difference on authorization levels. (includes 

a l l EPW s afe ty programs contained in title I.I of House bill}, 
(b ) I ncl ude Senate language on WIPP autho·rization o.ut of 

gene r al f unds, 
{c) Disadvantaged Business Enterprise program: House 

language (5 year extension of program, annual listing of DBEs, WBEs 
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included in definition) with Senate l30(d) uniform certification 
criteria)· 

Sec. 107. Indian Employment and Contract i ng: 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: Se nate language (no comparable 
House provision. 

Sec. 111. Convict Produced 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. Interstate 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) Include 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 . 115. Interstate 4R Program: (1) House language with Senate 
sentence to close loophole . 

(2) Transfer of Funds f or Primary System projects: House 
l a nguage permitting States to transfer up to 20 pe rcent from 
I nterstate 4R to Primary 

Sec . 1 i 6. ( 1) Federal share: House language for (a) , (b) , and 
(c) , (permi t s up to 100 percent Federal share for installation of 
t raf fi c signs, highwa y lights, guardrails, or impact attenuators; 
l ists additional priority primary routes in Pennsylvania and 
Cali f o r nia; permi t s funds eligible under Great River Road program 
to ha v e a Fede r al match anywhere between 75 and 95 percent) , drop 
House (d ) . {No compa rable Senate provision). 
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(2) s·e.nate 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. (1) Emergency Relief: House language (similar Senate 
provision) Increases 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 116: Off-System Bridge program. 

(2) 
language 

(3) 
language 

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

Bridges to Replace Certain Ferryboat Services: House 
(Senate has similar provision) 

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

Sec. 123. National Bridge Inspection Program: House language (rio 
comparable Senate provision) 

Sec. 124. Historic Bridges: Senate language (No comparable House 
p rovision) . 

Se c. 125 . Regula tion of Tolls: Senate language (No comparable 
Ho use provis i o n ) 

Sec . 126 . Inc ome fr om Airspace Rights-of-Way: House language 
( s i milar Senate pro vision) 
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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 H~use provision) 

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

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

Sec. 1)1. Central Artery: House modified language (no comparable 
senate provision) 

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

Sec. 133. 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 compatable Senat~ provision) 

Sec. 136 . Right-Of-Way Donation: Senate language (also 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 Nationa l Historical Park, Virginia : 
House language (similar Senate provision) 

Sec. 140. Delaware River Bridges: House language (similar Senate 
provision). 

Sec. 141. Highway Designation: House language (affects Oklahoma ) 
(no comparable Senate provision) 

sec. 142 . Br i dge Formula Study: Combine .House and Senate studies 

Sec. 14 3 . Par king for Handicapped Persons: House language (no 
c ompa r abl e Se nate p rovision) 

Sec. 144. Feasibility Study of Using Highway Electrification 
Systems (grant to California Department of Transportation): House 
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language wi·th 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 qnd 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. California Feasibility Study: House language wi t h 
senate language on cost sharing (no comparable Senate provision) 

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

Sec. 151. 
District: 
provision) 

Prohibition on Widening Certain Routes Through Historic 
House language (affects Ohio) (no comparable Senate 

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) 

Sec. 1 57 . Highwa~ Beautification: Senate provision. 

Sec. 158. Bicycle Pro j ects Eligib~lity: Senate language (no 
c omparable House provision) 

Sec . 159 . Nat i ona l Highway Institute: Senate language (no 
c omparab l e Hous e p rovi s ion) 

Sec. 160 . Release of Condition Relating to Conveyance of a Certain 
· Hi ghway: Senate language (affects Maryland and has been passed in 
Appro p r ia ti ons b ill) (no comparable House provision) 
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sec . 161. Speed Limit: Senate languag e with seat belt law 
requirement. (no compa rable House provision) House language onr 
roads posted at 50 MPH. 

sec. 162. Davis-Bacon Threshold: Modified Senate langua ge with 
$125, 00 0 thresho l d. 

Sec. 163. Access Highways to Lakes: Senate language (no 
compara ble 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. Revi e w 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 prov ision) 

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 provisi o n) 

Sec. 171. Planning, Design, and Construction: House language 
(affects Arkansas) (no 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) 

Se c . 174 . Remova l of Limitations on Pro j ect Approval: House 
language (affects Hawaii) (similar Sena te provision) 

Sec. 175. Combined Road Demonstration Program: Senate language 
mod ified wi th only 5 States participating. 

Sec . 176 . S t udy of Highway Bridges Which Cross Rail Line s: House 
language (no comparable Senate provision) 

Sec. 177 . St ud y on use of Rock Salt on Highways: senate language 
(no c omparable Ho use provision ) 
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Sec. 178. ·Toll Financing: Senate language (no comparable House 
provision) 

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 

Hou~e Section 111. Standardized Contract Clause Concerning 
Site· Conditions 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



October 7, 1986 

MAJOR ISSUES 

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

2. Length of 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. Interstate System 

(a) House provision 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. 

s. Interstate 4R program: 

Drop Senate provision on combined Interstate-Primary program; 
Include House Interstate 4R discretionary fund but at $100 

million per year. 
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 rel e ase if Congress has not · 
approved an ISCE by October 1. 

7 . Pr imary P ~og ram: 

Drop Senate provision on total flexibility. 

8 . Ur ba n/Sec o ndary programs 

Drop Sena te p rovision on transferability 

9. Bridge Program: 

Increase bridge discretionary program to $225 million per 
year (House at $250 million and Senate at $200 million) 
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10. 85 peiGent 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 prov1s1on with mandatory seat belt law. All 

existing seat belt laws would fulfill the requirement for a 
mandatory law. House language regarding roads posted at SO mph. 

18. 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 
attachment. 

Eno 



AUTHORIZATIONS ($ in billions) 

PROGRAM 

INTERSTATE 
I -4R 
PRIMARY 
PRIMARY MINIMUM 
I-SUBSTITUTE 
MINIMUM ALLOCATION 
SECONDARY 
URBAN 
BRIDGE 
FOREST HIGHWAYS 
PUBLIC LANDS 
INDIAN ROADS 
PARKWAYS 
HAZARD ELIMINATION 
RAILROAD CROSSINGS 
EMERGENCY RELIEF 
DEMOS 
STUDIES 
402 ( FHWA} 
TERRiTORIAL HIGHWAYS 
MCSAP 
UNIVERSITY CENTERS 
RR DEMOS 
403 (FHWA) 

TOTAL AUTHORIZATION LEVELS 
(Average levels} : 

OBLIGATION LIMITATIOtJ: 

SPENDING OUTSIDE 
OBLIGATION LIMIT ATION 

* 
** 

3. 0 i n FY 87 
5 ye ar t otals: 
Sena te: 0 
Hou s e : 1.185 
.003 in FY 87 

SENATE HOUSE 
FY87-90 FY87-9l ----
3.0 3.3* 
2.8 2.83 
2.35 2.305 

0 .050 
.650 .825 
.700 • 51.2 
.600 .600 
.750 .750 

1.5 l. 755 
.050 .058 
.050 .020 
.075 .090 
.075 .045 
.175 .170 
.175 .140 
.100 .100 

.237** 

.003*** 
. 010 .010 
.012 

.050 

.005 

.010 
.010 .010 

SENATE**** HOUSE 

13.082 13.875 

12.350 12.600 

. 8 00 .925 

COMPROMISE 

3.15 
2.815 
2.325 

.050 

.740 

.700 

.600 

.750 
1.63 

.055 

.040 

.080 

.060 

.170 

.160 

.100 

.001 

.010 

.010 

COMPROMISE 

13.446 

12.600 

.800 

*** 
**** In addition Se nate authorizes $58 million out of the 

General Fund for WIPP roads. 
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Honorable James J. Howard 
Member of Congress 

~ House of Representatives· 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Jim: 

tinittd ~tatts ~matt' 
COMMinE.E 0H ENVIRONMENT AHO f'UBUC WORKS 

. WASHINGTON. DC 205 fO , . 

october~ls, 1986 

We are writing to 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 b'e adjourning very . 
shortly and little time remains to resolve the differences between 
the House and Senate bills. Highway funds should have been 
apportione d to the States on October 1. 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 i n 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 • 

. ~ 
~ · L oy 
~ . ... -

-~&~ 
[r{. 

James Abdnor 



ROUSE OFFER OF 10[!§~ 

MAJOR ISSUES 

1. l~rcent Interstate minimum: Accept Senate provision (cost: 
$1.3 b illion over 5 years). 

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

3. Bentsen minimum allocation: Phase in over five years as 
follows: 

IT 198rr 
FY 19 88 
FY 19 89 
FY 199!J'l.. 
FY 13 9l_J 

include all programs except Interstate 
discretionary and ER · . 

include all programs 

4. Demonstration projects: 

A. Hou~rojects: House would reduce the costs of its 
projects· by about 20 percent as follows: 

1. 9"ouse would cut cost by 10 percent by scaling back or 
dropping selected projects; 

2. Projects would be funded by separate authorization at 
90/10; and 

3. Projects would be exempt from obligation ceiling. 

B. Senate projects: 

L. S~nate would make compara!::>le 10 percent cut by scali. ng 
back or dropping selected projects; 

2. In lieu .of fiJnding from a state's apportionments, Senate 
projects wou ld be funded in same manner as House 
projects ( s~parate authorization); 

3 . Pr o jec ts ~ould be funded by separate authorization at 
9 0/10 ; a nd 

4. Projec ts would be exempt from ob~i.gation ceiling. 
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6. 

7. 

?age 2 

Speed Limit: Drop Senate provision; with commitment to address 
next year . 

Davis- Bacon: Drop Senate prov.is ion; with commitment to address ---------next year. 

Beautification: 

A. Retain Hou~rovisions 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. 

B. 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 requirement~ to 
remove non-conforming signs generally, limitations on· tl1e 
use of materials from acquired signs, and regulation of 
signs on pub lie lands. 

c . R~se compromise langua ge on sanctions, warning l abels on 
signs, a nd possib le provision on expanding freeze concept to 
include rural signs under certain circumstances. 

8. Central Artery: 

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

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

c. Charlestown Interchange and the South Interchange on the 
Artery are eligib~e for Interstate construction costs at 
appr-oxima tely $500 million in state and Fe deral funds. 

D. Interstate funds are availa~le for two years and then lapse 
into the Interstate discretionary fund. Interstate 
apportionmen ts :)ased on 1989 ICE will he available until 
expended. 

E. Mas sachuse tt s may borrow Interstate construction 
appo r t ion men ts to finance its responsibility for funding the 
depress io n o f the Central Artery from High Street to 
Cause way St reet. Interstate construction apportionments 
used on the depression will be deducted from future cost 
estimates. 
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9. Buy America 

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

FY 8 7: 50% 
FY 8 8: 50% 
FY 8 9: 60% 
FY 9 0: 60% 
E"Y 91: 75% 

a. Accept House provision on 25% price differential. 

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

D. Drop House provision on cement. 

10. Tolls: Drop Senate provision. 

11. Interstate 4R discretionary: $200 million per year. 

12. Combined Road Demonstration Program: House will accept in five 
states. 

13. Interstate/Interstate 4R/Primary: Senate agrees to retain 
current program structure. 

14. DBE: Accept Senate offec of October 7th (House provision with 
. \ 

8; existing process 
ate proposal for automatic 

Eno 



NEWS 
FROM 

• 
• 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Q.Cornmittee on laublic Ulorhs 
anb ~ransportation 

JAMES J. HOWARD, N .J . , CH"IRM"N 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
ROOM .2165, RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUIL.OING 
WASHINGTON, D.C • .20515 
(20.2) US..472 

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 ha~ conceded on the one-half of one percent for 
states with no Interstate construction needs, a matter of more than 
$1 b i llion. 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 
concessio ns to the Senate. 

"On the speed limit issue, I don't want to be a part of 
anything that will kill people and paralyze others. I want to do 
something for safety. However, I have agreed to make a commitment 
to addres s the issue next year. 

"We have gone as far as we can on many of these issues. I 
st i ll ha ve s o me c onfidence we may have a bill this year because 
Senator Stafford seems interested in getting a bill. I hope we can 
reach an agreement." 

CONTACT : David Smallen 
(202)225-4472 



November 14, 1986 

M E M 0 R A N D U M 

TO: Chairman James J. Howard 

FROM: Clyde Woodle ~ 

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. 

3 . Drop House provision (key House members lose 
mil lion over 5 years; key Senate members gain 
mi lion over 5 years) • 

C. Bentsen minimum al location: 

i. Senate bill - Includes apportioned and allocated funds in 
minimum alloca tion computation. 

2. House bill- Existing law; includes only apportioned funds 
in computation . 
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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 
FY 
FY 
FY 
FY 

D. ICE process: 

1987~ 
1988 
1989 
19901 
1991J 

1. Senate bill - One final ICE 

include all programs except 
Interstate discretionary and ER 

include all programs 

2. House bill - Existing law: ICE approved by Congress 
b1ennially. 

3. Conference - Biennial ICE with administrative release 
prov1s1on. 

E. Speed Limit: 

1. Senate bill - Allows 65 MPH on rural Interstates 

2. House bill No comparable provision. 

3. Conference - Unresolved. 

F. Demonstration projects: 

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

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

3. Conference - House willing to accept Senate offer to fund 
projects 50% from additional Federal funding, 20% from 
nGrmal Federal-aid apportionments, and 30% from state/local 
funds; House r ejected Senate offer for $5 million cap per 
project per year; House insisted that projects be exempt 
from obligation ceiling: no final resolution of the issue. 

G. Beautification: 

1. Senate bill - Allows state to remove billboards by 
amortization a nd imposes a strict moratorium on erection of 
new ~illboards in commercial and industrial areas. 
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2. 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 
allowed) • 

. 3. 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 
moratorium provision from Senate bill; House did not accept 
Senate offer. 

H. Buy America: 

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

2. 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. 

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. 

I. Davis Bacon: 

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

2. House bill - No comparable provision. 

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

J. Central Artery: 

1. House bill - I ncluded depression of the Central Artery and a 
four-lane (ins tead of two-lane) Harbor Tunnel in the ICE. 

2. Senate bill - No comparable provision. 

3. Conference - A compromise was basically reached to include 
the four-lane Harbor Tunnel and some interchange work on the 
northern and southern ends of the Central Artery project in 
the ICE; the s tate would assume general responsibility for 
the cost of depressing the Artery (using state or I-4R 
funds); House also wanted a generic provision that funds 
apportioned ba sed on the 1989 ICE are available until 
expended; no clear response from Senate on this final point. 



Page 4 

K. Toll Financing: 

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

2. House bill- No comparable provision. 

3. Conference- Unresolved; both Houses were adhering to their 
pos1t1ons at the end of the conference. 

L. Disadvantaged Business Enterprise: 

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

2. House bill - Includes women in presumptive DBE group. 

3. Conference- House provision with Senate uniform 
certification process. 

M. Interstate 4R discretionary: 

1. Senate bill - No provision 

2. House bill - $200 million per year. 

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

N. Combined Road Demonstration Program: 

1. 

2 . 

3 • 

o. 

1. 

2. 

3 • 

Senate bill - 10 state demonstration. 

House bill - No provision. 

Conference - 5 state demonstration. 

Senate bill - Consolidates the Interstate, Interstate 4R and 
prtmary programs. 

House bill - 20% transferability from I-4R to primary. 

Conference - Drop Senate consolidation; accept House 
transferability provision; based on informal staff 
conversations, the Senate, at the Administration's behest, 
also seemed ag reeable to a gene~ic 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). 

P. Interstate construction discretionary program: 

1. Senate bill - No program. 

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

3. 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. 

Q. Other unresolved issues included the following: 

1. Senate comprehensive rewrite of the Disaster Relief Act. 
(Lautenberg) · 

2. The need for an additional $339 million in FY93 Interstate 
construction funding to complete the System (over and above 
the Senate offer) • (Ander son) 

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

4. House provision requiring a changed site conditions clause 
in Federal-aid contracts (House willing to explore 
compromise sta tutory language). (Howard) 

5. 

7 . 

House provision authorizing preferential Fe deral match (+5%) 
for the use of coal ash in highway construction. (Snyder) 

House provision granting Utah $29 million (in ER funds) as 
rei bursement for their use of I-4R funds to avoid flooding 
damage around Salt Lake City. (Monson) 

House provision au t horizing u se o f Inte r state constr uction 
funds for flyovers and park-n-ride lots adjacent to I-95 in 
Florida. (Shaw) 
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8. House provision reprogramming the use of $2+ million in 
urban high density funds. (Visclosky) 

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

10. Funding for university transportation research centers. 
(Shuster) 

11. Senate also requested tha~ 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. Qualifications-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). 

cc: Chairman Anderson 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



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 gasohol, 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 

rr=======--to complete the Interstate by $1.8 billion; 

delete the provisions which continue discretionary trans i t 
grants and authorize multi-year contracts, as well as 
effectively exempt these funds from sequestration and 
annual obl i gation limitations; 

delete pro isions increasing the Federal matching share 
and waiving non-Federal matching requirements in certain 
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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~he 
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 
s~a~emen~ i n eensultation with TCJ (Adkins/ Kathy Collins) and t he 
Department of Transportation (John Collins) . 

H.R. 2 is substant ially similar to H.R. 3129 as considered by t he 
Congress in 1986; the administration's position, as set forth 
above, is the same as last year's position statement on 
H.R. 3129. 
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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 

Center for 
Transportation 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MI\N.AGE\'":' ; r A i'JD BUDG ET 

January 7, 1987 

HEMORANDUM FOR: WILL BALL 

FROM: 
-'I 

JOE WRIGH:(fJ 

SUBJECT: 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 (1987-1 99 1) costs of the House 
highway-transit bill ($ 91B) a nd the Administ r a tion bill ( $77 B) 
are as follows: 

Highwa ys 
Safety 
Transit 

TOTAL 

1987-1991 
($ in billions) 

House Bill 

69 .5 
. 8 

20 .7 
91.0 

Adnin Bil l 

68 . 0 
. 7 

8 . 7 
77 .4. 

Difference 

+1.5 
+ .1 

+12. 0 
+13 . 6 

The $13.6B difference is e xpla ined as follows : 

Highway s 

o The House bill authorizes S4.9B 
more than the Adminis t ration bill 
( 4.7B in interest and $.2B of 
general funds). 

o The Admin istration b i l l authorizes $3.4B i n 
increased revenues from repe a l of gas tax 
exemptions. The House b il l does not 
include these increased revenues . 

o The n e t additional spe nding in t he House 
bill is $1 .5B. 



Transit 

o The House bill authorizes $12B i n 
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 .2 45B 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 hol d 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 

Center for 
Transportation 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

~'"EMORANDUM TO 'VJILL BALLV; 

THROUGE: 

SUBJECT: 

._... 
Pam Turner .... 

- ..V 

\ r ', I l 

Larry Harlow '~ r~ 

Status on Highwav bill 

The t1ighway bill v1ill likely· be laiC. ::::\·::--: --: ·:::-':~:-cT.,.-, T,:;~ th 
f loor action scheduled for Monday. 

The following amendments are artjc~;a~e~: 

1. Symms 
support. 

55 mph amendser.t. 

2. Chafee -- Buy America 'r\ -r, -:-; c.:.-.-.....,_ -· - ~- .._ - · ~ E:; a:-- ·:::..:-.~ 

We oppose~ it failed lEs~ ~e?~. 
c:l~r-~:er . . 

cement. 

3. Stafford -- Highway beaut~~~c~t~~~ ~=~~~~ed. ~i~ 
original attempt fai lee in Cc::c:-:": ~ ": ~cs : - : . ~,-e ·.,-~ ::._ ::.. Sll?port , v 
but it's not important. 

4. Symms -- possible 2~er.c~e~~ :::2··~:::-:!:ac on 

thresholds. We would suooort. :~~as s~2ce~s~ul 
but. the dollar le'tJels for t~: s ': ee.:-' s 
det.ermined. 

5. Grarnm -- delete :.:u nC' i :t<; fc"::' ::__::_ t "::'a:-: s :_ t 
supported 2. similar effort :!.as+- ~-!"z, :~ i:-. t::Oe 

-
Bouse . 

1 c:t- vear · / _('! • . _ ' IV 

!!ct yet 

6. Glenn- possible Gnvern~e~t A~:.:a~~~ s~e~d~ent tov 
provide relocation assista::ce. : u~c e rst=!!c thi~ has been 
r-elativel:y: non-controversial :.n the :::ast. 

--;;;::-

( 7. , ProxMire -- Senate Bc?.nki:-:<; Cc::-~i ':tee's rPass transit 
\., ___ p-rovisions; we oppose. Grarrm l-:ac ~ee :-. e:-::Jected to offer n 

Administration amendment o:-: :r,c. s s 'tra:-. sit, tut has bncked 
off. This mea s our positio:-: c~ th~ ~ass t"::'aPsit issue 
to weto or not veto -- will be criti cal , si:-:re both the 
House and Sena~e v ersions wil: cc:-:tai:-: tigh cost mas s 
transit provis ions. 

8. Bentsen -- Se nate Fin&r.ce Co!':'ni "':tee ' s reve nu'e 
provisions; we support. V 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 

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

Dear Senator Byrd: 

I am writing to convey the Administration's strong 
opposition to a 11 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. If 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. 

cc: 
TCJ/TGS Official File 
DO Records 
DO Chron 
Dep. Director 
Mr. TUpQer 
Leg. Aff~a~l~·r~s~~====~ 
Mr. Muris 
Ms. Crawford 
Mr. Schwartz (2) 
~CJ Front Office-

v Mr. Adkins . ! ' 

Ms. Collins 

CJ:KC:adf:1/28/87 
W170,2 Document #1S7 

Sincerely yours, 

James C. Miller III 
Director 

IDENTICAL LET~ERS SENT TO HONORABLE ROBERT J. DOLE, 
HONORABLE JOHN H. CHAFEE, HONORABLE QUENTIN N. BURDICK, 

AND HONORABLE ROBERT T. STAFFORD 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20603 

0 9 FEB 1987 

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

THROUGH: III 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: Status 
LSG to 

Need for 

Both the House and Senate have passed highway/transit 
legislation and are preparing for conference. Our concerns have 
not been addressed. In 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 highwayjtransit 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 
t he amendment 's impact.) 

Administration's Concerns 

o Both the House and Senate-passed bills exceed the President's 
Budget and fail t o repeal gas tax exemptions which would 
generate $3.5B in additional receipts by 1991 . (See 
Attachment A for details.) 

In 1988 alone, H.R. 2 authorizes $18.3B which exceeds the 
President's Budget by $3.4B and s. 387 authorizes $16.4B 
which exceeds the 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 likely 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. 

o We need to reaffi rm our veto position so that there is clear 
agreement on the position to be communicated to the conferees. 

Attachments 



Attachment A 

1987 - 1991 
Comparison of House and Senate 

Highway/Transit Legislation with the Administration's Proposal 
($ in billions) 

Authorizations 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

Outlays 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

Receipts 

Repeal Gas Tax 
Exemptions 

Total Deficit I mpact 
of House and Senate 
Bl.lls 

(Increased Spending 
Plus Foregone 
Revenues) 

House 

69.5 
20.7 

.8 

91.0 

69.2 
20 . 6 

.9 

90.7 

Senate 

66.0 
16.2 

82.2 

67.1 
18.9 

86.0 

Pres. 
Budget 

68.0 
8.7 

.7 

77.4 

66.1 
15 . 1 

.8 

82.0 

- 3 . 5 

Delta 
House 

+ 1.5 
+12.0 
+ .1 

+13 . 6 

+ 3.1 
+ 5.5 

+.1 

+8.7 

+3.5 

+12.2 

from Pres. Budget 
Senate 

-2.0 
+7.5 
- .7 

+4.8 

+1.0 
+3 . 8 
-.8 

+4.0 

+3.5 

+7.5 

Notes: Although the Senate and Administration propose a four-year reauthorization, 
estimates are made for five years for comparability with the five-year House bill. 
Authorization l egislation largely determines the level of annual spending because the 
highway program and a good portion of the transit program operate on contract authority 
which does not require appropriations to be obligated. 



Attachment B 

Explanation of Special 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

0 There are 99 projects in 
$1.2B over 1987-91. The 
but no separate funding. 
double counted.) 

the House bill authorized at 
Senate bill includes 98 projects, 

(Twenty seven projects are 

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

2. Interstate System 

0 

0 

0 

E 
0 

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. 

Adding these projects will increase the Federal cost to 
complete the Interstate System by at least $1.8B through 
1991 or 1992: 

$3 34M fo r the tunnel; and 

$1 ,46 6M for the Central Artery. 

The Federal Government pays 90 percent of Interstate 
Construction costs. 
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o 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. 

3. 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. 

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

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

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

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

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February " 1 l. _i., , 1987 

MEMORAtWUM FOR JOHN TUCK 

THROUGH: 

FR0!-1: 

SUBJECT: 

ALAN KRANOWITZ 
PAJ.!ELA TUR~'F! 
HENRY GANDY W· ("j 
LAP.RY FARLOW 

Conference Strategy on Highway Bill 

The Senate asked for a Conference and appointed conferees 0r 
February 4th. The House is expecte~ to appoint conferees or the 
highway bill during the week of Febr~?ry 16th, although the 
actual Conference is not expected to begin until the ~allowing 
week. House Chairmen Jim Howard has stated that he ''exp~c+s" to 
have a bill to t.he President by Barch 1. However, Howard's 
well-known intransigence on the 55-mph speed limit iss~e (Se~ate 
bill) could deJ~v a conference agreement past th?t date. ~ouse 

will act first on the Conference Report. 

The House rGssed the highway bill under a clo~ec 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 aroend~erts, 
including a Sym:rr.s amendment on t.he 55 mph speed lir~j t and a!! 
amendment adding 63 special highway "femonstration" projects. 

It is extremely unlikely that the rn?jor provisions objectionable 
to the Administration \<Till be resolved in Confere!"lce. OYP ac.d 
Dorr therefore support a veto recommendation ur the Co!!fere::.ce 
Report. If the decision of the LSG is to agree to that 
recc~~endation, that decision must be ccwmunicated i::. the 
s~rongest possible terms to the conferees prior to the 
Conference. 

Given the current c l imate -- states running shcrt on ~,id"''''av 
funds and attendant contract/labor problems -- it will be 
extremeJy difficult to sustain a veto of c:, higrv.ra:· bill 
containing any of the major provisions objectionable to the 
]\~ministration. 
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The best chance of sustaining a veto will be if the cor1ference 
product contains the House scheme, or something close to it, ~or 
funding of demonstration proj~cts. In that case, the sentiment 
in the Senate may well be to sustain the '·eto, since the key 
actors in the Senate feel that they exercised restraint in 
funding for demo projects, whiJ~ the Hou s e has not. A veto 
solely on the basis of the funding levels in either thP House or 
Senate versions f er highwa y s or ma s s transit will be m~rh tougher 
to sustain. 

Staff has met twice already on the highway port i on s cf the bill. 
NineteEn major issues have been identified, headed by the 65 mph 
speed limit and demons t rntion proiects. House sta f f has in~or~~d 
Senate staff that Howard is unwilling to accept the speed limit 
prov isions and wi l l not bend on the demonstration pro j ects. 
Nevertheless, the speed limit may be the Senate's strongest 
bargaining chip. Senator Burdick has indicated that he wou l f 
drop the 65 mph speee Jimit if the House dropped the high~e v 
demo project s . J.ast vear, Howard was unwilling tc wake this 
deal. 

Recommendation 

At this time, we should hold f irm on the veto threats, ~itin0 Bll 
of our objections. I n the meantime, we should be working with 
Burdick to back his position on the highway ~emo pro j ects. He is 
s yrnpathPtic to our position, and also desperate for highway 
fu nding; North Dakota i s worse off than any other state. HP may 
well be amenable to a strategv to veto a bill containing thP 
objectionable House demo projects and then movjng a clean highway 
bill ASAP. 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASrl i ," G T ON 

Conferees on H.R. 2 

SENATE 

Environment & Public Works 

Mo y nihan Jl 
Burdick "( 

Sta f ford ,.J 
Symms 1 

Mitchellrl 
Breaux "{ 

Chafee,J 

··---- 4_,,., ... ,,_._., ,,.,..._ .....• 

Finance 

Matsunaga~ Dole~ 
Bentsen~ Roth tf 
Moynihan~ 

Banking, Housing & Urban Affairs 

Proxmire rJ 
Riegle~ 
Heinz tJ 
Gramm~ 

Cranston f 
Dixon N 
D' AmatoM 

Commerce, Science & Transportation 

Hollings~ 
DanforthtJ 

Governmental Affairs 

Gore ,J 

Sasser'( Levin ,J 
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Center for 
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Public Works 

Howard 
Anderson 
RoE> 

~?avs & f.treans 

Rostenkowski 
Gibbons 
Pickle 
P.angel 
Stark 
Jones 
,Jacobs 

0 
Center for 
Transportation 

HOUSE 

(proposed) 

Shuster 
HaruuerschP1.idt 

DuncaE 
Archer 
Var.der Jagt 
Crane 



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

0 
Center for 
Transportation 



1987 - 1991 
Comparison of House and Senate 

Highway/Transit Legislation with the Administration's Proposal 
($ in billions) 

Authorizations 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

Outlays 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

Receipts 

Repeal Gas Tax 
Exemptions 

Total Deficit Impact 
of House and Senate 
Bills 

(Increased Spending 
Plus Foregone 
Revenues) 

House 

69.5 
20.7 

.8 

91.0 

69.2 
20.6 

.9 

90.7 

Senate 

66.0 
16.2 

82.2 

67.1 
18.9 

86.0 

Pres. 
Budget 

68.0 
8.7 

.7 

77.4 

66.1 
15.1 

.8 

82.0 

- 3.5 

Delta 
House 

+ 1.5 
+12.0 
+ .1 

+13.6 

+ 3.1 
+ 5.5 

+.1 

+8.7 

+3.5 

+12.2 

from Pres. Budget 
Senate 

-2.0 
+7.5 
- .7 

+4.8 

+1.0 
+3.8 
-.8 

+4.0 

+3.5 

+7.5 

Notes: Although the Senate and Administration propose a four-year reauthorization, 
estimates are made for five years for comparability with the five-year House bill. 
Authorization legislation largely determines the level of annual spending because the 
highway program and a good portion of the transit program operate on contract authority 
which does not require appropriations to be obligated. 



Total Highway/Transit and Safety Programs 

President's Budget 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• 
outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

House Bill (H.R. 2) 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• 
outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Senate Bill (S. 387) 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• 
outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Delta from President's Budget 

House 

Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••••• 
Outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Senate 

Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••••• 
Outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1987 

16,792 
16,423 

17,332 
16,844 

16,514 
16,632 

540 
421 

-278 
209 

1988 

14,915 
16,076 

18,308 
17,747 

16,435 
17,233 

3,393 
1,671 

1,520 
1,157 

1989 

14,915 
17,156 

18,377 
18,566 

16,435 
17,586 

3,462 
1,410 

1,520 
430 

1990 

14,915 
16,451 

18,447 
18,816 

16,435 
17,500 

3,532 
2,365 

1,520 
1,049 

1991 

15,920 
15,861 

18,471 
18,657 

16,435 
17,049 

2,551 
2,796 

515 
1,188 

1987-90 

61,537 
66,106 

72,464 
71,973 

65,819 
68,951 

10,927 
5,867 

4,282 
2,845 

1987-91 

77,457 
81,967 

90,935 
90,630 

82,254 
86,000 

13,478 
8,663 

4,797 
4,033 

Note : Authorization for safety programs was not included in the Senate bill but is expected to be 
included in any Conference agreement. 

may vary s lightly from comparison chart (Attachment A) due to rounding. 

0 



Highway Programs 
(in millions of dollars) 

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1987-90 1987-91 

President's Budget 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• 13,397 13,397 13,397 13,397 14,419 53,588 68,007 
Outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 12,508 12,744 13,776 13,501 13,591 52,529 66,120 

House Bill (H.R.2) 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• 13,631 13,947 13,966 13,986 13,960 55,530 69,490 
outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 12,907 14,098 14,145 14,058 14,017 55,208 69,225 

Senate Bill (S.387) 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• 13,263 13,182 13,182 13,182 13,182 52,809 65,991 
outlays ••••••••••••••••••.••••••• 12,876 13,809 13,622 13,454 13,374 53,761 67,135 

Delta from President's Budget 

House 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• 234 550 569 589 -459 1,942 1,483 
Outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 399 1,354 369 557 426 2,679 3,105 

Senate 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• -134 -215 -215 -215 -1,237 -779 -2,016 
outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 368 1,065 -154 -47 -217 1,232 1,015 

Note : Although the Senat e and Administration bills are four-year bills, estimates are made for five 
years for comparab ility with the five-year House authorization. 

0 



1987 

President's Budget 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• 3,251 
Outlays •••• .•••••••••••••••••••••• 3,756 

House Bill (H.R. 2) 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• 3,545 
Outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3,770 

Senate Bill (S. 307) 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• 3,251 
outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3,756 

Delta from President's Budget 

House 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••••••• 294 
Outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 14 

Senate 
Budget Authority ••••••••••••• ~ ••• 0 
Outlays •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 

Mass Transit Programs 
(in millions of dollars) 

1988 1989 1990 

1,374 1,374 1,374 
3,170 3,225 2,800 

4,205 4,255 4,305 
3,471 4,242 4,578 

3,253 3,253 3,253 
3,424 3,964 4,046 

2,831 2,881 2,931 
301 1,017 1,778 

1,879 1,879 1,879 
254 739 1,246 

1991 

1,357 
2,124 

4,355 
4,463 

3,253 
3,675 

2,998 
2,339 

1,896 
1,551 

Note : Although the senate and Administration bills are four-year bills, estimates 
five years for comparability with the five-year House authorization. 

Totals may differ from summary chart (Attachment A) due to rounding. 

1987-90 1987-91 

7,373 8,730 
12,951 15,075 

16,310 20,665 
16,061 20,524 

13,010 16,263 
15,190 18,865 

8,937 11,935 
3,110 5,449 

5,637 7,533 
2,239 3,790 

are made for 



Highway Safety Programs 
(in millions of dollars) 

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 

President's Budget 
Budget Authority •.••••••..••••.. 144 144 144 144 144 
Outlays .......................... 159 162 155 150 146 

House Bill (H.R. 2) 
Budget Authority .••••••••••••••• 156 156 156 156 156 
Outlays ••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 167 178 179 180 177 

Senate Bill (S. 387) 
Budget Authority •••••••••••••••• 
outlays ••••••••••••••••••.•••••• 

Delta From President's Budget 

House 
Budget Authority •••••••••••••••• 12 12 12 12 12 
outlays ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 16 24 30 31 

Note: Although the Administration's bill is a four-year bill, estimates are 
for comparability with the 
safety provisions. 

0 
Center for 
Transportation 

five-year House authorization. The Senate 

1987-90 1987-91 

576 720 
626 772 

624 780 
704 881 

48 60 
78 109 

made for five years 
bill does not include 



MEMORANDUM TO 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

STATUS 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I '<G-:::·. 

February 

JOHN TUCK 

PAMELA J. TURNER~ 
ALAN KRANow::Tz / 

LARRY HARLOWr~· 
HENRY GANDY #~ 

1 3 ' 

Status of the highwa y 

The Senate asked for a Conference and appc~~~e~ ::~=e~ees 
February 4th. The House is expected to ap~c~~~ ==~~e~e~s ~~e 
highway bill during the week of February 16~~. ~:~~=~=~ ~~e 
actual Conference is not expected to bAgi~ u~~~: ~~e ~::::~ i ~ c 
week. House Chairman Jim Howard has stated ~~a~ ~e "ex;e:~s" to 
have a bill to the President by March 1. Ecwe~e~, ~=~~=~'s 
well-known intransigence on the 55-rnph s9eed :~~~~ ~ss~e rse~ate 

bill) and his insistence on the costlv House de~:~s~-~~~=~ (~ork) 
projects is likely to delay a confere;ce ~~~ee~e~~ ;~s~ ~~at· 
date. The House will act first on the Cc ~~e~e~:e ?e==~~. 

It is extremely unlikely that the ~a ~c r =~ = --~s~ : ~s :~-e=~~ c~~~ l e 

to the Administration wlll be resolv~d ~~ ==~~~~e~:e. ~~~di~g 
levels will surely be too high, at le::s~ :-:= . ::.~~ -=~::.:-.s~~. 

1987 - 199: 
($ in bill~c~.sl 

House Se:-:a ~e 

Authorizations 91. 0 0 ? -:: 
'....J -. -

Out lays ........... .. . 9 0. 7 8 6. c 
Additional Receipts .. 

. . ~ 

- ? . : 

Total Deficit Impact (outlays & forego~e rece~pts) 

=e:~a 
?=e s. 

:=roT:" 
Budqet 

!-:ouse Senate 

~13.6 +4.8 

+8.9 
+3.5 

+4.2 
+3.5 

+12.4 +7.7 
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OUTLOOK/VETO STRATEGY 

The best chance of sustaining a veto wil: be if the conference 
product contains the House scheme, o~ something close to it, for 
funding o~ 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 House has not. A veto 
solely on the basis of the funding levels in either the House or 
Senate versions for highways or mass tr2nsit will be much tougher 
to sustain. 

If the Conference report does contain unecceptably high spending 
for demonstration pro j ects, and is vetoed, we will need to 
concentrate on Senate Republican£ t o sus t ain the veto, and play 
hard on the need for Republicans to suppo~t the President after 
the clean water veto. Also, ~s already stated, key Senate 
Democrats may be s~'mpathetic as well because o: the lack of 
restraint by the House. Conversely , if the demons~ration 
projects are largely deleted from the hi:l, it will be very 
diffic~lt to sustain a veto in the Se nate, b~t the chances of 
success in the House increase. Given these facto rs, it is 
therefore imperative that we rem2in ~im in our opposition to any 
House demo projects in the final confere~ce agreement. 

At this time, we must persuade Burdick, Sta~ford and other key 
Senate Republicans to hold firm against the d erno projects, and 
work through Dole to begin to prepare ~or the 1 / 3 plus one we 
will need to sustain a v e to. Burdick and Staf f o rd should b e 
stroked by inviting them to ' risit with the President or the Chief 
about the conference. We ma y wish to consider the chances for a 
letter signed by 34 or more Senators to the Pre siden t or the 
conference railing against the !louse pro jects, and pledging to 
vote to sustain a v e to. 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



~~.,... w .t.....-:.;:;c : .. :_.._t :.a-..... 
IICtfr ... ·..: ~ ""£"' .t•sc• 

G£>1( S~V0£11, <!OlTUClY 
"" O ~J.I ~•t· L MAAI ... EFISCM .. iOT. ~$AI 
IUD SI-IV SHIII. 'tN,.SYLV4Nt.4 

-,, 
f J i ! ( J 

.!C-oli! I !lli(..&.x . : . SA"" 
-..;a.a.~.a .. •~r•:........~.& 

_..,.E5 _ ~ERs-.a.:a .,,,.,. ESOTA 
oollf ...... - ~.u .. p,.., •o~~« 

IIIC'e£ 1- t'lt EO<;.o\JII ~"111""'5""-VANIA 
IIC!Er 4. "'0\.:fiiiiiG w:ss04JRJ 
'-'C I:...Cf~L ot WES'T~.,..,. 

oo ...... C-.....4..$ "-~- EGAT( CP-ftO 

AIOUN ST .... GE~O. MINN!SOT4 
NEWT Ul'fGRICH CEOAGIA 

WILLIAM, CUNG£11, JR .. ~ENNSYl.V""IA 
GUY WOliNAitl. NEW YOAI 
E CLAY SHAW. Jll. F\.ORIOA 
.01 M<EWE ... OHIO 
T'HOWAS E. ~~RI. WISCONSIII 

~ommitta on ~blic moru and l:ransportation 

it.,S. ~Oll!t of 'Rtprumtatiots 
IIIlO,. Ole 1.UGO. WI "G;N IS«.....lNOS 
Gu S SAV AGE. IW,.,.OIS 
J-QJO ' J SU~rrijiA.. AMEFitC..UC $.UIOA 
0<' :...~ '-AS "4. I OSC O . CAU~IA 
.... trr.~ WOOO Y W"\SCONS I~ 

"CaER'"T .._ 80r:tSKI_ PENN5YLVAHIA 
.iOf lOl T(lll 'tNHSYLVAHIA 
noo VALEOlTl><(. OOORT>< CAIIOI.JNA 
fDOl~MU$ TOWlrll5. H(W Y01tl( 
WIU :.AM 0 U~NSKI. 1liJHQIS 
WK: HAil A. AJIIIOR.EW'S. T£XAS 
~- lltOY "0W\....Ailil0, GEOAGIA 
"Cl!!EqT E. W1Sl . ..ill . WEST V1 .. GINL4 
KEN,.,.ETI-t J. GRAY. ILLIHOI$ 
C><(STER G. ATKINS. MASUCHUSfTTS 
O'(TE~ J . V1$CLOSU. INOIAHA 
J.Uol£5 A. TM#ICAHT. Jll. 0+<10 
CA Tl<Y ""AS. GlWSl LONCi, LOUIS lAMA 
_. .. CH»W.UO. TV<AS 
C.uiL C. l'tiUUJIS, UNTIJCIIY 

MEMORANDUM 

DOH SUNDQUIST. T'ENNISSU 
OiA.NCY L .JOH .. SON. CO""ECTIC\IT 
lOON •ACI< ... IO. CA.LIFQ~NIA 
SH£-000 IOEHLER'T, N(W YOM 
TOW Dll.A Y. TlXAS 
SO'<"Y CALLAHAN. 4LABAM4 
OlAJI A. G4UO, NlW JE~EY 
HELEN OEUCH IIOIT\.EY, MAIIYlNIO 
JIW UG~TFOOT. !OWA 
0AV10 S MONSON, UTA.>< 
JOHN G. AOWLAIW, CONHfCTlCVT 

SALVATORE J . O".t.I•IICO. SI'ECI4L 
CQUNSH ""0 STI.fF OIR£CTOII 

MCH4110 J. SULLIV...,., CHI(F COUMSIL 
C\.'fDE l. WOODLE, C><lfF ENGINH~ 
MIC><A.EL J . TOOHEY, ... JIOIIITY ST.t.R 
OIMCTO~ 

'Ra 21*1, ~ 1\ruf emcr .Boilding 

Washingtun, B~ 20515 

TIUI'ttONl: MIA Cool 202. 22!5-U72 

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 
on some of t hese · ss es made during conference on the highway/ 
t ransit bill in the 99th Congress may help negotiations on this 
b ill. However, several issues continue to be contentious. Para
mount among these are the 55/65 mph speed limit and demonstration 
p rojects. 

55/65 mph Speed Limit 

You are well aware of the forces at odds over the change to 
~ he 55 mph speed lim~ t. The Senate had a recorded vote of 65 to 
33 on an amendment t H.R. 2, in favor of raising the speed limit 
t o 65 mph on rural In terstates. Chairman Howard, on the other 
hand , believes any ri se in the speed limit would adversely affect 
~ighway safety by adding traffic injuries and deaths. 



- 2 -

Demonstration Projects 

The funding of demonstration projects has been a cont inui ng 
controversy during negotiations on the past several highway 
bills. The current Senate approach allows States to fu nd 
priority projects (99 named in their bill) with any combinat i o n 
of normally apportioned highway funds, with the local match be ing 
commensurate with the category of funds used. The House has 10 0 
percent Federal funding (new money) for 81 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 percen t wit h 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 p rojects 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 pr i ority 
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 t he 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 itle t Ai s time a Re t e senate staff gave no strong indications 
o f their position, it is difficult to predict the level of 
c ontroversy, if any. 

Splash and Spray Suppressant Devices 

The staff fully e xpects that, at the very least, Senator 
Danforth will take issue with the House provision (offered by Mr. 
~cEwen) that modifies current requirements for splash and spray 
s uppressant devices. The House provision would require further 
~esearch to develop t echnology to solve splash and spray 
v isibility problems c reated 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 f~r 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 net 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 $1 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 
disposed to increased funding out of the Mass Transit Account. 

L.A. Metro Rail 

Both bills direct the Secretary to enter into a multi-year 
c ontract for L.A. Met ro Rail. The House bill directs a certain 
l evel of funding ($11 0 million in FY 87, and $190 million in FY 
8 8-91). The Senate ti ill is silent on the level of funding. The 
Senate staff indicated that this was surely a Member-level issue 
( Mr. Cranston is a Se nate conferee), but would have to be worked 
o ut in the context of the overall funding for new starts (Senate 
b ill $400 million, House 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 

no 
Center for 
Transportation 



Attachment A 

HIGHWAY BILL CONFERENCE ISSUES 

1. One-half percent minimum 

2. Speed limit 

3. Demonstration projects 

4. Toll financing 

5. Interstate 4R formula 

6. Buy America 

7. 85 percent m1n1mum allocation 

8. Interstate and Interstate 4R discretionary category 

9. ICE and ISCE process 

10. Central Artery 

11. Highway beautification 

12. Disadvantaged Business Enterprise program 

13. Interstate-primary category consolidation 

14. Combined road plan demonstration program 

15. South Africa 

16. Cost sharing on studies 

17. Advanced construction 

18. Member provisions 

19 . Au~ha~iza~ian le vels 

Eno 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 

F.onorable Robert Michel 
Y.inority Leader of the House 
u.s. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Minority Leader: 

FEB 1 s lSS7 

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. 3~7) to reauthorize highway, transit 
and highway safety progr~. · 

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 

Both bills authorize special treatment for numerous special 
interest projects that divert funds from ~eeting 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 about 100 highway 
projects to be f unded "within regular Federal-aid programs without 
additional funding. I f the House approach of 100 percent Federal 
funding is adopted, the total Federal liability for all highway 
projects identified i n both bills is estimated to be at least 
$8 .3 billion. · 

Authorizing highway demonstration projects, especially with 
additional Federal funding, and exempting them from the annual 
obligation limitation is poor management of Highway Trust Fund 
resources and reduces the funds available for maintaining the 
Fe eral-aid system. Some of the projects would not otherwise be 
el igible for Federal-a id, and others are on the Federal-aid 
system and could be funded under normal procedures without 
special treatment. Moreover, without a local matching share 
requirement ana without any hearing record whatsoever, there is 
no basis to justify these projects as important priorities. With 
regard to highways, althouqh we stronc1v nh-iP~~ .;-,...,+-"h ... -~---'-~ - --



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-setting 
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 (OMTA) .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 ~andate that UMTA £und the additional 
system mileage (4.4 ~les) 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 W.~illion above the President's I 

Budget. Title II of s. 387 would authorize $13 billion over four (
1 

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 prograJDS 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 inequitable. Over 80 percent of funds derived 
from one cent of the ·fuel tax, collected from 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 of its transit penny tax 
co tributions, the e ffect of the provision is negated by the 
unworkable conditions that a State must meet to qualify for the 
80 percent minimum al l ocation, pursuant to subsection (3). No 
credible data exists ~n Federal revenues generated by States to 
do the calculation required in this subsection. 

Since the ve~ beginning of the highway program, Congress 
addressed this equ~ty consideration by requiring that highway 
funds, in general, be allocated on a formula basis to ensure 
equitable distributio • It is only reasonable that transit 
programs supported by the Highway Trust Fund are governed by fair 
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formulae. At a minimum the conference should incorporate the 
Senate provision, but without the conditions specified in 
subsection (3). 

4. Increased Highway Spending 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 "1. 
billion.··- TWo provisions~·"Ct·the bill . significantly weaken highway 
spending controls by disregarding . the intent of the highway · · 
obligation limitation. · ·.:First, the bill expands the list of 
obligations exempt from the _obligation limitation to include 
House members" · special. ·projects. Secondly. the hill provides -a 
windfall of extra obligation authority for States that exhaust 
their share of the annual limitation by August lst of each year. 
The conference should. not adopt these provisions. 

s. Trade Barriers/Foreign Relations 

H.R. 2 amends the "Buy America" provl.sl.on 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 highway and transit 
programs to be governed by State and local anti-apartheid 
contracting laws. This provision raises se::-ious constitutional 
ques·tions 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 
::-estrict 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 othe::- ir.portant 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 
limit at i on set by the appropriations co~ittees. Categorically 
authorizing funds to be used for the various co~ponents of 
discretionary grants and requiring annual congressional approval 
would unnecessarily constrain the use of Section 3 funds and 
delay their obligation . Furthermore, continuing Federal · 
operating assistance for large urbanized areas perpetuates the 
inappropriate role of the Federal Government paying for operating 
deficits which result from State and local transit decisions. 

-3-



In closinq, I urqe the conference, in its deliberations, 
to address our concerns by enactinq leqislation that provides 
prudent levels of Federal spending without special interest . 
provisions •. : ·. · , 

. ·" ···· ... -:: . :-:-.,.· .. - :-:-·--·-

. . '_': . -: ... . ~ 

. ~ .. ~ -. 
·.: ~· .; . 

-4-

Sincerely yours, . 

J 
Director 



THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

February 20, 1987 

The Honorable Quentin N. Burdick 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Quentin: 

IDmriCAL IZri'ERs TO: 

Senators M':Jynihan, t-1itchell, Breaux, 
Stafford, Synms, Olafee, Bentsen, 
M3.tsunago , Proxrnire, Cranston, Riegle 
Dixon, Heinz , D 'Amato, Grarrrn, 
H:>llings , Gore, Danforth, Sasser 
arrl Levin. 

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. However, 
there are a number of extremely troublesome issues before the 
Conferees which could lead directly to the bill being vetoed 
if not addressed satisfactorily. 

• SefA~~'l-ll.ltere!itlUeiPQO'itt~tiQo_etl2i'=~ti· 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 
f unds to complete the second phase on its own. 

o TtOl.l§it_~~tbQtl~~~iQl.l~· The transit authorization t 
levels in H.R. 2 exceed the President's budget by $12 billion 
over the five ye r p,eriod of the bill. The Senate bill would 
exceed the President 's budget by almost $6 billion over four 
years. We strongly oppose these excessive authorizations and 
firmly believe that Federal transit assistance should be 
limited to the proceeds from one cent of the fuels tax 
~ithout genetal rev~ nue funding. This approach would put 
both highway and transit funding on a user fee basis. 
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Limiting Federal assistance would also encourage more 
prudent, cost-effective transit programs. 

0
• Tt~Q§it_~[Q9t~~§· 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. 

o logr~s§~g_eigb~sY-~eeogiog. 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: 

6~tbQt~;~tiQQ_l@Y~l2· The total authorizations, 
including amounts for the highway minimum allocation 
provision, should not exceed Senate levels. 

QQlig~tiQO_l i~1t~t1Qo. We strongly oppose section 
lOS of the Bouse bill which expands the list of 
obligations exempt from the ceiling, and makes 
demonstration e rojects exempt from the ceiling. We also 
oppose the Bou e provision that would provide a windfall 
of extra obligational authority for states that exhaust 
their regular obligational authority. Compared to the 
Senate bill, tnese provisions significantly weaken 
spending controls. 

o logr@~i@Q_Tt~Oe -~O[t1et§l~Qt@igo_Selot~Q02: The senate 
~xplicitly reje9ted attempts to increase domes~1c protection 
provisions in h1ghway and transit programs dur1ng 
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consideration of the bill on the floor. Under the Bouse 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 Bouse 
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. 

0 6QQ~~~QO~l-lo~et~t~t~-~tQje~t§. 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 additional 
Interstate funding at 90 percent Federal cost for projects 
that benefit one city when the Interstate syst~ 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. 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 
and that enastment of the provisions outlined in the first 
part of this letter would not be in accord with the program 
of the President. 

Sincerely, 

Elizc:tth Banford Dole 



ENCLOSURE 

DECISIONS THAT WOOLD BENEFIT HIGHWAY AND TRANSIT PROGRAMS 

0 ~~-~Q~~Q-~~~~t. As the President has indicated, we support 
efforts which would provide states with enhanced ability to 
regulate highway speeds within their jurisdictions. 

0 TQll_t~Q~Q~ioq. 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. In 
many states, such funding flexibility would enable states to 
construct projects that they would otherwise be unable to finance. 

0 ~illQQ~[Q§. We support efforts in the Bouse bill to revise 
the current unworkable laws dealing with highway beautification. 
However, 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 r~quire ~s to withhold at 
least 5 percent of a state's funds for ~ven minor non-compliance 
with the provision. 

° CQ~QiQeQ_IQt~t2t~~~~fti~~ry_~[Qg(g~. 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. 

0 Qt§gr~ttQQ~[Y-~t~Qge_~(Q9t~ID· We support the provision in 
the Bouse 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 nigh-cost bridges. 

0 e~~rg~ogy_B~ !~{. We support the provision in the Senate 
bill which would ~ower the Federal matching share from 100 percent 
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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. 

o CQ~e~t~tiY~_e!gglnq. 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. 

° CQmbiQ~Q_SQ~Q-~l~Q. 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. 

0 Sij~~-~l~Q!~!ty. 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 Highway 
Research Program (SHRP). 

0 ij~~yy_Y~bi~l~_Q§~-T~~· 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 
action , and that the current consideration of motor carrier 
r egulatory reform in Canada, which will benefit United States 
t ruckers, could be adversely affected. Canada has repeatedly 
s tated that it had no objection to its truckers paying their fair 
s hare of the heavy vehicle use tax in the United States, and has 
s uggested a number of ways that this share could be assessed. We 
would prefer that the final bill be silent on the issue, as the 
Bouse bill presently is. However, if the conference believes the 
i ssue must be address ed, we could accept a proportional level of 
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the tax Cfor example, 50 percent), perhaps tied to membership in 
the IRP. 

0 ~QQU~l_CQ09t~§§iQO~l-~QQtQY~l:_Tt~O§~t. 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. 

° Cl~tifl~~tiQO_Q{_~~QQt-~tQYi§iQO· We strongly support the 
clarifying provision in the Bouse bill that would emphasize that 
section 13Cc) 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. 

0 Tt~O§i~_QQ~t~t~og_~§§!§t~o~~· 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 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. 

0 ~el~§b_~QQ_~Qt~Y· 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. 

0 U!gb~~Y-~~{~tY-~YtbQt!~~t~QO§~ 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 
million is d~e to continued funding of the alcohol incentive grant 
program. This is a temporary program that has fulfilled its 
original mission. 

0 Qoi{Qt~-~~lQ~~ !QO_~§§i§t~o~~-a~t· The Administration 
supports enactment f Title III of the Senate bill without 
amendmen~s. The Administration opposes Title VI of the Bouse 
bill, which would increase Federal costs, restrict state and local 
flexibility, and is inconsistent with the principles of 
Federalism. 



THE WHITE: HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

February 20, 1987 

MEMORANDUM TO DONALD T. REGAN 

FROM: W~ILLIAM 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 Staf£ord (R-Vermont), Ranking 
Republican on the Committee, also is wi th us against the House 
pork projects. However, a meetin ere ith ou, Jim Miller and 
Secretar e w uld reinforce and strengthen the reso 

Although a senior member of the Senate, Senator Burdick has 
been invited to the White House in a policy role in years. 
effort to express our support for him in this fashion would 
likely have long-lasting beneficial r e fl e ctions net only in 
legislation, but in upcoming issues as well. 

not 
An 

this 

The meeting should occur this week. If you concur, a thorough 
briefing pape r wil l be pre pared f o r you. 

0 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA S H I NGTO N 

February 25, 19 8 7 

MEMORANDUM TO DONALD T. REGAN 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

WILLIAM L. BALL, I I ~ 

Meeting with Senator Burdick (D-ND ) and Senato r 
Stafford (R-VT) regarding the Highway/Mass Transit 
bil l ; Friday , February 27 at 2:0 0 p.m. 

Background/Purpose of Meeting 

Both the House and the Senate have passed h i ghway /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 withi n 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 b y half -- still unacceptable to 
us. 

Our allies in this Conference against the House "pork" are led 
by, surprisingly, Senator Burdick (D-North Dakota), Ch airman of 
the Environment & Public Works Committee. Senator Stafford 
(R-Vermont), Ranking Republican on the Committee, also is with u s 
against the House pork projects. 

The purpose of having them here is to meet with you, J im Miller 
and Secretary Dole to reinforce and s t rengthen t h e resolve of 
these two big Senate players against the House "pork." Although 
a senior member of the Senate, Senator Burdick has no t been 
invited to the White House i n a po licy role in y ears. An effort 
~ e*~ress e~r s~~port for him in this fashicr. would likely have 
long-lasting beneficial reflections not only in t h is legislatio n, 
but in upcoming is s ues as well. 

unding Levels are Too High 

It is unlikely that the ma j or prov isions o b j ectionable to the 
Administration wil l be resolved in Conference. Fund ing l evels 
probably will be t o o high, at lea st f or mass transit. We support 
the Senate funding levels for the highway portion. 
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1987 - 1991 
Comparison of House and Senate 

Highway/Transit Legislation with the Administration's Proposal 
($ in billions} 

Auth. 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Tota.l 

Outlays 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

House 

69.5 
20.7 

• 8 

91.0 

69.2 
20.6 

. 9 

90.7 

Senate 

66.0 
16.2 

82.2 

67.1 
18. 9 

86.0 

Outlook/Veto Strategy 

Pres. 

68.0 
8. 7 

• 7 

77.4 

66.1 
15. 1 

• 6 

81. 8 

Delta 
House 

+ 1.5 
+12.0 
+ . 1 

+13.6 

+ 3.1 
+ 5.5 
+ • 3 

+ 8.9 

from Pres.Budget 
Senate 

-2.0 
+7.5 
- . 7 

+4.8 

+1.0 
+3.8 
- • 6 

+4.2 

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 unaccept2bly high spending 
for demonstration projects, und is vetoed, we will need to 
concentrate o Senate Republicans to sustain the v eto, and play 
hard on the need ~or Republicans to support the President aftPr 
the clean water v to. Also, as already stated, key Senate 
Democrats may be s ympathetic as well because of the lack of 
restraint by the House. Conversely, if the demonstration 
projects are larg ly deleted from the bill, it will be very 
difficult to sust in a veto in the Senate, but the chances of 
success in the House increase. Given these factors, it is 
therefore imperat' ve that we remain firm in our opposition to anv 
House demo projec~ s in the final conference agreement. 
At this time, we must persuade Burdick, Sta f ford and other key 
Senate Republican to hold firm against the demo projects. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

W ASH I NGT O -'-' 

February 26, 19 8 ' 

MEMORANDUM TO DONALD T. REGAN 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

WILLIAM L. BALL, III 

Meeting with Senator Burdick ( D-~D\ a~c Se~ator 
Stafford (R-VT) regarding the Hig~wayl~ass ~ransit 
bill; Friday, February 27 at 2: 00 ~-~· 

Background/Purpose of Meeting 

Both the House and the Senate have passed highway '~ass transit 
funding bills. A Conference Committ~e has tegu~ to meet. 

Our primary concern with the bill is the Eouse :u~cing of 
demonstration projects-- a.k.a., pork pre~ec~s. ~nder the House 
plan, funding for these projects would be in ad~ition to normal 
highway funding, at a cost of $1.2 billie:-. eve:- tl:e :ive ·year 
life of the bill. (The total estimated cost o: tl:ese projects is 
$8.3 billion.) The Senate also funds derr-o~st:-a~ie~ projects, but 
only within the highway funding for states ~~cer their normal 
allotments. 

The Senate already has offered a comproMise which would cost $700 
million for the life of the bill -- s t i l ! u~a=ce~table to us at 
this time. 

Our allies in this Conference agai~st t r.e Hry~.:::e "perk" are led 
by, surprisingly, Senator Burdick (D-Ne :-th :a~ota), Chairman of 
the Environment & Public Works Committee. Se~a~o :- Sta:ford 
(R-Vermont), Ranking Republican on the C o~~it~ee, a:so is with us 
against the House pork projects. 

The purpose of having them here is to ~eet w~~~ you, Jim Miller 
and Secretary Dole to reinforce and stre~gthe~ the resolve of 
these two big Senate players against t he ~ouse "pork." Although 
a senior member of the Senate, Senator Burdick has not been 
invited to the White House in a polic~ ro ~e in vears. An effort 
to express our support for him in this :ashic~ wou ld likely have 
l ong-lasting beneficial reflections ~ot o~:v i~ this legislation, 
but in upcoming is s ues as well. 



Funding Levels are Too High 

It is unlikely that the major provisions objectionable t o the 
Administration will be resolved in Con~e~e~ce. Fund ing levels 
probably will be too high, at least fer mass t~ansit. We support 
the Senate funding levels for the highway port~on. 

1987 - 199 1 
Comparison of House and Senate 

Highway/Transit Leg isla tior. with the Adr:':i n i st~a t~o!'"'. ' s Proposal 
($ in billions) 

Auth. 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

Outlays 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

House 

69.5 
20.7 

• 8 

91.0 

69.2 
20.6 

• 9 

90.7 

Senate 

66.0 
16. 2 

82.2 

67.1 
18.9 

86.0 

Outlook/Veto Strategy 

Pres. 

68.0 
8. 7 

. 7 

7 "7,4 

6 6. 1 
15. 1 

. 6 

81. 8 

Delta from Pres.Budg:et 
Re u se Senate 

... ::.. 5 -2.0 
-2.2.C + 7 .5 
.... , 

• ..1. - . 7 

+ 13.6 +4.8 

.... 3. :. +1.0 
+ :) . :; +3.8 

. 3 - . 6 

.... 8 . 9 +4.2 

The best chance of sustaining a ~eto w~: : be if the conference 
product contains the House scheme, o~ something close to it, for 
funding of demonstration projects. :n that case, the sentiment 
in the Senate may well be to sustain ~he ~eto , since the key 
actors in the Senate ~eel that the y exercised restraint in 
funding for demo projects, while the E~use has not. A veto 
solely on the basis of the ~un ding le~els in either the House o r 
Senate versions for highways cr mass tra~s~t 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 
concentrate on Senate Republicans to sustain the veto, and play 
hard on the need for Republicans to suppor~ the President after 
the clean water veto. Also, as already stated, key Senate 
Democrats may be sympathetic as well because of the lack of 
restraint by the House. Conversely, i: the demonstration 
projects are largely deleted from the bill, it will be very 
difificul to sus ain a veto in the Senate, but the chances of 
success 1n the House increase. Given these factors, it is 
therefore impera~ive that we remain firm in our opposition to any 
House demo projects in the final conference agreement. 
At this time, we must persuade Burdick, Sta:~ord and other key 
Senate Republicans to hold firm against the demo projects. 
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. Je;P ~~~~ 

Dear Howard: 

_;~~uk~/ :/t1:U..J ,_ fe: t/l? 

x~;;ht '.u;/N i , !/ -(~ 

!'iarch 1, 198 7 

-- s--1 ( . 

Quent Burdick, Bob Stafford a~~ : ~~ ~~ 
to have , ~et with Don Regan Fr i day ~~ ~ ~ ~~== ~ 
to discuss the highway bill. 
bring you up to date. 

The first thing to know ~s ~~3 ~ ~ ~= j ~::_: 

should have passe d in the 9 9 t~ =~~ ;~ sss . ~~= 
c onference commi i:: tee could no-: ~ =a:: :-: a. -;:-ee~.e r.-.:., 
and the clock ran out. Thus -:je s~a~es ~E~e 
been withou~ funding f o r alnc~ t ~~ :~ ~~~s ~i s cal 

year and a c ris i s appr oache s. : he ; r:j:e~ i s 
that the House bill pro\·ides =o ~ a : a:.:- n·..lr:'~e~ 

of "demonstration pro j e c-:s, " ~:-:e .::: s :-. ::. ~ e n :::·:-:: e, 
and the Administra tion ~ hre a-: e:-:: s -:c ve ~c a:-::v . 
The final bill wi ll inc ::.. --.: C. e ~.a ss -:~ ::.::-.s ::. -: ,. '.::;ere 
OMB's feelings are ye t s-:~ :::-::; e~. 

I was not on the 
chairman of this one. 
wor king out some thing whic~ ~ou ~i-;~ ~ ~a~ -: -:o 
c ons ider. We are at you~ s erv~: e . 

Hono rable 
The White House 
\:.Jashington, DC 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

MEHOR&~DUM FOR HOWARD J. BAKER, JR. 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

CHIEF OF STAFF 

James c. Miller III 

Carol T. Crawford 

Major Special Interest Projects in ~ne 
Highway/Transit Bill 

This memorandum describes the costs associated with major 
special interest projects in the highway jtransi t \reauthorization· 
conference bill. {See Attachment A for details.} · 

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, add-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 exempt 
from the annual obligation limitation. The ea~arked 
discretionary funds would not be exempt. 

Spending necessary to complete these hig~way demonstration 
projects will continue beyond the five-year ti~e frame. The 
conference bill allows States to ·use either State or Federal 
highway funds to cover remaining outyear costs. If State funds 
are not used, the total Federal costs to complete these projects 
is estimated to be $6 .5 billion. (Attachment B summarizes the 
costs of the highway demonstration projects.) 

Boston Interstate Projects 

In addition to h ighway "demonstration" projects, the 
conference bill adds $1.1 billion to the Federal cost of 
completing the Interstate System by expanding the scope of the 
two Boston Interstate projects (i.e., the Central Artery and the 
Third Harbor Tunnel) that are eligible for Interstate highway 
funds. In addition, the conference agreement requires the State 



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 Los 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 

Eno 
-2-



Pork In Highway/Transit Conference Bill 
($ in millions) 

Specifically Authorized 
or Earmarked Costs 

(1987-91) 

1. Highway "Demos" 
($8.3B est. total cost) 

o Federal Share 
New Contract Authority •••••• 
Earmark of Federal-aid 
Highway Discretionary Funds. 

o state Share 

2. Boston Interstate Projects: 

o Central Artery ••••••••••••••••• 
o Third Harbor Tunnel •••••••••••• 
o Depressing Central Artery •••••• 

1,780 

1,425 
890 

535 

355 

3. Other Special Interest Highway •••• Unknown 

4. Transit: 
o Los Angeles Metrora il •••.•••••• 870 

'l'otal 2,295 

Additional 
Potential Federal 
Cost of Completing 

Projects 

6,520 

6,250 
3,260* 

3,260 

1,080 

746 
334 

(720)** 

Unknown 

Unknown 

7,600 

1-\Ct.d.CI Ullt::!llL J-\ 

Comments 

Federal funds to be split 
evenly between the 156 
projects in both bills 
(99 from House, 98 from 
senate, 41 common to 
both). All States . 
assured 0.5% of Federal 
funds, including 13 
states with no projects. 
New contract authority 
not subject to ob. limit. 

Expands scope of projects 
eligible for Interstate 
highway funds (90% 
Federal match). 

Still being conferenced. 

Mandates funding. 

Total authorized and 
potential additional 
Federal costs 
estimated at $9,895 M. 

* Assumes continuation i n the outyears of 50% of costs financed fro~ new, separately authorized 
Federal funds. Conference agreement allows use of state or Federal funds to finance remaining 
outyear costs not. covered in the conference agreement. 

**Assumes use of Federal-aid highway formula funds in lieu of State.funds. The $720 million would not 
constitute additional Federal spending because the funds would otherwise be spent as part of . the 
state's formula allocation. 



Demos in Highway Conference Bill 
($ in millions) 

Potential Additional 
Federal Costs 

Authorized in Bill 
(1987-91) 

to Complete* 
(Outyears) 

Federal Costs 

0 Earmarks of 
highway 
discretionary 
funds (above 
States' formula 
amounts but within 
obligation 
limitation) ••••••••• 535 3,260 

0 New contract 
authority (above 
obligation 
limitation) •.••••••. 890 3,260 

Total Federal 
Cost •••••••...•••• 1,425 6,520 

State Cost Sharing .• .•. 355 

TOTAL COSTS ••...•••• ••• 1,780 6,520 

· Attachment B 

Total Costs 

3,795 

4,150 

7,945 

355 

8,300 

* Conference agreement allows use of state or Federal-aid highway funds to 
finance remaining costs not covered in the bill. Table assumes: (1) States 
will finance projects from Federal funds; (2) continuation in the outyears of 
50 percent of costls financed from new, separately authorized- 'Federal .funds; 
and (3) remaining costs would be financed from discretionary funds~ Estimates 
are subject to ch nge based on final list of projects contained in Conference 
bill. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHI,'\IG-,-CJ·" 

f1arch 2, 1987 

MEMORANDUH TO WILLIAM L. BALL, III 

THROUGH: PAMELA J. TURNER 

FROM: LARRY HARLOW 

SUBJECT: 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 staf: by ~oynihan's staff. It 
includes a $178 million cap per year on demonstration 
projects, to be split in some as yet 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 saying that our 
veto bottom line really is mass t~ansit funding, not 
demonstration projects. 

Also, conferees are confused about whether we are 
philosophically opposed to the projects per se, or just 
to demonstration projects funded outside the obligation 
ceiling. 

Recommendation 

1. Need firm answer to the question raised above on 
demonstration projects. (My two bits: yes, we are 
philosophically opposed; but, our veto angle is on the 
extent e f the funding outside the obligation ceiling.) 

2. In order to resolve the uncertainty, we need to have a 
meeting or telephone calls to Burdick, Stafford, 
Moynihan and Symms/Chafee by COB tomorrow. 



March 4 , 1 9 8 7 0 2 : : 2 PM 

HOUSE PROPOSAL ON MAJOR ISSUES 

1. One-~a:: nercent minimum- Drop Senate provision. 

2. Spee~ :imit - House provision. 

3 • De~~~stration Projects - Accept Senate proposal except cost 
s~a=i~g requirement is as follows: SO% new Federal funding 
a~c 50% from regular Federal-aid funds (any category except 
I~terstate construction and hazard elimination); all Federal 
:4~ds to be available until expended and exempt from 
ob:igation 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. 

4. 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 3S percent; accept Senate 
provisions regar_ding Georgia payback, West Virginia toll 
extension, and toll bridge deregulation. 

5. !ntersta~R FoEmu~- House will agree to apportion I-4R 
funds based SO% on the House formula and 50% on the Senate 
formula (existing law) if the Sen a t e recedes to the House on 
i ts Interstate 4R discretionary provision and level of 
funding. 

6. !~America - House drops cement; Senate drops $500,000 
threshold. 

7. 8S% minimum allocation- 8S% minimum all o cation program 
becomes permanenb law; the Be ntsen amendment i s phased in 
over three years as follows: FY 87-89 - includ e all programs 
except Interstate Discretionary and Emergency Relief; FY 90 
and thereafter - include all programs. 

8(a) Interstate Con stnuction Discretionary Fund - House provision. 

8(b) Interstate 4R 



PAGE 2 

9. Interstate Cost Estimate (ICE) and Interstate Substitute Cost 
Estimate r:SCE) - Accept Senate offer. 

10. Central Arterv- Accept Senate offer, except (1) the state 
may ~se :-~R and primary funds to depress the artery; (2) 
incl~~e a generic provision allowing a state to lapse 
Interstate construction funds and obligational authority 
i~~e~~ately into the discretionary fund; and (3) 
apport:onments based on the 1989 ICE are available until 
expe~ded (generic provision). 

11. Hig~ beautification- (See attachment). 

12. DBE - Senate proposal OK, except let SBA regulation govern 
the size of a DBE. 

13. Interstat~rimary ca~~ consolidation - House prov~s~on. 

14. Combined road demonstration pr~ra~- 5 states. 

15. South Africa- PASS. 

16. Co~~haring on Studies - Accept Senate offer, except 75 
percent Federal share and no cost cap. 

17. Advanc~Co~~!ructio~- Accept Senate offer, provided that 
one-year advanced funding provision must be used prior to 
October 1, 1990. 

18. Member Provisions -

19. Authorizations - To be discussed. 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



March 4, 1987 

SENATE PROPOSAL ON MAJOR ISSUES 

1. One-half percent minimum. Senate prov:!.sion (current law-
nearly half the States are now half-percent States and over the 
life of the bill as many as 38 will be ~al~-percent States). 

2. Speed limit. Senate provision to increase speed limit to 65 
mph on rural Interstates at State option; House provision 
permitting roads posted at 50 miles per hour ~o be counted in the 
55mph certification process; keep current compl:!.ance formula. 

3. Demonstration projects. $178M :!.s set aside per year for 
demonstration projects, with that amount to be split equally 
between the House and Senate and with each ~o identify projects' 
to be funded with their share of the funds. There 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. T~e 50% new Federal funds are 
to be outside of the obligation ceiling; the 30% ~egular Federal
aid funds are to be under the obligation ceiling. All States 
will receive a minimum of l/2% of the new Federal funds. States 
receiving l/2% monies shall be permitted to use such funds on any 
Federal-aid project with the above cost-sharing 
requirements. Priority status, using ~he Senat~ flexible funding 
proposal, is given to the remaining unfunded projects in both 
bills. 

4 • Toll financing. Senate provision. 

5. Interstate 4R formula. Senate provision (current law--28 
States would lose funding under the House proposal). 

6. Buy America. 
this Act. 

No change to current law on Buy America under 

7. 85 percent mi nimum allocation. 85% minimum allocation 
rogram with Ben~ sen amendment becomes permanent law immediately. 

The Bentsen amendment is phased in over two years as follows: FY 
87-88 - include a ll programs except Interstate Discretionary and 
Emergency Relief; FY 89 and thereafter - include all programs. 

8. (a). :rntersti ate construction discretionary fund. House 
provision of $300 million per year but with current law 
prionities. 

(b). Interstate 4R discretionarv. ~rop House provision to 
create new catego ry (keep current law) . 
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9. Interstate Cost Estimate (ICE) and Interstate Substitute Cost 
Estimate (ISCE). Administrative release of ICE if Congress has 
not acted by October l. 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. 

ll. 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 

_____ Qercent cap to allow States to spend as little or as much as they 
choose on billboa rd removal. 

(f). House language on illegal billboards. Change 
effective date to January l, 1988. 

(g). House language on cash compensation. Define 
compensation as c ost of sign minus depreciation. 

(h). House language on "Limitation on Jse of Materials." 
(i). House provision on "Limitation on Permitting" with 

definition of mai ntenance which will end current practice of 
allowing signs to be totally rebuilt over a period of a few 
years. 
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(j). Retain Federal control over bil~ b oards 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 3nnual listing of 
eligible firms with Senate provisions on uni: o rm certification 
criteria and $10M level. Direct Secretary to revise waiver 
regulations to permit an y state to more readil y adjust its goal 
from the 10% requirement if that nu~ber does not reflect a 
reasonable goal in that State. 

13. Interstate-primary category cons o lidat io n. House provision. 

14. Combined road plan demonstration pr o gram. Senate language. 
~ote that Rhode Island, New York, and Vi rginia wish to 
participate in program. 

15. South Africa. Drop House pro v ision. 

16. Cost sharing on studies. Senate pro v ision on 50-50 match. 
Drop studies required in connection wit~ some House demonstration 
projects. Make distinction between studies of ~ational 
significance and local interest. Set some cos t cap. 

17. Advance construction. Senate provision including retroactive 
date with House provision on interest. 

18. Member orovisions. Accept ones that ~a v e no cost and where 
there are no objectionable features. Ha v e same 85-15 match 
requirement for Oregon HOV lane project (Senate b i ll) as for 
California HOV lane project (House bill ) . 

19. Authorization levels. 

no 
Center for 
Transportation 

To be discu s sed. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

W ASH INGTON D.C. 2 0 503 

HEHORANDUM FOR WILLIAM L. BALL, I~J; 

Assistant to the President for 
Legislative Affairs 

THROUGH: 

..,.e-S:_...,-~\ 

Carol T. Crawfor~ 

FROM: 

Associate Director 
Economics and Government 

Kathy Collins\< .. ./ 

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 
nex t meeting, scheduled for March lOth, 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 Statejlocal 
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). 

This agreement adds $178 million annually or $890 million 
over five year s, not subject to the obligation limitation, 
to the levels authorized in the Senate bill. The use of 
discretionary funds is simply an earmarking of existing 
funds, not add-on funding. 

o Total Federal spending over five years for demonstration 
projects (from new and earmarked funds) is $1.425 billion 
compared to $ .2 billion in the House bill. 

o The agreement covers projects in both bills and also makes 
funtis availabl e for use by the 13 States that had no 

L-------~ rojects in e i ther bill. Additional costs necessary for 



project completion, but 
the bill, may be funded 
Federal highway funds. 
total Federal liability 

not covered by authorizations in 
by any combination of State and 
If Federal funds are used, the 
may be at least $6.5 billion. 

2. 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) 

3. 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). 

4. 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. 

5. 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 

1. Raising the Speed Limit 

There is agreement to allow State legislatures to raise the 
speed limit to 65 m.p.h. on rural interstate highways without 
violation of the Federal 55 m.p.h. statute. However, the 
House insists on tougher Federal penalties and compliance 
monitoring requi rements than the Senate is willing to accept. 

-2-



2. 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.) 

3. 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. 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

6. 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 
againse S~aEes t hat do not comply with the freeze. The Senate 
wants to adopt t he House freeze provision without the other 
requirements. The House opposes this approach. 

7. Transit Title 

o Transit conferees have not met and there is a chance that a 
c nference agreement will be reached without a formal 
meeting. 

-3-



o 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 billie~ 

o 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. 

Center for 
Transportation 

-4-



Item 

5-yr. Authorizations 
Delta from Pres. Budget 

Authorization Period 

Admin. 
Position 

$68.0B 

1987-90 

Gas Tax Exemption Receipts +$3.5B 

Interstate/Primary Block 

Urban/Secondary Block 

Demo Projects (Pork) 
Number 
Federal Cost in Bill 
Total Cost 

Boston Interstate Projects 
Add'l Total Costs 
Add'l Federal Costs 

55 m.p.h. 

Buy America 

Billboards 

Toll s 0 

$8.16B/yr. 

All States 

Support 
Senate bill 

No change 

Support 
Senate bill 

Obligation Limits 
(Controls spending of 
authorizations) 

$12.787Bjyr. 
Demo projects 
not exempt. 

H.R. 2 

$69.5B 
+$1.5B 

1987-91 

99 
$1.2B 
$4.1B 

$3.3B 
$1. 8B 

Highways 

Restricts 
cement 
imports 

Caps billboard # 
sanctions States 
non-compliance 

No change 

and 
for 

$12.6B annually. 
Exempts demo projects 
and provides bonus 
ob. limit. 

s. 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 

Conference 

No discussion 

1987-91 

Keep separate programs 

5-State Demonstration 

156+ 
$1.4B 
$8. 3B+ 

$3.3B 
$1.1B 

No agreement 

Raises Buy America Drop both provisions, 
threshold to if House drops provi-
$500K sion in transit title. 

No change 

Allow tolls with 
Federal-highway 
funds. 

$12.35Bjyear. 
Demo projects not 
exempt. 

No agreement. 

Allow tolls with 
Federal-highway funds 
in 7 States. 

No decision on level. 
Demo projects 
partially exempt. 



Transit (excluding WMATA) 

Item Admin. Position H.R. 2 s. 387 Conference 

5-yr. Authorizations $8,730M $20,665M 
+$ll,935M 

$16,263M 
+$7,533M Delta from Pres. Budget 

Authorization Period 1987-90 1987-91 1987-90 

General Fund Approps. 
(except WMATA) 

Multi-year Contracts 

Private Sector 

New Starts 

Rulemaking 

Labor Protection 

Buy America 

Los Angeles Metro 

Eliminates Continues general Continues general 
fund approps. (beginning 1988) fund approps. 

No provision. 
Cannot obligate 
funds beyond 
budget year. 

Increases 
competition. 

Eliminates 
New starts in 
1988. 

No provision. 

Repeal 13c 
labor 
protection. 

No provision. 

No provision. 

Intent to allow No provision. 
advance obligation 
of funds for outyears 
(but imperfectly drafted) . 

Prohibits DOT No provision. 
requiring level of 

No 
Discussion 
of Transit 

private participation. Title 

Continues New Starts. Continues New Starts. 

No provision. Mandates excessive 
rulemaking. 

Maintains 13c No provision. 
protection but it 
cannot prohibit 
contracting out. 

Increases domestic 
content. 

Mandates an $870M 
contract for 4.4-mile 
second phase after 
environmental report 
is approved. 

No provision. 

Mandates contract 
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 



Highway Pork In Conference Bill 
($ in millions) 

Specifically Authorized 
or Earmarked Federal 

Costs (1987-91) 

1. Highway "Demo" Projects (Total): (1,425) 

o New Contract Authority......... 890 
o Other Federal-aid Highway 

Earmarks (30 percent 
Federal Share)................. 535 

2. Boston Interstate Projects: 

o Central Artery ................ . 
o Third Harbor Tunnel ........... . 
o Depressing Central Artery ..... . 

3. Other Highway Provisions .......... Unknown 

4. T~ansit: 
o Los Angeles Metrorail ......... . 

Total 

( 8 70) 
870 

2,295 

Additional 
Potential Federal 
Cost of completing 

Projects 

(6,520) 

3,260* 

3,260 

(1,880) 

746 
334 
800 

Unknown 

Unknown 

8,400 

Comments 

Federal funds to be split 
evenly between the 156 
projects in both bills 
(99 from House, 98 from 
Senate, 41 common to 
both) . All States 
assured 0.5% of 
Federal funds, including 
13 States with no 
projects. 

Expands current projects 
beyond scope of that 
currently eligible for 
Interstate funds (90% 
Federal match) . 

No agreement reached on 
other special interest 
provisions which may 
increase costs. 

Senate does not stipulate 

Total authorized and 
potential additional 
Federal liability 
estimated at $10,695 
million. 

* Assumes continuation i n the outyears of 50% of costs financed from new, separately authorized 
Federal funds. Conference agreement allows use of state or Federal funds to finance remaining 
costs not covered in the conference agreement. 



I-90 Tunnel 

I-93 Artery 
depression 

Total 
90% Federal Share 

Cost to Complete the Interstate 
Tentative Conference Agreement on Boston Projects 

($ in millions) 

Tentative 
House Bill Conference 

1987 DOT ICE* (Mass. Request} Agreement 

1,069 1,441 1,441 
(2-Lane) (4-Lane) (4-Lane) 

245 1,074 1,074 
800 --** 

1,314 3,315 2,515 
1,183 2,983 2,264 

Delta 
House 

+372 

+829 
+800 

+2,001 
+1,800 

* 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. 

no 
Center for 
Transportation 

from 1987 ICE 
Conference 

+372 

+829 

+1,201 
+1,081 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

.t-'~arch 9 , 19 8 7 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEl\iJl.TOR BAKER 

Fl<O!vl: WILL IAl•i L • BALL , I I ;/J:'a----

Ji 
/ ,., :_ 
1.._ 'J.t 

SubJect: Phone calls to Senators Burdick a~~ Staffer~ 

You questioned my suggestion about the Preei~e~~ caKl~g these 
calls, so I have pulled them back tc see if yet: ris~t rr.alce the 
cc:.lls instead. 

In the Highw2,y Bi 11 Confe:r·ence, both Burd ic~ c:.:.c. S -:a::::: u rC: Lave 
been very supportive of our efforts to keep tl~ Hcuse 
demonstration projects out of the bil~. Hcweve=, tts latest 
compromise does not lock good. Neither the Free~de~t ~or t~s 
Chief of Staff have had much contact with these ~~c Se~a~ors over 
the past year, and I thought this would te a sec~ c ~casic~ for a 
pat on the back with a word of encourage~e~t etct:l~ ~e ~eed to 
sustain a veto on this question. 

It would be good if you could call~ talkin~ ~ci~ts ~repared fer 
the President are attached. 

Center for 
Transportation 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

!-;:RCOJv'lMENDED TELEPHONE CALL FOR THE PFESIDE~'=' 

'TO: 

DATE: 

RECOrt!MENDED BY: 

PURPOSE: 

BACKGROUND: 

TOPICS FOR 
DISCUSSION: 

DATE OF 
SUBt.fiSSION: 

ACTION: 

Senator Quentin Burdick (D-~crth Dakota) 

Tuesday, March 10, 1987 

Wj_lliam L. Ball, III 

To encourage Senator Burdic~:'s cc~ti nued 
strong opposition to ccs-::2.:· ::ic:·ll..;3.y 
demonstration projects a~d ts ~::2~k hi~ for 
his support o~ this issue. 

Both the House and the ~e:--3.-':e :-:2·-:e nassed 
highway/mass transit ~u~~~~g ~~::..ls, 5~d a 
conference commit tee : s :-,c~-; :-:-.e e:. ~:-. g "':o iron 
out differences. Se~a:. c r ?~r~ic~, Chair~an 
of the Senate :Cn'v""iro~:e:-.-:. c::-.:. ?u~ .:...:c \·:o r!:~ 

Committee, has been ste2:l:2s-:- ~~ -+::Ce 
conference corn.rt'cittee 2.:-c :--,~s '-:: :::::-sit.:..c'l tc 
expensive highway de~c~s"':ra"':ic:- ;:rc~ects that 
are contained in the Ec~se ~ersic~ o~ the 
bill. However, it 2?~02rs -:.~a:. a~ v rlnal 
compromise will c o:c "':a~~ o~e r s::_ billion worth 
of these unnecessary ?rcj ec"':s. 

If so, your senior 2c'•is0::.s •, . .-.:..11 recomr':1end 
veto of the bill. :::t •,;i.:..l :::-e ir.pcr-+:ant to 
have Senator Burdick's suDo0r-+: in order to 
sustain the vetc i n the Se~ ate . ~e believe 
we have his supper-+:, hu:. 3 call ~rom you 
should strengt~E~ his ~es~l~e i~ the face of 
what surely wi~~ be ~er~ strc~s rressure to 
override your vetc. 

See attached. 

March fi, 1987 



Reasons to Oppose Spending 
From Any Source for 

Highway Demonstration Projects 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

0 
Center for 
Transportation 



?tarcb 9, 19 8 7 

Demonstration projects: $1.4 billie~ ?e ~e ral s~are c~er five 
years~ pcte~tial ~;.~ ~i :lion tctal 
Federal cos"':. 

50% of the cost 

_'30% of the oost 

$}78 nillic:-_ :::,<=:r ~- e==-.::-: 1~2'?C'' nillion over 
fivE' ye.::rs' = ?s~e::-:al s:-:are outside 
normal Stat~ a::~~E"':~o~. ~rust fund 
money This ~~ "~e~" ~o~ey. 

$107 mill:_~~ per ~-ear rs:35 million 
over five yea rs). :-:rw.::+- funl'l :money, 
earmarked ~rc~ Sec:-etarv's 
"discretia~ar~ p acccu~ts. '!'he use of 
discretic~arv ~~~ds is 2~ earmarking of 
existing ~ u :-~s, ~ct a~~-on ~unding. 

TOTALS FOR 
FEDERAL 
FUNDING 

80% of the cost= ~~p~ ~::_::::_o~ per year ($1.4 
bill::_c~ over five years). 

20 % of the cost 

0 
Center for 
Transportation 

State a~d lccal share. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

MAR 1 0 1987 

THROUGH: Carol T. Crawford 

FROM: 
. 1/.V _j p~ 

Kathy Coll1nsjirene Loftus 

SUBJECT: Status of Conference on Highway/Transit 
Legislation 

The House and Senate conferees completed their public 
meetings 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 
16th. 

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 Statejlocal 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). 

Total Federal s~endin; over five years for 
demonsfraf Jop p o3ect (from new and earmarked funds) 
is ,$1. 425 bj llion compared to $1.2 billion in the 
House bill. 



Bnittd ~tatr.s ~mate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

~·1a:-c h 19 87 

Honc~ab e Heward Bake:-
Chief c: Staff to :~e ~=esident 
r:::;e ~·It.ite Ecuse 

r~ 

·~ . 

At a rreeting o f t:-_e ::\epu::.:Lcan congressional delegation 
frcm ~~ssouri, we disc~sse~ c~r likely vote should the 
?=esident veto the Highway 3~::.::.. Of tte two Senators and 
:= cu= COn~;jressmen prese:>t, or_::_y cr_e, U"ac!<: Buechner, indi
cated that he would more t~an ::.i~e::_y vote to sustain the 
v eto. The ::-est cf u~ \(vot.:=..C. ::-~es-c ::~-<.e=..y be constrained to 
vo te to override. 

V.le ciid think tr~a::. -- ---'c:..:::.c. ;::e acvisab:le to let you know 
of ou.r intentions in acva:::c e .sc c . ;:: net to "bl ind side" the 
: ·res :..:lent. 

Bes t rega.:::-cs . 

0 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTO N 

t-1arch 17 , 19 8 7 

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM MILLER 

From: Will Ball~ 
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) v7hat 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 Tu rner 
.Z\ l an Kranowi tz l..; 

Center for 
Transportation 
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- · -•• -• --- -~ -- -- -~ -----· A• - • • ·- - ·· ·• • •• - -- ·· - -- -- --- · ·· -- -- --· ·· -··· -- -- -- -· -· ------ --- ----- ------------ ------------1----------'--------------------' 
- - --~-- - · · - -- - -- - ----,------ - -- - ---- -- -- - - - - -- · · -- - · --, -- -- ------ - ----- - -----------------------~----------~--------------------, 

1o. ::,o 9.30 4.20 21. C•O 23.00 I :Alabd~<i 

'"' :AI ~.b :.if, a 
:Fairhupr /foley ·· df[t'1P.rate Hl ilf•ntmt ul us - ~u to 4 l~l ~ f'S. 

\flor~nceiShefllr.ld -· - Brldqe ov er leill l (">s t•~ lilVer nP.H I'Jttun Jc, l JIId. !. 3\1 ~.50 3.1)1) 15.0!) 53.00 1 f:;._.--y·e· )( ,.- ·: 
I -~/, . '' · 

' ' 
S 11\1 L ~llll!lll ! AI lH.O I! 1:1.BO ! . 21) J6 . (•I) 76.(") 0. :)I) 0.00 

- -- ------ - .. -- -- -- :--------- -:--------------------: 
3 :Arkan~as :Fort Smth- - !rallic siqnJltzaft on and 1; 1'1er: tnq of Wa!dr ~ n 1-:n dd. 

:constru.•.t.i·.Jn on US-71 b f'l r~ ;ee n l - 4 :) /l· ~,4il '' MO SL1te !tn ~· ~ IH:!Ia Vt•.i ld. 
:J~ nesboro-Con s t 4 Grade S~par 2 t1uns on 4- lane B)pass R o ~ te of the City. 
:Pine Bluff --Hiqhw2y Bridge ~t Loc~ and Dam 

4 '" , [ J '? . JJ 1./1) u. ~f) 8. S:J ' /!..,~-~ --.~ { t ·, ,.· 
' 

n. ::. tl Ll . ~~ u ~. Gtl 4::. .oo lll'.i. 1) 1) ·~ ' i.Ju··r. / (' 

5 U~ r · ~- .; :; ~ -~ s 
6 ; ;-, ,.. ~· an~~s 

STATE SUBTOTAL 

lj , 1 J 

l. 00 

33.90 

3.6~ 

0.60 

20.~4 

,. '4!J 12. _r.n 

(•. 4u 'l.Ou 

13.56 67. 81) 

!J. '; 1) : t;··{j ! ~ ·-~ ,...-;· ) 

18.UO ' ~· r ..,..,-t-_ .1 ' ~ ( ~ ' 'l 

~24.8 0 O. fJu 0. 00 

----: ~:~· ~~,~~~~: - - - -; ~:~- ~:~~:~~~: - ~:~ ~ ~~~~:;~~-~~~:;~: ~~:~:~-~~;~:~~-~:::::~---- - - ----------: --- - ~~~;~------~~;~----- -;~ ~~ -----;~~ ~~- : - -- - ;~~~~ - \-------- --- ----- - --- ~ Jt/ />U' ./,"/yv:.:,{., 

8 :ca!tfornta :San Jose/Santa Clara-reduce congestion at hwy/hHy • hwy•RR intersection.: 14.50 8.70 5.80 29.00 29.0 0 
9 :Calif ornta :compton--Construct a Grade Separation @ RR/Hwy Crossing. 3.75 2.25 1.50 7.50 8.50 

10 :2alifornia :Modesto--construct RR grade sep 2rat1on on SR-132. 6.50 ~.90 2.60 13.00 14.30 
II :California :Riwerside/lmperial Co.--I mprove safety on SR-86 from I-8 to l-10. 4.00 2.40 1.60 8.00 120.00 
12 :Caltbrnia :Ctty of Paso Robles . Canst 2-lane Br !Niblick Hd ) across Salinas River. 1.55 0.93 0.62 3.11) 4.5 !) 
13 :California :Las Angeles, Port .Demo/Intermodal Transportation Project. (20 proj~cts l 37.00 22.20 14.80 74.00 58.00 

:C l ltfornta :Adds an additi onal 7 Projects to the Los Angeles Port De~o project. See ~13 See 111 See tl3 See 113 16.00 
14 :California :Santa F:osa-I•prove 12.5 mi of Stoney Point Rd, frolll Fetalu~a to SR-12. 5.25 3.15 2.10 10.50 10.50 
15 :C 3l iforni a :Hea!asburg-Cons t: of HOV l anes on N-S Route Nu:ed in l4J) lAl abne. 12.00 7.20 4.80 24.00 25.1)1) 
16 :Cali fornia \Anaheim-Build a Co~puter i z~d Transportation Manage1ent Sys for the area.: 0.~5 0.27 0.18 0.90 0.90 
17 :Cali fornia :san Diego--Improve SR-78 from 1-5 (Oceanside) to I- 15 !Escondido). 9.~0 5.64 3.76 18.80 27.00 
18 :Cali fornia :concord--Reconstruct FAP route between Concord and ~! est F'ittshurgh. 2.00 1.20 O.SO 4.00 ~9.00 

19 :Cali fornia lBur bank/G l~;nd ale/F' asaden a Airport--Canst Access t Parking for Airport. ~.00 1.80 1.20 6.00 7.00 
20 :Calif or nia :El Segund o-- Increase ca.pacity of High~1ay Tunnel serving the Airpcrt. 1.50 0.90 0.60 3.00 76.00 
21 :Cali fornia :Alameda Is' l -I mprowe Acc ess !Sec 139) Rt, Serv Oakland Airp't/Alameda Is: ~.00 2.40 1.60 8.00 &6.00 

STATE SUBTOTAL : 119.40 71.64 47.76 238.80 0.00 0.00 
I I I I I I 

- - --, - -·-- ----- -----, -------- -- ------------------------------------------ --------------------,----- ---------~--------------------- ----,-- - -------,------------- - --- -- -, 

22 :connecticut :southington--latest reconstruction techniques on N-S Hwy on FAU system. 1.93 1.16 0.77 3.85 4.08 
n :connecticut \Kent Center--change hor. t v~rt. aliqnment of N-5 primary highway. see ~22 see l22 see i22 see 122 0.2 ') 

STATE SUBTOTAL 1. 93 1.16 o. 77 3.85 4.28 0.00 0.00 
----:----------------;------------------------------------------------------------------------: ----------------------------------------:----------:--------------------: 



A" FUNDED PROJECTS :ESTIMATED :B .. FUNDED PROJECTS 
lrEI'1: ']lli TE f'fiCJ f: r: T TOTAL 5-YEAR AUTHORIZATIONS ULTIMATE 
~\ ,). ' u~ ~i l}' ll' II UN/LUL:A II ON 50:1. ~F 3()7. FF STAlE TOTI;L COST 0 FEDERAL STA;~ 0 0 

1 1:11 ($11) l$M) ISM) !Hil {$Ml (SMl 
-·· ·- - -- ------ ::-~;= ; ~~ -= ;~~ ;;;;;;~;;~;~~;~~~~~;~~;;;;~~~~~E~E~;; ;;;;~~i;~EEEE;;;~;~~;;~;;~;~ •. - • . I-- -- -·- .. - ·· • - --·-- I .• - - - .. 

- ~,- ~---~-- - r-- -- - - ~~- - ---" - - ·· 

'24 :tll~t. of tol. :u,n t:an~l, (ienrqPfmlll ·- lntprnvP MlPsr, to liP IH~~tmnt Univt•rslly. U!O 2.40 1.60 8.00 200.01) 

S I A 1 E ~' \)[: T 0 11\L 2.40 1. 60 8.00 200.00 0.00 0.00 
-·---:-----------·- ----:------·- -··--- -----------------------------:----------:--------------------: 
'r :Fim 1da : i11 Joll- lmpruvPd ,1 f l (l l jCJ lo I'm l (1/ M1 ar.1. :, . 15 3.09 2.06 10.30 500.00 0 
i.J 0 

J .I I 
26 : f Iori da :sanlard - - ~xpPdlle u:w,tr utllun ut dll lllll'rtliJnqP d\. SR-46A dllll H. ] ,IJIJ 4.20 2.80 14.00 14.50 \r ,llw f: .. ·,; "' ')"' :Florida \Tampa - -Con~truct gr dt!P. 'it'par ali on on us -41. t·or l Ar [e'iS 1>.85 4. ll 2.74 13.70 13.70 :,1/,~-r.J.:·t";: ·.r_r 

0 
0 

STAif SUHlll\AL 19, ()II 11. 41) },/,1) 38.00 528.20 0.00 0.00 
·----o'--- -- ------ --- o· --------- ----- -- ----- ---- -------- -· --- --- ------- ------ ------ ---------- -- --· ---- --- ·- ---- ---------- ----- --- -----------'----------'--------------------' I I I I _- //' .l /A . 

31. ':'~ 19.95 II. J(l 6!: . 51) ~' 1. 00 o/}?~.~;.-.5 (/ . ' !~;< :~a~annah- - Brldqe reptace~ent o~er Sa~annah Ri~er. [Talmadge Br.l ~8 :Georqia 
V
' lj . 1. ,. 

12.~0 7.~0 5, 1) 1) :2 ~. 0 1) 37.5') 0 i?tt.":l/;' ·" ".!,-<··. ' :F:econst 3.8 ffii of P'tree Ind~s Hwy, I-285 ta SR-141 (6-l~ne Ft;y/~JJth FF:l: 

STATE SUBTOTAL : 45.75 27.45 18. ~.IJ '1 1. 5') 128.50 0.00 0.00 
----:--------------:------------------------------------------------------------------------:-----------------------------------· -----:----------:--------------------: 

o .r'l"' 
0 30 :Idaho 

31 :Idaho 
32 : Id .Jho 

:£cise-Extend Broadway-Chinden connector, l-184 to Broad~ay Ave. Downtown: 
:Post Falls--Reconst the Seltice Way fro~ Pleasant View to Huetter Rd 
:UpgradE US-20/26 bet'wn Idaho Nat Engr Lab and Idaho Falls 

STATE SUBTOTAL 

11. 51i 
see *30 

11. 51) 

6.7'0 4.60 
see 130 see *30 

6.90 4.60 

23.00 18.00 
see 8:)1) 5.00 ; :; ~~ /"'.~ .-_·v: J 

"' : .. > ;/ , ... ,.~ .~.,.., _; 60.00 45.00 15.00 

23.00 83.00 45.00 15.00 
----:--------------:------------------------------------------------------------------------:----------------------------------------:----------:--------------------: 
·~ ..}j 

34 
"' ~·.J 

36 
~, 

-'• 

38 
7 ·\ 
- 1 

40 
H 
42 
43 
H 
45 
46 
47 
48 

:llli ~ ois 

:lllinois 
:! ll ir. .J i s 
:Ill i r.Ol s 
:I 11! ·.oi s 
:! ! 1 i ;;ois 
:Illi nois 
:Illi nois 
:IlL n is 
: lll1 noi s 
: 1; 1 i !": 01 s 
: !1.1 i r:oi s 
:Illinois 
:Illinois 
:Illinois 
:I l I i noi s 

:.Jo Daviess!Stephenson Co.-l!!iprove passing en 50 rrri of US-2D (trud rte).: 
:Chicago-Replace movable Br with fixed span. Division St over Chicago Riv: 
:Cook Co.--Replace Bridge on Lake Shore Drive (Jackson Park Hist Distl. 
:cook Co.-Raze ~aen Ave Br. over Goose Is'd, B'tw Clybourn ~ Chicago Ave: 
:Cook [c.-Reconstruct 1-~i lE segment of Hwy between Nagle ~Oak Park Ave.: 
:cook Co.-Canst 3 Par~ing facilities next to Rock Island RR line, SW Chic: 
:Oak la~n-Wtden/Resurface 4-lane Southwest H~y to less than Minimu1 Stds.: 
:Calumet Park-Reconstruct 127th Street from CaiuiDet Park to Blue Island. 
:cumberland Station-Canst first level of 2-!evel Par~/Ride facility. 
:Chicago--Reco st Western Blvd over Western Ave r.ear 33rd St 
\Chicago-Canst 2 parking lots at future SW Rapid Transit Sta. 
:Mt Vernon--Reconst 1.4-mt le sec of 111-15 between Mt Vernon ~ 1-57. 
iEvancville--Upgrade Liber ty • Broad Sts. between lll-3 ~County Hwy 4. 
:union Co--I~prove route to a State Landmark Alto Pass to Bald Knob. 
:Madison Co.--Recon truct Center Grove Road fro~ !L-157 to lL-159. 
:Lincoln--Canst Ill-121 Free~ay between Lincoln 11-551 ~Morton 11-741. 

STATE SUBTOTAL 

1 ' 50 0.90 
6.00 3.60 

see ~34 see 134 
s~e 834 see 134 

6.04 3.62 
see ~37 see ll37 
see n7 see 137 
see ¥.37 see 137 
see t37 see 137 
see *-37 see 137 
see 137 see 137 

0.98 0.59 
see 144 see-144 
see 1144 see 144 

1.10 0.66 
17.00 10.20 

32.62 19.57 

0.60 3.00 20. i)(l 
2.40 12.00 13.20 

see ~34 see 134 4.50 
see 134 see 1134 0.90 

2.42 12.1)8 0.40 
see ll37 see ~37 1. 44 
see l37 see •37 1.70 
~ee M~1 .J, see *37 1. 05 
see ~\1 see M37 5.30 
see t37 see 137 5.1)0 
~ee 137 see il37 3.00 

0.39 1. '1'6 1.30 
SEE! M44 see 1\44 0.31 
see 144 see *44 0.35 

0.44 2.20 2.20 
6.80 34.00 130.00 

13.(15 65.24 190.64 0.00 0.00 
----:---- - ---------:------------------------------------------------------------------------~----------------------------------------:----------~--------------------: 



A" FUNDED PROJECTS :ESTIMATED :8. FUNDED PROJECTS 
JTtM: SfAff f'f.:OJE.C 1 TOTAL 5-YEAR AUTHORIZATIONS ULTIMATE 
tlo. : Dl !U:lf'llOIVl.DCA 1 ION 507. FF 30'/. FF STATE TOTAL COST : FEDEF:AL 51 ATE 

!Hll llMl !tMl !tl1l !tM:~ !$Mi (!!1) 

-~ ~= :=~ ·: : :.~====:.:~~: ::_;= =~~ =- ---- ---- :::~= =- · ~== == = = ==== = :======= = ===== = ====== = ========:== = =======~===================~=========:==========:====;:==============: 
49 :l l;etana :Lllnl! Al't!nue!Hurran l:<pr~s~NJ)' Interchange upgrad1ng in list Ch1cago 12.75 11.48 1.28 '.Lt.lf[' /~i'r",'f 
5G :Ir~!111la :H~. m~or!d F:el!:C<l iP ~t tu climl111te PR/fli;\' Gradr Cro '.:, Jnq. 

',IAIE SULiiOfAL 

-- --:-- ------- --- -- - --- ·- -·· - -- -- ·· - --- --------:-----------------------------------------:----------:---------------------: 
c.-, : li:i-1.1 

"1 I [f:I·::J J ._ ; 

54 I lc·be I 

:U,;nn·j ' - l·: ec•!f l ' l!~!l\ H!qb"y bpl •:!:•;•n U .•rrn1: ~1 11 1 ~::l ,l! l . II GD.Jh. 

: r 2 p l a ( ~ II s -.I (1 II I ,j I]'' t 0 I~ I ,, I r I tIp!!! I~ ~ •. \ 

:R~lacal!cn US -hi in LubuquP ~ ~1den US·b! south tu l~Wtll 

~,r 1\H 'il1 fi llll AL 

4,51) 2. 7(1 

'2•J. (1{1 1 ~- 01J 

'24. ~·': I ·1. /0 

1.B!l 9. 0(1 12.60 
5.40 4.8& 0.54 

8,1 10 4 1) , 00 50.00 

9 .11'1 ·11. 00 68. ('(· 4.8~ 0.5~ 

··----~- - - ------ ~ --- ------- --- --- - ---- -- - ----- - ·· ··- -·-···-- · - ---- - -- ------- - - -- - -- - - - --- ---------- --·-------
Fb'•c' oc 

: ~:: J i) s :.c. ,JJ 

5~ I L~ no: 1S ' 
<:, I V 

2 f ~s ,, -
58 I ).' ~,i l: jt;_ 

59 " ar. ~:,~ " 

:EI.lporie ·· -f'!·Q\·ide a ~ e:; f'rarrie Stre2t Ov~rpass 
:Olathe--l~prc~e thE !19th Stre~t Int~rch3nge 

:Lawrence--Construct a By-pass ProJ~ct 
:wichita, Replace Kellogg/Oli ve~ St Interchange with new fly-over design 
:uouglas Cc-Ccnst 4-mi Access Rd IK-101 b tw 1-70 ~Reservoir/Research P~: 

STATE S~BTOTAL : 

1 ). (1(1 

4.50 

17.5!) 

7.80 5 '.'(1 

2.70 1. [:I) 

10.50 7.0!) 

5. 6'· 4.2{1 1.40 I I 
1 

'21,, L•O ?o.OO :!)(J . p 

21.00 15.75 C ·"'\C I (') (1,' , .... .;. 
_;,.:.J I ... 

10.00 7 ' II ') C"('t I ;·'(>/.-. 
• J y -· ,J ., I 

9.01) 15. '2_1) 

35.00 17. 81) 'i1 " ' 9.15 ..... 'tJ 

· ------------:------------------------------------------------------------------------~----------------------------------------:----------: - -------------------: 
Mi :rE.-,t i.d,y 
61 :vent•Jdy· 

··--- ~ -- ··· 

64 :l_ o 1 :~ : iana 

lt5 :L ·~ ·;• ~i ana 

t} 

bfl 
b9 : Lct 1 l ~;ia na 

71 
72 

:KY-22 !rem O"e~tan to 1-75 at Dry Ridge. May use KY-36 to Willia~stown. : 
:c~mpbell Co--kY-9, 2.1-mi sec fro~ 1-27~ north to 4-lane sec in Wilder. : 
:k Y -~61 fro• KY-80, Shop ville tc US-25, Ht Vernon. Pulaski/Rockcastle Co.: 
:Pike Co-Reconst a 2-mile s~ction ~f US-119 (APD Cor Gl. 

STATE SUBTOTAL 

4.50 
7.01) 
7.50 

19.00 

2.70 1. 80 
4.20 2.80 
4.50 3.00 

11.40 7.60 

20.50 15.38 2.05 
9.01) 11.20 

- · .>? ! 
14.00 14.10 : F cw .. .. ,. 
15.00 25.00 

38.00 70.80 15.38 2.05 ' 
----~------------------------ ---- - -------------------------------------------:----------------------------------------:----------:--------------------: ~ ! I I 

:La!ayette--Ext~nsicn of l-~9 from 1-10, o:mth to the IJer:T•illion F:iver. 3.00 1.80 1.20 6.00 11/1.60 rl1dfli:~h,; · t~ f/i ·'j 
:St:r·e~epo~t---bt~r.sicn of 1-49 tro•T; l-20, north to 1-220. see l\64 see l/:4 182.5(! l--. r;,liru:v ·/f i.H'l 
:B3ton ~:o1ge -- -Traffic imp rovement n~ar 1-12/Es~er. Lane interchange. 5.40 3.24 2.16 10.80 14.00 Uo~15fif;ll l'/f . 
:htor. Rcuge--Ccr.struct - d~iticr.al r~. mp laoe to 1-10/i\0 interchange. see ~66 see t66 39.20 : 1 1..!7.!-.,;i .f L(J-1. , .-.; Cl{ .... i ,..,_ 

:E Paton :ouge--Tnffic i rrprov ement near 1 .. 12/SherviDod Forest E:!Yd int'd:: see ~66 see 166 0.10 : ' · 
:NE Baton Rouge--Construc t access ro~d from I-110 to the Airport. see #66 see lbb 3.00 
:Minden--Construct fronta ge road along l-20. 0.38 0.23 0. 15 0.75 0.75 
:East Lafayette-[iamond IntErchange at Louisiana Ave and Interstate H~y 1.25 (•. 75 0.50 2. 5 (~ 5. (11) I L,) ~,, I 
:East Lafayette--f'roj to provide access to the Interstate fro~ a highwy 1.25 
:1-10 int'ch@ Sulphur~ 2 ~~access roa.d (Arizona Ave to LA-1081 2.95 

o. 75 0.50 2.51) 2.00 I 
2,o ~':Il~~ ,l/ I 

l) -~ ~} 
1.77 1. 18 5. 9t) 5.90 : -~ ~ ,· • 1 

,('" ... : ,._;~' f: ::. ~}-' ~ :: - -~ ;· 1, 
I 

S1ATE SUBT~1AL 14.23 8.54 5.69 28.45 413.05 0. (' :) 1), (10 

---- - ·-- - ----- - ---:----------------------------------------------------- -·------------------:-----------~----------------------------:----------:-------- -------------: 



A" FUNDED PROJECTS :ESTIMATED :s· FUNDED F'F:DJECTS 
!I EM: c, II\ I[ F·POJFD TOTAL 5-YEAR AUTHORIZATIONS ULT 1!1ATE 
tJ·~J . : DE SCRIPllOH/LUCATION 507. FF 30:1• FF STATE TOTAL COST : FECH:AL STATE 

(il1) ($MI (tMI W11 (fM) (fMl !!HI 
: :m~:=~~~~~~••c:a••l~~~•••Lm~~•~•••,••••~•,•~o~~~~4~;Jtt~u~;~ ~ ~;%~3;~~~~~alctcaa~~~:=::;;•:~~:~=~;;;;;~:;:~:::;;;;:;;;::;;;::::::;:::~;;:;;;;:::~ ; ;;~:c::;::::=:::::::: 

1 1 
~ ~ 

"14 ::tt:nP :F:tuOSHi d- Topsh am Bnuss, From 1-95 to DriJnswirl NAS to f:alh Iron Works : 15.01) 9.00 6. N3 30.00 : 3(J.(J0 : - - w~r>;:-

STATE SU[lTOTilL !~. (<!) 9.00 b, (H) 30.00 30.0j 0.00 0.')1) 
---: -- - - ~ -- ---- --- - - - - ------- -- -:-- -- - ----- ------------- ~--- - - ------------:----------:------ - - - -----------: 
'0 :t\,!ryland :Washtngll•ll Cu. 11 :; - ~l:l Lt,n•, l Ul ~· . ,mp to liS 40 IHi Arress Hd !rum Ml. Fid •:0. <B 0.17 0. 11 0.56 0.56 I ~' , . 

: Ma.r y I and : F:l•-al i qn lnlers t·cl 11111 ol !1d I 1,~· tlla ~~~und f Pr r y l!d) rtllh r·ap I ar Ave. I. 5) 0.93 0.62 3.10 I. 3(• : u 

77 : tla.r \' 1 ~nd :Ill den '1 
1
1'1 of Hoi I !:2 I rom r·up L11 r,,,, It o Hol - 1.16 l D 4 I dOE'S SPP lib 5~(~ 176 see .76 see 17/, 0.30 

78 :1~orylar.d :W1den 1 '';' ~~ l''np I 'l ~ f\H lr am MJ 1/1) to 1\ ~ llt l lu 4 la11es SE'P. *'6 r,ee 1:'6 see 116 see ~76 I. 5(· 
v. :Ma.- yland :ttd-4 Brt o1e OVfl f',,:•. \.IIi Pill H 1 v·:·r t'flf\CP L1•or q~r, ~. Anne Orund•~l t:o11nl1es !. 2'1 0. 77 0.~2 2.58 2.58 : 1 

80 : ~"i ,. ] 30d :canst int ~ rcl1a nqe Md -l ~ [I[~~ r IH 1 n llow1e 4.31 2.S9 I -~~ .... 8.62 8.62 
81 : M::r )'! ::1d :MJ-197 c c·ns t ~ } ,iiE:· H11y to b\'P :1~,s [1[: \i i ·= r, serve h(!HlE' State [allege 2. 70 I. 62 I.OB 5.40 5. ~I.· 

82 : t:e.f'/ land : f>:t>locat.e 1\d-11 ~. fl·om Montgomery Vtll~ge {1ve to Shad ·( Grove Fid 4.28 j c J 
~· J . l.H 8.5b 8.56 

83 : :1ar y land :Rehabilitation of Md- 213 bridge over Chester Riv Duei?n Ar.ne c; ~. Kent Co I. 99 1.19 li. 80 ~ .. 98 3.98 
84 :t1H yl and :Replace bridge ce:nnfc ti ng lld-838 to Wye Island Rct Queen Anne's Co I. 30 0.78 0.52 2. t.(! 2.60 

STATE SUBTOTAL 17.70 10.62 7.08 35 .41) 35.41 0.1) ') 0.00 

-----:--------------:-------------------------------------------------------------------------:----------------------------------------:----------:--------------------: 
85 :n:~:;~achusetts :East Milton--cor.~truct deck over I-93. 1.75 I. 05 (1, 70 3.50 30.00 
86 : M3 ssachusetts :Lawrence-Canst Sen F:d along the Shawsheen River (Mass Ave-~lerr i mad Sti: 2.00 1.20 0.80 4.00 4.00 
87 : 1'\:!. ssachusetts : Const road between Liberty St and Mass 21 in Belchertmm 0.50 0.30 0.20 1.00 I. 0C• 

STATE SUBTOTAL 4.25 " 1:"1:" Lo ~I,J I. /i) 8.50 :ss. 00 0.00 0.00 
----:-· -------------:-------- - ------------------------- ----------------------------- - -- ------:----------------------- -· ----------------:----------:--------------------~ 
88 :Mi ch1gan :Wayne Co.--hiD rc.td i11provements ta de:nonstrate safety, etc. 1.10 0.66 0.44 2.20 3.90 :Lt'r.J: ,-~ 
so :t1i:h igan :nason Co US-10!3! and US-31 20.00 12.00 8.00 kOO 43.40 

STATE SUBTOTAL 21.10 12.66 8.44 42.20 47.30 0.00 0.00 
:--- -- - -- ----- -- :------------------------------------------------------------------------:----------------------------------------~----------:--------------------: 

'~(: : ~~ r· r: ~:oh :cons~ RF:/HHy Sep j p Moor head ~ Reccr.st " Seqs of US-2, Fosston - Bagley 2.50 I ""') 1.00 5.00 3.50 L • .Jv 

91 : ~1i Pr ~·::.ot a :Pine City--co ns truct int erchange on I-35 ar.d ~DLinty road. 1. 30 0.78 0 1:" ·, 
• ..:i.. 2.60 1. 90 

92 :~Err, tSOt a :H~c o struct Co unty Poad-12'i' a.n i\ccess Road to the Voyageurs tht'l F'ark. 2. 27 1. 36 !).91 4.53 4.53 
93 :t!if':, ,;;:;ot a :Aur o a!Hc·yt LaJ;es- -C onst HHy connecting f,uror?./Hoyt Lakes ~ Stiver Bay. 0.75 0.45 0.30 I. 50 25.01) 
94 :Hi nr ~s·;ta :st LoLis Co--Cor.st t\ccess ~:d from CR-413 tD Hte Bois Forte ChippeHa F.:es.: 0.50 0.30 0.20 I. 00 1.00 
-~:; lMir:r•e,ota lDesign iLocate replacement of the Bloomington Ferry Br, Hennepin /Scott Co: 20.00 p.oo B.OO 40.00 46.75 

STATE SUBTOTAL ')1 T') ..... •"" ... 16.39 l o. ~·3 54.&1 82.68 0.00 0.00 



Pf.:QJE.[ 1 

OESCRIPT!O~/LOCATlON 

A' FUNDED PROJECTS 
TOTAL 5-~EAR AUTHORJlATlONS 

5C•'l. FF 3C•7. FF STATE 
aM! WH W1! 

TOTAL 
I$Ml 

:ES111'\ATED :p~; FUNDED PF:OJECTS 
ULTIMATE 

COST FEDERAL STATE 
ltMl l!l11 (tl'!) 

- '------ -·---- ----'--·- --------------- --- --·----- ·--------- ---------------------·----------------'-----------------------------------------•----------'--------------------' ··--·---------------,------------------- ·--------------------------------------------,-----------------------------------------,-----------,-----------·---------, 
: !1i ;: I c:.: i ppi :W:d~n US-98 fur H.! mles nPar f!d~tlsbuq (hrrest and Pt:rry Ccmtiesl: 10.29 b. 17 4.12 20.53 ' 

STf'.IE SU8fDTAL 10.29 6.17 4.12 20.:B 20.58 0.00 
---:--------------:------------------- --·------------------------ ·- --- ·· --- --·---- ------·--------:-----------------------------------------:----------:--------------------: .,, 

: ~.i SSO 'lrl :carthage/Noel--acc~lerate c::nsln<ctlur, rd r·r i or it y h1mary l!te ?I. 2 ~ .50 u .. 5<J 9. o:) 45. (}t) 190. 1) (i 

=n an sseur- i :Col Ut~b i a-- Add .... lililes to a 1<)6- ,r,ll e r uut I' bet~<e e n Colu~Dlil 'J LiinCdster. ~'. J(l :uo '(',i'(l 11. o:i 263.00 J._ 

'!9 :11! ::;ouri :Phase 1 of the Sc<: H, M1dtown Fre::~: ! ;· US-/1 !n Vans as [It y. ! • ~I) 4.51) ~.00 15.1; tJ 147.91) 
: ··o :Mis~~ uri :st Charles Co. --Co·lst SR-115 Byp:!S~ irODI 1-270, r1est 12.5 niles tl! ! -7u.: l:.j:J J. 'fl) 1:. c'.' 15. (11) 160.20 

,, 
ir.issc!.!ri :F:estore t~:e Marti~ Luther f'.1ng h1dge, Bet ·wn St LOUIS and East St Lou1s: 55.50 H.40 11. 11) .I 

STAlE S'JBTlJ!AL 4 2. C".' ·2~:. :' I) 16.!L• 84.1)0 81b.60 44. 4•1 11.10 
---;--- ---·--------:------------------------------------------------------------------------:-------------- ··- -------· -- - -- ----------- ---------- --------------------

:F:eplace US-30 brid~e ower M1ssouri Riv betNeen Blair, NE ~ MQ Valley, !A: 2. }(i 1. 62 1. 1}8 5.40 5.4(; 

STATE SUBTOTAL 2. 70 1. 62 1.08 5. 40 5.40 0. 0') 0,1)(1 
- - -- : - - ---- ---------:---------------- - --------------- ---------------------------------------- : --------------------- - - - - -- - ------------ : ---------- -------------------- : , f I !J.. l ' 
: ') :r:~ ;.!,. :Sp>.d.s--Cor.stru~~l c- n of lr:terchar.ge 8~t~een J-811 and Spads 8oulevard. : 5.25 3.15 2.1 1! 10.51J: 11.70: - - ~~!/ Yv ·--' ( ',f'('t '' 
i'H :tl~ ; ~da : 1c, proveor,~ ;,t of u,.? Bc,uldu Hiulll·lilY in Hend2r;:on, Land:ocaping 8. 1)5 LB3 5.21 16.10 6.00 :/.t<'<"r/l:J.-.:.cJ. J 
!05 :~e ·a da :Las Vegas Ccr.~~ Urban l~terchange @ Sahara Ave. L l-15 see Kl04 see l104 see 1104 see l10• 9.00 : · 

STATE SljBTOTAL 13.:\1) 1.98 5.32 26.6!) 26.70 0.00 0.0() 
·-- --: -- --- ---------- : ---------..------- ·--- -- --· ---- ·- ----------------- --· ---------------------------! ---------------------------------------- : ----------; --------------------: 
F b : Ne :; 
\ ;)7 : tlt'-·1 

:construct 
~For war~ 

? ner1 r DL:te 

ol US-7; , from 
lro:o Las Al :~, :; 

L.as CrucC!s to 
to ~a. nta. Fe 20.0!) 12.00 8.0(1 40.1)1) 8!),80 

Te::. i co 2n.1)0 174. 01) 58.00 

STATE SUBTOTAL 20. (>I) 12.00 B. Ot) 40.00 312.80 174.0<) 58.00 
----:----- --- - - --- ~---- -- -------- ------ -- -- - ------------------·· - - ------ - ------------------ - :----------------------------------------:----------:--------------------: 
108 : N~~~ rsey :rassa ic Co --ROL''-e 21 Ace eleratit::n Of•jject. 25.0() 15.00 10.00 50.00 76.00 
109 •<~- Jersey :Laurel ton Ci rei o in Brick hip, Reconstructiar, of Rotary. 11). 00 6. C•O 4.1)1) 20.00 13.20 I ;H~r; 

11!) : l!e•.1 J rsey \Upgr ade SR-70 f r <J:~ Lavrelt or. Circle to Brielle Circle (Hall Tmm~hip). see 1109 see 1109 SE!e »109 see Jl09 0.00 
1'1 '· : NeYi rse \' :!laver T •~P. --Bri1qe across the TOftS Ri •ier. 1. 0(1 0.6!) 0.40 2.0!) 2. 5:) 

STATE SUBTQTAL 36.01) 21.60 14.40 72.00 91.70 0.00 0. 0') 



ITEM: 
~: -). : 

PROJECT 
DESCR!PllON/LOCAilON 

A" FUNDED PROJECTS 
TOTAL 5-VEAR AUTHORIZATIONS 

50% FF 301. FF STATE TOTAL 
ltl': i ISM) lH1l !!!1) 

:ESTIMATED :s• FUNDED PROJECTS 
ULT It1ATE 

COST : FEDERAL 
!HI ) !H1) 

STATE 
!$Ml 

= ~= =!==~ =~ = = ~ =======:====== ====~ = = =~=-·: ===== == = === = == = = == = == = = ·~= · = = == =====~= ==~ ~ = = ========== = =:=== = ======================= == = ==========:==== = =====:====================! 
112 :tl e•:l l'ork 
11'1 : Nr:w \'r.rk 
\14 :Hew 'tork 
! 15 :tiew York 
\16 :fi·?\i 'lork 
1\7 \Nn:< York 

118 :t~e \·1 'hrk 
! 19 :N e1i York 

:Dullalo--bu!ld!nq connecter to waterfront. !Lift Bridge ~ Frontage Rd.) 
:S,Jffolk Ca. -- -UprJrade the Sunrise Hiqhway ISR-:m on Long Island. 
:steuben Lc.--Rt 17 tnterchdnge w1lh Rt 15 @ Pat nted Post. 
:r.-etocate t.ermln e> ~ 'Jf Loclport [::.1\' (J-1~01 @ N French Rd -~Canst lnt 'cg.: 
:lo~g Island E x pr ~s s ~ 1 y ~th lane s t ~dw, wo~ \d add ~th lane to l-495 in NY: 
:btendi ng lhe Na'.Saci bpre c. SHJ Y Ir e ,~ Uurn .J•1r Avt:· to BroadHay 
:W iden W~ s t chester f~ y , Hawthorne to Wd~hburn ' Re(onst by Ple~santvi1le 

: 8~ 1fal o -ru~r~an B ou l ~ ~ a rd, ~crass rodd parJ!lrl to lake lrie 

STAff SU811Hr.L 

6.25 
4.88 
4. 00 
4.00 
1. 00 
I. 00 
4.00 

2/. 13 

3.75 
2.93 
2.40 
2.40 
0.60 
1. 80 
2.4(1 

16. 28 

2.50 
1. 95 
1.60 
1.61) 
(' . 40 
1 ~· (} 

1. bl) 

10.65 

12.50 
9. 75 
8.00 
B.OO 
2.00 
6.00 
8.00 

54.25 

40.00 
150.00 
25. 00 
31. 5(1 

36.00 
18.00 
63.7J:• 
14. 00 

~i ~6.7 0 

3.50 

10. 51) 3.50 
---- ~--- - - --- - -----:------- - - - - --- - - -- - ----------- - -- -- - ·· -- - -- -·· - ·-·- - - -· - ·---------· --------------: ------------· -- --------------- ------------- :----------:--------------------: 

11. Co O 5.41) 3.6(1 lR.Ou 24.00 

SIAl[ SUBTOIAL : 5.40 3. 61) 18.01) 24.00 0.00 
----: --------------:------------------------------------------------------------ --------- ---- :- I 0 I 

-- ---- - -- ---- -- --- ----- ---- - -------.----------~----------- --- ------ , 

17.80 7.68 5. 12 25.60 
r; l -l 121 :Nor th Dakota :Br Replacement & Access Rd to SMeetbriar and Cro~n Butte lakes 

12 2 :North Dakoti :Access Rd to Hazen Bay, Lake Sakikawea se e f: 21 ~ee 01 21 >~e ~121 see ~121 

see 11 21 s ~ e t121 see •121 see 1121 
see ~1 2 1 s ~ e *121 see ~121 see l121 
se e M1 21 s ~e M121 see 11 21 see *121 
see #121 see 1121 s~e 11 21 see ~121 

see M121 see 11 21 see *121 see M121 
see ~121 see l121 see M121 see 1121 
see ~1 2 1 see 1121 seE 1121 see t121 
see #121 see t121 see 1121 see ~121 

see 1121 see il21 see l121 see ~121 

see M121 see l121 see ~121 see ~1 2 1 

see 1121 see 1121 see 1121 see #121 

1. 80 
1. 21) 
3.00 

: (:t_jf'r·i r •• _.( 

123 :North Dakota :Access Rd to Fort Ransom State Park 
!24 : N ~ r th Dakota :Access Rd to the Tri County Park, Devils Lake Recreation Areas 
125 :North Dakota :Access Rd to Parshall Bay, and Lake Saka k a~ea 

126 :North Dakota :Access Rd to Lake Oahe and numerous Bays 
127 : ~orth Dakota :Recess Rd to several Bays on La ke Sakakawea near Charlson 
128 :~ a r th Dakoti :Access Rd t; Larimore Dam Recreation Areas 
129 :~ 0rth Dakota :Access Rd to Fordville Da~ Recreation Area 
130 ~~~r t ~ Dakota :Access Rd to Golden Lake Recreati on Area5 
131 :nor th Dakota :Access Rd to Several Bays on Lake Sakaka~~3 near US-65, south Williston 
1 .~ 2 lAccess Rd ... o ~s Fi£ -:t 1ldlife Lake Darling F:efuge 
133 :Access Rd to Van Hook Bay, La ke Sakakawea 
! 34 :Nc rt_ :~ Dakota :Improvements to Sec Rd serving a regional grain terminal at Gladstone 

Sfi\TE SUBTOTflL 

4.05 2.43 !.62 B.10 

1b.85 10. 11 b. 74 33.70 

2.80 
5.90 
0.80 
1) ,81) 

1.00 
1. 6(\ 

0.8 (' 
1. 60 
0.60 
8.10 

33.71) 0.0!) 0.00 
--~·: ·- - --- --- ------: ------------------- -- --- - ---- -- -- - ----------------------------- --------- i----------------------------------------:----------:--------------------~ 

l ~ c; : Ohi CJ 

136 : Oh i r 
:C!evel2n --Quigley Road ncludi ~ g Ramp Replacement 
:Upgrade SR-2, access to Cedar Point A~user ent P3rk. Toledo-Port Clinton 

STATE SUBTOTAL 

4. 00 
10.00 

2.40 
6.00 

8.40 

1.60 
4. 00 

5. 60 

B. OO 
20.00 

28.00 

8. 8C• 
42.60 

51.40 O. l'O 0.00 
I·- - - -------·---:---------------·--------------- -- - --------- - - ----------- - -- -------------~--------------------------- -------------:----------:--------------------: 

:study ilternates to ferr. St Br ir. Eugene 1. 25 ().75 0.50 2.50 2.50 

STATE SUBTOTAL l. 25 0.75 0.50 2.50 2.50 0. Q:) 0.00 
- ---\------ - --- - ---:----- - - -- ------ --- - -- - ----- -------------- -------- ------------------------:----------------------------------------: ----------:---------~-------- --: 

I~ 

"·' 
I ' 

!( 



STATE 
iln. : 

F'RDJECT 
DESCR!PI!ON/LOCAt! QN 

A" FUNDED PROJECTS 
TOTAL 5-VEAR AUTHOR!lATIONS 

501. FF 
I!Ml 

30!. FF 
($~\) 

STAlE 
!$Ml 

TOTAL 
!!Ml 

:ESTIMATED :s· FUNDED PROJECTS 
ULTHiATE 

COST : FEtH:AL STATE 
(SMl !$Ml W!l 

- . -- . -·· ··--·· · ···· · - - - - - ···· ··-·--- - - -·· -- - -- -- --···-- --- ·- -·-------- ---- --- ---------- ----------• ---- ------------------------------------·----------'---------- ----------' ---- -- ---- --,---- - -· -- - - - --- - - --- -- ------- - - - -- -- -- -------- - ---- - --- --.-- -- -------------------- -------------- --- ~ -- --------,--------- -- - --------. J 

1~ 8 

: r ~ : 1 ns'i han i a 

: ri'II~S\·1 '13ni a 
: L oy':.hl lf ::: 
:,Jchn ' l : :·>:J-Study ctd of a ~-Ian~ H~l' brbi'en f:te 56 and P.te 22 

\l 9 : Fen~ s ylvanH : Jr),n s i_• .. ·:: J-Con sl ! iT f'r :J J to eP hance sa/ P ly ~ economic de vel't of an area: 
l~ O : fenr~ ,lvan!a : Al toon ~ ' ! y ro n e - - c! cs e 1 ~ - ~ tle g ~ p on US -~~0 in Blair County 
1~1 :r· ~r. ~ ': yh ~ r. t:i :Allent e:in- -eli.r,i nJte F:R ~~ra rlr crch'ilng, il:!.J s in St.@ Cm!F:AIL crossing! . 
1 ~2 :r· -:c:: r.sy h ~ n;a :Suuth~· r. !:. :: p·w dy I f f'rt U el u ·nnJ:c t t o proposed thdi!eld Air termtnal. 
1~ 3 : Pe~nsylwania :Ne~ 2-l ~n~ Hriy, [ ~ n~ J Y access road to 1-7 9, !Mid-Valle y Exp 'wayl. 
144 IPE nns vlvania :Croy le l~p - Upgrad P 1.1 - ~lle ~(Ce~ s Hd to J ~h n~ t o w n Flood Nat ' ! Me morial.: 
145 :Pennsylvania 
14& :r·er:nsy lvann. 
147 :Penn sylvania 
148 :r·er:r:syl ~.?. nia 

14 S' :Pen ::s~llvania 

150 :P!:nr:sylvania 
!51 :0 en;:sy lvania 

:l'. ittanm ng l f>roohtll e-- IIPciifi St :w ,:,lies o! -:' - \aile ~·d bet:·,~en t.he C1t!E'S.: 
:Chad vi l!e- - P.e cr• rl ~ t .J.5- r1.ll e sr:> c of ~AP kle r. ~ .~ r tl!e Vu c;. to,;n Bypass. 
:Construd lnterc!: an ge off 1-8 1 near Cha :nll er sb ,·rg. I i i Fr an U lf1 County 
:Ebsenterg - ·-A Pypass to dlvHl t r af !!c l r~· :r l!S· 21S' to a 5.1 -f'lile seym:> nt 
:Ebsenhe rg- -A Study to 4-l3ne US-22 ~~st of [b ; fnberq to Pttl~burgh 
:Sorner5e t--Study, t FE to up ~ rade US -219 t u 4 lanes, So~erset t o MD L1ne 
:Canst a 4.9 ~ile by-pass of E ~ to~ Farallel to Ro ~ te ~0 

3TATE sunorr,L 

2.75 1.65 1.10 5.50 5.50 : 5/:>f-<~' -: 

5.50 
45.00 
3.00 
2. 75 
6. 70 
(•. ~. 6 

5. L1i.} 

4.5:) 
2.5(1 

78 . 06 

3.30 
27.00 

1. BO 
1.65 
4.02 

3.00 
2.70 
1. ~. o 

46. 04 

2.20 
18.0!) 
1.20 
1.! (I 
2.b8 
i},H 

2.00 
I. 80 
I ,.,,.: 

31. ~2 

11.00 
9[} , 00 

6. (1!) 

5.50 
13.40 
0. 72 

10. 00 
~.00 

s.oo 

156.12 

1.00 
60.00 
90,1)(i 

11),1)!) 

76.1) !) 

2;), 1:) 

0. 72 
20.00 
II),OC· 
5.00 

1 C: (o 

I. 1) 0 

75.0(! 

408.82 

24.75 
I. !3 
0.75 

67.50 

94.13 

9. 25 
0. 2.8 
1), 25 
7.50 

16.38 
----:-----------· ---: ---------- --- --- -- --------------------- ------------- -- -- ---------------- :- ·----··---------------------------------:---------- :--------------------: 
152 : ~: h c;d e Island :us-1 in F'rividence, [,r:prove,r:ents on Alle r:s Ave . ~ Eod y Street 
153 :R~0d ~ Island :PI-33 in ~ est WarH~ck, ! ~ pro ~ements on W~~ · ef i 2ld Str!et S ~gment 

SlATE SUBtOTAL 

3.90 2. 34 I. 56 7.8!) 
see •152 s~ e Kl5 2 see tl52 see ~!52 

~ .90 2.3~ 

4.00 
3.80 

7.80 0.01) 
-----:---------------: -----------------·--------------- -----------------------------------------:---------------------------- ------------:----------:--------------------: 
154 : s ~~ th Caroltna : Isle of Palms Brtdqe. 
155 :SrP_d l: Carolina:The SC r.ortion of the E:o bb y· J ur~ ~ s E~;p'w•· from J- 20 to Georiga Sta.te Line : 
t s ~. :S u'.it~ Carolhn: I connector fro11 I 95, near Florence to US-17, N. ol Myrtle Beach. 

STATE SUBTOtAL 

20.:)!) 1 ') r.,-, 8. !.{1 

20.00 12.00 8, 1)0 

40.01) 
25.00 

440.01} 

485.30 

15. 23 
22. 50 

37.73 

5,08 : 7}t,,.. r_,L r ,.,·" 

5.00 ."-::. 'rr .A 

: 8·?·/~;_.(/' ' ,,., ···-... 
I 

-- - -- :- - -- - --- ------~------ ------------------ - ---- ·------------· -- - - - ---------------- - ---------:--- - ·· · - ---------- ------- - -----------------:------- -- - ~------- - ------------: 
1"7 :s("_· t h Dakota 
158 :south Dakota 
159 :sou th Dakota 

:Ccr.st Adtlil!ona! Lan f on SD- 244, frr:: :~ Mt. F:u. ~ h :ncre Me ~:. to near Keystone: 
:Grading & Surfa ce US-18, fro m West Todd Count y Line fast 
:Grad·ng ~ Surfa ~e US-14, from Iroquois to DeS1et 

SlAtE SUBT OT AL 

9.9(} 
se e #157 
see ~157 

9.90 

5.94 
see 1157 
SEt! tl57 

5.94 

3.~6 

see l\57 
see tl 57 

3. 96 

19.80 
see 1157 
SEe li157 

19.80 

3.00 
9.30 
7.54 

19.84 
-- -- :--------------:----------------------------------------- ··------------------------------:----------------------------------------:---------- :--------------------: 

\hI 
:Clarks-ille--I~pro~e acc-ss Rd to Ft Campbell. US-41A fro~ US-79 to KY. 
:Er~in--Ex end an APD Cor B Hwy 15 miles from River View to Sam's Gap. 

StAtE SUBTOTAL 

2.50 
10.00 

12.5(1 

I. 50 
6.00 

7.50 

I. 00 
4.00 

5.00 

5.1)0 
20.00 

25.00 

13. s•:· 
%.50 

110. 3(1 0. !/) i) , i)i) 

----: -- --- ----- - ---~ -- ---------------------------- - --------- - ------ - ---- -- ------------------: - -------------------------------- -------:--- ·- ------: - -- - -- ---· - ------- - --: 



A" FU~mEu PROJECTS :EST li1ATED : B'' FUNDED FF:O.JECTS 
l1EI1: SlATE f'F:OJECT fOTAL 5- YEAR AUTHORIZAIIONS UU!i1ATE 
~\ 0. : DESrR!~TIOH/LUC~ flUN 51.i 'l. FF 3r)f. FF STATE TOTAL COST ! FEDERAL STME 

(ttl:- {~11) l$11 ) I$M l rti1) {H1) l$Ml 
----•- - - - ------- - --'----- ------------ --···---- - - - - - --- ---- - - - ------- -- - - ----- - - --· ------- ---- - - ----- - •- - -- - --- - - --------- - - -------------- - -- - -1--- - ---- - - ----------- - -------- ' ----.--------------~---- ------------ --- - -- - - - -- -- - - --------- - -- ---- - ---- - - ---------- -----------------, ------ ---··------------------------------- -,----- ----- ,--------------------, 
162 !Te:! as !Beaumont Liberty!Ldurel Overpass Ol !-liJ u:nnec t es t11a St's./Fhelan Bl \"J : ~.1,11) 1.80 1. 2') 6. I) ~) 12.00 
163 !Te :.; as !Artola - Candruct lira de Separation lJPhlf:.:> r, " lit!}' ~ li:R Cross tnq l. 51) 0. 91) 0.60 3. 1}(1 5.00 
164 !Ten:: :us-59 corrtdcr f fO !'I Te x2.d :ana t ·J Ho~1s ta r: t 0 Bee'!lll<' :::,·, ~6. 4;} 1549.80 51 6.60 ! , 

! -' ·~ 

! !65 :T2\ aS !Dallas--Upgrade 15.4 ~~~ l es oi North Cenlrdl [:(pr.•ssi-By, H35 to SIH 2l ::!i. oO 12.00 8 , (>1) 4).01) l67.1f.• 
! r. .. f . 

166 : Te :-; a:; !Ft WDrth--Reconstr~ct 1- 30 Intercha.nge !fh:>st L~g ) 15!). 1.)0 135. 0(1 15.0G ! 

I /., 

2 ~. ~ 0 14. } I} 9.8.' 4 9. L' l' 24•:·0. 50 lb84.80 531. 60 
----:-------------- ~ ----------------- - - - -------------------- ----- - -- - - - ------------ - -------- - :-- ---- - -- ---- -- --- - - - - - ---- -- - - -- -- -------:-- --- - - - --:------------ - -------: 

:Roanoke Valley-E ~ tension fram Blue Ridge ParkHay to the Explore PrGject.: 
:Glouc ester Co--Replace/Expand Br connect Co . ~ith Newport New~ ! Hd~pton. ' 

STATE SUBTOTAL 

/ .;o 
2. 00 

9.50 

4. 51) 

1.20 

5. 70 

3. 01J 15.00 15 ,I} !) : ~>~~- •, 
0. 8(1 4. 00 100.00 

3.eo 19.00 115.00 0. !}(1 0. (:0 

----:--------------:------------------------------------------------------------------------:-------------------------------·---- -----:----------:--------------------: 

c.;.~ . 

... _ 
~·~-;,. 

- -t~ 

\ .r ,:~6t: ··,.t .;r. 

169 !H~sl. Virginia !ti.ew Ri ver--Constr uct f·arkway betHee~ lnte !· state ~ Ne~i River. 8.80 5. 28 3. 52 17.60 80.00 f,'j;~..:1 f:bz ~ ~.t ' ; 
17 0 :we; t Virginia :Kanawha Co--Reconstruction of the Histori c Chel yan Bridge. 1. 00 0.60 0.40 2.00 48.50 

9.80 5.88 19.60 128.50 !) ,1)1) 0. 00 
-- --: ---- ----------:----------------------------------------·-- ------------------------------:----------------------------------------:----------:--·------------------: 

U.S. GRA~D TOTALS 

NOTE : EV ERY STATE, lNCL~DlNG THOSE NOT LISTED ABOVE, WILL RECEIVE A 
MIN !MUH OF $4 . 154 MILLI ON IN "NEW ' FEDERAL AUTHORIZATIONS 
IRE F. 501 FF COLUM Nl 

!830.17 1501.11 S332. 07 st,660.35 :s8,355.o5 :s2,149.71 Sb5B.67 

Mar th 17, IS87 
FHWA, H~{G- l 0 
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AllhtA"-SAS 

CAL ' '011Utr1UA 

COLOtU.OO iS ,. 
COOo .. fCT•CUT ~ 
OfU.W&II£ U I~ ~ 
OIST 0' COL 'r ~ 
FL0"10A 
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~EW ... ExiC:O 

'fEW YOIIIIIIC. 

,..()ltTH CAIIIIOLI~A 

PIIIOfi'TH OACQTA 

0 ... 10 

OICLAWOMA lJ. iS"~ . . 
0"tuON . i:J.. 'ID'I/-
"ENNJYLVAIIItiA 

IIIIHOQI ISLAND .rJ.SI/. 
sour ... C&,.OL•N• 

SOuTw O&IC.OT& . 
TE .. NUSE£ 

fEX&I 

UTA lit 4.1~11' 
'JEIIU .. ONT iJ. I~ iJ, • 
VI.CINI& 

W&S.,.tNGT~ U.. I~ II-
~E.ST V'I.Gifil!lt& 

N•SCONSIN U 1Sll-
~"'O~tNG li JriJ. 

TOT4L 

.. ._.UIIIC&Illl SAWO& 

C.U& .. 

~UIIIIIITO lllltCO 

VIIIIIGIN tSLAHO$ 

G"ANO TOTAL ~/,c.,,7 
•OOT ... OTD ! I . . I . I I 

5&1JM'C ""*o c..tto, oAJ - • 3Cf .CC" 

II 
t;ou"€ fln.l.,o CM"tn.J 

_ .. 
G.l.q( 

... ~.,. 00 
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8if1ce of the Secretary ... I T -
of Transportation 

~-IEMORANDUr-1 FOR THE HONORABLE WILLIAM L. BALL 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR L~G I SLATIVE AFFAIRS 

FROM: REBECCA GERNHARDT RANG~~C(IQ.R~ 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR GOVERNY~iT;.~ AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: VETO OF H.R. 2 

ISSUE 

The President will shortly be presented wi t h a ~ig~way/transit 
bill, H.R. 2, that we believe authorizes ur:a cc er:; t a bly high 
spending levels for highway and transit pr og :-ar:-.s a r.. d i~trudes on 
state interests by making special funding a v ailabl e f o r special 
interest highway and transit projects. 

BACKGROUND 

In FY 86, the Federal government prov ide d r ougtly 516 billion for 
highway and transit programs. Of this, 514 r· i:. l io:.~ \v·as ger..erated 
from highway users fees (fuel and truc k taxes ) . ~he remaining $2 
bill ion came from the general fund ar.d ;·:as c:.s ec : c r transit 
grants. New authorizations for these :;:rog:-a.: .s er:.ced o n September 
30, 1986. This funding is u sed b::' state a::::d l o c:a:'.. governments to 
build new highways, bridges a nd t ransit syste::-.s a ~d r e pair 
existing f acil i ties. Many states are i::: ser icc: ::: t ::::oubl e because 
this year's highway funds are st:. l l r-. c t a v ail ab:e. 

The President's budget proposec3. a Sl4 ::::.::.::...:. o r-. prcgra..-:c 
highways and transit, funded entire:~- ::-~ ·..:s e:- fees. 
attempt to stop funding transit f~ or:-: :.:--_e g-2:-: e !' c. :.. : t~nd 
support in Congress. 

CONFERENCE PRODUCT 

per year for 
This 

has found no 

We believe that there are thre e ma ir. !_:,reb::.. e::-.s ·,.; .:.. th 2 . R. 2. 

o Spending 1 evel s. The total f i ve- ~' ear s ;::e:-: C. ing lev els in the 
bill for highway pr CDgrams are at least SS b .:..::.::.icn i:: obligations 
more that the Presi <dent's budget. The tota ::. fi v e-year 
authorization level s in the bill for traLs i: ;rograrr.s are over $9 
billion more that t h e President's budge t . ;·; :-_ile '.·:e have no 
expecta~ion that the Congress will adopt ~h e l eve l s in the 
President's budget, we believe that the "surgical" v eto offers the 
opportunity to ratc:het the levels down and to restore the 
traditiona~ federalY state partnership. 
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o Demonstration projects. Demonstration projects are projects 
directed by the bill to be funded in a certai~ area. ~his is a 
gross distortion of the process that has dev e l o pe~ over the past 
30 years where the projects have been se::.ec t e ~ :::: ~ , sta':e and local 
officials. Moreover, the bill is fiscall y :r::- e :::, :;_:;o::s:b::.e in the 
rr,anner that it tn:ats highway special inte r e s: :?rc~ect8 and the 
Los Ang e les :t-1etrorail project. Tl1e act .. ., c-..:l ( ;:-r:.·.' : d e 52..42 
bil1 ion of identified Federal funding f o r :-_:_ ~:----.·:<- sr--ec:. al interest 
projects, with nearly $900 million not s~b~ect t= a ~' spending 
c o r.trols. Even more importantly, these iC.er_::_::e -:: 2-:-.ou r.ts may 
start projects, but will not finish the~ a::. ~~e ul t i ma t e 
additional total cost of these highwa -:,' pr c ~ecto: -.-:c-cl ::. d b e as rnv_ch 
as $4 bil1ion. 

'J'he direction to fund the Los Angeles ~:e:::: c r a :::. ;- r o ject is a gross 
d istortion of funding priorities. T~e pr c~:s: c r_ ~culd require up 
to $870 million, or 14% of the trust f~nC. ~c =--: e s au t h orized by the 
act for the national transi t program, t o be s p er_ t :_:-_ one city. 
Even more importantly, Los Angeles has :-:c: d s c ::. -::ed ·.·.-!:e re to build 
the project and the environrnental r ev:e.·: :;: rocess ::.s :. n complete. 

o Transit Funding. Since 1983 , nc re tha~ S5 billion has been 
c ollected for transit purposes fr cm roto r::.sts. ~c~ev er, this 
national source of revenue has not bee~ c. : s =r:~~ted fairly to each 
of the states. Only 10 states have rec e :.~e d th e v a st bulk of this 
n:oney. 

H.R. 2 provides $11.6 billion fr cr , ge:-;erc.=. rS '.-EL c"es f e r transit 
and $6.2 billion of revenues fr c:TI tl-_e Tr:..:s: ? :..: :-.3 ~::,- : o rrr u la. The 
c:mnual 1 ev e l of funding from thE ge n er:s:. f:..:~G. s:--_ cc: ::.. c ;:,e red-uced 
and more of the revenue from the ~r :..: s t ? :..: ~ C. shc ~:d be d i stributed 
by formula. 

'l' IHING 

The House and Senate conferees will et te~~ t :c ::::..e the conference 
r eport on the highway/tranEit bil l ~ :-:.? .. 2 ~, ::- ~..:es cl ay , ~·~arch 17. 
The House will consider the bi 11 o n ~ ·:eci:-.e sec::/ , ~ - ~:::- cl-: l E' , 1..mder a 
rule that will waive all point s of c rde::- a:-_d c.::.l c-.·: a s eparate vote 
on t h e Symms amendment to allow stc.t e s :c ra:se :he:.r speed limit 
on rur:;al I n tersta t e s from 55 mph t c 6 5 :-:-~::--_. 

Eno 



DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT 

There would be an annual authorization of $286 million for 83 
discretionary projects, $178 million would be new r..oney outside 
the obligation limitation, and $107 million to be taken from 
discretionary fund accounts which would be within the obligation 
1 imi t. 

In addition, the States or locals would have to put up 20% of the 
project costs or $71 million. 

Annual Cost 

New Authorization 
(Outside Obligation 
Limit) 

From Discretionary Funds 
(Under Obligation Limit) 

State or Local Funds 

Total Cost 

Federal Cost 

$178M 

$107M 

$ 71M 

$356M 

$286M 

Life of Bill ---s-y.ea.rs-

$ 890M 

$ 540M 

$ 360M 

$1,790B 

$1,430B 

Total cost to complete "Demonstration Frojects 11 is nearly $4B. 
(They will not have been completed in the 5-year bill) 

Under the conference Report, 47 states will receive less in , 
federal highway apportionments than they received in 1986 and 41~ 
states will receive less in federal highway apportionments than~ 
they would have received under the Senate-passed highway bill. 
These losses of federal apportionments are to "pay" for the 
11 demonstration" and other special interest projects. 

0 
Center for 
Transportation 
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CDH~A~ISON OF FY 1986 APPORTIDNH~NTS TO 
FY 19!11 aP>JRT IOHIENTS BASfD ON CDt.HRENCk: I<EPUI<l 

CRAND TOTAL 

FY 19~& fSTl~AloD FY 19R7 
'CTUaL A~P~~TIDHME NTS 

APPO~TJON~ENTS~ CCQ~FE~ENCE REPURTI 

24~,090,733 

165,007,492 
173,993,658 
13'1, 715,377 

1,:>P.5 o1 H ,&55 
zos,530,4as 
l87,?75,li4 
56,319,50~ 

5~!1,H7,510 

352,507,577 
125 ,Pb4,790 

93,'?17,72!> 

454,es~,919 

2 76, B 29, 2 8 9 
193,392,782 
166 0 B52, :H4 

22;,191,3!>9 
346,127,P23 

6.r,,{t,4,7!16 
30J 1 P75, t, 75 

312,4lt<l,93lt 
339,194,027 
25!1,5:>2,492 
13~ 0 B:>t,2IO 

269,37b,l33 
I 19,4b:l,'l0b 
ll9,757,875 
80,145.763 

63,471,654 
383,493,1&'1 
116 0 138,P99 
932,399,811\ 

311,437,201 
s~.t5:>,e15 

476,7B ,497 
Z01,b57. 779 

153,752,2~0 
557,408,023 
118,590,046 
11>9,791,111 

91,701>,462 
264,7!>3,7\3 
919, 7ZR ,~95 
149 ,I 9t: ,694 

6:),955,504 
3~1,L~7,742 

3Z1,98D,2~3 
114 0 Z&~,Z9Q 

215,C35,702 
91,924,432 
73,957,128 
65,~6&,139 

I 3,343,555,244 

2 55 ,o2s ,o:>o 
1 !>2 ,022 ,oo:> 
146,079,000 
123 ,3f.3, OJO 

9 !>2. 7Jf,. 000 
184 ,u,4,ooo 
2"11 ,101,000 

lt8 1531 0 000 

422 ,Jb5,000 
319,27'lo000 
133,358,000 

R3,405,000 

366,416,000 
25() ,lt4,000 
16 3 ,q4'1' 000 
142 ,on ,oo) 

1h2 1 'l00 ,O:>IJ 
257,300,000 

56,196,000 
z 12 ,R'>9, o::JO 

526 ,4n,ooo 
312 o'>25,00J 
204 ,6b6. 000 
12h,7b3,000 

249, 709,0JO 
I 06,1152 ,C:lO 
101,867,000 

10,377 ,r.Jo 

53,359,00-J 
312,b67,0:lJ 
102 ,7Ro,OOO 
6 27,443 0 0)0 

2~6,573,001 
12 ,7'!6,0)0 

415,3B4,noll 
I 8" ,470,000 

1Z6 ,221,000 
4'l9 ,Cl4 ,OOJ 
]1)0 ,blob • O:J) 
I" 7 ,7'l9, OOJ 

80,765, OJO 
7 41 1 4G5 ,GJO 
E47ol64,0JO 
11Zo260 1COO 

51 ,12~,(100 
238,067,0)) 
20.,Il,164,00J 
1 05 , bb 1 , OO:l 

1 '13 .~35 ,00) 
7'),P.13,00) 
P2,241,000 
(,J ,331,000 

11,753 ,1>36,0:10 

OlFFfUNCf 

6,93 7, 76 -, 
12,98~.49/- " 
32,914,6511- ~ 

11,332,317-" 

132,'195,655- tl 

23, 766,40!>-. 
16,174,254-~ 
7, 738,509- ~ 

126,052 ,51U-" 
33,223,577- v 

7,493,710 
10 ,!>12. 72b-. 

88,442,91'f-. 
Z6,665o21l9- • 
29,448,782-
2"·1l39,J54-. 

62,291 .Jo9- • 
88,t27,!!23--

8 0 U4d,71lb- r 
2b 0 016,475-' 

21b,U2 2 ,Ob6 
2b,6b9,02'/-, 
~3,!:36 ,4'12- • 
12,03b,21D-

1'1,t>o7,133-
12,b0!!,90t>-
17,1190 ,d 7!>-

9,7&8,763-

10,112 ,b5'o- , 
70,!126.lb4-
13o3,2oS'l9- ' 

204,'1~6,81/l-

.l2,8b4,20l- , 
11,1154 ,II 15- ' 
t>O,f-94,4'11- I 

18,187,779-' 

27,531,280- ' 
~B, 394,02 3-
171711t,u.r,6-' 
21o9CJZ.I72- 1 

10,941,462-, 
23, 34H 0 743-
721564 ,89!>-, 
3b,9Jil,6'14-

9,227,504-, 
103,620,7'12-' 
b9,blb ,2'o3-

l!,bG7.2H'r ' 

21,5J0,7u-z- • 
1Zoll1 0 432- ' 

H,2fl3.172 
4,4q5ol3'!- • 

*Refl ects final FY 1986 apportionments after. adjustments for the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Contro l Act of 1985 and the 
Consolidated cmnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 

\ 
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CO~PlRIS~N JF FY 19&7 E~TJ~•TED APPORll0NM£NlS UNDE~ 
CO~FERENC: REPORT AND UNDL R SENATE PASSED BILL 

SUlliE 
PASS:D 
Bill 

l79 1 HO,O:>C 
15' ,7u,ooo 
.,. ,25?,0:>0 
131,509,000 

965,798,000 
1'9!1,56to,OOO 
272.7112,0:10 

50o7Z6oO:>O 

~27o50hDOO 
!~:>,7S7,000 
15to,6Sl,OOO 

93 ,3to'J ,ooo 

!U 1 699,~00 
l79 ,973 o:l:lO 
16!,3:)9,000 
·~·hl5~ ,ooo 

l79olf>Oo000 
let,3H ,o:>o 

61,516,:>:10 
1Ho591tD:JO 

3H,52~.ooo 
301oH9,COO 
2n,ns ,o:>o 
1~0,512,0JO 

2B ,59~ ,ooo 
110 1 2:ll,OJO 
or,,r,o~.:~oo 
72,£12 ,ooo 

55o?IB,OJO 
)26,890,000 
10!>,52C,O:JD 
!>04,9~5,0!10 

32J ,9:>7,000 
75,9H,OJO 

~6hb32,00Ci 
171,015,000 

13l,09ltOOC 
525 ,!B,OJO 

91!> 1 ~5!>,000 
121,031!>,000 

'" ,lbo,ooo 
26!,?50,000 
91oft,9't! 1 0JO 
112,94?,000 

53,795,000 
2~~o,Ho,ooo 

281.?23,000 
105,997,0:>0 

l15,127,000 
UoH7oPOO 
I!S,6:Jb,OOil 
62,003t::l 0 

no 

CllNFEiiENCE 
REPORT 

Z!it5 ,oza,ooo 
1 s2 .on ,ooa 
1-'6,079,000-
123 .31'3,000 

9S2, 736 ,000 
184 , 764, !100 
27lol01o000 
~8 153loOOJ 

~?2 ,36!>,000 
319,279 ,ooo 
J 3) ,358 ,ooo 
83.~05,000 

366,416,000 
150,164.000 
163 ,941o. 000 
1~2,u13,ooo 

16lo'100, 000 
2 !>7 1 300 ,O:JO 

51>.196. coo 
.. 72 ,859. 000 

528,472.000 
3 J 2 ,525 ,ooo 
2 .O!t .tUb, 000 
lit>. 7blo00J 

249,709o00 c1 
I C6 ,8~2 t OOJ 
lOJ,Ef,7 0 000 

70,377 ,roo 

53,JS9 0 00<J 
312 ,bb7,1i00 
I02o7Sb 0 0'l:J 
!>27 1 ~~3,00 0 

211a ,-,n,c.:>o 
77 0 7'1& 0 MO 

loi5 0 381o 0 000 
11>9 0 470 0 000 

llb ,n1.o:>o 
lo 9'1, 0 14 , C:JO 
1 oo ,f.&6 .ooJ 
I 4 7 , 7'19 , oo 0 

110 0 765, OOJ 
7"-1 ,405 ,ooo 
e.,7,16to,ooo 
112 ,zt.o,ooo 

~1, ne, ooo 
231!,067,000 
2 51'! ,)64. 000 
105,661,000 

l 'l3 ,535. 000 
7'1 ,813o00J 
112,21o1,000 
61,31' 1 1 O:lO 

DIFFERENCE 

Z~o531 1 UOo- " 
2a719oOOO- v 
1,82 7.::100 

14,12o,uoo- ~ 

loo062 ,ouo
lloi!OO ,ooo-

1,641 ,uoo
Z,JCJ!it,ooo-

5o ,l36,000-
21a508,,Jeo-
21t325,00D
C.o94~,oou-

lo727o000 
Z9,B 09, o oo-

635,ooo 
2o141,1JOD-

1b ,2c.o ,ooo-
24 ,o7t, , coo

.,, 320, ooo-
12, 132 , ooo-

1 Sit ,94'1 '000 
11 0 04b 1 000 
14,51!>9 ,aoo-
13,749,oou-

13,6!15 ,ooo-
3, 3'o'I,000-
2,5 :n,ooo-
2,235,Joo-

1,859,000-
1 .. ,22 3, ooo-
3,731o,oo~,-

2Z ,.,58 ,JOO 

32, B ... oou-
3,151,000-

~b,21oB,ooo-

12.395 ,ooo 

4,870,000-
2'1,869, ooo
"•"1o,ooo 

20,7bJ,OOO 

3, 395 ,ooo
zc.,e~5,ooo-

97,78~,ooo-

10,bbl,OOO-

2o067,uOO
lb,H3,000-
2~o05'1rOOo-

33b,OOC-

2lob'l2,ooo
hb;4 ,ooo
c., Jb5,000 -

b22,00o-
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR 
FOR LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS 

Mary Ann 

Attached is a list of Demonstration 
projects cbRtained in HR 2 per 
VIi ll IS request. 

0 
Center for 
Transportation 

Steve 



Lo.cation 

Miami, FL 

South Carolina 

Lafayette, LA 

Columbia, MO 

Washington, D.C. 

Missouri 

Arkansas 

Suffolk County 
New York 

Lincoln, IL 

Riverside, CA 

Top Ten Highway Demonstration Projects 
in the Conference Bill 

($ in millions) 

Project 

Tunnel to Dodge Island 

Construction of Myrtle Beach Connector 

Extension of I49 

Adding 2 lanes to 106-mile route between 
Columbia and Lancaster 

Improved access to Georgetown University 

Accelerate construction of u.s. 71 

Construction on u.s. 71 

Upgrade Sunrise Highway 

Federal Cost 
in Bill 

5.15 

20.0 

3.0 

5.5 

4.0 

22.5 

22.5 

4.8 

Construct Route 121 between Lincoln and Morton 17.0 

Safety improvements on Route 86 4.0 

Total 
Project Cost 

500 

440 

344 

263 

200 

190 

185 

150 

130 

120 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON , D.C. 20503 

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM L. BALL, III 

THROUGH: Carol T. Crawfor~ 
FROM: Kathy Collins/Irene Loftus 

SUBJECT: Status of Highway/Transit Conference Agreement 

H.R. 2 contains the following titles: Federal highway; 
highway safety, mass transit, and revenue titles. Another title 
amends the Uniform Relocation Act. 

The highway and transit provisions are, of course, most 
critical. Authorizations for most highway and transit programs 
expired on September 30, 1986. No new funding is currently 
available for highway or transit programs other than funds 
provided in the Continuing Resolution for Washington Metro 
construction and transit formula grants (including operating 
subsidies). States are running out of money (in the past six 
months they have been spending uncommitted balances of prior year 
appropriations) , and they face the onset of the highway 
construction season without new funding authority. There 
consequently will be substantial pressure from States and the 
highway construction lobby for Presidential approval of H.R. 2 
(which reauthorizes these programs for five years) when it 
reaches the President's desk. Proponents of the bill are likely 
to stress that construction-related jobs will be jeopardized if 
the bill is not signed. · 

A copy of the conference report is not ava i l a bl e . Moreover, 
agreement on total spending levels is subject to negotiation with 
the Senate Budget Committee. Based on information currently on 
hand, however, it is clear that the conference agreement does not 
satisfy the Administration's major objections previously detailed 
.d.:n " S~t"at-e-me-rrts o Administration Policy" provided the House and 
the Senate and in letters to the conferees fr om DOT and OMB. The 
b ill includes only minimal accommodations to Ad~inistration 
proposals or objections. 

Principal Objectionaole Provisions 

The conference b ill's principal objectionable features may 
b e summarized as foll ows: 

(1) Funding for numerous special interest transit and 
highway proj ects. For example, conferees have agreed 
on: (a) requiring DOT to provide up to $870 million in 
discretionary transit funding for the L.A. Metrorail 
project; (b) increasing the Federal costs to complete 



(2) 

the Interstate System by $1.1 billion with the addition 
of two Boston projects; and (c) Federal spending of 
$1.425 billion over five years for so-called 
"demonstration" projects, of which $890 million is not 
subject to spending controls (i.e., the annual 
obligation limitation). This funding is to be divided 
evenly between Senate and House identified projects. 
Regarding these ''demonstrations", only 20 percent State 
matching funds are required, no hearing record has been 
established, and none of the Federal funding would be 
deducted from States' regular highway allocations. (A 
portion of the Secretary's discretionary highway funds 
would cover 30 percent of the projects' costs during the 
five-year authorization bill.) 

Excessive authorization levels, especially for mass 
transit. Although final figures are not available; 
transit authorizations may approximate $17.8 billion 
over five years (compared with $8.7 billion requested by 
the Administration) . 

(3) Continuation of inequitable and inappropriate allocation 
of transit trust funds (generated by the transit share 
of the fuel taxes) to relatively few cities. The 
conference bill would also continue to fund 
discretionary grants (used to fund new starts) and 
operating subsidies, both of which the Administration 
had proposed to curtail sharply. 

(4) Existing domestic content requirements for mass transit 
projects would be expanded from 50 to 60 percent by the 
end of the authorization period, and new restrictions 
would be applied to the purchase of foreign-made buses 
and railcars. 

In addition, the bill does not repeal current exemptions 
from the fuel taxes -- as proposed by the Administration -- for 
gasohol, bus operators, and State and local governments. Repeal 
would have resulted in additional Highway Trust Fund revenues of 
$3.5 billion over five years. 

Should the bill become enrolled, there will be numerous 
a dditional objec~ions cited by individual agencies (e.g., 
c ontinuance and expansion of the "disadvantaged business 
e nterprise" program, and restrictions on accept i ng the lowest bid 
on architectural and engineering contracts) . 

-2-



Accommodations to Administration Position. 

By contrast, there were few accommodations to Administrati on 
proposals. The most noteworthy accommodations include: 

(1) Elimination of a House provision permitting the 
application of State and local anti-apartheid provisions 
to federally-funded ~ighway and transit contracts. 

(2) Addition of a provision permitting a combination of 
Federal highway and toll funding for seven construction 
projects in at least five States. 

(3) Creation of a pilot highway block grant program covering 
five States (the Administration had proposed a block grant 
program covering all 50 States) . 

(4) The conferees' agreement to let the House vote on the 
provision in the Senate bill which would raise the speed 
limit to 65 miles per hour on rural Interstate highways. 
If adopted, the provision would be included in the 
conference report. 

Attached are tables detailing how provisions of the House, 
Senate, and Conference versions of H.R. 2 compare with the 
Administration's position on significant issues. 

Attachments 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 
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Item 

5-yr. Authorizations 
Delta from Pres. Budget 

Authorization Period 

Admin. 
Position 

$68.0B 

1987-90 

Gas Tax Exemption Receipts +$3.5B 

Interstate/Primary Block 

Urban/Secondary Block 

Demo Projects (Pork) 
Number 
Federal Cost in Bill 
Potential Add'l Fed. 

Costs 

Boston Interstate Projects 
Add'l Total Costs 
Add'l Federal Costs 

55 m.p.h. 

Buy America 

Billo oards 

Toll s 0 

$8.16Bjyr. 

All States 

Support 
Senate bill 

No change 

Support 
Senate bill 

Obligation Limits 
(Controls spending of 
authoriz a tions) 

$12.787Bjyr. 
Demo projects 
not exempt. 

H. R. 2 

$69.5B 
+$1. 5B 

1987-91 

99 
$1. 2B 

$3.3B 
$1. 8B 

Highways 

Restricts 
cement 
imports 

Caps billboard # 
sanctions States 
non-compliance 

No change 

and 
for 

$12.6B annually. 
Exempts demo projects 
and provides bonus 
ob. limit. 

s. 387 

$65.4B 
-$2.0B 

1987-90 

$8 .15Bjyr. 

10-State Demo 

98 
No new funds 

65 m.p.h. on 
Rural Interstates 

Conference 

$68.8B (tentative) 
+$. 8B 

1987-91 

Keep separate programs 

5-State Demonstration 

156+ (negotiable) 
$1.4B 

$6.5B+ (estimate) 

$3.3B 
$1.1B 

House to vote on 
Senate provision. 

Raises Buy America Drop both provisions 
threshold to 
$50 0K 

No change 

Allow tolls with 
Federal-highway 
funds. 

$12. 35Bjyear. 
Demo projects not 
exempt. 

No change. 

Allow tolls with 
Federal-highway funds 
in at least 5 States. 

$12.68 (tentative). 
Demo proj ects 
p a rtia lly exempt, 
$15 0M bonus e xempt. 



Transit (excluding WMATA) 

Item Admin. Position H.R. 2 

5-yr. Authorizations $8.7B $20.7B 
+$12.0B Delta from Pres. Budget 

Authorization Period 

General Fund Approps. 
(except WMATA) 

Trust Fund Allocation 

Multi-year Contracts 

Private Sector 

New Starts 

Rulemaking 

Labor Protection 

Buy America 

Los Angeles Metro -
(primarily 4.4-Mi1e 
Secondi Phase) . • 

1987-90 

Eliminates 
(beginning 1988) 

Distribute by 
formula. 

No provision. 
Cannot obligate 
beyond budget yr. 

Increases 
competition. 

Eliminates 
in 1988. 

No provision. 

Repeal 13c 
l abor protection. 

No provision. 

No provision. 

1987-91 

Continues general 
fund approps. 

Discretionary -
benefitting few 
cities. 

Intent to allow 
advance obligation 
of funds for outyears 

Prohibits level of 
private participation. 

Continues. 

No provision. 

Keeps 13c but 
cannot prohibit 
contracting out. 

Increases domestic 
content from 50% to 
85%. 

Mandates an $870M 
contract . 

s. 387 

$16.2B 
+$7.5B 

1987-90 

Continues general 
fund approps. 

Allows some to be 
distributed by 
formula. 

No provision. 

No provision. 

Continues. 

Mandates excessive 
rulemaking. 

No provision. 

No provision. 

Mandates contract; 
no. dollar 
specifications. 

Conference 

About $17.8B 
+$9.1B. 

1987-91 

Continues 
general fund. 

$100-$200Mjyr. 
distributed 
by formula. 

No provision. 

No provision. 

Continues. 

Mandates some 
rulemaking. 

No provision. 

Increases 
domestic 
content to 
60% by bill's 
end. 

Mandates 
contract 
and funds up 
to $870M. 



STATE-BY-STATE COMPARISON: 
CONFERENCE REPMT VS. SENATE-PASSED BILL (S.387) 

House and Senate conferees have completed negotiations on a $87 billion 
highway, highway safety and transit reauthorization bill. Under the 
highway title of the bill, the Department of Transportation estimates 
that: 

o 41 states will receive lower apportionments under the conference 
report than under the Senate-passed bill, S.387. · 

o This difference in apportionments translates into a loss to states 
of $391.7 million annually, or $1.96 billion over the five year 
life of the legislation. Broken down by state, the losses over 
5 years are as follows: 

A 1 abama 
A 1 ask a 
Arkansas 
Ca 1 iforn ia 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
De 1 aware 
F 1 or ida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Indiana 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

$122.5 million 
13. 5 mi 11 ion 
70. 5 mi 11 ion 
80 . 5 mill i on 

59 million 
8 million 

11 million 
25. 5 million 

107. 5 million 
106. 5 million 

34 . 5 m i ll i on 
149 million 

10. 5 million 
81.5 million 

120.5 million 
26.5 million 
63. 5 million 

73 mill ion 
68 . 5 m i 11 i on 
69. 5 million 
16.5 million 
12.5 million 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

$ 11 mill ion 
9.5 million 

71 mill ion 
18.5 million 

161.5 mill ion 
16 mill ion 

241 million 
24.5 million 

149. 5 mill ion 
17 million 

134 million 
489 mill ion 

53.5 million 
10. 5 m i ll ion 

82 million 
125.5 million 

1. 7 mi 11 ion 
108. 5 mil 1 ion 

18 mill ion 
32 mill ion 

3.1 million 
Dist. of Columbia 
Puerto Rico 

o In addition to lower apportionment levels, states lose spending 
authority under the conference agreement. Because of the inclusion 
of costly demonstration projects, conferees were forced to lower 
the highway program obligation ceiling to compensate for the large 
amount of money outside the obligation ceiling. Consequently, 
states would be allowed to spend only 95 cents of every dollar 
apportioned to them because of the lower ceiling. Thus, the losses 
to states in formula funds noted above would increase. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

~arch 18, 1987 

MEMORANDtTM FOR WILLIAM :... BA:.L, III 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

ALAN M. ?:?_!..~OWITZ ~~ 

HENRY ~. GA~~y ~ 

SUBJECT: Votes en Highwav Conference Report 

Motion to Recommit 
(without instructions) 
(25-401) 

Armey (R-TX) 
Badham (R-CA) 
Brown (R-CO) 
Cheney (R-~!Y) 
Coble (R-'t-'!'C) 
Crane (R-IL) 
Dreier (R-CA) 
Gregg (R-NH) 
Herger (R-CA) 
Hunter (R-CA) 
Hyde (R-IL) 
Inhofe (R-OK) 
Kyl (R-AZ) 
Lagomarsino (R-CA) 
Lukens (R-OH) 
Lungren (R-CA) 
Mack (R-FL) 
McMillan (R-NC) 
Sensenbrenner (R-WI) 
Shumway (R-CA) 
Smith, D. (R-OR) 
Smith, R. (R-NH) 
Solomon (R-NY) 
Stump (R-AZ) 
Walker (R-PA) 

Passage of Conference 
Report (407-17) 

Brown (R-CO) 
Buechner (R-MO) 
Crane (R-IL) 
Dreier (R-CA) 
Gregg (R-NH) 
Herger (R-CA) 
Lagomarsino (R-CA) 
Lungren (R-CA) 
Mack (R-FL) 
Se~senbrenner (R-WI) 
Shumway (R-CA) 
Smith, D. (R-OR) 
Smith, R. ( R-NH) 
Solomon (R-NY) 
Stump (R-AZ) 
Walker (R-PA) 

Williams (D-MT) 



Center for 
Transportation 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 

TO: 

FROM: 

Senator Wilson called to urge 
the President NOT to veto the 
Highway Bill. Senators Stevens, 
Heinz, D'Amato, Cohen all add 
that RR would be ill-advised 
to veto. Budget reasons do 
not apply, Wilson insists, the 
veto would be only a sywbolic 
act. 



STATE-BY-STATE COMPARISON: 
CONFERENCE REP~T VS. SENATE-PASSED BILL (S.387) 

House and Senate conferees have completed negotiations on a $87 billion 
highway, highway safety and transit reauthorization bill. Under the 
highway title of the bill, the Department of Transportation estimates 
that: 

o 41 states will receive lower apportionments under the conference 
report than under the Senate-passed bill, S.387. · 

o This difference in apportionments translates into a loss to states 
of $391.7 million annually, or $1.96 billion over the five year 
life of the legislation. Broken down by state, the losses over 
5 years are as follows: 

A 1 abama 
A 1 ask a 
Arkansas 
Ca 1 iforn i a 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
De 1 aware 
F 1 or ida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Indiana 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

$122.5 million 
13. 5 mi 11 ion 
70. 5 mi 11 ion 
80 • 5 mill i on 

59 mi 11 ion 
8 million 

11 million 
25. 5 million 

107. 5 million 
106. 5 million 

34 . 5 m i ll i on 
149 million 

10. 5 million 
81.5 mi 11 ion 

120.5 million 
26.5 million 
63. 5 million 

73 mill ion 
68 . 5 m i ll i on 
69.5 million 
16.5 million 
12.5 million 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

s 11 million 
9.5 million 

71 mill ion 
18.5 million 

161.5 million 
16 mill ion 

241 million 
24.5 million 

149. 5 million 
17 million 

134 million 
489 mill ion 

53.5 million 
10. 5 m i ll ion 

82 mill ion 
125.5 million 

1. 7 mi 11 ion 
108. 5 million 

18 mill ion 
32 mill ion 

3.1 million 
Dist. of Columbia 
Puerto Rico 

o In addition to lower apportionment levels, states lose spending 
authority under the conference agreement. Because of the inclusion 
of costly demonstration projects, conferees were forced to lower 
the highway program obligation ceiling to compensate for the large 
amount of money outside the obligation ceiling. Consequently, 
states would be allowed to spend only 95 cents of every dollar 
apportioned to them because of the lower ceiling. Thus, the losses 
to states in formula funds noted above would increase. 



THE DAllY DIARY OF PRESIDENT RONALD REAGAN page 1 

l.OCAT10N OATE 
MARCH 191 1987 

'l'HE WH I'l'E HOOSE 
W'ASBINGTON ,. D~C~ 

nM~ ~v 

7:35 a.m w ~BURSDAY 

IN 

7J35 

9:00 

9!05 9 : 37 

.9 37 10106 

l.Ot06 10:08 

liJi 42 l0t43 

10tf9 11~06 

12t01 12~45 

l:S9 
I 

ACTIVITY 

The President had breakfast . 

The ~cesident went to tbe oval Off~ce. Bnroute, 
he met in the hallway with his Phy6~aian, Dr . 
John E. Button, Jr. 

The President met with: 
Geotge H. Bush, Vice Preside~t 
Boward R. 6akec, Jr ~, Chief of Staff 

The .President met for a national secu.cit:y brlefinq 
tr{ith: 

Vice President Bush 
~rapk C. Carlucci , Assistant for Nationai 

Security Affairs 
Colin L. Powell, Deputy Assistant for 

National Security Affairs 
f~r . aa ec: 

The President met ~ith; 
Vice President Bosb 
Mr. Baker 

Xbe President met with Mr . Baker . 

The President met with Dr . Button. 

The President had luncb with Vice President Bush 
in the Oval Office study. 

The President went to the Whl te House Tl1eat..re. 
He was accompanied b~ Mr. Baker. 

1·59 3 : 33 ~he President participated in a pee-news 
n----t===¢ ,=----==""'l=-= conference briefing WJ. th senior White 

House staff . Por a list of attendees, 
see APPENDIX wA.w 

was telephoned by his son, 
Reagan . The call was not completed. 

returned to tbe second floor 

T ~e President was telephoned by Michael Reagan. 
The First Lady took the call. 

1- t-

H The President was telephoned by Paul Laxalt, 
{continued) 
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LOCAilON 

TBE WlUTE BOUSE 
WASHINGTON ., D .. C. 

IN 

6!45 

1J48 

1148 

8:00 

OUT PHONE 

7t48 

8;00 

DAlE 
MARCH 19 1987 

~M£ ~v 

4:51 p.m. THURSDAY 

ACnVITY 

former Senato~ (R-Nevada). The First Lady 
took the call .. 

The Ptesident and the First Lady h~a dinne( . 

Xhe President met with: 
Nnncy Reagan, The First Lady 
Mr .. Baker 
Thomas Griscom, Membe~ of the Chief of 

Staff•s Transition Team 
Marlin Fitzwater, Assistant for Press 

Relations 

The President went to the Old Family Dining Room. 

The President met with senloc White Bouse staff. 

The President went tc the East Room . 

8!0Q B:36 The President participated. in his 40th Press 
Conference. The President's remarks were 
broadcast live over nationwide radio and 
television .. 

Members of the press. 

~123 R The P~esident was telephoned by Charles z. Wick , 

3 . 36 

3:36 8:38 

9:03 9:05 

Director of tbe u.s . Information Agency (OSIA). 
The call was not completed .. 

The President returned to the Old Family Dining 
Room. 

The President met briefly with senior lfhite Bouse 
staff. 

e Pa:es ideJ, t was telephoned by Secretary of 
Agriculture Richard B. Lyng. The call wa& 
not completed. 

e President returned to the secood floor 
Re$idence. 

e President talked with Secretary of State 
George P. Shultz . 

e President talked witb Vice President Bush, 

R The President talked with William French Sniit:b, 
(conti.aue6) 
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LOCA110H 

THE ~'lRITE BOOSE 
WASHINGTON, D .. C. 

IN OUT PHONE 

9 : 25 R 

9 : 26 R 

10J28 

KARCB 19L 1987 
nue DAY 

9:03 p.m. TBORSDAY 

attorney with Gibson , Dunn and Crutcher lav 
firm, Los Angeles, California. 

Tbe President talked with Senator Robert J . Dole 
(R-Kansas) • 

The President was telephoned by Representative 
Bill Emerson (R-Missouri) . The call was not 
completed . 

The President retired . 

~---1-----~1--- 1--

~r~\blr 
lm§ r};1~ 1rm 

1---f.-

' 

I 
~~----~----~--~----------------------------------------------~ 



THE WHITE HOCSE 

March 19, 1987 

Dear Jim: 

I am writing to express ny grave concerns with 
the conference agreement en the bill (H.R. 2) 
which reauthorizes highway and transit programs. 
While I strongly supper~ the House and Senate 
efforts to allow States tc raise the speed limit 
to 65 m.p.h. on rural Interstate highways, overall 
the measure is seriously flawed. 

It is distressing that Cc~gress would turn legisla
tion needed to meet nationwide highway and transit 
needs into a vehicle for special interest projects 
such as the Boston Central Artery project. I 
strongly object to the unprecedented provisions 
in the bill that would provide extra Federal funds 
for 152 so-called '' h ighway demonstration" projects. 
If special interest projec~s are authorized, they 
should, at most, be funded from within States' 
regular allocation cf highway funds, as the Senate 
bill proposed. States, not Congress, should 
determine their highway ~eeds and priorities. 

I am equally concerned, that despite our mutual 
interest in controlling Fede ral spending, the 
bill provides excessiv e funding levels for mass 
transit programs. Ov e r f i ve years, the bill 
would exceed my rec;:uest t.:· $9.1 billion. We 
simply cannot af f ord t te s e e xpenditures at a time 
when we are struggling sc valiantly to reduce the 
de f icit. This e xcessive s pe~ding is furthe r aggra
vated by provisions in the conference agreement 
that continue to distr ibute transit t r ust funds 
unfairly to fewer than 2C cities, such as the Los 
Angeles Metro System. Moreover, these funds are 
earmarked f<D r "new starts 11

, transit systems that 
are often n<Dt economically v i a ble . 
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If this bill is presented to me in its current 
form, I will return it to the Congress without my 
signature. 

The Honorable Jim Wright 
Speaker of the 

House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Center for 
Transportation 

Sincerely, 



SENATE	  RECORD	  VOTE	  ANALYSIS	  
	  
	  
100th	  Congress	  	  
1st	  Session	  	  
March	  19,	  1987,	  5:28	  p.m.	  	  
Page	  S-‐3497	  Temp.	  Record	  	  
Vote	  No.	  33	  	  

	  
HIGHWAY	  BILL/Conference	  Report	  

	  
SUBJECT:	  	  
	  
Federal-‐Aid	  Highway	  Act	  of	  1987	  .	  .	  .	  H.R.	  2.	  Agreeing	  to	  the	  conference	  report.	  	  
	  

CONFERENCE	  REPORT	  AGREED	  TO,	  79	  -‐	  17	  
	  
SYNOPSIS:	  	  
	  
Pertinent	  votes	  on	  this	  legislation	  include	  Nos.	  13-‐18,	  20-‐21,	  35,	  42,	  and	  50-‐60.	  As	  
reported	  by	  the	  conferees	  and	  agreed	  to	  by	  the	  Senate,	  H.R.	  2	  authorizes	  
approximately	  $70	  billion	  for	  construction	  of	  highways,	  for	  highway	  safety	  
programs	  and	  for	  mass	  transportation	  programs,	  and	  improves	  the	  Relocation	  
Assistance	  Programs	  through	  FY	  1991	  (except	  for	  interstate	  construction	  and	  
emergency	  relief,	  which	  are	  extended	  through	  FY	  1992).	  Of	  the	  total,	  the	  major	  
allocations	  include:	  -‐-‐$55	  billion	  for	  FY's	  1987-‐92	  to	  complete	  and	  repair	  the	  
42,500-‐mile	  interstate	  highway	  system,	  for	  interstate	  substitute	  projects,	  and	  for	  
other	  federal	  highway	  programs;	  and	  -‐-‐$17.7	  billion	  for	  mass	  transit,	  including	  $6.2	  
billion	  for	  Urban	  Mass	  Transit	  Administration	  grants	  from	  the	  mass	  transit	  account	  
of	  the	  Highway	  Trust	  Fund	  and	  $11.5	  billion	  for	  mass	  transit	  formula	  grants	  from	  
general	  appropriations.	  Specifically,	  the	  conference	  report	  includes	  provisions	  to:	  -‐-‐
Set	  a	  $12.6	  billlion	  annual	  obligation	  ceiling	  for	  highway	  construction	  and	  repair	  
programs,	  and	  extend	  current	  highway	  excise	  taxes	  through	  1993;	  -‐-‐Retain	  the	  
current	  formula	  for	  allocation	  of	  interstate	  repair	  money	  and	  the	  current	  separate	  
interstate	  and	  primary	  programs;	  -‐-‐Authorize	  100	  Senate	  and	  House	  demonstration	  
projects,	  estimated	  to	  cost	  $1.8	  billion	  over	  five	  years.	  The	  projects	  will	  be	  funded	  as	  
follows:	  50%	  by	  federal	  funds	  ($176	  million	  annually)	  outside	  the	  $12.6	  billion	  
overall	  obligational	  cap,	  30%	  by	  DOT	  discretionary	  funds,	  and	  20%	  by	  State	  funds.	  -‐-‐
Drop	  "Buy	  America"	  provisions	  from	  the	  Senate	  and	  House	  bills;	  and	  -‐-‐Delete	  the	  
House	  provision	  that	  capped	  the	  number	  of	  billboards	  permitted	  along	  federal	  
highways.	  	  
	  
DEBATE:	  	  
	  
Those	  favoring	  the	  conference	  report	  contended:	  The	  nation	  has	  now	  gone	  170	  
days,	  nearly	  one-‐half	  of	  a	  year,	  without	  a	  highway	  program.	  We	  need	  to	  act	  quickly,	  



otherwise	  there	  will	  be	  severe	  and	  prolonged	  disruptions	  in	  the	  construction	  and	  
repair	  of	  our	  highway	  system	  and	  in	  our	  economy	  overall.	  According	  to	  a	  recent	  
study	  by	  the	  Road	  Improvement	  Program	  (TRIP),	  the	  loss	  of	  each	  $1	  billion	  in	  
highway	  spending	  results	  in	  the	  loss	  of	  41,600	  jobs	  throughout	  the	  economy.	  The	  
American	  Association	  of	  State	  Highway	  and	  Transportation	  Officials	  (AASHTO)	  
found	  in	  a	  January	  survey	  that	  767	  highway	  projects	  valued	  at	  $1.1	  billion	  have	  
already	  been	  lost	  to	  the	  1987	  construction	  season.	  This	  legislation	  will	  provide	  
sufficient	  money	  to	  complete	  the	  interstate	  system	  by	  1992.	  Until	  that	  time,	  all	  
States	  will	  participate	  in	  the	  interstate	  construction	  program	  by	  receiving	  a	  one-‐half	  
percent	  minimum.	  If	  a	  State	  has	  completed	  its	  portion	  of	  the	  interstate	  system,	  it	  can	  
use	  these	  funds	  first	  for	  interstate	  4R	  projects	  and	  then	  for	  other	  projects	  on	  the	  
federal-‐aid	  system.	  The	  report	  offers	  States	  an	  opportunity	  for	  additional	  flexibility	  
in	  construction	  program	  funding.	  The	  agreement	  permits	  a	  limited	  pilot	  program	  
with	  7	  States	  participating	  in	  a	  toll	  financing	  procedure.	  This	  conference	  report	  also	  
contains	  a	  mechanism	  to	  guarantee	  that	  interstate	  funds	  will	  be	  released	  to	  the	  State	  
on	  October	  1	  of	  each	  year.	  If	  Congress	  has	  not	  acted	  by	  October	  1	  to	  approve	  these	  
cost	  estimates,	  the	  Secretary	  is	  directed	  to	  make	  certain	  administrative	  adjustments	  
and	  release	  the	  money	  on	  October	  1,	  thus	  ensuring	  a	  timely	  release	  of	  essential	  
funds.	  The	  conference	  agreement	  also	  encourages	  the	  preservation	  of	  historic	  
bridges.	  These	  bridges	  are	  an	  important	  part	  of	  our	  country's	  transportation	  history.	  
In	  many	  cases	  they	  can	  still	  make	  an	  important	  contribution	  whether	  it	  is	  related	  to	  
education,	  transportation,	  or	  economic	  development.	  An	  important	  new	  research	  
initiative	  for	  more	  efficient	  road	  construction	  plans	  and	  methods	  is	  also	  included	  in	  
this	  conference	  report.	  The	  Strategic	  Highway	  Research	  Program	  will	  be	  funded	  out	  
of	  the	  States'	  apportionments	  at	  a	  level	  of	  approximately	  $30	  million	  per	  year	  for	  5	  
years.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  perfect	  piece	  of	  legislation,	  but	  it	  is	  probably	  the	  best	  piece	  of	  
legislation	  that	  we	  can	  put	  together	  at	  this	  time.	  Many	  Members,	  though	  voting	  for	  
the	  conference	  report,	  expressed	  the	  following	  reservations:	  This	  conference	  report,	  
though	  containing	  many	  praiseworthy	  provisions,	  includes	  certain	  policies	  that	  will	  
send	  the	  highway	  program	  in	  the	  wrong	  direction.	  The	  highway	  program	  has	  been	  
one	  of	  the	  most	  successful	  federal-‐aid	  programs	  because	  it	  has	  been	  a	  true	  State	  
partnership.	  The	  federal	  government	  has	  provided	  funds	  in	  broad	  categories,	  and	  it	  
has	  been	  the	  State	  and	  local	  governments	  which	  have	  determined	  which	  projects	  
would	  receive	  them.	  This	  report,	  however	  provides	  for	  a	  large	  number	  of	  
demonstration	  projects,	  which	  will	  simply	  stifle	  States'	  opportunities	  to	  determine	  
where	  and	  when	  their	  money	  and	  federal	  money	  may	  be	  spent.	  These	  
demonstration	  projects	  are	  often	  represented	  as	  additional	  funding	  above	  the	  
regular	  programs.	  That	  is	  not	  the	  case,	  however.	  We	  have	  a	  limited	  amount	  of	  
money	  available	  for	  the	  highway	  program.	  It	  is	  constrained	  by	  the	  amount	  of	  user	  
fee	  revenues	  coming	  into	  the	  trust	  fund	  and	  by	  the	  spending	  limits	  of	  the	  budget	  
resolution.	  We	  can	  either	  spend	  this	  money	  on	  demonstration	  projects	  or	  apportion	  
it	  to	  the	  States	  through	  the	  regular	  program.	  Lastly,	  this	  bill	  is	  disappointing	  since	  it	  
does	  not	  contain	  any	  measures	  to	  reform	  the	  Highway	  Beautification	  Act.	  In	  1986	  
the	  Senate	  passed	  highway	  legislation	  by	  a	  vote	  of	  99-‐0	  that	  contained	  meaningful	  
reforms	  to	  a	  program	  which	  now	  does	  nothing	  but	  protect	  the	  industry	  it	  is	  
supposed	  to	  regulate.	  Those	  opposing	  the	  conference	  report	  contended:	  We	  need	  a	  



reasonable	  bill	  that	  allocates	  highway	  and	  transit	  funds	  among	  States.	  And	  while	  no	  
bill	  addressing	  such	  a	  complex	  situation	  can	  please	  everyone,	  the	  Senate	  earlier	  
produced	  such	  a	  reasonable	  bill.	  This	  conference	  report,	  though,	  is	  unacceptable.	  
This	  bill	  creates	  excessive	  costs	  with	  its	  mass	  transit	  provision.	  It	  provides	  more	  
than	  $9.1	  billion	  in	  excess	  of	  what	  the	  administration	  requested.	  We	  cannot	  and	  
should	  not	  force	  feed	  these	  mass	  transit	  programs	  that	  very	  often	  should	  be	  
undertaken	  by	  the	  local	  communities.	  Furthermore,	  in	  this	  mass	  transit	  program	  
provision,	  States	  contribute	  to	  a	  general	  revenue	  fund	  for	  mass	  transit	  programs.	  
Some	  States,	  however,	  are	  receiving	  less	  than	  20	  cents	  on	  the	  mass	  transit	  dollar.	  
Not	  only	  is	  this	  unequal	  distribution	  unfair,	  but	  it	  is	  not	  fiscally	  responsible.	  This	  bill	  
also	  contains	  171	  special	  interest,	  demonstration	  projects	  which	  most	  assuredly	  are	  
not	  in	  the	  national	  interest.	  The	  projects	  will	  cost	  more	  than	  $1.3	  billion	  in	  federal	  
funds	  over	  the	  next	  5	  years.	  They	  represent	  an	  outright	  assault	  on	  the	  highway	  trust	  
fund	  by	  a	  greedy	  few.	  This	  conference	  report,	  furthermore,	  destroys	  the	  relationship	  
that	  has	  been	  the	  cornerstone	  of	  the	  State/federal	  highway	  partnership	  for	  decades.	  
Traditionally,	  Congress	  has	  developed	  funding	  formulas	  and	  approved	  
appropriations.	  The	  States	  have	  always	  decided	  how,	  when,	  and	  where	  to	  use	  the	  
money.	  That	  is	  proper;	  States	  are	  in	  the	  best	  position	  to	  do	  that	  function.	  In	  this	  
report,	  though,	  Congress	  is	  setting	  road-‐building	  priorities	  with	  demonstration	  
projects.	  The	  term	  "highway	  robbery"	  was	  never	  so	  appropriate	  as	  in	  describing	  this	  
bill.	  Unfortunately,	  the	  victim	  is	  the	  taxpayer.	  For	  that	  reason,	  we	  should	  not	  support	  
this	  conference	  report.	  	  
	  
VOTING	  YEA:	  
	  
Republicans:	  
(28	  or	  64%)	  Bond	  Boschwitz	  Chafee	  Cochran	  Cohen	  D'Amato	  Danforth	  Domenici	  
Durenberger	  Grassley	  Hecht	  Karnes	  Kassebaum	  Kasten	  Lugar	  McCain	  McConnell	  
Murkowski	  Packwood	  Pressler	  Quayle	  Specter	  Stafford	  Stevens	  Symms	  Thurmond	  
Weicker	  Wilson	  	  
Democrats:	  
(51	  or	  98%)	  Adams	  Baucus	  Bentsen	  Bingaman	  Boren	  Bradley	  Breaux	  Bumpers	  
Burdick	  Byrd	  Chiles	  Conrad	  Cranston	  Daschle	  DeConcini	  Dixon	  Dodd	  Exon	  Ford	  
Fowler	  Glenn	  Gore	  Graham	  Harkin	  Heflin	  Hollings	  Inouye	  Johnston	  Kennedy	  Kerry	  
Lautenberg	  Leahy	  Levin	  Matsunaga	  Melcher	  Metzenbaum	  Mikulski	  Mitchell	  
Moynihan	  Nunn	  Pell	  Proxmire	  Pryor	  Reid	  Riegle	  Rockefeller	  Sarbanes	  Sasser	  Shelby	  
Stennis	  Wirth	  	  
	  
VOTING	  NAY:	  
	  
Republicans:	  
(16	  or	  36%)	  Dole	  Evans	  Garn	  Gramm	  Hatch	  Hatfield	  Helms	  Humphrey	  McClure	  
Nickles	  Roth	  Rudman	  Simpson	  Trible	  Wallop	  Warner	  	  
Democrats:	  
(1	  or	  2%)	  Sanford	  	  
	  



NOT	  VOTING:	  
	  
Republicans:	  
(2)	  Armstrong-‐2	  Heinz-‐2AY	  	  
Democrats:	  
(2)	  Biden-‐2	  Simon-‐2AY	  	  
	  
ABSENCE	  CODE:	  1-‐Official	  Business	  2-‐Nec.	  absent	  3-‐Illness	  4-‐Other	  	  
Symbols:	  AY-‐Announced	  Yea	  AN-‐Announced	  Nay	  PY-‐Paired	  Yea	  PN-‐Paired	  Nay	  	  
	  

Compiled	  and	  written	  by	  the	  staff	  of	  the	  Republican	  Policy	  Committee	  
	  

William	  L.	  Armstrong,	  Chairman	  



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D .C. 20503 

2 0 MAR 18tH 

MEMORANDUM FOR HOWARD BAKER 
CHIEF OF STAFF 

THROUGH: James c. Miller III 
Director 

FROM: Joseph R. Wright, Jr. 
Deputy Director 

SUBJECT: Presidential Briefing on the Highway Conference Bill 

This memorandum describes the status of the conference bill 
and seeks the President's approval of a proposed alternative to 
be included in the concurrent resolution now pending in the 
Senate. (The concurrent resolution would correct the enrolled 
conference bill to reflect the contents of the concurrent 
resolution.) 

Status of Conference Bill 

o The House passed the bill by a vote of 407 to 17 on 
Wednesday, March 18th. A provision to allow States to 
raise the speed limit to 65 m.p.h. on rural Interstate 
highways was passed separately as a concurrent 
resolution. 

o The Senate began consideration of the bill today, March 
19th, and is expected to complete consideration on 
Friday, March 20th. 

Description of Conference Bill 

o Authorizes $87.5 billion over five years for highway, 
transit and safety programs, which is $10.1 billion more 
than the Administration's budget proposal of $77.4 
billion. 

o Provides funding for special interest highway and transit 
projects (i. e., 170 highway "demonstration" projects, 
mandated funding for the Los Angeles Metrorail, and 
Interstate f unding for two Boston projects). 

Continues inequitable and inappropriate allocation of 
transit trust funds to relatively few cities, and 
earmarks them for "new starts," transit systems that are 
often not economically viable. 

Expands domestic content requirements for transit 
projects . 



Proposed Alternative 

o Eliminates special funding treatment for earmarked 
highway and transit projects and promotes a more 
equitable distribution of funds, especially for transit 
programs. 

o Provides more fiscally responsible spending levels by 
authorizing $83 billion over five years compared to $87.5 
billion in the conference bill. 

o Avoids unnecessary expansion of domestic content 
requirements that could invite foreign retaliation 
against United States exports. 

Decision 

Agree 

cc: Will Ball 

0 
Center for 
Transportation 

Disagree with alternative. 

-2-



Highway/Transit Legislation 
Comparison of Conference Bill and the Proposed Alternative 

With the President's Budget 

Authorizations 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

Outlays 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

Receipts 

Repeal Gas Tax 
Exemptions 

Total Deficit I mpact 

(Increased Spending 
Plus Foregone 
Revenues) 

Conference 

68.8 
17.8 

0.9 

87.5 

68.4 
19.7 
0.9 

89.0 

($ in billions) 

1987 - 1991 

Alternative 

66.0 
16.1 

.9 

83.0 

67.1 
18.7 

.9 

86.7 

Pres. 
Budget 

68.0 
8.7 
0.7 

77.4 

66.1 
15.1 

0.8 

82.0 

-3.5 

Delta from 
Conference 

+0.8 
+9.1 
+0.2 

+10.1 

+2.3 
+4.6 
+0.1 

+7.0 

+3. 5 

+10.5 

Pres. Budget 
Alternative 

-2.0 
+7.4 
+.2 

+5.6 

+1.0 
+3.6 
+.1 

+4.7 

+3.5 

+8.2 

Notes: Authorization legislation largely determines the level of annual spending because the 
highwa¥ program and a good portion of the transit program operate on contract 
authority which does not require appropriations to be obligated. 

Calculations were made with preliminary conference information. 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Item 

Authorizations (1987-91) 
Highways 
Transit 

Highway Demonstration 

Boston Interstate Projects 
- Central Artery 

Third Harbor Tunnel 

Los Angeles Metrorail 
Multiyear contract for 
second phase. 

Buy America 
- Domestic content 

requirements for 
transit. 
Rolling atock pri e 
differential 

6. Transit Authorizatio s 

General Fund for 
Section 9B formula 
Grants 

Highway/Transit Legislation 

Conference Bill 

$68.8B 
$17.8B 

OVer five years, provide $1.42B in 
Federal funding, in addition to the 
States' allocation of highway funds 
and partially exempt from spending 
controls, for 152 projects. 18 
projects are funded from within the 
States' allocation. 

Expands .Project scope beyond that 
currently eligible for Interstate 
highway funds. Adds $1.1B to the 
Federal cost to complete the 
Interstate System. 

Mandates $870M contract. 

Increases from 50' to 60' over time. 

Foreign rolling stock must be 25' 
cheaper than u.s. products. 

1987 $2.08 
1988 $2.18 
1989 $2.18 
1990 $2.18 
1991 $2.18 

Alternative 

$668 (Senate-passed level) 
$16.18 

Fund all projects from the States' 
Federal-aid allocation, subject to 
the obligation limitation (i.e., 
treat all projects as "priority 
projects" as proposed in the Senate 
bill). 

Delete provision. 

Delete provision. 

Delete provision. Maintain current 
law. 

Delete provision. Maintain 10' 
differential. 

$2.08 
$1.98 
$1.88 
$1.48 
$1.28 



Item 

Mass Transit Accounts 
Trust Funds 

7. Allocation of Mass 
Transit Account 

8. Transit Matching Ratio 

0 
Center for 
Transportation 

Conference Bill 

1987 $1. 096B 
1988 $1.2008 
1989 $1.2508 
1990 $1.3008 
1991 $1.4008 

Authorizations above $18 would be 
available half to Section 3 
discretionary and half to Section 
98 Formula program. 

Maintains 25' local share for 
Discretionary Grants and 20' 
for Formula Grants. 

$1.0968 
$1.2008 
$1.2508 
$1.5008 
$1.5008 

Alternative 

Authorizations above 
$.98 in 1988: $.758 in 1989: $.68 
in 1990: and $.48 in 1991 would be 
used for Section 98 Formula program. 

Increase local share to 50,. 



Highway/Transit Legislation 
Comparison of Conference Bill and the Proposed Alternative 

With the President's Budget 
($ in billions) 

1987 - 1991 

Pres. Delta from 

. ' 

Pres. Budget 
Authorizations Conference Alternative Budget Conference Alternative 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

Outlays 

Highways 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

Receipts 

Repeal Gas Tax 
Exempticms 

Total Deficit 

(Increased Spending 
Plus Foregone 
Revenues) 

68.8 
17.8 

0.9 

87.5 

68.4 
19.7 
0.9 

89.0 

66.0 
16.1 

.9 

83.0 

67.1 
18.7 

.9 

86.7 

68.0 
8.7 
0.7 

77.4 

66.1 
15.1 

0.8 

82.0 

-3.5 

+0.8 
+9.1 
+0.2 

+10.1 

+2.3 
+4.6 
+0.1 

+7.0 

+3.5 

+10.5 

-2.0 
+7.4 

+.2 

+5.6 

+1.0 
+3.6 
+.1 

+4.7 

+3.5 

+8.2 

Notes: Authorizat ion legislation largely determines the level of annual spending because the 
highway program and a good portion of the transit program operate on contract 
authority which does not require appropriations to be obligated. 

Calculations were made with preliminary conference information. 



. 
Total Highway/Transit and Safety Programs 

(in millions of dollars) 

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1987-91 

President's Budget 
Budget Author! ty . ...................... 16,792 14,915 14,915 14,915 15,920 77,457 
Outlays . ............................... 16,423 16,076 17,156 16,451 15,861 81,967 
Gas Tax Exemption Repeal •••••...•.•...• -822 -876 -884 -913 -3,495 

Conference Bill (H.R. 2) 
Budge~ Authority ••....•..••••.•••••.... 17,149 17,401 17,501 17,700 17,800 87,551 
Outlays . ............................... 16,724 17,799 18,306 18,220 17,879 88,928 
Gas Tax Exemption Repeal ••••••••••••••• 

Alternative 
Budget Authority •...••••••••.••••••.••. 16,835 16,691 16,641 16,491 16,291 82,949 
Outlays . ............................... 16,806 17,513 17,849 17,623 16,967 86,758 
Gas Tax Exemption Repeal •.••••.•••••••• 

Delta from President's Budget 

Conference Bill (H.R. 2) 
Budget Authority ......•.......•••...... +357 +2,482 +2,582 +2,781 +1,876 +10,078 
Outlays . ............................... +302 +1,723 +1,150 +1,769 +2,018 +6,962 
Receipts .......................•....... +822 +876 +884 +913 +3,495 

Alternative 
Budget Authority .......•....•....•..... +43 +1,776 +1,726 +1,576 +371 +5,492 
Outlays . ............. .................. +383 +1,437 +693 +1,172 +1,106 +4,791 
Receipts . ............ .................. +822 +876 +884 +913 +3,495 

Not.e: Totals may vary slightly from comparison chart due to rounding. Calculations were made with 
preliminary conference information. 



Highway Programs 
(in millions of dollars) 

President's Budget 
Budget Authority •••.•.••....•••........ 
Outlays . .............................. . 
Gas Tax Exemption Repeal •....••........ 

Conference Bill (H.R. 2) 
Budget Authority •••••..••••......•..... 
outlays . .............................. . 
Gas Tax Exemption Repeal •.•...........• 

Alternative 
Budget Authority ••......•..•.....•....• 
outlays . .............................. . 
Gas Tax Exemption Repeal ...•.....•....• 

Delta from President's Budget 

Conference Bill 
Budget Authority .......•....•.......... 
Outlays . .............................. . 
Receipts . ............................. . 

Alt ernative 
Budget Authority •.... ..••....•.•....... 
outlays . ............. ................. . 
Receipts . ............ ................. . 

1987 

13,397 
12,508 

13,577 
12,794 

13,263 
12,876 

+180 
+286 

-134 
+368 

1988 

13,397 
12,744 

-779 

13,742 
14,065 

13,182 
13,809 

+345 
+1,321 

+779 

-215 
+1,065 

+779 

1989 

13,397 
13,776 

-830 

13,742 
13,977 

13,182 
13,622 

+345 
+201 
+830 

-215 
-154 
+830 

Not e: Calculations were made with preliminary conference information. 

1990 

13,397 
13,501 

-838 

13,891 
13,779 

13,182 
13,454 

+494 
+278 
+838 

-215 
-47 

+838 

1991 

14,419 
13,591 

-866 

13,891 
13,774 

13,182 
13,374 

-528 
+183 
+866 

-1,237 
-217 
+866 

1987-91 

68,007 
66,120 
-3,313 

68,843 
68,389 

65,991 
67,135 

+836 
+2,269 
+3,313 

-2,016 
+1,015 
+3,313 



Highway Safety Programs 
(in millions of dollars) 

President's Budget 
Budget Authority •••••••••••..••••.•••••• 
Outlays . ............................... . 

Conference Bill (H.R. 2) 
Budget Authority •.••••••••..•••••.•••••• 
Outlays . ............................... . 

Alternative 
Budget Authority ...•••.•••••••••..•••.•• 
outlays . ............................... . 

Delta From President's Budget 

Conference Bill 
Budget Authority ........•.•...•......... 
Outlays . ............................... . 

Alternative 
Budget Authority .......................• 
Outlays . ............................... . 

1987 

144 
159 

225 
165 

225 
165 

+81 
+6 

+81 
+6 

1988 

144 
162 

159 
177 

159 
177 

+15 
+15 

+15 
+15 

1989 

144 
155 

159 
178 

159 
178 

+15 
+23 

+15 
+23 

1990 

144 
150 

159 
179 

159 
179 

+15 
+29 

+15 
+29 

1991 

144 
146 

159 
177 

159 
177 

+15 
+31 

+15 
+31 

1987-91 

720 
772 

861 
876 

861 
876 

+141 
+104 

+141 
+104 

Note: Repeal of the gas tax exemptions largely affects the highway and transit programs. Hence no 
receipts are shown on this table. 

Calculations were made with preliminary conference information. 

0 



President's Budget 
Budget Authority ••••••.•••.•••••• 
outlays . ......................... 
Gas Tax Exemption Repeal ....•..•• 

Conference Bill (H.R. 2) 
Budget Authority .•••••••••••••••• 
outlays . ......................... 
Gas Tax Exemption Repeal .••.•.... 

Alternative 
Budget Authority .•••.••••••••.... 
outlays . ......................... 
Gas Tax Exemption Repeal •••...... 

Delta from President's Budget 
Conference Bill (H.R. 2) 

Budget Authority ................. 
Outlays . ......................... 
Receipts ........................ 

Alternative 
Budget Authority .•....•.......... 
outlays . ......................... 
Receipts ........ . .............. 

Note: Calculations were made 

0 

Mass Transit Programs 
(in millions of dollars) 

1987 1988 1989 

3,251 1,374 1,374 
3,756 3,170 3,225 

-43 -46 

3,347 3,500 3,600 
3,765 3,557 4,151 

3,347 3,350 3,300 
3,765 3,527 4,049 

+96 +2,126 +2,226 
+10 +387 +926 

+43 +46 

+96 +1976 +1926 
+9 +357 +824 

+43 +46 

with preliminary conference 

1990 1991 1987-91 

1,374 1,357 8,730 
2,800 2,124 15,075 

-46 -47 -182 

3,650 3,750 17,847 
4,262 3,928 19,663 

3,150 2,950 16,097 
3,990 3,416 18' 74.7 

+2,276 +2,393 +9,117 
+1,462 +1,804 +4,589 

+46 +47 +182 

+1776 +1593 +7367 
+1190 +1292 +3672 

+46 +47 +182 

information. 
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i\.1arc~ 20 , 1987 

Pres i dent Ronalc Reagan 
1600 Pennsylvania ~venue 
Was~i~gton, D.C. 20500 

Jear Mr. President : 

As a new memoer of tne Illinois Conoressi:~e: c~:e:ation serving on the 
House Committee on Public Works, I ur~e-you ~:~_~: _v~~~ :he Surface 
Transportation Act (H.R. 2). 

As you knew, t~e 99tn Congress adjournea wi~~a~: ~assing legislation to 
ex t end the federal hiahwav-transit ~ r2ara~s ~hie~ exJi:ec on October 1. I 
3n extr~mely : ancer nea abbut t he orecaiiaus sitJation ~ ,i s has cr eated for 
t~e State of Illinois. 

Illinois is hit especially harj because its Gas~ efficient use of 
federal f~nds has resulted in a very low carry- ever ~a:ance , the lowest 
a~ong all states i n relation to i ts annual f~nding levels . Our st ate has 
already virt ually exhausted feoe ral funos for the vital interstate 
ccnstr~crion, i nt erstate t rans fe r 3nd bridge re: air ~rograms . 

If no new ~ill is enacted by the en~ ~f Marcn, Illinois' situation will 
~=c~me 2ri t ical. 80 percent of feoeral-aid hi~nway projects i n the state's 
1?87 or~gram are at risk and a substan:ial nu~oer of the nearly 20,000 
:ons tr~ction jobs generated by t he :llinoi s nighway program will not be 
r~sl i zed without quick approval of tne legis l ation . Your efforts on behalf 
of thi s critical objective will : e greatly aopre=iated . 

Thank you for your assistance . 

Sir.cer::ly , 

no Memoer of Congress 
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Dear Mr. President: 

Almost half of this fiscal year has already expired, and the one 
consistent message we hear from throughout the country is, -we 
need a highway bill. Now!• 

The Senate has recognized that an efficient highway system is 
essential to us all. Last fall the Senate passed the highway 
reauthorization bill without a single dissenting vote: last month 
it again endorsed that legislation by a vote of 96 to 2. The 
Senate has continued its tradition of supporting what is 
undoubtedly the most successful Federal/State program ever 
conceived, one that has been supported by all segments of the 
public and your Administration. That support, coupled with the 
overwhelming Senate votes, gave us confidence that a satisfactory 
compromise could be reached with the House. 

Unfortunately, our conferees have not been able to resolve 
parochial interests to the benefit of our national well-being. 
Instead, they have produced a patchwork of misguided initiatives, 
special interest projects, and program requirements that would 
further diminish the abilities of State governments to manage 
their highway programs prudently, subjecting them instead to the 
whims of the Federal Government. 

Perhaps the worst feature of this legislation is that, instead of 
serving the Nation as a whole, it has been designed to support 
special projects in selected political jurisdictions. Funding of 
those special projects would require diversions from other vital 
programs and require States to spend their own funds on projects 
not necessarily of their own choosing. 

Similarly, in the transit area, this legislation would provide an 
inequitable distribution of funds from the Mass Transit Account, 
favoring less than 20 cities, with a considerable portion going to 
just one specific city. We believe more emphasis should be placed 
on utilizing revenue generated by users for transit requirements 
in all states. 

Despite constant cautions that the evolving compromise was 
seriously flawed and unacceptable to the Administration, House 
conferees refused to yield, believing that the dozens of specially 
funded projects wo uld generate sufficient political strength to 
force acceptance o f the total package: rationalizing, also, that 
never before in hi story has a President had the courage to veto 
important highway legislation. Never before, of course, has so 
bad a highway bill been proposed. 

This proposed leg1 slation seriously disrupts the cooperative 
Federal/State rel a tionship which has been the backbone of the 
Federal highway program. If Congressional intrusion into the 
administration of highway programs is permitted to continue, 
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rational planning, establishment of priorities, and even 
engineering details will be taken from the hands of State 
transportation professionals and left to the vagaries of expedient 
political decisions. Such is not in the interest of our Nation. 

Many individuals have long sought sensible changes to the national 
55 MPH speed limit. We know you support those changes. As you 
know, this will be resolved separately and this may be an 
important feature·of the legislation that reaches your desk. 
However, regardless of the outcome of the House vote on the speed 
limit, this Conference Report remains fatally flawed. 

Our Nation is great because of State governments working in 
concert with the President and the Congress. This legislation, as 
it stands, works to the detriment of our common concerns and thus 
should be vetoed. 

We in the Senate stand ready to sustain your veto. And we stand 
ready to work with other Members of Congress to immediately resume 
negotiations with the other body to develop highway and transit 
legislation which truly serves our national well-being. 

Respectfully yours, 

no 
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:he rlonorable Ronalj Rea~a~ 
The White House -
Was:ungton, D.C. 2030 0 

~ea~ ~r. President: 
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I have received v::·..:::: :.;:;:.:.~::: :: \ola:::::-. ::;. :n ·,o~hich you 
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I would hope that 1~ ~ can ~ec=~si~-== _ ~osition in this 
~egard. I do not make s~c~ a re~~es:. _: ;~:. -;, t ut early 
enactment of this bill is ~sse::c1a.l :.:::: :.:-.is j'ear' s highway 
construction season. ~te scaces ~~st ~:::: :.~~::::~gh the process of 
getting bids before const~uc:.i cr: car: ~e;:~, ~hich takes time, and 
the longer we delay ~rovidin; the necessary spending authority, 
the more we cut into the constr~ction sea.s~r:. The result will be 
mo:-e unemployment and a ·..:ea:<enin<; o f t:-.e ecc:1o:ny. 

I should point out that the c~ rrer::. year budget author ity 
fa:- the highway portion o f t~e ~:!! :s ac: ~ally a billion dollars 
below last year's level. E'~:::t~e:::-:'.'lore :.:-.:s ::..s tr:Jst fund monies 
for which a majority of us vcted : o ra~se :he ;asoline tax by 
five cents a gallon for t~e ex~:::essed ;..:~~c se ~f improving our 
highway t:::ansportation syste~. 

As far as the mass transit sec:.:~n :s .: :::: ncerned, I share 
your concern over the £ur.cin; :ev~: ~~ t~is regard , but this is 
an item we can deal with tn~= ~;n :.he a;~:::c?::: :ati o ns p~ocess. 

A veto of this bill ~il! su~e~ y ;..:t ~e ?erso nally between a 
":rock and a ha:::d place", anC. : :; :.;.s:. ~. a ·:~ : ::; te l: you t :Jat, M:::-. 

in the hope ycu ~:ll ~e .:~ :1s~~e~ :.~e ?D ines ou tlined in 

With expressions ~e :::sc; na l 

3 c ::: 
Ke~u8li c an Lead er 

RHM:khk 
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this morning. He said, "It is inaccu
rate." I said to him, "It raises the 
question, sir, whether someone within 
the administration has deliberately 
misled the Senate and led Senators to 
vote in ways they might not otherwise 
have voted because of inaccurate in
formation passed out without the au
thority of the Federal Administrator." 
I said to Mr. Barnhart, "I regard that 
as a grave matter. I would wish you to 
inquire into it with the utmost urgen
cy, and it is not at an end." However, 
Mr. President, the time to vote is at 
hand. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, upon the 
disposition of this matter today, there 
will be no further rollcall votes. In 
other words, this will be the last roll
call vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If 
there is no further debate, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STAFFORD <when his name 

was called). Mr. President, on this vote 
I have a live pair with the junior Sena
tor from Vermont [Mr. LEAHYl. If he 
were present, he would vote "aye." If I 
were allowed to vote, I would vote 
"nay." Therefore, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. LEVIN <after voting in the nega
tive>. Mr. President, on this vote I 
have a pair with the distinguished 
junior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
BINGAMAN]. If he were prt-sent and 
voting, he would vote "aye." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." I 
withdraw my vote. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. CHILES], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIXON], the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. FoRD], the Sena
tor from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY], 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZ
ENBAUM], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] are nec
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR] would vote "yea." 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIXON] would vote "nay." 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. .Aru.I
STRONG], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. DANFORTH] , the Senator from' 
Utah [Mr. GARNl, the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. GRAssLEY], the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. HEINZ], the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. QUAYLE], 
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
WALLOP] are necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. HEINZ] is paired 
with the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
WALLOP]. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Pennsylvania would vote "nay" 
and the Senator from Wyoming would 
vote "yea." 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. GARN] would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 60, 
nays 21, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 35 Leg.] 
YEAS-60 

Baucus Fowler McConnell 
Bentsen Gore Melcher 
Bond Graham Moynihan 
Boren Gramm Murkowskl 
Bradley Harkin Nickles 
Breaux Hatch Nunn 
Bumpel'li Hecht Pressler 
Burdick Heflin Reid 
Byrd Helms R iegle 
Cochran Humphrey Rockefeller 
Conrad Johnston Rudman 
Cranston Karnes Sasser 
D'Arnato Kassebaum Shelby 
Daschle Kasten Simpson 
DeConclnl Kennedy Stennis 
Dodd Kerry Stevens 
Dole Lugar Symms 
Domenici Matsunaga Thunnond 
Duren berger McCain Wilson 
Ex on McClure Wirth 

NAYS-21 
Adams Hollings Roth 
Boschwltz Lautenberg Sarbanes 
Chafee Mikulski Simon 
Cohen Mitchell Specter 
Evans Packwood Trible 
Glenn Pell Warner 
Hatfield Proxmlre Weicker 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-2 

Stafford, against 
Levin, against 

NOT VOTING-17 
Armstrong Ford 
Biden Gam 
Bingaman Grassley 
Chiles Heinz 
Danforth Inouye 
Dixon Leahy 

Metzenbaum 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Sanford 
Wallop 

So the concurrent resolution <H. 
Con. Res. 77> was agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

HIGHWAY ALLOCATION AND 
APPORTIONMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, yes
terday the administration circulated a 
package of material regarding high
way funding to each Senate office, 
each State Department of Transporta
tion, and each Governor's office. That 
material was highly misleading and, in 
many respects, inaccurate. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
with great respect, I make the point of 
order that the Senate is not in order 
and an important statement is being 
made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point is well taken. The Senate Is not 
in order. The Senate will be in order. 

The Senator from Maine. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

repeat that: The material circulated 
regarding the highway funding bill by 
the administration yesterday in the 
Senate was highly misleading and, in 
many respects, inaccurate. 

During the debate on the bill, in ob
vious reliance on the misleading infor
mation supplied by the administra
tion, some Senators made inaccurate 
statements and even may have been 
induced to vote against the bill. The 
Senate has been misled. The RECORD 
must be set straight. 

The first chart circulated by the ad
ministration, entitled "State-by-State 
Comparison," says that the States 
would lose $391 million in apportion
ments from the Senate bill in fiscal 
year 1987. That is a highly misleading 
half truth. 

There are two ways in which high
way funds are dispersed to the States. 
The first method is by apportion
ment-that is by formula. The second 
method is by allocation-that is, by ap
plication which must meet certain 
standards. While it is true that the . 
States would receive somewhat less in . 
apportionments, they would receive 
much more in allocations. In fact, the 
conference report provides $752.2 mil
lion more in allocations than does the 
Senate bill. 

Overall, there is some $337.1 million 
more in budget authority in the con- ' 
ference report compared to the Senate 
bill. So while apportionments may be a ' 
slight percentage less, allocations are a 
much larger percentage higher. And 
the net effect is the exact opposite of 
the document that was circulated by 
the administration yesterday. There 
are good policy reasons why the con
ference committee redistributed some 
of the funds between apportionments 
and allocations. One difference is that 
the conference committee made a 
policy decision to spend more money 
in interstate 4R allocations rather 
than interstate 4R apportionments, 
because the consensus was that this 
would be more practical. For those not 
on the committee, and not familiar 
with the details of highway programs, 
interstate 4R provides funds for resur
facing, restoring, rehabilitating, and 
reconstructing the Interstate System. 
Because a number of States have com
pleted their Interstate Systems and 
because other States have expensive 
interstate sections yet to complete, a 
policy decision was made that a top 
priority of the conference report 
should be to complete the interstate; 
by formula alone, an adequate amount 
of money per State is not always avail
able for that purpose. Therefore, the 
conference committee took $185 mil
lion from apportionments which are 



March 20, 1987 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 6471 
dispersed by formula, and increased 
that amount by $15 million so that in 
total $200 million would be available 
in interstate 4R allocations, which 
States would apply for based on need. 
So, to say States are losing funds in 
that program simply is inaccurate. 

That same chart says that over 5 
years the States would lose $1.96 bil
lion in apportiorunents. The Federal 
Highway Administration itself has re
futed this statement. It is simply not 
possible to accurately determine the 
amount of funds the States will re
ceive in apportiorunents over a 5-year 
period, into the future. This is true be
cause apportiorunents are formulas 
and while a formula may remain the 
same, the manner in which it is dis
tributed will not. For instance, in the 
Interstate Construction Program, 
funds are apportioned to States to 
finish their interstate. Nearly 25 
States have finished and those States 
receive the minimum assurance of one
half of 1 percent of the interstate 
funds. It is accurate to say that those 
States will receive a constant amount 
over the next 5 years. However, as 
each State works to complete its Inter
state System, it is impossible to pre
dict the amount of money they will 
need or receive from 1 year to the 
next. The formula is based on what a 
particular State needs, what other 
States completing the interstate need, 
and how much money is available for 
all States. These factors are constant
ly changing. I repeat, the Federal 
Highway Administration itself has 
said that calculating what a State 
would either gain or lose over the next 
5 years, as this chart circulated by the 
administration purports to do, is not 
possible. 

I ask unanimous consent that both 
the administration's table entitled 
"State-by-State" losses and the Feder
al Highway Administration table enti
tled, "Increases and Decreases in 
Fiscal Year 1987 Apportiorunents and 
Allocations" be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Did he not mean 

the table "State-by-State Compari
son"? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, that is correct, 
the State-by-State comparison. I 
thank the Senator. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATE·BY·STATE COMPARISON: CONFERENCE 
REPORT VS, SENATE-PASSED BILL (S. 387) 

House and Senate conferees have complet
ed negotiations on a $87 bUUon highway 
safety and transit reauthorization bill. 
Under the highway title of the bill, the De
partment of Transportation estimates that: 

41 states will receive lower apportion
ments under the conference report than 
under the Senate-passed bill, S. 387. 

This difference in apportionments trans
lates into a loss to states of $391.7 million 
annually, or $1.96 billion over the five year 
life of the legislation. Broken down by state, 
the losses over 5 years are as follows: 

Millions 
Alabama.................................................. $122.5 
Alaska...................................................... 13.5 
Arkansas.................................................. 70.5 
California................................................ 80.5 
Colorado.................................................. 59.0 
Connecticut ............................ ... . ... . .... .... 8.0 
Delaware................................................. 11.0 
Florida..................................................... 25.5 
Georgia.................................................... 107.5 
Hawaii...................................................... 106.5 
Idaho........................................................ 34.5 
Indiana.................................................... 149.0 
Kansas..................................................... 10.5 
Kentucky................................................ 81.5 
Louisiana................................................. 120.5 
Maine....................................................... 26.5 
Maryland................................................. 63.5 
Minnesota............................................... 73.0 
Mississippi.. ............................................. 68.5 
Missouri................................................... 69.5 
Montana............................. ..................... 16.5 
Nebraska................................................. 12.5 
Nevada..................................................... 11.0 
New Hampshire..................................... 9.5 
New Jersey.............................................. 71.0 
New Mexico............................................ 18.5 
North Carolina....................................... 161.5 
North Dakota......................................... 16.0 
Ohio......................................................... 241.0 
Oregon..................................................... 24.5 
Pennsylvania.......................................... 149.5 
South Dakota......................................... 17.0 
Tennessee................................................ 134.0 
Texas ....................................................... 489.0 
Utah......................................................... 53.5 
Vermont.................................................. 10.5 
Virginia.................................................... 82.0 
Washington............................................ 125.5 
West Virginia.......................................... 1.7 
Wisconsin................................................ 108.5 
Wyoming................................................. 18.0 
District of Columbia............................. 32.0 
Puerto Rico............................................. 3.1 

In addition to lower apportionment levels, 
states lose spending authority under the 
conference agreement. Because of the inclu
sion of costly demonstration projects, con
ferees were forced to lower the highway 
program obligation ceiling to compensate 

for the large amount of money outside the 
obligation ceiling. Consequently, states 
would be allowed to spend only 95 cents of 
every dollar apportioned to them because of 
the lower ceiling. Thus, the losses to states 
In formula funds noted above would In
crease. 
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal 

Highway Administration, comparison of 
increases and decreases in fiscal year 1987 
apportionments and allocations in confer
ence bill over Senate passed bill 

A. Decreases in appor-
tioned funds: 

Interstate construction ... 
Interstate 4R ................... .. 
Hazard elimination ........ .. 
Rail-highway ................... .. 
Minimum allocation ...... .. 

Subtotal ..................... .. 

B. Increases in appor
tioned funds: 

Bridge replacement and 

-300,000,000 
-185,000,000 

-5,000,000 
-15,000,000 
-70,539,342 

-57 5,539,342 

rehabilitation................. 105,000,000 
Interstate substitution.... 67,500,000 
Primary .............................. ___ 2_5_,o_o_o_.o_o_o 

Subtotal....................... 197,500,000 
===== 

C. Increases in allocated 
funds: 

Interstate discretionary.. 300,000,000 
Interstate 4R......... ............ 200,000,000 
Interstate substitution .... 22,500,000 
Forest highways............... 5,000,000 
Indian reservation roads. 5,000,000 
Demonstration projects.. 178,000,000 
Railroad relocation 

demo................................ 15,000,000 
Studies ............................... 1, 720,000 
Bridge discretionary ........ ___ 2_5_,o_o_o_.o_o_o 

Subtotal....................... 752,220,000 
===== 

D. Decreases In allocated 
funds: 

Public lands....................... -10,000,000 
Parkways and park roads -15,000,000 
Territorial program ......... ___ -_1_2_,o_o_o_.o_o_o 

Subtotal....................... -37,000,000 
===== 

Net increase in con-
ference bill............... 337,180,658 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in 
addition, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD another 
table which I received this morning 
from the Federal Highway Adminis
tration which shows that there is actu
ally $337.1 million more in budget au
thority to be disbursed to the States in 
the conference bill compared to the 
Senate bill. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
[Comparison of fiscal year 1987 authorizations in Senate-passed bill and conference bill] 

Senate-passed bill 

3,000,000,000 
2,800,000,000 
2,350,000,000 

750,000,000 
600,000,000 

1,500,000,000 

Conference bill 
Conference bill 

provides more or less 
(-) 

3,000,000,000 0 
2,815,000,000 15,000,000 

I 2,375,000,000 25,000,000 
750,000,000 ..................................... . 
600,000,000 ..................................... . 

1,630,000,000 130,000,000 
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[Comparison of fiSCal year 1987 authorizations in Senate-passed bin and confemM:e bill] 

Fund Senate-passed bin Conference bill 
Conference bit 

provides more or 11a 
(-) 

~~~~:~iiai~·;.-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 175,000,000 
175,000,000 
795,815,342 
487,500,000 
162,500,000 
10,000,000 

160,000,000 (15,000,11 

m:~~:: ~~~:~:: 
~5:r: ~:mF::f~i~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 555,000,000 67,500, 

185,000,000 22,500,000 
Section 402 safety-FHWA .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 

100,000,000 1~:~~:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Emergency relief ............................................... .. .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 
Federal lands: 

Forest highways .................... _.. ....................................... _.. .............. _.. ..................................................................................................................................................................... .. 50,000,000 
50,000,000 
75,000,000 
75,000,000 

55,000,000 5,000,000 
40,000,000 (10,000,000) Public highways ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... _.. .. . 
80,000,000 5,000,000 Indian reservation roads ............................................................................................................................................................................................ ._. ............. _.. .......................... .. 

Park roads and parkways ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ . 60,000,000 (15,000,000) 
Territorial highway program: 

American S3moa ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 1,000,000 .. _.................................. !1,000,0001 
Guam .......... ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 5,000,000 ........................................ 5,000,000 
Northern Mariana Islands .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 1,000,000 ........................................ 1,000,000 

Resea~~n~s=!Oiiiiieiii''(seciioii' 403/3oi)':::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~:::: .................... lo:ooo:ooo .................... ~~~:~. 
St*total.. ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 13,177,815,342 13,320,276,000 )(2,460,658 

Allocations: 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~£~~ 1:1:5:.tooo~.~oo00o~ :~~~1:5~_rooo~.: 
Railroad relocation demonstration ........................................ _ .. _ .............................................................................................................................................................................. _ ... _ .... _ .... _ ..... _ ... _.-_ .. -_ .. ____ .....:..:..;..:..:..._ ___ ....:..:...:..:..:..:~-

Sulllotal .. __ ,, ............................. - ...................... _ ....... -.-·-...... - .. _·-·--"-"'""'"'""-"--"""""""""'""'"""""""'"'""""""""""""""'""'""'"'"'""''""'-"'"--" 59,100,000 253,820,000 194,720,000 
Grallll totil ....................... _, ___ ,,_,_,_,,, .... ___ ,.,, ___ ................... , _____ ,, __ , __ , __ ,, __ , ____ , __ ,,_ ....................... _ .............. --.. -· .. ·-·-··--......... 13,236,915,342 13,574,096,000 337,180,658 

• Includes primary minimum. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this 
chart shows that the conference 
report actually provides $15 million 
more in funds for interstate 4R for a 
total of $2.815 billion. The conference 
report maintains the Senate-approved 
level of $3 billion for interstate con
struction. The conference report in
cludes $25 million more for primary 
funds for a total of $2.375 billion. 
Urban and secondary funds remain 
the same at $750 million and $600 mil
lion respectively. There is an addition
al $130 million in funds in the confer
ence report for bridge replacement 
and rehabilitation for a total of $1.63 
billion. Sixty-seven million dollars 
more is in the conference report for 
interstate substitution programs, 
which is very important to the States 
because the program provides funds 
for substitute highway projects which 
result from decisions to withdraw 
interstate routes and replace them 
with other types of Federal aid 
projects. Forest highways and Indian 
reservation roads also gain under the 
conference report each by $5 million 
so that $55 million will be allocated to 
forest highways and $80 million will be 
allocated to Indian reservation roads. 
These programs too, are very impor
tant to the States. There are many· 
more differences, but the bottom line 
is that the conference report provides 
$337.1 million more in budget author
ity. 

Time and time again, the adminis
tration has threatened to veto this 
highway bill because of the amount al
located to demonstration projects. It 
should be noted that this amount is 
$178 million a year, or less than 1 per
cent of the funding in the bill. Now, 

the administration is trying to make 
the argument that the apportion
ments to the States are reduced be
cause of the funds provided for the 
demonstration projects. And, based on 
the administration's statement, several 
Senators made that same statement 
here on the Senate floor. It is an 
untrue and inaccurate statement. 

The money for the demonstration 
projects does not affect apportion
ments. I repeat: The money for dem
onstration projects does not affect ap
portiorunents. The demonstration 
projects are funded in part with $178 
million in new budget authority. This 
is money that would not be appor
tioned. Another 30 percent comes 
from the Secretary's discretionary 
fund. This also is money that would 
not be apportioned. This money is al
located based on application and by 
criteria. So in this instance, the Con
gress has earmarked a portion of those 
discretionary funds for allocation to 
the States. This is money on top of 
what they would ordinarily get by way 
of apportionment. So to say that the 
demonst ration money reduces the 
amount of apportioned money is 
simply wrong. The discretionary 
money is in addition to the apportion
ments, it does not reduce them. 

I hope that we have clarified here 
today some of the inaccuracies circu
lating from the administration. I con
tinue to believe that the conference 
agreement is a sound compromise and 
I urge all my colleagues to defeat any 
proposed amendments to the concur
rent resolution which could jeopardize 
the work achieved in the conference 
report approved yesterday. 

Mr. President, I conclude by sayln1 
that there is legitimate reason for a 
difference of opinion on this bill. Sen
ators, in good faith and for good rea
sons, can disagree with it. It is not nec
essary for the administration to 
present inaccurate and misleading in
formation. The Senate is entitled to . 
accuracy in the information it receives 
from the executive branch so that the 
judgments in the Senate can be based 
on facts, not on inaccuracies. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

rise to agree most emphatically with 
the statements of Senator MITCHELL, 
former U.S. district judge, a man of 
unquestioned integrity and a meticu
lous concern for process. 

As I said earlier today, the arrival of 
this anonymous, unsigned, undated 
document was presented to us yester
day by the minority leader, who was 
given it and accepted it in good faith, I 
am sure. I do not question his faith in 
any way. However, he was given m.is· 
leading information. I had great diffi
culty believing that the administrator 
of the Federal Highway Administra
tion, Mr. Ray Barnhart from Texas, 
would deliberately mislead the Senate. 
So I asked him to come. I think per
haps he was already here. But I asked 
to see him. I was told he was here. We 
met in the Vice President's office. 

I said, "Sir, where did this piece of 
paper come from?" I met in the pres
ence of some of our senior staff offi
cers, so that they would understand 
what happened. He said to me, "The 
first time I saw this piece of paper was 
this morning." I remind the distin
guished presiding officer that this was 
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Information that was passed about 
this Chamber yesterday afternoon. I 
said, "Is it so?" He said, "It is not accu
rate." He said, "This is an inaccurate 
statement of the facts." I said, "In 
other words, someone has deliberately 
set about or if not deliberately, has in 
any event caused the U.S. Senate to be 
Jiven misleading Information? And 
that may have led U.S. Senators to 
vote other than they would have 
done." 

Mr. President, that is an unaccept
able act by this administration. Do 
they not understand the integrity of 
this body depends on a relationship of 
trust with respect to elemental things 
such as apportionment of the Federal 
programs? 

I told Mr. Barnhart that I must have 
the name of the person responsible 
within 48 hours or I would find it not 
possible to do other than hold him re
sponsible. Given the fact I hope to be 
able to withdraw this statement, I 
have been given to understand the 
present indications are that this arose 
from the Congressional Liaison Office 
of the Department of Transportation. 
That may be quite wrong. I am just 
told that Is presently the case. If it is 
true, then the persons responsible 
must be discharged, not simply from 
their present duties but from the Fed
eral service. 

You may not lie to the U.S. Senate. 
How many administrations will we 
have to see disabled in succession 
before this fact is clear? I do not pro
pose to see immunity granted to this 
person. I propose to see this person 
disappear. 

There is a Constitution in this coun
try and there are jails in this country, 
and there is such a thing as honor and 
dishonor in this country. Anyone, who 
for the purpose of picking up a few 
votes on a bill of serious, plain de
meanor, would mislead the Senate
cause the minority leader to come on 
to the floor with the information that 
the Federal Highway Administrator 
said today he has never seen and 
which is not accurate-should be cen
sured and is worthy of contempt. 

I ask you, Mr. President, what do 
they have to learn in order to be per
suaded to tell the truth? Is this an ad
ministration beyond recall? Do they 
come here and mislead us on matters 
of such plain import and open pur
pose? Is there anything left? 

I wish I were not speaking so strong
ly, but I feel yet more intensely. 

I thank the Senator from Maine for 
bringing the matter to us in his judi
cious and careful presentation. It is 
not over. I shall return to the matter 
early next week and we will lead to the 
bottom of it. The Senate will know 
that the honor of the Senate is at 
Issue here, and the integrity of our 
proceedings is at issue. 

I would like here and now to express 
my deep regret to any Member of this 

body who was misled and who may 
have voted other than he or she would 
have done in consequence of mislead
ing information. 

It may be that it was our responsibil
ity to leap to that data and ask, 
"Where did it come from?" If that was 
my responsibility and I did not carry it 
out, I offer the Senate my apology. 

But that is not the end of it. The 
question is who did it, under whose in
structions, and what will be the conse
quence? 

Mr. President, I thank you for your 
careful attention and I yield the floor. 

MORATORIUM ON ASSISTANCE 
TO NICARAGUAN DEMOCRATIC 
RESISTANCE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

SHELBY). The Senate will now resume 
consideration of the motion to proceed 
to House Joint Resolution 175. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the motion to proceed. 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of House Joint Resolution 
175, a resolution to suspend release of 
the remaining $40 million in aid to the 
Contras until the President accounts 
for all the money that has been appro
priated for and diverted to the Con
tras in the past 2 years. 

To date, $60 million of the approved 
$100 million has been released. The 
proposed legislation will assure that 
the final $40 million not be released 
pending a full accounting by the ad
ministration of the missing funds. The 
missing funds include profits from 
arms, less to Iran, money solicited by 
the administration from private 
sources and foreign governments, and 
$17 million of the $27 million in hu
manitarian aid appropriated by Con
gress in 1985. 

This legislation does not deal with 
the question of U.S. policy in Central 
America. The Senate dealt with that 
matter the day before yesterday, when 
it voted down a resolution disapprov
ing release of the remaining $40 mil
lion in Contra aid. 

House Joint Resolution 175, which 
was approved last week by the House 
of Representatives by a 230-to-196 vote 
margin, deals with two principles es
sential to our democratic system of 
government-the integrity of Congress 
and its constitutional authority; and 
the accountability of the executive to 
the American people and the Con
gress. 

Mr. Presideni, for the American ex
periment in constitutional democracy 
to succeed, these two-values and poli
cies-must be intertwined. 

Sadly, as disclosures of the last 5 
months dramatically reveal, they are 
not-neither in our dealings at home 
or abroad. 

This year, as we celebrate the 200th 
anniversary of our Constitution , we 
must not forget to understand the 
meaning and responsibility of our 
form of government, which Is both 
"republican"-with a small R-and 
"democratic"-with a small D. 

Our government is democratic in 
that its power comes from the people. 
However, as a republic, the people give 
up or delegate their power to their 
elected representatives. This power is 
transferred through a covenant, or un
derstanding; in the case of the United 
States, the covenant is the Constitu
tion and the body of laws that define 
the power of our government and its 
elected representatives. 

In other words the power of govern
ment is based in the authority given it 
by the trust of the people. 

But the basis of that covenant is 
trust and responsibility. The people 
trust their elected representatives to 
"represent" their interests. In turn, 
government has a responsibility to 
deal openly and honestly with the 
people of the United States. 

What then is the significance of Iran 
arms scandal and the Contra diver
sion? 

The Iran scandal is an example of a 
government that has broken that trust 
and violated the most basic convenant 
of our democratic system of govern
ment. 

First of all, by secretly selling arms 
to terrorists while announcing publicly 
that the United States would never ne
gotiate with terrorists, the administra
tion was blatantly misinforming the 
American people. 

Second, Congress, representing the 
people, enacted a set of laws limiting 
the power of the Executive. Congress 
required the Director of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, Mr. Casey, to con
sult with the Intelligence Committees 
and inform them of covert operations. 
Congress also prohibited the U.S. Gov
ernment from providing or helping to 
provide the Contras with military sup
port. 

The administration violated both of 
these requirements. It sold arms to so
called "moderates" in Iran for a period 
stretching more than a year without 
even informing Congress. 

It coordinated the diversion of prof
its from those sales to the Contras, 
without ensuring that the money 
would be used for only humanitarian, 
or nonmilitary purposes. And, the ad
ministration apparently aided a secret 
military supply operations for the 
Contras. 

All of this should come as no real 
surprise. For the past 6 years, this ad
ministration's Nicaragua policy has 
been a cancer on the most basic insti
tutions of the United States. 

This administration has mined har
bors, written assassination manuals, 
and created and funded a. group of ter-
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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 th~ 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 ca~not afford. 
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LOS ANGELES METRO RAIL PROJECT -- SECTION 338 OF H.R. 2, THE 
FEDERAL MASS TRANSPORTAT-ION ACT OF 19'87 

Background 

Section 338 of the recently enacted Federal Mass Transportation 
Act of 1987 (FMTA of 1987) relates to the construction of the 
Minimum Operable Segment-1 (MOS-1) and the Minimum Operable 
Segment-2 (MOS-2) portions of the Downtown Los Angeles to San 
Fernando Valley Metro Rail Project. UMTA entered into a full 
funding contract (FFC) with SCRTD for the construction of MOS-1 on 
August 26, 1986. 

Specifically, the provisions of section 338 are as follows: 

Subsection (a) states the requirements for issuance of a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for 
MOS-2. 

Subsection (b) re~~ires the Secretary to amend her 
existing contract ~ith the Southern California Rapid 
Transit District (SCRTD) to include MOS-2. 

Subsection (c) (1) specifies the Federal share for MOS-l 
($605,300,000) and MOS-2 ($667,000,000). Subsection 
(c) (2) sets forth the payment schedule under the amended 
contract, to be paid out of funds available for new 
starts under section 3 of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, as a~ended (UMT Act): not to exceed $107.9 
million in fiscal year 1987; not to exceed $300 million 
for fiscal years 1987 and 1988; not to exceed $490 
million for fiscal years 1987-1989; not to exceed $680 
million for fiscal years 1967-1990; and not to exceed 
$870 million for fiscal years 1987-1991. 

rr=====--Subse:ct-ion (d) provides advance construction authority 
for the co:'lst::-u::t: i on c! MCS-1 and MOS-2. Paragraphs (1) 
and (2) allo~ L~e sc~:D to proceed with construction 
without ap~rcval of the Secretary. Paragraph (3) 
provides a reimbursement schedule for any costs incurred 
under paragraphs (1) and (2) of the subsection for 
fiscal yea~ 1988-1991. Finally, paragraph (4) provides 
for delays in the reimbursement schedule in the event 
that publiaation of the SEIS is delayed beyond September 
30, 1988. 



TALKING POINTS FOR OPPOSITION TO SECTION 338: 

1) The Administration opposes legislative earmarking for capital 
projects. The earmarking of funding for MOS-2 will set a 
precedent and open the door for special treatment for other 
projects. 

2) A route alignment for MOS-2 has not yet been determined. 
Therefore, it is impossible to ascertain the total cost of the 
project. So uncertain are cost estimates for Metro Rail that 
local officials are predicting that the estimated total cost to 
complete the 18 mile project has jumped from approximately $3.5 
billion to $4.7 billion. With only 40 percent of the section 3 
fund available for new start projects {approximately $400 million 
per year), accurate cost estimates, not to mention an agreed upon 
alignment, for MOS-2 should be available before any FFC is 
signed. 

3. Section 338 that the Secretary enter into a FFC for MOS-2 
without due regard for current environmental requirements. While 
subsection {a) requires the preparation of a supplemental EIS in 
accordance with NEPA, subsection (b) requires the Sectary to issue 
a record of decision which approves MOS-2 and requires her to 
enter into a FFC for the construction of MOS-2. This directive 
prejudices the NEPA process which is designed, in part, to allow 
for a consideration of a variety of transportation alternatives 
before any is chosen. 

4. h~ile it appears that obligatio~s for L.A. Metro Rail from the 
Mass Transit Account of t~e Highway Trust Fund may be able to be 
controlled (see section (c) (2) relative to payments "not to 
exceed"), section 338 is written in such a way as to ensure that 
this project receives the amount of funding specified, absent some 
further amendment to the u~ Act. The provisions of section 338 
allow the SCRTD to begin construction of MOS-1 at any time without 
approval of the Secretary and to begin construction of MOS-2 once 
the FFC is amended, again without approval of the Secretary. 
Furthermore, section 338 requires the Secretary to fund 
construction of MOS-1 and MOS-2 and to reimburse for such 
construction at prescribed funding levels. These funds are made 
available from the Mass Transit Account under the FMTA od 1987. 
No additional appropriation of funds is necessary. 

Therefore, if the Appropriations Co~ittee wanted to alter the 
f unding schedule outlinej in se=tion 339, it could only do so in 
one af two ways. First, it could amend section 338 to set new 
f unding priorities, but such an approach would .present 
difficulties in terms of jurisdictional battles in the House and 
Senate. 



Second, the Appropriations Committees could lower the obligation 
ceiling on section 3 new start funds sufficiently to ensure that 
funds would not be available for the Metro Rail project. However, 
because the Metro Rail project is the only new starts project for 
which funding is specifically authorized under the FMTA of 1987, 
the project would have to be funded before any other new start 
project, absent a further amendment to the UMT Act. Accordingly, 
the only way to prevent funding of the Metro Rail Project would be 
to not fund new starts projects at all. Since section 3(k) of the 
UMT Act now requires that 40 percent of the section 3 funds be 
made available for new starts, the only way to have no funds 
available for new starts would be to have no funds available for 
section 3 (assuming no other amendments to the UMT Act). 

5. Los Angeles can afford to complete Metro Rail with no 
additional assistance froz the Federal government. An analysis of 
the cash flow of the Los Ar.;eles County Transportation Commission, 
the local funding source fer the project, shows that the entire 
system can be comple~ed without further Federal assistance. This 
can even be accomplished without the Commission having to exercie 
its considerable bond~~g authority. 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 
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SECRETARY OF TRA~SPORT.~TlC'\ ELIZABETH HANFORD DOLE 
SUPPORTir--;G A ?RES:DE:--.;Tl.-\L VETO OF THE 

HIGHWAY /TRA:\SIT REAL T HOR.I:.A. TION LEGISLATION 
\L:~:-c'"'. 23, 1987 

I have strongly recomme:~de::i to th.e President that he veto the highway and 

transit legislation. 

By directing the States to give ;xix:ty to the construction of 152 "demonstration" 
projects, the Congress would not o,,:y est::>j!Jsh policy to govern the Nation's highway 
program for five years, it aiso woJ1:3 es:.::::::l.s"', Congress as the Nation's chief highway 
engineer, subverting the 60-year Federal/S~ate partnership under which the states have 
determined the priority of highway projects. 

To finance these 152 demons!ra tion projects, which are estimated to cost $5.5 
billion over the Jife of the projects, the Congress would offer $890 milJion in new funds 
outside of budget controls, and tC~ke $540 llli J livr1 fru:n other categories of funds, such 
as that which has been used to repair def1cient bridges. The total of $1.4 billion would 
only partially finance many of these projects, leaving to the States -- or more likely, 
future Congresses-- the problem of providing the a~~iona~rye~essary funding. 

Since 1984, over $3.5 billion collected from motorists in fuel taxes has been 
allocated to transit programs. This re,enue has not, however, been distributed 
equitably to each of the States. For exarnple, in 1986, eleven cities received over 
eighty Qercent of these funds. One city in the nation is singled out to get 14 percent of 
t he transit discretionary fu nding. Lc-s Angeles is destined to receive $870 million even 
t hough neither the city nor the Congress kn~-.;..:s -.:.·here tr:e project will be located~ how 
i t wiH b designed, or even how m'-l:h it will uhm.:;tely cost. 

We must provide for a more eq~itable distribution of the fuel taxes that are 
c ollected from motorists so that all states recei11e transit funds and reduce the level of 

e era! Fun s going to mass transit. 

-r..ore-
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This legislation does not represent sound public policy. Transportation is too 
essential to us all to permit the Congress to so cavalierly set in Jaw for the next five 
years a transportation policy which sacrifices national goals. Never before in our 
history has a President be_en compeJled to veto a highway reauthorization biJJ. But 
never before has a Congress as blatantly diminished the prerogatives of State 
governments, to make them subser'lient to the whims of individual Members of 
Congress. 

There is no reason that Congress cannot, in a matter of only days, enact 
legislation acceptable to this Administration, which eliminates both the inequities and 
the end-run around the states and saves billions of dollars outside the budget. Because 
the Congress failed to act on these issues last faH, six months of this fiscal year have 
already elapsed, 40 States have exhausted their Federal highway funds, more than a 
billion dollars worth of necessary road projects may have already been lost for this 
construction season, and literally tens of thousands of jobs which should have been 
created have not been. And only now, midway through this fiscal year, has the 
Congress enacted legislation which is unacceptable to this Administration, which 
subverts the historic authority of State go'lernments, and which unfairly benefits 
selected political jurisdictions to the detriment of the Nation as a whole. 

I pledge that I will do everything reasonably within my power to work with the 
Congress so that we c.a " act expeditious ly on a new bill. 

0 
Center for 
Transportation 

li IJ tt tl 
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LOCATION 

TfiE i'IA.ITE HOOSE 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 

IN OUT PHONE 

7;45 

8 : 57 

9J02 

!h29 

9:29 

9:45 

11131 lla42 

11 46 11 ~ 49 

12~00 

12:00 1:02 

1:02 

p 

p 

DATE 
MARCH 23 1987 

n~E o~ 

7:45 a . m. MONDAY 

The President had breakfast . 

The President went tu the O~al Office. 

The President met With: 
Howard R. Baker, Jr . , Ch1ef of Staff 
Kenneth N. Duberstein, Deputy Chief of Staff 

The President. met:. for a national secuxity briefing
with : 

Colin L. Powell, Dep~ty Ass!stont fo1 
National Security Affaits 

Nr . Baker 
Mr . Duberstein 

The President talked with James G. Scearns, 
Chairman of the Securities Investor 
Protection Corporation. 

The President met with: 
Edwin Meese III, Attorney General 
William ~. Webster, Dfrector-designate of 

the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) 
MJ:. Baker 
!'tr .. Powell 

The President talked with William Randolph 
Hearst, Jr , r Vice President and Di!:ecto::, 
The Hearst Corporation. 

Tne President went to the Cab1~et Roo~. 

The President participated in a Issues Briefing 
luncheon. For a list of attendees, see 
APPENDIX ~A." 

President returned to the Oval Officer 

President ~et with : 
Mr . Baker 
.Mr . Duberstein 

r
e Pcesident talked with Gloria D, MaPe, 
Secretary to the Physician to the Preside~t. 

T e President met to discuss tbe highway/mass 
transit bill with: 

Eli2abeth H. Dole, Secretary of 
Transportation 
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LOCATION 

THE. l'lliiTE BOUSE 
WASHINGTON, D~C, 

IN OUT f'HONE 

lr34 R 

lt5ti 2t0l 

2 : 04 

:;! : 04 

31 01 

5:02 

OATE MARCH 23 , 1987 
DAY 

1 : 33 p.m. MONDAY 

Senator Robert J. Dole, {R-~ansas) 
James c. !I'Jil.ler , Director of the Office of 

anagement and Budget (OMB) 
Mr. Baker 
c. Duberstein 

William L .. Bal.] Ill, Assistant for 
Legislat~ve Affa~rs 

The President was telephoned by Ms. Mabe. The 
President's Spec~al Assistant , James F. Kuhn 
took the call .. 

The President participated in a photo opportunity 
for the cover of the May issue of 
Conservative Digest Magazine with: 

William R. Kennedy, Jr., Publisher, The 
Conservative Digest Maga~ine 

Patrick McGuigan, W~asbington Editor, Tne 
Conservative Digest Magazine 

Scott Stanley , Jr., Editor-in-Chief~ The 
Conservatlye Digest Magazine 

John Rees, Washington Editor, The 
Conse~yative Digest Maga~i"e 

~~ank J. Donatelli, Asslstaat for Polltical 
Affairs 

ari Maseng , Deputy Assistant and Dice~tor 
of Public Liaison 

Thomas F. Gibson III, Special Assistant and 
Director, Office of Public Affairs 

Tbe President went to the Situatioo Room. 

Tbe President pacticipated in a National Security 
Planning Group meeting~ for a 11st of atten
dees, see APPENDIX •s~• 

e Ptesident returned to the Oval Offiee. 

e President met withr 
Caspa~ w. weinber~er 1 Secretar~ of Defease 
Me. Baker 
Mt .. Powell 

President went to the barber sbop. 

President had a ha1~cut . 

The President returned to the secona floor 
(continued} 



THE WHIT£ HOUSE THE DAILY DIARY OF PRESIDENT RONALD REAGAN page 3 
LOCAnON 

TBB WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON , D. C. 

IN OUT PHONE 

5:29 5~35 p 

7t00 

10;15 

DATE 

l1ME 

ACTIVIlY 

Residence. 

MARCB 23 1 1987 
OAV 

5:02 p.m. MONDAY 

The President talked with entertainer Deac 
Martin. The purpose of tbe call was to 
e~~ess his condolences on the recent 
death of Mr . Martin's son. 

The President and the First Lady had dinner. 

The P~esident ~etired. 

rr=== ====r- r-

.__ _____ I - t -



BUD SHUSTs.£.L---· 
9TH D ISTRICT, PENNSYLVANIA 

ctrongress of tbe ~niteb ~tates 
j'$ouse of ~epresentatibes 

masf)ington. 'D( 20313 

Harch 23, 

:t:268 RAYBUR N HOUSE 0FF;CE Bu tL:liNG 
202/ 225-2.~31 

The Honorable Ronald Reagan 
The wnite House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

As one of your most loyal 2~.:.-;:? c ::-:e::-s ~ .. ;ho se CQ "Reagan 
Support Record" is subs::antially c.::c.·.:= -=~- -= ?.epublican a v erage, 
permit me to urge you t:o sign Tho:= :3·.:::-::E..ce ~::-ansportation Act, 
which overwhelmingly pas sed ::::-:.:= :-=:.::--:2 2 ( ::.. 0 -;' -17 ) ar..d the 
Senate (79-17), for at leas:: ::c~::- ::-easc~s: 

( 1 \ 
J.. I 

( 2 ) 

( 3) 

A veto could destr cy ::he cc~ing c onstruction 
season, eli!i:inating 51 3 , ):JO ~igh~.vay constr'J.ction 
jobs and creati:1g c. crisis across /unerica in 
both highvJa?S anc ::rE..!'.S i: progrc.:-::s. 

The bi 1 ~ f.,...,d s -~~ -·..,·--·-c: -. .,- .- -= r-he H.; ghv-7~y Trust 
.- , ..L .L ' -~._.I.~.. ~A...;... ·= --,\ c. ...' :- \....I I._ '- v ~ '- J. .l. .J.. c. , 

Funa, wh~c~ nas a~ a=p-2 surplus, rather tnan 
the General Fund. :: i3 one of the few Government 

~ . .. . .. - . . .-programs ~~~c~ ~s ae= ~c~: proo~. 

T-he ".-iouc:e - ~c-r~-=~~::::~- - -~ ,....,.,.,...,,... ,..., ,.,.,,_ed on r_he con-- .~,.... -: ., :.:,-:~··---.....,._ .. __ -:-·· -'-'· · ·:----:-V-.J. ~ -~ - . .· 
trovers~a! ~e=c~s:ra:~~n ~roJects, reduc1ng the 
funding 'ty 51) -;:.:=rce:::. -=-:,.e de:nonstration projects 

~ • ' ~ - tl.-. t ~ th b - 1 l rep~esen~ onLy 1.~ ?2~~ e~:: or 11e c ~ s or _. e 1~ 

(wh1le ::he Sec~e:a:::-7 c= ~ransportat1on's Dls
cretionary Fun~s ~e~~es.:=n~ over 6 percent of the bill ). 

(4) The bill is \·;i~::i:--. ::-.e Senate Budget Commit:tee' s 
rr======----1 i-mi t: at ions . 

Thank you f or your 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 24, 1987 

MEMORANDUM TO WILLIAM L. BALL, III 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

PAM TURNER 

LARRY HARLOW ;~~ 

Senator Boschwitz' agriculture amendment and 
the highway vote 

Fortuitous timing has given us an a~gle on Senator Boschwitz 
which might be used to persuade him to vote to sustain the 
President's highway veto. 

Senate action could occur todav on H.R. 1157, which is a disaster 
relief bill that incorporates elements of our agriculture reform 
package known as "0-92". Under the Administration's proposal, 
farmers who did not plant a crop would be eligible for 92% of 
their deficiency payments they otherwise could receive. H.R. 
1157 applies this program, in essence, to the 1987 crop of winter 
wheat and corn that couldn't be planted because of weather 
conditions. It is supported by Senator Dole. 

Senator Boschwitz plans to offer an awendment on the Senate floor 
which would provide for an all-crop, nat ionwide 0-92 program for 
1987 crops only. If adopted, Senator Boschwitz' amendment would 
turn a bill which now costs money (bec ause it permits other forms 
of disaster payments as well) into a rroney saver. USDA estimates 
the Boschwitz amendment would save about $400 million in FY '88. 

When you talk to Boschwit z about the h ighway vote, dangle 
possible Administration support of his Amendment in front of him. 
His amendment doesn't go far enough (we'd wa nt it beyond just 
this crop year), buti it is st i ll an improvement. 

We will oppose the ~ill unless his amendment is adopted. I 've 
de l ayed our Statement of Administration Policy until after you 
ta lk to Bosc hwitz - - but Senate action c ould occur s oon, so time 
is of the e s s e nce. 
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SCHEDULE PROPOSAL 

TO: 

FROM: 

REQUEST: 

PURPOSE: 

BACKGROUND: 

PREVIOUS 
PARTICIPATION: 

DATE AND TIME: 

LOCATION: 

PARTICIPANTS: 

REMARKS REQUIRED: 

MEDIA COVERAGE: 

REC01'-1..MENDED BY: 

OPPOSED BY: • 
PROJECT OFFICER: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 24, 1987 

FREDERICK J. RYAN, JR., Director of 
Presidential Appointments and Scheduling 

William L. Ball, III 

Cocktails with a group of twenty Senators. 

To persuade these Senators to support the 
President's veto of the highway/mass transit 
funding bill. 

The vote to sustain the President's veto of 
the highway/mass transit funding bill will be 
very close in the Senate. This group of 
Senators has been selected to represent a mix 
of supporters of the President's veto and 
Senators who have not yet decided how to 
vote. 

Hopefully, the President and his supporters 
can use this occasion to persuade the 
undecided Senators to vote to sustain the 
veto. 

These Senators frequently attend White House 
meetings on a variety of issues. 

Monday, March 30, 1987 
5:00 p.m. 

Lincoln Library. 

See attached. 

Senators to arrive via Southeast Gate, 
enter the Diplomatic Reception Room and are 
escorted to the Library for a cocktail 
reception. 

To be provided. 

White House photographer only. 

William L. Ball, III 

No opposition. 

Pamela J. Turner 



PARTICIPANTS 

The President 

Senator Howard Baker 

Senator Robert Dole (R-Kansas) 
Senator Bob Stafford (R-Vermont) 
Senator John Chafee (R-Rhcde Island) 
Senator Alan Simpson {R-Wyoming) 
Senator Ted Stevens (R-Alaska) 
Senator Dan Quayle {R-Indiana) 
Senator Larry Pressler (R-North Dakota) 
Senator Frank Murkowski {R-Alaska) 
Senator Nancy Kassebau~ (R-Kansas) 
Senator Jake Garn {R-Utah) 
Senator Terry Sanford (D-~orth Carolina) 
Senator Mark Hatfield (R-Oregon) 
Senator William V. Roth (R-Delaware) 
Senator James McClure {R-Idaho) 
Senator Strom Thurmond (R-Scuth Carolina) 
Senator Steve S~~s {R-Idaho) 
Senator Robert Kasten (R-Wisconsin) 
Senator Richard Lugar (P-Indiana) 
Senator James Exon (D-Nebraska) 
Senator Mitch McConnell (R-Yentucky) 
Senator Max Baucus (D-Montana) 

~fuite House Staff 

Kenneth Duberstein 
William L. Ball, III 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 

Attachment 



Quayle 

Karnes 

Pressler 

Thurmor-d 

Danforth 

McConnell -

Jim Horn tc 
Independent 

Judgeship 

Scheel~ 

. c-

. -- ,.._--
. ----·-

Federal BoeE .:...o~=-- :=.a:-::0: ~::-:: 
\.___ 

Myrtle Beach Cc~~~=~~==-

USDA -- tcb~cc:c 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



U.S. Department of 
Transportation 

Office of the Secretary 
of Transportation 

Will; 

Assistant Secretary 
fo r Governmema! Affa1rs 

The attached are examples of unneeded demo 

projects. 

Rebecca 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



Section 149Ca}(l0) Miami, Florida- The Secretary is authorized to carry out 
a highway project which will demonstrate the most cost effective method of 
improving Interstate motor vehicle access for passengers and cargo moving to 
and from the Port of Miami, Florida. 

The 1982 STAA set up approx1mately $23 million to fund the construction 
of a "new" bridge to replace the Dodge- Island Bridge (access to the 
Port of Miami). Final design of the "new" bridge is almost complete. 
The first construction project is scheduled to be let in May 1987. Its 
estimated total cost is $31.9 million. 

This demonstration project proposes the construction of a tunnel to 
replace the "new" Dodge Island Bridge that is about to be constructed 
using Federal funds. The 1987 Highway Act would commit a total of 
$10.3 million in Federal and State funds to study/design this project. 
The estimated ultimate cost of this project is $500 million. 

Section 149(a}(25) Cleveland, Ohio- The Secretary shall carry out a highway 
project to replace a ramp which provides access to an industrial area of 
Cleveland, Ohio, for the purpose of demonstrating the relationship between 
infrastructure improvement and economic vitality. 

This demonstration proj ect involves the reconstruction of an existing 
Interstate ramp in Cleve' an d. The ramp is already in place and is 
functioning in an acceptacle manne~ Consequently, the State DOT did 
not plan to replace t~ is facil i ty anytime in the next 10 years. The 
1987 Highway Act ~cu l ~ c o~rr i~ a total of $8 million in Federal and 
State funds to recon str~ct t hi s facility. 

Section 149(a)(105) Las Vegas, Nevada- The Secretary is authorized to 
carry out a project to construct an interchange at Sahara Avenue and 
Interstate Route I-15, in the c ity of Las Vegas, Nevada. 

This demonstration project invol ves the total reconstruction of the 
existing I-15/ Sahara Avenue intercbange. _The State-DOT had plan ned to 
make minor ($200,00Q) rarr.p improvemen-ts 1:0.: .t~e ::--J.ift-erd:\arige, w~_ich would 
have been eligible for ~ede ral-aid highway funding under existing 
legislation. This demonstration project, as suggested by the city of 
Las Vegas, would commit a total of $9 million in Federal and State 
funds. 

Section 149CaH106) 1-tendersc;r, Nevado- Ti-Je Secretary is aut horized t o ca rry 
out a project to 1mpro e the 2ou-ide r Hi ghway in Henderson, Nevada. The 
project involves 6.63 miles along US Rou~e 93/95 from the inte rsection of 
Sunset Road to t he int e rsection of Horizon Drive. 

Th i s demonstration project i nvol ves landscaping a 6.63-mile section of 
US-93/95 in Henderson. This p~"'oject has a very low State priority. 
The city of Henderson has beer, tr-ying to get the State DOT to landscape 
tbis route for several yea rs. The 1987 Highway Act would commit a 
tota l of $6 milli on in Feaeral ar.d State funds to landscape this 
project. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

MEHOR&~DUM FOR HOWARD J. BAKER, JR. 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

CHIEF OF STAFF 

James c. Miller III 

Carol T. Crawford 

Major Special Interest Projects in ~ne 
Highway/Transit Bill 

This memorandum describes the costs associated with major 
special interest projects in the highway jtransi t \reauthorization· 
conference bill. {See Attachment A for details.} · 

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, add-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 exempt 
from the annual obligation limitation. The ea~arked 
discretionary funds would not be exempt. 

Spending necessary to complete these hig~way demonstration 
projects will continue beyond the five-year ti~e frame. The 
c mnference iil allows States to ·use either State or Federal 
h i ghway funds to cover remaining outyear costs. If State funds 
a r e not used, the tota l Federal costs to complete these projects 
i s estimated to be $6 .5 billion. (Attachment B summarizes the 
c 0sts of the highway demonstration projects.) 

Boston Interstate Projects 

In addition to h i ghway "demonstration" projects, the 
c Gnference bill adds $1.1 billion to the Federal cost of 
c 0mpleting the Interst ate System by expanding the scope of the 
t wo Boston Interstate projects (i.e., the Central Artery and the 
~hird Harbor Tunnel) that are eligible for Interstate highway 
funds. In addition, the conference agreement requires the State 



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 Los 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 

-2-



Pork In Highway/Transit Conference Bill 
($ in millions) 

Specifically Authorized 
or Earmarked Costs 

(1987-91) 

1. Highway "Demos" 
($8.3B est. total cost) 

o Federal Share 
New Contract Authority •••••• 
Earmark of Federal-aid 
Highway Discretionary Funds. 

o State Share 

2. Boston Interstate Projects: 

o central Artery ••••••••.•••••••• 
o Third Harbor Tunnel •••••••••••• 
o Depressing Central Artery •••••• 

1,780 

1,425 
890 

535 

355 

3. Other Special Interest Highway •••• Unknown 

4. Transit: 
o Los Angeles Metrora il ••..•••••• 870 

Total 2,295 

Additional 
Potential Federal 
cost of Completing 

Projects 

6,520 

6,250 
3,260* 

3,260 

1,080 

746 
334 

(720)** 

Unknown 

Unknown 

7,600 

l\t:.LdCI Ullt!llL J-\ 

Comments 

Federal funds to be split 
evenly between the 156 
projects in both bills 
(99 from House, 98 from 
Senate, 41 common to 
both). All States 
assured 0.5% of Federal 
funds, including 13 
States with no projects. 
New contract authority 
not subject to ob. limit. 

Expands scope of projects 
eligible for Interstate 
highway funds (90% 
Federal match). 

Still being conferenced. 

Mandates funding. 

Total authorized and 
potential additional 
Federal costs 
estimated at $9,895 M. 

* Ass umes continuation i n the outyears of 50% of costs financed from new, separately authorized 
Federal funds. Conference agreement allows use of State or Federal funds to finance remaining 
outyear costs not. covered in the conference agreement. 

**Assumes use of Federal - aid highway formula funds in lieu of state .funds. The $720 million would not 
constitute additional Federal spending because the funds would otherwise be spent as part of the 
state's formula allocation. 



Demos in Highway Conference Bill 
($ in millions) 

Potential Additional 
Federal Costs 

Authorized in Bill 
(1987-91) 

to Complete• 
(Outyears) 

Federal Costs 

0 Earmarks of 
highway 
discretionary 
funds (above 
states• formula 
amounts but within 
obligation 
limitation) ••••••••• 535 3,260 

0 New contract 
authority (above 
obligation 
limitation) •.••••••• 890 3,260 

Total Federal 
Cost •••••••...•••• 1,425 6,520 

s at:e Cost Sharing .• ... 355 

TOTAL COSTS • •••••••• ••• 1,780 6,520 

· Attachment B 

Total Costs 

3,795 

4,150 

7,945 

355 

8,300 

* Conference agreement allows use of State or Federal-aid highway funds to 
financ remaining costs not covered in the bill. Table assumes: (1) States 
will finance projects from Federal funds; (2) continuation in the outyears of 
50 percent of costs financed from new, separately authorized - ~ede~al funds; 
and (3) remaining costs would be financed from discretionary funds~ Estimates 
are subject to change based on final list of projects contained in Conference 
bill. . 
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Nadonal Governors' Assodadon 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear ~r. President: 

~·1arch 24, 1987 

But Olnton 
Governor of Ark~n Sd5 
Chairm~n 

R.lymond C.. Schepp.ach 
E.xecurive Direccor 

The highway bill passed by the House and Senate last week contains funding tha t 
is vitally important to the states. When the bill is presented to you f0 r 
signature in the next few days, we strongly urge you to consider the practical 
effect of your decision. 

Enactment of the transportation bill will immediately free-up funds that have 
been with.held sioce the authorizations expired last September 30 . I t will put to 
work on needed highway improvements the $40 million collected each day from highway 
users across the nation. It will allow Governors of all the states to salvage what 
we can of this year's construe tion season. And we believe that your leadership i n 
setting aside your differences with the Congress for the larger national good wi 11 
be understood and appreciated by the people we are all elected to serve. 

\1/e umerstand and share your concerns over many features of the package. The 
trend toward congressional directives in earmarking fuoos for specific projects 
bypasses the normal planning and priority-setting processes in the states. It , 
therefore, diverts money from priority projects and misallocates capital investment 
resources. Given the reduction in total federal highway aid, special pro jec t 
funding that pits state against state is particularly troublesome. There is a 
better way to accomplish the objectives of the national highway program: that is t o 
develop a clear understanding between the states and the federal government of our 
fundamental goals and our respective roles in the process. Your leadership i n 
framing this federalism debate is very much appreciated. 

In the short run, however, the highway construction season is upon us. The 
delay in reauthorizing this program has already cost this nation greatly. If you 
veto this bill, the consequences will be costly. Starting over with the same 
issues, the same players in the same roles, can only result in more deferred 
contracts, more lost jobs, aoo continued stalemate at the federal level. ~r. 
President, we cannot wait. We respectfully urge you to sign the bill. 

0 
1rman, Subcommittee on 
ransportation Finance 

. ember, Executive Conmi ttee 

Sincerely, 

~11 Clinton 
NGA. Cha i nnan 

Governor William A. O'Neill 
Chairman, Committee on 

Transportation, Commerce 
aoo Communications 

HALL Of THE. STATES · 444 North Capitol Street · Washington. D.C. 2.0001-15 72. · (202 ) 62.4-5300 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEME~T A ND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN TUCK 

FROM: CAROL CRAWFOR~ 
SUBJECT: Federal-Aid Highway Obligations 

The conferees reduced the Federal-aid highway 
obligation limitation of $12.6 billion in the House bill to 
the Senate bill level of $12.350 billion. We understand 
that Senator Chiles urged Congressman Howard to make this 
change in order to reduce the outlay impact of the . 
Conference bill. Senator Moynihan claims that the reduction 
of the obligation limitation "pays for" the highway 
demonstration projects. 

Explanation 

Highway spending can be measured in three ways: 
authorizations, obligations and outlays. 

1. Authorizations. Authorizations provide authority 
that requires no appropriations action. The 
conference bill provides five year authorizations 
for highways that are $250 million below the House 
bill but $2.8 billion over the Senate-passed bill. 

House 
Senate 
Conference 

$68.9 billion 
65.8 billion 
68.6 billion 

2. Obligations. The obligations level sets the total 
amount of author i zed spending that may be obligated 
each year and is t~e operativ e level that determines 
highway outlays. There are two categories of 
obligations. One catego ry of obligations, 
consisting primar i l y of States' formula based 

rr=========--a llocations, is the obligation limitation. The 
second category includes highway demonstrations and 
other spending that is exempt from the obligation 
limitation. Tota l obligations equal the sum of 
these categories. 

The conference bill reduced the annual obligation 
limitation in the House bill by $250 million, from 
$12.600 b i llion to t h e Senate level of $12.350 
qillion. However, the conference bill increases the 
second cat egory of obligations (i. e ., exemptions) by 
an average of $350 million a nnually over the Senate 
l e v e l , p r imarily for demonstrations and "bonus" 
obligations. Therefore, total obligations in the 
conference bill still e xceeds the Senate bill level 
by $350 million per year. 



Average annual obligations 

House $13.819 billion 
Senate 13.284 billion 
Conference 13.634 billion 

3. Outlays. Outlays are a function of total obligations. 
The conference level of obligations would produce outlays 
approximately $1.1 billion higher than the Senate level 
over five years. · 

Center for 
Transportation 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

.·;.>.S- "GTON 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Last week when Ser.a~c~ ?~ess:e~ came in to visit with 
the President, he as~e~ ~= ~~e ?resident would be willing 
to narrate a 20 r:-: inw.~e ::c::·..:..-:-.e::-.~ary on MoUlt Rushmore. 

I have attached t~e :e~~e= a~:: ~a?e for your review. 

The President has ~c l ~ ~c~~ 3er.a~G= Baker and myself 
that he would very ~~c~ :!~e ~8 do ~his. 

If you advise that 
that the President 

t:-. ! s 

I apologize that this lS s~c=~ 
to respond to Senate= ?=ess:e= 

~e feasible, may I sugge~t 
an !ntroduction to the tape. 

~ctice, however, I need 
~~ ~o2orrow morning. 

Would you please hav e c~e c = ~c~= staff cont act Sally 
Ironfield (x2230) of ~y s~aff =e~a=~ing this request. 

Thanks much. ~, 

Center for 
Transportation 

·~· 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGf0 0J 

March 25, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ARTHUR B. CULVAHOUSE, JR.n.L. · ·, . t1 M~LLJL~ 
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT~~~~ ~v 0~~- ~ U 

I. SUBJECT: Mount Rushmore Documentary Film. 

II. ORIGINATOR: Senator Lar~y P~essler (R-South Dakota). 
DATE: February 12, l987. 

III. ACTION FORCING EVENT: Request from Senator Pressler that 
you narrate a 17-minute :ilrn depicting the creation, ideals 
and history behind Mount Rushmore. 

IV. ANALYSIS: Senator Press:er has requested that you narrate a 
17-minute film produced by the Mount Rushmore National 
Memorial Society of Black Hills, a private non-profit group 
dedicated to the betterment of Mount Rushmore. The film 
will be shown daily at ~ount Rushmore. It will also be sold 
nationally to school education programs, organizations and 
individuals to raise funds for the Mount Rushmore Society. 
Funds to produce the fil~ were contributed by several 
corporations and private organizations, including, for 
example, the Adolph Coors Brewing Company and the Joan Kroc 
Foundation, all of whic~ are listed in the credits preceding 
the film. Normally this ~equest would have been routinely 
denied pursuant to usual Whi~e House policy that restricts 
involvement in fund raising and association with particular 
charitable donors to those cases in which you have been 
personally involved wit~ a particular non-profit 
organization (~, the Rona:d Reagan Scholars Program) or 
with which the Presidency has been traditionally associated 
(e.g~ American Red Cross). I am advised, however, that you 
told Senator Baker and Will Ba:l that you would very much 
like to do this. It clearly is legal for you to accept this 
Honorary Chairmanship, but dcing so would be making an 
exception to usual White House oolicy. 

VI . RECOMMENDATION: Accept ~his if you would like to do it. I 
am advised that the nar~aticn wculd require approximately 30 
minutes of your t i me. 

VI . DECISION: 

~~==~-approve approve as amended --- reject ---



--::: <~>.- -::: -2-' SE 

--·.- --.- - .. - - -. - - .. . -. - - .- - - -- - -

- -~-:--- - -- -- . - - --

T. PURPOSE 

:- - : ~. 

--------- ---- -~ I ?,-SCUTH DAKOTA) 

>~ ::-. .:::.~~-, ~arch 30, 1987 
~--==- :-·::ice 

:!:... Ball, III 

To urce =-:-.:- :::.:::- ::=::--::.:::~ .:c ::- -- ·--- - --::'..:stain your veto of the 
highwa~· / :-:-c:s..:: ------- - -- - - -- ----· 

II. BACKGP.Cr:~:: 

Senator ~=-e=~=--==- ~=-~-==~~ed en how to vote on 
your hiq:-.-.. .-::~- .::.=..~ -· -:-::. .-: -:: _:: --;::,--· :::~cernec. about how 
South Ds.k-:-:=. · .. :.=..:.. :::::--=: .:. :- : --: :- - =~=- =.:..-:e::-:-'.ative bill (South 
Dakota •.-;:__ __ :-:::..:- · - _ _____ _ _::._:..s-:, Senator Pressler 
strongl~ ='..:.~~:::-:. -::~ =- -=:~: : ::-:. :.:- :~e ~e~ate floor to 
guarantee-::-.::.:.::-::::.-:=:- -- ::.~~ :--=::-=:::.·:e ::.-:least a. minimum mass 
transit ~a:~e :- -:. - ;::-:;:~::._, al~ states are 
guarantee~ =~=~ = ;::. : --=~:.. 

. :: ...=.::-.:.- to narrate a video -
tape prc!""'r::t::.:-.:; :~ -: . .-..::_-_- - :- -=: . ~---=: ·..:::;est you confirm ym.1r 
willingness :.- :: :. .-:.: :-::- -::__ _- ~ -..:::-:.:-.:; :·cnr meeting. 
Finally, Se:-::.-:::- ::=::--===~-:=- ::___:: :. .:- -:e::-es-: e~ in an appointment as 
a member c: -::-. .:: :=::.::::-::: : .:- --:.:::.:.:::-:: :: -::-:e l1n ited States 
Military 'P.c:::::.-=~: - . ::.: --=: ::-::::..:: -=: : -.::-_.:: .:.ss ue, vou should say 
that \ve 2 :r-e _:: :::. :- :-

III. PARTICIP~~TS 

The Pres.:..dent 

- ;:. .- =----'- -

Senator - = ·.- --.::: ~ -- -----1 

William L. 



Larry, if my \·etr:: is sust2.i!1ed, I'm prepared to do what I 

must to qet a :::e· ... -

But, first, I :::ee~ 

Larry, on 

, '., .... r:·.:..-- ~h~ough Congress. 

____ _ ..__ 

-··-----

~ate to sustain my veto. 

'-'Oll raised the last: time you 

were here: c.e:::::::-:e _.__,._ ::.:.-::::e t::::: tt.c=> ccntr2r:' of my counsel, 

I 'IJ<'1.n t vou ~...... .._ - ·. - ·..... :-- .- ... 

and n? rra te -::-.e 

Now, can I ---·-._. .._ -· -

Center for 
Transportation 

t~ do what vou've asked 

•,·etc? 



~ - . ~ ' . . .. . . . 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH 1 NG.,..ON 

Z4 P z: ~ 8 
RECOMMENDED TELEPHO~E c~~L FoRS1~~RESIDENT 

TO: 

DATE: 

RECOMMENDED BY: 

PURPOSE: 

BACKGROUND: 

Senator Kit Ec~c (R-Missouri) 

March 2 4 , :.. 9 5-:-

\'lilliar:. ~. ;::) ;:> ' , ____ , 
III ~/1Y 

To re~~~c Se~a~c= Bond cf the need to fight 
un~ecessa=y s;e~di~g, and to persuade him to 
oppose r.::e expe:--.s~n· hi.ghway and transit 
fundi~g :e~~s:atic~. 

Earlier -::-.~s :·ear, Ser.atcr Bond gave you a 
button reaci~g "1 0 8 i.n '88", which refers to 
the G=a:-::.::-. -R"-1~-:-.a::-:io llings deficit target for 
Fiscal Year :9ge. The button is being worn 
by r::e::-.bers o: Cc:--.gress who profess concern 
about excessive spendinq and the need to 
reduce the de:~cit. 

Ironica::y, Se::a~c= Bond also is a vocal 
advocate o~ t::e expensive highway a n d transit 
funding legis:ation coming to the Senate 
floor :ror:-. ~!:e House. !Hssouri has nearly 
exhausted its Federal highway aid and needs 
new ~i~a::ci~<;. 

You cor.-.r..unicat<:'d your intent to veto the bill 
last Th~rsday, a::d have reiterated that fact 
several ti~es i:: the last few days. Senator 
Bond has cc-s~gned a letter, with Senator 
Danforth a::d o-:her Repuhlican members of the 
Missouri Congressional delegation, to Senator 
Baker ~hich sta~e8 their intent to vote to 
override you= veto. If you veto the 
legislation, t h e vote on sustaining your veto 

rr================-----1 will be close. 

TOPICS FOR 
DISCUSSION: 

DATE OF 
SUBMISSION: 

ACTION: 
Attachment: 

\ 

You will be traveling to Missouri on Thursday 
with Senator Bo::d and Senator Danforth and 
will hav e a:: opportunity at that time to 
again urge Senator Bond to vote to sustain 
the veto. 

See attached. 

March 2 4 , 1 9 8 7 

~~-
Talking Points 
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LOCATION 

~HE WHITB HOUSE 
Wl\SB!NGTON, D.C. 

'"" 
1:10 

8:55 

9a01 

OUT · PHC>toi E 

9r:25 

S.:33 

9J35 10:25 

10:25 

lO•ll 

DATE MARCR 2tj 1987 
~M£ UAY 

7 : 10 a.m. TUESDAY 

The President had breakfast. 

The President ~ent to the Oval Office. 

The President ~et witb : 
George B. Bush , Vice President 
Boward H. Baker , Jr. , Cbief of Staff 
Kenneth M. Duberstein, Deputy Chief of Slaff 

The President met wlth : 
Vice Pres·aent Bush 
Senator Robert J . Dole, fR-Kansas) 
Senator Robert T. Stafford, (R-Vermont) 
Mr. Bak.er 
Mr . Duberstein 
William L Ball lli, ~ssistant for 

Legislative Affaire 

The President went to the Cabu1et Room . 

The President participated in a meeting with the 
Republican Congressional leadership. For a 
list of attendees . see APPENDIX "A. 8 

Members of the press (in/out). 

The President retur~ed to tbe Oval Office. 

The President met for a national securily b~~ef~ng 
with; 

Frank c. Carlucci, Assistant for National 
Security Affaics 

Colin L. Powell, Deputy Assistant for 
National Security Affaits 

Williaw A. Cockell, Jr . , Deputy Assistabt 
foe National Security Affairs (Defense 
Policy) 

Me.. Baker 
Mr 4 Duherstein 

President met wtth : 
Mr . Baker 
Mr . Duber.stein 
Mr. carlllcci 
Mr • .Powell 

12:.02 ll : OB 
1 --p- The President talked with tbe Rev. Don.n D. Mooma ; 

{continue41 
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l..l)Co\110H 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASBING"l:ON , D.C. 

IN OUT PHOIIIE 

12:04 12 :48 

12 : 4~ 12 : 52 

1•25 b 27 

1:2'1 

1•35 1;47 

l;S7 

'2 : 0] 2 : 05 

2 05 

,2;05 3:07 

3•07 

3 : 07 J :JJ 

3:29 

l1WE 

ACTIII'IlY 

MARCH 24,. 1987 
DAY 

12:02 P~m . TUESDAY 

Pastor of the Bel Air Presbyterian Church, Los 
An9eles, California. 

The President bad lunch in the Oval Office study. 

The President ~as filmed while working at his 
for Store Broadcasting ~ 

Members of the press (in/out)~ 

The President met witb Mr. Baker . 

The Presid~~t went to Room 450 in the Old 
Executive Office Buildi.r1g. 

The President addressed approximately 100 Chief 
Executive Officer's of tbe American Business 
Conference companies. 

l~mbers of tbe p~ess . 

The President returned to the Oval Office ~ 

The President met with: 
Mr . Baker 
Mr. Duberatein 

~he President ~etutned to the eau1net Room. 

The President participated in a Cabinet Meeting. 
.for a list of attendees, see APPENDIX •s.• 

'l'be President .r:etutned to the Oval Office . 

The President ~et with Attorney General Bdwiu 
~1eese. 

e President was telephoned by Senator 
Christopher s. Bond (R-Missouri). The 
call was not completed. 

President talked with Senator Bond. 

President met with Mr . Duberstein. 

e President returned to the Cabinet ~oom. 

e President participated in a meeting with 
his senior Adviso~y Group. Por a list of 
attendees , see APPENDIX •c. • 
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lOCA110t4 

TlfE ~llHTE ROUSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 

IN OU'T PHONE 

4;28 

4:30 

5:17 

5 : 20 

5:16 

5:35 5:36 

7:00 

9:55 

R 

~----r-=====~==~ 

Oo\TE MARCB 24 , 1987 

TI._E 

ACTIVITY 

CloY 
4:28 p.m. TUESDAY 

The President returned to the Oval Office. 

The President participated in an inte~view ~ith: 

The 

Edmund Morris , the President's biographer 
Frederick J . Ryan , Jr . , Deputy Assistant 

and Director of Scheduling and Private 
Sector Initiatives 

President went to the doctor • s office. 

The President returned to the second floor 
Residence,. 

The President talked with Mr. Baker. 

The President and the First Lady had dinnel". 

The President retired . 

'------ ----f - 1-

~.r~~ 
·l[lS~Jln!xj 

·~----~------~-._------------------------------~ 



QUENTIN.'<. BURDICK. NORTH DAKOTA. CHAIRMAN 

DANIH PATRICK MOYNJt;A.N:_ NEW YORK 
GH'1-itGE J_ .~iTCi1ELL, MAINE 
MAX BAUCUS MONTANA 

ROBERT T. Si A.FFORO. VERMONT 
JOHN H CHAFEE. Rl-tODt ISUVH) 
ALAN K SI~PSON. wYOMING 
STEVE SYMMS. IDAHO FRANK P. \.AUTENBERG, NEW JERSEY 

JOt-4~ 9 BqEA.UX. LO!J!SIAN4. 
84.R£14.RA A MlkULS¥:: MA.AYlANO 
""A.F.~'!' M 11El0, N:EVADA. 
BOS GR.J.HAM. FLORIDA 

DAVE OUP.ENSERGEA.. MINNESOTA 
JOHN W WAA"tEf;_ Vi!=IG!NfA 
LARR'Y PRESSLER SOUTH O.;K07A tinittd eStates ~rnate 

PETER 0 PROW!Ti. STAFF DtRECTOA 
BAILfV GlJARC. Mf~ORlTY STAFF OiRECTOP-

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 2C500 

Dear Mr. President: 

~:.lR'7 
-- ..J ·.._.• I 

The Federal-aid hig~~ay ~rJ~ra~ 
successful, cost-effect!vE ?ederai ?rJgra~s in our nation's 
history. Last week after _ r:gor:Js co~ference involving seven 
separate committees, tl'-:e :::~ng:::-::::ss p::::;se:..: long-overdue, urgently 
needed legislation to prov1de a ~o~a: of 359 billion in highway 
authorizations for fiscal ~ears :gs--?:. 

We would like t~ erno~asize 
scored by the House and Se~a~e 
Gramm-Rudman-Holli~gs spen2i::; 
mindful of the critical jud;e~ 

:~a~ tje ~ighway title has been 
3·..:.d?e-= ::orn.rnittees as meeting the 
:-::::~uire~ents. We are extremely 
def1ci~ and ~he need for new 

legislation to co~:orm to existin; j~d;e: requ1rements. 

It is the high~ay Jsers wh: p~y t~e costs of the program 
through a variety cf u3er taxes co::ected 1n the Highway Trust 
Fund; these are dedica~ed reve~~es mea~~ spec1fically for highway 
and bridge improveme:;:s a~d sa:e:v ~he program is one of the 
best examples of user-fee ::~anc:n; ~n:cn your Administration has 
so strongly supported. 

For 175 days or near:; .~_: -- fiscal year 1987, however, 
these funds have been frozen, rcac pro:ec:s snelved, JODS lost, 
and essential highway ~eeds ~n2£~. T~ ~he conference re9ort en 
H.R. 2 is rejected, 1t is cur verv real fear that tnere will not 
be a 1987 highway construction seascn and that as many as 8l3,000 
59b s be los~. Reauthoriz3tion cf the Federal-aid highway 
P ronram ;~·toO ;~r)Or f··~~~ ~0 ~he~~~~"~'' ~ ·us;ne-s QY')dUC~'v'~y ~ :1 L ...._>:) ·~~~~~ ... ~~ ._ ...... ~J'- \,... '--l-~ e.__._,.lVi.'.l.l 1 .. ....~- ..... .:.J :::; .~.... .._.. ._...._ l-.. 1 

and personal moo1l1t y to let t~at nappen. 

A sound, •ell-maintained highway network 1s a national 
c once-rn, and it is vital defense concern, as ?resident 
Eisenhower recoggized thirty years ago with the establishment of 
the Highway Trust Fu nd and the National System of Interstate and 
Defense Highways. 



Mr. President 
'?3.ge 2 

~·1r. President, last wee~: - :=::-.;~~33 ~ .. ~ ... ~:-·Nhelrainglj' 
approved the Surface Transpor~a~i~~ a~~ ~~:~or~ Relocation 
~ssistance Act of 1987 by a vo~e f~:s~ :f ~J--17 in the House of 
2epresentatives and then 79-l~ i~ ~~e Se~a~~. we·urge you to act 
q0ickly and to accept the conference re~:=~ o~ H.R. 2 so that our 
highway program can move aheaj ~i~~CJ~ f~r:her delay. 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 

I 

1\.Qil.otr. ~ 

~!Jif!AU1? 



JAMES J. HOWARD, NEW JERSEY, CHAIRMAN 

JOHN II'AUl HAMME,.SCHMIOT. AJIII(ANSA$ 
IUD SHUST'Eit P'ENNSYLVA.NIA 
ARlAN STANGELAND. MINNESOTA 
NEWT GINGRICH. GEORGIA 

GLENN M ANDERSON. CALIFORNIA 
ROBERT A. ROE. NEW JERSEY 
NOFU.,fAN Y. UINETA. CALIFOANLA 
JAMfS L OI!JERSTAR. MINNESOTA 
HENRY J. NOW Alt. NEW YOAIC 
NICX. .JOE R.AMA.ll Jl . W(ST VIRGINIA 
DOUGLAS AI'~LEGATE. OHIO 
AON o• LUCO. '/IlliG IN ISLANDS 
GUS SAVAGE. ILUHOIS 
FOFO lF. SUNLA. AMERICAN SAMOA 
DOUGLAS H BOSCO. CALIFORNIA 
fii:0 8£R'r A. !ORSICI. PENHSYLVANlA 
J OE lOl TEA. P'tHHSYLVAHIA 

W IUIA,_. F. CLING EA. JA . PENNSYLVANIA 
GUY MOtiNARI. NEW YORK 
E. ClAY .SHAW. JR .• flORIDA 
101 "'cfWEN. OHIO 
THO .. AS E. PETRI. WISCONSIN 
DON SUNDQUIST. TENNESSEE 
HAHCY L JOHNSON. CONNECnCIJT 
liON ~ACURO. CAUFORNIA 
SHERWOOD BOEHlEIIT. NEW YORK 
DEAN A. GAll O. NEW JERSEY 

Q:ommittr~ on ~nblic UJork.s and ~ran.sportation 
ent !lurulrmrh Q:angrtss 

TIM VAi..ENTINE. NORTH CAROLINA 
EOOLPHUS TOW'NS. NEW YORK. 
Wlll!.&.M 0 . UI"'HSICI, ILUHOIS 
J. ROY ROWV.NO. GEORGIA 
ROBERT E. WISE. JR .• WEST VIRGINIA 
KENN€TH J. GRAY. IlLINOIS 
PETER J . V1SCLOSIC.Y. INDIANA 
J A .. ES A. TRAFICAHT. Jll.. OHIO 
JIM CHA ........ N. TE.XAS 

HElEN OEUCH BENTlEY. r.LVIYL.AHO 
J1M LIGHTFOOT. IOWA 
DENNIS HAS TEAT. llUNOI$ 
JA .. ES M. INHOFE. OKLAHOMA 
CASS BAllENGER, NOfmi CAROLINA 
fRED UI'TON. MICHIGAH 

. H. MARTIN LANCASTER. NOiffi< CAROliNA 
LOUISE "'<INTOSH SlAUGHTER. HEW YORK 
JOHN lf:NIS . GEORGIA 
~mR A. DtFAZlO. OREGON 
BENJAMIN L CA.AO\N, MARYl...ANO 
Bill GRANT. flORIDA 
DAVID E. SKAGGS. COlORADO 
JIMMY HAYES. LOUISIANA 
CARl C:. ~ERKIH$. ~EHTUCKY 

1\ICHARO J . SUUJVAH. CHIEF COUNSll 
SAlVA TOR! J. D'AMICO. SI'ECIAL 

COUNSEl AND STAFF DIRECTOR 
CLYDE E. WOODlE. CHIEF ENGINEEII 
MICHAEL J . TOOHEY. MINOIIITY STAFF 

DIRECTOR 

The Honorable Bill Clinton 
Chairman, National Governors' Association 
444 North Capitol Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

Dear Governor Clinton: 

it.~. i:,onst of 'Rrprt.srntatint.s 
Room 2101, 'Ragbum t\~c emcc .Boilding 

~ashington, fl~ 20515 · 

TELEPHONE: AREA COO£ 202, 225-44 72 

March 25, 1987 

On December 5, 1986, you wrote us on behalf of the National Governors' 
Association urging speedy action on the Surface Transportation and Uniform 
Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. As you are probably aware, we did our part, 
and H.R. 2 is on the President's desk. 

It is our understanding that the President has decided to veto H.R. 2. IT 
IS IMPERATIVE, lliEREFORE, FOR ALL OF 1HE GOVERNORS 10 URGE THEIR HOUSE AND 

·SENATE DELEGATIONS 10 OVERRIDE 1HE ANTICIPATED PRESIDENTIAL VETO. ~ reccmnend 
the Governors' effort focus primarily on the Senate, where the override is 
expected to be the closest. 

H.R. 2 is not a "budget buster". The funding levels are within the Senate 
budgetary llinitations, and further, funding for these programs comes primarily 
from the Highway Trust Fund, not the general fund. 

Without an override of the President's veto, the House and Senate will be 
forced to re-examine many of the policy decisions reflected in the Conference 
Report on H.R. 2, and thereby upset the delicate balance reached by the House 
and Senate Conferees. This may well delay enactment of this vital program until 
after this year's construction season. 

We need your support mow. Governors should contact their elected 
representatives and urge them not to turn their backs on the States, or the 
813,000 construction jobs at risk. 

Sincerely, 
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Loc~TION 

THE WHITE BOOSE 
WASHINGTON , D.C. 

IN 

7:50 

9l0l 

!h.22 

10·08 

OUi PHOI\iE 

9122 

!«::45 

1Ut09 l0tl4 

lU;l5 

O~TE MARCH 25_L_ 1987 
1ltof£ DAY 

7:50 a_m. WEDNgSDAY 

The F~esident and the Fitst Lady had breakfast. 

The President llle.nt to the Oval Office . 

The President met with: 
George H. Bush, Vice President 
Boward H. Baker, Jr ~, Chief of Staff 
Kenneth M. Duberstein, Deputy Chief of Staff 

The President met for a national security briefing 
wtth: 

Vice President Bush 
COlin L. Powell , Deputy Assistant for 

National Security Affairs 
Fritz w. Ermartb, Special Assistant for 

National Security Affairs and Senioc 
Director of Soviet and European 
Affairs , National Security Council 
{NSC) 

Mr . Baker 
Mr. Duberstein 

The President went to bis motorcade on the So~tb 
G~ounds . ae was accompanied by Mr. Baker . 

The President motored from the South Grounds to 
the Cannon Bouse Office Building, New Jersey 
entrance . Be was accompanied by Mr. Baker. 

The President was greetea by Ja~k Russe. House 
Sergeant at Arms. 

The President went to the second floor and was 
~reeted by: 

Representative Robert B. Michel, 
(R-Illinois) 

Representative Trent Lott, (R-Mississippi} 

11 lcLTI ~ n? i .,....--.. 'I pe President participated in a be ef question i/r) an.a answer session with members of the press. 
~~ Members of the press. 

0 · 01:] !~ _!I ~e President went to the Cannon RotUnda. Be was 
(lt~, ~ !.r.v:;:JAr escorted by:. 
~·~ ~ Representative Michel 

·l[ i§~ ~~ Representative Lott 
L----- , _ !- 1-

10;207 10:25? The Presioent participatea in a photo opportunity 
(cont.inued) 
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LOCATION DATE MARCH 25 1987 

CANNON BOOSE OPPICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON , D. C. 

n M£ OAY 
10 : 20 a . m. WEDNESDAY 

IN 

1Ur25? 

10: 0? 

10:30? 11 : '20? 

10J35? 

l0t35? 10:50? 

10,50? llal5? 

with: 

ACTIVITY 

Representative Michel 
Representative Lott 
Representative Jack F. Kemp , (R- New York) 
Representat ive Richard B. Cheney , 

(R-Wyoming) 
Representative Jerry Lewis , (R-California) 
Representative Lynn M&rtin , (R-Illinois) 
Representativ~ Robert J. Lagomarsino, 

(R- California) 
Representative Guy Vander Jaqt , fR-Michigan) 

The President went to the third floor holding 
room. 

The President went to his seat inside the Cannon 
Caucus Room. 

The Pr es1dent participated in a meeting with 
members of the House Republican Conference. 

The Pceside~t was introduced by Represent3tive 
Kemp. 

The President addceased members of tlle Republi<:au 
Bouse Conference . 

The ~resident participatea in a question an~ 
answer session . 

The President returned to the hold i ng rooft. 

The President returned to llis motorcade .. 

The President motored from the Cannon House Office ==·== Building to the South Grounds of t he White 
House . Be was accompan ied by Mr. Baker . 

e P~esident returned to the Oval Office . 

P~esident met with: 
filr::. Baker 
f~ r . Ouberstein 

President had lunch in the Oval Office study 

e President participated in a photo opportunity 
with Archbishop Iat:ovos of tlae Greek Orthodox 

(continued} 



THE WHITE HOUSE THE DAILY DIARY OF PRESIDENT RONALD REAGAN page 3 

TH;E WHITE ROOSE 
WASHINGTON ~ D. C. 

J J 28 

2::06 

2::09 

2:58 

4 : 22 

5;:04 

OUT PHONE 

1;29 

2 : 06 

2.z09 

2: 5-B 

5:05 R 

DATE MARCH 25 , 1987 
TIME DA'f 

1 : 19 p. m. WEDNESDAY 

ACTIVl'fY 

Archdiocese of North ana South Ame~ica and 
seve~al other Greek-Amerians to commemorate 
Greek Independence Day. Fo t a list of atten
dees ~ see APPENDIX •A. • 

The President ~et with Mr. Baler . 

The President met with; 
Geo~qe P . Shult~ , Secretary of State 
Frank C. Carlucci , Assistant for ~ational 

Security Affairs 
Mr- Baket 
7-f r: . Duberstein 

The President met witb: 
Mr . Bak er 
Me . Duberstein 
Marlin Fitzwater , Assistant for Press 

.Relations 

The President went to the Cabinet Rooru. 

The President participated in a -meeting with k:ey 
conservative opinion leade~s . For a list of 
attendees , see APPENDIX ~s~~ 

The President retu r ned to the Oval Office . 

The President r-eturned to the second floor 
Residence . 

The President talked with his Special Assistantr 
James F .. Kuhn. 

_7~~·· 0~~0~~===-~==~~Ti~.e President and the First Lady had dinnet. 
lr-= l~f-

0; 00 'I~e Pr:esident cetired . 



----- ----- --

3/26 3:4: 

WB: 

Pam calleC.. 
McConnell. ~===~~e:: sa~~ " _ have 
several p:::-:::::e:::-_5 -.. -.:. -:::-. - -.=. 

Agricult~~~~ :~;~~~=e~~ ~~~~ -
have to ~al~ -== -=~e ~=e=.:.~e~-= about. 

There is ~o-~~~~ ~=~ 
change my '.'c":e ·.:..:-.-:.:.: 
are ironec C'..:-:. 

no 
Center for 
Transportation 

/~ 

~ 
\./ 

- -.=. 



FOR 

l. Armstrong 
2. Chafee 
3. Domenici 
4 • Dole 
5. Evans 
6 . Garn 
7. Gramm 
8. Hatch 
9. Hatfield 

10. Helms 
11. Humphrey 
12. Karnes 
1 3 . Lugar 
14. McCain 
1 s. McClure 
16. Murkowski 
17. Nickles 
18. Roth 
19. Rudman 
20. Sanford 
21. Simpson 
22. Stafford 
2 3. Stevens 
24. 'l' r ible 
25. Wallop 
26. Warner 

Eno 

VOTE TO SUSTAIN THE VETO 

LEANING FOR UNDECIDED 

1. Boschwitz 1. Grassley 
2. Kasten 2. Hecht 

3. McConnell 
4. Packwood 
5. Pressler 
6. Quayle 
7. Thurmond 

8. Baucus 
9. Boren 

10. Leahy 
11. Proxmire 

3/26/87 
5:00 p.m. 

LEANING AGAINST 

1. Bond 
2 . Cochran 
3. Cohen 
4. Danforth 
5. Durenberger 
6. Kassebaum 
7. Symms 

8. Bentsen 
9. Exon 

10. Heflin 
11. Shelby 
12. Stennis 



U.S. Department of 
Transportation 

Office of the Secretary 
of Transportation 

March 27, 19 87 

400 Seventh S! .. SW 
Wash1ngton D.C. 2059G 

In a Dear Colleague letter and memorandum dated March 25, 1987 , 
Senators Moynihan, Burdick, Symms, Mitchell and Breaux outlined 
their concerns about a u.s. Department of Transportation analysis 
of highway apportionments which was distributed on the Senate 
Floor on Thursday, March 19. 

The document i n question , entitled, "State-by-State Comparison : 
Conference Repor t vs. Senate-Passed Bill (S.387)," outlined losses 
in apportionments to 41 states over fi v e years. In response to 
the Dear Colleague letter and attached mero~andum , the foll~'ing 
clarifications are in order: 

1. Budget I mpac t 

When compared to the Admin istration's budget request, H.R. 2 is 
legitimately a "budget b uster." The bill contains 
authorizations exceeding t he Pres i dent's budget by $10.1 
billion ov er five years, $9.1 b i l li o n of which is contai ned in 
the mass transit portion of the bi l l. Furthermore, since the 
bill fails to repeal rca j o r exer..ption s from the Federal motor 
fuels tax as proposec by the A~in istration, the Federal 
government would collect $3.5 billion less in tax receipts over 
five years than was ass um ed in the President's budget. 

While the conference bill authorizes $68.8 billion for highways 
over the five years of the bill, tax receipts into the Highway 
Account of the Trust Fund over that period will total abo u t $66 
billion. The $2.8 billion difference will hav e to come from 
interest transferred in t o the Trust Fund from the General Fund 
which directly increases to the Federal deficit. 

2. Structure of the Highway Program 

The Administration document referred to by the Senate memo did 
not purport to s h ow all money going to the states. The table 
indicated that f igures reflected apportioned funds only a nd 
represented a valid comparison of apportionments under the 
Senate-passed bi ll to apportionments under the Conference 
Report. 

The decrease in apportionments from the Senate Bill to the 
Conference Bill reflects a decrease in the funds available t o 
states to meet c ritical highway needs as identified through an 
orderlY_ planning and programming proces~_a t the state level. 
The increase in allocations represents an increase in funding 
fo r p roj ects tha t may not have substantive merit. 
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As the Senate memo states, it is true that more money is 
available under the Conference Report than under the Senate
passed bill, but individual states have no assurance that they 
will receive any of the allocated funds. Except for the 
special interest project monies, apportionments are the only 
funds that all states would consistently receive year after 
year. In addi -tion, the increase in funds made available under 
the Co~ference Agreement would increase the Federal deficit. 

3. Highw~Funding Projections 

It is true that a precise five year projection is not possible 
to determine because of fluctuating apportionment factors. The 
apportionments in the out years could be either somewhat lower 
or even higher. It is important to note that because over the 
five year life of the bill, the majority of states will be 
half-percent states (states which have completed their 
Interstate system and receive one-half of one percent of the 
total Interstate construction apportiOlli? ent), the increase of 
$150 million per year in Interstate construction funds will 
impact each of these states by less than $750,000 per year. 

The Adrninistration's state-by-state comparison table did 
include some over-si~plifying assumptions, however, the basic 
point of the table was correct: states will receiv e fewer 
guaranteed Federal highway dollars to support those projects 
which state Departments of Transportation hav e identified as 
high priorities through normal highway planning processes. 

Given a determination of the acceptable 1 evel of overall 
spending, any uncontrolled spending for demonstration projects 
must be offset by a reduction in the obligation limitation that 
applies to formula programs. All sta t es must pay the price for 
demonstration projects outside the ceili~g by a reduction in 
the amount of formula f unds they'll a c tually b e able to use in 
the next five years. 

0 
Center for 
Transportation 
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lOCAT10N 

TBE WHITE BOIJSE 
WASHINGTON , D-C . 

lN 

7•45 

8! 56 

8:58 

9: '30 

!h36 
9:36 
.9:36 
9 : 36 
9:36 
9;55 

9;55 

9:30 

10:01 
10:01 

9;53 
10r:Ol 

9 : S3 
10:01 

10;01 

MARCH 21 1 1987 
n -..E DAY 

1: .. 5 a . m. FRIDAY 

The President and the First Lady bad breakfast . 

The President went to the Oval Office. 

Xhe President met with~ 
George H. Bush, Vice PreBldent 
Boward n. Baker, Jr . , Chief of Slaff 
Kenneth M. Duberstein, Deputy Chief of Staff 

The President met for a national secucity briefing 
with: 

The 

Vice President Bush 
Prank C. Catlucci, Assistant for Uational 

Security Affairs 
Colin L. Powell, Deputy Assistant for 

National Security Affairs 
Jose s . Sorzano, S~nior Di,ector of Latir 

American Affairs, National Secutity 
Council CNSC) 

~t . Baker: 
Mr.. Duber:stein 

President met with : 
Vice President Busb 
Mr. Baker 
Mt .. Dubet.stein 
Mr ~ Carlucci 
Mr ~ Powell 
Jack P. MatlocR, ~r . , Special Assistant and 

sanior Director, Eoropean and Soviet 
Affairs , National Security Council (NSC) 

Fritz w. Ermarth, Special Assistant for 
National Security Affairs and Senior 
Director of Soviet and Europea~ 
Affairs r National Secur i ty Council 
(NSC) 

e President participated in a farewell photo 
opportunity Mr . Matlock and members of his 
family . For a list of attendees , see 
APPENDIX "A .... 

e President met with: 
Vice President Bush 
Caspar w. Weinber9er, SecretaLy of Defense 
Me .. Bake..r 
Mr .. Carlucci 
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TBB WBLTE BOOSE 
)'(ASHINGTON, 0. C. 

IN OUT PHOIII£ 

lUrOS ,l0d7 

10t59 1lr02 

11 : 02 11~06 

ACTIIIITV 

MI\R.CB 21, 1987 
OAV 

10: 08 a.m. FRIDAY 

The President met to discuss Bcitish unilateral 
nucle~L disarmament and the build- up of its 
conventi~nal £occes with Neil Kinnock , leader 
of the Bri tish ~abor Pacty . For a list of 
other attendees, see APPENDIK ft B. ft 

Members of the press (in/out ) . 

The President met in the study with : 
Vice President Bush 
Bli=abetb B. Dole , SecretaLy of 

Transportation 
Senator Robert J. Dole , (R-Kansas) 
James C~ Miller, Director of the Office of 

Manage~ent and Budget (OMB) 
Mr . Bakec 
Me. Dubecstein 

The President participated in a Signing Cecemony 
returning B. R. 2 without approval the surface 
Transportation and Oniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987 . Se was accompanled 
by: 

Vice President B1.1sb 
Secretary Dole 
senator Dole 
Mr. Hiller 
Rebecca G. Ra nge, Assistant Secretary of 

Transpo~tation for Governmental Affal~S 
Mr . Baker 
Me. Doberstein 
William L. Ball III , Assistan~ for 

Legislative Affai~s 
Members of the press (in/out). 

1~6 11!12 The President met in the study With : 
Vice Presioent Rush 
Secx:etary Dole 
Senator Dole 
Mr . Miller 
Mr . Baker 
Kr . Dlll:>ers tei n 
William L. Ball Ill , Assistant fot 

Legislative Affairs 

President met in the study wit.h1 
Senator Steven D. Symms, (R-Idabo} 
Senatoi: Dole 
M.r . Baker 

( contf nuea] 
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LOOATlDN 

'rilE WHIT& HOUSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 

IN 

11:27 11:30 

' 

llt30 ' llr50 

11157 12:03 

li!;OS 12:12 

l; 37 

1:40 

1. Dube,ste!n 
r. Ball 

DATE. 

nMe 

AC11VfTV 

MARCB 27, 1987 
DollY 

11:12 a_m. FR!OnY 

The President met in the study with: 
Senatc:r Dole 
Mr~ Baker 
!41· . Duberstein 

The President met in the study with~ 
Senator Dole 
Senator Chic Hecht, (R-Nevada' 
Senator John McCain, (R-Acizonal 
Mr~ Baker 
MI. Duberstein 
Mr'" Ball 

The President participated in a photo opportunity 
with winners of the White House News Photo
graphers Association photography contest. For 
a list of attendees, see AP~ENDIX •c .• 

The President bad lunch with Vice President Bush 
in the Oval Office study. 

The Ptesident met with~ 
George P. s~ult~, Secretary of Eta ~ 
Mr. Sakec 
Mt. Catlucci 

'L'h& President met v.'itb: 
Mr. Baker 
Mr. Ca -r-1 ucci 

The President went to the Situation Room~ 

~ e Ptesident participated in a National Security 
Council meeting. For a list of attendeesr see 
APPENDIX "D." 

e. "President talked with Nicholas Platt, 
E~ecutive Secretariatr Department of state. 

e Presid~ot telephoned Rep~eseotative Trent 
Lott (R-Mississippi). The call was not 
compl e.ted . 

e President returned to the Oval Office. 



THE DAIL V DJARY OF PRESIDENT RONALD REAGAN page 4 

l.OCATIOH 

THE WHITE HOOSE 
WASHINGTON, D .• C. 

DATE MARCH 27 , 1987 
o~v 

3:09 p .. m. FRIDAY 

IN OUT f'ttONf ACTIVIlY 

3:1)9 3 ~ 13 R The President talked with Representative Lott. 

3:53 3t40 P The President talked with Nancy c. Reynolds, 
President of Wexler, Reynolds, Harrison and 
Schule, Washington, D.C. 

4-:47 4:52 

6:30 

lOs SO 

The President returned to the second floor 
Residence. 

•rhe President met with his Special Assistant,. 
Jatoes F .. Kuhn .. 

The President and tbe Picst Lady had dinner. 

The President retired~ 

'------ ----1---11 -

1-



March 27, 1987 

Received from the White House a sealed envelope said to 

contain H.R. 2, An Act to authorize funds for construction of 

highways, for highway safety programs, and for mass 

transportation progra~s, to expand and improve the relocation 

assistance program, and for other purposes, and a veto message 

thereon. 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 

[i.JULn Wu.tM k ~Jd k -~ 
CLSF? OF THE HOUffE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

I z. : 2 3 "'""" T irr:e r ece i \:J(J 
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lOOth Congress, 1st Session - - - - - - - - - House Document 100-53 

VETO OF H.R. 2 

MESSAGE 

FROM 

THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
TRANSMITTING 

HIS VETO OF H.R. 2, A BILL TO AUTHORIZE FUNDS FOR CON
STRUCTION OF HIGHWAYS, FO~ HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS, 
AND FOR MASS TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS, TO EXPAND AND 
IMPROVE THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM, AND FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES 

MARCH 30, 1987.-Message and accompanying bill ordered to be printed 

-U .S . GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

71-209 WASHINGTON : 198 7 

! 
j 

I 



Center for 
Transportation 

To the House of Representatives: 
I am returning herewith without my approval H.R. 2, the "Sur

face Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 
1987." I want to make clear that I strongly favor an adequate and 
fiscally responsible Federal-aid highway and transit program, and I 
support the provisions in H.R. 2 that would provide essential funds 
for legitimate transportation construction and safety projects. I 
also support allowing the States to raise their speed limits on rural 
interstate highways to 65 miles per hour. However, the bill author
izes excessive funding levels of $87.5 billion over 5 years, $10.1 bil
lion more than my original request and more than is brought in by 
highway user taxes. It includes unjustifiable funding for narrow, 
individual special interest highway and transit construction 
projects, and it unfairly distributes transit funds. All of these rea
sons force me to veto H.R. 2. 

H.R. 2 is an unsound bill. It represents a failure to exercise the 
discipline that is required to constrain Federal spending, especially 
pork barrel spending. I remain firm in my commitment to the 
American people to hold down Federal spending, and I ask the 
Congress to join me in that commitment by promptly enacting a 
bill that is consistent with the need for fiscal discipline. 

In vetoing H.R. 2, I recognize that the States are rapidly running 
out of highway funds and that legislation is necessary to make 
funds available for the 1987 construction season. I am committed to 
that goal. Therefore, I was deeply disappointed when the Congress 
failed to pass an acceptable bill before it adjourned last year. The 
Administration transmitted its own bills to the Congress in Janu
ary so that funds could be made available promptly to the States 
for legitimate projects. I am ready with an improved and accepta
ble proposal that I urge the Congress to enact without further 
delay. This proposal does not include special "pork barrel" projects, 
and provides a fair and equitable distribution to States of both 
highway and transit funds. 

Some of the unaffordable provisions in H.R. 2 include add-on 
funding for 152 highway special interest projects. The 5-year Feder
al cost of the 152 highway projects is estimated to be $1.4 billion, 
and nearly $900 million of this amount is not subject to any spend
ing controls. The total cost to complete these highway projects is 
estimated to be $5.5 billion, and they have not even been selected 
through the established Federal-aid highway program mechanism 
that relies on the expertise of State and local officials. In fact, 
there is virtually no hearing record and related analyses regarding 
the merits of these projects. The States, not the Congress, should 
determine their highway program needs. 

The expansion of the scope of the Boston Interstate projects eligi
ble for interstate highway funds would increase the Federal cost to 
complete the Interstate System by $1.1 billion. This provision is 

(1) 
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unfair because, for all other States, the Interstate System was 
closed to add-ons in 1981. 

The direction in Title III to fund the Los Angeles Metrorail 
project also grossly distor~s _funding priorities. The provision wou~d 
require that up to $870 ~ulhon, or ~4 percent, of the fue~ taxes p~:ud 
by motorists for the natwnal transit program be spent m one c1ty. 
Moreover Los Angeles has not decided where to build the project, 
and the ~nvironmental review process is incomplete. The Depart
ment of Transportation should not be statutorily required to exe
cute a new contract or make available additional money to Los An
geles or any other specific city, beyond amounts already agreed to 
by the parties. 

Since 1983, over $4 billion collected from motorists in fuel taxes 
has been authorized for transit programs. Because these funds are 
not distributed by formula, this revenue has not been distributed 
equitably to each of the States. For example, in 1986, eleven cities 
received over 80 percent of the funds made available that year. 

We must provide for a more equitable distribution of the fuel 
taxes that are collected from motorists and reduce the level of Gen
eral Funds going to mass transit. An increase in the required local 
share for major mass transit projects is also needed to encourage 
the planning of more economically viable projects. In addition, I 
am opposed to the sharp increase in certain excise taxes contained 
in this bill. 

Finally, H.R. 2 contains "Buy America" provisions that would be 
harmful to our trading interests. The increase in the domestic con
tent requirements related to transit projects and the requirement 
that foreign rolling stock must be 25 percent cheaper than U.S. 
products are unwarranted. The changes invite retaliation against 
U.S. exports that are produced and marketed by U.S. businesses. 

I am committed to the expeditious enactment of authorization 
legislation so that funds will be available for use during the im
pending construction season. To make that point I have made an 
alternative proposal. :Cet: me riefly describe what my proposal 
would do. With regard to highway programs, we would authorize 
$66 billion over 5 years; the same I vels provided in the Senate
p~ss~ o~ll. Gof!1pared to H.R. 2, our bill would provide a more fair 
d1stnbu~wn, With more money going to States through regular pro
gram formula distributions. States would be able to fund the 
projects identified in H.R. 2 from thei allocation of highway funds, 
If th.ey so choose, but not with add-on funding. There would be no 
special treatment for large projects. 

We would apply the equity principle to transit programs as well. 
We would au~horize. $16.1 billion over 5 years, increase the local 
match for major proJects, and would promote a fairer distribution 
of the gas tax recei:Rts that are collected in all States but that now 
only_benefit a fe~ cities. W~ would not spend the taxpayers' dollars 
on high cost proJects of dubious merit like the expansion of Los An-
geles Metrorail. . 
. In. short, this is the way a reasonable and fair highway and tran

Sit hill should be constructed. Now, there is no reason why the Con-

3 
. · kly before the a bill that I can sign qmc 

gress cannot se~d me · n further along. 
spring constructwn season IS a y RoNALD REAGAN. 

>K h 27 1987. THE WHITE HousE, lYLarc ' 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 27, 1987 

MR. PRESIDENT: 

Attached for your decision are 
H.R.2, the Surface Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance 
Act of 1987, and a proposed veto 
message. 

Disapproval of the bill is 
recommended by OMB, SBA, HUD, the 
Treasury and Transportation 
Departments, Counsel's Office, and 
the Offices of Legislative Affairs, 
Policy Development, Public Liaison, 
and Cabinet Affairs. The State, 
Defense, and Agriculture 
Departments, FEMA, GSA, and USTR 
all have no objection. 

If you concur in the above 
recommendation, please sign the 
attached veto message. 

~ DAY FOR ACTION: April 4th 
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lfhe President has seen _-""..--~~).;.../ .... CJ_/....._._~ 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT j 

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

2 5 MAR 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H.R. 2 - Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 

Sponsors - Anderson (D) California and 65 others 

Last Day for Action 

April 4, 1987 - saturday 

Purpose 

Authorizes appropriations totaling $69.7 billion for 
highways construction and highway safety and $17.8 billion for 
mass transit for fiscal years 1987-1991; authorizes special 
interest highway and mass transit projects; extends highway 
excise taxes for five years, through September 30, 1993; and 
amends the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Transportation 
Department of the Treasury 
Small Business Administration 
Department of Housing 

and Urban Development 
Department of state 
Department of Defense 
Department of Agriculture 
Federal Emergency 
Mana~ement Agency 

United States Trade 
Representative 

General Services Administration 
Department of Justice 

De arFme nt o f the Interior 
De p art ment of Commerce 
Environmental Protection Agency 

• Department of Energy 
Departm~nt of Labor 

Disapproval (Veto 
Message attached) 

Disapproval 
Disapproval 
Disapproval 

Disapproval 
No objection 
No objection 
No objection 

No objection 

No objection 
No objection 
Defers to agencies 

recommending disapproval 
Defers to Transportation 
Defers to others 
No comment 
No comment 
No response 



Discussion 

H.R. 2 is a comprehensive multi-billion dollar authorization 
bill, covering fiscal years 1987-1991, consisting of five 
titles: Title I - Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1987; Title II -
Highway Safety Act of 1987; Title III -Federal Mass 
Transportation Act of 1987; Title IV- Uniform Relocation Act 
Amendments of 1987; and Title v- Highway Revenue Act of 1987. 

The enrolled bill's titles covering Title I (highways) and 
Title III (mass transit) are the most important because of their 
budget impact and their expiration on September 30, 1986. As a 
result of the expiration, the States are running out of money 
(derived from unobligated balances of prior year appropriations) 
for highway construction just as the 1987 construction season is 
about to begin. 

The conference report on H.R. 2 passed the House by a vote 
of 407-17 and the Senate by 79-17. 

The following is a summary of the budget impact of H.R. 2: 

Authorizations 

Highway 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

Outlays 

Highway 
Transit 
Safety 

Total 

Receipts 

Repea l Ga s Tax 
Exemption s 

Total Deficit Impact 

H.R. 2/ 1987-1991 
($ in billions) 

President's 
Budge t 

$ 68.0 
8.7 

. 7 

77.4 

66 . 1 
15.1 

.8 

82 . 0 

-3. 5 

H.R. 2 

$ 68.8 
17.8 

.9 

87.5 

68. 4 
19. 7 

.9 

89.0 

0 

( I ncreased outlays plus foregone receipts) 

* * * * * * 

-2-

* 

Difference 

$ +.8 
+9.1 

+.2 

+10.1 

+2.3 
+4.6 

+.1 

+7.0 

+3.5 

+10.5 



We join the Departments of Transportation (DOT) and the 
Treasury in recommending that you veto H.R. 2 because it is a 
fiscally irresponsible bill that represents congress' failure to 
exercise the discipline necessary to restrain Federal spending. 
Specifically, the bill contains numerous special interest highway 
and transit projects and would provide excessive funding levels, 
particularly for transit programs. 

A summary of the administration's position to date on this 
legislation and the enrolled bill's objectionable provisions 
follows. A brief description of each of the enrolled bill's 
titles is included in Attachment A. 

Administration Position 

In a statement of Administration Policy on H.R. 2, dated 
January 16, 1987, the administration advised the House that the 
President's senior advisers would nrecommend that the President 
veto the bill." On February 2nd, a Statement of Administration 
Policy sent to the Senate on the Senate highway companion bill, 
S. 387, advised that the President's senior advisers would 
''recommend a veto of the bill" if objectionable mass transit 
provisions were added to it; in passing the bill, the Senate 
added the objectionable provisions. Subsequently, on February 
13th and February 20th, this Office and the Department of 
Transportation sent letters to the conferees on H.R. 2 again 
stating that, if the administration's concerns were not 
addressed, the "President's senior advisers would strongly 
recommend that the President veto the bill." On March 19th you 
sent a letter to Senate Republican Leader Dole stating that you 
would disapprove the bill as now enrolled. 

Objectionable Provisions of Enrolled Bill 

As enrolled, H.R. 2 contains the following objectionable 
features: 

Excessive authorizations for highways and transit projects 
which exceed the administration's proposal by $10.1 
billion over five years. In particular, authorizations 
for mass transit total $17.8 billion over five years, 
compared to $8.7 billion requested by the administration. 

Funding for numerous special interest transit and highway 
projects. Examples include: (1) a requirement for DOT to 
provide up to $870 million in additional transit funding 
f or t h e Los Angeles, California, Metrorail project; 
(2) e xpans i on of the Boston Interstate highway projects 
whic h would increase the Federal costs of completing the 
Interstate System by at least $1.1 billion; (3) funding of 
$1 . 4 billion over five years (on top of States' allocation 

-3-



of Federal highway funds) for 152 so-called 
"demonstration" projects, of which $890 million would not 
be subject to an otherwise applicable spending control. 
The total costs of these projects is estimated at $5.5 
billion. 

Continuation of inequitable and inappropriate procedures 
for al l ocating transit trust funds which target 
disproportionate amounts of transit funds to relatively 
few cities. The enrolled bill would also continue: 
(1) discretionary grants (used to fund the start of new 
projects which are often overly-expensive and cost 
ineffective) and operating subsidies, both of which the 
administration had proposed to curtail sharply because 
they encourage projects which are not economically sound, 
and (2) existing matching requirements (e . g., only a 20 to 
25 percent local share for certain grants). 

Expansion of existing domestic content requirements for 
mass transit projects from 50 percent to 60 percent by the 
end of the enrolled bill's authorization period, and the 
application of new restrictions to the purchase of 
foreign-made buses and railcars. 

The above provisions are the core objectionable features of 
H.R. 2 and warrant your disapproval of the enrolled bill. 

Other objectionable features of the bill include: 

Failure to repeal current exemptions from fuel taxes and 
other highway user fees for gasohol, bus operators, and 
State and local governments, resulting in a loss of 
revenues to the Highway Trust Fund of $3.5 billion over 
five years. 

An estimated $150 million increase in authority to 
obligate funds for highway projects not subject to an 
otherwise applicable spending control. 

An increase in the Federal matching share and the waiver 
of non-Federal matching requirements for highway projects 
in certain cases. 

A general p rohibition on the use by States of sealed bids 
and automatic acceptance of the lowest bidder on 
architectural and engineering contracts. 

Esta b l ishment of liability of the Federal Government for 
a cti o n s o f the National Academy of Sciences taken in 
c onnect ion with the Strategic Highway Research Program. 
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The addition of new definitions and requirements under the 
Uniform Relocation Act, which governs Federal payments for 
relocations required by federally funded projects, that 
would increase Federal costs and restrict State and local 
flexibility in administering their responsibilities under 
the Act. 

Agency Views 

In its enrolled bill views letter, the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) recommends that H.R. 2 be vetoed 
because of its Unifor~ Relocation Act (URA) provisions, which are 
described in general ~bove. HUD states that these provisions 
11might result in additional unnecessary costs and administrative 
burdensn to public housing authorities and the Federal Government 
and that existing law governing relocations is adequate. 
Accordingly, HUD has provided language for inclusion in a veto 
message objecting to the URA provisions. 

We do not believe that the URA provisions should be a basis 
for the disapproval of H.R. 2. The URA provisions -- although 
objectionable in the respects already noted -- do reflect the 
efforts of this Office, DOT, and HUD over recent years to have 
the URA amended. The provisions in H.R. 2 are the result of that 
effort and reflect the best compromise with Congress that was 
achievable. Vetoing the bill because of its URA provisions would 
not, in our opinion, be appropriate. We also note that HUD's 
enrolled bill views letter is the first time that the Department 
has objected to these provisions. 

The Small Business Administration (SBA) also recommends the 
disapproval of H.R. 2 because of its provisions related to DOT's 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) program. This program, 
which H.R. 2 would continue, concerns the set aside of highway 
construction funds for socially and economically disadvantaged 
persons. H.R. 2 would make women eligible for this program and 
limit participation to firms with annual average receipts of $14 
million or less. SBA advises that these provisions do not affect 
SBA directly, but believes that they could have implications when 
changes to its own DBE regulations are considered in the future. 
Accordingly, SBA recommends disapproval. We do not believe that 
the SBA concern should be a basis for disapproving H.R. 2. 

The Department of Justice, in its enrolled bill views 
l etter , also comments on the bill's DBE provisions. The 
De partment reiterates its position that preferences accorded 
i ndividual s b ased on race, gender, or ethnicity are 
c onstitutio na lly s uspect. The Department points out, however, 
t hat t he Se cretary of Transportation has the discretionary 
authority under the bill's DBE provisions to ensure that no funds 
are exp ended on the basis of these constitutionally impermissible 
criteria. Justice also objects to the "Buy America" provisions 
in H.R. 2 and has provided language for inclusion in a veto 
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message addressing these provisions. Although Justice's 
proposed language has not been used, the veto message that we 
have prepared for your consideration does address this matter. 

Conclusion 

The admini stration has consistently supported legislation t o 
authorize funds for legitimate highway and transit projects and 
transmitted its own bills to Congress during January to 
accomplish this purpose. H.R. 2, however, is a fiscally 
irresponsible bill with excessive authorizations that is riddled 
with special interest provisions. During fiscal years 1987-1991, 
the enrolled bill would increase the deficit by $10.5 billion 
when compared to your 1988 budget proposal. Moreover, the bill 
establishes future liabilities by authorizing special projects 
that may have an ultimate Federal cost of many additional 
billions of dollars. furthermore, in designating these special 
projects for funding, 'the Congress has chosen to ignore, and in 
many cases to override, the existing project selection mechanism 
that relies on the expertise of State and local officials in 
making such decisions. 

The Congress has chosen to present you with H.R. 2 
notwithstanding all of our previously expressed objections to the 
bill's troublesome features. In light of those features and 
Congress' clear failure to accommodate the administration's 
concerns, we believe the enrolled bill should be vetoed. 

We have prepared a veto message (Attachment B), in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation, for your 
consideration. The message emphasizes your eagerness to sign a 
bill that would permit the States to undertake important and 
legitimate projects as the 1987 construction season commences. 
The message also highlights the fiscally irresponsible nature of 
the enrolled bill and urges the Congress to enact legislation 
that you can sign. The message generally delineates the type of 
bill that would be acceptable and states that you have directed 
the Secretary of Transportation to work closely with Congress to 
address satisfactorily the objectionable provisions of H.R. 2. 

Compared to H.R. 2, which exceeds your 1988 Budget by $10.1 
billion in authorizations during the period 1987-1991, we 
estimate that a possible compromise with the Congress would 
e xc eed t he admi nistration's original proposal by about $5.6 
bil lion in authorizations. 

I join t he Departments of Transportation and the Treasury i n 
r ecommend ing t hat you veto H.R . 2. 

Enclosures 
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Attachment A 

Description of Enrolled Bill's Titles 

Title I -- 11 Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1987" 

Title I would authorize appropriations from the Highway Trust 
Fund totaling $68.8 billion during fiscal years 1987-1991 for 
highway programs. Specific authorization levels are specified 
for thirteen programs making up the Federal-Aid Highways program. 
The five largest programs are the Interstate 4R Program 
(resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation, and reconstruction), 
the Federal-Aid Primary System, the Federal-Aid Secondary System, 
the Federal-aid Urban sy'stem, and the Bridge Replacement and 
Rehabilitation Program. The remaining eight include programs for 
the elimination of hazards, Indian reservation roads, forest 
highways, public lands highways, parkways and park highways, 
Federal Highway Administration highway safety programs, Federal 
Highway Administration highway safety research and development 
programs, and the elimination of railroad crossings program. 

In addition to detailing procedures to be followed in 
apportioning these funds and prescribing miscellaneous 
requirements for grantees, the title makes the Boston projects 
eligible for Interstate highway funds and specifically authorizes 
170 "demonstration projects. 11 Eighteen of these projects would 
be funded from States' formula based allocations of Federal 
highway funds. For the remaining 152 demonstration projects, 
fifty percent of their costs would be funded with "new" 
Federal-aid funds (specifically authorized at $178 million 
annually and not subject to annual spending controls); thirty 
percent ($107 million annually) would be earmarked from highway 
discretionary funds; a nd twenty percent would be derived from 
State and local funds. 

Title II The "Highway Safety Act of 1987 11 

Title II authorizes appropriations totaling $861 million from 
the Highway Trust Fund for the activities of the National Highway 
Traffi c Safety Administration during fiscal years 1987-1991. 
This i s $14 1 million more than requested in your 1988 budget. The 
t i t l e a l so sets forth various requirements for safety-related 
s tudies and r epo rts, many of which the administration has opposed 
a s unnec ess a r y. 



Title III -- "Federal Mass Transportation Act of 1987 11 

Title III authorizes appropriations totaling $17.8 billion for 
mass transit activities during fiscal years 1987-1991, and 
details procedures to be followed in apportioning these funds. 
The title also prescribes various programs, studies, and 
requirements (including an expansion of existing "Buy America" 
requirements), and includes provisions benefiting specific 
localities (including the costly Los Angeles Metrorail project, 
as previously described). 

This title does not include major reforms proposed in the 1988 
Budget. The use of Highway Trust Fund fuel tax revenues to 
finance transit discretionary grants is continued (over 80 
percent of these funds, collected from all fifty States, 
currently benefit fewer than 20 cities). Although the 
administration proposed to increase the local matching share on 
capital grants to 50 percent (from the current 20 to 25 percent), 
the title includes no increase in the local matching share. The 
title also continues operating subsidies for urban areas with 
populations of 200,000 or more, rather than eliminating them as 
proposed by the administration. 

Title IV "Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1987 11 

Title IV revises current standards and procedures for 
providing relocation assistance to persons and entities displaced 
by federally financed activities. The title specifies that the 
Department of Transportation is to serve as the "lead agency" for 
activities conducted pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act and 
requires the Department to issue government-wide regulations for 
the implementation of the title's provisions. It includes 
several new definitions affecting eligibility and benefits under 
the act; adjusts certain assistance levels, including residential 
and business moving assistance payments; and prescribes new 
procedural requirements related to relocation planning and 
assistance. 

Problematic provisions in this title include those eliminating 
the President's current authority to designate the lead agency; 
defining "comparable replacement dwelling" in a manner which will 
increase relocation costs and decrease State and local 
flexibility; mandating new requirements for "relocation planning" 
which will increase costs and paperwork for States, localities, 
a nd Federal agencies and result in project delays; and permitting 
a ny Federal agency providing covered assistance to withdraw 
c ertific ati o n o f a State's procedures for implementing the Act. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

'""~. :. 0 
' \.1 s -

A.s rt:!'JtlP.!":t-t:!r'. th.i ~' o~:7 icc ha2 ::~·nJewed. th<, t~er:tcrandur :::c r -:.:-A 
Pr€:~.:.r.eont ~rC:r" t!-'.r.~ Di'l:jec:tor o:~ the Off.i('E: o~ ~·~.anagen·t:::-:- ;::;r1 
Budgr·.+. <":C'!1C,.,r!li.r~g ~·. R; 2, the ~w-callPd 11 Hight·;ay Ei :.·," ···c: 
J-",.,ve a l ~r. :r·P''i. e1-;ed the t~n.". ft vetc P.''~s:-;age PP"pal'Gd h~· 
c.n:' /DOT. 

~·t~=:~ :heve :J0 lP.<Jt:.~ ob:ectior; t0 thP OMB Director's niE'!'~<·ra::r.·.:'r:, 

and ccrct::::- in hj s :rP~r:-,::.:~.endatiot~ tbc~.t. the P!·esident ve.tC' 
E.P. ,.., 

.' . 
C'ur p.':"~"~iiT'inarv :::<·"~ Pw c~ H. R. :-: i LdicatGs tht•t its J./() ..-c- ~:-.-:s 
ccr.t.::'l j :"' ~7<::-.:·~~, rr-.ore c;:b _: fW ... i or..ab 1.0 prov isio::.~; than thO'?F" ?r. ::·:-:2c 
Ci.1t :.r 't.he c.:~ 1 l.C''! ~-<?.i:t:· r;;p~-:~;&ge. Bec~tcSf> ar>y .sue~-. J::e::~.s~e: 

~An~ot ~~~P to :is~ co~r~~hAr~ivPly all of the ob~0ctic~~~:e 
r:::·o·,·i ~ic'!::s c:::· t:rF ti 1_ ~, ~.t~; purpos€J rou"':t be ":0 pe"':..o:uc:ce t::c~;! 
:·~cr.·her!:! of Cr:::-s:ress le~:,3.:-:a "mr ~12::"', and the gene!:-al :ouhJ j :- .· 

cf t:t<: ~1e•e><~ ':.<: ~T~-I;i3.i') +:hr;;.: P:::-E:sider:t's veto. This i£ !:>.:>st 

ac- C"or::p::.. :i s:1eC: c? t c· ~- "' ; :r 1 v <J.'P r.t l' <t l l eve 1. The O~·fP. /1)0'1' ··~to 
m~ss~ge, hcwe?c~. ?!lu~~~ ~c several tecrrical prnvisicns c~ 
the bi J. J -- tuc!: as a ?rt~ 2:..~:ne<'l di ~t i.nction betwE~Pn 11 S!Jer. jc·· 2." 
t=·rojects a;:c; '!c-:::-i.ori+-.~·" t:rc-jects -·· ~:hich ..-::;:)"! !'h~ve litt.l<J 
perst•r.:sive e:fen:. c.!~. c~e v;h" j r: nc-1: a technical ~xr~rt. r-·p 

rr.>r:-m:-tr.~er.d th<J •.rr+~r r:-·ess.3a,::> !·t' !."f'Vised lc r~"c'luce t!-:E tr:cl;nica:. 
lc1nguac;~-"~ <J.Z"i.U tc bclsU~;- ~~t:: rrr::::-P <?F:!';erally a.pplicab1 e ['fr·· 
su<IG i ve langU.::>0€' cut l.:.T'; LC} c.tj ect- icr r: to t:he bi l. L 

Tha~k you for s~b~it~ ~a t~·~ enrolled bill and a~ro~panying 
do,e u~"'~1".::~· tor our :''='" c>\·l. 
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United States Department of State 

Washington, D.C. 20520 

MAR 24 1987 

Dear Mr. Hiller: 

I am responding to a March 18 memo from Mr. James M. Frey 
requesting the Department of State•s view on Enrolled Bill 
H.R. 2, "Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987". 

The Department of State has followed closely the 
development of Section 507~f the bill that would apply a 
currently existing Heavy Vehicle Use Tax to Canadian trucks 
that enter and operate in the United States. We received 
several expressions of concern from the Government of Canada 
regarding this proposal which was included in a Senate 
amendment to the bill. We understand, however, that the 
language contained in the final bill appying this tax at a rate 
of 75% of that applicable to American trucks has, for the most 
part, resolved Canada 1 s concerns on this issue. The Department 
of State therefore has no objection on foreign policy grounds 
to Presidential assent to this bill. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 

/~~ 
J. Edward Fox 

Assistant Secretary 
Legislative and Governmental Affairs 

er, III, Director, 
f Management and Budget. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April J, 1987 

7•1EMORANDU!1 FOR RHETT Dl>.'VJSON 

P Al1ELA TUP.NER f) 
SUPC"ECT: \ 'd . 1 Attendee s at Pres1 ent1a I".ee t .ing 

The following part ~ripants attended a Veto Ceremony f or the 
Bighway/I1ass Transi.t h i ll en Fr:Lday, March :: .., , 1997 in the Ov al 
Of£ice at ll:CC ? .m.: 

~he Vice Preside~~ 

Se~ator Howard Sake ~ 

Sec rete: r v c :: ':Lr a;_ 5 :: o ~;: a': i r ::-- De J.e 
OMB Director ~Fres ~il ~ er 

Senator Prb~rt Do le (R-Kansas l 

Kh~te Pause Staf~ 

Kenneth Duberstein 
William L. Ball, I!I 

Transportation Staf~ 

Federal Highway Ad~i~strator Ray Barnhart 

no 
Center for 
Transportation 

/ 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

SIGNING OF THE VETO MESSAGE FOP. THF HIGHWAY BILL 

DJl,TE: 
LOCATION: 
TIME: 

FROM: 

I. PURPOSE 

Friday, March 27, 1987 
Oval Office 
11:00 a.m. (5 minutes) 

W. l 1 .; . I· B ll T TTL~ 1 - ~am . a , ~~~·~ 

To emphasi z e the strength of your opposition to the 
highway/mass transit funding bill by signing your veto 
messaae for the bill with press pool coverage. 

II. BACKGROUND 

Your veto of the highway/mass transit funding bill is 
drawing increasing press and public attention. Your veto 
message and your statement are ~esigned to call attention to 
the extravagant, special interest spending authorized by the 
bill. 

Signing the veto messaae in the Oval O~fice with press 
coverage, in the presence of your key advisers on the bi~l 
and key Senators, will continue to publicize the 
objectionable features of the h~ll. By doing so, incre2sed 
pressure will be felt by the several rer2ining undecided 
Republican Senators to vote to sustain your veto. 

II:. PARTICIPANTS 

The President 

The Vjce Preside~t 

Senator Hewer~ Baker 
Secretar· o~ 'Ira:-.sDcrtation Dole - -
OMB Director Mi~ler 

Sen2tor Robert Dole (R-Ka~s?s) 
Senator ~ake G rn (R-Utah) 

Tranpportaticn Staff 

Ass'stant Secr~tary Rebecca Range 
Federal Higbwa~ Administrntor Ray Barnhart 

White fcuse Sta ff 

Ken Dube~stein 
William L . Ball , I!I 
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IV. PRESS PLAN 

Press pool coverage. 

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

Partici.pant.s to arrive via the Northwest gate to the West. 
Lobby and are escorted to the Oval Office where the 
President makes a statement and signs veto nessage. 

Attachment - RernarYs to be provided 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



Th.e President has seen_~,___.,. __ _ 
(Dolan) 

t-1arch 27, 1987 
11:30 a.m. 

PRESIDENTIAL RADIO TALK: BUDGET AND HIGHWAY BILL 
SATURDAY, MARCH 28, 1987 

~/ 54JP5~
JJJi;JI- ) ) 

I went up to Capitol Hill this week where many Congressmen 

were wearing a button with the number "108 in '88" on it. And 

therein lies a story. Today, I'd like to tell you about it. 

The group was the House Republican Conference and the number 

stood for the 1988 fiscal year's deficit target -- $108 billion. 

Now before you anticipat~)ots of Washington talk about budgets 

and deficits, don't -- as we used to say in the old days of 

radio -- touch that dial. Believe me, this issue concerns your 

job and America's prosperity; it's about keeping inflation low 

and making sure Government doesn't take any more of your 

take-horne pay. 

You see, in 1985 the Congress made a solemn pledge to you, 

the American people, when it decided on $108 billion. After 

years of wild spending and the accumulation of a trillion-dollar 

debt, Congress finally agreed to a long-term plan to shrink the 

Federal budget and, over the course of 5 years, to actually stop 

deficit spending.~Yes, that's right, under this legislation, 

called Gramm-Rudman-Hollings for the three Senators who proposed 

it, the Federal Government had actually adopted a feasible plan 

for not spending more than it takes in -- for balancing the 

Federal budget. You could feel the planet shaking. 

But this, of c ourse, carne only after a long, hard struggle. 

When we carne to Washington in 1981, the momentum of the Federal 

spending juggernaut seemed unstoppable, and year after year 
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Congress -- through the higher inflation caused by Federal 

borrowing or through higher taxes -- saddled the American people 

with the bill. But over the last 6 years, we changed the terms 

of the entire debate. For the first time, even the big spenders 

in the Congress were talking about the deficit like the problem 

that it is. What a breakthrough that was to those of us who 

remember Congressmen and economists who actually thought we could 

spend ourselves rich -- just like the fella who thought he could 

drink himself sober. 

So when Gramm-Rudman-Hollings was adopted -- it broke 
y 

decades of bad tradition; and many were hopeful Congress would 

keep its promise and hold to the deficit targets. But, you know 

Congress and spending. Only this week the Congress sent me a 

highway construction bill that was loaded with pork-barrel 

projects; I hadn't seen so much lard since I handed out blue 

ribbons at the Iowa State Fair. It was $10 billion overboard. 

I got out my veto pen and used it fast. I told the Congress 

to pare away the waste; to clean this bill up, get it back down 

to me within the week, and I will sign it within hours -- because 

America does need a highway bill in time for spring construction 

and one that restores authority for the 65-miles-per-hour speed 

limit. But not thi s one, not a budget-busting handout to the 

special interests t hat ultimately you, the American worker, will 

have to pay for. 

And that's just the point, Gramm-Rudman-Hollings was not 

just a pledge for f iscal responsibility but a pledge to keep 

America's economy g rowing and creating new jobs. 
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We need to remember that one of the reasons the economy is 
)/ 

prospering and the financial markets are responding is the 

message the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings plan sends to potential 

investors and entrepreneurs. A message that says it's safe and 

smart to invest in our economy -- to create new jobs because 

Government is going to hold down spending and prevent inflation 

and tax increases from returning. 

So, you do have a tremendous personal stake in this budget 

battle and Congress' pledge to hold down the deficit. I've said 
J>-

so often that the reason things changed in America is because 

those of you at home made those in Congress who didn't see the 

light on economic issues at least feel the heat. Well, I'm going 

to be needing your help again. 

It would be a shame to lose our momentum now on inflation ,.,. 
and taxes and economic growth, we've accomplished so much. In 

fact, in the future, I will be talking about another development 

in saving tax dollars and making the Government more efficient. 

Budget Director Jim Miller and his deputy Joe Wright have been 

briefing me on the results of our Government-wide management 

project -- a project that's saved our citizens over 600,~ 
GovT; 

million man hours in filling out forms, and redirected 

' $84 billion in Federal moneyAWA)' FR.ott WAS(f'AIL.OV~<'?... f-4C:,....t:l4!NTO USEfUL 5ER.VIc..e-
4 furtc.~As.<7s. we'vt: IC UM(N.tc.re~ J01c:3oc I"AGc-.5 OF PfD .R,E'o~rfoi(S. 

But progress o n this front or any other is gravely 

jeopardized. I need your help now to tell Congress to honor 

their pledge to the American people and get the highway 

construction bill under the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings limits. We 

must never return t o the bad old days of higher spending and 
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runaway inflation. So, let's keep the number on the button, 

remember "108." 

Until next week, thanks for listening and God bless you. 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 30, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR HOWARD BAKER 

FROM: WILLIAM L. BALL, III 

SUBJECT: Phone Call to Senator Nancy Kassebaum regarding 
the highway bill veto 

Senator KRssebaurn is leaning against the President on the highway 
vote. She is primarily concerned that a new bill cannot be 
passed in a timely fashion. She agrees with the Democrat 
portrayal of this vote as "all or nothing". 

Kansas gains $1.6 million from the President's latest proposal 
over the bill he vetoed. 

Call to Senator Nancy Kassebaum (R-Kansas) 

Points: 

Nancy, I'm calling about the highway bill. 

The President has vetoed it and he'll need your help to 
sustain the veto. 

I sympathize with you for the pressure you're under from 
back horne. 

But if we can sustain this veto, then we can push for the 
President's alternative which he proposed Friday, one which 
is reasonable. 

I don't think the Democrats can walk away from the bill if 
rr===~~the veto is sustained. Then, the pressure will be on them, 

and the President is prepared to keep the pressure on. 

Of course, I don't need to explain how important it is for 
all Republicans running in 1988 that the President be 
strong. You know that already, so you know how important it 
is to sustain this veto. 

It is going t o be a close vote on the veto, but we can win. 
The President needs your support. 

Can we count on you? 
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Dear Meaber: 

NO. 005 

THE SECRETARY Of TRANSPORTATtON 
WASHINGTON, D.C. JOSIO 

Harth 30, 1987 

You will 1hortly be votina on whether or not to tuatain Pre1ident ~can't 
veto of the Highway/Tranait Reauthorization Legialation. I ltrcDjly urae 
you to sustain hit veto. 

The President viewed H.R. 2 as bad policy for a nu.ber of reaaon.. It 
aubverts the historic authority of State aove~ts and ande~s the 
60-year Federal/State partnerahip under which atates hive dete~ the 
priority of highway projects. Since 1973, there bave been ouly 30 
demonstration projects. In this lingle bill, however, Conareas desi~ted 
152 such projects. Only three of the 152 ea~rked in H.R. 2 were dee.ed 
"worthy of stvdy" or evidenced potential national lisnifie&a.ee. 

By earmarking funds to the states for construction of 152 "Oe.onJtration" 
projects, the leaislation would not only establisb poliey to CQ9tru the 
nation'• hiahway proaram for five years, it would establish Conare•• as the 
nation's chief highway en&ineer. Conarest would offer $890 aillion iD new 
funda outside of budaet controls and take $540 •illion free other 
categories of funds, auch as that which has been u.ed to repair deficient 
bridges. The total of $1.4 billion would only partially fiuanee aany of 
these projects, leaving to the states---or .ore likely future 
Congresses--·tbe problem of providing additional necessary funds. In fact, 
the total cost to complete these projects is eatiaated to be $5.5 billion. 

It is important to realize that the A~inistration's ca.pra.ds! desicnates 
these as "priority projects" for which the lUtes aay select fra a110ng a 
number of Fedenl highway funding categories. This added flexibility, 
coupled with the direction given by Congress designating these as priority 
projects, provides an ~etus for states to ca.plete these project~. The 
Administration alternative preserves the traditional Federal-State 
partnership, the foundation of the Federal-aid progras. 

Further, the Conference Agreement would create a new billion dollar highway 
rehabilitation discretionary fund intended to benefit only a few states, 
but financed by drawing down funds which historically have been distributed 
to all states. 

The distribution of mass transit funds under the Conference Agree.ent 
continues to be grossly unfair to the vast aajority of states. In 1986, 
only 11 cities received 80~ of the funds collected froa all •otorists 
throuah the penny of 1asoline taxes that is dedicated by law to transit 
progr .. s. Since 1984, ·over $3.4 billion collected from 80torista in fuel 
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t•xes has been authorized for transit programs. Because these funds have 
not been distributed to all atatea by formvla, this revenue haa not been . 
distributed equitably: Under thil leahlation, Los Anaeles alone would 
receive 141 of the fuel taxes paid by all motoriats for a project which il 
not completely designed and for which the eovirooaental review proeeaa is 
incomplete. The initial cost of this project is approximately $300 aillion 
per mile. 

I am committed to expeditious enactment of authorization leaialation and 
will do everything reasonably within ay power to ensure that funds will be 
available for use during the impending construction season. Leaialation 
can be enacted quickly that would provide a fairer distribution of aas tax 
receipts, with more highway aoney going to states through rerular program 
formula distribution. Similarly in the transit proaram, we can address our 
transit need&, while distributing saa tax receipts on a ~re equitable 
basis and reducins the burden on the General Fund. 

Never before in our history hu a President been coepelled to veto a 
high~ay reauthorization bill. But never before has &ucb leaislation ao 
diminished the prerogatives of the states and 10 jeopardized the program. 
Transportation is too @&sent.ial to us all to pert~i t such a cavalier 
attitude in setting a 5-year transportation policy which sacrifices 
national goals. 

With warmest regards, 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



CQ~r ~ r:so~ OF FY 1987 EST:N~·~:~ AF'f'OF: T!OH~E~TS H!'(! DEnO F·RQJ[c•s 
UHC!~I h. >:. : CO~rEI:ENC:: F:~r·uU ICH flF'F'Or:TIOHN~NTS UH[E"P 
ADMlNISU:MTION FtOf'OSt\L (Mt\f::CH 24 1 1987) 

(00LLAF:S IN THOLIS11J'1::•s;. 

il. F.. 2 ADM!H. 
STATE CCHF. PRO?OSill OIFFER£HC[ 
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California 997' 175 1,001,469 4,294 
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Massachus~us 5~!,23.3 362,814 -168,419 
M1ch1gan 321,0~~ 327,848 6,750 
t11nn~sota 2~2,8E 219,332 6,49? 
MlSSlSSippi 130,268 132,522 .., '11• 

~t .. .J"t 

Mi mm i 263,~76 261,295 -2,68; 
1\ontana 108,411 114,444 6,033 
Nebraska 103,426 104,654 3,228 
He1.rada 74,866 74,901 35 
Heu Ham·shire 54,918 56,061 1,143 
WeiJ Jerse!l 326,170 330,342 4,172 
H~IJ Mexico 109,419 110,560 1,141 
NeiJ Yor~. t«0,4t;B ~1,836 11,368 
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North Dakota 78,~69 76,970 -1,499 
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lllahona t01,19S 197,973 6,778 
Oregon 127,9~7 135,172 7,225 
F·enns~lvania 526,249 s~o~o:-c: 3,h7 
F:riD•:l€ Is land 102,441 103,42? 98i 
South Carolina 1$4,574 155,02) H7. 
South Oa~ota l).i, 166 85;699 1,533 
Tennessee 24b,063 252,433 6, 3.71 
T!!xas 857 ,8S1 sa : <:?Q c,,~. 20,6~8 
Utah 113,917 124,223 10,306 
VerMvnt 53,287 54,151 l,lo4 
Virginia 242;067 2571.(.H) 15,~32 
~;;shln~to n 26·j ,3 ci 278,478 18, 162 
Uest Virginia 109,030 109,999 969 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 30, 1987 

MEMO TO GWEN 

FROM: JUDY 

RE: Highway Veto Calls 

The following is a brief report on the Governors's position 
regarding the President's veto of the HR 2. 

ALABAMA 
We passed along the message from Sonny Campbell to Judy Pittman 
regarding the fact that he (Campbell) would sustain the 
President's veto is the Governor would call and ask him to do so. 

ARIZONA 
Governor Mecham is sending a letter to the President in support 
of the veto that will be jointly signed by Governors Sununu and 
Kay Orr. 

CALIFORNIA 
The Governor was in support of the bill. Steve Merksemer will 
call Judy Tuesday morning with the Governor's position on the 
veto. 

DELAWARE 
Mike Ratchford said Governor Castle supports the veto. Governor 
sent letter to the President declaring his "unqualified support." 

FLORIDA 
The Governor will not actively lobby to support the veto. 

ILLINOIS 
Governor Thompson sent letter urging the President to sign HR 2. 
Will not support the veto. 

INDIANA 
Governor Orr has ac t ively supported the President in the veto and 
has called his Senat ors. 

IOWA 
Per Bob Baker (DOT), Governor Branstad is not being supportive, 
he needs the funds n y April 1. 

Kansas 
No position taken on bill publicly. 



Governors Positions (cont'd) 

MAINE 
Governor McKernan wanted the President to sign the bill. 

MISSOURI 
GK made direct contact with Governor Ashcroft while in Columbia 
last week. 

NEBRASKA 
Governor Orr supports veto, signed letter with Governors Sununu 
and Mecham. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Governor Sununu sripports veto, signed letter with Governors Kay 
Orr and Mecham. 

NEW JERSEY 
Governor Kean will not support or oppose us. 

NEW MEXICO 
Will call again, originally favored 65mph and seemed to be a 
likely supporter. 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Sent letter to delegation urging them to sustain President's 
veto. 

OKLAHOMA 
Governor Bellman sent letter supporting veto. 

RHODE ISLAND 
Governor DiPrete will not actively lobby and hopes veto will be 
overridden-per phone conversation on 3/30/87. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Governor Campbell will not support veto. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Governor Mickelson urged the President not to veto, he likes the 
dollars in it for South Dakota. 

TEXAS 
Gove rnor Cle me nts sent a telegram u r ging the Pre side nt not ot 
veto the bill-does , ot want it ove rridden. Would not try to 
impact either Senat0r. 

UTAH 
The Governor was on record e arly-on in favor of HR 2. 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Governor Moore sent letter urging the President to sign HR 2. 

WISCONSIN 
Gove rnor supports HR 2, strong indication he doe s not support 
v e to. 



The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 2trsoo 

Dear Mr. President: 

f-1.arch 30, 1987 

We are writing to express our strong ·support for your veto 
of the highway and mass transit bill. In this veto, we recognize 
and applaud your goal of enacting a sound highway program as 
opposed to the budget busting legislation enacted by Congress. 

Like you, we believe this $87.9 billion program is a poor 
bill and is laden with pork-barrel projects. We endorse your 
rationale in vetoing this bill in that it is time to take a stand 
for responsible administration of the highway trust fund. 

While your veto will cause a delay in a much needed highway 
bill, it is important that a fair and less costly program be 
adopted. 1(7c under stand that you will be sending a bill to 
Congress which will be a more equitable proposal, and we applaud 
your efforts to promote such a highway bill. Furthermore, we are 
pleased with your support of a 65-mile-pe r-hour provision which 
will allow governors more flexibility to set higher speeds on 
rural interstate highways. 

We await further Congressional action on this legislation 
and hope members will vote to sustain your wise decision. 

~re~~--~--
~7. SUNUNU 

Governor 

Sta e .~~shire 

Governor 
State of Arizona Nebraska 
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DATE 
MARCH 30 1987 

nME OIIV 

7:45 a.m. MOND~Y 

.4CltV11'Y 

The President and the First Lady had breakfast. 

The Pres:dent went to the Oval Office. 

The President met for a national security briefing 
with: 

V.ice President Bush 
Frank C. Carlucci , Assistant for Nationa1 

Security Affairs 
Colin L. Powell, Deputy Assistant for 

National Security Affairs 
Me. Baker 
tic. Duberstein 

The PLesident met witha 
Vice President Bush 
Mr. Baker 
~1r. Duberstein 

The PLesident ~ent to his motorcade on the South 
Grounds. 

The President motored fcom the South Grounds to 
the DAR Constitution Ball. Be was accompanied 
by Me. Duberstein. 

The President went to the holding room. 

The Presiaent went to tbe podium on the stage . 

Tbe President participated in the Annu&l Reagan 
Administration Executive Forum. 

Members of the press. 

I======~===:~=T~he President addressed approximately 3,500 
r~==~ administration appointees attending the 

2 

2 

forum. 

re Pres~dent teturned to his ~otorcade. 

r
e Pces~dent motored from DAR Constitution Ball 
to the South Grounds of the White House. Be 
was accompanied by Hr. Baker. 

President returned to the Oval Office. 

e ~resident had lunch n the Oval Off·ce study. 
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AClWilY 

MARCH 30# 1987 
OAY 

1:32 p.m. MONDAY 

The President met to discuss press coverage of tbe 
Iranian Affair and the future of the conserva
tive movement with: 

R. Emmett Tyrrell, Jc ., Editor in Chief, 
The American Spectator, Bloomington, 
Indiana 

T. Kenneth Cribb, Jr . • Assistant for 
Domestic Affairs 

The President went to the Roosevelt Room • 

The President participated in a ceremony to 
present the Boucher Hemorical Award and to 
receive the reports of the President ' s Council 
on Integrity and Efficiency . Poe a list of 
attendees, see APPE~~IX •A.~ 

The President returned to the Oval Office. 

The President met with: 
Vice President Bush 
Richard E. Lynq , Secretary of Agriculture 
Mr .. Baker 
~,,. Duberstein 
Willtam L. Ball III , Assistant for 

Legislative Affairs 

The President met to encourage efforts to sustai11 
the veto of the Surface Transportation and 
Unifocm Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 with: 

Vice PLesident Bush 
Secretary Lyng 
Senator Mitch McConnell, (R-Ken~uc~y) 
Mr. Baker 
r. Duberstein 

Mr. Ball 

President met with: 
Vice President Bush 
Mr. Baker 
f~r. Ball 

The President met to encourage efforts to sustain 
the veto of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act. of 1987 with:a 

V~ce President Busb 
Senator Thad Cochran, (R-Mississippj) 
Mr. Bak.er 

{continuea) 
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4:42 

4;42 
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OUT · PHONE 

4:02 
4 : 02 

4.ll6 

4:2o1 

4;:40 

s~oo 

MARCB 10 1987 
11ME D~Y 

2;38 p.m. MONDAY 

ACTIVITY 

Mr. Ball 

The President met with : 
Mr. Bak.ec 
Hr . Duberstein 

The President met to discuss personnel matters 
with: 

Robert H. Tuttle, Assistant for 
Presidential Personnel 

Mr. Baker 
Mr. Ouberstein 

The President met with; 
Daniel J. aoorstin, Librarian of Con9ress 
Mr .. Bak.er 
~r . Tuttle 

Tbe President met with; 
Mr .. Baker 
Mr. Tuttle 

The President went to the White House Library . 

The Presldent participated in a message taping 
sess~on for: 

Armed Forces Day and Memorial Day 
u.s. Olympic Committee Bouse of Dele~ates 

Annual Meeting 
Barry Goldwater Tribute DinneL by Pacific 

ReEearch .Institute for Public Policy 

The President returned to tbe second floor 
Residence . 

President had dinne1 wltb! 
Tbe First Lady 
Maureen Reagan Revell, the Pres dent's 

daughter 

President retired-



STEVE SY\1MS 
CAr1 ... 

' I 

1initcd ~tatcs ~rnatc ' ' I 
i . 

W ASH :NGTON, DC 2051C 

March 30, 1987 

Dear Colleague: 

This week we will vote to sustain or override the 
President's veto of H.R. 2, the "Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation 1\ssistance 1\ct of 1987." 1\s the ranking 
minority member of the Environment and Public Works Subcommittee 
on Water Resources, Transportation, and Infrastructure, I have 
reviewed carefully the President's objections as presented in the 
veto message. In addition, as a great admirer of the President 
and a strong supporter of his efforts to reduce federal spending, 
I have considered his personal appeal with respect to the import 
of the upcoming vote. It is with firm conviction but a heavy 
heart that I urge you to join me ·in voting to override the 
President's veto. 

Following is my analysis of the President's major 
objections to H.R. 2 and an overview of some important provisions 
that may be lost if we sustain the veto. I apologize for the 
length of this letter, but a detailed review of the issues seems 

.necessary in order to correct the wealth of misinformation about 
this bill which has been circulated so widely. 

Budget Buster 

The President and others have called the bill a budget 
buster, and his veto message says, "the bill authorizes excessive 
funding levels of $87.5 billion over 5 years, $10.1 billion more 
than my original request and more than is brought in by highway 
user taxes.'' In fact, approximately $76 billion of the funds 
authorized in this bill will come from the High~ay and Mass 
Transit 1\ccounts of the Highway Trust Fund. These funds are 
collected from highway users across the nation and are dedicated 
for highway and transit construction projects. The $68.6 billion 
authorized for the highway program and the $6.25 billion 
aut h o r ized f rom the Mass Transit account for transit projects is 
less than the user fees plus interest that ~ill accrue to those 
accounts in the ne xt 5 years, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office (CBO ). In other words, if one counts interest as 
revenue, the 5-yea r authorizations from the Highway Trust Fund 
are revenue neutra l under the Conference agreement. 

As of March l, the Hig hwa y Account had a cash balance of 
$9.9 billion and r ising . CBO e sti~ates t h 3t the highway program 
funding levels· establishe d in the Conference agreement will leave 
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a cash balance of $10.73 billion in the Hig~way Acco ~: a: ~~e 
end of 5 years. In other words, the already t oJ =ic ja:a~ce i~ 
the Highway Account will slowly increase over :~e :! e c~ ~~is 
bill. CBO estimates we could spend an additio~al Sl.2 jill:o~ 
per year in the highway program without triggeri~? :~e 3yrd 
amendment and leaving a balance of $5.85 jillion at t~e e~d of 5 
years. This is hardly evidence to support furt~e= :educ~ions in 
the highway program. 

The Mass Transit Account had a cash balance of S3.29 
billion at the beginning of FY 1987, and CBO estimates the 
authorizations in this bill will leave a cash balance of $6.17 
billion at the end of 5 years. The user fees and interest 
accruing to the Mass Transit Account will be almost $2 billion 
more than the 5-year authorizations from the account. 

Clearly, if the bill is a budget buster, the problem must 
lie in the General Fund financing for the mass transit program. 
H.R. 2 authorizes $11.65 billion over 5 years to be appropriated 
from the General Fund for mass transit programs. 

I agree with the President that Congress should eliminate 
General Fund financing of mass transit programs if the Mass 
Transit Account is to be continued. In fact, I offered the 
President's mass transit funding proposal as an amendment to the 
Budget Resolution in the 99th Congress, jut t~e amendment was 
defeated overwhelmingly. The votes just aren't there to 
eliminate or significantly reduce General :~nd financing of the 
mass transit program. 

In addition, the General Fund portion of the mass transit 
program for FY 1987 ($2.44 billion) already has been appropriated 
as part of last year's Continuing Resolution. The FY 1987 
appropriation was approved in the absence of any authorization. 
There is little reason to expect that the Appropriations 
Committees will refuse to fund the mass transit program in future 
years whether we pass this authorization bill or not. Since the 
General Fund appropriation accounts for two-thirds of the mass 
-transit program, it will be the highway progra~ almost 
exclusively that suffers if we fail to enact this important bill. 

Finally, the President's proposed alternative bill makes 
some laudable poli cy changes in both the highway and transit 
titles, but it doe s not take a significant step toward reducing 
the deficit. The President's proposal would save approximately 
$2 billion in the highway program and approximately $1.8 billion 
in the mass transi t program over 5 years. Again, reduced funding 
in the highway program will only add to the burgeoning cash 
balance sitting in the Highway Account now. 
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Pork Barrel Spending 

In his veto message, the president co:1de-nns :'":e "adC:-on 
funding for 152 highway special interest pro j ects." He :-totes 
that the 5-year cost of these demonstration pro:ects :s esti~ated 
to be $1.4 billion, and the total cost to complete the projects 
is estimated to be $5.5 billion. The projects, t~e President 
observes, "have not been selected through the es:ablished 
Federal-aid highway program mechanism that relies on t~e 
expertise of state and local officials." 

I agree wholeheartedly with the President's analysis of the 
demonstration projects. They are not good public policy. In 
fact, the Senate's answer to demonstration projects (i.e., 
priority projects which a state may build using any of its 
regularly apportioned highway funds) is an idea I helped develop 
last year as chairman of the Transportation Subcommittee. 

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. 

Following is a review of the details of the conference 
agreement on demonstration projects: 

The Senate conferees insisted that money added to the bill 
for demonstration projects would pay for not ~ore than 50 percent 
of the authorized cost of the projects and state or local 
governments must provide 20 percent of the authorized cost using 
non-federal funds. The remaining 30 percent of the authorized 
cost will come from the Secretary's discretionary accounts. 

The conferees agreed to provide 5178 ~illion per year on 
top of funding for the regular program to fi:1a:1ce 50 percent of 
the authorized cost of demonstration projects. That money also 
will provide a guaranteed mini~u~ annual allocation of one-half 
percent ($890,000) to every state. States ~it~ no demonstration 
projects may spend these funds on any federal-aid highway or 
bridge project. 

The 30 percent matching funds (approxi~ately $107 million 
annually) will red uce the authorized discretionary funds 
available to the Secretary from $925 billion to approximately 
$818 million per year. States that receive the $890,000 
guaranteed minimum in new federal money also will receive 
matching funds of $534,000 annually. 
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As not~d by the President, approximately $1.4 billion in • 
federal funds may be obligated for demonstration projects over 
the 5-year life of the bill. Of that amount, $535 million would 
have been spent on other projects at the Secretary's discretion 
if there were no demonstration projects. Those funds would not 
have been a~portioned to the states under the regular program:-

That leaves $890 million in new federal funds for 
demonstration projects which, if there were no demonstration 
projects, either wouldn't have been spent or would have been 
apportioned to the states under the regular program. $890 
million out of a $69 billion highway program -- approximately 1.3 
percent of the total program -- is the price that Senate 
conferees agreed to pay for an agreement on this desperately 
needed highway bill. 

I repeat that in my judgment we will not reach agreement 
with the House on a multi-year highway bill that fails to include 
additional federal funding for demonstration projects. The 
conference agreement on demonstration projects was hammered out 
over a number of days in conference and with a full year of 
private deliberations prior to the conference about the stark 
differences between the Senate and House bills with respect to 
those projects. I do not believe a new agreement on 
demonstration projects would be easy to achieve or readily 
.forthcoming. 

Boston Central Artery 

The President also objects to "the expansion of the scope 
of the Boston Interstate projects eligible for interstate highway 
funds ••• " I would like to discuss the conferees' action on 
this provision as it is contained in the Conference agreement. 

The Boston I-93/I-90 project will complete two Interstate 
highways. I-93, the Central Artery, is a north-south highway 
which converges with I-90, the Third Harbor Tunnel, an east-west 
highway. Traffic from both I-93 and I-90 must now funnel through 
an outdated, substandard 3-mile Interstate segment. 

I-90 an-d I-93 have been a recognized part of the Interstate 
System; I-93 was included in 1956 (an open-to-traffic segment 
built with state f unds) and I-90 in 1974. There has been a 
disagreement between the Department of Transportation and the 
State of Massachus e tts as to what kind of impro vements on these 
two segments are e] igible for Interstate construction funds. The 
state has demonstra ted a need for expanding the proposed Third 
Harbor ~unnel f~om a special purpose 2-lane tunnel to a multi
purpose 4-lane tunnel. They also have demonstrated a need for 
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major improvements to the existing Central Arter y . 
most congested Interstate highway in the country. 

I-93 is t h e 

The conferees agreed that the multi-purpose 4-lane Third 
Harbor Crossing would be eligible for Interstate construction 
funds, along with three major interchanges on the Central Artery. 
In exchange for this, the state is responsible to pay for the 
depression of the Central Artery which is currrently estimated to 
cost over $800 million. While this comprimise is not what 
everyone wanted, it is a resolution to a longstanding problem 
which will permit Boston to proceed with solving its major 
transportation problems. 

Speed Limit 

By now, you are very familiar with the provisions of the 
speed limit amendment which the Senate recently approved for the 
third time in six months. It was a tortuous road which carried 
the ''65" speed limit amendment baek to the Senate for a third and 
final vote, and I feel certain that if the speed limit amendment 
falls with this highway bill, we will not see it in any future 
highway authorization to be approved by this Congress. 

The facts are simple. While the Senate supports the "65" 
amendment overwhelmingly, the House does not. The margin of 
victory in the House was a slim 11 votes, and Chairman Howard 
remains adamantly opposed to the amendment. I believe it is fair 
to say that we have seen the last vote of the House in this 
Congress on a Senate-passed speed limit amendment unfettered by 
compliance requirements or the threat of penalties sufficient to 
make speed limit reform unworkable in most states. 

The word is out now: Congress has rassed a new speed limit 
law. Most people believe their states soon will have the option 
to raise the speed limit to 65 on rural Interstates. Senators 
who vote to sustain the president's veto, will vote to eliminate 
the most well-known and popular provision in this bill. And if 
the veto is sustained, we will disappoint, once again, the 
millions of Americans who thought that maybe -- just maybe -
Congress has swallowed a healthy dose of reality and voted for 
sometn1ng that mak es sense. I urge you to cast a vote to save 
this important mod ification of the national maximum speed limit 
law. 

Risk/Benefit Ratio 

In his veto message, the President re v iews some of the 
benefits to be att ained if we sustain his veto and subsequently 
adopt his proposed alternative. For instance, we would reduce 
total authorizations in the bill by about $4 billion over 5 years 
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(approximately one-half of the savings would accrue : o t~e 
Highway Account of the Highway Trust Fund, so the cas h balance 
would increase even more dramatically under the President's 
proposal than it does under the Conference agreement). In . 
addition, we would eliminate special funding for demonstration 
projects, eliminate the compromise on eligibility for the Boston 
projects and thereby reduce the federal cost to complete the 
Interstate System, eliminate the transit provision requiring a 
new contract and additional funding for the Los Angeles Metrorail 
project, eliminate the "Buy-America" provisions affecting foreign 
rolling stock, and provide a more equitable distribution of Mass 
Transit Account funds. 

Except for the overall reduction in authorizations for the 
highway program, I believe the President's proposals are a marked 
improvement to the provisions they would replace in the 
Conference agreement. The problem with the President's proposal 
is that it will not be acceptable to the House, and if the Senate 
adopts this proposal, a new and very difficult conference will 
have to be convened. 

Following are some of the important provisions of the 
Conference agreement that will be placed at risk if we must 
reconvene a highway conference: 

. 1. Administrative approval of the Interstate Cost Estimate (ICE)
In the past, the Interstate program has been delayed because 
House members have demanded demonstration projects in return 
for approval of the ICE. The Conference agreement provides 
for administrative release of the Interstate funds if Congress 
fails to approve the ICE prior to October 1. This agreement 
provides an important assurance that there will be continuity 
in the Interstate program for the next five years. 

2. One-half percent minimum for Interstate construction The 
Conference agreement continues the one-half percent minimum 
guarantee for Interstate construction funds, notwithstanding 
strong opposition to this provision from the House conferees. 
In FY 1987, every state is guaranteed a minimum of $13.1 
million in Interstate construction funds. Over the life of 

~~:-~the bill, 32 states will benefit from this provision. 

3. Interstate 4-R distribution formula -- The Conference 
agreement conti nues the current formula for distribution of 
Interstate 4-R funds. The House bill would have changed the 
formula to ref ect population factors only. 29 states benefit 
from the curren t formula as compared to the House formula 
which has strong support among the House conferees. 
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Finally, if a highway bill is not enacted very soo~, ~e 
will lose the entire 1987 construction season in most ~or:~er~ 
states. According to a report of the American Associatic~ o: 
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), fai:.:..:re to 
enact a new authorization by May 1 will result in the 
postponement of 1,900 projects, valued at $2.9 billion, ~eyond 
the 1987 construction season. In addition, the Associated 
General Contractors, using data supplied by the Federal Highway 
Administration, estimates that if no bill is enacted in time for 
the 1987 construction season, there will be a loss of 
approximately 800,000 jobs nationwide. 

For all of these reasons, I believe the risks involved if 
we sustain the President's veto and pass a new bill far outweigh 
any potential benefits. I urge you to review this assessment of 
the issues involved and vote with me to override the veto. 

For your information, I am enclosing tables prepared at my 
request by the Federal Highway Administration showing state-by
state apportionments and allocations for the Conference Report, 
the Senate-passed bill, and the House-passed bill. Please let me 
know if you need further information or have your staff contact 
Taylor Bowlden of my staff at 4-2077. 

no 
Center for 
Transportation 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Steve Symms 
Ranking Member 
Subcommittee on Water Resources, 

Transportation and 
Infrastructure 
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Fst::illllted FY 1987 ApportiCIJDE!OU for Interstate ani Pri.mzy 
Unier s. 185 

<r.a.r.AR8 IN nuJSAK>S) 

~ 
sr.m a:mnu::r!CJl I-4R PRIMAR! rorAL 

~ 134,409 49.661 41,368 225,438 
A1.aSta 14,553 23,216 73,830 111,599 
Acizcnl 28,Cl52 59,163 30,218 117,433 
Arkansas 14,553 29.024 28,009 71.5~ 

California 348,881 259,582 165.443 n3.~ 

Colorado 66,076 53,454 32,567 152,097 
Caalcticut 79,512 34,294 24,991 138,797 
J\el-re 14,553 13,583 11,233 39,369 
D:ist. of Col. 41,881 13.Sfn 11,335 66,799 
Florida 172,013 99,416 74,502 345,931 
Georgia 74,211 96,323 55,440 225,974 
Haolaii l18,C67 13,583 11,233 142,9CI3 
!dam 29,259 25,Cl53 18,190 72,502 
D.linois 14,553 97,322 88,859 200,734 
In:iiana 21,518 60,431 52,016 1.33,965 
Ic:r.a 14,553 38,663 35,261 aa,4n 
Kscsas 14,553 39,606 _32,982 87,141 
Kentuic:y 23,434 48,986 39,107 111,527 
Lalisiana 135,301 47.400 38,425 221.~ 
Maine 14,553 13,583 14,314 42,450 
Hazyl.BBl 120,449 39,607 33,624 193,68) 

'..f) 

~ Massaclusetts 214,078 33,495 44,139 291,712 
Michigan 49,072 87,050 81.753 217,875 ~ 

( M:inoesota 69,697 50,158 43,426 163,281 
Mississippi 14,553 34,662 31,497 00,7U 

...... -:.... 
Missouri 14,553 77,098 51,207 142,858 
Moo.tana 14,553 43,232 26,342 84,127 
Nebratb 14,553 23,554 25,499 63,€Q6 
Nevada 14,553 23,n3 18,4()) 56,732 
New Hallpsbire 14,553 13,583 11,233 39,369 
New Jersey 116.093 32,032 52.909 201,034 
New Merico 14.553 45.628 25,140 85,321 
New Yolk 14,553 93.659 133.359 241,571 
North Carolina 58,230 49,772 64,049 172,051 
N:>rth DScot:a 14.553 22,210 17,473 54.236 
Chic 35,741 113,844 92,848 242,433 
<kl.alaa 14,553 39,924 34,370 88,847 
Ore@ en 19,629 41,372 29,271 c;;o 12.72 
PE!fD!YlvaU4 181.329 72,000 106,685 360,o:/4 
Rhode :w.am 14,553 13,583 11,233 39,369 
SCllth Carolina 20,311 42.973 32,613 95,fE7 
Sortb Datota 14,553 27,484 18.712 60,?49 
Tennessee 14,553 68,966 L.6 ,535 130,054 
Teas 150,574 216,456 131,183 498,213 
Utah 44,768 41,043 19,221 105,032 
VeiD:Ilt 14,553 13,8)6 11,233 39,592 
VitBinia 78.725 73,271 49,357 201,353 
Was~cn 129,948 59,474 39,1n 228,599 
West V:iJ:sinia 14,553 20,391 23,L.62 58,L()6 
WiscCDSin 14,553 37,126 47,813 99,492 
Wy~ 14,553 35,616 17,170 67,339 
Puerto Rico 0 13,583 29,659 43,242 

'IUfAL 2.910,550 2, 716,511 2,279,921 7 ,ni,982 
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the 65 is gone, at least for the remain
der of this Congress. 

As you know, the 65 passed in the 
House by 11 votes. A six-vote turna
round would have been able to defeat 
it. Commitments were made by people 
from the East, mainly, who voted for 
the 65 for the West, if they want it. 
Over 12 Members have already signed 
papers saying that if the West, and if 
the West wants to defeat this bill, 
then 65 will come back and those 12 
will then not vote for 65 as they did, 
but vote against it. That 12 votes is a 
24-vote turnaround. So that will be 
dead. 

Mr. GRAY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. I will yield briefly to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. ORA Y of Illinois. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as the author of the 65-
mile-per-hour speed limit I want to 
agree with the chairman implicitly; it 
is either now or never. 

Mr. HOWARD. As the author of the 
55-mile-per-hour speed limit, I will 
have mixed emotions about what hap
pens, but that is the fact. 

The President said, pass another bill 
in 6 days, send it back and we will sign 
it into law. 

We received the President's bill, 
maybe coincidentally, at 5 p.m. last 
Friday evening, 5 p.m. 

Our staff worked, looking it over, 
Saturday, Sunday and yesterday. Un
fortunately, there was no member of 
the administration available during all 
of that time to discuss the administra
tion's bill. We have it here. It is a 
huge, large bill; not the four small 
items that the President talked about. 
There are over 30 major policy 
changes in this bill. 

Should our committee do nothing 
else under our jurisdiction, whether it 
be water issues, aviation or anything 
else, it would take us at least until the 
early summer to be able to bring a bill 
here to the floor of the House. 

The Senate would do the same. It 
would be early fall before we could 
possibly get a conference report on a 
measure this large back to the House 
of Representatives, and these 800,000 
jobs will be lost and will be lost for the 
entire good. We cannot get this year's 
construction season back again. 

So I urge the Members to please sus
tain the Congress. Four hundred and 
seven of you voted for this bill when 
we brought it before the House as a 
conference report, 407. 

This bill is just as good now as it was 
a couple of weeks ago. So if we want to 
progress in the construction, in the 
building and rebuilding of this Nation, 
then we should certainly vote for this 
override. 

I th the members of my commit-
tee, t e s aff, and the Members of the 
House fo attention on this vital 
matter. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The question is, will the House, on 

reconsideration, pass the bill, the ob
jections of the President to the con
trary notwithstanding. 

Under the Constitution this vote 
must be determined by the yeas and 
nays. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 350, nays 
73, not voting 10, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <Mil 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brennan 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clarke 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crockett 
Darden 
Daub 
Davis UL) 
Davis <Mn 
de laGarza 
DeFazio 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 

[Roll No. 391 

YEAS-350 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards <CAl 

Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Johnson <CT> 
Johnson <SD> 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <TN> 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 

Emerson Konnyu 
English Kostmayer 
Erdreich LaFalce 
Espy Lancaster 
Evans Lantos 
Fascell Leach <IA> 
Fazio Leath <TX> 
Fields Lehman <CAl 
Fish Lehman <FL> 
Flake Leland 
Flippo Lent 
Florio Levin <MI) 
Foglietta Levine <CAl 
Foley Lewis <CA> 
Ford <Mil Lewis <FL> 
Ford <TN> Lewis <GAl 
Frank Lightfoot 
Frenzel Lipinski 
Frost Livingston 
Gallo Lloyd 
Garcia Lott 
Gaydos Lowery <CAl 
Gejdenson Lowry <W A> 
Gibbons Luken, Thomas 
Gilman MacKay 
Glickman Madigan 
Gonzalez Manton 
Goodling Markey 
Gordon Marlenee 
Grandy Martin <ILl 
Grant Martin <NY> 
Gray <IL> Martinez 
Gray <PAl Matsui 
Green Mavroules 
Guarini Mazzoli 
Hall <OH> McCandless 
Hall <TX> McCloskey 
Hamilton McCurdy 
Hammerschmidt McDade 
Harris McEwen 
Hastert McGrath 
Hatcher McHugh 
Hawkins McKinney 
Hayes <IL> McMillen <MD> 
Hayes <LA> Meyers 
Hefner Mfume 
Hertel Mica 
Hiler Michel 
Hochbrueckner Miller <CAl 
Holloway Miller <WA> 
Hopkins Mineta 
Horton Moakley 
Houghton Mollohan 
Howard Montgomery 
Hoyer Moody 
Hubbard Morella 
Huckaby Morrison <W A> 

Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal 
Ne:>on 
Nichols 
Nielson 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens<NY> 
Owens <UT> 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pas hay an 
Patterson 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Price <IL> 
Price <NC> 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Regula 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 

Archer 
Anney 
Badham 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bliley 
Boulter 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Bueclmer 
Burton 
Coats 
Coble 
Coughlin 
Crane 
DeLay 
De Wine 
Dornan <CAl 
Dreier 
Fa well 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gingrich 

Annunzio 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Edwards <OK> 

Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GAl 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Saiki 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter <NY> 
Smith<FL> 
Smith<IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NJ) 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stenholm 

NAYS-73 
Gradison 
Gregg 
Gunderson 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jeffords 
Kasich 
Kemp 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Lujan 

Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas <GA) 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traflcant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovtch 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young <AK> 

Molinari 
Moorhead 
Oxley 
Porter 
Pursell 
Rhodes 
Roberts 
Roth 
Schneider 
Sensenbrenner 
Shumway 
Sisisky 
Slaughter <VA> 
Smith<TX> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith. Robert 

Lukens, Donald 
Lungren 

<NH> 
Solomon 
Stump 
Sweeney 
Walker 
Wolf 

Mack 
McCollum 
McMillan<NCl 
Miller<OHl 

Wylie 
Young<FL> 

NOT VOTING-10 
Feighan Ridge 
Gephardt Rostenkowski 
Jenkins 
Morrison <CT> 

0 1450 
The Clerk announced the follo'llvin.ltl 

pair: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Gephardt and Mr. Jenkins for, 

Mr. Edwards of Oklahoma against. 
Mr. GUNDERSON changed his 

from "yea" to "nay." 
So, two-thirds having voted in 

thereof, the bill was passed, the 
tions of the President to the antra 
notwithstanding. 



THOSE WHO WILL VOTE 
TO SUSTAIN VETO--

1. Dole 
2. Evans 
3. Garn 
4. Gramm 
5. Hatch 
6. Hatfield 
7. Helms 
8. Humphrey 
9. McClure 
10.Nickles 
11.Roth 
12.Rudman 
13. Sanford 
14.6irnpson 
15.Trible 
16.Wallop 
17.Warner 
18.Arrnstrong 
19. Chafee 
2 0. Kasseba urn 
21.Stafford 
22.Domenici 
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LEANING TO SUSTAIN 

1. Grassley 
2. Karnes 

POSSIBLE TO SUSTAIN VETO 

1. Thurmond 
2. Baucus 
3. Burdick 
4. Inouye 
5. Boren 
6. Shelby 
7. Cohen 
8. McCain 
9. Quayle 
10.Kasten 
11.Lugar 
12.Hecht 
13.Leahy 
14. McClure 
15.McConnell 
16. Press! er 
17 .Stevens 
18.Murkowski 
19. Symms 
2 0. Boschw i tz 



TO: 

FROM: 

PER: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH INGTON 

March 31, 1987 

V.lB 
JT 

SALLY? 

Jen~i:er Fitzgerald 

The Vice Presicent ~as just met 
with Senator ~cCcnnell. He is 
definitely aqains~ ~s. 



The Truth about the Highway/Transit Bill 

1. Assertion: The highwayjtransit bill is not a budget buster 
because the majority of funds authorized ($76 billion) come 
from the Highway Trust Fund which is dedicated for highway 
and transit programs. Moreover, if one counts interest as 
revenue, the five-year authorizations from the Highway Trust 
Fund are revenue neutral. 

Truth: 

o Spending from the Highway Trust Fund affects the deficit 
just as any other Federal spending, regardless of its 
dedicated revenue source and dedicated spending purposes. 

o The President's original proposal of $77.4 billion over 
five years would set spending for highways, transit and 
safety equal to user fee receipts, beginning in 1988. 
H.R. 2 exceeds that amount by $10.1 billion which directly 
adds to the deficit because there is no user fee offset. 

H.R. 2 exceeds general fund spending in the President's 
original proposal by over $9 billion. The bill also 
spends interest which is an intragovernmental transfer, 
not a revenue. Spending interest and general fund 
dollars for highway and transit adds to the deficit 
because there is no offsetting user fee revenue to 
cover the expenditure. 

2. Assertion: The presence of large cash balances in the 
Highway Trust Fund does not justify the need for spending 
reductions. 

Truth: 

o The cash balances are not free to spend. The Highway 
Account, with just under $10 billion in end of year cash 
balances, has almost $30 billion in commitments against 
the balance. If the program ended today, we would still 
need to collect highway user fee revenues for another year 
and a half to pay off these commitments. 

o With regard t o transit, the user fees and interest 
accruing to t he Mass Transit Account are overstated and do 
not exceed authorizations by an alleged $2 billion. 

Uncommitted cash balances are approximately $449 
million. 

Interest i s an intragovernmental transfer, not a 
revenue for spending. 



3. Assertion: The President's alternative does not 
significantly reduce the deficit. 

Truth: The President's alternative saves $4.5 billion by 
authorizing $83 billion over 5 years compared to $87.5 
billion in the conference bill. (Although this is higher 
than the President's original proposal of $77.4 billion, it 
reflects a good faith compromise, given that Congress 
rejected the original proposal.) 

o The President's alternative does not establish the future 
liability, beyond 1991, for additional costs to complete 
special highway and transit projects. 

o The transit proposals to raise the non-Federal matching 
share and to distribute more transit funds by formula, not 
discretion, will discourage the planning of economically 
unviable projects. 

o Reduced funding in transit comes solely from reduced 
general funds. 

4. Assertion: Since the general fund portion of the mass 
transit program for 1987 has already been appropriated as 
part of the Continuing Resolution in the absence of any 
authorization, it is unlikely that Appropriations Committees 
will refuse to fund the mass transit program in future years 
whether we have an authorization bill or not. 

Truth: 

o The Budget Commitees have been looking at ways to reduce 
transit spending in the 1988 Budget Resolution. 

o It is understandable that in the absence of 
reauthorization legislation the Appropriations Committees 
assumed the status quo structure for transit. 

5. Assertion: Separate funding for demonstration projects is 
inevitable in highway reauthorization legislation. 

Truth: 

o Fiscal constraints must be the priority, not pork 
projects. The two percent of the highway funds in the 
conference bill dedicated to highway demonstration 
projects is only a downpayrnent on their eventual total 
cost. An ad itional $3.8 billion in Federal funds, beyond 
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the $1.4 billion in the bill, would be required to 
complete these projects. 

o Equitable, fair distribution of fuel taxes is the value at 
stake. 

o What cannot be ignored is that highway programs should 
reflect priorities of the States, not Congress. 

o The President's alternative allows all 152 demonstration 
projects to become "priority projects'', eligible for 
construction with any category of Federal-aid funds except 
Interstate construction. This compromise, as originally 
proposed by the Senate, does not add to the cost of the 
bill. 

6. Assertion: The conference bill provides a solution to the 
longstanding debate over Interstate funds for the Boston 
projects and allows Boston to solve its transportation 
problems. 

Truth: 

o The conference bill gives Boston special treatment at the 
cost of all highway user fee taxpayers. 

The Boston projects would increase the Federal cost to 
complete the Interstate System by at least $1.1 
billion. 

Massachusetts would get a disproportionate share of 
Interstate funds (at 90 percent Federal matching share) 
to add these projects to the Interstate even though the 
Interstate System was closed to additions in 1981. 

o The President's alternative would allow tolls to be 
charged on the Third Harbor Tunnel which, in turn, would 
help pay for the projects without penalizing other States 
or violating the 1981 cutoff. 

7. Assertion: The 65 m.p.h. speed limit will be jeopardized if 
the veto is not overridden. 

o The President strongly supports the 65 m.p.h. speed limit 
an will fight t o keep it in his alternative bill. 

8. Assertion: Important provisions of the conference agreement 
will be at risk if the veto is not overridden. 

Truth: 

o The President's alternative incorporates the conference 
bill on all issues expect the most sensitve: spending 
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levels, special projects and Buy America provisions. On 
those issues the President's alternative is patterned 
after the Senate, not the House bill. Therefore, the 
Senate stands to gain, not lose, from sustaining the veto 
and supporting the President's proposal. 

10. Assertion: Failure to enact a bill will cause the loss of 
800,000 jobs as well as the 1987 construction season. 

Truth: 

o Job loss is not at issue because there is no good reason 
for Congress not to enact the President's alternative. 

o The threat of an 800,000 job loss is grossly overstated 
because: 

it incorrectly assumes no State or unobligated Federal 
balances from prior years will be spent on highway; 

it assumes economy-wide multiplier effects, not just 
direct and indirect construction employment; multiplier 
effects do not occur immediately and may be mitigated 
or offset by other economic factors; and 

it ignores the role of other factors in determining 
employment opportunities and economic well-being 
such as deficit reduction and employment trends 
overall. 

no 
Center for 
Transportation 
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En 

THE WHITE HOt:SE 

WASHINGTON 

March 31, 1987 

Dear Bob: 

I have returned to the Congress without my signature the bill 
H.R. 2, which authorizes Federal highway and transit programs. 

This legislation provides excessive funding for mass transit 
programs and distributes these funds unfairly to certain cities. 
It contains provisions to fund an unprecedented 152 "highway 
demonstration" projects and thereby violates the equitable and 
correct method of allocating highway funds to the States by 
formula. It favors major metropolitan areas, such as Boston 
and Los Angeles, depriving other regions and localities of fair 
treatment. 

Since 1976, I have supported giving States the option of raising 
speed limits to 65 miles per hour on sections of rural interstate 
highways. I continue to support that provision today. But, it 
is a deep disappointment to me that after delaying needed highway 
legislation for nearly a year and a half, the Congress has been 
unable to produce a bill that can meet even minimum standards of 
fiscal responsibility. 

The American people have time and again .made it abundantly clear 
that they expect the Federal government to live within its means. 
On that basis , I strongly urge you to vote to sustain my veto of 
H.R . 2. 

I look to the Senate to sustain my veto and to the Congress to 
move swiftly to pass responsible highway and transit legislation 
that I can sign into law. 

The H norable Robert Dole 
Republlican Leader 
United States Senate 
Washington. D.C. 205 10 

Sincerely, 

R~ 
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TO: 

DATE: 

RECOMMENDED BY: 

PURPOSE: 

BACKGROUND: 

TOPICS FOR 
DISCUSSION: 

DATE OF 
SUBMISSION: 

ACTION: 

Eno 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

RECOMMENDED TELEPHONE CALL 

Senator Strom Thurmond (R-South Carolina) 

Tuesday, March 31, 1987 

William L. Ball, III 

To persuade Senator Thurmond (R-South 
Carolina)to vote to sustain your veto of the 
highway/mass transit bill. 

Senator Thurmond is very concerned about the 
fate of several demonstration projects in 
South Carolina if your veto is sustained. 
A project improving access to Myrtle Beach 
has Senator Thurmond's greatest interest, 
because of its importance to the tourism 
industry. Secretary of Transportation Dole 
has been working on these projects to try to 
resolve Senator Thurmond's concerns. We 
believe that the Myrtle Beach project will be 
addressed satisfactorily under your 
legislative proposal and by use of the 
Secretary's discretionary funding authority. 

If Senator Thurmond receives assurances from 
you that the Administration intends to follow 
through on the Myrtle Beach project, we 
believe he will vote to sustain your veto of 
the highway bill. 

See attached. 

Tuesday, March 31, 1987 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

March 31, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR KENNETH DUBERSTEIN 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: MAR! MASENG 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF PUBLIC LIAISON 

SUBJECT: Highway Bill Activities 

Here is a summary of the supporting activities that we are 
aware of by various constituent groups. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

U.S. Chamber of Commerce - The Chamber (President Dick 
Lesher) just agreed to support us. They have sent 
letters from Vice President Al Bourland, to all members 
of Congress and are calling "key" members. 

Citizens for a Sound Economy (CSE) - Our most 
aggressive supporters, Rich Fink, President, sent 
letters to all members of Congress. In addition, CSE 
sent out over 400 Op-Ed pieces to local newspapers and 
had members calling "key" Senators from their home 
states. CSE also developed and financed radio ads both 
locally and in "key" states. 

National Association of Wholesaler-Distributor) (NAW) -
President Dirk Van Dongen sent letters to all members 
of Congress, plus activated their "call in" network. 
This includes 5,000 "back home" people who were wired 
and asked to call their Senator. They are also doing 
individual meetings with members and developed the 
"Pork Buster" T-Shirts. 

National Assoc iation of Manufacturers (NAM) - The NAM, 
President, Sa dy Trowbridge, sent out a supporting 
"Legislative Alert" to their state groups asking them 
to call their Senators. They also sent individual NAM 
lette s to each Senator supporting the veto. 

American Business Conference (ABC) - The ABC, 
President, Bil l Lilley, is calling selected members 
asking them to support the veto. 
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0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Business Roundtable (BRT) - The BRT has not taken an 
official position, but their washington Executive 
Director, Sam Maury, has been very helpful, and many of 
his Washington Reps. are calling "key" Senators. 

National Taxpayers Union - Executive Vice President, 
David Keating, sent supporting letters to all members 
of the House and Senate. They are also making 
individual calls on "key" members. 

Citizens for Reagan - Peter Flaherty visited selected 
Senate and House offices. 

Heritage Foundation - distributed to all Senate and 
House offices an Executive Memorandum on sustaining the 
President•s veto. 

Gordon Jones (VP, Heritage Foundation) briefed Stanton 
Coalition (defense and foreign policy conservatives) on 
merits of Presidential veto and its long-term 
importance for entire Reagan agenda. 

United Families of America - mailed to selected members 
of Congress, and Robert Bartleson visited selected 
Senate offices. 

Competitive Enterprise Institute - called questionable 
members of Congress. Fred Smith sent op-ed article to 
the Wall Street Journal and Washington Post. Editorial 
in Washington Post (3/29) similar to argumentation in 
Smith article. 

Public Advocate of the United States - sent mailgrams 
to entire membership asking that they contact their 
congressmen. Eugene Delgaudio contacted selected 
offices. 

Pro America - mailed to select Senators and Congressmen 
and operated phone banks. 

Free Congress Foundation - hand delivered letters, and 
Curt. Anderson visited select Senators. 

Contact America - interviewed Joe Wright (3/30) to 
uphold veto. Carried on 100 stations nationwide. · 

Apostolic Coal i t ion for Information (evangelical 
churches) - operated phone banks calling Senators. 
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0 

0 
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Christian Radio - President's veto statement and that 
of Secretary Dole's, as well as talking points, sent to 
Christian radio networks covering 710 radio stations 
nationwide. All incorporated material in broadcasts. 
Networks include U.S.A. Radio Network (220 stations), 
Bob Larson Ministr1es (150 stations) , Contact America 
(100 stations) , International Media Services (240 
stations). 

Citizens for America (Gerry Carmen) - Letters to all 
House and Senate Members. 

House and 
chapters. 

u.s. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce (Hector Baretto) -
Phone calls to House and Senate members. 

Republican National Hispanic Assembly, South Carolina -
(Olga Santo Tomas): Organizing cards and letters to 
South Carolina delegation members. 

Center for 
Transportation 



SENATE	  RECORD	  VOTE	  ANALYSIS	  
	  
	  
100th	  Congress	  	  
1st	  Session	  	  
April	  1,	  1987,	  11:16	  a.m.	  	  
Page	  S-‐4357	  Temp.	  Record	  	  
Vote	  No.	  51	  	  
	  

HIGHWAY	  BILL	  VETO	  
	  
SUBJECT:	  	  
	  
Federal-‐Aid	  Highway	  Act	  of	  1987	  .	  .	  .	  H.R.	  2.	  Shall	  the	  bill	  pass,	  the	  objections	  of	  the	  
President	  of	  the	  United	  States	  notwithstanding?	  	  
	  

VETO	  SUSTAINED,	  65	  -‐	  35	  
	  
SYNOPSIS:	  	  
	  
Pertinent	  votes	  on	  this	  legislation	  include	  Nos.	  13-‐18,	  20-‐21,	  33,	  35,	  42,	  and	  50-‐60.	  
The	  conference	  agreement	  on	  H.R.	  2	  was	  agreed	  to	  by	  the	  House	  on	  March	  18,	  1987	  
by	  a	  vote	  of	  407-‐17.	  The	  Senate	  passed	  the	  conference	  report	  by	  a	  79-‐17	  vote	  on	  
March	  19	  (see	  vote	  No.	  33).	  The	  conference	  agreement	  authorizes	  a	  total	  of	  $87.5	  
billion	  for	  highway	  construction	  and	  repair,	  highway	  safety,	  and	  mass	  transit	  
programs	  through	  FY	  1991	  (except	  for	  interstate	  construction	  and	  emergency	  relief,	  
which	  are	  extended	  through	  FY	  1992).	  Included	  in	  this	  total	  are	  $16.7	  billion	  for	  
completion	  of	  the	  interstate	  highway	  system,	  $14.0	  million	  for	  interstate	  repair,	  and	  
$17.7	  billion	  for	  mass	  transit.	  The	  agreement	  also	  authorized	  $1.4	  billion	  in	  federal	  
funding	  for	  152	  "demonstration"	  projects,	  estimated	  to	  cost	  up	  to	  $5.5	  billion.	  Of	  the	  
$1.4	  billion,	  50	  percent	  is	  to	  come	  from	  new	  federal	  funds	  authorized	  outside	  the	  
$12.6	  billion	  obligational	  limit,	  30	  percent	  is	  earmarked	  from	  DOT	  discretionary	  
funds,	  and	  20	  percent	  from	  State	  funds.	  The	  agreement	  itself	  contained	  no	  
provisions	  regarding	  the	  55	  mile	  per	  hour	  speed	  limit.	  However,	  following	  passage	  
of	  the	  conference	  report,	  the	  House	  passed	  H.	  Con.	  Res.	  77,	  which	  provided	  a	  
technical	  correction	  to	  the	  bill	  to	  allow	  States	  to	  raise	  the	  speed	  limit	  to	  65	  miles	  per	  
hour	  on	  rural	  interstates.	  The	  Senate	  agreed	  to	  the	  resolution	  on	  March	  20	  by	  a	  vote	  
of	  60-‐21	  (see	  vote	  No.	  35).	  On	  March	  27,	  President	  Reagan	  vetoed	  H.R.	  2,	  charging	  
that	  the	  bill	  "represents	  a	  failure	  to	  exercise	  the	  discipline	  that	  is	  required	  to	  
constrain	  federal	  spending,	  especially	  pork	  barrel	  spending"	  and	  urged	  Congress	  to	  
join	  him	  in	  enacting	  a	  bill	  "consistent	  with	  the	  need	  for	  fiscal	  discipline."	  Specifically,	  
the	  President	  objected	  to	  the	  bill's	  $87.5	  billion	  authorization,	  which	  exceeded	  his	  
request	  by	  $10.1	  billion.	  Further,	  he	  objected	  to	  the	  152	  special	  interest	  
"demonstration"	  projects	  and	  to	  the	  inequitable	  distribution	  of	  mass	  transit	  funds.	  
Finally,	  the	  President	  objected	  to	  the	  "buy	  America"	  provisions	  in	  the	  bill,	  noting	  
that	  such	  requirements	  are	  harmful	  to	  U.S.	  trading	  interests.	  NOTE:	  After	  the	  vote,	  



Senator	  Byrd	  moved	  to	  reconsider	  the	  vote.	  Although	  opposed	  to	  the	  President's	  
veto,	  Senator	  Byrd	  voted	  to	  sustain	  the	  veto	  so	  that	  he	  could	  move	  to	  reconsider,	  a	  
prerogative	  of	  a	  Senator	  on	  a	  prevailing	  side	  in	  a	  floor	  vote.	  The	  Senate	  then	  
proceeded	  through	  a	  number	  of	  procedural	  votes	  (see	  vote	  Nos.	  52-‐58)	  intended	  to	  
delay	  the	  vote	  on	  the	  motion	  to	  reconsider	  the	  vote.	  On	  April	  2,	  the	  Senate	  voted	  59-‐
41	  (see	  vote	  No.	  59)	  to	  reconsider	  the	  vote,	  and	  then	  voted	  67-‐33	  (see	  vote	  No.	  60)	  
to	  override	  the	  President's	  veto.	  	  
	  
DEBATE:	  	  
	  
Those	  favoring	  the	  bill	  contended:	  We	  have	  heard	  a	  number	  of	  reasons	  why	  we	  
should	  sustain	  the	  President's	  veto.	  We	  have	  heard	  that	  the	  bill	  is	  a	  budget	  buster,	  
that	  the	  bill	  is	  full	  of	  pork,	  that	  another	  bill	  can	  quickly	  be	  passed,	  and	  that	  the	  
President	  must	  be	  rehabilitated.	  In	  reality,	  though,	  the	  issue	  is	  politics.	  This	  veto	  is	  
being	  used	  to	  show	  that	  the	  President	  is	  once	  again	  in	  control	  of	  the	  presidency.	  The	  
opponents	  of	  this	  legislation	  have	  made	  a	  number	  of	  allegations	  in	  support	  of	  a	  veto.	  
First,	  they	  contend	  that	  this	  bill	  is	  a	  budget	  buster.	  That	  is	  simply	  inaccurate.	  Both	  
budget	  authority	  and	  outlays	  for	  the	  highway	  title	  of	  the	  conference	  report	  are	  $1	  
billion	  lower	  in	  fiscal	  year	  1987	  than	  in	  fiscal	  year	  1986.	  Compared	  to	  the	  amount	  
originally	  authorized	  for	  fiscal	  year	  1986	  under	  the	  Surface	  Transportation	  Act,	  the	  
conference	  report	  reduces	  highway	  spending	  by	  14	  percent.	  Both	  the	  Senate	  and	  the	  
House	  Budget	  Committees	  have	  determined	  that	  the	  conference	  report	  meets	  the	  
speding	  limits	  of	  the	  fiscal	  year	  1987	  budget	  resolution	  and	  the	  deficit	  reduction	  
goals	  under	  Gramm-‐Rudman-‐Hollings.	  The	  President	  also	  claimed	  in	  his	  veto	  
message	  that	  this	  bill	  spends	  more	  than	  is	  brought	  in	  by	  highway	  user	  taxes.	  This	  
ignores	  the	  effect	  of	  interest	  earned	  by	  the	  trust	  fund.	  Currently,	  the	  highway	  trust	  
fund	  has	  a	  surplus	  of	  $9.74	  billion.	  The	  Congressional	  Budget	  Office	  has	  estimated	  
that	  the	  surplus	  will	  continue	  to	  grow	  throughout	  the	  5-‐year	  reauthorization	  
contained	  in	  the	  conference	  report	  so	  that	  by	  fiscal	  year	  1991,	  the	  highway	  trust	  
fund	  will	  have	  a	  surplus	  of	  $10.73	  billion.	  Opponents	  argue	  that	  if	  this	  veto	  is	  
sustained,	  we	  can	  turn	  out	  a	  new	  bill	  in	  2	  to	  7	  days.	  That	  argument	  is	  totally	  
unrealistic;	  it	  ignores	  everything	  that	  has	  happened	  on	  the	  highway	  bill	  over	  the	  
past	  2	  years.	  This	  measure	  involves	  very	  complicated	  and	  contentious	  issues:	  the	  20	  
percent	  minimum,	  the	  one-‐half	  percent	  interstate	  construction	  provision,	  the	  4R	  
formula,	  the	  demonstration	  projects,	  and	  the	  65	  mile	  per	  hour	  speed	  limit.	  In	  short,	  
vetoing	  this	  bill	  would	  reopen	  the	  debate	  on	  literally	  hundreds	  of	  disagreements	  
which	  we	  were	  able	  to	  resolve	  in	  conference.	  Remember	  that	  we	  will	  have	  to	  steer	  
this	  bill	  through	  not	  only	  two	  houses,	  but	  three:	  the	  House,	  the	  Senate,	  and	  the	  
ensuing	  conference	  between	  the	  two	  houses.	  Legislative	  realities	  will	  simply	  not	  let	  
another	  bill	  pass	  in	  the	  next	  week	  or	  month.	  This	  conference	  report	  has	  been	  
approved	  by	  the	  House	  and	  the	  Senate	  by	  overwhelming	  margins.	  Just	  12	  days	  ago,	  
79	  Senators	  voted	  for	  it.	  They	  knew	  that	  many	  of	  the	  agreements	  made	  were	  
difficult	  and	  may	  not	  be	  reached	  next	  time.	  They	  also	  knew	  that	  the	  conference	  
report	  is	  the	  result	  of	  many	  long	  months	  of	  hard	  work	  and	  literally	  hundreds	  of	  
compromises.	  The	  President	  and	  his	  supporters	  urge	  us	  to	  support	  their	  alternative	  
on	  the	  basis	  that	  it	  would	  provide	  more	  money	  to	  43	  States.	  However,	  the	  new	  



administration	  bill	  would	  authorize	  $83.16	  billion,	  only	  $4.4	  billion	  less	  than	  the	  
conference	  report.	  The	  difference	  between	  the	  two	  bills	  for	  highway	  spending	  
amounts	  to	  $2.6	  billion,	  for	  mass	  transit	  to	  $1.8	  billion,	  and	  the	  amount	  for	  safety	  
programs	  would	  remain	  the	  same.	  The	  President	  claims	  that	  if	  he	  received	  this	  new	  
bill	  within	  a	  week,	  it	  would	  be	  signed	  immediately.	  Again,	  this	  is	  totally	  unrealistic.	  If	  
this	  veto	  is	  not	  overruled,	  our	  economy	  could	  face	  dire	  consequences.	  The	  country	  
will	  lose	  hundreds	  of	  thousands	  of	  jobs,	  and	  the	  economic	  growth	  commensurate	  
with	  that	  level	  of	  employment.	  Even	  if	  work	  on	  a	  new	  bill	  begins	  immediately,	  we	  
will	  still	  lose	  much	  of	  the	  construction	  season,	  especially	  in	  the	  northern	  States.	  In	  
conclusion,	  the	  President	  has	  changed	  the	  debate	  on	  this	  bill	  from	  one	  based	  on	  its	  
merits	  to	  one	  based	  on	  support	  of	  the	  President.	  The	  real	  question,	  though,	  is	  
whether	  we	  should	  support	  our	  constituents	  or	  the	  President.	  The	  highways	  in	  this	  
country	  are	  for	  the	  American	  people,	  and	  we	  owe	  them	  our	  allegiance.	  Those	  
opposing	  the	  bill	  contended:	  Our	  effort	  to	  sustain	  the	  President's	  veto	  reflects	  our	  
strong	  commitment	  to	  federal	  aid	  to	  highways,	  not	  against	  it.	  The	  President	  wants	  a	  
highway	  bill.	  We	  want	  a	  highway	  bill.	  The	  people	  want	  a	  highway	  bill.	  And	  we	  can	  
give	  the	  American	  people	  the	  highway	  bill	  they	  deserve,	  if	  we	  sustain	  the	  President's	  
veto	  and	  get	  to	  work	  on	  a	  new	  package	  starting	  today.	  This	  bill	  substitutes	  logrolling	  
and	  pork	  barreling	  for	  sound	  determinations	  as	  to	  how	  we	  should	  build	  our	  
highways.	  It	  siphons	  cash	  out	  of	  a	  national	  user-‐financed	  highway	  program	  and	  
pumps	  it	  into	  the	  pork	  barrel	  that	  is	  called	  "demonstration"	  projects.	  To	  fund	  these	  
projects,	  money	  is	  taken	  right	  off	  the	  top	  of	  the	  trust	  fund,	  before	  an	  equitable	  
distribution	  formula	  is	  implemented.	  Even	  worse,	  the	  true	  cost	  to	  complete	  all	  of	  
these	  demonstration	  projects	  is	  now	  $5.5	  billion.	  The	  important	  point	  is	  that	  we	  
have	  promised	  to	  establish	  and	  fund	  an	  interstate	  highway	  system,	  which	  allows	  the	  
States	  to	  decide	  how	  and	  where	  to	  construct	  and	  maintain	  interstates	  and	  the	  
primary	  and	  secondary	  systems	  to	  compliment	  the	  interstates.	  This	  bill	  breaks	  that	  
agreement	  with	  the	  States	  and	  attempts	  to	  have	  the	  Congress	  run	  roughshod	  over	  
the	  States	  and	  micromanage	  highway	  construction.	  We	  have	  heard	  that	  this	  bill	  is	  
not	  a	  budget	  buster;	  that	  it	  is	  funded	  all	  through	  trust	  fund	  money.	  Regrettably,	  it	  is	  
not	  all	  trust	  fund	  money.	  In	  fact,	  over	  $2	  billion	  would	  be	  spent	  in	  each	  of	  the	  five	  
years	  during	  the	  life	  of	  this	  bill	  from	  the	  general	  fund	  at	  the	  Treasury.	  This	  is	  not	  
trust	  fund	  money,	  it	  is	  pure	  deficit	  spending.	  The	  only	  reason	  this	  funding	  scheme	  
was	  devised	  is	  to	  help	  disguise	  the	  fact	  that	  only	  20	  States	  received	  any	  money	  from	  
the	  penny-‐per-‐gallon	  mass	  transit	  gasoline	  tax	  last	  year.	  Yet,	  the	  other	  States	  are	  
expected	  to	  pay	  nearly	  $2.4	  billion	  into	  the	  fund	  under	  this	  bill.	  Indeed,	  we	  have	  
heard	  about	  every	  imaginable	  story	  about	  this	  bill.	  Supposedly,	  a	  veto	  would	  hurl	  
the	  economy	  into	  a	  recession,	  destroy	  millions	  of	  jobs,	  and	  would	  ruin	  any	  chance	  
for	  another	  highway	  bill.	  The	  real	  threat	  to	  this	  country,	  however,	  is	  to	  continue	  to	  
allow	  the	  government	  to	  spend	  as	  if	  we	  had	  unlimited	  resources.	  The	  adminstration	  
has	  presented	  us	  with	  an	  alternative	  bill,	  which	  would	  provide	  more	  money	  to	  43	  
States	  for	  highway	  projects	  by	  eliminating	  funding	  for	  demonstration	  projects	  from	  
outside	  the	  formula	  program.	  In	  addition,	  the	  30	  States	  that	  did	  not	  receive	  one	  cent	  
from	  the	  mass	  transit	  fund	  last	  year	  will	  be	  given	  money	  from	  the	  trust	  fund	  through	  
the	  mass	  transit	  formula	  program.	  The	  administration's	  alternative	  would	  also	  allow	  
States	  to	  begin	  construc-‐tion	  projects	  now,	  and	  be	  repaid	  following	  enactment	  of	  the	  



bill.	  In	  conclusion,	  a	  vote	  to	  sustain	  the	  President's	  veto,	  is	  not	  a	  vote	  against	  
highway	  construction.	  We	  passed	  a	  bill	  last	  year,	  and	  the	  House	  blocked	  it	  because	  
of	  their	  intransigence	  over	  the	  65	  mile	  per	  hour	  provision.	  The	  real	  test	  is	  whether	  
the	  Senate	  can	  match	  the	  courage	  of	  the	  President	  to	  say	  no	  to	  a	  bad	  bill.	  	  
	  
VOTING	  YEA:	  
	  
Republicans:	  
(13	  or	  28%)	  Bond	  Cochran	  D'Amato	  Danforth	  Durenberger	  Hecht	  Heinz	  McConnell	  
Pressler	  Specter	  Symms	  Weicker	  Wilson	  	  
Democrats:	  
(52	  or	  96%)	  Adams	  Baucus	  Bentsen	  Biden	  Bingaman	  Boren	  Bradley	  Breaux	  
Bumpers	  Burdick	  Chiles	  Conrad	  Cranston	  Daschle	  DeConcini	  Dixon	  Dodd	  Exon	  Ford	  
Fowler	  Glenn	  Gore	  Graham	  Harkin	  Heflin	  Hollings	  Inouye	  Johnston	  Kennedy	  Kerry	  
Lautenberg	  Leahy	  Levin	  Matsunaga	  Melcher	  Metzenbaum	  Mikulski	  Mitchell	  
Moynihan	  Nunn	  Pell	  Proxmire	  Pryor	  Reid	  Riegle	  Rockefeller	  Sarbanes	  Sasser	  Shelby	  
Simon	  Stennis	  Wirth	  	  
	  
VOTING	  NAY:	  
	  
Republicans:	  
(33	  or	  72%)	  Armstrong	  Boschwitz	  Chafee	  Cohen	  Dole	  Domenici	  Evans	  Garn	  Gramm	  
Grassley	  Hatch	  Hatfield	  Helms	  Humphrey	  Karnes	  Kassebaum	  Kasten	  Lugar	  McCain	  
McClure	  Murkowski	  Nickles	  Packwood	  Quayle	  Roth	  Rudman	  Simpson	  Stafford	  
Stevens	  Thurmond	  Trible	  Wallop	  Warner	  	  
Democrats:	  
(2	  or	  4%)	  Byrd	  Sanford	  	  
	  
NOT	  VOTING:	  
	  
Republicans:	  
(0)	  	  
Democrats:	  
(0)	  	  
	  
ABSENCE	  CODE:	  1-‐Official	  Business	  2-‐Nec.	  absent	  3-‐Illness	  4-‐Other	  	  
Symbols:	  AY-‐Announced	  Yea	  AN-‐Announced	  Nay	  PY-‐Paired	  Yea	  PN-‐Paired	  Nay	  	  
	  

Compiled	  and	  written	  by	  the	  staff	  of	  the	  Republican	  Policy	  Committee	  
	  

William	  L.	  Armstrong,	  Chairman	  



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 1, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR HOWARD BAKER 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

WILLIAM L. BALL, III 

Phone call to Senator Mitch McConnell (R-Kentucky) 
regarding the highway bill veto. 

Senator McConnell has met with the President and the Vice 
President has talked to him several times. Yesterday the Senator 
and the Vice President met in the Capitol; Senator McConnell 
indicated that he would vote to override. However, other 
Senators believe that Senator McConnell still may support us. 

Senator McConnell is upset with the Administration for what he 
perceives as our failure to adequately address his concerns over 
the years, particularly with agriculture. Senator Gramm feels 
that a phone call to McConnell from you expressing your intent to 
work closely with him may garner his vote. 

Eno 
Center for 
Transportation 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 1, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR HOWARD BAKER 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

WILLIAM L. BALL, III 

Phone call to Senator Charles Grassley (R-Iowa) 
regarding the highway bill veto. 

Senator Grassley has been ambiguous about his plans on the 
highway vote. He told Secretary Dole that he would support us, 
but his staff subsequently called the Department of 
Transportation and expressed concern that his mind was changing. 
They suggested a call from you to Senator Grassley to shore him 
up. 

Grassley has been concerned about a bridge in Dubuque. The 
Department of Transportation is able to guarantee him the bridge. 

Center for 
Transportation 
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The Pre9ident went to the Oval Officer 

~he P%esident telephoned Senato~ Strom ThuriDond 
(R-South Carolina) . The call was "ot 
completed . 

The President met with: 
George H. Bush , Vice President 
Howard H. Baker, Jr. , Chief of Staf[ 
Kenneth M. Duberstein , Deputy Chief of Staff 

'I'he President talked with Senator Thurmond,. 

The President met fez a nationa~ security briefing 
with : 

Vice President Bush 
Frank c. Carluccit Assistant for National 

Security A£fairs 
Colin L. Powellr Deputy Assistant for 

National Security A£fairs 
Mr. Baker 
Mr. Duhersteio 

The Pt".esident t.alke~ wit:.l1 Se.nc.tor ~a11iam s. 
Cohen (R-Maine l . 

The President met with Mr . l3aker . 

The President wen~ to the South Groopds . 

~~e President flew by Marine helicopter fron the 
South Grounds to Andrews AFB r Maryland . For a 
list of passengers , se& APPEND~ "A." 

Tbe President flew by Air Force One fro~ Andrews 
AFB to Philadelphia International Airport, 
Philadelphia~ Pennsylvania. For a list of 
passengers , see APPENDIX "B." 

e President telephoned Senator Terry Sanford 
(0-Nortb Carolina) . The call was not 
completed. 

e President talked with Paul Laxalt, to1me: 
Senator (R-Nevadal • 

.,. e President , accompanied by Secretary of a:ealth 
and Human Services (»HS) Otis R . Bowen , 

(Cot'ti~ued) 
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deplaned . 

The President was ~eetad by: 
Wilson Goode , Mayor (D-Philadelphia , 

Pennsylvania) 
Srian O' Neill , City Councilmember 

(R-Philadelphia, PennsylvaniaJ 
Joan Specter , City Councilmember 

(R-Philadelphia , Penn&ylvania) 
Thatcher Longstretch, City Councilmembe1 

(R- Philadelphia , Pennsylvania) 

The President , accompanied by Secretary }3oweJl. 

went to his motorcade . 

The President and Secretary Bowen motored from the 
Philadelphia Lnternational Airport to the 
College of Physicians of Philadelphia, Van Pelt 
Street: entrance. 

Tbe President went to the holding room and was 
greeted by Or . Lewis L. Coriell , President. 
College of Physicians of Philadelphia. 

The ?resident, accompanied by Secretary Bowen a~d 
Dr. Corie~l. went ~o the offstage announcemenc 
a:rea ~ 

The President went to the Library and participated 
in a forum with College of Physicians of 
Philadelphia Council members . 

The President~" accompanied by SecreLc:u:y 'Bowen and 
Dr . Coriell , returned to the holding room . 

ne President returned to his motorcade . He waa 
accompanied by; 

Secretary Boweo 
Dr . Coriell 

he ?resident motored from the College of 
Physicians to the Franklin Plaza Hotel, 
Race Street Entrance . He was accompanied 
by; 

Secretary Bowev 
Dr. Corie1 
Mr . Bake:z: 
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The President was greeted by : 

!'be 
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Michael Spamer, General ¥~ager , Franklin 
Pal za lfo tel 

Thomas Kenney, Sales Manage~ , Franklin 
Plaza Hotel 

Leo Cicalese , Director of Caterin, Franklin 
Plaza Hotel 

President went to the holding room. 

President telephoned Senator Robert J . Dole 
(R-Kansas} • The call was not co~pleted , 

!?resident talked with ~is Assistant for 
Legislative A££airs , tllillia.m L , Ball III , 

President talked with Mr . Bakez . 

President talked vdth Mr: . Baker . 

President t~lked with Mr . Ra~er. 

President talked with Senator Chic Hecht 
(R-Nevada). 

President talked with Mr .. Baker , 

President talked '"~i th t-Ir . Baker . 

'!?resident and the First ~ady bad dinner . 

President talked with Mr ~ Duber.s te in .. 

President: retired. 



SENATE	  RECORD	  VOTE	  ANALYSIS	  
	  
	  
100th	  Congress	  	  
1st	  Session	  	  
April	  2,	  1987,	  2:13	  p.m.	  	  
Page	  S-‐4412	  Temp.	  Record	  	  
Vote	  No.	  60	  	  
	  

HIGHWAY	  BILL	  VETO	  
	  
SUBJECT:	  	  
	  
Federal-‐Aid	  Highway	  Act	  of	  1987	  .	  .	  .	  H.R.	  2.	  Shall	  the	  bill	  pass,	  the	  objections	  of	  the	  
President	  of	  the	  United	  States	  notwithstanding?	  	  
	  

VETO	  OVERRIDDEN,	  67	  -‐	  33	  
	  
SYNOPSIS:	  	  
	  
Pertinent	  votes	  on	  this	  legislation	  include	  Nos.	  13-‐18,	  20-‐21,	  33,	  35,	  42,	  and	  50-‐59.	  
On	  April	  1,	  the	  Senate	  voted	  65-‐35	  to	  sustain	  the	  President's	  veto	  of	  the	  1987	  
Highway	  Bill	  (see	  vote	  No.	  51).	  After	  the	  vote,	  however,	  Senator	  Byrd	  moved	  to	  
reconsider	  the	  vote.	  Although	  opposed	  to	  the	  President's	  veto,	  Senator	  Byrd	  voted	  
to	  sustain	  the	  veto	  so	  that	  he	  could	  move	  to	  reconsider,	  a	  prerogative	  of	  a	  Senator	  on	  
the	  prevailing	  side	  in	  a	  floor	  vote.	  After	  a	  number	  of	  procedural	  votes	  (Nos.	  52-‐54	  
and	  56)	  intended	  to	  delay	  the	  vote	  on	  Senator	  Byrd's	  motion	  to	  reconsider,	  the	  
Senate	  voted	  to	  reconsider	  the	  vote	  by	  which	  the	  veto	  was	  sustained	  (see	  vote	  No.	  
59),	  and	  then	  overrode	  the	  veto.	  NOTE:	  A	  two-‐thirds	  vote	  of	  members	  present	  and	  
voting	  (67	  in	  this	  case)	  is	  required	  to	  override	  a	  veto.	  For	  a	  detailed	  account	  of	  the	  
conference	  report	  and	  the	  President's	  veto	  message,	  as	  well	  as	  debate	  on	  the	  issue,	  
see	  vote	  No.	  51.	  	  
	  
DEBATE:	  	  
	  
None.	  	  
	  
VOTING	  YEA:	  
	  
Republicans:	  
(13	  or	  28%)	  Bond	  Cochran	  D'Amato	  Danforth	  Durenberger	  Hecht	  Heinz	  McConnell	  
Pressler	  Specter	  Symms	  Weicker	  Wilson	  	  
Democrats:	  
(54	  or	  100%)	  Adams	  Baucus	  Bentsen	  Biden	  Bingaman	  Boren	  Bradley	  Breaux	  
Bumpers	  Burdick	  Byrd	  Chiles	  Conrad	  Cranston	  Daschle	  DeConcini	  Dixon	  Dodd	  Exon	  
Ford	  Fowler	  Glenn	  Gore	  Graham	  Harkin	  Heflin	  Hollings	  Inouye	  Johnston	  Kennedy	  



Kerry	  Lautenberg	  Leahy	  Levin	  Matsunaga	  Melcher	  Metzenbaum	  Mikulski	  Mitchell	  
Moynihan	  Nunn	  Pell	  Proxmire	  Pryor	  Reid	  Riegle	  Rockefeller	  Sanford	  Sarbanes	  
Sasser	  Shelby	  Simon	  Stennis	  Wirth	  	  
	  
VOTING	  NAY:	  
	  
Republicans:	  
(33	  or	  72%)	  Armstrong	  Boschwitz	  Chafee	  Cohen	  Dole	  Domenici	  Evans	  Garn	  Gramm	  
Grassley	  Hatch	  Hatfield	  Helms	  Humphrey	  Karnes	  Kassebaum	  Kasten	  Lugar	  McCain	  
McClure	  Murkowski	  Nickles	  Packwood	  Quayle	  Roth	  Rudman	  Simpson	  Stafford	  
Stevens	  Thurmond	  Trible	  Wallop	  Warner	  	  
Democrats:	  
(0	  or	  0%)	  	  
	  
NOT	  VOTING:	  
	  
Republicans:	  
(0)	  	  
Democrats:	  
(0)	  	  
	  
ABSENCE	  CODE:	  1-‐Official	  Business	  2-‐Nec.	  absent	  3-‐Illness	  4-‐Other	  	  
Symbols:	  AY-‐Announced	  Yea	  AN-‐Announced	  Nay	  PY-‐Paired	  Yea	  PN-‐Paired	  Nay	  	  
	  

Compiled	  and	  written	  by	  the	  staff	  of	  the	  Republican	  Policy	  Committee	  
	  

William	  L.	  Armstrong,	  Chairman	  
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lO CATrDN "'ashington, D. C. DATE 2 April 1987 

TfME MOVEMENTS 

0902 Oval Office 

1023 Cabinet Room 

1033 Oval Office 

1100 South Grounds 

1102 D£-part South Grounds via Motorcade 

1106 Arrive Capi~ol Building 

1252 Depart Capitol Building via Motorc~d~ 

1259 Arrive South Grounds 

1301 Oval Office 

1336 Rose Garden 

1344 Oval Office. 

L402 Cabinet Room 

1447 Oval Office 

1705 Residence 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

.. WASHINGTON 

April 2 , 1987 

Dear John: 

I deeply appreciate your vote to sustain my veto of the 
highway and transit bill, H.R . 2. It was a courageous 
and correct vote for fiscal responsibility. I am especially 
grateful for your strong words of support at our meeting 
this morning in the Old Senate Chamber. 

Although we lost, I want you to know that I will continue 
to fight against spending which is unnecessary and unfair 
to the American taxpayer . We simply must live within the 
Federal budget, as millions of Americans must live within 
their family budgets . 

As Congress moves to consider further authorization and 
appropriations bills this year , I hope you will continue your 
steadfast support for efforts necessary to reduce the Federal 
deficit. I am confident that with your able leadership and 
that of your like-minded colleagues, we can win the struggle 
to rein in excessive Federal spending. 

Sincerely, 

R~~ 
The Honorable John W. Warner 
United States Senate 
Washington , D . C . 20510 

.. 
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