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RONALD REAGAN ON THE TRANSFER OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS AND REVENUE 

SOURCES TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

The question of the proper division of functional responsibility for government 
programs between the federal government and the states and communities is one 
that has been with us since the begi-nning of our country. Always a contro
versial issue, it has become increasingly important during th~t few decades 
as the size and scope of federal intervention (n state and local affalfShas grown 
at an alarming rate. 

This growing centralization of program control and tax revenues in Washington, 
D. t., has distorted our federal system and altered adversely the relationships 
among the levelsof government. .The result has been diminished individual 
freedom, a decrease in the responsiveness of government to the needs of our 
people, and a spreading stain of waste, inefficiency, corruption and profligacy 
that threatens the fiscal solvency of our nation. 

A little over 20 years ago, President Dwight D. Eisenhower recognized the 
·dangers of the course we were taking. Responding to demands for a reappraisal 
of our federal system from Governors' Conferences, national and state legis
lators, the first Hoover Commission, civic groups and others, he, established 

· --three months after he assumed office-- the Commission on 1 ntergovern
mental Relations. Its task-was to conduct _an intensive study of national
state-local relationships-- the first official undertaking of its kind since the 
Constitutional Convention in 1787. 

. ' 

In his message to the Congress on M?rch 30, 1953, he observed: 

" ... our social rights are a most important part of our heritage 
and must be guarded and defended with all our strength. I 
firmly believe that the primary way of accomplishing this is to 
recommend the creation of a commission to study the ·means 
of achieving a sounder relationship between Federai,,State 

.. ,=.···· ····. · ~~~;,<;n d local~gove r: ::it~" •.~:~::~-?:~~~;!.~~if~f~~~~~~ 



The Commissiori,~which had 25 members, including such distinguished public 
figures as Marion B. Folsom, Oveta Culp Hobby, Clark Kerr, Allan Shivers, 
Alan Bible, Wayne Morse, Brooks Hays, and HuberrHu~phrey, submitted its 
repo_rt in June, 1955, concluding that we should: 

·-·"' .· . 

*Leave to private initiative all the functions that citizens 'can 
perform privately. 

· >Ito Use the level of governmenf-closest to the community for all 
public functions it can handle. · 

* Utilize cooperative intergovernmental arrangements where 
~~ppropriate to attain economical performance and popular 

1 ·· approval, and . 
! ~' 

* Reserve National action for residual participation where 
State and local governments are not fully adequate, and 
for the continuing responsibilities that only the National 

· Government can undertake. 
..... --~ : ' 

The report was enthusiastically accepted by the Eisenhower administration, but 
its attempts to enact legislation and work out details of implementation were 

.- ... frustrated by a reluctant · Congress~ 

.. ·Now, more than 20 years later, we are seeing the very things happen that Presideni 
Eisenhower, the Commission on I ntergove_rnmental Relations, and others warned · 
us would happen unless we curbed the power imbalance that was growing between 
the federal government and the state governments. 

The time is past for merely curbing the growth of the power of the federal govern
ment, we must now begin to reverse the flow of power to Washington. We must 
begin to strengthen the states' capabi I ities to act, to provide forth e people the 
kind of responsive, efficient government that only a government body close to 
the people can provide. 

What I propose is nothing less than a systematic transfer Of authority and resource 
to the states, to take programs now being run by a distant bureaucracy in Washingtc 
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and transfer them to the state and local levels, along with the federal revenue 
sources to finance them. Bringing these programs home where they can take on 
a more human scale would give us more responsive government-- something 
that anyone who has ever tried to complain or appeal to the bureaucracy in 
Washington kno~s we badly need. 

The federal programs that I believe should be carefully considered for transfer to 
lhe states (along with the federal tax resources to finance them) are those which 
are essentially local in nature. The· broad areas that include the most likely 
·prospects for transfer are welfare, education, housing, food stamps, Medicaid, 
community and regional development and revenue sharing. - These programs 
represent approximately one-fourth of the current activities of the federal govern

~ '::.' -.:_ ment. :~t 1976 budget levels they represent a potential transfer of approximately 
$90 billion. 

Of course, not all of the hundreds of programs included in these broad categories 
would be transferred; we might fihd that, after careful study, some should remain . 
at the federal level. But I am confident that we will find that most of them would 

· . be more appropriately located at the state and local levels, that they would be more 
,./ . -
·· responsive .to our needs at those .levels, and that they would be run ·far morP. _.-

. efficiently. WhiJe it is lil<ely the more worthwhile programs would be retained - · 
.. . essentially as they are, and others modified, some-- of dubious value to a 
. parti·cular state or locality-- could and probably would be dropped. 
"\ .. 

- .. ·'·~ -Programs ·that are national in nature, or that are handled by trust arrangements 
·outside the general revenue structure should not be transferred. In addition 
to the obvious ones-- Social Security, national defense and space-- this group 
would include Medicare and other old-age assistance programs; the enforcement 
of federal law; veterans' affairs; certain aspects of agriculture; energy; trans
portation and the environment; the TVA and other multi-state public works 
projects; certain types of research; arid possibly others. 

Few would want to end the Federal government's role in setting n·ational goals Clnd 
st3ndards. And no one would want to rule out a role for 'Nasling~on in t'lose few 
areas where its influence has been important and essential: crash efforts such 
as the Manhattan and Apollo projects, and massive self-liquidation programs such 
as the Homestead Act and the land-grant colleges. And, certainly the Federal 
government must take an active role in assuring this nation an adequate supply 

~~:~~~en: ~g~~ ·' ,_, ·····~~:~ ... ~: ·-~·~' _____ ·,._ · __ :_,1:::~~~:=:;Jt~~~i~fi 



The systematic, pnased transfer of some federal programs and federal revenue 
sources could save the taxpayers money. As federal programs were transferred 
to the states: federal revenue sources, sufficient to-finance the programs, would 
be transferred at the same time. The amount of fede -ral resources transferred 
should be more than enough to fund the programs transferred, making possible 
a net tax reduction for individuals and families. There are two 'basic reasons why 

-this can be 'expected. 

The first is the elimination of the "freight charge". When the taxpayer's money 
is sent to Washington,- counted, th.en doled hack to the stat~s with the regulatory 
strings of the Washington bureaucrats attached, some of it is lost in the process. 
We don't know precisely what this "freight charge" is for any particular program, . 

·::.--_ but regurdless of whether it is five cents on the dollar, 10 cents, 25 cents or 
. 50 ;Cents, it is clear that the taxpayers pay the bill. 

The second is the increase in effi_ciency that would occur when administrative 
responsibility passes from federal hands to state and local hands. My expe;ience 
in California, and that of others elsewhere demonstrates how arbitrary and ever-

-·. :changing federal regulations can inhibit even the most strenuous efforts to 
achieve economy and effectiveness in state government. Freed of the dead hL: .. ~ 
of federal regulation, state and local budgets offer the potential for considerable 
economies. Again, we don't know what the precise savings will be, whether 

.~:; ... they will be five percent or 50 percent, but we do know that there would be savings. 

· --Some states might increase the scope of some of the transferred programs, others 
might be able to eliminate parts of programs tl1at do not effectively solve local 
problems. In some cases they may be able to phase out entire programs. There 
is a tendency on the part of Washington Establishment to think that what is good 
for one state is good for all, and to give the same programs to each of us whether 
or not we need it or want it. These reductions would be another source of 
potential tax savings. 

Looking at the "bottom line'' for the American taxpayer-- how much he pays in 
total in federal, state and local taxes --there is no doubt in my mind that a 
systematic transfer of federal programs to the state and local level would result in 
a lower tax bill for individuals and families. ' 

The amount of that tax reduction will be determined by the amount of "freight · ~~:.--. 
charges" saved and by the degree of economies achieved. Even a small savings ':·-~: 

·- . . : -_ .. -- .-_'f . .--- ---._-_ :.:---~~ :_~:~_,: __ :_-:··.--:·;.::_·,~·--_~.--~-:~~~:~~-:~.L~o_r_-~-~~~_o-~r,e~,:~~~C~:~~-~~f_j __ f{_:_! 
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in each category would make possible a substantial tax reduction for each and every 
one of us. 

. -
The tax systems employed by state and local governments vary widely from state to 
state-- both in the kinds of taxes used to raise revenue and in the level of taxation. 
These tax st~uctures were ·developed over long periods to .fit eac11' particular state's 
-Situ at ion. The nature and level of these state taxes a I so reflects the high level, 
and the progressive nature, ot the federal income tax. 

_ ....., ---· 

During the transfer process both federal revenues and feder_al programs would be . 
transferred to the states and communities at the same time. As the federal taxes 

~ ·~ --_ paid by the citizens of a state declined, the revenue flowing to the state and 
· localitie-sin that state would increase. During the transfer the size and scope of 
. the: programs would remain unchanged. 

/()'u; ~ states now use a variety of taxes to finance their programs-- incl~ding 
alcohol taxes, tobacco taxes, sales taxes, income taxes, excise taxes and lott~ries. 
Many states have a sales tax or an income tax, and they may well choose to 

_... continue them. Others do not have such taxes. Indeed, some have constitutional 
provisions p·roh ibiti ng such taxes·. There is nothing in the transfe'r-coricept ~~ ; ~ i ch 

· would require these states to have either a sales tax or an income tax. 

,_VToday there are federal taxes on liquor and federal taxes on cigarettes amounting 
_ ·> ·to almost $8 billion a year as well as other excise taxes which could be turned over 

·to the states in part,· or in f_ull, as part of the transfer. 

)Approximately one-third of federal revenue~ come from the federal personal income 
tax. A portion of this tax, presently paid by the citizens of all our states, could 
be earmarked and kept in each state instead of making a round trip to Washington 
and then coming back minus the "freight charges" .. 

/This is not a new or untried idea. Since 1924, part of the federal estate tax has 
been set aside and left in the states·. 

During this intergovernmental transfer of revenue-raisin~ capability from the 
federal level to the state and local level the overall incidence of taxation on our 
citizens should remain at least as equitable as it was before th·e transfer. The --··.:· 
greater the extent to which we can transfer programs that properly belong to the ~: ·:.:'· 
states and communities, the inore we can reduce the tax burden ·on individuals ': ~;;: 

and families. . . . ·:._ ~-~- _ _m_o ~:~:~() re_:~;;~~i;~~~;i;s~li 



':\1;~:~~l:lementati;n of such a transfer program will not be easy. It has tal<en us 
many decade~ of Washington's usurpation of political. power from the states and 
communities to get us into our present messLm.;::tffi~~-~~t-t-t'-f~H~~~w:u:I-. . / 

many years of spending billions o o ars of our money in ways,that were unneces
sary and unresponsive to our needs. 

Here j~an outline of the steps that !.._believe will be necessary to get our federal 
system bacl< on the right track. 

First, we must reject the idea that wisdom only flows from the elected federal 
: ~ :·:- _ official~ .. c.and appointed bureaucrats in Washington. We must turn to -the people of 

·· this country, particularly at the state and local level, and enlist their energy, 
their talents and, yes, their sweat, to work with a new Administration i_n a joint 
effort. The job of untangling the snarled ball of federal programs that- I have 
named wi II require the efforts of thousands of people, the brightest and wisest 
people from labor, from business, from the professions, from state and loc~l 
governments, from the universities and from the federal government itself. The 

r job wiii be time consuming, it wi!.l be frustrating and at times we ~iiJ be dis
couraged--· for the entrenched interests in Washington are powerful and ter1ucious 

But the job can be done. _ One thing I discovered during my eight years as Governor 
~ · -.of California was that when the people want something done the legislators and 

_ ;_,·· the bureaucrats might not see the light, but they certainly can be made to feel the 
-heat. · · - · -

Second, we must clearly understand the nature and operation of the programs 
before we can transfer them in an equitable and efficient manner. ·Federal program 
sometimes have a way of evolving into something never envisaged by their initial 
proponents. Some have grown so rap.idly and haphazardly, (such as the food stamp 
program) that Washington doesn't even have a clear idea of how many people are 
receiving benefits. 

When I was a newly elected Governor in 1967, one of my first actions was to tap 
the talents of the people of California, setting up task forces to study the operations 
of our state government and make recommendations to me 'tor specific improve
ments. They came up with more than I, 800 recommendations, we implemented 
some I, 600 of them, and the people of California were the beneficiaries. - ·"'' .. 

o ,I 0 ~-~ ~ 1. -,. , , •. 1 " ,~~~~~~ ~~- ... -. • ~ ... ,)~~ ~~-M ; .:- , :-:..~ ,~:::-• :.·· : ... 
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One of the first priorities of a new federal administration should be to call on the 
talents of the people of this nation --to serve on national commissions or task 
forces --and to come up with specific action recomm_endations to the President 
within the first 12 months of his administration. Their recommendations would 
include identification of pa rticu Ia r p rag rams or parts of p rog.rams to be trans fer red; 
the kinds of federal taxes that should be eliminated and moved back to the states 

. _and communities; a timetable for each transfer; transfer priorities; suggested state 
and local tax structures that would ensure an equitable tax incidence; and guide
lines ro make sure tha_t people· receiving benefits from the programs would not 
have their benefits reduced or interrupted. . · 

Third, the administration should incorporate the tasl< force recommendations into 
·. detaileG 'legislative proposals that can be incorporated into the State of the Union 
m~ssage to the Congress .and a subsequent legislative program that would begin 
the return of power from the bureaucrats to the people. 

_If the Congress acts responsibly, we should be able to start transferring pr~grams· _ 
well before the second year draws to a close. Of course, any programs that do not 

,. requireCo~gressional approval could be acted on much earlier, 

If the Congress ;-reacts instead with ·more of the old politics -- and that is a I ways a 
possibility-- we will go over their heads and take this issue once again to the 

.--; ._ people. And if the people approve, ·we will get the job done. 

· The financial cost of government is what the government spends, not what it raises 
in taxes. Today the federat government is _spending approximately $76 billion more · 
a year than it takes from us in taxes. It borrows the difference. If you were to 
make up a I ist of how much money the fede ra I government was taking from each of 
the states and compare it to the cost of the federal programs received by the states 
you would quickly see that the federal government somehow provides us with 
$76 billion of programs that we apparently don't have to pay for. But we all know 
that the irresponsible borrowings of today will either have to be paid for in the 
future by us, or by our children. The "something-for-something" myths of the 
old politics are forever gone. As someone once said, "There is no such thing as 
a free lunch". 

' 
Whether we pay in future personal tax increases or in the more insidious tax of 
inflation, which cuts the value of our· savings accounts, our pensions and our 
life insurance, as well as our paychecks, one thing is certain _--:~:_we will pay. · ·.-

... -- __ , __ ·- _ .:..~----- -- .. ___ __ ::_ .. -. __ :.~~~e- ~---·_·m.-~-~~ ~ ~~~±. :i~$-~· -- --- . ... # - - - . .... . ••• •"o A •o v ...... :..~~-~ 0 ~ lo 0 
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An integral part and precondition of any major effort to rearrange intergovernmentc 
relations to a more human scale is the balancing of ihe federal budget. The "debt 
gap'' has now reached a dangerous level, and we must begin now to reduce and 
then eliminate it entirely. We m_ust do thissystematically --on the one hand 
restraining the growth of federal spending, and on the other ha,nd encouraging the 
sound, stable growth of our economy and the accompanying growth in federal 
-revenues. The example of the near-bankruptcy of New York City clearly shows that 
this is __ no longer something we sho(J_!d do: it is something we must do. · 

The "balance-of-trade" in terms of.taxes flowing from the states to Was-hington, 
D. C., and federal programs functioning in these states varies widely across the 

.· .... __ count ry. Many states send much more money to Washington than they receive 
· ·- · back in programs. Other states more-or-less breal< even, and some manage to 

actually get more bacl< than they send. This basic fiscal relationship cq_uld be 
maintained in the context of the program to transfer federal programs ·and resource 
bacl< to the states and communities by utilizing some form of bloc grants. 

I don't pretend that what I have proposed is a complete blueprint that w\11 spell 
.;- out every action we should take during the next five to 10 years,~ nQr_ can I forecast 

precis-ely iri what way the programs will become more responsive to ou·r - need~ or ·· 
exactly how much our personal taxes will be lowered. No, these proposals are 
only a starting-point, b(J~ before we can start it is necessary for us to agree on the 

.- . basic policy principles that should guide our future actions. 

- .: Yr'he principles I haVe spelled out he~e are, i am conVinced, sou~d. Their imple~ 
mentation is necessary if we are to preserve and improve the America we know 
today. · 

This is not just a program for Republicans, it is a program for all of us. Leading 
Democrats are already considering the same basic idea. In September, 1975, Ted 
Van Dyk presented a paper entitled, "An Open Letter to the Democratic Party: The 
Need for a New Domestic Agenda", to an_ assembled group of national Democratic 
leaders. It contained the following proposal: 

"Surely, in an era when people desparately seek accountability 
and responsiveness from the nearest level of government, we 
should reconsider any concept which would seem to move in 
the other direction. Rather than collecting tax monies from 
states and localities, and then sending them back, shouldn't , .. ,.. :-~· '-'-'· · 

____ ........ ~h •• ____ • •• _ •• __ ·---~- ••• -'-~-- -~- ·: •• __ , _ _ ;.;c.·. -- ~ .. "·~~_,._mo r_e~-~~o-re -~-=-±~~±~i~ 
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... 
the federal government instead return this authority-- and 
responsibility-- to state and local officials dire_ctly accountable 
to their own constituents?'' 

I hope their answer is yes. There are no easy answers to hard problems, and this 
· task will require the efforts of us all --liberal and conservative,' Republican, 
-Democrat and Independent. 

Of course, there will be howls of ar}guish from what one New York Times columnist 
calls "the intellectual hit-men", the Washington bureaucrats, the old-style 
politicians and the pundits who take more pleasure in destroying an idea than in 

.- ..... . working to create a solution to an immensely difficult problem. There will be wild, 
· - · irrespon-sible charges that increase in frequency and shrillness as we move closer 

to the election. 

.. :4~· 

We will all have to live with these, but I am convinced that the desperate attacks 
of the old politics wi II fall on the deaf ears of a people who have learned soliie hard· 
political lessons during the last 15 years . 

. In the. {i nal analysis they wi II ask: What~ the alternative? Does anyone h avt: ·a · 
better ide a? ·;. · 

.:~e extent that we cari systematically transfer appropriate federal programs and 
.. _. ·_ resources bacl< to t~e states and communities we can accomplish'these things: 

·-

1} Increase the responsiveness of government to our needs; 

2) Save the "freight charges" on the money we now send to Washington; 

3) Make government programs more efficient and more effective; 

4) Reduce or eliminate those programs which are not needed, and 

5) Lower our overall tax bill. 

v:ashington now has more political power and authority than it can handle. It is 
time to trim the excess power of the federal bureaucracy, and to give it back to the 
states and communities where it rightly belongs. .· f - ·· · , · 

·:.. ·{ ..... .;, . . .-~. 

2/8/76 
. . . . . , ~.- .\ .. 
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AIRPOR 

The Trust Fund and the air user tax reve ues 
expired as of October 1, 1980. ssues are: l) s 
reinstated; 2) should taxes be i creased for no c 
reduced (in the future) Eor co ercia aviation; 
the cost of the civilian use of the air ay syste 
civilian users. 

Background and Status 

dedica:ej :: -
uld they -e 
- ercla~ a ':a -:. i :

ou d a-
f r !:ly 

In 1970 the Congress instituted a Trust Fund !i a ed by ai' ~-er 
excise taxes, and by general fund reve ues if eeded. :' e ?:md ras ~ 
pay for Federal aid for airports and t e airways syst 3~- :: •. e 
Congress deleted ost airway costs fro t e expenses paid f r !r ~ ~~e 
Fund. The result was a buildup of t e Fund to $3.- bil io as o! :: e 
beginning of fiscal 1981. he Fund expired and t . e air ser ::a es 
expired or were reduced as of Septe ber 30, 19 0, • aving -ee. ex~e cec 
for 3 months after the original June 3 expiratio. ate. ~e :'isc''-
1981 revenue loss is $830 illion. 

The President proposed continuatio of t .e f lJ;u:! a .d .J:se :3 e~ : r 
10 years and use of so e Sl billion a year o! the F • 
airway maintenance and operation . Since none - ercial a :3~:~r is 
contributing less than a quarter of t e air os s a ca~ 
President also reco ended an increase fro ents a ga 
percent of the retail price for the tax o used ·, , 
aviation, and a 6 percent retai sales tax o,, ne .a, es 3'1!3 

for noncommercial aviation. Ways and eans voted a 5 y~ar e 
the Fund and taxes with a reduction of the passe ger tic e:: 
percent to 5 percent in 1982. Senate Finance voted a 
extension. Both co ittees voted for inor changes i. t e ta .,5 
noncommercial aviation. These bills were not brought to e f_ 
because there was strong support for drastically reduci g t.e ~i 
tax. 

Interested Agencies and Their Position 

DOT has been the lead agency in suggesti g 
revenue from nonco mercia! aviation and arguing for fi. a c· 
the operation and aintenance of the airway systea fr 

Treasury Position 

Air user taxes are 
airports and the airway 
reflect our position. 

Action Required 

re 

t 

The one-year extension_ voted by_ the Senate Finance 0o 
the prefer~ed cour~e of actlon at th1s ti e. This i 1 gi 
congress tnne to d1scuss at length the level of user taxes 

i tee is 
e t e 

eed 
Treasury Action Officer 

Drafted by John Copeland 
Cleared by Emil Sunley 
November 13, 1980 

f 



FIN~NCING FEDER~L ~ID TO ST~TES FOR HIGHWAYS 

(1) Should Federal aid to States for highways be i"Acreased~ (2 ) 
what proportion of excises used to pay for such aid should be pald for 
by different users of the highways; (3) should the Highway Trust Fund 
be operated on an accrual or cash basis; and (4) should the Fund be made perm anent. 

Background 

.. Th-e Highway Trust Fund financed by highway user taxes was 
or1g1nally established in 1956 and in 1978 was extended through 1984. 
The Trust Fund is evaluated on an accrual basis. ~bout 75 percent of 
the $7 billion of annual revenue comes from the 4 cents a gallon tax on 
motor fuels. In the 1978 extension, the Department of Transportation 
(DOT) with Treasury review was required to make studies of the 
allocation of highway costs between different classes of users; 
Treasury was required to study the administration and compliance 
aspects of highway user taxes. The final reports are not due until 
198 2 with preliminary reports in 1980 and 1981. 

While the Fund has a cash balance, it is in the red on an accrual 
basis. In view of the current financial status of the fund, and the 
interest of the Public Works Committees in spending more for highways, 
there probably will be a program next year asking for higher taxes. 
Some may try to delay tax increases by running down the Fund's cash 
balance, now $12 billion. 

Interested ~gencies and Their Position 

user 
DOT is the key agency. They have been considering raising annual 
tax revenues to $13 billion by 1985 • 

Treasury Position 

Treasury is monitoring DOT tax proposals to see that they are 
administrable, particularly proposals for a tax on trucks based on 
weight/mileage. 

As long as the Fund has a limited life, accrual accounting should 
be retained. T~e ~imited life for the Fund also has required the 
Congress to per1od1cally reassess the need for extension. This feature 
of the system should also be retained. 

Action Required 

The Treasury has t~ complete the report required by the 1978 Act. 
Review of the .report be1ng done ~y DOT also is required. DOT decisions 
for new spend1ng require evaluat1on as part of fiscal planning. 

Treasury Action Officer 

Drafted by John Copeland 
cleared by Emil M. Sunley 
November 13, 1980 
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Claude S. Brinegar 
Senior Vice P•esioent 

I~· 
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Dear. Darrell: 

~'•••v•• ..._,!l ......,...,...,,,f"'""'''T .._.,, ......,...,..,liV"t '''1.-1 

Union Oil Center. Los Angeles. California 90017 

U- ·r-.· -· . J(J , .. :.1 ~~ :._. L. 

November 28, 1980 

Mr. Darrell Trent 
Director, Office of Policy 

Coordination 
Office of the President-elect 
1726 "M" Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C., 20270 

Attached is the report of the Transportation 
Issues Task Force. I look forward to dis-
cussing it in detail with you and your associates. 

CSB:kb 
Attachments 

CC: John Snow 

Sincerely, 

~Bring r 
Senior Vice P e ident 



D·.t ·n; in·~d L b:.: l.d;;,ini;:;t "ti'le Martin& 

Date 1 J '' / Ofo By SI'Vl.]) 

November 1980 

REPORT THE TRANSPORTATION ISSUES TASK FORCE 

This report presents the recommendations of the Trans

portation Issues Task Force to the incoming administration 

of President-elect Reagan. Attachment A lists the members 

of the Task Force. The report is divided into four sec

tions: 

I .General comments and policy principles. 

II Issues of major importance before the Department 

of Transportation. 

III Possible budget reductions. 

IV Some comments on appointments. 

We have not considered issues that may arise in, or be 

related to, the Maritime Administration, because it is 

part of the Department of Commerce. 
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I. GENERAL COHMENTS AND POLICY PRINCIPLES 
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America's transportation system is, with a few notable exceptions, reason-

ably "fast, safe and efficient," a goal specified in the 1966 Department of 

Transportaation Act. Our highway and aviation system is the world's best, 

and our rail system, after decades of neglect, is on its way to providing im

proved service and to earning better returns. There remain m;1jor deficiencies 

in our large urban transportation systems, but these are more a reflection of 

urban problems than of deficiencies in transportation policy. While there 

will always be an agenda of transportation issues before the Department, by 

and large, the system serves our nation, its economy, and the national security 

quite well. 

The major issues currently before the Department of Transportation can 

be grouped into three categories of questions: 

1. How much federal regulation should there be in the rail, motor car

rier, and airline industries? 

2. What transportation issues warrant federal financial programs? 

principles should guide these programs? 

What 

3. What principles should guide the Department's programs on ~ransporta

tion safety, environmental protection, and efficient energy use? 

During the past decade, questions of regulatory policy occupied much of 

the Department's time and energy. These questions have now been largely an

swered by the enactment of bills that have taken major steps toward deregulat-

ing the rail, motor carrier, and airline industries. The Task Force believes 

that these new statutes are positive steps forward, and that they should be 

implemented without interference. 

The questions in categories 2 and 3 provide the major near term issues 

facing the new administration--esp~cially questions about the funding levels, 

the allocation principles, and_ the sources of funds for the federal highway, 

aviation, and mass transit programs. Also, there are major questions about 

the level of future federal aid for Conrail, Amtr<lk, and certain rail programs. 



3 

In reaching its recommendations, tlw Task Force agreecl to be guided by 

the following four major policy principles: 

1. The nation's transportation system should, as much as possible, be 

provided through the competitive forces of the private sector, or, if the pri

vate sector is inappropriate, by state or local governments. Direct federal 

financing of transportation investments or operations should be limited to 

those few cases where there is a clear and widely accepted requirement for 

concerted action in an area of high national priority, and where the. private 

sector or state and local governments are obviously incapable of adequately 

meeting this requirement. 

2. When federal expenditures are used to finance transportation invest

ments or operations, these expenditures should be recovered from the benefi

ciaries in a manner that is appropriate to the costs incurred on their behalf, 

unless widely accepted national policy directs otherwise. 

3. Economic regulation of interstate transportation should be held to a 

minimum. A particular effort is needed to eliminate restrictions on intermodal 

ownership. 

4. All federal transportation programs, including those designed to en

hance safety, environmental protection and efficient energy use, should be 

subjected to benefit/cost tests to assure that they benefit the nation as a 

whole. These programs should also be examined to assure that they are posi

tive contributors to the nation's productivity. 

We strongly urge the Secretary to follow these principles in dealing both with 

existing issues and in formulating long-term transportation policy. 
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11. ISSUES OF MAJOR IHPORTANCE BEFORE TilE DEPAinilCrf OF TRANSPOKTATION 

The issues discussed next are organized alphabetically by transportation 

mode. We have not attempted to deal exhaustively with each issue; rather, we 

have identified the issues, highlighted any special problems that we are aware 

of, and made recommendations that are consistent with the policy principles. 

Aviation 

1. An immediate issue will be congressiona 1 consideration of a ne,w Air

port Development Assistance Program (ADAP), to replace the one that has lapsed. 

The past programs, financed principally through a passenger ticket tax, have 

generated trust funds that were supposed to be used mainly to increase capacity 

and to reduce congestion at the nation's airports. Because of legislative and 

other restraints, it has been difficult to find effective investments for these 

funds. Balances in the trust fund have grown steadily. The Task Force recom

mends that this program's effectiveness be examined critically. Any future 

program should be recast and probably reduced in scope. Possible revisions 

include: 

a. Shift funds away from hub airports, which can raise adequate funds 

locally, and into more funding of FAA operations and of the en

route navigation systems. The Senate bill proposed that the 72 

largest airports be dropped from ADAP. This "defederalization" 

is a good start. 

b. Recognize that general aviation, especially its jet and turbojet 

aircraft, is putting an increasing burden on.the airport and air

ways system without paying its share of the costs. Perhaps addi

tional funds can be raised from general aviation and some funds 

may be used to upgrade "reliever" airports, thus adding to capa

city at the congested hub airports. 

c. Reduce the tax rate on airline tickets from 8%, to the level 

which, together with general aviation's share, is needed to sup

port a more modest program. 
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2. Questions are being raised about the rcliahil i ty and future capabili

ties of. as well as the future needs for, the FAA's national enroute navigation 

system. The Secretary should promptly appoint an independent, highly-qualified 

"Blue Ribbon Commission" to thoroughly examine this issue. 

3. There is a serious threat of a nationwide strike or slowdown by the 

air controllers ( "PATCO") in March 1981. This requires immediate attention 

by the Secretary and the FAA Administrator, including possible standby emer-

gency legislation. This strike threat also touches on the larger issues of 

public employee unions and their activities. 

4. Airline deregulation has raised some collateral issues with which the 

administration must deal. The three major ones are: 

~ < ', 

a. CAB "Sunset." The scheduled 1985 CAB "sunset" should be moved up 

to, say, January 1982 to avoid a drift back toward regulation. 

Most t;"esidual functions are already scheduled to be transferred 

to other government entities. Decisions must be made regarding 

the remaining functions, which may also be discontinued rather 

than transferred. Congress and the airlines probably would favor 

a step-up in the sunset schedule. 

b. The deregulation act included a "labor protection" section to 

cover employees who lost their jobs as a result of the statute. 

Under President Carter, the Labor Department has been considering 

the use of a "national hiring hall," an approach that the Task 

Force believes is inappropriate. The new administration should 

see that this approach is quickly headed off. 

c. Peak-hour congestion at a half dozen of the nation 1 s major air

ports has created a serious problem of how to allocate take-off 

and landing ~slots," especially to new carriers. This problem is 

the most serious at Washington's National Airport, which is owned 

and operated by the federal government. A good solution there 

could set the pattern elsewhere. The past allocation method (by 

an industry scheduling committee, with antitrust immunity) is 

inconsistent with anti-trust policy applicable to unregulated 
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industries. The Task Force agrees that the proper allocating 

method is one that uses market principlcb, perhaps along these 

lines: Announce an 18-month program to phase-in an auction sys

tem. Initially, the airlines and other users would be assigned 

slots equal to, say, 75% of prior uRage, with the remaining .25% 

sold at auction. Six months later the auction would cover 50%, 

then 75%, and then 100% at the end of the phase-in period. Spe

cial set-aside categories for such groups as general aviation and 

commuter airlines could be provided within the auction. system. 

And auctioned as well as allocated slots could also be bought and 

sold by their owners. 

5. A better process is needed for negotiating international air agree

ments. A major problem has been that non-aviation issues, often of a diplo

matic nature, unrelated to the general concept of open-market competition have 

become entangled in the negotiations. As a result, U.S. airlines' and tra

velers' interests .have not been adequately represented. The Secretary of 

Transportation should have more authority, the Secretary of State less, and 

the CAB's role should be phased out. As early as possible, the Secretary of 

Transportation should prepare a new statement of international air principles 

to be issued by the President. This statement is needed promptly, because 

negotiations are scheduled with Japan in early 1981. 

Coast Guard 

The Coast Guard has proposed to purchase several 270-foot cutters at a 

cost of over $500 million from a firm that was not the low-cost bidder. The 

sol.icitation may have been unclear and the low bidder may have been excluded 

on technical grounds. There is a possibility of lawsuit and of congressional 

investigation. The Secretary should undertake <1 prompt review to determine 

if new bids are needed to clear up this controversial procurement. 

Highways 

1. The Highway Trust Fund, the financing method instituted by President 

Eisenhower to ensure completion of the Interstate Highway System, will be re

examined by Congress in 1981. Although the Fund docs not expire until 1984, 
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its current rate of expenditures exceeds its collections. The Task Force 

endorses the continued use of a Trust Fund a~ the proper method to support the 
i. 

federal aid highway system; it recommends thHt the tax structure, currently 

four cents a gallon, be modified appropriately so that the Fund remains solvent 

and each class of beneficiaries pays the share of costs incurred on its behalf. 

It may be ne~essary to shift to some form of tax "indexing." 

2. A method should be developed to bring the Interstate Highway Program 

to completion in the next few years. The system now is nearly 95% ~omplete. 

Most of the remaining 5% should not be completed. Some of the yet-to-be built 

portions would be extremely expensive; and some of the short sections in urban 

areas are too expensive ana too disruptive to be worth building. 

3. Maintenance of the Interstate System is lagging, and portions of the 

system, some now 20 years old, should be upgraded to modern standards. The 

Task Force agrees that there is a federal responsibility to see that the Inter

state System is' properly maintained. This will require a new program and new 

direct funding (replacing some current "back door" financing of maintenance). 

4. The current federal aid program, apart from the interstate and primary 

systems, has too many categories and should be simplified. The need for fed

eral support of the various categories (there are over 20) should be studied. 

Some should probably be dropped, with a trade-off made to the states in return 

for assuming federal responsibility for interstate maintenance. 

5. To facilitate the use of the interstate system in an economically 

efficient way, uniform truck size and weight limits should apply throughout 

the system. States wishing to allow larger trucks should be permitted to do 
-·-·---~ 

so provided they pay for the added capital and maintenance costs. 

Mass Transit 

The grant program of the Urban Mass Transit Administration (UMTA) will 

probably not be reauthorized by Congress during the current lame duck session. 

Consequently, this will be a high-priority legislative issue in early 1981. 

This gives the new administration an excellent opportunity to make needed major 



revisions in the program. 

next year's legislation: 
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The Task Forcr> offl·rs the following guidance for 

1. The overall level of the program can be reduced significantly. 

2. Past federal support of new fixed rail systems has been largely a 

wasted effort. New rail starts should be discouraged. 

3. Operating subsidies for rail systems discourage local efforts_at good 

management. Where possible, they should be eliminated. 

4. UMTA's capital support to upgrade established rail systems is gener

ally worthwhile, and should be continued at a modest level. 

5. UMTA's program for the purchase of transit buses is a good one and 

should be encouraged. The program should be expanded to include some bus 

maintenance in ord.er to avoid the growing practice of deferring maintenance 

and simply applying for new capital funds. 

6. Demonstration grants have largely been politically motivated and they 

have been failures. The program should be greatly reduced in scope. 

7. More of the formula funds, as apart from direct grants, should be al

located on the basis of transit ridership. This change was in the 1980 pro

posed legislation. 

8. Section 13(c) of the basic UMTA legislation imposes extremely restric

tive labor provisions on all recipients'of UMTA funds. This causes two serious 

problems: (a) it adds significantly to the operating costs of the existing sys

tem; and (b) it hinders the introduction of more efficient, flexible technolog

ies--such as jitneys--that are not bound to present labor unions. An immediate 

effort should be made to change this section so that efficient operations and 

technological innovations that improve system operations are encouraged. 

9. A most difficult problem is the issue of how to provide access to 

public transportation for the handicapped. The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 

made it unlawful to exclude handicapped persons from public services financed 
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by the federal government. To conform with this law, DOT issued regulations 

in 1979 requiring that all subway stations, even existing ones, be equipped 

with elevators, that rail cars be rebuilt to accommodate wheelchairs, and that 

transit buses be supplied with lifts. According to a recent study by the Con-

, gressional Budget Office, these regulations have a net public cost of some 

$38 per trip by the handicapped. This is generally recognized as excessive, 

and has led to congressional efforts to provide lower cost alternatives. 

Most proposals include options for local provision of specialized alternative 

transportation. Some spokespersons for the handicapped seem to oppose this 

approach. A compromise permitting local options ·is needed and should be incor

porated in the new legislation. 

National and Traffic Administration 

1. The National Highway and Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) has 

effectively exhausted its ability to increase automobile safety at reasonable 

social costs, although there may remain opportunities to improve the com-

petence of drivers. While there is no loud clamor from the auto industry to 

undo NHTSA's past regulatory actions, neither does ·it appear that NHTSA's 

likely new actions would have a favorable benefit/cost ratio. All future 

action~ should be examined carefully. 

Three of NHSTA's current actions warrant early, careful study: 

a. The rule on "occupant restraints'' (airbags and other passive re

straints) is effective in 1983. Its efficacy and public purpose 

should be considered carefully in order to avoid unjustifiable ex

penses by manufacturers and, in turn, consumers. 

b. Automobile recalls have expanded many-fold in the past four years. 

The frequency and magnitude of recalls may have passed way beyond 

a reasonable cost effective limit. The criteria for recalls 

should be examined promptly. 

c. Possibly more stringent automobile fuel-efficiency standards be

yond 1985 are currently under study. With the pre-1985 standards 

being overtaken by market forces, it does not appear that tighter 
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post-1985 regulatory standards--with their rigiditie.s and ineffi

ciencies--are now needed. 

2. The issue of a federally imposed national speed limit (55 mph) has 

good arguments on both sides. The motor carrier industry now largely favors 

it, as do the safety associations. On the other hand, the emergency situation 

(the 1973 oil shortage) that brought it about no longer exists and the speed 

limit is impossible to enforce by federal means because the threat of withhold

ing federal highway funds is recognized as ''hollow." Most motorists ignore it 

to a degree. Data relating the existence of the speed limit to reduced fatali

ties are unclear because of changes in driving patterns and other variables. 

On balance, the Task Force favors returning authority to set limi~~~·:t£>. the 
/(\~~~~~:~.~-? ;._~ 

states. ~ 

Rail 

With the passage of the deregulation bill, near-term rail issues confront

ing the Department of Transportation are limited largely to questions of how 
/if 

much federal money various existing rail programs should receive. The Task 

Force recommends the following: 

1. Conrail. This federally sponsored effort to develop a self-supporting 

private-sector rail system from the Penn 

systems has been beset with difficulties. 

Central and other bankrupt Eastern 

Thus far, it has required over $3 

billion in federal support, and a recent settlement of the owners' claims will 

require another $2 billion. However, the future now looks a little better, 

and it is possile that Conrail will generate operating profits by 1983. Con-
r 

rail has received adequate authorizations to take it through 1981, but an 

appropriation is required. The rail deregulation act, coupled with favorable 

ICC policies, should enable Conrail to reconfigure its system to maximize its 

market potential. Its new management should be encouraged to make these 

changes promptly, including the needed reductions in plant and labor force. 

DOT should review the need for new legislation to facilitate these reductions. 

The Department should also take over the U.S. Railway Association's functions 

that remain after the settlement with the Penn Central estate and inform Con

rail that no capital funds and only minimal operating support will be available 

beyond 1981, and that long-term federal operations are not acceptable. The 
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best long-term solution, and the one with the best chance of recovering the . 
taxpayers' $5 billion in investmef\tS, may be through an eventual sale of the 

system's viable parts to established profitable railroads. 

2. Amtrak. The losses of this federally financed rail passenger system 

continue to escalate despite, or because of, increasing patronage. The present 

loss level is some $800 million a year, and losses in excess of $1 billion are 

likely within two years. By any standard, these losses are exorbitant in 

relation to the national purpose served by Amtrak. Hany of the routes have 

been forced into the system by political pressures from Congress. Quick action 

to reduce this taxpayer subsidy sharply is strongly recommended and is possible 

because Congress must complete action on the next authorizations by Hay 15, 

1981. 

Most of the losses take place on sparsely used long-distance routes. It 

is possible to establish financial criteria, such as a maximum acceptable loss 

per passenger mile., that would enable the system to be rationalized quickly. 

Once established, these criteria should be rigidly followed. This will require 

congressional action, including revision of labor protect ion provisions now 

in the Amtrak statutes. If Amtrak has a long-term role, it is in densely popu

lated corridors, such as Washington to New York and Boston, and possibly Los 

Angeles to San Diego. It may be possible to continue some money-losing routes 

if states and local areas are willing to cover the losses. Amtrak should not 

be permitted to use its subsidized status to engage in "price wars" or other 

unfair rate competition with private-sector carriers, especially the intercity 

bus lines. Attachment B is a good analysis of the Amtrak problem by Dr. James 

Miller, III, a member of the Task Force. 

3. The Federal Rail Administration (FRA) is administering two programs 

that should be examined critically. The Northeast Corridor Program (to permit 

high-speed passenger service), originally funded at $1.7 billion, is now funded 

at $2.5 billion, and this amount is probably inadequate. The program should 

be examined for its overall benefits relative to its costs, and for its manage

ment structure. The second program is FRA's rail assistance program, which 

has some $1.5 billion available for assistance to weak (but not dying) rail

roads. A freeze should be put on these funds, with the entire program .-put 



through a careful benefit/cost analysis. 

dropped. 
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1t is possible that it should be 

4. Though not of large significance, the Alaska railroad should be sold. 

There is no justification for federal operation of this facility, and it ap

pears that the State of Alaska is interested in buying it. 

5. Disposition (and repair?) of Washington's llnion Station will be a 

problem requiring more time than it warrants. The Secretary should develop a 

joint position with the Secretary of Interior and handle the is·sue quickly. 

Waterways 

The barge operators that use the inland \.Jaterways system have not been 

paying their share of the costs of providing them with navigable waterways. A 

small start was made in 1980 (a diesel fuel tax), and a DOT study is underway. 

Future charges should probably be a combination of fuel tax and river-lock 

fees which properly align costs imposed by users with fees paid by them. 

Investments in new river facilities should be subjected to a revenue test 

before they are undertaken. 

General Issues 
\~: 
\~/ '"'• 
,Q~C:.:". 

1. Coal slurry pipelines should not be barred by regulatory barriers ~ 

erected to protect other modes, especially railroads. But neither should 

these pipelines receive exemptions from reasonable safety and environmental 

rules. There must also be a reasonable solution to the issues raised by the 

pipelines' water requirements and the final disposition of the water. 

2. Last March DOT issued complex and controversial rules governing the 

use of minority businesses by recipients of its grants. This Minority Business 

Enterprise (MBE) program needs a prompt and thorough review by a high-level 

group. Parts of it may have to be suspended during the review period. 

3. The Buy America provisions in existing statutes appear to be adding 

to the costs of the highway, airport, and transit programs without doing much 

to help the American economy. This level of "protectionism" may no longer be 

warranted. 
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III. POSSIBLE BUDGET REDUCTIONS 

Attachment C itemizes the approved DOT budget for Fiscal '81. The Task 

Force believes that major reductions are possible and recommends the following 

areas as good candidates: 

1. Amtrak 

2. UMTA (rail funds, operating subsidies) 

3. Federal aid highways (other than Interstate and Primary) 

4. Northeast Corridor Program 

5. USRA 

6. Rail Loan Guarantee Program 

7. Staff reductions in Office of the Secretary and Assistant Secretaries 

8. Research and Development Programs. Though not discussed in this 

report, it may be that these programs are much larger than is appro

priate for the federal government. 
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IV. APPOINTMENTS 

The Task Force urges that particular attention be given to the selection 

of the following appointments: 

1. FAA Administrator.--Because of the issues before the FAA this appoint

ment is probably second in importance to the Secretary. The FAA Administrator 

must be a technically trained person, capable of managing a large organization 

(over 50,000 persons). He will face extremely difficult personnel and finan

cial problems from day one on. 

2. ICC Chairman.--The Chairman, as well as a majority of the commission, 

must be dedicated to the principles embodied in the rail and truck deregulation 

acts. (See Attachment D for a discussion of this issue by Dr. John Snow, a 

member of the Task Force.) 

3. Secretary.' s Staff .--The Deputy Secretary, the General Counsel and 

Assistant Secretary for Policy should be persons of the highest possible com

petence and reputation. These three offices provide the major transportation 

policy support for the Secretary and the White House. 

4. NHSTA Administrator.--This person needs many of the same skills as the 

FAA Administrator. The appointee must be strong enough to "manage" a large 

technical staff, and must be dedicated to the guidelines outlined in this 

report. 
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U. S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

FISCAL YEAR 19 81 BUDGET 

($ in Millions) 

Office of the Secretary 

u. s. Coast Guard 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Federal Highway Administration 

National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 

Federal Railroad Administration 

Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration 

St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation 

Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

Office of the Inspector General 

Subtotal 

Proprietary Receipts 

Total 

Program Levels 

$ 48 

1,8 6 7 

3,824 

9,127 

279 

2,462 

4,615 

9 

44 

15 

$22,290 

$22,290 

Outlays 

$ 50 

1,839 

3,236 

8,717 

267 

1,752 

4,006 

-3 

34 

15 

$19,913 

-so 
$19,863 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

fUll-TIME PERMANENT DIRECT POSITIONS 

Administration 

Office of the Secretary 

U.S. Coast Guard 

............................ 

Cfvilfan ••••.••....••••.•...•••........••..•• 
Hi 11 ta ry ••••.•••.••••••••.•••.•..........•... 

federal Aviation Administration ...•••.......... : ..• 

federal Highway Administration ••••..••............• 

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration ..••• 

Federal Rai'lroad Administration ••••....•.......•••• 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration .••.•.••••. 

St. lawrence Seaway Development Corporation •...•••. 

Research and Special Programs Administration ...•..• 

Office of the Inspector General •••••..••.....•••..• 

--- ·-· 

Total - Cfvflian ••••••••• 
Military .•••••.•• 

• 

1980 

1,171 

6,815 
39,473 

57,491 

4,061 

874 

1,754 

563 

194 

918 

516 

74,357 
39,473 

113,830 

c 

1981 

1.188 

6,823 
39,487 

57,379 

4,061 

874 

1,768 

623 

194 

954 

516 

74,380 
39,487 

113,867 
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I. THE CURRENT BUDGET FACTS OF LIFE 

A) Social Security Plan Dead 

The President's Social Security reform plan is now dead in the water. Any effort to push it 
before the 1982 elections will create a mortal political threat to the Administration and the 
Republican party. 

The House Democrats have now indicated they will block any meaningful short or long term reform 
plan and will seek to capitalize on the issue by transforming the 1982 election into a referendum 
on the Reagan-Republican threat to Social Security. This is spreading apprehension among House 
Republicans and Republican Senators up for re-election. It risks developing into a political 
~which will splinter and de-moralize our Congressional coalition. 

We must, therefore, take decisive steps to remove Social Security from the legislative agenda 
through November 1982 by withdrawing the May reform plan, proposing interfund borrowing as a 
temporary solution, and creating a mechanism to re-forge a national consensus solution for future 
action. 

B) Social Security Plan Failure is the Straw That Breaks the Budget's Back 

The legislative demise of the Social Security plan is the straw that breaks the budget's 
back. In combination with the defense decision and rec-onciliation shortfall, the deficit gap is 
now beyond our ability to close-- given the budget choices available and the Democratic control 
of the House legislative machinery: 

FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 

1) Planned deficit ....•..••••.......••.• 22.9 0.0 0.0 
2) Unidentified savings ................. 29.8 44.2 38.5 
3) Reconciliation shortfall ••..••..••••• 4.1 6.4 9.0 
4) Withdrawal of Social Security plan .•. 6.1 9.5 13.1 

"02.9 m bQ.O 

5) Recapitulation: Additional deficit 
threat due to lack of Congressional 
cooperation ............•.•.•.•.•.•.•. 10.2 15.9 22.1 



C) Initial Hill Reaction to COLA Delay Plan Negative 

Since this measure involves so many broad constituencies (veterans, Federal retirees, railroad 
retirees, Social Security recipients, etc.), it can only succeed legislatively if enacted quickly 
-- within 30-45 days of announcement. It can also succeed only if attached as a rider to a 
Senate bill sent over to the House for an up-or-down, one package floor vote. If referred to 
House committees, it will be permanently buried with consequent political costs to the 
Administration but no budget savings. 

Our Capitol Hill soundings indicate that if proposed as a free-standing initiative it would be 
difficult to add to the debt ceiling bill in the Senate, and impossible to pass up-or-down in the 
Rouse. 

D) Revival of the Financial Markets Now Dubious 

There is little reason to expect early and rapid restoration of financial markets and a 
permanent, deep drop in the interest rates in the face of: 

o Retreat on the Social Security plan and the need to add-back nearly $20 billion to the 
deficit over FY 82-84; 

o The apparent inability to pass a COLA delay plan (in its current form) in order to hold down 
the FY 82 deficit and chip away at FY 83 and FY 84 •. 

As a consequence, interest rates are likely to remain well above double digit levels for the next 
several years, shifting the budget even deeper into deficit: 

Mid-session T-bill rate ....•.•...•.• 
Alternate path ••..•.••...•..••.....• 

Budget impact (billions) .•...•...... 

FY 82 

11.3% 
12.0-14.0% 

$6-10 

FY 83 

8.0% 
10.0-13.5% 

$7-15 

FY 84 

6.9% 
10.0-13.5% 

$8-19 



E) Risk of Significant Recession Rises 

The prospect of persisting financial market disorder and high interest rates have increased the 
odds of a significant economic contraction over the next 6-18 months. A 3 percent decline i n GNP 
(annualized growth) would add $20-25 billion to the deficit. 

F) The Impending Budget-Legislative Squeeze 

Due to the lag-time between legislative action and actual reduction in cash outlays and deficit, 
any major efforts to reduce the FY 83-84 deficits must be completed before October 1, 1982 
start of FY 83 . With defense, interest and Social Security off limits (60 percent of the 

budget , relatively draconian cuts in non-Social Security entitlements and discretionary spending 
programs must be proposed both this fall and again next winter-spring in the FY 83 budget. If 
proposals aren't made, nothing will happen legislatively and outlays in FY 83-84 will soar 
beyond reach. 

The Congressional resistance level to deep cuts in these areas is high and rising. This is best 
illustrated by the add-ons resulting from the reconciliation bill. To get the deficit out of the 
danger zone in FY 83-84 would require re-capturing these shortfalls and additional program/pol icy 
reductions of $25-35 billion. This does not seem possible given the rapid political 
deterioration in the Congressional coalition described 9n the next section. 

FY 82 · FY 83 FY 84 

1) Cuts requested subject to reconciliation ••• 41.2 53.6 63.2 
2) Cuts actually achieved ••..................• 35.2 44.0 51.4 
3) Shortfa 11: 

Mandatory entitlements .......•...•...•.. 2.5 4.1 6.4 
Discretionary authorizations .......•.... 3.5 5.5 5.4 
Subtota 1 ..•.......................•..•.. 6':0 9:6 TI'Jl 

4) Shortfall as Percent of Request: 
Mandatory entitlements only •.•••.•••.•.• 6% 8% 10% 
Entitlements and discretionary •...•..•.• 17% 18% 19% 
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Examples of Congressional Add-ons: 

Item FY 82 

Exim-Bank.................................. 68 
Energy Conservation........................ 175 
Interior Department........................ 97 
Soil Conservation.......................... 53 
Amtrak..................................... 204 
EDA........................................ 68 
Student Loans.............................. 269 
Social Services............................ 282 
Education for Disadvantaged and Handicapped 214 
Child Nutrition............................ 469 
Women/Infants/Children..................... 260 
Low-income Energy Aid...................... 515 

FY 83 

278 
372 
82 

145 
356 

70 
652 
332 
591 
479 
300 
515 

FY 84 

434 
406 
82 

152 

56 
963 
382 
642 
506 
360 
515 
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II. POLITICAL RISKS AND THREATS 

A. The basic policy and political goals of the Administration require: 

o That the President maintain the political offensive, broad public support and the perception 
of success . 

o That the President dominate, shape and steer the legislative agenda and Congressional process. 

o That due to the fundamental changes in economic, defense, and foreign policy on which the 
Administration is premised, timely delivery of legislative results and implemented policy 
change is essential to avoid major real world failures (economic, foreign policy, etc.). 

B. Congressional anarchy and stalemate through November 1982 is about ready to break-out -
jeopardizing all three of the above requirements. 

o House Republicans and Senators up for election in 1982 are panicked by the prospect of a 
Social Security referendum. 

o The prospects are low for immediate enactment of the universal COLA delay due to Senate 
Finance Committee weakness and House GOP resistance and opposition. The political half-life 
of this proposal is about 30 days. 

o Failure to achieve entitlement savings will stiffen resistance and reduce prospects among 
appropriations committee and pork barrel oriented Republicans for achieving the proposed FY 82 
discretionary program reductions. The resulting FY 82 veto battle will further sour the 
environment for consideration of FY 83 proposals next spring. 

o The House Gypsy Moths (15-25) are rapidly moving toward a major assault on defense. This will 
splinter the GOP-Boll Weevil coalition. Without the ability to muster procedural vote 
majorities in the House, the Speaker and committee chairmen will recoup control of the 
leg1slat1ve agenda. 

o Only minor budget savings in FY 82-83 are possible under the above scenario. Entitlement 
changes, COLA delays, etc. require positive majorities. Minor savings through sustaining 
vetoes are possible -- but the appropriations committees will probably box us in with higher
spending continuing resolutions. 
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o Revenue increase fever will soon break-out on Capitol Hill first during the October debate 
on the second budget resolution, and most certainly with a vengeance next spring during the 
first resolution for FY 83. Congress is incapable of forming a coherent majority on a major 
new revenue measure, and probably not capable of passing one next year even if proposed or 
supported by the Administration. 

C) The President thus faces the following political threats over the next 12 months unless a major 
pre-emptive move is made now to avoid them: 

1) A bruising legislative battle over his defense program 

2) Loss of his House coalition and inability to obtain new Congressional action on his 
economic program 

3) Legislative and political impotence in the face of swelling estimates of FY 82 and out
year deficits 

4) A major Democratic assault on Social Security unless the current plan is definitely 
withdrawn 

5) A major tax increase-new revenue debate in the press and on the Hill that will call into 
question the fundamental design and premise of his economic program 

6) 

7) 

Continued high interest rates, financial instability or a significant recession -- which 
will be taken as proof that the economic plan h~s failed and provide opportunity for the 
Democrats to recapture the blue collar constituencies in the 1982 elections and abort the 
permanent GOP re-alignment 

Carterization of his Presidency due to the splintering of his legislative majority and 
popular base of support. 
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III. REVISED ECONOMIC BUDGET ACTION PLAN 

A. Strategic Political and Budget Objectives 

o Pull the rug out from under the Democrats on Social Security and remove 
this growing political cancer from the legislative debate through 
November 1982. 

o Forward to the Hill a legislative action plan that has 
reasonable prospects for re-forging House and Senate coalitions and 
achieving a credible success on holding down the FY 82 and out-year 
deficits. 

o Achieve sufficient FY 82 deficit control and out year progress to 
calm financial markets. while not forcing such onerous cuts on Congress 
that coalition support breaks down or GOP 1982 election prospects are 
seriously compromised. This strategic aim ~5 to gain time to tackle 
the out-year deficits after the 1982 elections; 

o Pre-empt the emerging Congressionally-inspired legislative agenda and 
minimize prospects for bruising political struggles over: 

o The defense budget 
o New revenue-raising measures. 



B. Revised Action Plan 

1) Social Security Pre-emption 

Proposal: Withdraw May reform plan, restore m1n1mum benefit to couples under $7,000-10,000, 
request inter-fund borrowing to tide over until 1983, appoint Blue Ribbon to reforge national 
consenus on social security solution. 

Rationa le: Original plan was fair and justifiable, but threatens to drag social security 
system and well-being of 36 million Americans into divisive, partisan struggle. Our basic 
social insurance commitment to retired Americans is too important and essential to national 
consensus to be subjected to partisanship and a campaign of fear. Invite Speaker and 
Majority leader to appoint one-third of members of Blue Ribbon National Commission to reforge 
consensus solution and report by February, 1983. 

2) Delay Effective Date of Second and Third Installment of Tax Cut 

Proposal: Delay 1982 cut from July to October 1, and 1983 cut to April, 1984. 
Would reduce deficit by following amounts: 

FY 82 

8.3 

FY 83 

9.2 

FY 84 

. 20.7 

Rationale: Success of tax program always required major additional budget cuts and steady 
reduction of the deficit. Congressional shortfalls in the first round and partisan road 
blocks have made the job even larger. The additional costs of servicing the inherited 
trillion dollar national debt at today's interest rates and spending over-runs from past 
legislative decisions (wheat and corn price supports, conrail litigation settlement, food 
stamps and guaranteed student loans) all threaten to drive the deficit hi gher. More time i s 
needed to shrink government spending down to the revenues available under our tax program. 
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3) Delay FY 82 Defense Build-up By-90 Days 

4) 

Proposal: Suggest defense be operated on a continuing resolution until January 1, to reduce 
FY 82 deficit by $1-2 billion in addition to last weeks announced $2 billion outlay savings. 

Private Rationale: The House-passed FY 82 continuing resolution funds defense at the 1981 
level ($176 billion instead of $221 billion). This is certain to extend at least unti_l ___ 
December 1, with the defense and military construction bills considered last amoung 13 
regular bills. Take credit in advance for a fait accompli and add political balance to the 
plan. 

Public Rationale: Reducing the deficit and obtaining interest rate relief is the highest 
immediate priority. 90 day delay in the defense spending increase will not reduce by one 
dollar new investment in needed tanks, planes, ships and readiness, but will cut immediate 
Treasury borrowing by $1-2 billion. 

Note: Full $221 billion (minus DOD's cut to achieve original $2 -billion outlay saving) can 
be obligated in last three quarters of FY 82 -- but some outlays will be pushed into FY 83. 

Implement Following Components of Previously Planned Fall Initiative 
" 

o 12 percent across-the-board cut in discretionary appropriations request 
(FY 82), with savings as follows: 

FY 82 

7.4 

FY 83 

4.2 

FY 84 

1.8 

o New $15-20 billion in non-social security entitlements savings for FY 
82-84. Ready for legislative action in early fall with following 
savings: 

FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 

1.0 6.5 10.0 

o 75,000 reduction in Federal employment over FY 82-84. 

o Dismantlement of DOE and Department of Education along with numerous 
bureaus, commissions and advisory boards. 
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o Equal percentage cut in FY 82 revenue sharing (12%) with phase-out by 
FY 84 on grounds that the Federal government has no revenue to share. 
Couple with pledge to propose tax-base return plan of at least 
$4 .6 billion in next year's legislative program. 

10 

o Establish target of $20 billion or 25% cut in scheduled FY 82 loan 
guarantee commitments to reduce Federal credit demand and interest rate 
pressure. 

o $74 billion marching order to Cabinet departments to reduce FY 83 and 
FY 84 spending plans. 

5) Accelerate work of Gold Commission and ask for action plan to restore sound dollar and permanent 
future safeguards against new outbreak of printing press money expansion, high interest rates and 
financial instability. 



































BRIEFING MATERIAL 
FOR 

THE PRESIDENT 

EXTREMELY CONFIDENTIAL 

October 17, 1981 



FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 

Item 

1) Administration's deficit targets 43.1 22.9 o.o 

2) Deficit if entire September plan is adopted . •• 43.1 34.6 23.0 

3) Deficit if September plan is not adopted ••..•. 59.1 62.9 58.8 

Under Extremely Favorable Economic Assumptions 

o No recession in late 1981 or early 1982 

1 o Average real GNP growth of 4.3%, 1982-1984 

o Inflation drops to 5.2% by 1984 

o T-bill note drops to 6.8% by 1984 



II. HGVEVER, THE LEGISlATIVE OUTI.OJK IS DUBIOUS. 

o We need $20-25 billion in FY 1984 discretionary pcogram cuts to achieve the 1984 deficit target. The 
Senate Republican leadership of the Appropriations Committee is only willing to commit to $1 billion 
in FY 1982. 

o $27 billion of the total $80 billion three-year savings includes entitlement reforms. At least seven 
House Corrmittees will have jurisdiction over parts of the package. With the breakdown of the 
Boll l~eevil/Mainstream GOP/Gypsy Moth Coalition, the odds are high that much of this package will be 
buried in Committee. 

o Standing alone, the $22 billion revenue enhancement package is likely to be cannibalized and 
drastically shrunk by special interest group pressures an the Tax Writing Committees. 



III. QlJrSIDE 'mE ADMINISTRATION, Ol'HER FORECASTERS HAVE MOCH HIGHER DEFICIT ESTIMATES. 

Other Projections of the ~udget Deficit Outlook 
(fiscal years; in billions of dollars) 

1982 1983 

1) Administration's September estimate (without new savings) 59 63 
y 

2) Senate Budget Conmi ttee ····································· 66 81 

3) Congressional Budget Office ................................... 73 96 

4) Private Forecasts (without new savings): 

0 Monetarist Forecast (Claremont) ....................... 70 64 

0 Keynesian Forecast (Wharton) .......................... 73 75 

0 Tbwnsend/Greenspan ·················· ......... ·········· 67 72 

y Firs t Concurrent Resolution reestimated, without additional future savings 

1984 

59 

90 

113 

72 

NA 

55 



N. '!HERE ARE NUMEROUS REASONS FOR '!HE lARGER DEFICIT ESTIMATES. 

o Senate Budget Committee assumes faster defense and domestic program spend out rates. 

Defense •••••.•••••••••••••••••• 
l'bn--defense .••••.••••••••••.•••• 

Total •••.•..••••••.••• • • • • • • • 

1982 

5 
2 

7 

1983 

1 
5 

6 

1984 

7 
2 

9 

o CBO totals assume higher interest rates and hiqher borrowing requirements in 1983 and 1984 
(AdrrUnistration base estimates assume deficit targets). 

Differences from Administration 
1983 1984 

CBO .•••••.•••••.•••••• •••••• +14 +19 

o A Keynesian (Wharton) rrodel assumes higher unemployment and lower real growth. 

Real GNP •••.••.•••••••••••••••••••••• 
Difference with Administration •.•••••• 

Unemployment •••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
Difference with Administration ••••••• 

1982 1983 

2.2 
-1.2 

8.0 
+1.0 

4.3 
-0.7 

7.7 
+1.2 

o .A rronetarist (Clarerront) model assumes lower growth of nominal GNP. 

1982 1983 1984 

l'bminal GNP ••.•••••••••••.••••••••••.• 9.8 10.2 8.9 

Difference with Administration ••••••• -1.9 -2.1 -1.9 



V. A new round oE Administration options has generated lower inflation rates, lower interest rates and slower growth in 
nominal GNP. 

Item 

Mid-Session Review ......... 

Path A (Treasury 1 ) ••••••••• 
Difference ............. 

Path B (CEA 1) •••••••••••••• 
Difference ............. 

Path C (Treasury 2) ......... 
Difference ............. 

Path D (CEA 2) ............ 
Difference ............. 

Alternative Forecasts 
(£alendar Years; percent) 

Average Annual Growth 
Rates (1982-1984) 1/ 

Nominal Real 1984 
GNP GNP Unemployment 

11.6 4.7 6.2 

10.2 5.1 " 6.3 
-1.4 0.4 0.1 

9.6 3.5 J 7.2 
-2.0 -1.2 1.0 

8.4 4.3 7.8 
-3.2 -0.4 1.6 

10.2 4.1 6.4 
-1.4 -0.6 0.2 

y Calculated from end-of-year to end-of-year 

1984 1984 
Inflation 91-day Bill Rate 

5.5 6.8 

4.0 5.4 
-1.5 -1.4 

5.2 6.5 
-0.3 -0.3 

2.5 4.8 
-3.0 -2. 0 

4.9 6.2 
-0.6 -0.6 



VI. But these options lead to widened budget deficits in every case. 

Budget Deficits Under Internal Administration Economic Paths 
(fiscal years; in billions of dollars) 

1982 1983 

September estimate (excluding future savings) 59 63 

Internal Options: 

Option A 

Deficit ......................................... 75 103 
Increase from published forecast ................. +16 +40 

Option B 

Deficit ......................................... 89 127 
Increase from published forecast ...... ··········· +30 +64 

Option c 

Deficit ......................................... 100 147 
Increase from published forecast ................. +41 +84 

~tion D 

Deficit ............................. ·········· .. 80 108 
Incr-ease fr-om published for-ecast ..... ·········· .. +21 +45 

1984 

59 

109 
+50 

144 
+85 

164 
+105 

116 
+57 



The impact of achieving high real growth and low inflation by 1982 

A) The Treasury 2 (pure monetarist) scenario: Rapid inflation progress, huge budget deficits. 

o This forecast assumes both strong real growth and rapid reduction of inflation in 
response to supply-side tax incentives and steady reduction of money growth: 

Strong real GNP growth 
Falling inflation rate 

1982 

2.8 
6.4 

1983 

5.1 
3.0 

1984 

5.1 
2.5 

o As a consequence, nominal GNP levels are much lower than the Mid-Session forecast 

FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 

Mid-Session ........... 3296 3700 4097 
Treasury 2 ............ 3140 3425 

3708 / 

Difference ············ -156 -275 -389 

o n1e resulting revenue losses exceed outlay savings from indexed programs by a 
factor of eight. 

Changes from September base: 

FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 'Ibtal ----- ------ ----
Revenue l osses ........ 38.2 77.2 112.1 227.5 
Outlay savings ... ····· 1.6 8.1 16.3 26.0 



B) The CEA 2 Scenario: Moderate inflation progress -- still serious deficit add-ons. 

Mid-Session Inflation ..•.••••.•.• 

CEA 2 Inflation .•...••..•..••••.• 

1982 

8.0 

7.5 

1983 

7.0 

6.5 

1984 

6.0 

5.5 

o But the revenue loss from the September base path is still substantial: 

FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 

September base ................. 663.2 706.1 760.0 

CEA 2 receipts ................. 640.3 667.4 702.9 

Difference .................... -22.9 -88.7 -57.1 

o With enlarged budget deficits: 
1982 1983 1984 

September base .................. 59.1 62.9 58.8 

CEA 2 ................. " ......... 80.3 108.4 115.5 

Diffe rence .................... 21.2 45.5 56.7 J 



vrrr. 8ven with these large deficit estimates, the Administration's fiscal policy will have achieved major 
reductions in the growth of both outlays and receipts, thereby lowering the level of government and 
strengthening the private sector. 

For example , using the optimistic Path A (Treasury 1): 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 

Receipts ..••••••••••••• 645.5 671.3 703.3 769.4 836.1 894.1 

Outlays •••..•••••••..•• 721.0 774.0 812.4 892.4 958.4 1,017.0 

o Outlay growth from 1982-1987 of 7.1% 

o Receipt gra.vth from 1982-1987 of 6. 7% 

TI1is represents a major reduction from the fiscal results of the Carter years: 

o Outlay growth from 1977-1981 of 13.2% 

o Receipt growth from 1977-1981 of 14.1% 

Ha.vever, the unprecedente<i fiscal improvement brought on by Reagan Administratim budget and tax p;:>licy changes 
still leaves an unacceptably high deficit path during the outyears. 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 

Deficit Projection -Path A (Treasury 1 ) ••• 

------------~~~======~----
75 .0 102.7 109.1 123.0 122.3 122.9 



























INFORMATION 

Date: OCT291981 
MEMORANDUM FOR: SECRETARY REGAN 

From: Greg Balle ntine /:ffJ 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (Tax Analysis) 

Subject: 
The Burden of Taxes and the Burden of Government: 
A Non-political Discussion. 

In the ongoing discussion of possible tax increases, we 
should not accept the conclusion that raising taxes 
necessarily imposes a direct burden on the private economy. 
The direct government burden on the private economy is 
determined by the government's use of real resources. 
Essentially that burden is measured by the level of 
government expenditures. 

Given any level of government expenditures, debates over 
raising tax revenues or borrowing more (running a larger 
deficit) are arguments about how to finance the burden of 
government and not the magnitude of the burden. A decision, 
for example, to raise excise tax revenues and borrow less 
does not impose an additional direct burden on the private 
economy, it only finances the burden differently. 

Indirectly, taxes can impose an additional burden on the 
economy because they may distort incentives. That is, they 
can cause the private economy to use resources in an 
inefficient way, devoting, for example, too much production 
to consumption goods or too much time to leisure. 

But borrowing imposes a special burden also, for it 
directly lowers private investment. We have acknowledged 
this when we have argued that even though future deficits may 
be large, the pool of savings will have increased so much 
that even after government borrowing, more savings will be 
available for private investment. This same reasoning 
also implies that if taxes were raised in a way that does not 
discourage private saving, then the reduced deficit would 
allow for still more private investment. 
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A carefully selected increase in certain taxes should 
not be viewed as a rollback of the tax cut. To the extent 
that the tax cut was simply an accompanyment to a cut in the 
burden of government, the tax cut was rolled back when we 
recognized that expenditures will not fall as much as hoped. 
But the recent tax cut was more than that, it was a cut in 
marginal rates and in taxes on savings specifically designed 
to improve incentives. Tax increases can be found which will 
not reverse that effect of the tax cut and which are superior 
to borrowing as a means of finance. Except for the corporate 
speed-up, the six revenue enhancement measures mentioned in 
the President's speech are examples of such tax increases. 

A reasoned approach to the current problems must 
recognize that all tax increases are not bad policy compared 
to heavy borrowing. But there is a clear danger that in 
attempting to raise the right taxes, we may end up with the 
wrong tax increases and thereby rollback the improved 
incentive structure obtained under the recent tax bill. 



The Effect on Fiscal Year Receipts * 
of Selected Revenue Raising Proposals 

(Based on Fall Review Economic Assumptions) 
($ billions) 

F1scal Years 
1982 1983 1984 

Excise taxes: (April 1, 1982): 

Double tobacco tax rates .•.•.•.•••....• 
Increase telephone tax rate to 4 percent 
Double beer and wine tax rates .•..•••..• 
Double distilled spirits tax rate ••.•••. 

Total •••....••..•••• • .. · • • · · · • · • · · • • · · 

Motor fuels tax options (April 1, 1982): 
Double motor fuels tax .....•...•...•...• 
Increase motor fuels tax from 4 cents to 

7 cents in 1982, 10 cents in 1983, 
14 cents in 1984 and thereafter •..•••• 

$3 Oil tax options (April 1, 1982): 

$3 Import fee: 

0.7 
0.5 
0.5 
0.7 
2.4 

1.5 

1.1 

Tax on imports. . • • • . . • • • . . • . . • • . • . . • • . 1. 9 
Net windfall profit tax............... 1.1 

Total............................... 3. 0 

$3 Excise: 
Tax on imports. • • . . . . . . • . . . . . • . . . • • • . . 1. 9 
Tax on domestic production............ 3.0 

Total............................... 4.9 

Windfall profit tax on natural gas revenues 
from accelerated decontrol (April 1, 1982):1/ 

With no oil import fee .•••••.•••.•••••• - 0.9 
With $3 oil import fee................. 1.0 

Office of the Secretary of the Treasury 
Office of Tax Analysis 

Based on Midsession Review economic assumptions. 

1.8 
1.4 
1.3 
2.1 
6.6 

3.2 

3.5 

5.4 
2.5 
7.9 

5.4 
8.6 

14.0 

6.4 
7.2 

1.8 
1.6 
1.3 
2.3 
7.0 

3.1 

6.0 

5.4 
2.1 
7.5 

5.4 
8.6 

14.0 

11.5 
13.0 

October 28, 1981 

* See the attached note for an explanation of these estimates. 



Consequences of Excise Tax Increases on the Economy 

Some have suggested that the solution to a perceived 
deficit problem should consist of further (unspecified) 
spending cuts coupled with massive--perhaps $45 billion--of 
excise tax increases in 1984. Putting aside the issue as to 
whether this is a problem for which tax increases are 
appropriate or even necessary, it is important to understand 
the economic effects of excise taxes. 

Excise taxes are indirect business taxes which are 
subtracted from GNP in order to reach the profit and wage 
shares which comprise the income tax base. Any increase in 
indirect business taxes must, by definition, widen the gap 
between GNP and the tax base. If GNP in future years is 
fixed by overall economic policy then an increase in excise 
taxes must lower taxable incomes thus decreasing the revenue 
effect of the rise in excise tax rates. 

In other words, any increase in gross excise tax 
collections will overstate the reduction in the budget 
deficit because there will be a partially offsetting loss of 
income tax receipts. The exact size of this loss is equal to 
the gross excise tax change multiplied by an overall marginal 
income tax rate of about 27 percent. 

Consistent with this view is the conclusion that the 
overall level of prices (e.g., the CPI) will not increase as 
the result of an excise tax change. There will be increases 
in the price of goods directly or indirectly impacted by the 
excises. For example, an excise on crude oil will directly 
increase the price of gasoline and heating oil and will 
indirectly increase the price of oil based products such as 
plastics and fertilizers. These price increases will, 
however, be relative price increases only, since 
predetermined levels of nominal GNP will play a constraining 
role forcing prices of other goods and services down. 

The alternative view, that excise tax increases will 
somehow raise the general price level by forcing nominal GNP 
higher than levels considered in the economic scenario, 
relies ultimately on the notion that monetary authorities 
will accommodate a tax increase in order to preserve former 
levels of taxable income. This is an unrealistic 
expectation. If the Fed wished to reduce a receipts 
shortfall by increasing the supply of money, that judgment 
would be independent of a Treasury decision to raise taxes. 

The estimated receipt changes resulting from the excise 
tax proposals shown on this table take into account the 
income tax loss described above. Thus, these estimates may 
correctly be added to the level of receipts estimated for the 
Fall Budget Review without overstating the resulting 
improvements in the deficit. 



Excise Taxes on Telephone Service, Distilled Spirits, Beer 
and Wine, and Tobacco 

Proposals: The excise taxes on distilled spirits, beer and 
wine, and tobacco would be doubled. The 
telephone excise tax, which is scheduled to fall 
from 2 percent to 1 percent on January 1, 1982 
and expire on January 1, 1985 would be raised to 
4 percent and made permanent. 

Pros: 

Cons: 

o Such tax increases would restore the previously 
legislated real burden of these taxes, which have 
been largely eroded by inflation. 

o The increases would compel users of alcohol and 
tobacco to bear more of the costs of Federal 
programs for health care and highway safety 
necessitated by alcohol and tobacco use. 

o Excise taxes reduce the incentive to work by 
reducing real after-tax wages. 

o Excise taxes distort relative prices and therefore 
interfere with consumption choices. 

o Excise taxes on these items are generally borne 
disproportionately by low-income families. However, 
for these particular excises, the effect is likely 
to be small. 



Excise Tax on Gasoline 

Proposal: Double the present 4 cent per gallon Federal 
excise tax on gasoline used as a motor fuel and on 
other motor fuels. 

Pros: 

Cons: 

o This proposal would partially restore the effective 
tax on gasoline as a percent of sales that has been 
eroded by rising prices. The effective rate would 
still be only about 10 percent, as compared to 11 
percent in 1975 and 23 percent in 1970. 

o By raising the price at the pump, the tax would help 
to reduce gasoline consumption and, thus, reduce 
dependence on imported fuel. 

o Reduced demand for motor fuels would help to hold 
down prices on heating oil, industrial fuels, other 
petroleum-based products or close substitutes. 

o As a tax on a consumption item, this tax is 
consistent with a policy to promote saving. 

o The present Federal gasoline tax is a user charge to 
help pay for highway construction and maintenance. 
An additional tax for the general fund has no such 
rationale. 

o Decontrol of petroleum prices has provided 
appropriate market incentives to conserve gasoline 
use. An additional tax on gasoline, not tied to 
highway costs, discriminates unfairly against 
consumers of this particular commodity. Gasoline 
use is disproportionately large in Western states 
and rural areas. (Per capital consumption is three 
times as high in Wyoming as New York.) 

o The tax would be regressive by income class. 



Oil Import Fee or Oil Excise Tax 

Proposal: Impose a $3 per barrel fee on imported oil, or a 
$3 per barrrel excise on all oil 

Pros: 

Cons: 

o The fee or tax would reduce dependence of U.S. 
economy on insecure foreign oil sources by reducing 
imports. 

o The proposal involves direct reliance on the price 
mechanism to reduce imports, rather than on 
cumbersome and inefficient regulations and subsidies. 

o The fee or tax would be an appropriate way to finance 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

o A small import fee or excise tax would raise 
considerable revenue without raising prices much 
above those prevailing earlier in 1981. 

o Taxes on consumption reduce incentives to work, by 
reducing real after-tax wages. 

o Excises discriminate among forms of consumption and 
therefore represent a direct interference in consumer 
choice. 

o Taxes on oil consumption impose a disproportionate 
burden on lower-income families who generally must 
spend a larger amount of their incomes on oil-based 
products than higher-income families spend. 



Natural Gas Decontrol and Windfall Profit Tax 

Proposal: Decontrol natural gas and impose a tax on a 
portion of the "windfall" profit. 

Pros: 

Cons: 

o The combined program would increase profits of 
natural gas producers, stimulate domestic energy 
production, and reduce dependence on imported oil. 

o The proposal would make decontrol politically more 
palatable by softening the impact of income transfer 
from natural gas consumers to natural gas producers. 

o The tax would raise significant revenues. 

o Decontrol alone would increase the price of natural 
gas to consumers and increase returns to producers. 
The tax would not affect the price consumers pay, 
since this price would be determined by world oil 
prices, but the tax would reduce the return to 
producers, and therefore remove part of the stimulus 
to domestic production provided by decontrol. 



Comparison of Stockman-type Budget Deficit Resolution 
with the Recently Enacted Tax Cuts 

(Based on Fall Review Economic Assumptions) 
($ billions) 

Recently enacted ERTA tax reductions: 

Individual rate reductions and 
marriage penalty relief •••••••••••••••.••.• 

All other provisions •••••••••.•••••••••••••.. 

Total ERTA ..••••.••••••••...••••..••••.•.•• 

Possible revenue raising proposals ••••••••••••• 

As a percent of individual rate reductions 
and marriage penalty relief •••••••••••••••• 

As a percent of the total Economic 
Recovery Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA) •••••.••••.. 

Fiscal Year 
1984 

$-107 

- 38 

$-145 

$+ 45 

42% 

31% 

Office of the Secretary of the Treasury 
Office of Tax Analysis 

October 28, 1981 



In the context of the previous table, it is misleading 

to separate the individual tax cuts in E~Tn from the business 

tax cuts. Ultimately, all taxes are paid by people, thus 

the business tax cuts were part of individual tax relief 

just as much as the cuts in personal income tax rates. The 

most relevant ratio in that table is the one which shows the 

possible tax increase as a fraction of total ERTA cuts in 

1984. 
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TO: CABINET COUNCIL ON ECONOMIC AFFAIRS 

FRO!\!: SECRETARY DREW LEWIS n 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION;{ /iCtU 

CM 174 

ISSUE: Increased User Charges to Finance Federal Highway and Transit 
Programs 

SU!\Il\1AR Y 

This proposal suggests increasing highway user charges, beginning in FY 1983, by 
nn equivalent five cents per gallon to bring current highway user charges into line 
with the level of expenditures required to maintain the system in an adequate 
cond ition. Approximately $4 to $5 billion per year would be used for Federal-aid 
highways and $1 billion per year would be used for capital assistance to mass 
transit. The proposal provides for needed investment in the transportation capital 
plan t to ensure economic growth and improved productivity. It will improve the 
budget balance by an average of $4 billion a year in the first two years. 

BACKGROUND 

The na tion 1S highway and mass transit systems are essential links in the operation 
of the economy. Three quarters of all highway travel takes place on the Federal-aid 
highway sys tem, and, in our large cities, mass transit systems provide over 18 
million trips daily. 

The Federal Governm ent has had a major responsibility for financing highways and 
transit for many years. Federal funds generated from highway user charges help 
finance the Interstate System which connects principal metropolitan and industri al 
ce nters, and serves national defense requirements. User charges also provide funds 
for the Prim ary System, which includes major statewide Federal-aid highways, the 
Secondary System, which includes major rural highways and the Urban System 
which includes both transit and highway capital projects in urban areas. In addition, 
bridge, highway repair and rehabilitation and safety projects are eligible for these 
funds . The Federal mass transit program, which is funded from the general fund , 
includes a discretionary capital grant program, a formula grant program for urbanized 
areas that local officials may choose to use for public transportation capital or 
operating assistance projects, and a similar formula grant program for non-urbanized 
areas. Under the current highway and mass transit formula programs, decisions 
regarding the use of funds are made at the state and local level. Thus, to a 
large extent, these programs reflect the Administration commitment to Federalism. 

• 

Due to the magnitude of their role in all aspects of the nat.ion 1S commerce, these 
syste ms will exert a significant negative impact on the economy if allowed to j 
deteriorate and becom e inefficient. The entire economy relies upon the efficient 
movement of freight and people. Nevertheless, there is substantial evidence that 
our highway and transit infrastructures are deteriorating rapidly. Overall highway 
performance is declining, and approximately one in five Federal-aid system bridges 
is deficient. In urban areas, where over half of all highway travel occurs, congestion 
has become a costly feature of peak- period travel. Critical deficiencies in mass 
transi t performance threa ten to compound the congested highway conditions. Transit 
facilities and equipment in older, large cities have reached a state of severe 
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deterioration. Total needs now fa r exceed what can realistically be expected from 
both the ci lies' own finances and currently planned Federal assistance. This trend 
must be reversed. If it is not , the tran si t systems will rapidly deteriorate to the 
point that mass ive capital invest me nts will be required to .r·ehabilitate the rail 
lines or to provide compensating additional highway capacity. The cost of intercity 
freeway and parking facilities will be much grea ter than these relatively minor 
expendi tures to improve the mass transit infrastructure. Further, the resulting 
inefficiencies and increased costs, in both goods and people movement, will begin 
to erode priva te sector productivity gains and dampen the nation's economic recovery. 

Over the nex t decade, increased user charges will be required simply to maintain 
serviceability of the existing Federal-aid highway system. Indeed, the capital 
expenditures need ed to prese rve , maintain and complete the Interstate System 
total about $80 billion. Requirements for other Federal-aid highways, the Prim ary, 
Secondary and Urban Systems, are expected to amount to more than $100 billion in 
the 1980's just to maintain present conditions. Urban rail and bus tr ansit capital 
investment needs will total another $40 billion over the next ten years. 

If present Federal highway user charge levels are continued, and state and local 
financ ing increases only modestly, much of this investment will not take place. A 
deferral of these in vestm ents for a few years will cause maintenance and investment 
to be even more expensive in the years ahead. For example, a deferral of simple 
highway resurfacing work for as little as two years could triple the ultimate cost 
of restoration. 

To avoid such consequences Federal highway and tra nsi t funding must 
sound long- term course through an increase in highway user charges. 
is long over·due, for there has been no increase in these user charges 
twe nty years, despite a quadrupling of costs over that period. 

be put on a 
Such a s t ep 
in more than 

It should be noted that refinancing of the Highway Trust Fund is a dec ision long 
scheduled to be t aken up in 1982. In anticipation of this issue, the Congress has 
directed a number of stud ies by the Departm e nt of the Treasury and the Depar tm ent 
of Tr anspor tation that are done or near completion. At issue in the next session 
of Congress will be both highway program levels a nd the allocation of charges to 
the various users. 

DESCRIPTION OF DOT PROPOSAL 

Amount and Timing of User Charge: Beginning in FY 1983, highway user charges 
would be increased by an equivalent five cents per gallon of motor fuel to yield 
add itional annual reve nues of $5 to $6 billion. The proposed increase is expressed 
in terms of equivalent cents per gallon, although a combination of fuel and excise 
user· c harges would be required to ensure equitable allocation of contributions 
amo ng user groups. 

Program Levels: The Administration's pending legi sla tion includes annual authorizations 
through FY 1986 of about $9 to $10 billi on for highways and $3 billion for transi t. 

• 

Tlds proposa l would add $4 to $5 billion per year for Federal-aid highways and $1 ;J 
billion per year fo r transit capital (See Table 1). 

Deli very of the Funds and Recipients: The new highway revenues would go into 
tile Highway Trust Fund a nd a new transit program formula would be established 
for the $1 billion per year for transit. The amounts authorized for the highway 
program would be alloca ted and distributed under the existing Federal-aid highway 
program struc tme. This would be fully in accord with the Administration's Federalism 
polic ies. Gecause of the s tructur e and operation of the deli very mechanisms to be 
used virtually all investment decisions would be made at the state and local level. 
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Transit funds would be distributed to c ut-rent 11designated recipients!! under a formula 
whic h directs 85 percent of the money to large cities 1 capital projects. Eligible 
transit projects would include capital investments in buses , .bus facilities, and rail 
modernization, rolling stock, facilities and equipment. To accomodate the desire 
for state and local discretion, in areas where the funds are not needed for transit 
they could be used for highway projects, following certification by appropriate 
st a te or local authorities that there are no significant mass transit capital needs. 
The formula would give wide ranging authority to local officials to select projects 
for investment. 

DISCUSSION 

Adoption of this proposal would lead to a series of benefits. First, it would deal 
with many of the current highway and transit funding problems identified earlier. 
Specifically , the $4 to $5 billion per year increase in highway investment would: 

l. Complete the Intersta te System by 1990, even a t the slightly higher 
cost of the redefinitions being considered by Congress; 

2. Provide for restoration of Interstate pavement and bridges; 

3. Maintain the current performance on the Primary System; 

4. Eliminate the most critical bridge deficiencies; and 

5. Prevent further de terioration of the Second ary and Urban Systems. 

The $1 billion per year for mass transit would: 

l. Accelerate rail transit modernization improvements in large cities; 

2. Accelerate rehabilitation and procurement of necessary rail rolling 
stock; 

3. Reduce the average age of the bus fleet; and 

4. Revitalize and replace bus maintenance facilities. 

Second, even while those problems are being dealt with, the user charge increase would 
also ha ve a positive fiscal effect on the Federal budget. Because of the slow pay-out 
charac teristics of highway and transit capital projects, the budget deficits would be 
reduced by an average of $4 billion per year in FY 1983 and FY 1984. 

Third, adoption of this proposal would result in significant gains to the economy 
and to businesses that depend upon well-maintained highways and efficient movement 
of people. The progra m would provide a timely stimulus to desirable economic 
ac tivity and ensure necessary investments in our transportation infrastructure. It 
also would produce a positive effect on employment. 

Four th , the proposal is fully consistent with both the Administration 1S user charge 
policy and its policy for national economic recovery. It would bring highway user 
charges, which have re mained unchanged for more than 20 years, into line with 
curren t costs. · Because revenues will be invested in an essential component of the 
economy 1s produc tive capacity, they will stimulate desirable economic activity and 
assis t in meeting the Adrninistration 1s economic goals. 

• 

/ 
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The increased user charges will have n relatively modest effect on motor vehicle 
opera t ors. The estimated average annual increase of $20 per vehicle operator 
household is rela tively insigni fie an t in comparison to the cost of owning and operating 
a motor vehic le. The a verage annual increase for all trucks (except pickups and 
vans) would be about $400 per year. 

In the present budgetary and political climate, we are unlikely to obtain necessary 
increases in user charges for highways alone. It is even more unlikely that we 
could obtain approval for a separate user charge funded program increase for mass 
transit. However, by combining a restructured highway user charge system with 
higher program levels for both highways and transit, it may be possible to garner 
the necessary Congressional and industry support. 

Although there are numerous benefi ts associated with the proposed, and long-overdue, 
incr·ease in user charges, there are some potenti al drawbacks. Primarily, this 
proposal would be: 

l. Perceived as an increase in Federal taxes; 

2. Opposed by certain highway users who will not want additional user 
charge money to be used for transit; and 

3. Opposed by certain Governors and othe r sta te officials because it could 
present them with difficulties in increasing state user charges. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Cabi net Council support this proposal to put our highway and transit 
programs on a sound financial basis by increasing highway user charges, beginning 
in FY 1983. 

• 

j 
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Table l 

FINANCIAL EFFECTS OF USER CHARGE PROPOSAL 
($Billions) 

FY 1983 FY 1983-86 
Use r Charges Current Proposed Increase Current Proposed Increase 

Total Revenues* $7.6 $13.3 +$5.7 $31.0 $54.6 +$23.6 

Program Auth. 9.2 13.4 + 4.2 38.5 57.6 + 19. l 

Outlays 8.4 9.2 + .8 36.7 48.3 + ll. 6 

Federal Budget Effect 
(Reduction in Federal 

-.8 $ 4. l + 4.9 -5.7 +6.3 + 12.0 

Budget Deficit) • 

Program Structure 

Federal Highway Aid $9. l $12.3 +$3.2 $38.1 $53.2 +$15. l 

Federal Transit Aid l.O + l.O 4.0 + 4.0 

Other . l . l .4 .4 

TOTAL $9.2 $13.4 +$4.2 $38.5 $57.6 +$19. l 

*Includes Interest 

j 

\ 



COMPARISON OF TRENDS IN HIGHWAY PRICES AND USER CHARGES 
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• Retail gas prices have quadrupled since 1960. 

• Over the same period, highway construction 
costs have risen by over 300%. 

• States have responded by raising highway user 
charges by 60%. 

• The Federal user charge of 4¢ per gallon, has 
remained unchanged since 1959. 

* This trend 1ine shows relative changes in the construction cost index 























Administratively Confidential 

MAJOR FEDERALISM INITIATIVE 

December 21, 1981 



I. Objectives 

Develop a major federalism policy initiative that: 

o Reflects the President's conservative domestic policy agenda; 

o ~ubstantially eases the budget deficit gap over FY 83-86~ 

0 D~ideo aRe ~esligRS tbQ aR~i O~eaain~ ree~s~iOR CORii~i~u~cy 
~ces coalescing againsl tfie aemisir;;tratjon; 

o Offers a significant, ·constructive legislative proposal for 
1982 to help relieve the fiscal retrenchment theme that 
inevitably will characterize much of the FY 82 budget program. 

f 



II. Proposal 

o A major ($30-50 billion) transfer of tax revenues and federal programs 

to state governments. 

o The transfered programs would include governmental functions that involve 
decentralized delivery systems or programs traditionally performed at the 
state and local level, i.e. education, health, social service, public 

assistance, and local infrastructure. 

o The revenues transfered would have two characteristics: 

currently levied jointly so that transfered revenues could 
integrate with existing state tax systems (gasoline, alcohol, 

tobacco, for example). 

Capable of being levied in all states with somewhat equivalent 
per capita yield. (The tobacco excise tax would satisfy this 
condition while the oil windfall profits tax would not.) 

o The revenues transfered would include monies raised by new and exist
ing taxes in a ratio of roughly 2:1. For example, in the case of a 
$45 billion program, the deficit would be reduced by $30 billion (i.e . 
$30 billion in new revenues and $15 billion from existing revenues). 

o In transfering current federal programs, the initiative would employ 
the general fiscal principle reflected in the block grant approach -
transfering $3 in revenues for every $4 of program activity accompan
ied by the opportunity for substantially greater flexibility in admin-

istering these programs. 



o This basic fiscal design would have the following effects on federal 
and state fiscal ledgers: 

State Fiscal Ledger 

Revenues transfered .................................... $+45 

Federal programs transfered measured from base line 
status quo . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -60 

Net change ............................................. -15 

Federal Fiscal Ledger 

Federal programs transfered ............................ $+60 

Existing federal revenues transfered ..................• -15 

Net change • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . +4 5 

o Obviously one could alter the key variables to meet fiscal and 
political requirements: 

Program/tax transfer ratio; 

New/existing tax ratio. 

J 



Evaluating Candidates for Tax Transfer 

Current Federal Revenue Sources 

Personal income tax 

Corporate income tax 
Social security and unemployment insurance taxes 

Tariffs and customs duties 

Windfall profits tax on decontroled oil 

Estate and gift taxes 
Excise taxes for which there is no close state parallel 

(automobile parts, tires, airline ticket fees) 

Excise taxes for which there is a close state parallel 
(alcohol, tobacco, gasoline) 

This analysis proceeds on the assumption that the most promising candidates 
that fit the criteria outlined above are the following shared taxes: 

o Alcohol (Distilled spirits, wine, beer) 

o Tobacco 

o Gasoline 



Alcohol Taxes 

Federal Alcohol Excise Taxes 

o Federal excise taxes on alcoholic beverages were last changed in 1951. 

o At that time they were set at 29¢ per gallon of beer, between 17¢ and 
$3.40 per gallon of wine depending on the alcohol content and type, and 
$10.50 per proof gallon for distilled liquor. (A "proof gallon" is 
defined as 1 gallon of 100 proof (SO percent) liquor.) Revenues totalled 
approximately $5.6 billion in FY 1981 and are estimated to reach $5.9 
billion in FY 1982. · 

o Federal alcohol taxes are collected at the point of entry for imported 
goods and at the point of manufacture for domestically produced goods. 

o This method of collection results in an uneven distribution among the 
states. Kentucky, with ~ess than two percent of the nation's population, 
generates 13 percent of federal alcohol excise taxes; New York, with nine 
percent of the nation's population, generates 5 percent. On a per capita 
basis, Wisconsin, a major beer producer, - generates 500 times the level of 
revenues of Utah and 150 times the level of neighboring Iowa. 

State Alcohol Excise Taxes 

o State alcohol excise taxes generated $2.4 billion in 1978, approximately 
40 percent of the federal level. 

o From 1951 to 1981, state excise taxes on distilled spirits have increased 
76%, from $1.50 to $2.71 per proof gallon, with a range from $1.50 per 
gallon in New Mexico to a high of $4.75 in Florida. 

o Since state alcohol taxes are generally collected through retailers rather 
than producers, the distribution of revenue collections is considerably 
more uniform than with federal collections. 

o Even so, per capita alcohol sales differ considerably between states, with 
Nevada's per capita level 4~ times higher than nearby Idaho's and New Ha mp
shire's level 2~ times higher than neighboring Maine'.s. 



Effects of Current Alcohol Tax Policy 

o The consumer price level is now 3.6 tim~s higher than it was in 1951 
when federal alcohol taxes were last increased. 

o Federal receipts from these taxes dropped from 6.6% of total federal 
receipts in 1955 to 1.5% in 1980. (Alcohol tax revenues constituted 
80% of all federal internal tax collections in 1907 and about 10% at 
the beginning of world war II.) 

o Between 1960 and 1980 the "real" cost to the consumer Qf a bottle of 
liquor declined by 48%, of beer by 27%·, and of wine by 19%. 

Effects on Price of a Change in Tax Policy 

0 

0 

0 

A fifth of distilled spirits (at 100 proof) has an associated tax of 
$2.10. If a bottle now costs $8, doubling the federal alcohol excise 
tax would raise the cost to $10.10 and tripling it would raise tPe cost 
to $12.20. Actually, the price increase would probably prove somewhat 
less severe since producers and distributors would end up absorbing so~e 
portion of the tax increase. 

The current excise tax on beer amounts to about 16¢ per six-pack. On a 
$2 six-pack, doubling the beer tax would raise the price by 8% and tripling 
it would raise the price by 16%. 

The current tax on most wipes (3.4¢ a 'fifth) is almost negligible. Doubling 
it or tripling the tax would increase the cost per bottle by only one or two 

. ~· 

percent. 



Tobacco Taxes 

The Federal Tobacco Tax 

o The federal tobacco tax of 8¢ per pack was last raised in 1951. 

o Like alcohol, federal taxes are levied at the point of production, but 
with distributional consequences that are even more extreme. North 
Carolina alone accounts for 50 percent of federal tobacco revenues, 
and three other states -- Georgia, Virginia, and Kentucky -- account 
for 49 of the remaining 50 percent. 

State Tobacco Excise Taxes 

o State governments collected $3.6 billion in tobacco excise taxes in 1978, 
with taxes levied at the point of sale. 

o Although the federal excise tax has remained unchanged since 1952, state 
excise taxes on cigarettes have increased fourfold during this period, 
from 3¢ to 12¢ per pack on average. They range from a low of 2¢ per 
pack in North Carolina to a high of ·21¢ per pack in Connecticut, Florida, 
and ?1assachusetts. 

Effects of Current Tobacco Tax Policy 

o Cigarette prices have decreased 25% in real terms since 1954. 

o The federal excise tax as a fraction of retail cigarette prices has declined 
from 35% in 1954 to 13% in 1980. 

o All excise taxes federal, state, and local -- have declined as a fraction 
of retail cigarette prices from 49% in 1954 to 33% in 1980. 

Effects on Price of a Change in Tax Policy 

o Doubling the federal excise tax on a package of cigarettes currently cost
ing 70¢ would raise the price by 11%; tripling the tax would raise the 
price by 22%. 



Gasoline Tax 

The Federal Gasoline Tax 

o The current federal gasoline excise tax of 4¢ per gallon was last changed 
in 1959. 

0 The federal gasoline tax is imposed at the refinery 
the incidence is extremely uneven among the states. 
nearly 30 percent of federal gasoline tax revenues, 
for little more than one percent. 

State Gasoline Taxes 

level. As a result, 
Texas accounts for 

while New York accounts 

o The current weighted average state excise tax on gasoline is 8.9¢ per 
gallon. This ranges from a low of 5¢ per gallon in Texas to a high of 
12¢ per gallon in South Dakota~ 

o Even if tax rates were uniform, per capita tax revenues would differ 
considerably between states due to different driving patterns and needs. 
Drivers in western states use approximately 50 percent more gasoline per 
capita than drivers in New England. 

Effects of Current Gasoline Tax Policy 

o In 1959, state, local, and federal taxes accounted for 10.14¢ of the 
average price of gasoline of 31.13¢/gallon, or 32 percent of the price. 

o In December, 1981, total excise taxes account for 12.96¢ of the average 
gasoline price of $1.33/gallon, or just under 10 percent of the price. 

Effects on Price of a Change in Tax Policy 

o Doubling the federal gasoline excise tax would raise the current gasoline 
price by 3 percent; tripling the tax would raise the price by 6 percent. 
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Winners and Losers by 
Pro~ortion of Gain and Loss 

per capita dollars) 

( 1) 
Means of 

Gain Less than 10% Relative to Financing Financing 

(2) 
Cost Absorbed 

New Hampshire........................... 206 

Colorado................................ 185 

Pennsylvania............................ 249 

District of Columbia.................... 1041 

Maryland.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . 268 

Michigan................................ 259 

Washington.............................. 216 

Nebraska. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 211 

Illinois................................ 281 

North Dakota............................ 263 

Nevada............. . • • • . . . . • . . . . • . . . • . . . 187 

California.............................. 247 

205 

183 

246 

1003 

255 

245 

202 

196 

260 

241 

169 

223 

( 3) 
Gain/Loss 

+1 

+2 

+3 

+38 

+13 

+14 

+15 

+16 

+20 

+22 

+19 

+24 

(4) 
(3 ) { 1 

+1% 

+1% 

+1% 

+4% 

+5% 

+5% 

+7% 

+7% 

+7% 

+8% 

+10% 

+10% 



( 1) 
Means of (2) ( 3) (4) 

Gain More than 10% Relative to Financing Financing Cost Absorbed Gain /Loss _(]L___!_ 

Connecticut .•••••••••.•••••••••.••.•••• 247 218 +28 +11% 

Rhode Island ••••••••.••••.••••••••.•••• 307 273 +33 +11;t 

Massachusetts •••••..•.•••.•••••••.••••• 353 296 +57 +16% 

Minnesota •••••••••.•••.•••••••••••..••• 272 210 +62 +23% 

New York ••• .•••••.••.•••.••••••••••••••. 419 310 +109 +26% 

Wi scans in ••••••••••••••••••.•••••.••••• 396 206 +190 +48% 

{1) 
Means of (2) {3) (4) 

Lose Less than 10% Relative to Financin_g_ Financing Cost Absorbed Gai n/Loss _UL.::.__l 

Virginia ••••••••.•..•••••••••••••.•••• 183 183 0 0 

Wyomi ng •••••.••••••••.•. • •••••.••••• • • 208 210 -2 - 1% 

Indiana ..••••••••.•..••••••••.•••.•••• 177 180 -3 - 2% 

Utah ••••.•••.•••••••••.••••.•..•••••• 165 170 -5 - 3% 

Texas •.••••••••••.•••••••••••••.•••.• 180 185 -5 -3% 

Montana ••••.•••.•••.•.•••••.•••... • •• 248 2_59 -11 - 4% 

Oh i o •••.•••••.••••• . .••••••••••••••• • 213 226 -14 - 7% 

Delaware •.•••. . ••.... • •••••••• • •••••• 241 258 -17 - 7% 

Vermont ••••.••• • .••• • •••••.•••••••.•• 299 319 - 20 - 7% 



Means of (2) (3) (4) 
lose 10-20% Relative to Financing_ Financing_ Cost Absorbed Gain/loss _(_3) 1 

Missouri •••..•.•.••.•..•.•...•....••..••• 199 218 -19 -10% A 1 ask a ••••••••.•••..•.••••.....•.••..•..• 501 558 -57 -11% Oregon .•..•.•••.•••.••.•.•...•.....•••..• 214 237 -23 -11% Idaho ••.....•..•......•.....• ·••••.······ 187 212 -25 -13% Maine ••...•••••....•••..••....•..••.•..•• 244 285 -40 -16% Georgia •.•..•.•••.•.•..•••....•••.••.•.•. 225 265 -39 -17% Hawaii. .................................. 247 290 -43 -17% North Carolina ••.••.•.•.•••••.•..•...•..• 181 214 -33 -18% Arkansas .•••.....•.......•..•...••••••. •• 
210 251 -41 -20% 



Lose 21% or more Re lative to Financing 

West Virginia .............•.............. 237 287 -50 -21% 
Louisiana ••......•....•..•.•.........•..• 217 272 -55 -25% 
Florida .•..••..••..............•......... 147 185 -38 -26% 
Tennessee •.......•....................... 198 253 -54 -27% South Carolina .....•.............•.....•• 190 249 -59 -31% 
Kentucky .•••.•........•...•...•........•. 215 281 -66 -31% 
Iowa .•..•.•......•.. ·•······•···········• 155 208 -53 -34% 
Alabama ......••.•..•....•. ····.·••••··•·· 196 268 -73 -37% 
Ne1~ Mexico ..•........• • .•.....•••....•.•• 201 279 -78 -39% 
Mississippi •....•........................ 229 322 -93 -41% New Jersey ......................•...•...• 161 232 -71 -44% 
Arizona ........••.......•.... ••.•... • ...• 124 182 -58 -47% us Average .....•....•.......•..•... . ....• , ..•. 241 237 +4 +2% 



EXAMPLES OF EFFECT ON CONSUMERS 
OF INCREASING FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES 

Cigarettes (retail price per pack) 
100% Federal 

Now tax increase 

Pre tax 1/ $.46 $.46 
state tax 2/ .13 .13 
Federal tax .o8 .16 

Total $.67 $.75 

Beer (retail price per six-pack) 
100% Federal 

Now tax increase 

Pre tax !/ $2.15 $2.15 
State tax 2 .09 .09 
Federal tax .16 .32 

Total ~ n:-sr; 

Wine (retail price per liter) 
100% Federal 

Now tax increase 

Pre tax 1/ $2.86 $2.86 
state tax 2/ .10 .10 
Federal tax .04 .o8 

Total $3.00 $3.04 

Distilled S,Eirits (retail price per fifth of gin) 

100% Federal 
Now tax increase 

Pre tax 1/ $2.89 $2.89 
state tax 2/ .43 .43 
Federal tax 1.68 3.36 

Total ~ ~ 

Gasoline (retail price per gallon) 
100% Federal 

Now tax increase 

Pre tax 1/ $1.26 $1.26 
State tax 2/ .10 .10 
Federal tax .04 .o8 

Total $1.40 $1.44 

200% Federal 
tax increase 

$.46 
.13 
.24 

$.83 

200% Federal 
tax increase 

$2.15 
.09 
.48 

"$2.TI 

200% Federal 
tax increase 

$2.86 
.10 
.12 

$3.08 

200% Federal 
tax increase 

$2.89 
.43 

5.04 
~ 

200% Federal 
tax increase 

$1.26 
.10 
.12 

$1.48 

Office of the Secretary of the Treasury 
Office of Tax Analysis 

December 21, 1981 

1/ Includes state general sales taxes where applicable. 
~/ State tax rates vary considerably by state. 



!he Revenue Effect of Increasing Selected Federal Excise !ax Rates 
on January 1, 1983 

($ billions) 

Gross receipts: 

!elephone Excise !ax 
Current law receipts (2 percent in 1980; 1 percent 

in 1981-1984; 0 percent thereafter) •••••••••••• 

Proposed Law: 
3 Percent addition (total rate of 4 percent in 

1983 and thereafter) 
Additional receipts ••• · •••••••••••••••••••••••. 
Total receipt a ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

6 ~ercent addition (total rate of 7 percent in 
1983 and thereafter) 
Additional receipts •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Total receipts ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Alcohol Excise !axes 
Current l~w receipts ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Proposed Law: 
100 Percent increase: 

Additional receipts •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Tctal receipts ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

200 Percent increase: 
Additional receipts •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Total receipts ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Tobacco Excise Taxes 
Current law receipts ............................. 
Proposed Law: 

100 Percent increase: 
Additional receipts •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Total receipts ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

200 Percent increase: 
Additional receipts •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Total receipts ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1983 

0.6 

1.2 
1.8 

2.5 
3.1 

5.9 

3.0 
8.9 

4.5 
10.4 

2.7 

1.3 
4.0 

2.5 
5.2 

Fiscal Years 
1984 1985 

0.7 0.3 

2.2 2.9 
2.9 3.2 

4.4 5.9 
5.1 6.2 

6.0 6.1 

5.0 5.0 
11.0 11.1 

10.0 10.0 
16.0 16.1 

2.7 2.7 

2.5 2.5 
5.2 5.2 

4.5 4.5 
7.2 7.2 

1986 

. 0. 0 

3.6 
3.6 

7.2 
7.2 

6.1 

5.1 
11.2 

10.3 
16.4 

2.8 

2.5 
5.3 

4.6 
7.4 
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The Revenue Effect of Increasing Selected Federal Excise Tax Rates 
on January 1, 1983 

($ billions) 

Motor Fuels Excise Tax 
Current law receipts .............................. 
Proposed Law: 

100 Percent increase: 
Additional receipts •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Total receipts ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

200 Percent increase: 
Additional receipts •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Total receipts ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total Gross Receipts · 
Current law receipts 

Proposed Law: 

..................... 

100 Percent increase : 
Additional receipts •••••••••••••••••• 
Total receipts ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

200 Percent increase: 
Additional receipts •••••••••••••••••• 
Total receipts ••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••• 

Income Tax Offset: l/ 

100 Fercent increase 
200 Percent increase 

................................ ................................ 

1983 

4.4 

3.0 
7.4 

5.9 
10.3 

13.6 

!,5 
22.1 

15.4 
29.0 

..:2.3 
-4.3 

Fiscal Years 
1984 1985 

4.3 4.2 

4.2 4.0 
8.5 8.2 

8.2 7.9 
12.5 12.1 

13.7 13.3 

13.9 14.4 
27.6 27.7 

27.1 2B.3 
40.8 41.6 

-3.8 -3.9 
-7.3 -7.6 

1986 

4.1 

4.0 
8.1 

7.8 
11.9 

13.0 

15.2 
28.2 

2'.:1.9 
42.9 

-4.1 
-8.1 

December 21, 1981 
Office of the Secretary of the Treasury 

Office of Tax Analysis 

11 Excise taxes are a wedge between gross national product and factor incomes. 
Increasing excise taxes, therefore, reduces factor incomes and federal income 

tax receipts. 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. E£timates are based on the 
December 3, 1981 economic scenario. 



INCREASE EXCISE TAXES 
ON TOBACCO AND ALCOHOL, TELEPHONE SERVICE, AND GASOLINE 

Proposal: 
Increase the Federal excise tax rates imposed on tobacco 

products, beer and wine, distilled spirits, telephone 
services, and gasoline. The rate of tax on each of these 
items would be increased by 100 percent or 200 percent. 
The effect of these increases on some typical consumer prices 
is presented in the attached table. 

E!£: 
o The tobacco and alcohol tax rates currently in effect 

were imposed in 1951. Since 1951, the consumer price 
index has increased by over 350 percent while the 
Federal tax per unit of output for most alcohol and 
tobacco products has remained constant. The tax on 
telephone seryice has been reduced by Congress from 10 
percent in 1973 to 2 percent in 1981. The Federal motor 
fuels tax rate has remained at 4 cents per gallon since 
19591 even a tripling of this rate would leave the tax 
rate no higher (as a fraction of the price of gasoline) 
than in the early 1970's. 

o Consumption of alcohol and tobacco products, 
particularly hard liquor and cigarettes, imposes 
substantial social costs in the form of additional 
health care costs (many of which are subsidized by 
Federal programs), increased traffic fatalities, and 
overall losses in productivity. Higher taxes on alcohol 
and tobacco products can' be justified on the grounds 
that consumers of these products generally should pay a 
greater share of the social costs of alcohol and tobacco 
consumption. 

o Higher taxes on gasoline would encourage energy 
conservation and reduce dependence on imported oil. 

o If desired, some of the revenues from higher excise 
taxes could be •turned back• to the States either as a 
form of revenue sharing or in exchange for taking over 
certain programs which are now run by the Federal 
government. 



Con: 

o In general, selective excise taxes are inconsistent with 
the Administration's philosophy and impose unnecessary 
economic inefficiencies. They distort the choice of 
consumers between taxed goods and untaxed goods by 
compelling consumers to face relative prices for taxed 
goods in excess of the economic and social costs of 
production. 

o Higher excise taxes are, at best, a very imperfect 
charge for the social costs which are being addressed. 
All consumers of beer, wine and distilled spirits, for 
example, would be forced by a higher tax to pay for the 
social costs resulting from excess consumption of a 
minority of drinkers. Similarly, if a reduction in oil 
imports is desired, an import fee which raised prices to 
all users of oil would be preferable to a tax which 
singled out motor fuel users. 

o Any tax induces efforts to evade or otherwise avoid the 
tax. A higher tax on alcohol, for instance, will 
encourage more attempts to smuggle in excess amounts of 
liquor from foreign countries. However, income taxes 
also encourage evasion, and administration of excise 
taxes is in general no more difficult than 
administration of income taxes. 



Revenue Effect of Imposing A $3 Per Barrel Excise Tax on Oil, 
Effective January 1, 1983 

($ billions) 
Fiscal Years 

1983 1984 1985 

Gross receipts ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11.3 18.8 18.5 

Income tax offset !/ ................................. -3.1 -5.1 -5.0 

1986 

18.2 

-4.9 

Office of the Secretary of the Treasury 
Office of Tax Analysis 

December 21, 1981 

1J Excise taxes are a wedge between gross n?tional product and factor incomes. 
Increasing excise taxes therefore, reduces factor incomesand federal income 
tax receipts. 



Oil Excise Tax 

Proposal: 

Impose a $3 per barrel excise tax on oil. 

~: 
The u.s. economy remains dependent on oil imported from insecure 
foreign sources. A tax on domestic oil consumption would be a 
cost-effective way of reducing oil imports because it would rely 
directly on the price mechanism, rather than on cumbersome and 
inefficient regulations and subsidies. 

An oil tax could be viewed as an appropriate way to finance the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve because it is consumers of oil who 
will ultimately benefit from the release of domestic oil 
stockpiles in the event of a cutoff of imported oil· 

Present conditions in the oil market provide an excellent 
opportunity to impose this tax without imposing severe 
dislocations on consumers or oil-dependent industries. Oil 
prices have been declining since the beginning of the year: a $3 
per barrel tax would not raise prices above those prevailing 

early in 1981· 
An oil excise tax would be a tax on consumers of oil products and 
would not reduce the return to investment or the incentive to 

save. 
An oil excise tax would not reduce returns to domestic producers: 
moreover higher oil prices would encourage development of 
alternative energy sources. 

An oil excise tax would raise the price of oil above its 
replacement cost at current world prices. It would therefore 
lead to a loss in economic efficiency, absent national security 
considerations, causing too little oil consumption relative to 
more expensive alternative fuels and resulting in conservation 
not dictated by current market conditions. 

It is unclear how much reducing oil imports improves national 
security. It may be preferable to import as much as economically 
justified, relying on stockpiling as insurance against any future 

oil supply emergency. 
An oil excise tax would impose additional burdens on those 
consumer groupo. industries, and region• of the country moat hurt 
by decontrol and the OPEC price increases of the 1970•· 



Revenue Effect of Imposing a Windfall Profit Tax on Natural Gas, 
Effective January 1, 1983 

($ billions) 
Fiscal Years 

1983 1984 1985 

Gross receipts ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 7.7 17 .s 20.2 

Income tax offset l/ -3.1 -7.0 -8.1 ............................... 

l986-

19.4 

-7.7 

Office of the Secretary of the Treasury 
Office of Tax Analysis 

December 21, 1981 

l/ Reflects the reduction in income taxes paid by producers resulting from the 
deductibility of the tax. 

Note: The estimate is not based on a specific proposal but rather assumes that the 
proposal would capture approximately half of the additional producer 
revenues resulting from decontrol of gas prices. 



Natural Gas Windfall Profit Tax 

proposal: 

Impose an excise tax on natural gas producers which would capture 
abOut SO percent of the difference between the market price of 
natural gas at the wellhead and the allowable price under 
controls imposed by the Natural Gas Policy Act. (This type of 
proposal is usually called a "windfall profit" tax.) 

Natural gas producers will receive substantial unanticipated 
income from accelerated decontrol. A "windfall profit" tax could 
capture a fraction of this additional income for the Federal 
government, and still leave producers with large net gains. 

A windfall profit tax may be the necessary political price for 
gas decontrol. Accelerated decontrol would remove the major 
remaining impedimen~ to efficient use of resources in the energy 
sector. It would increase domestic energy production, further 
energy conservation, reduce oil imports, and improve economic 
efficiency. On all of these grounds, decontrol with a windfall 
tax is preferable to no decontrol. 

A natural gas windfall profit tax would raise substantial 
revenues and have a significant favorable impact on budget 
deficits over the next several years. 

The President has specifically promised in writing to veto a 

windfall profit tax on natural gas. 

Compared to decontrol without a tax, a windfall tax would have 
some production disincentives and would impede development of the 

least cost sources of energy. 

Any windfall tax on the increased revenues from natural gas 
production is likely to involve some significant complexities 
because of the many different categories of gas defined under the 

NGPA· 



































































































































ExTREMELY CoNFIDENTIAL 

MAJOR FEDERALISM INITIATIVE 

JANUARY 25, 1982 



I. BASICFEATURES 

0 $50 BILLION TRANSFER OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS TO STATES OVER 8-YEAR PHASED TRANSI-
TION WITH EQUIVALENT REVENUE SOURCES. TWO MAJOR COMPONENTS INCLUDE: 

0 SWAP COMPONENT -- FEDERAL TAKE-OVER OF MEDICAID IN SWAP FOR 
STATE TAKE-OVER OF FooD STAMPS AND AFDC -- A $20 BILLION 

EXCHANGE; 

0 TURNBACK COMPONENT -- 40 FEDERAL EDUCATION, TRANSPORTATION, 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS TURNED BACK 
TO STATES -- WITH $28 BILLION FEDERALISM TRUST FUND TO FINANCE 

THEM. 
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FEDERALISM PROGRAM - FY '84 LEYE 
(BILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 

STATE/LOCAL PROGRAMS 
AND COSTS ABSORBED ... 

SWAP PROGRAM 

(AFDC AND FOOD STAMPS) 

$16.5 

TURNBACK PROGRAMS 

$30.2 

TOTAL: $46.7 

REVENUE SOURCES 
TO FINANCE THEM 

SWAP PROGRAM 

(MEDICAID SAVINGS) 

$19.1 

FEDERALISM TRUST FUND 

$28.0 

TOTAL: $47.1 
PfiGE 2 
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II. MEDICAID/PuBLIC AssiSTANCE SwAP 

0 $20 BILLION EXCHANGE OF PROGRAM RESPONSIBILITIES: 

0 FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ASSUMES MEDICAL ASSISTANCE FUNCTION; 

0 STATE GOVERNMENTS ASSUME INCOME ASSISTANCE FUNCTION FOR 

NON-ELDERLY. 

0 MEDICAID FULLY FEDERALIZED IN FY 84. WILL BE RESTRUCTURED AS PART OF 
INTEGRATED FEDERAL COST CONTAINMENT INITIATIVE TO LIMIT SKYROCKETING GROWTH 

OF MEDICARE AND MEDICAID PROGRAMS. 

0 STATES ASSUME FULL RESPONSIBILITY FOR AFDC AND FooD STAMPS IN FY 84 -- WITH 
FLEXIBLE MAINTENANCE OF BENEFITS REQUIREMENT FOR NEW STATE CASH ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM. 

0 STATE MEDICAID SAVINGS GROW FROM $19 BILLION IN FY 84 TO $25 BILLION BY FY 87 
-- EXCEEDING THE COSTS OF AFOC/FooD STAMPS AND THEREBY FREEING-UP INCREASING 

PORTION OF THEIR OWN TAX BASES, 
PAGE 3 
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P COMPON T OF FEDERAL S 

25.4 
25 

23.1 

21.1 
Cl) 

20 19.1 a: s. 16.8 17.1 17.6 
16.5 .... 

0 15 c 
LL 
0 
Cl) 

10 2 
0 -..J 
..J - 5 al 

FY'84 FY '85 FY '86 FY '87 

~MEDICAID SAVINGS TO STATES 

0 AFDC/FOOD STAMP COSTS ABSORBED BY STATES 
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III. TURNBACK PROGRAMS 

0 44 CATEGORICAL AND BLOCK GRANT PROGRAMS TURNED BACK TO STATES ON VOLUNTARY 
BASIS IN PHASE I (FY 84-87) AND ON PERMANENT BASIS BEGINNING IN FY 88 
(PHASE 11). 

0 $28 BILLION ANNUAL FEDERALISM TRUST FUND PROVIDES NEARLY DOLLAR-FOR-DOLLAR 

FINANCING IN PHASE J, 

0 PHASE I: FY 84-87. TRUST FUND ALLOCATION 1TO STATES BASED ON HISTORIC 
PROGRAM SHARES (FY 79-81) MODIFIED BY GAIN OR LOSS ON SWAP. STATE FUNDS MAY 
BE APPLIED TO FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAMS WHICH CONTINUE IN CURRENT FORM THROUGH 
FY 87 -- OR AS NO-STRINGS SUPER REVENUE-SHARING PAYMENT IF STATES OPT OUT OF 

FEDERAL PROGRAMS EARL~ 

0 PHASE 11: FY 88-91. GRANT PROGRAMS TERMINATED AT FEDERAL LEVEL. TRUST FUND 
PAYMENTS AND FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES DECLINE 25% EACH YEAR WITH STATES FREE 
TO SUBSTITUTE THEIR OWN TAXES OR REDUCE PROGRAM COSTS, 

0 END RESULT. 44 FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAMS AND EXISTING EXCISE TAX BASES RETURNED 
COMPLETELY TO STATES, FEDERAL GOVERNMENT FREE TO FOCUS ON FEWER ISSUES OF 

GREATER NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE, 

PAGE 5 
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JV. FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAMS INCLUDED IN TURNBACK 

0 TURNBACK CONSISTS OF FEDERAL CATEGORICAL AND BLOCK GRANT PROGRAMS ORIENTED 
TOWARD LOCAL COMMUNITY NEED AND INDIVIDUAL SERVICE DELIVERY -- ACTIVITIES 
BEST SUITED FOR STA~E/LOCAL MANAGEMENT AND DISCRETION. MAJOR PROGRAMS 

INCLUDE: 

0 NoN~INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS, AIRPORTS AND LOCAL MASS TRANSIT; 

0 SEWER TREATMENT GRANTS, UDAG, 'CDBG, AND RURAL WATER/SEWER AND 

FACILITIES GRANTS; 

0 VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND EDUCATION, TRAINING AND 
EMPLOYMENT GRANTS AND STATE EDUCATION BLOCK GRANT; 

0 HEALTH, SOCIAL SERVICES AND COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT, 
CHILD NUTRITION, LOW INCOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE, AND NUMEROUS 
CATEGORICAL SOCIAL WELFARE PROGRAMS; · 

0 REVENUE SHARING, 

PAGE 5 



TURNBACK PROGRAM CO 
FY '84 LEVEL 

$4.8 

REVENUE SHARING 
AND TECHNICAL 

ASSISTANCE 

$3.3 

EDUCATION 
AND 

TRAINING 

OS IT 

$8.0 

$1.3 

INCOME 
ASSISTANCE 

$6.4 

COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 
AND FACILITIES 

SOCIAL, HEALTH, AND 
NUTRITION SERVICES 

TOTAL: $30.2 BILLION 

·-- .... - -- ~ 

$6.4 

LOCAL 
TRANSPORTATION 

\ 

= 

PAGE 7 



V. FEDERALISM TRUST FUND 

0 USED FOR TWO MAJOR PURPOSES DURING PHASE I: 

~~~* 
0 FINANCING SOURCE FOR~ TURNBACK PROGRAMS OR SUPER REVENUE-

SHARING AT STATE OPTION; 

0 EaUALIZE GAINS AND LOSSES AMONG STATES ON MEDICAID/PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE SWAP, 

0 ALLOCATED AMONG STATES ON BASIS OF HISTORJO SHARES (FY 79-81) OF TURNBACK 
PROGRAM COSTS -- MODIFIED BY GAIN OR LOSS ON SWAP; 

0 FINANCED FROM EXISTING FEDERAL ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND TELEPHONE, MOTOR FUEL 
(2 CENTS ONLY) AND OIL WINDFALL .TAXi 

0 $28 BILLION PER YEAR THROUGH FY 87, THEN DECLINES BY 25% ($7 BILLION/PER 
YEAR) THROUGH FY 91 -- AS FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES PHASE-DOWN (OIL WINDFALL TAX 
PHASES OUT UNDER CURRENT LAW SCHEDULE); 

0 FINAL RESULT: FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES RETURNED FULLY TO STATE JURISDICTION, 
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=--

r-t:PE ALISM TRUST FUND - D DIC TED Bk.CIE.ftNS 
FV '84 - '87 LEVEL 

$16.7 -OIL WINDFALL TAX 

TOTAL: $28 BILLION 

$0.3 

TELEPHONE 

\ 

= 
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VI. STATE OPT-OUT MECHANISM- PHASE I 

0 FEDERAL PROGRAMS OPERATED AND MANAGED AT FEDERAL LEVEL THROUGH FY 87 -- TO 
GIVE STATES AMPLE TIME TO DEVELOP POLICY AND ADMINISTRATIVE CAPACITIES; 

0 STATES MAY ELECT TO ~ITHDRAW FROM SOME OR ALL FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAMS BEFORE 
FY 87 -- IF APPROVED BY LEGISLATURE AND GovERNOR AFTER CONSULTATION WITH 
AFFECTED INTERESTS. ONE-YEAR NOTICE TO FEDERAL GOVERNMENT FOR VOLUNTARY 

WITHDRAWAL. 

0 IF STATES WITHDRAW FROM FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAMS, RESULTING TRUST FUND SURPLUS 
TREATED AS SUPER REVENUE-SHARING PAYMENT, AND MAY BE USED FOR ANY PURPOSE. 

0 SoME OF SUPER REVENUE-SHARING PAYMENT MUST BE PASSED-THROUGH TO LOCAL UNITS, 

0 IF STATES REMAIN IN FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAMS DURING PHASE I (FY 84-87), MUST 
REIMBURSE FEDERAL AGENCIES FOR PROGRAM EXPENSES FROM TRUST FUND, AND ABIDE BY 

FEDERAL CONDITIONS AND RULES. 

0 ALL FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAMS TERMINATED IN PHASE II (FY 88-91). ENTIRE 
DECLINING STATE TRUST FUND BALANCE TREATED AS SUPER REVENUE-SHARING. 
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VII. SuPER REVENUE-SHARING PAss-THROUGH 

0 To INSURE FULL LOCAL PARTICIPATION IN THE FEDERALISM PROGRAM AND FAIR 
TREATMENT DURING THE TRANSITION, SUPER REVENUE-SHARING PAYMENTS SUBJECT TO 

THREE PASS-THROUGH CONDITIONS: 

0 IF STATES OPT-OUT OF DIRECT FEDERAL-LOCAL GRANT PROGRAMS 
(E.G. UDAG, MASS TRANSIT) -- 100 PERCENT PASS-THROUGH TO LOCAL 

UNITS: 

0 JF STATES OPT-OUT OF OTHER FEDERAL PROGRAMS -- 15 PERCENT 
PASS-THROUGH TO LOCAL UNITS BASED ON GENERAL REVENUE SHARING 

FORMULA. 

0 No PASS-THROUGH OF EDUCATION MONIES -- AS THESE PROGRAMS 
GENERALLY NOT IN JURISDICTION OF GENERAL UNITS OF LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT. 
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VIII. STATE AND LOCAL FISCAL IMPACT 

0 $28 BILLION FEDERALISM TRUST FUND AND GROWING SAVINGS FROM MEDICAID 
FEDERALIZATION OVER FY 84-87 PROVIDE INCREASING REVENUE SOURCES TO FINANCE 
NEW STATE PROGRAM RESPONSIBILITIES, REMOVES FEDERAL FUNDING UNCERTAINTY FOR 

REST OF-DECADE. 

0 SWAP AND TRUST FUND/TURNBACK COMPONENTS NOT-SEPARABLE, TOGETHER THEY ASSURE 
STATES AS A WHOLE AN EVEN FISCAL TRADE, AND THAT NO INDIVIDUAL STATE GAINS OR 
LOSES MORE THAN ___ PERCENT IN TOTAL REALI~NMENT, 

0 STATES HAVE SIX YEARS TO DETERMINE BEST MIX OF PROGRAM SAVINGS AND TAX 
INCREASES BEFORE FEDERALISM TRUST FUND BEGINS TO PHASE OUT IN FY 88, 
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REVENUE SOURCES AVAILABLE TO S A1T23 
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55 
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45 
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MEDICAID SAVINGS 
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IX. RATIONALE AND JUSTIFICATION 

0 DESIGNED TO RESTORE BALANCE OF RESPONSIBILITIES WITHIN FEDERAL SYSTEM AND TO 
REDUCE DECISION, MANAGEMENT AND FISCAL OVERLOAD ON FEDERAL GOVERNMENT; 

0 PROVIDES CLEAN SEPARATION OF DOMESTIC WELFARE RESPONSIBILITIES BETWEEN 
FEDERAL - AND STATE/LOCAL SECTORS; 

0 LARGELY ABOLISHES OVER 8 YEARS THE EXISTING, UNWORKABLE FEDERAL/STATE GRANT
IN-AID SYSTEM WHICH TENDS TO TRANFORM NON-FEDERAL UNITS INTO SUBORDINATE 
MIDDLE-MANAGEMENT EXTENSIONS OF THE WASHIN~TON BUREAUCRACY, AFTER 
TRANSITION, INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONSHIP BASED ON INDEPENDENT PROGRAM 
RESPONSIBILITIES, INDEPENDENT FINANCES, AND FULL AND MUTUAL SOVEREIGNTY; 

0 PREMISED ON FACT THAT OVER PAST 30 YEARS -- REAPPORTIONMENT, GOVERNMENTAL 
REFORM AND MODERNIZATION, AND EXTENSIVE OPERATIONAL RESPONSIBLITIES FOR 
DOMESTIC WELFARE PROGRAMS -- HAVE DRAMATICALLY STRENGTHENED STATE AND LOCAL 
CAPACITIES FOR FULL AND RESPONSIBLE PARTNERSHIP IN THE AMERICAN GOVE RNMENTAL 
SYSTEM, 
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CLEAN SEPARATION OF DOMESTIC WELFARE RESPONSIBILITIES 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

o SOCIAL INSURANCE SYSTEM, SOCIAL 
SECURITY RETIREMENT, DISABILITY 
AND ~1EDICARE, 

0 TRANSFER AID TO NEEDY ELDERLY 
SSI, MEDICAID, HOUSING, SENIOR 
SERVICE PROGRAMS, 

o HEALTH INSURANCE AND MEDICAL 
ASSISTANCE, MEDICARE, MEDICAID, 
AND TAX INCENTIVES FOR PRIVATE 
INSURANCE, 

0 PROJECTS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE/ 
PRIORITY, COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 
AND HEAD START, HIGHER EDUCATION 
SUPPORT, HANDICAPPED EDUCATION, 
INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS, AND REGULATORY 
PROTECTIONS WITH INTERSTATE IMPACT, 

STATE AND LOCAL SECTOR 

0 LOCAL TRANSPORTATION. BRIDGES, 
STREETS, STATE/LOCAL HIGHWAYS, 
MASS TRANSIT. 

0 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND LOCAL 
CAPITAL INVESTMENT. SE~IER TREAT
MENT PLANTS, NEIGHBORHOOD RENEWAL, 
DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION, 

0 I GENERAL EDUCATION, ALL CURRENT 
FEDERAL PROGRAMS OTHER THAN HANDI
CAPPED AND COMPENSATO RY . 

0 SOCIAL, HEALTH AND NUTRITION SERVICE 
DELIVERY, DAY CARE, REHABILITATION, 
COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS, DRUG/ 
ALCOHOL TREATMENT, NUTRITION AND 
HEALTH SERVICES TO LOW-INCOME 
FAMILIES, SOCIAL WOR~ AND PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES 

0 CASH ASSISTANCE TO NON-ELDERLY 
NEEDY, SUCCESSOR PROG~MIS oc STATE/ 
LOCAL DESIGN FOR FOOD STAMPS/AFDC. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Release at 2:30 p.m. EST 
Wednesday, January 27, 1982 

I. Summary 

FACT SHEET 

FEDERALISM INITIATIVE 

82-1153 

President Reagan has proposed in his State of the Union 
address a majqr reshaping of the fiscal relationship between 
the Federal government and the states. If approved by 
Congress, the full transformation will take place over the 
next decade, with the first major impact in fiscal year 
1984. In the end, there will be a far clearer delineation 
of Federal and state responsibilities, with significant 
advantages to each. The plan as proposed is a framework for 
discussion, with detials to be filled in following intensive 
consultation in the coming weeks. 

Following are highlights of the framework plan: 

o Starting in 1984 the Federal government would assume 
full r~sponsibility for financing Medicaid while the 
states take over the two main welfare programs 
food stamps and aid to families with dependent 
children (AFDC). 

o This $20 billion swap would consolidate 
responsibility for the major medical programs at the 
Federal level and income assistance for the 
non-elderly needy at the state level. State savings 
from the swap grow by an increasing margin over 
time. 

o For the transfer of other Federal grant programs, a 
new $28 billion trust fund belonging to the states 
would be established. It would be financed by 
existing Federal excise taxes and a portion of the 
oil windfall profits tax. 



3 

o During that period the grant-in-aid share of the 
Federal budget nearly doubled, to 14 percent last 
year; grants now finance 27 percent of state and 
local government expenditures compared to 15 percent 
20 years ago; and they have risen from 1.4 percent 
to 3.4 percent of the gross national product. 

o The table below shows the growth of grants in 
several general functions and specific programs: 

Increase in Federal Grants-in Aid to State 

and Local Governments 

(dollars in millions) 

Federal Grants in Selected Federal Grants in 

Functional Areas: 
Program Areas: 

Selected 

1981 1960 
1960 

Energy ••.•••••..• $6 $618 Vocational & 
Adult Education .. $39 

Transportation •.. $2,993 $12,885 Child Nutrition .. $154 

Health .••...•..•• $214 $18,607 Waste Water Con-
struction Grants. $40 

Income Security .• $2,635 $21,771 Elementary and 
Secondary 
Education ....•... $69 

Human Development $3 

o Statutory requirements and red tape associated with 
Federal assistance make the current Federal grant 
system almost impossible to administer. A typical 
grant program imposes from 300 to 500 separate 
requirements and mandates on state and local 
governments as a condition for receipt of funds. 

1981 

$927 

$3,213 

$4,200 

$3,345 

$1,432 
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o The states would draw upon this trust fund as they 
assume responsibility for more than 40 present grant 
programs in the areas of education, community 
development, transportation and social services. 
Turnback of these programs to states would be 
optional through FY 87. If states elect to withdraw 
from the Federal grant programs before then, their 
trust fund allocations would be treated as super 
revenue sharing and may be used for any purpose. 

o For the states, individually and collectively, the 
plan involves essentially no net financial gain or 
loss. They would have a known, increasing and 
assured future source of financing without the 
present uncertainty over Federal budget cuts. 

o There would be protections in such areas as 
pass-through of funds to local governments, civil 
rights and adequate benefit levels for welfare. 

II. The Nature of the Problem 

Federal grants to state and local governments have 
proliferated in the past two decades and have now attained a 
bewildering complexity that is satisfying to none of the 
parties. They have also been a significant cause of the 
growth of Federal spending. Numerous governors and mayors, 
and such bodies as the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations, have called urgently for 
reform. 

0 

0 

0 

In 1960, total Federal grant outlays to state and 
local governments were $7 billion; by 1981 they were 
about $95 billion. 

In the same period the number of grant programs 
almost tripled, to about 500. In 1981, the 
Department of Health and Human Services administered 
more than 160 separate programs in the health area 
alone, for example. Seven different agencies 
provided grants for community and economic 
development, and five agencies funded water and 
sewer projects. There were 76 separate grant 
programs for elementary, secondary and vocational 
education. 

Between 1960 and 1981, Federal grant funding levels 
grew at an average annual rate of 13 percent -- far 
faster than GNP, the Federal budget or public sector 
expenditures as a whole. 
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o These requirements are accompanied by needless 
burdens on all parties. For example, child 
nutrition programs now involve 273 pages of Federal 
regulations and 62 million "burden hours" of 
paperwork a year, the equivalent of 30,000 persons 
working for a full year to fill out forms. 

o The Reagan Administration has made a start in 
dealing with this problem. Between 1980 and 1982, 
the total number of separate programs will be 
reduced, partly by terminating some programs and 
partly by consolidation into block grants. 

o Responding to Administration requests, Congress last 
year consolidated 57 programs into 9 block grants. 
But a solution to the problem requires going beyond 
block grants to the thorough transformation of the 
system proposed by the President today. 

III. How the Plan Works 

o Starting in fiscal year 1984, the Federal government 
will assume the full cost of the rapidly growing 
medicaid program, to go along with its existing 
responsibility for medicare. This will save the 
states an estimated $19 billion in 1984, which would 
rise to $25 billion in 1987 under present trends. 

o Also starting in 1984 the states will assume the 
full cost of the two major components of our welfare 
system-- food stamps, which is now federally 
financed but administered by the states, and aid to 
families with dependent children (AFDC), which is 
now shared between the states and the Federal 
government. 

o On a nationwide basis, the "swap" of medicaid for 
food stamps and AFDC involves a net saving for the 
states of more than $2 billion in FY 84, an amount 
that will grow in later years because of the rapidly 
rising cost of medicaid. This swap is independent 
of the new trust fund described in the following 
paragraphs. 

o The Federal government will earmark existing 
alcohol, tobacco and telephone excise taxes, 2 cents 
of the gasoline tax and a portion of the oil 
windfall profits tax for a new $28 billion 
Federalism trust fund that will belong to the 
states. 
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o The share of each state in the trust fund will be 
based on its 1979-1981 share of specified Federal 
grants now slated for "turnback" (see appendix A), 
with an adjustment for any gains or losses for 
individual states resulting from the 
medicaid-welfare swap. 

o During a transition period of four years, FY 84-87, 
the states can use their trust fund money in either 
of two ways. If they want to continue receiving 
some or all Federal grants that are designated for 
turnback, they can use their trust fund money to 
reimburse the Federal agencies that make those 
grants and abide by Federal conditions and rules. 
Or, to the extent they choose to forego the Federal 
grant programs, they can receive their trust fund 
money directly as super revenue sharing, to be used 
for these or other purposes. There will be a 
mandatory pass-through of part of the super revenue 
sharing funds to local governments. 

o The size of the trust fund will nearly equal the 
size of the turnback programs, which will total 
about $30.2 billion in FY 84. Thus the states, 
counting their net savings from the medicaid-welfare 
swap, will lose nothing in fiscal terms and, equally 
important, they will no longer have to be concerned 
about Federal budget reductions. 

o Beginning in FY 88, the more than 40 Federal 
turnback programs -- which involved 124 separate 
grants in 1981 --will cease to exist and the states 
will be in complete control of their own priorities. 

o Also after four years, the Federal excise taxes will 
start to phase out, by 25 percent : each year, and 
will disappear after 1991. The trust fund will go 
out of existence on the same schedule. The states 
will be able to impose the same excise taxes at 
their option to preserve their revenues, with no 
tax-raising effect on the items concerned. Or they 
can choose other revenues, or reduce program cost. 

o During the period of operation of the trust fund, 
taking into account the medicaid-welfare swap, the 
problem of "winners and losers" among the states is 
minimal. 
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IV. Operating Principles of the Plan 

The plan represents a long-overdue effort to sort out 
responsibilities within the Federal system on the basis of 
clear principles and criteria. Apart from its natural 
functions such as defense, the Federal government will 
retain and in some cases assume responsibility for the most 
dramatically increasing domestic social needs. 

Under the plan the Federal government will be responsible 
for health and income maintenance programs for the elderly, 
including social security, and health care for the poor of 
all ages. 

The states will assume responsibility for domestic needs 
that are growing much less rapidly, have in most cases 
historically been a state and local function, and which even 
now are administered and largely financed by the states 
despite the proliferation of Federal grants. 

As Governor Babbitt of Arizona has said: 

"Congress ought to be worrying about arms control 
and defense instead of potholes in the street. We 
might just have both an increased chance of survival 
and better streets." 

In the Federal domain 

Health Care 

o Health care has been the most rapidly r1s1ng 
expense for both the private sector and government. 
National health care spending more than doubled 
from 1974 to 1980, from $116 billion to $247 
billion annually. The increase of 15.2 percent in 
national medical costs in 1980 alone was the 
largest on record. 

o Medicare and the Federal/state cost of Medicaid 
increased even more drastically, an average of 16% 
per year between 1975 and 1980, 21% in 1981 alone. 
Total costs grew from $30.8 billion to $72.5 
billion. Only an integrated cost containment and 
reform program can hope to slow either program. 
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o The country's proportion of persons above age 65 
will increase by over 25% between 1970 and 1990, 
from 9.7% to 12.4% of the population. Current 
projections place the proportion at 20% by the year 

2010. 
o Under social insurance and other programs this 

growth in the elderly population has produced and 
will continue to produce rapid growth of government 
outlays. The Federal government will bear major 
responsibility for these expenditures, including 
supplemental security income, medicaid, housing 
assistance and senior nutrition and service 
programs, as well as medicare and social security. 

In the State domain --
o Under current law, the total funding level for AFDC 

and Food Stamps is projected to increase only about 
10% by 1987, compared with a projected 83% increase 
in the total cost of Medicaid in the same-period. 

o As to education, the national school age 
population, aged 5-17, peaked in 1970 at 51.3 
million and will decline 4% from 45.0 million in 
1981 to 43.4 million in 1984. 

o States will receive a secure, dedicated revenue 
source to finance the turnback programs, removing 
most of the present uncertainty over funding 
levels. 

--In the past, states could not anticipate with 
certainty the level of Federal funding. From 
1970 to 1981, Federal grants-in-aid to state and 
local governments increased in an erratic 
pattern ranging from 3% to 22%, and they 
decreased in 1982. 

--In the past, states have had to readjust their 
planning as often as seven times per year 
because of changes at various stages in the 
Federal budget process. 

--Federal excise taxes will be turned back and 
eventually eliminated, and excise taxes will be 
added to sales and property taxes as inherently 
state and local sources of revenue. In 
addition, the President's decision not to seek 
excise tax increases will maximize present state 
and local options to raise these taxes if they 
so desire. 
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o Protections will be maintained for cities, welfare 
recipients, and minorities subject to 
discrimination. 

--A mandatory pass-through procedure for local 
general units of government is incorporated in 
the super revenue sharing element of the plan. 

--Transition requirements will be established 
to ensure that welfare recipients will not have 
their basic benefits reduced as the states 
assume responsibility for AFDC and food stamps. 

--Full civil rights protections against 
discrimination on the basis of race, color, 
ethnic origin, sex, religion, handicap and age 
are included on a model patterned after General 
Revenue Sharing. 

o The Program will not result in significant net 
increases in migration from low to high benefit 
states. 

--The program's maintenance of effort provision 
will provide protection for current 
beneficiaries in low benefit states. 

--The data on the subject make clear that 
migration of the poor has occurred in response 
to economic opportunity, not welfare benefit 
levels; past migrations from the South to the 
Northeast reflected greater availability of 
jobs in the latter region during the 1950-1970 
period. 

--The point was summarized in 1978 by Senator 
Moynihan, while serving as Chairman of the 
Senate Finance Subcommittee on Public 
Assistance: 

"[T]he primary factor in deciding where to 
migrate seems to be labor market 
conditions; differences in state AFDC 
benefit levels have only a minor influence 
on the relocation decision of poor 
families." 
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V. State Readiness to Assume Responsibi l ities 

As the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations has concluded, 

"A largely unnoticed revolution has occured in state 
government. The states have been transformed to a 
remarkable degree. The decades of the 1960s and 1970s 
wit nessed changes in state government unparalleled 
since the post-Reconstruction period a century ago, 
generally in the direction advocated by reformers for 
50 years." 

o Twenty years ago, all but five state legislatures 
were badly malapportioned. Since Baker vs. Carr 
(1962), every state has apportione~ legislature 
on the basis of one person, one vote. 

o Past regional differences in wealth have narrowed 
dramatically. In 1960, the per capita income in 
the wealthier regions, the Mideast and Far West, 
was 16% above the national average, compared with 
an income level in the Southeast that was 27% below 
the national average. 

o By 1977, the relative disparity had been reduced by 
40% with the wealthiest region, the Far West, 
having per capita income 11% above the national 
average and the poorest region, the Southeast, only 
14% below. Moreover, all the states in the 
Southeast have experienced growth in per capita 
income since 1970 at rates exceeding the national 
average. 

o Between 1960 and 1980, black voter registration in 
the eleven Southern states rose from 29.1% of the 
votin£ age population to 59.8%. Southern white 
registration during the same period rose only 4% --
from 61.6% to 65.7%. 

o One-party states have largely become a phenomenon 
of the past. Since 1968, no single party has held 
a monopoly on senatorial and gubernatorial 
positions in any state. 

o The diversity of interest groups active at the 
state level has increased significantly since the 
mid-60s. Witness the growth of environmental, 
ethnic and racial minority, disadvantaged, tax 
reform, handicapped, and other citizen lobbies in 
virtually every state capital. 
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o Executive power in state government has become mo re 
focused, more accountable, and more professional. 
46 states now have four-year gubernatorial ter ms ~ 
45 permit their governors to succeed themselves; 
virtually al 1 governors now control a state 
planning unit. Between 1965 and 1980, all stat es 
undertook reorganizations of executive department s ; 
24 states reduced the number of independently 
elected administrative heads. 

o Almost all state legislatures now meet every year 
in either regular or special session; professiona l 
staffs now provide technical support for the 
finance and appropriations committees or in a 
central legislative unit in every state on a 
year-round basis, compared to only a handful 20 
years ago. 

o A 1979 Harris poll shows that the public views 
state legislatures as less wasteful, better aole t o 
give taxpayers value for tax dollars, and more in 
touch with what people think than the U.S. 
Congress. 

o Every state judicial system is now required to hear 
and remedy cases arising under constitutional an d 
other Federal law. In addition, state cou r ts hav e 
taken the lead in many instances in extending 
rights beyond those recognizeG in Federal law. 
State court systems in virtually every state have 
been dramatically reformed. 

o The proportion of state civil servants covered by a 
merit system has increased from 50% in 1960 to 75 % 
in 1980. 

o State revenue sources have become significantly 
more diversified and resilient. 36 states ~o w ha ve 
a corporate and personal income tax, as well as a 
general sales tax, compared to only 19 in 1960. 

o State responsiveness to local fiscal needs has 
dramatically increased. Total state aid to 
localities funded from the states' own revenues 
grew nearly sixfold from 1965-1980, and now 
surpasses $60 billion a year. 
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VI. Effect on the Political Process 

o The proliferation of Federal programs has 
undermined the ability of elected officials to make 
actual policy. Fro~ 1964 to 1978, the number of 
roll call votes in the House rose from 232 to 1540, 
and the number of committee and subcommittee 
meetings rose from 3596 to 6771. 

o While in 1965 Representatives reported that they 
spent an average of one day a week on legislative 
study, in 1977 the Obey Commission reported that 
Congressional study time shrank to only 11 min~tes 
per day. The role of unelected staffs rose 
correspondingly: from 4500 House staffers in the 
mid-60s to 9000 in 1979. 

o Federal categorical grant programs have treated the 
states as middle-level managers for the Federal 
government, rather than as sovereign states with 
programmatic, not just administrative, 
responsibilities. 

o Stimulated by Federal growth, lobbying is now the 
third largest industry in Washington, with an 
annual budget of $4 billion. Exclusive of 
privately retained law firms and lobbyists, 
Washington offices of states, cities, and related 
public groups currently employ at least 1500 
persons and consist of at least 72 special state 
and local interest groups, 32 states, 3 state 
legislatures, 20 cities and 10 counties. Mayors 
and governors now spend increasing portions of 
their time regularly travelling to Washington. 

o The plan represents a non-partisan program for 
reorganization of Federal-state relations. 
Democrats presently hold 27 out of 50 
governorships, and both Houses of the state 
legislature in 28 states, ~ompared to 23 Republican 
governors and only 15 Republican state 
legislatures. 
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APPENDIX A: ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF PROGRAMS 

FOR TURNBACK TO THE STATES 

Category/Program 
Number of Grants Made 

in FY 1981 

Education & Training (5) 

Vocational Rehabilitation.................. 5 
Vocational & Adult Education............... 13 
State Block Grants (ECIA Ch. 2) ...... ...... 28 
CETA....................................... 8 
WIN...... . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . • . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

55 

Income Assistance (1) 

Low Income Home Energy Assistance.......... 1 

Social, Health & Nutrition Services (18) 

Child Nutrition............................ 4 
Child Welfare.............................. 1 
Adoption Assistance........................ 1 
Foster Care................................ 1 
Runaway Youth.............................. 1 
Child Abuse................................ 1 
Social Services Block Grant................ 2 
Legal Services............................. 1 
Community Services Block Grant............. 8 
Prevention Block Grant..................... 8 
Alocohol, Drug Abuse & Mental Health 

Block Grant............................... 5 
Primary Care Block Grant................... 1 
Maternal & Child Health Block Grant........ 7 
Primary Care Research & Development........ 1 
Black Lung Clinics......................... 1 
Migrant Health Clinics..................... 1 
Family Planning............................ 1 
Women, Infants & Children (WIC)... ....••... 1 

46 
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Transportation (11) 

Grants-in-Aid for Airports................. 2 
Highways:.................................. 6 

Primary 
Rural 
Urban 
Bridge 
Construction Safety 
Other 

Interstate Transfer........................ 1 
Appalachian Highways....................... 1 

Urban Mass Transit: 

Construction............................ 1 
Operating............................... 1 

12 

Community Development & Facilities (6) 

Water&Sewer: ............................. 2 

Grants 
Loans 

Community Facilities Loans................. 1 
Community Development Block Grant.......... 2 
Urban Development Action Grants............ 1 
Waste Water Treatment Grants ... .... ... ... . 1 

7 

Revenue Sharing & Technical Assistance (2) 

OSHA State Grants.......................... 1 
General Revenue Sharing.................... 2 

3 

GRAND TOTALS: 

Programs................................... 43 
Grants made in 1981........................ 124 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 29, 19 82 

MEMORANDlJ'l FOR SECRETARY REGAN ~ 
EDWIN MEESE, III 
DIRECTOR STOCKMAN A-~ \f:r" 
RICHARD S. WILLIAMSON\l-·''£>\f/1 ~: 

FRO~\: 

SUBJECT: 
THE PRESIDENT'S MEETING WITH 7 CONGRESSIONAL 
REPUBLICAN LEADERS, 6 GOVERNORS, AND 2 STATE 
LEGISLATORS 
Date: Monday, February 1, 19 82 
Location: Cabinet Room 
Time: 9:30 a.m. - 12:00 p.m. 

I. PURPOSE 

To listen to the initial reaction of these elected offi
cials to the President's "New Federalism" initiative and 
to discuss suggestions they may have for reaching a 
mutually acceptable approach within the conceptual frame
\'lOrk announced by the President in his State of the Union 

message. 

II. BACKGROUND 

All of these elected officials have been extensively 
briefed on the New Federalism initiative. The portion 
of the meeting prior to the President's arrival is an 
opportunity to discuss the design of the program and 
possible alternatives. 

This meeting is intended to be the major event initiating 
the consultation process with Congressional, State, and 
local officials on the Federalism initiative. All of the 
elected officials attending hold leadership positions in 
their organization (see list of participants attached). 
It is hoped that these officials will be able to present 
to the media an indication that a constructive dialogue 
on the initiative has begun. 

III. PARTICIPANTS 

(See Attachment 1). 
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IV. 

- 2 -

PRESS PLAN 

Photo opportunity immediately upon the President's 
arrival. 

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

9:30- 9:35a.m. 

9 : 3 5 - . 9 : 4 5 a • m • 

9:45- 9:55a.m. 

9:55 - 10:15 a.m. 

Ed Meese - President Reagan '-s comments 
on Federalism from the time he was 

. Governor to the present. 

Secretary Regan - The economic 
assumption under1ying the New Federa
lism initiative. 

Rich Williamson - The proposed inter
governmental consultation process on 
the New Federalism initiative. 

Director David Stockman - The technical 
structure of the New Federalism 
initiative. 

10:15 - 11:15 a.m. General Discussion. 

11:15 a.m. - The President \'lill join the meeting. 
- Photo opportunity. 
- He will make brief remarks and call 

on Governor Snelling for remarks on 
behalf of the NGA. Governor Snelling 
will be followed by Senator Baker, 
Congressman Michel, and State Senator 
Doyen on behalf of the National Con~ 
ference of State Legislatures. 

- Remaining time - general discussion. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

Governor Richard Snelling ( R-Vermont) 
Chairman of the National Governors' Association 

Governor George Busbee (D-Georgia) 
Immediate .Past Chairman of NGA 

Governor Scott Hatheson (D-Utah) 
Incoming Chairman of NGA 

Governor Robert Ray {R-Iowa) 
Past Chairman of NGA 

Governor Lamar Alexander (R-Tennessee) 
NGA Lead Governor on Federalism 

Governor James Thompson (R-Illinois) 
Chairman of RGA 

State Senator Ross Doyen (R-Kansas) 
Chairman of the National Conference of State Legislators 

State Senator Dave Nething {R-North Dakota) 
Chairman, National Republican Legislators Association 

Senator Howard Baker ( R-Tennessee) 

Senator William Roth (R-Delaware) 

Sen a tor Dave Durenberge r ( R-M innesota) 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS MIN GTON 

March 5, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CABINET COUNCIL ON ECONOMIC AFFAIRS 

FROM: ROGER B. PORTER 

SUBJECT: Agenda and Papers for the March 9 Meeting 

The agenda and papers for the Tuesday, March 9 meeting 
of ~~e Cabinet Council on Eeonomie Affairs are attached. The 
meeting is scheduled for 8:45 a.m. in the Roosevelt Room. 

. . 

The first agenda item is transportation user fees . Sec
retary Lewis has requested that the Council consider this 
issue . A paper, prepared by the Department of Transporation, 
entitled "Highway and Transit Systems: Meeting Unfunded Needs," 
is attached . 

The second agenda item is a discussion of sectoral impli
cations of defense expenditures. A paper on this issue, _pre
pared by the Department of Commerce in coordination with the 
Department of Defense and the Council of Economic Advisers 
will be distributed to Council members at the meeting. 

The third agenda item is a review of the near term future 
for the U.S . active shipbuilding base. A paper on this issue, 
prepared by the Department of Transportation, is attached. 

Attendance at this meeting will be limited to principals 
only. 

' Attachments 
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THE WHIT£ HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

CABINET COUNCIL ON ECONOMIC AFFAIRS 

March 9, 1982 

8:45 a.m. 

Roosevelt Room 

AGENDA 

1. Transporation User Fees (CMt2l5) 

2. Sectoral Implications of the Defense Buildup (CM~lSl) 

3. Shipbuilding Assessment (CMt205) 
' 
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THE ISSUE 

HIGHWAY AND TRANSIT SYSTEMS: MEETING UNFUNDED NEEDS 

A User Charge Proposal Consistent with 
New Federalism 

CM# 215 

The President's 1983 budget and legislative proposals provide adequate 
funding for transportation purposes, with two notable exceptions. 
The most visible and nost heavily used parts of the system·-our .. highway 
and public transit networks-·are confronted with serious problems of 
physical deterioration far beyond the capacity of existing revenue sources. 
The existence of this funding shortfall has been clearly recognized 
by the states and threatens the success of the President's New Federalism 
initiative, as well as the Ad~inistration•s user charge programs, particularly 
in transportation. :r · 

•I 

THE PROPOSAL 

The proposal would increase annual highway user charges by the equivalent 
of 5 cents per gallon, beginning in FY 1983 (or January 1, 1984) to 
raise approximately $5 billion to bring current highway user charges 
into line with the level of expenditures required to maintain our highways 
and to help keep transit facilities in adequate condition. These revenues 
would be raised by ~ combination of a 4 cent gas tax increase and the 
equivalent of 1 cent from other highway user charges, such as heavy 
truck use taxes, so that all revenues are not directly raised from consu.~rs. 
Approximately $4 billion of the increase would be used for highways · 
and $1 billion per year would finance capital expenditures for mass 
transit (in lieu of building expensive urban freeways). The proposal 
provides essential maintenance of the transportation infrastructure 
to ensure economic growth and improved productivity. Finally, as discussed 
below, the proposal could have a significant positive impact over the 
next few years on the federal budget. This proposal is essential to 
the President's New Federalism commitment that programs turned back 
to the states are accompanied by adequate revenues • . 

HIGHWAY AND TRANSIT SYSTEM NEEDS 

Numerous reports from system users, DOT data, national media attention 
and GAO investigations show that our highway and transit systems are 
seriously deteriorating. This situation has been developing for many 
years, and reflects several basic factors: 

o Highway pavement conditions and congestion present serious 
problems to the efficient movement of goods and services. 

- More than 4~000 miles, a full 10% of the Interstate 
system, now needs immediate resurfacing or replacement. 
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On some Interstate highways, traffic is limited to 
one lane, and on other highways, motorists must slow 
down to 30 mph due to potholes and ruined road surfaces. 

Almost half of the Interstate system will need major 
repairs by 1995, assuming present funding levels are maintained. 

More than 50% of Primary system pavement will reach 
the end of its design life during the 1980's, a 
10-fold increase in deteriorated pavement since 1978. 

o Bridges across the country are in truly grim shape. 

The useful design life of a bridge is 50 years, and 75% 
of our bridges are now over 45 years old. . 

Two out of every~tive bridges are now judged deficient, and 
one out of five need immediate major rehabilitation. 

The total cost of needed bridge repairs. now exceeds $40 billion 
and is increasing steadily each year. 

o Mass transit systems are antiquated and service is declining. 

Older subway systems in our large. cities are decaying 
and service is becoming unreltable, with some subway cars 
better suited for museums than continued service. 

It would require a one-_time funding increase1 of $6 billion 
to replace transit buses over 15 years old and to reduce 
the average age of the Nation's fleet to 7.5 years. 

a 

Unless transit facilities are maintained in !safe, reliable 
operating condition, the economic viability of many 
large cities may be severely undermined. 

o Transportation capital investments cannot be deferred as in 
some P,rr~rams. The problems only get worse and the costs increase. 
For instance, a two or three year deferral of highway resurfacing 
work requires subsequent total reconstruction at triple the 

. cost~ plus inflation. 

o The highway system is. critical to the health of our economy --
93 percent of all trips, 75 percent of all freight movements (by 
value), and 65 percent of all military shipments take place on 
the highway system. 

o The purchasing power of highway user fees has been shrinking 
because of inflation over the last decade. The basic 4 cents 
per gallon highway user fee has not changed since 1959~ while 
construction costs have gone up by 300%, making our or ginal 
fees now worth less than a cent. 

i, 
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o Existing· financing sources fall far short of documented needs. 
All levels of government taken together are spending only half 

. what ~s needed to keep highways serviceable. 

A highway user charge increase of $5 billion per year is necessary to 
halt accelerating deterioration of our transportation infrastructure. 
These funds, along with continuing increases in state and local financing, 
will make it possible to reverse the trend towards deterioration and 
assure the continued efficiency of our transportation networks. 

RELATIONSHIP OF THE PROPOSAL TO THE ADMINISTRATION'S PRINCIPLES OF 
USER cHARGES AND FEDERALISM 

In two recent addresses to the. ~ation, Presiden~ Reagan sounded themes 
which have particular relevanct .to the transportation funding programs 
in which the Federal Governmen~ 1 is presently involved. First, in his 
September Address on the Program for Economic Recovery, the President 
stated his firm belief in user fees, particularly in transportation. 
He said. •When the Federal Government provides a service directly to 
a particular industry or to a group of citizens, I believe that those 
who receive benefits should bear the costs.• Second, in his State of 
the Union Message, the President called for a •New Federalism• and outlined 
his plan for turning back 43 programs to the states, including several 
specific Federal transportation programs. -

DOT enthusiastically supports New Federalism and believes there is no 
better area to achieve its objectives than in transportation. 

The principles and objectives of New Federalism need not be reiterated 
here. But the user charge policy and the extent of our efforts to carry 
it out in the transportation sector deserve discussion. User charges, 
some of which include fuel taxes similar to those in highways, 
are the centerpiece of the Administration's plan to restore marketplace 
incentives for efficient transportation services, as well as to ensure 
that the costs are paid for by the users and beneficiaries of those 
programs. Table 1 summarizes the funding impacts of the current Administration 
proposals for transportation user charge cost recovery. Briefly, these 
proposals include: 

0 

0 

Recovery of the costs of dredging deep draft harbors and 
their connect in~ channels by the Army Corps of Engineers. 
The Administrat1on 1s proposals will shift the financial 
responsibilities to the states and localities and will 
allow them to recover the costs through user charges 

· levied on the commercial interests that use the ports and 
channels. 

Recovery of the costs of maintaining the inland waterwa~ 
and their locks and dams. The Administration has made ~s 
intention clear to seek full cost recovery on the inland 
waterways in this session of Congress by increasing taxes from 
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the fuel tax of six cents per gallon now being collected 
_to a level equivalant to 32 to 38 cents per gallon (to be 
collected through a ton-mile fee). 

o · · Recovery of the costs of Coast Guard services which can be 
identified as benefiting special classes of users. Legislation 
to achieve that end has been prepared by DOT and is going through 
the clearance process. 

o Recovery of the costs of the Federally operated Air Traffic 
Control System. The Administration has proposed legislation 
to recover those operating, maintenance, and other costs 1n part 
through an escalating increase in aviation fuel taxes of up 
to 400S and passenger ticket tax increases of more than 60%. 

User charges should not be considered as taxes imlosed on the ieneral 
taxpayer. Rather, user Charg~' are paid by ind1v duals accord1ng to 
the extent and character of tWeir use of certain services. Furthermore, 
tbe question of whether to increase a user charge should not be constrained 
by fiscal policy, although programs fully financed by user charges may 
have positive effects on the budget balance. (See. Table 2) 

The user charges imposed in the Federal-aid Highway Program are the 
oldest and best model at the Federal level in transportation of the principle 
of users paying for services received. Fu~ds flow from user· fees directly 
into the Highway Trust Fund and from the Trust Fund to the states to 
finance highway and highway-related programs. 

The highway program has also been one of the most successful and effective 
Federal programs, operating with a long tradition of shared Federal-
state oversight. This assessment is reflected in the 1981 Heritage 
Foundation report on the Federal Government, which stated: "The Federal 
Highway Administration is generally regarded as an agency whose goals 
are clear and whose management has been generally effective.• 

The tradition of the present Federal-aid highwaa prolram is one in which 
states are accorded full authority for prolOamecis ons and implementation. 
Virtually all significant investment decis ons in the highway program 
are made by state, not Federal, officials. The FHWA program is not 
among those programs created in the last 20 years which substituted for 
or usurped state authority. Instead it has provided support to states 
and localities for implementing their decisions. 

In supporting urban mass transit, the Federal Government has, in recent 
years, provided both operating and capital assistance. This Administration 
has proposed legislation to phase out operating assistance but has strongly 
endorsed continued capital funding. 
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At the time of the President's announcement of the "New Federalism,• the 
DOT was drafting legislation to put the remaining transit capital ass istance 
programs on a "block grant• basis in order to afford maximum flexibility 
to states and local governments. The proposal to turn those programs 
over to the states is a logica.l extension of OOT' s plans and makes good 
sense. 

It 1s consistent with the user charge philosophy to use one cent from high
way related charges for mass transit. If transit is allowed to deteriorate, 
it will be necessary to provide compensating additional highway capacity. 
The cost of urban freeway, parking, and even housing facilities would 
be much greater than the expenditures needed to preserve the mass transit 
infrastructure. For instance, urban freeway projects such as Westway 
in New York and Century Freeway in Los Angeles can cost up to 
$300 million per mile. Further., the resulting inefficiencies and increased 
cost, in both goods and people· ·~vement, would begin to erode private 
sector productivity gains and ~en the nation's economic recovery. 

FINANCING ALTERNATIVES 
j . 

There are only three possible sources of money to meet these vital 
needs: 

1) GENERAL REVENUES: The pressures on the Federal budget . 
to fund proven highway and transit -requirements will 
continue and " increase, and it is utterly unrealistic 
to expect such money to be .. provided from general funds. 

2) STATE GASOLINE TAXES: Last year alone, more than forty states 
attempted to raise their gasol ine tax to meet their own highway 
needs, and in more than 50S of the leg islatures, these-measures 
were rejected. If states are given even greater program respon
sibilities, they will simply not be able to raise the necessary 
funds. 

3) INCREASED FEDERAL HIGHWAY USER CHARGES: An increase in the 
Federal highway user charge, as described in this proposal, 
offers the most dependable and realistic source of addit ional 
money to meet this national problem • . 

CONCLUSION 

The serious deterioration of the nation's highway and mass transit capital 
infrastructure must be addressed at every level of government. Interest · 
groups representing highway and transit users, as well as Congress, 
the States and the national media have recognized that regardless of 
who is ultimately responsible for the various programs, increased 
funds are necessary to simply maintain current performance levels on 
our highway and transit networks. 
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This highway user charge proposal will greatly benefit the Federalism 
initiative by reassuring state and local officials that those transportation 
programs selected for transfer are accompanied by sufficient revenues. 
Moreover, this initiative will bolster the Administration's user charge 
principle of one hundred percent recovery of allocable costs in all 
transportation modes. It will also provide a user based means to fund 
a critical national need, one that would otherwise result in additional 
demands on general Federal budget resources. 

The Department of Transportation recommends an increase 1n annual highway 
user charges sufficient to raise $5 b1111on to bring current user fees 
into line with necessary expenditures. Of that amount $1 billion should 
be dedicated to capital assistance for mass transit • 

RECOfJHEND 

NOT REC0t+1END 

. . . .. 
·i' 

• I 



Program 

Deep Draft Portsl 

Inland Waters 
(shallow draft nav.) 

Coast Guard2 

Aviation3 

Highways4 

TABLE 1 

Federal Cost Recovery 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Current Federal 
Cost Recovery 

FY 1982 

Dollars Percent 
. · .. ;. 
~ ~ · 0 0% 

26 10 

0 0 

1305 50 

7800 100 

-. ... ,... ___ ,.,. _.., ... _. __ ._. ~-.. • .. •.. : '"·' •.• .. , .... ..... ~ .r 

Proposed Cost Recovery 
' 

Dollars Percent 

$323 100% 

280 100 

475-600 100 

2600 100 

not avai 1. 100 

I. Additional spending may be financed directly by state and local authorities. 

2. Excludes defense, law enforcement and search and rescue in life-endangering 
situations. · 

3. Federal cost recovery for FAA progr~s was about 50% in FY 81. Because 
of the expiration of statutory authority, no revenues are currently being 
deposited into the .~rport and Airway Trust Fund. In March 1981, the Administration 
proposed legislation that would reauthorize revenue deposits into the Aviation 
Trust Fund, change some of the user fees and finance 85% of FAA programs from 
the Trus~ Fund. This percentage represents 100% of FAA capital, operating 
and maintenance and other costs clearly allocable to System users. The New 
Federalism proposal would return some of these user charges to state and 
local government for local airport development. 

4. The estimated receipts total $7.8 billion in FY 1982. Outlays are estimated 
at $8.3 billion. Actual cost recovery remains at 100 percent because there 
currently is a balance in the Highway Trust Fund that is being used to cover 
cash outlays. 
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BUDGET EFFECTS OF INCREASED lJSER CHAR.C"-&E.C\ 

The ~o11aw1ng table summarizes the budget impacts of the DOT proposed 
increases in user charges compared to current user charges and progr~ 
leve1s. These ~igures represent a conserv~t1ve statement of the budget 
benefits. reflecting only the diffE·rences between user charge receipts 
And outloys. as computed 1n the fec!eral budget .• 

FY83 FY84 FYSS FY86 FY83-86 ----. · ...... 
User Charge Increase ,,f5.5 5.4 5.3 5.2 21.4 

.8 2.8 3.7 4.3 11.6 Outlay_ Increase 
- ~uc(get Deficft Reducttons +4.7 +Z.O +l:i +o3 +9.8 

liTF Ba 1 ance• · 12.7 14.7 15.2 14.8 -
Interest Increase .2 .s .7 .a 2.2 

In addition to receipt/outlay differences. •hich determine the budget 
balAnce. an important secondary budget consideration is the amount of 
cash available ·tt the Highway Trust Fund (KTF). which reduces federal 
borrowing needs ~ .. the private mDne.)' market. KTF Interest pa.)'lnent.s represent 
intergovernmental transfers not net outlays. thereby providing ~ri 1mport~nt 
cash flow advantage to the governm~nt. Because the KTF balance 1s raised 
under the DOT proposal. $2.28 is generated 1n ~dditional interest over 
the FY 1983-1986 period. Although such interest transactions ~e not 
visible in th~ federal budget. DOT believes that the 1mput~d value of 
KTf interest pa_yments must also bf! considered. 

The total budget deftcft reduction for FY 1983-86 is nearly $10 billion. 

* . These figures assume that all revenues would flow into the Hinhw~" Trust 
Fund. The accounting Mechanics of the Federalsi~ Trust fund ire not vet 
resolved. r • 



Deteriorating Highways 

• 4,000 Miles (1 0 Percent) of Interstate Need Immediate 
Repairs (26,000 Miles by 1995) 

• $5 Billion Needed for Immediate Repairs - Estimated 
$33.1 Billion Through 1995 

• Estimated $60 Billion Needed Through 1995 to Keep 
the Primary System at 1978 Condition 

Obsolete Transit 

• Transit Facilities in Older Cities Such as New York, 
Philadelphia and Chicago Have Deteriorated Severely 

• Cost of Maintaining Existing Transit Systems Over the 
Next 10 Years Is $40 Billion 

The Problem 
Billion Dollars 

15 

12 

9 

6 

3 

65 70 

Billions VMT 

1,500 

1,400 

1,300 

1,200 

1,100 

1,000 

900 

800 

700 
60 65 70 

75 

75 

13.5 Billion 

80 Year 

1,521 VMT 

80 

Deterioration 
Since '72 

1
0% 

15% 

30% 

Year 

The 5 Cent Increase in the User Fee Will 
Cost the Average Motorist $30 Per Year. 
(Less Than the Cost of One Shock Absorber) 

Deficient Bridges On-System 

• 40 % of Bridges Are Over 40 Years Old 

• 61 ,209 (25 %) Federal-Aid System Bridges Are Deficient 

• $24.6 Billion to Replace and Rehabilitate On-System 
Deficient Bridges 

Deficient Bridges Off-System 

• 1/3 Off-System Bridges (1 00,000) Are Structurally 
Deficient 

• $23 Billion to Replace or Rehabilitate 



I The Problem: 

a. Increasing Demand 
Billions of 
Vehicl Mies 

§f 
1900 

1800 

::t 
1500 ~ 
1400 

1300 ~ 1200 

1100 

1000 

900 ~ 

1.5 Tri lion Vehic e i es 

700 ~:..__._!.___.L___._ -L--...1....--...L...---'-- 1 __j__ .1---L L 

1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 

b. Decreasing Revenues 
4c Per Gal. Tax 1959-1982 

c. Deteriorating System 

1973 1974 1975 197& 19n 1978 

%Change an 
"Good" Pavement .. , 

~~ •• .. 



5-Year Highway-Transit Bill 

Increase Highway Trust Fund U er 
C arges 

Fuel, True Charges Raised $5 Billion 
Per Year 

$4 Billion for Highway Program 
Increases 

$1 Billion for Transit in Urban Areas 

Total Revenue $13 Billion, All Pa1d 
b~ Highwa~ Users 

A m1n1 ered W1th1n 
d r li m Proposal 

Th ir 
ates 



Ill 

omple e er t e Wi hin r 

pgr deg e t re isti s a 

r t ct Other rterial ou 
Ur a and R ral 

Reb .. d, eplac Deficie 
II 

r ges 

Finance J stified Transi Projects 

160,000 evv Jobs Pe earl7 
lncl ding 64,000 Construct• n b 

Decreases verage Highway 
Vehicle Operating Costs b 20°/o 

Reduce Federal Budget Deficit $4 
Billion Per Year in 1983, 1984 

Support Expected From 
-State 

-Cities 

- Counties, Rural Interests 

- Highway Users 

- Tran i upporter 

- Construction Industry 

-Congress 



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

\- ASH I NGTO . 0 C . 20220 

Harch 6 , 1983 

1'-lE lORAr-DU 1 FOR DONALD T . REGAN 

FROH: ROGER B. PORTER ~djJ 

SUBJECT: Eighty-first Meeting of the Cabinet Council 
on Economic Affaris - March 9, 1982 

The Cabinet Council on Economic Affairs will hold i t s e i ghty
first meeting on Tuesday, March 9, at 8:45 a.m. in the Rooseve lt 
Room. The Vice President, Secretaries Weinberger, Baldrige, 
Donovan, and Lewis, David Stockman, Murray Weidenbaum, and 
Ambassador Brock will join you as principals at the meeting. 
Deputy Secretary Richard Lyng will represent Secretary Block 
who will be testifying on the Hill. 

The Council is scheduled to consider three agenda items -
transportation user fees, the sectoral implications of the defense 
buildup, and a review of the near term future for the u.s. active 
shipbuilding base. 

Transportation user Fees 

The issue of transportation user fees was last considered at 
the December 22, 1981 meeting of the CCEA. The Council approved 
recommending that motor fuel taxes be increased by the equivalent 
of 5 cents per gallon ·as part of a larger tax increase package that 
was ultimately rejected by the President. 

The issue appears once again on the agenda of the CCEA at the 
request of Secretary Lewis and the direction of Counsellor Meese. 

There is very little to distinguish the proposal that Drew Lew
advancing this time from the one he put' forward in December. 
-----~als highway user charges would be increased byabout 5 

of motor fuel beginning in FY 1983 to raise addi-
revenues of $5 to $6 billion. In both proposals ap

illion of the increase would be used for highways 
$1 billion per year would finance capital expen
ansit. Both would allocate the equivalent of 
f motor fuel to other highway user charges, 

s on trucks ( other than pickups and vans). 

the argument Lewis is using to advance 
ound. Basically, he makes three points: 

I 
I 
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1. That our highway and public transit networks are 
confronted with serious problems of physical deterior
ation far beyond the capacity of existing revenue sources; 

2. That the proposal is consistent with the President's 
New Federalism initiatives; and 

3. That the proposal is consistent with the administration's 
policy of assessing user fees whenever the beneficiaries 
of public services can be identified and charged for the 

services they consume. 

Highway and Transit System Needs. 

Among the more impressive data that Lewis will offer to 
buttress his argument that the nation's highways and transit 
system is in des~iate need of additional revenues are the 

following: 

o More than 4,000 miles, a full 10 percent of the Inter
state system, now needs immediate resurfacing or re-

placement. 

o More than 50 percent of the Primary system pavement (which 
includes major statewide federal-aid highways) will reach 
the end of its design life during the 1980s, a 10-fold in
crease. in deteriorated pavement since 1978. 

o Two out of every five bridges are now deficient, and one 
out of five need immediate major rehabilitation. 

o The total cost of needed bridge .repairs now exceeds $40 

billion. 

o Seventy-five percent of our bridges are now over 45 years 
old. (The useful design life of a bridge is 50 years.) 

o The mass transit systems in the nation'slarge cities are 
decaying and service ls becoming unreliable. 

o $6 billion is needed to replace transit buses over 15 
years old and to reduce the qVerage age of the nation's 
bus fleet to 7.5 years. 

o Delay in needed repairs greatly increases costs. A two 
or three year deferral of highway resurfacing work requires 
subsequent total reconstruction at triple the cost plus 
i fl tion. · 

o User fees have not been increased since 1959, although 
co ts have risen have risen by 300 percent. 

e fee increase the nation's highway system will 

• 
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deteriorate at an accelerating rate, with consequent, 
deleterious effects for productivity and efficiency. 

New Feder a l i s m. 

Se cretary Lewis will argue that the federal highwa~-aid 
program i s one in wh i ch states are accorded full authorlty.for 
program decisions and implementation, and hence f ul ly cons1stent 

~ with the President's New Federalism proposals. 

Moreover, he will argue that the high~ay user charge proposal 
is necessary to reassure state and local officials that thos e trans
portation programs selected for transfer will be accompanied by suf
ficient revenues. He is convinced that states will be unable t o 
raise the needed revenues on their own. Last year, for exampl e, 
more than forty states attempted to raise their gasoline ~ax to meet 
their own highway needs, but in more than half of the leg1slatures, 
these initiatives failed. As states assume even greater program 
responsibility under New Federalism, they will be . hard-pres~ed . to 
raise the _needed ·funds. Lewis _ doesn~t ~believe they can do 1t. 

User Fees. 

Secretary Lewis can be expected to make a strong argument that 
user charges should not be considered as taxes imposed on the ge n
eral tax payer, but as charges paid by individuals according to the 
extent and character of their use of certain services, in this case 
highway and transit services. 

He will argue that the user charges imposed in the Federal
aid Highway Program are the oldest and best model at the federal 
level in transportation of the principle of users paying for ser
vices received because funds flow from user fees directly into the 
Highway Trust Fund and from the fund to the ·states to finance 
highway and highway~related programs. He will also argue that this 
proposal is consistent with ·the administration's principle of one 
hundred percent recovery of allocable costs in all transportation 
modes. 

Sectoral Implications of the Defense Buildue 

~~-~ong last, the Co~er~e D7partment is prepared to present 
its f1nd1nqs on secto~al 1mpl1cat1ons of the defense buildup com-
:erce has been rkinq i~ the Department of Defense in att~mpting 

po i 1 cap c1ty ~ttlenecks and ~upply shortages that 
de n e bu1ldup and hence Jeopardize the Econom-

~~~••· f nse and Commerce no more or less agree 
1 ed in the analysis and the numbers -~his 

• 





































































REPRODUCED AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES 

Program 

Interstate 
Interstate 4R 
Primary 

·Bridges 
Secondary 
Urban . 
Emergency Relief 
Forest Highways 
Public lands Hwys 
Hazard Elimination 
RR-Xings 
Redwood Bypass 
Demo projects 
Economic growth hwys 
Great River Road 

Forest Roads & Trails 
Public lands Roads 
Park Roads 
Parkways 
Indian Roads 
Territorial Highways 
Great River Road 
Outdoor Advertising 
Safer Off System 
Access Highways 
RR Demos _ 
Bicycle Projects 

Total Highways 

HIGHWAYS 
($ millions) 

Contract Authority 

Actual 
FY 82 · 

$3,225 
800 

1,500 
900 
400 
800 

(100) 
33 
16 

200 · 
190 

50 -
25 

$·8, 239 

HR 6211 
FY 83 

$4,000 
2,100 
2,000 
1,500 

600 
800 

(100) 
33 
16 

200 
190 
(55) 
52 

$11,646 

Simple Authorizations 

140 
10 
30 
45 
83 
12 
10 
.30 

200 
15 

100 
20 

$ 695 -
$8,934 

83 
12 

$ 95 
'$11,741 

Committee 
Amendment 

FY 83 --

$3,525 
900 

1,575 
1, 250 

425 
800 

(100) 
33 
16 

200 
190 
(55) 
144 

29 
19 

$9,261 

83 
12 

15 
100 

$ 210 
$9,471 



REPRODUCED AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES 

Program 

NHTSA-402 
FHWA-402 
School bus training 
Safety Education 
Drunk Driving 

402 Recission 

NHTSA-403 
FHWA-403 
Driver register 

'I'otal Safety · 

Program 

Section 3 Capital 
Bus Tier 
Rail Tier 
Bus incentives 
Rail incentives 
Below 200,000 
Hold harmless _ 
Small urban & rural 
Admin, R&D 
University Centers 
Intercity bus subsidy 
Bus terminals 
Waterborne Recission 
Interstate Transfers 

HIGHWAY SAFETY 
($ millions) 

Contract Authority 

Actual 
FY 82 

HR 6211 
FY 83 --
(100) 

(10) 

Committee 
Amendment 

FY 83 --
(100) 

(10) 
100 

10 
2.5 (1.5) (1.5) 

16 16 
25 25 

$112.5 $152.5 $152.5 
- 9.6 - 9.6 

$112.5 $142.9 $142.9 

Simple Authorizations 

31 (31) ( 31) 
10 (10) (10) 

3 3 

$41 $44 $44 
$153.5 $186.9 $186. 9 

MASS TRANSIT 
"($"millions) 

Committee 
Actual HR 6211 Amendment 

FY 82 BA FY 83 FY 83 --- -- --
$1,449 928 $ 786 l,l9n 675 
1,365 2,701 153 2,290 

61 
206 

20 
68.5 82 69 
75.5 74 90 

10 10 

- 2 
538 365* 365* 

$3,494 $4,160 $3,630 

GRAND TOTALS $12,540 $16,088 $13,288 
*Open-ended author~zation; House budget authority level included for 
purposes of comparison. 



TABLE 5.-ESTIMATED FEDERAL-AIO ·AND STATE MATCHING FUNDS TO COMPLETE THE 
REPRODUCEDATTHENATIONALARCHIVES. APPORTIONMENT FACTORS fOR DISTRIBUTION OF F·ISCAL YEAR 1984 AUTHORIZATIONS 

.. 

, .. - . .• ed frcrn Table 5 of Ccmnittee Print 97-28 to reflect: (1) corrections 
to the·cost to ccrnplete in Arizona and Virginia; (2) adjustments to unobligated 

apportiorrnents resulting frcrn chaoges in discretionary .allocations~ (3) withdrawal 
under 23 U.S.C . 103(e)(4) of Interstat e Routes in v.;r~~ni-a :M~ :.t.ne . m~trict of Columbia; 

(4) i nclusion of costs for certain parking ~.f<!cfH1iesT.e1.aw.G ·to hi gh 
occupancy vehicle lanes; and (5) addiUona1-•ari: irt1"1idlt~an) 

Estimated 
Federal-aid Estimated 

- and State Federal 
matching share :of 

funds funds 
r'equi red to required to 

complete complet~ Apportionment 
system system factors 

STATE (thousands) (thousands) (percent) 

ALABAMA 885,389 796,850 2.681 
ALASKA --- --- ---
ARI ZONA 466,219 439,691 1.479 
ARKANSAS 72,285 65,057 0.219 
CALIFORNIA 3,585,884 3,281,801 11.040 
COLORADO 560,259 . 510,004 . 1. 716 
CONNECTICUT 1,034,259 - 930,833 3.131 
DELAWARE --- --- ---
DIST. OF COLUMBIA 254,648 229,183 0. 771 
FLORIDA 1,748,525 1,573,673 5.294 
GEORGIA 1,471,619 . - 1,324,457 4.456 
HAWAII 657,941 - 592,147 1.992 
IDAHO 136,208 125,720 0.423 
ILLINOIS 437,176 393,458 1.324 
INDIANA - 106,288 95,659 0.322 
IOWA · 153;198 137,878 0.464 
KANSAS 255,993 230,394 0. 775 
KENTUCKY 880,214 792,193 2.665 
LOUISIANA 1,565,053 1,408,548 4.739 
MAINE 52,531 47,278 0.159 
MARYLAND 2,219,398 1,992.458 6. 720 
MASSACHUSEITS 986,095 887·;486 2.985 
MICHIGAN 546,768 492,091 1.655 
MINNESOTA 611,097 549,987 1.850 . 
MISSISSIPPI 141,865 127,679 0.430 
MISSOURI 298,083 268,275 0.902 
MONTANA 157,854 143,979 0.484 
NEBRASKA · --- --- ---
NEVADA 152,581 144,952 0.488 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 93,708 84,337 0.284 
NEW JERSEY 985,240 886,716 2.983 
NEW MEXICO 98,835 91,412 0.308 
NEW YORK 1,642,548 1,478,293 4.973 
NORTH CAROLI NA 497,577 447,819 1.506 
NORTH DAKOTA --- --- ---
OHIO - 541,075 486,968 1.638 
OKLAHOMA 280,900 252,810 0.850 
OREGON 349,961 322,734 1.086 
PENNSYLVANIA 1,653, 507 1,488,156 5~006 
RHODE ISLAND 628,207 - 565,386 1.902 
SOUTH CAROLINA 490,771 . 441,694 1.486 
SOUTH DAKOTA 14,488 13,197 0.044 
TENNESSEE 387,373 348,636 1.173 
TEXAS 1,717,286 1,545,557 5.200 . . 

UTAH 426,364 401,507 1.351 
VERMONT 10,363 9,327 0.031 
VIRGINIA 1,188,005 1,069,205 3.597 
WASHINGTON 1,419,246 1,286,405 4.328 
WEST VIRGINIA - 763,446 687,101 2.312 
WISCONSIN 193,146 173,831 0.585 
WYOMING 61, 907 57,301 0.193 

' 

TOTAL 32,881,383 29,725,123 100.000 
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possible bankruptcy. This is tanta
mount to a Federal guarantee. 

We already have provided, as part of 
the recently passed tax bill, generous 
transitional rules that permit one or 
two airline carriers to use the old safe 
harbor leasing rules rather than the 
new restrictive ones. We should not 
further expand this unfair advantage 
by way of an amendment to the tech
nical corrections bill. 

Further, it Is my understanding that 
this amendment would allow assets 
which have had the benefit of Invest
ment credit treatment to be sold to a 
foreign person for use In a foreign 
country and continue to have that tax 
advantage. This, I think, Is unchart
ered territory and deserves an exten
sive review. 

While It had been my Intent to 
object to the consideration of H.R. 
6056 on the basis of this amendment, I 
now place this statement In the 
RECORD so that Members might know 
of the unfair nature of that provi
sion.• 

REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 3197, AUTHORIZING AP
PROPRIATIONS FOR CERTAIN 
HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I call 

up the bill CH.R. 3197> to authorize ap
propriations for the construction of 
certain highways in accordance with 
title 23 of the United States Code, to 
amend the Highway Safety Act of 
1966, to authorize appropriations, and 
for other purpose3, and ask unanimous 
consent for Its immediate consider
ation. 

The Clerk read the title of the blll. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, reserving the right to object, I 
would ask the gentleman from New 
Jersey to explain the bill. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker. will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I yield to 
the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker. the 
measure which we bring before the 
House today is the result of enormous 
elfort and determination on the part 
of the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation to keep at least a 
minimal highway program going. 

Starting early in this session, we 
moved a major, 4-year highway, safety 
and transit blll consistent with the 
needs of the country, but which would 
have required a revenue Increase that 
failed to materialize. 

Then we moved with a scaled-down. 
1-year bill that still contained a 
number of policy changes and other 
provisions which we thought worth-

while, and also provided authorlza- The Byrd amendment In existing 
tlons for transit as well as highways law provides as absolute assurance 
and safety. Delays not of our making against the trust fund's being oversub
have made it no longer possible to scribed, and it has not been Invoked In 
pursue that measure at this late date- more than 20 years. It certainly would 
partly because no public transporta- not be triggered by this measure 
tion bill has emerg-ed from the Senate before the House, or any measure 
and partly because of differences be- which the Committee on Public Works 
tween the two Houses on highway leg- and Transportation Intends to bring- to 
fslatfon. the floor In the future. 

Now we are down to the wire on the However, to provide additional as-
closing- day of the reg-ular session, and surance to anyone with concerns over 
Incidentally the date by which the this matter, our language also provides 
Federal Hig-hway Administration has that a point of order may He ag-ainst 
told us that some 30 States are out of floor consideration ot any authorfza
money for a number of our basic pro- tfon measure which, if enacted, would 
grams. For this reason, we offer the trfgg~r the Byrd amendment. 
House what Is the final opportunity to Mr. Speaker, this bill represents a 
keep the highway prog-ram going with- compromise: A compromise with 
out disastrous disruption. b d t ld 1 Despite the hour, this measure does u ge cons erat ons, a compromise 

with the Senate, a compromise with 
have the virtue of having been worked those who claim the trust fund needs 
out in advance with-the Senate Com- greater protection, and a compromise 
merce Committee on Environment and with the clock. 
Public Works, which is prepared to I do not ask that It be enacted for 
accept it as Is In lieu of S. 2474 which the sake of the committee, or in defer
was passed on the Senate floo~ today. 
It can pass and pass today. I partlcu- ence to our labors on surface transpor-

tation this year. I ask that it be en
larly want to offer some assurances to acted in the interest of the country, 
Members who might be concerned 
over th., fact that this compromise the people, the communities, and the 

k Industries served by the highway 
pac age, which was only agreed to ear- system In this country-a system that 
Her today, has not been available for is In trouble. 
examination. 
It Is well within the budget totals as- I would like to lend my support and 

signed to highway direct spending by make clarifications on several projects 
the budget resolution; in fact, our which have been mentioned by several 
committee is well within Its direct coUeagues on this side of the aisle and 
spending authority for all programs. the other. 
Polley changes contained In both H.R. Congressman JOHN BaEAvx has a 
6211 and H.R. 6965 have been held to project in this legislation which could 
a minimum. clear up a severe problem at the Inter-

The bill authorizes $8.865 billion fn section of College Drive and Interstate 
contract authority from the Highway 10 in East Baton Rouge, La. I agree 
Trust Fund, of which the bulk goes for with my colleague that this project 
the basic Federal-aid programs: Inter- should be g-Iven expeditious consider
state construction, $3.3 bllllon: inter- atlon. 
state 4-R, $1 billion: primary high- In section 116<b>. there U. a project 
ways, $1.5 bflllon: brfdres, $1 bllllon: Intended to demonstrate the latest 
secondary hig-hways, $400 mlllion, and state-of-the-art highway technology. 
urban highways, $800 million. These It Is stated in this section, among 
represent either Increases over exist- other criteria, that this project should 
ing law or continuation at existing close a gap of not more than 10 miles 
levels. and connect both highway construe-

The remainder of contract authority tion using current technology and 
programs are generally at current older completed highway construction. 
levels or somewhat reduced. The same I agree with my coUeague, Mr. Snv
is generaUy true of appropriated pro- STER, of Pennsylvania, that this 
grams for which appropriations are re- project should be given priority con
qulred, whose direct spending author- slderatfon and that a segment or route 
ity Is aUocated to the Committee on 220 from East Freedom, Pa. south to 
Appropriations. . the Blair County/Bedford County line 

Also contained in this package, qualifies for au the specific criteria in 
which Q/e are bringing up for consider- this section and shall be eligible for 
ation under unanimous consent. Is a this demonstration project and shall 
basic 1-year extension of the Highway be funded. 
Trust Fund which is needed to contln- In re&'ard to discretionary brid11es. I 
ue the authorized programs for 1 year. would like to make reference to those 
EssentfaUy an extension of existing bridges mentioned by the committee 
law. it does contain language to pro- in House Report 97-555. I agree with 
vide iron-clad assurance-If any be my colleagues that these bridges 
needed-that authorizations In the should be given priority consideration. 
future cannot exceed the ability or the I also want to make it clear that the 
trust fund to finance without threat of committee intends that the relevant 
insolvency. legislative history in House Report 97-
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555, Including sections 105, 107, 118, 
120, 127, 133, and 137, concerning spe
cial concerns and priorities apply to 
the appropriate provisions in our 1-
year substitute. 

I also want to note that the commit
tee will be publishing a revised table of 
priority primary routes. This table will 
Include the state of Franklin Road In 
the vicinity of Johnson City, Tenn. 
This matter was brought to our atten
tion by the distinguished gentleman 
from Tennessee, JAMES QUILLEN, and I 
am most pleased that we have been 
able to take care of this important 
matter. 

I would wholeheartedly agree with 
my colleague from California, Mr. 
CLAUSEN, that the Russian River 
Bridge near Cloverdale, CaHC., receive 
priority funding under the discretion
ary bridge program and priority con
sideration should be warranted as ref
erenced in section 122(bl. 

In addition, I would agree with 
ROBERT MICHEL, the distinguished mi
nority leader, that the Franklin Street 
Brid In Peoria, Ill., should be given 
prlo ty In the allocation of discretion
ary bridge funds. The Franklin Street 
Bridge Is In serious need of replace
ment because It Is a narrow two-Jane 
bridge serving 12,000 vehicles dally 
and has been closed frequently !or re
pairs. 

Congressman TRENT LoTT has also 
expressed his concern about two criti
cal projects In Mississippi. I agree with 
Mr. LoTT that the Fort Bayou Bridge 
and the Moss Point-Escatawpa Bridge 
qualify under the discretionary bridge 
program and should be given priority 
consideration. The Fort Bayou Bridge 
would need $10.3 million and the Moss 
Point-Escatawpa Bridge would need 
$27 million. 

This bill omits the provision con
tained In section 133 of H.R. 6965 re
quiring an Investigation by the Comp
troller General into competitive bid
ding practices with respect to highway 
and mass transit construction In this 
country. Our sole reason for dropping 
this provision Is that It has proven to 
be unnecessary, This Is because, since 
the time our highway legislation was 
first developed this past spring, the 
study has been requested and Is now 
under way. 

The deletion has been discussed by 
both the House and Senate sides with 
full agreement that, whether Initiated 
by statute or otherwise, this Investiga
tion Is urgently needed, has the sup
port of both the House and Senate 
committees, and should be completed 
expeditiously. 

The purpose of the language In sec
tion 108, dealing with resurfacing 
standards under section 109 of title 23, 
United States Code, Is to assure that 
enhancement of highway safety result 
from the carrying out of any project 
for the resurfacing, restoring, or reha
bilitation of any highway. The Intent 

of this provision, morever, Is to pro
vide some flexibility to the States In 
the degree of safety Improvement 
which reasonably can be required In 
the circumstances of a given project. 
It Is explicitly not the Intent of the 
committee, for example, that new con
struction standards necessarily be ap
plied In every case. 

During the discussions which led to 
the negotiation of this blll by both 
House and Senate committees, It was 
agreed that this would be the case. 

One final point on this provision: It 
Is further the Intent of both sides that 
adequate opportunity for public par
ticipation be provided as standards 
mandated under this provision are de
veloped to the point of approval by 
the Congress. 

Congressman JACK BRINKLEY has 
been Instrumental In calling to the 
committee's attention, the 13th Street 
viaduct bridge In Columbus, Ga. The 
bridge Is a vital link In an east-west 
transportation corridor which facili
tates the movement of Interstate and 
Intracity traffic. Replacement of the 
bridge Is essential for two reasons. The 
bridge Is In a state of disrepair result
Ing from 57 years of service. If the 
bridge were to be declared unsafe and 
placed out of service, the disruption to 
traffic flow and the progress of com
merce would be severe. Second, the ex
Isting viaduct no longer meets the nec
essary traffic capacity standards. Traf
fic volume presently exceeds 20,000 ve
hicles per day. The Columbus-Phenix 
City transportation study calls for ad
ditional reliance on the 13th Street 
corridor for east-west traffic move
ment. A multilane replacement of the 
extstlng viaduct Is Imperative to pro
vide necessary traffic capacity, The ex
Isting 13th Street viaduct bridge has a 
sufficiency rating under 50 and an es
timated replacement cost of $13.8 mil
lion. The committee believes It should 
receive priority consideration under 
the discretionary bridge program. 

Similarly, the Green Bridge In Man
atee County, Fla., qualifies under the 
discretionary bridge program. It has a 
sufficiency rating of 28.7, and will cost 
$16.1 million to replace. It Is structur
ally deficient, functionally obsolete, 
and yet vitally Important to surface 
transportation In the county. The 
Green Bridge should receive priority 
consideration when discretionary 
bridge funds are distributed. The com
mittee wishes to thank Con&Tessman 
IRELAND for his tireless efforts on 
behalf of this project. 

Chairman ANDERSON and Congress
man SHAw have expressed a great con
cern over the availability of section 
402 funding for safety projects related 
to motorcycle, bicycle, and pedestrian 
safety. It should be made quite clear 
that the States may apply for such 
funds. We are concerned, though, that 
the States may be laboring under the 
false Impression that these programs 

are not eligible !or funding despite the 
fact that they have proven successful 
and effective, and are certainly eligible 
for funding under requirements set 
forth In the Code of Federal Regula
tions. 

Congressman GEORGE MILLER has 
worked hard to make this committee 
and the Federal Highway Administra
tion aware of funding problems associ
ated with the 24/I-680 Interchange In 
California. The committee believes 
that the Federal Highway Administra
tion should review Its earlier decision 
to drop funding from this project as 
elle-lble under the Interstate construc
tion program, and are sympathetic to 
presentations made by Mr. MILLER 
that this project Is eligible. 

Mr. Speaker, I have also discussed 
With Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. SHUSTER, and 
Mr. CLAUSEN a number of other 
projects anti policy concerns of other 
Members which Mr. SHUSTER has 
agreed to cover on his time. I want the 
record to show I concur with my col
leagues from California and Pennsyl
vania concerning the Intent of the 
committee and wish to state we are In 
agreement. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, the 
measure we Intend to bring to the 
House at this time Is a 1-year highway 
bill so that we can keep a minimal 
highway program going. It would re
quire only a 1-year extension or the 
highway trust fund. 

I understand the chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee Is going 
to object. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Further re
serving the right to object, I would 
like to Inquire of the gentleman from 
New Jersey whether or not the tax 
provisions as reported by the Ways 
and Means Commlttee are attached to 
the bill the gentleman Is presently of
fering. Are his tax provisions the same 
provisions that were approved by the 
Ways and Means Committee or are 
they different? 

Mr. HOWARD. If the gentleman 
means the exemption of the taxicab 
from It, I believe that they are not. It 
Is a 1-year extension of the trust fund, 
a strale-ht 1-year extension of the trust 
fund with an added provision that 
would make It not In order for either 
the House or the Senate Public Works 
Committee to bring to the floor of the 
House a highway bill which would 
trigger the Byrd amendment, meaning 
having obligations which could not be 
met by the funds coming to the trust. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. If the gen
tleman will answer my question, Is the 
text of the Ways and Means Commit
tee bill Included In the provisions of
fered by the gentleman? 

Mr. HOWARD. The answer Is no. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak

er, I had hoped to offer the text of 
H.R. 7092, as reported by the Commit
tee on Ways and Means, as a revenue 
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title to the legislation or the House 
Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation CH.R. 6211 and Its sub
stitute, H.R. 6965> which provides 
highway authorizations for fiscal year 
1983. 

Under present law, the transfer of 
highway excise tax revenues to and 
expenditure authority from the high
way trust fund expire after September 
30, 1984. The highway excise taxes are 
scheduled to be reduced or expire 
after that date. H.R. 7092 would pro· 
vide a 1-year extension through Sep
tember 30, 1985, of the highway trust 
fund and Its related excise taxes. 

This extension would have permit
ted the full amount of the fiscal year 
1983 trust fund authorizations pro
posed by the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation to be ap
portioned without triggering the 
present Byrd amendment. The Byrd 
amendment was included in the 1956 
Highway Revenue Act to Insure that 
the highway trust fund could not op
erate In a deficit position. This provi
sion reQuires that, If the trust fund 
balance plus projected revenues are In
sufficient to fund existing unpaid au
thorizations plus the authorizations 
tor the fiscal year In question, appor
tionments out of the trust fund must 
be proportionately reduced. Specifical
ly, the current trust fund balance plus 
estimated revenues for fiscal years 
1983 and 1984 are Insufficient to cover 
the outstanding authorizations of $19 
billion plus the new authorizations of 
$9.5 billion In the Public Works Com
mittee's blll. Thus, H.R. 7092 would 
provide an additional year's revenues
those from fiscal year 1985-in order 
to fully fund the fiscal year 1983 au
thorizations. 

H.R. 7092 also would transfer the 
highway trust fund provisions into the 
trust fund code of the Internal Reve
nue Code. Presently, the highway 
trust fund provisions are uncodified 
and may be found only In a note to 
section 120 of title 23 of the United 
States Code. Last year, the Committee 
on Ways and Means established a 
trust fund code In the Internal Reve
nue Code and began transferring the 
provisions of trust funds within the 
committee's jurisdiction Into this code. 
Two funds, the black lung disability 
trust fund and the airport and airway 
trust fund. have already been trans
ferred. 

In transferring the highway trust 
fund provisions, certain modernizing 
and conforming changes would have 
been made-none of which was Intend
ed to have substantive effect. For ex
ample, the trust fund code provisions 
in the Internal Revenue Code contain 
general provisions applicable to all 
funds on transfers of revenues, re
quired reports and fund Investment 
policies. Therefore, separate provi
sions for each trust fund are not nec
essary. 

Further, In transferring the h ighway 
trust fund provisions that govern ex
penditures from the fund. certain con
forming and updating changes would 
be made. The present language has 
not been changed In many years, and 
still refers to the Federal-Aid Road 
Act of 1916 and the administrative ex
penses of the Bureau of Public Roads, 
The committee's bill would revlst< this 
provision to delete these archaic refer
ences, 

Finally, the bill would provide that 
expenditures may be made out of the 
trust fund for all existing authoriza
tions and for those au thorlzatfons ap
proved by the Committee on Public 
Works In the present bill, H.R. 6965. 
This approach conforms to that pres
ently used In the other trust funds, in
cluding the airport and airway trust 
fund, whereby the Committee on 
Ways and Means _must make a con
forming, updating change to the trust 
fund expenditure provisions when new 
authorization bills are approved by 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

Let me emphasize that no substan
tive change to the legislative jurisdic
tion of the Committee on Ways and 
Means or the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation would be 
made or Is intended. The Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation 
has, and would fully retain, the ability 
to authorize spending out of the high
way trust fund for specified pur poses 
and for specific sums. The Committee 
on Ways and Means has and would 
retain the ability to review the overall 
authorizations so that conforming 
changes to the trust fund provisions 
and any adjustments to the trust fund 
taxes could be made u are ntJcessary 
to Insure the trust fund's continued 
solvency. Clearly, If authorl7.atlon 
levels were significantly Increased by 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, it would be the re
sponsibility of the Committee on Ways 
and Means to raise highway taxes or 
extend the present taxes for longer pe
riods of time. Clearly, If new authori
zations from the trust fund were ap
proved by the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation to expand 
its purposes beyond Federal-aid high
ways, such as for mass transit operat
Ing purposes. the Committee on Ways 
and Means should review this decision 
and consider the trust fund ramifica
tions of such a change. Simply stated, 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
has no jurisdiction over or Interest In 
specific aspects of highway authoriza
tions reported by the Public Works 
Committee. We do need to review the 
overall package to Insure that trust 
fund revenues are sufficient to cover 
the authorizations and that the broad 
purposes of the authorizations are 
consistent with the purposes for which 
the trust fund was established or has 
been extended to cover. 

Finally, H.R. 7092, would extend for 
2 years the present exemption from 
the fuels excise taxes for fuel used by 
certain taxicabs, the present expira
tion date of December 31, 1982, would 
be extended through December 31, 
1984. The committee has not had an 
opportunity to examine this Issue and 
accordingly a~rreed to a limited exten
sion. The committee expects to consid
er this matter next year during a com
prehensive review of the highway 
trust fund. 

Since the 11entleman's unanimous
consent request does not Include the 
carefully crafted language unanimous
ly developed by our committee, I am 
1m!ortunately constrained to object at 
this time to his request to consider the 
full year hiihway bilL I understand 
the gentleman will bring up a shorter 
term bill for which there are h ighway 
trust fund -moneys still available. I 
hope he proceeds with that effort and 
that we can resolve the longer term 
issue when Congress returns on No
vember 29. We share a common goal 
for continuing the highway program, 
particularly for refurbishing what 
needs to be done, but we must proceed 
not only with a commitment to the au
thorizations that this work requires 
but also with a willingness to support 
the taxes that are necessary to pay for 
this most Important work. 

Mr. Speaker, I obJect. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec

tion is heard. 

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 
1982 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker. I call 
up the Senate biii CS. 2574> to author
Ize appropriations for the construction 
of certain highways In accordance 
with title 23 of the United States 
Code, and for other purposes, and ask 
unanimous consent for its Immediate 
consideration In the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate bilL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er. reserving the right to object. I do 
this really. wondering whether or not 
there are any excise tax provisions In 
the present legislation the gentleman 
Is offering. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I yield to 
t.he gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOWARD. In the legislation I 
offer at this time there are no tax pro
visions whatsoever I say to the gentle
man. 

Mr. Speaker. I offer this highway 
extension, which In essence is an au
thorization version of a continuing res
olution, as the only conceivable means 
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available to keep any sort o! highway 
program going. 

This authorization of the basic pro· 
grams o.t or near current levels for 
fiscal year 1982, would tide the pro
gram over until the postelection ses· 
slon and the possibility of moving a 
regular authorization. 

Why is this necessary, Mr. Speaker? 
It Is necessary because It has been ab· 
solutely Impossible to bring up a regu· 
lar authorization. even a 1-year bill to 
which the Senate has agreed to take 
In conference or back to the Senate 
floor for final passage. 

This in tum Is due to our Inability to 
obtain from the Committee on Ways 
and Means a simple extension of the 
highway trust find or 1 year. which Is 
all that would be necessary to extend 
the program authorizations for 1 year. 

We requested such an extension 
from the Committee on Ways and 
Means but were confronted Instead 
with a 1-year extension that was ac
companied by a substantial rewrite of 
the Highway Revenue Act. It would 
have made It Impossible for the Com· 
mlttee on Public Works and Transpor· 
tation to exercise Its authorizing Juris· 
diction-with respect either to 
amounts or purposes-affecting ex
penditures of funds from the highway 
trust fund. 

Any substantive amendment to the 
highway program would have required 
an amendment to the Internal Reve· 
nue Code, which naturally would have 
to originate In the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

This would have disrupted a partner· 
ship which has prevailed eyer since en· 
actment of the Highway Revenue Act 
of 1956 and in effect reconstituted the 
Committee on Ways and Means as the 
authorizing committee for the Feder· 
al-ald highway program. 

We do not believe the House would 
intend such a radical restructuring of 
committee responsibilities: not with· 
out adequate notice. not without hear· 
ings, not without a vote of the full 
House under an open rule when alter· 
natives could at least be considered. 

We therefore requested the Rules 
Committee to grant a modified open 
rule on the Ways and Means Commit
tee's proposal, making possible the of· 
ferlng of a genuine, simple, 1-year ex· 
tension of the trust fund. This we re· 
quested In lieu of the closed rule 
sought by the Committee on Ways and 
Means. In the absence of a compro
mise between the two committees, the 
Committee on Rules declined to grant 
any rule whatever. 

Since that time, we have attempted 
to work out a compromise, with the 
Committee on Ways and Means, which 
disclaims any designs on our Jurlsdlc· 
tlon. Its principal concern, we have 
been told, Is over the aggregate 
amounts that could be authorized out 
of the highway trust fund. But, If you 
read the Ways and Means language-

just read the language of H.R. 7092 as 
reported and for which a closed rule 
was formally requested-you'll quickly 
disabuse yourself of that notion. 

We have been absolutely unable to 
reach a compromise with the Commit· 
tee on Ways and Means. which has 
continued to Insist on language which 
is unacceptable, and should be unac· 
cepta.ble, to supporters of the highway 
program in this House or out In the 
country. 

Substantively and procedurally, such 
a measure has no place in a 1-year ex· 
tension. 

We have worked out an agreement 
on highway authorizations which the 
Senate has agreed to take instantly. 
But, we need an extension of the trust 
fund to do this. We offered such an 
extension, with language assuring that 
the trust fund will be protected, and 
there Is objection. -Therefore, there Is 
no alternative to the measure we place 
before the House. All I can say for It Is 
that It is better than nothing. 

This provision extends authorlza· 
tlons for the Interstate construction 
program for 1 year at a level of $3.225 
billion. Interstate 4R Is continued, also 
for 1 year, by existing law at $800 mil· 
lfon. 

We also approve the apportionment 
factors for the Interstate System, 
without which no funds can be appor· 
tioned for the new fiscal year. 

Also In the bill are authorizations at 
current funding levels for the follow· 
ing programs: Primary, secondary, 
urban, forest highways, public lands 
highways, economic growth centers, 
great river road, and priority primary. 

This measure also extends other pro· 
grams at current funding levels 
through December 15, 1982: bridge re· 
placement and rehabilitation, hazard 
elfmlnatlon, rall·hlghway crossings, 
and discretionary bridges. Existing 
Buy America provisions also are ex· 
tended. 

It Is to be regretted that the leglsla· 
tlve process has been frustrated by 
this last minute problem with what 
should have been a simple, 1-year ex· 
tension of the trust fund. Let us not 
compound the problem by allowing 
the program virtually to come to a 
halt on the spot. 

I urge the enactment of the bill. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak

er, I withdraw my reservation of obJec
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 

follows: 
s. 2574 

Be tt enacted by the SenaU and Howe of 
&:>rt•entaltve• of the United State• of 
America in Congre .. as3tmbletl, That this 
Act may be cited as the .. Federal-Aid High
way Act or 1982". 

A£VISION OF AUTHORIZA'tlON FOR 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR 'TilE lNTEilSTATE SYSTEM 

SEc. 102. Subsection lbl or section 108 or 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. as 
amended. Ia amended by striking out "the 
additional sum or $3.625,000.000 for the 
fiscal year endJng September 30, 1984," and 
Inserting In lieu thereof the rollowtnc: "the 
additional sum or $3.300.000.000 ror the 
fiscal year ending September 30. 1984.". 

API'R.OVAL Of' INTERSTATE COST ESTill AT£ 

SEC. 103. The Secretary of Tranoportatlon 
shall apportion for the fiscal year ending 
September 30. 1984, the sums authorized to 
be apportioned for such year bY section 
1081b> or the Federal-Aid Hichway Act or 
1956. as amended, for expendltur~ on the 
National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways, using the apporUonrnent factors 
contained In revised table 5 or the commit· 
tee print numbered 97-53 or the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation or the 
House of Representatives. 

OBLICATlOM LtlliTATlOl't Atm ALLOCATlOI'f 
PORMULA. 

Szc. 104. Ia> Notwithstanding any other 
provision or law. the total or all obligations 
lor Federal aid highways and highway 
sarety construction programs for fiscal year 
1983 shall not exceed $8,200,000.000. This 
limitation shall not apply to obligations for 
emergency relief under section 125 or title 
23, United States Code. and section 9 or the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1981. except 
chapter 3 of the Uraent Supplemental Ap
propriations Act of 1982 !Public Law 97-
216), and obligations with respect to Union 
Station under Public Law 97-12~. Obligation 
constraint. shall be placed upon any ongo
Ing emergency proJect carried out under sec· 
tlon 125 of title 23. United Stat~ Code. 

<b> For the fiscal year 1983, the Secretary 
shall distribute the limitation Imposed by 
subsection <a> by allocation In the ratio 
which sums authorized to be appropriated 
for Federal-aid hlchways and hichway 
safety construction which a.re apportioned 
to each State for such fiscal year bears to 
the total of the sums authorized to be ap· 
propriated for Federal-aid hl~rhways and 
hlchway sarety construction which are ap
portioned to all the Stat~ for such fiscal 
year. 

le) During the period October 1 through 
December 31. 1982, no State shall obligate 
more than 35 per centum of the amount dis
tributed to such State under subsection (b). 
and the total or all State obllcatlons durlnc 
such period shall not exceed 25 per centum 
of the total amount distributed to all States 
under such subsection. 

ld> Notwithstandln&' subsections <b> and 
<c>. the Secretary shaii-

O> provide all States with authority suffi
cient to prevent lapses of sums authorl.zed 
to be appropriated for Federal-aid hlchways 
and hfchway aalety construction which 
have been apportioned to a State, except In 
those Instances In which a State Indicates 
tt.s Intention to lapse sums apportioned 
under section 1041bl!SliA> or title 23. United 
States Code. 

(2) after August I, 1983, revise a dlstrlbu· 
tion of the funds made available under aub· 
section <bl If a State wlll not oblicate the 
amount distributed durine that fiscal year 
and redistribute suC!lcfent amounts to those 
States able to obligate amounts In addition 
to those previously distributed during that 
fiscal year; and 
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<3> not distribute amounts authorized Cor 

admJnfatraUve expenses and forest blah· 
ways. 

<eX!> S•cUon 1106Cbl of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act or 1981 Is re
pealed. 

<2> Section 1106Ccl of the Omnibus Bud~et 
Reconciliation Act of 1981 is amended to 
read as follows: 

"<c> For the fiscal year 1982, the Secretary 
of Transportation shall distribute the limi
tation Imposed by subsection <a> by alloca
tion In the ratio which sums authorized to 
be appropriated for Federal-aid highways 
and hlchway safety construction which are 
apportioned to each State for such fiscal 
year bears to the total of the sums author
Ized to be appropriated for Federal-aid high
ways and highway safety construction 
which are apportioned to all the Ststes for 
such fiscal year.". 

<3> Section 1106<d> or the Omnibus 
Budcet Reconciliation Act of 1981 is amend
ed by striking out "periods" and Inserting In 
lieu thereof "period" and by striking out 
'"and October 1 throueh December 31, 
1982,"-

(4) Section 1106CcX2> of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 is amend
ed by striking out "and after August 1, 
1983,". 

AVTHORIZATlOHS 

SEC. 105. <a> For the purpose of carrying 
out the provisions or title 23, United States 
Code, the following sums are hereby author· 
!zed to be appropriated: 

U J For the Federal-aid primary sy.stem fn 
rural areas, Including the extensions of the 
Federal-aid primary system In urban area, 
and the priority primary routes, out of the 
Highway Trust Fund, $1.500,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983. For 
the Federal·afd secondary system in rural 
areas. out of the Highway Trust Fund, 
$425,000,000 Cor the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1983. 

<2> For the Federal-aid urban system, out 
of the Highway Trust Fund, $775,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1983-

(3) For Indian reservation roads and 
brldaes. $83,000,000 for the fiscal year 
endlna September 30, 1983. 

<4> For carrylnr out section 215<a> of title 
23, United States Code-

CAl for the Virgin Islands, not to exceed 
$5,000.000 for the fiscal year endina Sep
tember 30, 1983: 

<B> Cor Quam, not to exceed $5,000,000 Cor 
fiscal year endin& Septem'Jer 30, 1983; and 

CC) for American Samoa, not to exceed 
$1,000,000 for the fiscal year endlna Sep
tember 30, 1983. 
Sums authorized by this parae:raph shall be 
available for obJiaation at the beginning of 
the period for which authorized in the same 
manner and to the samt extent as if such 
sums were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code. 

<5> For the Commonwealth of the North
ern Mariana Islands, not to exceed 
SI.OOO,OOO Cor the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1983. Sums authorized by this 
paragraph shall be expended in the same 
manner as sums authoriud to carry out sec
tion 215 of title 23, United States Code. 
Sums authorized by this paraaraph shall be 
available Cor obligation at the beginning of 
the period for which authorized in the same 
manner and to the same extend as It such 
sums were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code. 

<6> For the forest highways, out of the 
Highway Trust Fund, $33,000.000 Cor t11e 
fiscal year endlna September 30, 1983. 

17> For public lands highways, out of the 
Hlchway Trust Fund, $16,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983. 

<8> For economic erowth center develop
ment hlahways under section 143 of title 23, 
United States Code, out of the Highway 
Trust Fund, $29,000,000 lor the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1983. 

C9l For the Great River Road, out of the 
Highway Trust Fund, $19,000,000 for the 
fiscal year Septerr.ber 30, 1983, for construe· 
tion or reconstruction of roads on a Federal· 
aid highway systetn. 

110> Par access highways under section 
155 of tlt.le 23, United States Code, 
$15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep. 
tember 30, 1983. 

<bl(l > For each of the fiscal years 1984, no 
State, lncludlnS the State of Alaska, shall 
receive less than one-half of 1 per centum of 
the total apportionment for the Interstate 
System under section 104<b><SXA> of title 
23, United States Code. Whenever amounts 
made available undr this subsection for the 
Interstate System In any State exceed the 
estimated cost of cornpleting that State's 
portion of the Interstate SY"tem, and 
exceed the estimated cnst of necessary re
surfacing, restoration, rehabilitation and re
construction of the Interstate System 
within such State, the excess amount shalt 
be eligible for expenditure for those pur
poses for which funds apportioned under 
paragraphs Cll, <~>. and C6l of such section 
104Cb> may be expended. 

<k> In the case of priority primary routes, 
$125,000,000 of the sums authorized for the 
Ilscal year ending September 30, 1983, by 
subsection (allll of this section for such 
routes, shall not be apportioned. Such 
$125,000,000 of such authorized sum shall 
be available for obligation on the date of ap
portionment of funds for such fiscal year, In 
the same manner and to the same extent as 
the sums apportioned on such date. 

<d> Seo:tion 163<p) of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1973 Is amended by Insert· 
log after "September 30, 1982," the follow
ing: "and $50,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1983,". 

lNl'Z.RS'!'ATE RESURP'ACING 
SEc. 106. Section 10~ ot the Surface Trans· 

portatlon Assistance Act of 1978 1s amended 
by strikln&' out "and not to exceed 
S800,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1984." and Inserting In lieu 
thereof "not to exceed $1,000,000,000 Cor 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1984,", 

HIGHWAY BRIDGE REPLACEMENT AND 
REHABILITATION 

SEC. 107. (a) Subsection (e) of section 144 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended 
by striking "and September 30, 1982," and 
Inserting in lieu thereof "September 30, 
1982, and September 30, 1983,"; 

Cb) SubsecUon Cg) of such section Js 
amended by strUdne- "1\nd September 30, 
1982," each place that it appears and insert
Ing In lieu thereof "September 30, 198~ and 
September 30, 1983": and 

(C) Section 202(6) of the Surface Trans
portation Assistance Act of 1978 IS amended 
by striking "and $900,000,000 Cor the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1982." and In
serting In lieu thereof "$900,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1982, and 
$1,000,000,000 Cor the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1983.". 

SA.PETY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATIONS 

Stc. 108. Section 202<8> of the Surface 
Transportation A&'istance Act of 1978 is 

amended by striking "and $200,000,000 Cor 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982." 
and inserting In lieu thereof "$200,000,000 
Cor the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1982, and $200,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1983." . 

RAIL·HIQHWAY CROSSINGS 

Ste. 109. Subsection <bl or Section 203 of 
the Highway Safety Act of 1973 as amended 
by the Highway SafeLy Act ot 19?8 Is 
amended by strfkina "and September 30, 
1982." and Inserting in lieu thereof, "Sep
tember 30, 1982, and September 30, 1983.", 

ENERGY IMPACTED ROADS 

SEc. 110. Cal Section 105 of title 23, United 
States Code. is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"Chl In preparing programs to submit In 
accordance with subsection Ca> of this sec· 
tlon, the State highway departments may 
e:tve priority t.o proJects for the reconstruc· 
tion, resur!aclng, restoration. or rehabllita· 
tion of highways which are incurrtnc a 
substantial use as a result of transportation 
act.tvltles to meet.....nattonal energy require
ments and which will continue to incur such 
use. and In approving such proRrams the 
Secretary may give priority to such 
proJects.". 

lbl Section 120 of titie 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at t.he end 
thereof the fol1owine- new subsection: 

"(k) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, the Federal share payable on 
o.ceount o! any project under this title to re
construct, resurface. restore, and rehabill· 
tate any highway which the Secretary 
determines, at the request of any State, 11 
lncurrlne a substantial use a.s result of 
transportatlon acttvltJes to meet national 
energy requirements and will continue to 
Incur such use is eighty-five per centum of 
the cost of such proJect." . 

SEC. 111. Section 10526<a> of title 49, 
United States Code. is amended-

(!) by striking "or" at the end of para
graph 02); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph 113), and inserting in lieu thereof 
":or'': and 

<3> by adding at the end thereof the Col
lowln~r: 

"C14) transportation of broken, crushed or 
powdered glass.". 

SEC. 112. Section 508 of the Airport and 
Airway Improvement Act of 1982 fs o.mend· 
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow· 
inc new subsection: 

"(e) Use of Certain Apportioned Funds Cor 
Discretionary Purposes.-11 > SubJect to 
paragraphs <2> and <3>, If the Secretary de· 
termlnes, based upon notice provided under 
sectlon 509Ce) or otherwise, that any of the 
amounts apportioned under section 50'Ha) 
will not be obligate durin& a fiscal year, the 
Secretary may obligated durlnc such fiscal 
year an amount equal to auch amounts at 
his discretion !or any of the purposes for 
which funds are made available under sec· 
tlou 505. 

"'<2) The Secretary may make obligations 
In accordance with paragraph (1 > only it the 
Secretary determines that the total of obll· 
cations for such fiscal year !or purposes of 
section 505 will not exceed the amount au· 
thorlzed !or such fiscal year under section 
505Cal and If the Secretary determines that 
sufficient amounts are authorjzed under 
section 505Cal Cor later fiscal years Cor obl!
gatton for such apportioned amounts which 
were not obligated during such fiscal year 
and which remain available under section 
508(&). 
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"(3) For purposes of amounts apportioned 

!or flac:al year 1982, the Secretary may make 
the determinations under paraJP'apha U> 
and <2> on or before October 30, 1982. For 
purposea of any Umltatlon on obllaations 
lmpoaed by Jaw, amounts obligated ln ac· 
cord:lnce with this subsection on or before 
October 30, 1982, shall be deemed to have 
been obligated durJnc ffscal year 1982 to the 
extent that such amounts, when added to 
amounta: oblf&"&ted on or after October 1. 
1981, and before October 1, 1982. !or pur
poses of section 505, do not exceed 
$450,000,000.". 

Sec. 113. <a> Section 127 of title 23. United 
States Code, ls amended by addlnl at the 
end thereof the followlne: "Notwlthatand
lng any other llmltatlon relatinr to vehicle 
widths contained In thls title, a State mi\Y 
permit trucks or combinations thereof 
havlnc a width of not more than 102 Inches 
to operate over Interstate hlehways, Nation
al Defense Hlchways, or any other quallfy
lnJ Federal-aid hlshway as designated by 
the Secretary of Transportation, with traf
fic lanes designed to be a width of 12 feet or 
more.••. 

<b> The width limitation described In the 
preceding subsection shall be exclusive of 
safety-related appendares. such as rear view 
mirrors, tum signal lamps, marker lamps, 

P5 and handholds for entry and eJP'ess, 
flexible fender extensions, mud-flaps and 
splash and spray suppressant devices, load
induced tire bul&e, enercy conservation de· 
vices or deslhls. refrlaeratlon units or air 
compressors, which the Secretary of Trans
ortation may interpret as necessary for sate 
and ertlclent operation of commercial motor 
vehicles. 

(C) No State may enact or enforce any law 
denylnr reasonable access to comnterclal 
motor vehicles subject to title 23, United 
States Code, to and from the Interstate 
Hlrhway Syatem and the Federal-aid pri
mary system and terminals and facilities for 
food, fuel, repairs, and rest. 

AMElfDMEl'fT IH THE NArtJR~ OP' A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFEitED IY MR. HOWAR.D 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment In the nature of R sub
stitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment. in the nature of a substitute 

offered by Mr. HoWARD! 
Strike out all after the enactlnll clause 

and Insert In lieu thereof the follow!;;~~ 
That thls Act may be cUed as the "Federal
Aid Hlehway Act of 1982". 

SEC. 2. Subsection <bl of aectlon 108 of the 
Federal-Aid Hlehway Act of 1956, as amend
ed, Is amended by strlklnr out "th~ addi
tional sum of $3,625,000,000 for the fiscal 
year endlnr September 80, 1984,'' and In
serting In lieu thereof the followlnr. "the 
additional sum of $3,225,000,000 for the 
flscal year endln~r September 30, 1984,". 

SEC. 3. The Secretary of Transportation 
shall apportion for the fiscal year endlni 
September 30, 198oi, the aums authorized to 
be apportioned for such year by section 
108<bl of the Federal-Aid Hlehway Act of 
1956, as amended, for expenditures on the 
National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways, uslns the apportionment !acton 
contained In revised table 5 of the commit
tee print numbered 97-53 of the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives. 

SEc. 4. (a) For the purpose of carrying out 
the provisions of title 23, United States 
Code, the !ollowlnr sums <multlplled by a 
factor determined by dlvldlna the maximum 

number of days In the fiscal year endlne 
September 30, 1983, lor which funds are ap. 
proprlated by a joint resolution making con
tinuing appropriations tor such flsca.l year, 
by 365 days) are hereby authorized to be ap
propriated: 

<1 > For the Federal-aid primary system In 
rural areas. Including the extensions of the 
Federal-aid primary system In urban areas, 
and the priority primary routes, out of the 
Hllrhway Trust Fund, ,1,500,000,000 lor the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983. For 
the Federal-aid secondary system In rural 
areas, out of the Hlahway Trust Fund, 
$400,000,000 lor the fiscal year endlntr Sep
tember 30, 1983. 

(2) For the Federal-aid urban system, out 
of the Hlchway Trust Fund, $800,000,000 
for the fiscal year endlne September 30, 
1983. 

<31 For the forest highways, out of the 
Hlehway Trust Fund, $33,000,000 for the 
fiscal year endlnl' September 30, 1983. 

<4> For public lands hlahways, out of the 
Highway Trust Fund, $16,000,000 tor the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983. 

(5) For economic growth center develop
ment highways under section 143 of utle 23. 
United States COde, out of the Highway 
Trust Fund, $50,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1983. 

<6> For the Great River Road, out of the 
Highway Trust Fund, $25,000,000 for the 
flac:al year endlntr September 30, 1983, for 
construction or reconstruction of roads on a 
Federal-aid highway system. 

(bl For fiscal year 1984, no State, Includ
ing the State of Alaska, shaH receive less 
than one-half of I per centum of the total 
apportionment lor the Interstate System 
under section 10i<bX5><A> of title 23, United 
States Code. Whenever amounts made avail
able under thls subsection for the Interstate 
System In any State exceed the estimated 
cost of completing that State's portion of 
the Interstate System, and exceed the esti
mated cost of neceuary resurfacing, restora
tion, rehabilitation, and reconstruction of 
the Interstate System within such State, 
the excess amount shall be elll'lble for ex
penditure for those purposes for which 
funds apportioned under paragraphs <1 >. 
<2>, and (6) of such section 104<b> may be 
expended and >hall also be available for ex· 
pendlturt to carry out section 152 of title 
23, United States Code. 

<c) In the case of priority primary routes, 
$126,000,000 (multiplied by the factor deter
mined under subsection <a.> of thb section) 
ol the sums authorized for the fiscal year 
ending Septetnber 30, 1983, by subsection 
(a)(l) of thls section for ouch routeo, shall 
not be apportioned. Such $125,000,000 <mul
tiplied by such factor> shall be available tor 
obligation on the date of apportionment of 
funds for such !!seal year. In the oame 
manner and t.o the same extent as the sums 
apportioned on such date, except that such 
$125,000,000 <multiplied by such factor> 
shall be available for oblltratlon at the dis
cretion of the Secretary of Transportation 
only for projects of unusually high cost or 
which require long periods or time for their 
construction. Any part of such $125,000,000 
<multiplied by such factor> not obllcated by 
such Secretary on or before the last day of 
such !!seal year shall be Immediately appor
tioned in the same manner as funds appor
tioned for the next succeedlnc fiscal year 
for primary ayatem routes, and available !or 
oblltratlon for the SQme periods as ouch ap
portionment. 

SEc. 5. <a> The following sums are hereby 
authorized to be appropriated: 

<I J For bridge replacement and rehabilita
tion under section 144 of title 23, United 
States Code, out of the Hlrhway Trust 
Fund. $900,000,000 <multiplied by the factor 
determined under section i<a> of this Act> 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1983. 

(2) For projects lor elimination of hazards 
under section 152 of title 23, United States 
COde, out of the Highway Trust Fund, 
$200,000,000 <multiplied by the factor deter
mined under section 4<a> of thl& Aet) for the 
!!seal year ending September 30, 1983. 

<b> Section 203(b) of the Hlchway Safety 
Act of 1973, as amended, I& amended by 
striking out "and $190,000,000" nnd lnsert
lnir In lieu thereof "S190,000,000" and by In
serting alter "September 30, 1982" the fol
lowln~r: ", and $190,000,000 Cmultlplled by 
the factor determined under section 4(al of 
the Federal-Aid Hlehway Act of 19821 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1983". 

<cXll Section 144<e> of title 23. United 
States Code, ls amended by slrlklne out 
"and September 30. 1982" and lnsertlnc In 
lieu thereof ~september 30, 1982, and Sep. 
tember 30, 1983". 

(2) Section 14i<gl of title 23, United States 
Code, Is amended by ln.•ertlng after the 
third sentence the following new sentences: 
"Of the amount authorized for the fiscal 
year endln1r September 30, 1983, by para
rraph <ll of section 5(al of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1982, all but $200,000,000 
<multiplied by the factor detennlned under 
&ectlon 4Ca) of such AcU shall be appor
tioned as provided In subsection (el of this 
section. $200,000,000 <multiplied by such 
factor> of the amount authorized lor such 
!lscal year shall be available lor obligation 
on the date of each such apportionment, in 
the &arne manner and to the same extent as 
the sums apportioned on such date except 
that the oblltratlon of such $200,000.000 
(multiplied by such factor> shall be at the 
discretion of the Secretary and shall be only 
for proJects for those hlchway brldtres the 
replacement or rehabilitation cost of each 
of which ls more than $10,000,000, and for 
any project for a hJ1hway bridBe the re
placement or rehabilitation costa of which Is 
less than $10,000,000 If such cost I& at least 
twice the amount apportioned to the State 
In which such brldire Is located under aub
sectlon (e) of this section Cor the Ciscal year 
fn which application Is made for a grant for 
such bridge.''. 

SEC. 6. Section 401Cal of the Surface 
Transportation Asalstance Act of 1978 Is 
amended by tnsertln1 after "or by any Act 
amended by this Act" the following: "or, 
after the date of enactment of this Act, any 
funds authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out thb Act, title 23, United States 
Code. or the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of IQ64". 

Mr. HOWARD (durin& the reading)_ 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment In the nature of a 
substitute be considered as read and 
printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, was this a 
unanimous-consent request made to 
bring up this bill? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There 
was a unanimous-consent request 
made, and no objection was heard. 
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Mr. FRENZEL. And that Is the pro· 
cedure we are operating under now? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That Is 
correct. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Further reserving 
the right to object, may I Inquire as to 
the chairman's Intentions? 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. HOWARD. I wm state to the 
gentleman. as you may know, we had a 
1-year extension of the highway bill. 
We have gone to the Ways and Means 
Committee asklm:. as Is routine and 
normal, a 1-year extension of the 
highway trust fund to be able to cover 
the amount of money In this legisla
tion. 

As you know, the Ways and Means 
Committee passed a resolution and 
went to the Rules Committee with It 
which would not only extend the trust 
fund for 1 year but would take the 
entire jurisdiction of authoriZing high
way legislation away from the Public 
Works and Transportation Committee 
and vest It In the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

This caused an Impasse because the 
Public Works and Transportation 
Commlttee, which has been working 
this program very well, fiscally respon
sibly, never having a dollar due when a 
dollar was not there to pay for It, felt 
we should not, by an amendment from 
the Ways and Means Commlttee, give 
our jurisdiction up to the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

I previously asked unanimous con
sent to be able to bring up a 1-year bill 
because, as you know, there was no 
highway money In the continuing res
olution Just passed and this caused a 
great deal of difficulty around the 
Nation because the program died this 
morning. 

We find that as of this morning 31 
States in this Nation are without fund
Ing for various Items such as Inter
state, prlm&.ry, secondary, urban, or 
bridge programs In their States. 

So the chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee just objected to us 
having a 1-year bill. So what I am at
tempting to bring before the House 
now Is what amounts to perhaps a 6-
month bill or a 3-month bill, depend
Ing upon the payout, which does not 
require the Ways and Means Commit
tee to . extend the trust fund at all, 
which again shows how fiscally re
sponsible we have been In Public 
Works, because we have gone 3 to 6 
months now without any additional In
crease and have enough money In the 
funding to take care of it. 

So all we are attempting to do now is 
to try and get by for a few more 
months because what the Ways and 
Means Committee did has caused a 
tremendous disruption In the highway 
programs of at least 31 States. So this 

is the second bill, a short-term meas· 
ure. 

0 2050 
Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle

man. 
Further reserving the right to 

object, I am overwhelmed by the fi
nancial responsibility. I wonder If the 
gentleman would tell me about sectlor. 
6. You are extending current "buy 
America" requirements that are now 
in the law, without extension or addi
tion? 

Mr. HOWARD. The gentleman is 
correct. That Is In section 6. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I with· 
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
HowARD> that the amendment in the 
nature of a substlt\lte be considered or 
read and printed in the REcORD? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv
Ing the right to object, can we have 
some description as to what this 
amendment does? 

Mr. HOWARD. If the gentleman 
will yield, this Is a short-term continu
ation of the basic elements of the 
highway program, Interstate, primary, 
secondary, bridge, urban, for a short 
time, to stay within the funding that 
will be available, without any exten
sion of the hf11:h way trust fuud, so that 
when we come back In the lameduck 
session, perhaps, we wUJ then have to 
address this problem once more. But It 
at least will permit the pro~~:rruns to go 
on during this Interim period for the 
States. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New .rersey <Mr. 
HowARD> that the amendment In the 
nature of a substitute be considered as 
read and printed In the RECORD? 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I would like to In
quire of the chairman concerning the 
hill:hWilY beautl.ticatlon provision. 

Mr. HOWARD. Gone. 
Mr. SHAW. Particularly the provi

sion as to blllboi.U'ds and the compen
sation by the States? 

Mr. HOWARD. Absolutely ~~:one. 
This Is a basic, barebones biJI. The 
other policy chan~~:es that our commit
tee had voted out are ~~:one. There 
were 40·some Members who had spe· 
clal needs In their districts for special 
projects, justifiable needs that were in 
the legislation, most of which would 
have been In the 1-year bill that was 
just objected to. They are all gone 
also. We are going to have to come 
ba::k to this at some other time. This 
Is just the barebones continued fund
Ing for the maJor portions of thfs leg
Islation. 

Mr. SHAW. I thank the gentleman, 
and I withdraw my reservation of ob· 
jection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
HoWARD) that the amendment In the 
nature of a substitute be considered as 
r~ad and printed in the RECORD? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempare. The 

question Is on the amendment In the 
nature of a substitute offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
HOWARD). 

The amendment In the nature of a 
substitute was agreed to. 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
In support of this extension and urge 
Its prompt adoption. Like the bfll we 
had hoped to offer along with trust 
fund extension but were prevented 
from offering by objection, this one 
can be taken up quickly by the Senate 
and passed. 

It Is absolutely vital that we author
ize the basic, nonfnterstate programs 
funded by the trust fund, and I would 
emphasize that these can be funded 
from existing resources without any 
extension of the fund. It Is also essen· 
tial that we approve the table V appor
tionment factors for the Interstate 
program to permit this Important con
struct.lon work to go forward . 

Also provided In this measure Is ex
tP.nslon of the brld~~:e replacement. 
hazard elimination, rail-highway cross
Ing, and discretionary brld~~:e pro
grams. 

The only further comment I would 
have llt this late hour on the IA.St day 
of the session Is this: My fellow mem
bers of the committee leadership, 
Chairman HOWARD of the full commit
tee, Chairman ANDERSON of the Sur
face Transportation Subcommittee, 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
Mr. SHUsTER, the ranklnl1: minority 
member of the subcommittee, have 
been unsparing In their efforts to get 
at least a 1-year highway bill with a 1-
year extension of the highway t st 
fund enacted Into Jaw. 

This was not to be and it should be 
no mystery to any Member of this 
body where the problem lies. Partisan
ship aside, the November elections 
aside, If any of these ~~:entlemen Is sub· 
jected to criticism for the outcome or 
the trust fund fiasco, he will find me 
In this corner. I want the record to 
show that there could not have been a 
greater demonstration of good faith, 
dllfgence, reason, and responsibility In 
the handling of this difficult matter 
than was exhibited by my colleagues 
from New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and 
California. I will be standing with 
them when we come back for the 
lame-duck session-and I very much 
hope In the next Congress-to renew 
and continue the fight for lj,..Jllghway 
program worthy of this Natfon and In 
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keeping with the problems It faces. 
The Issue Is not the defense of narrow 
committee Interests but the viability 
ol the program Itself. 

I urge enactment of the bill. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker how 

nice It would have been If I could have 
stood here and enthusiastlca.lly asked 
our colleagues to support us In passing 
a. 1·year highway bill. But now, I 
cannot do that. I cannot say that the 
Public Works Committee Is bringing 
you a good bill that you can be proud 
ol. I cannot say that we are responsl· 
bly helplne to fulfill this Nation's 
highways needs. 

I can say, that given the circum· 
stances, we have no choice but to ap· 
prove a bill that continues our vlts.l 
highway programs for a few months. 
If we do not do this, of course, the pro· 
grams expire. That would be tragic. 
That Is something we absolutely must 
not do. 

We will not leave here tonight know· 
ing that we have done something good 
for our constituents. In truth, we are 
doing nothing to address the deterio· 
rating highways In our districts. 

But we must not hasten their dete
rioration by doing nothing tonight. 
We must pass this bill. 

I am not a. medical doctor, Mr. 
Speaker. But I understand that mem
bers of that profession have a. motto. 
If you can do no good, a.t least do no 
harm. 

Our patient Is the Nation's highway 
system. We wiJI do no good for It to
night. But we must not kllllt. 

I urge support for this legislation. 
e Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
In support of this simple 3-month ex
tension of the Federal-aid highway 
program, but I am deeply disappointed 
that obstacles were la.ld in our way to 
prevent a. 1-yea.r authorization of this 
legislation. It is bad policy and bad 
precedent to fund this program for 
only 3 months because during the 
!a.meduck session, we will have to come 
back for another authorization. The 
States have enough serious problems 
with Congress Issuing different signals 
every year, let alone every 3 months. 

Let me inform my colleagues that 
this 3-month extension was the abso
lute last course we wanted to take. 
The 1-yea.r extension, which we were 
prepared to offer, had been cleared by 
the Senate and could now be on Its 
way to the White House. That 1-year 
bill was a. barebones measure that de· 
ferred all major policy decisions until 
next year but provided Increased fund· 
lng for maintenance of our Interstate 
system and for bridges, critical areas 
of concern. 

I am disappointed that significant 
roadblocks kept us from taking the 
best course for the highway program 
in this country. However, I urge my 
colleagues to support this simple ex· 
tension of existing law and call for 
your support In the lameduck session 

for a. further authorization to get the 
program through fiscal year 1983.e 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time. was read the third 
time, and pa.ssed, and a motion to re· 
consider was laid on the table. 

OENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days In which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
Senate bill Just pa.ssed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

FURTHER MESSAOE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message- from the Senate, 
by Mr. Sparrow, one of Its clerks, a.n· 
nounced that the Senate agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 4441> entitled 
"An act to amend title 17 of the 
United States Code with respect to the 
fees of the Copyright Office, and for 
other purposes." 

The message also announced that 
the Senate agrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis· 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the House to the 
bill <S. 1018> entitled "An act to pro· 
teet and conserve fish and wildlife re· 
sources, and for other purposes." 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 
6267, NET WORTH GUARANTEE 
ACT 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di· 

rectlon of the Committee on Rules. I 
call up House Resolution 603 and ask 
for Its Immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, a.s fol· 
lows: 

H. Rn. 603 
Relolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution It shall be In order, clause 2 of 
rule XXVUI to the contrary notwlthstand· 
lng, to consider the conference report on 
the bill <H.R. 6267> to revitalize the housing 
Industry by strengthening the financial sta. 
bll!ty of home mortgate lending Institutions 
and ensurln& the avallabll!ty of home mort· 
gage Iuans. satd conference report shall be 
considered as havln~r been read when called 
up !or consideration, and all point.> of order 
against satd conference report Cor failure to 
comply with the provisions of clauses 3 and 
4 of rule XXVIII are hereby waived. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
MOAKLEY) Is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the customary 30 minutes to the gen· 
tleman from Mississippi <Mr. LoTT), 
pending which I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the resolution <H. Res. 

603> is the rule providing for the con· 
slderatlon of the conference report on 
the bill <H.R. 6267> to revitalize the 
housing Industry by strengthening the 
flna.ncla.l stability of home mortgage 
lending Institutions and Insuring the 
availability of home mortgage loans. 

This Is extraordinarily important 
legislation and the rule provides the 
only method by which the House can 
deal with this matter within the diffl· 
cult time contralnts we face a.t this 
moment. 

The rule provides waivers of points· 
of-order under certain rules of the 
House which otherwise would lie 
against the conference report <H. 
Rept. No. 97-899). 

It- waives clause 2 of rule XXVIII, 
the 3·day layover requirement, which 
would prevent consideration of this 
conference report until December. 
under the present schedule. It also 
waives clause 3 of rule XXVIII, relat· 
lng to scope of conference reports, 
which would prevent consideration of 
the conference report at all. To the 
best of my knowledge, there Is no con
troversy over these two waivers. 

However, there Is some controversy 
over the waiver of clause 4 of rule 
XXVIII. This general waiver, applied 
to a conference report, Is similar to a. 
closed rul~. and there Is a. body of 
thought within the House that there 
should be separate votes in the House 
on some provisions. 

The Committee on Rules recom
mends that the rule be waived based 
on the difficult politics.! and parlla· 
mentary situation. 

To explain the situation, I would 
note that the Senate took the original 
Net Worth Guarantee Act, which had 
overwhelmingly passed the House May 
20th by a. vote of 272 to 91, and added 
substantial new matter. Although 
there has been some criticism of this 
procedure, it Is the constitutional pre· 
ro&atlve of each House to determine 
the form In which It will act, and go to 
conference. on bills from the other 
House. 

The managers on the part of the 
House Included the able and know!· 
edgeable gentleman from Rhode 
Island (Mr. ST GERMAIN), the gentle· 
man from Wisconsin <Mr. REuss>. the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. ANNU~· 
zto), the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
STANTON), and the gentleman !rom 
Ohio <Mr. WYLIE). Our managers 
acted with caution, skill, and In grity 
to present to the House a conference 
report which Is limited substantially to 
propositions which were either con
tained in the original House bill or In 
related bills on which the House has 
acted in recent sessions. 

I think there Is genera.! agreement 
that this bill addresses, creatively and 
responsibly, the most pressing issues 
threatening the viability of depository 
Institutions. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Rob Leonard / 
John Salmon ./ 

FROM: Pam Pecarichy 

DATE: November 16, 1982 

The attached is one approach to compromising on the Highway 

Trust Fund language. The Joint Committee on Taxation staff has 

also reviewed. If it seems promising to you, I think we should 

sit down with someone from the Department of Transportation (sworn t o 

~ecrecy) and Ward to see if the list approach in #1 is viable. 

Please advise as soon as possible so we can have this all 

done by November 29. 

Attachment 
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OPTIONS ON HIGHWAY TRUST FUND LANGUAGE IN H.R. 7092 
RE EXPENDITURES 

1. Control of Expenditure Purposes 

.• J./l. 0 / 0£. 

List expenditure purposes, preferrably with statutory 
references, to replace (c) (1), of H.R. 7092. (See attached lis t 
from Department of Transportation.) 

Comments: A similar approach is used in part of the Airpo r t 
and Airway Trust Fund langua.ge. -- The language could be drafted 
to (l) specify programs as they presently exist (2) permit spend
ing for the general purposes cited or (3) allow more flexibilit ! 
than (1) but less than (2) by permitting expenditures for the pro
grams authorized under the '78 Act and the new bill without 
freezing the terms of these programs. 

While not as effective as H.R. 7092, the third option migh t 
be a viable compromise. Public Works would need conforming amend
ments only w~en new programs or purposes were authorized out of 
the Trust Fund that did not fall generally within existing prog r ams. 

2. · Control of Expenditure Amounts 

Revise the Byrd amendment to: 

(a) specify timing of the estimat~ by Department of Treasury 
(~·9..·, annually, by X date) · 

(b) clarify that Secretary's estimate is to be made on cas h 
bas i s f o r the com i n g f i s c a 1 yea r ( and, 4 subs e que n t yea 1 ~ s ) 

(c) clarify treatment of interest accrued 

(d) require Treasury to certify the estimate to Committee 
on Ways and Means 

(e) require update of estimate to be done and forwarded to 
Committee on Ways and Means if a new authorization biL. 
is passed after the initial estimate has been made 

(f) specify contents of the estimate to be forwarded to the 
Committee 
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REPRODUCED AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES 
Authoritatlons lf 

FY 1979, FY 1980, FY 1911, and FY 19&2 
Purs~nt to the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 197&-Title 1 ' 11 

Public lav 9S-S99, ApproveJ Sovemb~r 6, 1971 

(Millions of Doll~rs) 

Fin~nced Fro•· 
AUTIIORirATICNS TRUST FUND I 

Section Fund FY 1979 FY 19&0 FY 1981 FY 19&2 FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1912 I FY 1979 

' ~.soo 102(a) l•terst.~te: Construct. ion ...... l,2SO J,SOO l,2so· l,SOO l,SOO 

10-l (b)( 1) 1/::!~ Miniel.D .....- 125 12S 12S l2S 125 12S 

lOS RJIR ........ 17S 17S· 27S 175 115 27S 

Subtotal l,SSO l,&OO 3,900 l,SSO l,&OO 3,900 

10~(a)(l) Consolidated Prieary ~ l,SSO J. 700 1,100 1,500 1,550 1,700 1,100 1,500 

10-l(a)(l) l..ra1 Secondary '-' SOD sso 600 400 soo sso 600 .coo 

10-l(a)(~) Urb.>n Srste• """"" 
&00 &00 100 &00 100 100 100 aoo 

10-lla)(l) Forest. Hi &hvay /..;"' 31 ll ll ll ll ll - ll ll 

lO~(a)(~) l'ubllc unds 16 16 16 16 
-

&.--- -- 16 16 16 16 

I~ (a){S) Fo~st Devdop. Rds. ~ Trs. 140 140 1-40 140 . 140 

lO~(aJ(I>) Public L.>nds De~el op. Rca. ~ Trs. 10 10 10 10 10 

lc.l(a)(7) Park Ro.>ds ' Trails lO lO lO lO lO 

10-l(a}(l) Parkvays y - 45 4S 4S 45 4S 

10-a(a) (9) lndilln IU:servat.ions R.ds. ~ lridecs &l IJ &l &l IJ 

10-l(a)(IO) Econoaic Crovth Center ........ 50 so so so so ·so so so 

10-l (a)( 11) leauti!ic2t.ion Administ.r~cioa l.S 1.5 1.S 1.5 1.5 

10-l(a) (11) Territorial Procr~: 
(A) Vir&in lshnca s s s s s 

(I) c ... ·• s 5 5 s s 
(C) .Aa.e:r i can S&moa 1 1 1 1 1 

10-l(a){1l) Korthern Mariana Islands 1 1 1 1 1 

10-l(a)(U) P:ortheast Corridor 0..100. 4S 40 45 

lc.l(a)(1S) C~at River Road - Off Syste• 10 10 10 10 10 

IO~(a)liS) Crcat R.i ver Road - On Syste• ,....... 2S 25 2S 25 25 25 25 25 

JO-a(a)(16) Control of Outdoor Advertisin& JO lO JO JO lO 

10-l(a) (1i) Safer Off Systell Roads · 200 200 200 200 200 

10-l(al(JI) Access IIi thways 7<> L~ '( v IS 15 15 15 . IS 

11)~lbh.:) Ur~n llith Density · J ? as as 
1..!6({) Carpool/\':.npool Projects ' -1 1 1 1 1 1 
126(!} Encrty Con~ervation Crants ? l !l l 9 

:l21 ("') I rid ces on U..= IS IS 
,I .,. ~ltiDOJel Concept 9 9 

\_ 
bilroa.J lhty. Cross. De liD. ~ 70 90 100 100 41>.67 60 66.67 b6.b7 2l.ll 

Overseas lli&hways 
. a.a a.a 

lll(c) Appalachian Ocve. Hichway 1.1 
)0 J 

1.1 

1-11 (i) Bicycle Protr...., 20 20 20 20 10 10 . 10 10 

H!l lloo•intton ferry lridec .2 .2 

1SO(c) Acc.,ss Co!\trol Oc.;o . J . 10 20 10 20 . 
152 lypass llichvay : ? . s 2S 20 5 25 20 

l~(b) latec·•ated ).lotorist. Inf. ~ 1.5 2.5 26 " J.S 2.5 26 

l61(d) ID{'•ct of Unit Train .15 .JS 

170(1) Jr;.o~t. 1 Alcohol Fuels Co...,. l.S 1.5 

TOTAL - Titl<' 1 3,!17.bS 7 .so a 7,!67.S 7,420 . 5 3,169.17 b,!51.5 7,247.67 '6 ;!00 . 67 6S&.H 1 

'11.!(1) Sectioll .ao2 - 1\HTSA ' 175 175 200 200 17S 17S 200 200 

"il=(::!} Section .aoJ - SHTSA so so so so so so so so 

O!(l) Sec'tion ~02 - fl[lo'A 25 25 2S 2S 25 25 2S 25 

O!(~) :W;adonoal J.t.J:r.. Sp<'<.-d Liai t so so so so so so so so 

0::!(-1) S~d Li•it Jn.:cntive Gr-.nt tV - 17.5 17.5 17 .s - 17.S 17.S 17 .• S 

D!(5) Section ~Ol - AOIA 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

01(6) lridc• Reconstruction ' IU:placc 900 1,100 l,lOO 900 900 1,100 l,JOO 900 

Dl(7) hwcaent Martin& 6S 6S 65 - 65 6S . 6S -
U!(l) Ella. of :;; &h Ha:ard loc::~tion 125 ISO JSO 200 12S ISO 150 200 

J!(9) Scboclbus Driver Traininc 2.5 2.5 2.S 2.S 2.S 2.S 2.5 2.S 

l1(10) lnnow~tivc Pro&cC~ Gr~nts - 5 10 IS - 5 10 15 

ll(a} ~~!:i~~fh~{a Cross : ncs 
190 190 190 190 190 190 190 190 

lo s s s s s s s s 
•9(c) ll.ichvay Safety-TV 0..1110 · ') ? 6 6 
.9(h) " ltl thw"y S:afcty-TV C::~•ruirn 10 10 

TUTAL- Title Jl I ,6Jl.S I S4S 2,07S ,66S ,6Jl.5 ,US 2,07S 66S -
Cl.\.\1l TOTAL S,Hl.IS 9,lSJ ~.942.5 ~.oas.s ,7!2.67 ~.696.5 ~ ,322.6 7 8,465.67 6SI.41 

-

!/ fY 1913 and subsequent years authorizations as foiiO..s: 

Fund FY 1983 FY 1914 - 1990 
lntcrst=-t~ Construct len $1,200 $l,b2S e:acla yc2r 
lntcrst.2tc 1/::! .. mn. 12S 
h•tcrst~t.c ~rsurf;,cin& 275 - . ' 

\ 
-· Y Parlw•ys on Federal-aid syne• flnanc"d entirely fro• Trust fund • 

,,. __ ,.,. . .... - -........ '-

I 
-CEN(R.AL Flr.IO 
Fl 1980 FY 19& I 

-

-

140 1-40 I 
10 10 
lO lO I cs 45 
1l IJ 

I 
1.5 1.5 

s s I 
s s I 1 . 1 I 
1 1 

40 
10 10 

.!0 JO 
200 200 

"' 15 ! 

lO ll.Jl 

1t' 10 

. ... 

. -
656:5 619.!3 e 

-

- --
6S6.S 619.13 6Jl 
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CHARLES El, ~ANG£L, N,Y, 

FORTN~Y \>:, \PEYE) ~TARK, CA!..~;'='. 
JAN!ES R. JC"'ES, OKLI\, 
ANDY JACOBS JR . , IND. 
HAROLD ~OF t•, TE'"'JN, 
~E.N HOL~ti~D. S .C:. 
Wl~l;.~ t.A, ~j"'(0DHEAD, MICH . 
::0 . EtiK~,....5, .::;,1 , 

R I C;-.~o,F.C: /t., GE1,HAF.JT, MO. 
THOMAS J, DOWNEY, N,".' , 

CECIL (co:c) ;.;~FT!;:l.., i-l.t.WAit 
WYCHE: f"O""!'-E:'":, .1~ •• GA, 
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JOSEf>H K , OOWL.~, AS S! S l ANT C ;..ti EF COUNSEl. 

ROBEr.T J. L EONARD. r:HIE F TAX COI.!NSEL. 
A, L., SIN:OL.ETON, MINORitY CHIEF OF STAPF 

i'tP.!·10PAtTDU11 

~'\0 : D. R . 

Fr om : John Sal mon 

Subject : Comp r om i se l anguage on Pighway Trust Fund 

Th i s morni ng , we me t 111 i t h Clyde Hoodle, who is the 
Ch i ef Fngineer of the House Committee on Public ~larks and 
Tr an s port a ti o n, t o d iscu ss possib l e compromises in our ongoing 
dispu t e with t hat c ommit tee con c e r n i ng the funding of t11e 
High~ay Trus t Fund . 

I proposed t o Cl yde a compr omise which I had discussed with 
;.ri \!e i ss lc.s t week . ~J i th some technical clarifications , Clvde 
-:hought t hat t he compr omise \vou l d be acceptable to rrr . Ho~r;arc. 

anc to the Publ i c 'VJorl-:s Conr.1 it tee . 

~h~ revenue title r eported fran the Bouse Co~nittee on ~~ays an0 
; ~E:C:J.ns ( U . r:. . 7092) would be the r evenue title for the maJor 
J -! u l t i - y e a r h i g ln·; a y b i ll wi th the f o 1 1 0\J in g c h an g e s : 

( 1) The taxes shou l d be ra i sed as discusserl in the 
Administration ' s initic.tive ; 

(2) The trust fund language would be transferred to 
:.: -:e Ir.Lt. .. :::; rn.c:..l ·;~ e"veru>2 C~oc;E: c.~ celled f(: :r lj-.. 

I·I . R . 7 09 2 I with the fo l lowino chanaes: - . 

(a) the " as in effec t o n enactment " languai"e 
i nc l uded in the comm i ttee bill would he 
deleted ; 

(b) a new c l ause c l a r ifying that future 
author i zations cou l d not exp ~nd the 



. REPRODUCED AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES 
-?-

existing "general purposes" of the trust 
fund without concurrence of the \Jays and 
!'"e ans Conmi t tee. 

( 3) The " Byrd Amendment" ,,muld be stren0th~nect so as 
to provide that existinif- unpaid authorizations 
could at no tine exceed 24 nonths ' -future revenue 
of the trust fund. 

This compromise is designed to protect the basic interests of 
both cor:lmittees . It g ives the Public 'Yiorl--:s CoiCL.mitl'tee the 
flexibility it sought while at the sane tir1e tran$rs all 
revelant taxing p rovisions to the Internal Revenue Code, 
li:nits ti1e CJ.1; ility of the Puhlic ~7orks Ccr:mittee to e xp an<'l t h e 
p urposes for 'v.'hich the trust fund can be used c:nd stren0 thens 
U1e Byrd 1".r.lendment so as to preclude a multi-year extension of 
the tax from teing authorized in any one year. I think it's a 
fair compromise that you can recommend accepting to your 
nembers . 

J- 'S/ ~""' ' \ ) 1... L~ t t 
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paragraph if the Secretary determines that 
such transfer would result in increasing the 
amount in the National Recreational Boat
ing Safety and Facilities Improvement Fund 
to a sum in excess of $45,000,000. 

"(B) EXCESS FUNDS TRANSFERRED TO LAND 
AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND.-Any 
amount received in the Highway Trust 
Fund which is attributable to motorboat 
fuel taxes and which is not transferred from 
the Highway Trust Fund under subpara
graph <A> shall be transferred by the Secre
tary from the Highway Trust Fund into the 
land and water conservation fund provided 
for in title I of the Land and Water Conser
vation Fund Act of 1965. 

"(C) MOTORBOAT FUEL TAXES.-For pur
poses of this paragraph, the term 'motor
boat fuel taxes' means the taxes under sec
tion 4041<a)(2) with respect to special motor 
fuels used as fuel in motorboats and under 
section 4081 with respect to gasoline used as 
fuel in motorboats. 

" (d) AD.JUSTMEN""<'S OF APPORTIONMENTS.
" (1) ESTIMATES OF UNFUNDED HIGHWAY AU· 

THORIZATIONS AND NET HIGHWAY RECEIPTS.
The Secretary of the Treasury, not less fre
quently than once in each calendar quarter 
after consultation with the Secretary of 
Transportation, shall estimate-

"(A) the amount which would <but for 
this subsection> be the unfunded highway 
authorizations at the close of the fiscal 
year, and 

"(B) the net highway receipts for the 24-
month period beginning at the close of such 
fiscal year. 

"(2) PROCEDURE WHERE THERE IS EXCESS UN
FUNDED HIGHWAY AUTHORIZATIONS.-If the 
Secretary of the Treasury determines for 
any fiscal year that the amount described in 
paragraph <lHAl exceeds the amount de
scribed in paragraph <lHBl-

" (Al he shall so advise the Secretary of 
Transportation, and 

"(B) he shall further advise the Secretary 
of Transportation as to the amount of such 
excess. 

"(3) ADJUSTMENT OF APPORTIONMENTS 
WHERE UNFUNDED AUTHORIZATIONS EXCEED 2 
YEARS' RECEIPTS-
"(A) DETERMINATION OF PERCENTAGE.-If, 
before any apportionment to the States is 
made, in the most recent estimate made by 
the Secretary of the Treasury there is an 
excess referred to in paragraph <2HBl, the 
Secretary of Transportation shall determine 
the percentage which-

" (!) the excess referred to in paragraph 
<2HB>. is of 

"( ii) the amount authorized to be appro
priated from the Trust Fund for the fiscal 
year for apportionment to the States. 
If, but for this sentence, the most recent es
t imate would be one which was made on a 
date which will be more than 3 months 
before the date of the apportionment, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall make a new 
estimate under paragraph <1> for the appro
priate fiscal year. 

"(B) ADJUSTMENT OF APPORTIONMENTS.-If 
the Secretary of Transportation determines 
a percentage under subparagraph <A> for 
purposes of any apportionment, notwith
standing any other provision of Jaw, the 
Secretary of Transportation shall apportion 
to the States <in lieu of the amount which, 
but for the provisions of this subsection, 
would be so apportioned> the amount ob
tained by reducing the amount authorized 
to be so apportioned by such percentage. 

"( 4) APPORTIONMENT OF AMOUNTS PREVIOUS
LY WITHHELD FROM APPORTIONMENT.-If, 
after funcls have been withheld from appor-

tionment under paragraph (3)(B), the Secre
tary of the Treasury determines that the 
amount described in paragraph <ll<Al does 
not exceed the amount described in para
graph <lHBl or that the excess described in 
paragraph <l)(B) is Jess than the amount 
previously determined, he shall so advise 
the Secretary of Transportation. The Secre
tary of Transportation shall apportion to 
the States such portion of the funds so 
withheld from apportionment as the Secre
tary of the Treasury has advised him may 
be so apportioned without causing the 
amount described in paragraph <lHA> to 
exceed the amount described in paragraph 
<ll<B>. Any funds apportioned pursuant to 
the preceding sentence shall remain avail
able for the period for which they would be 
available if such apportionment took effect 
with the fiscal year in which they are ap
portioned pursuant to the preceding sen
tence. 

" (5) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this 
subsection-

"(Al UNFUNDED HIGHWAY AUTHORIZA
TIONS.-The term 'unfunded highway au
thorizations' means, at any time, the excess 
Of any> of-

"(!) the total potential unpaid commit
ments at such time as a result of the appor
tionment to the States of the amounts au
thorized to be appropriated from the High
way Trust Fund, over 

" (ii) the amount available in the Highway 
Trust Fund at such time to defray such 
commitments <after all other unpaid com
mitments at such time which are payable 
from the Highway Trust Fund have been 
defrayed). 

" (B) NET HIGHWAY RECEIPTS.-The term 
'net highway receipts' means with respect to 
any period, the excess of-

"(i) the receipts <including interest> of the 
Highway Trust Fund during such period, 
over 

" (ii) the amounts to be transferred during 
such period from such Fund under subsec
tion <c> <other than paragraph <ll thereof). 

"<6> REPORTs.-Any estimate under para
graph < 1 > and any determination under 
paragraph <2> shall be reported by the Sec
retary of the Treasury to the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Represent
atives, the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate, the Committees on the Budget of 
both Houses, the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation of the House of 
Representatives, and the Committee on En
vironment and Public Works of the Senate. 

"(e) ESTABLISHMENT OF MASS TRANSIT Ac
COUNT.-

" (1) CREATION OF ACCOUNT.-There is es
tablished in the Highway Trust Fund a sep
arate account to be known as the 'Mass 
Transit Account' consisting of such amounts 
as may be transferred or credited to the 
Mass Transit Account as provided in this 
subsection or section 9602<bl. 

"( 2) TRANSFER TO MASS TRANSIT Ac
COUNT.-The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
transfer to the Mass Transit Account one
ninth of the amounts appropriated to the 
Highway Trust Fund under subsection (b) 
which are attributable to taxes under sec
tions 4041 and 4081 imposed after March 31, 
1983. 

" (3) EXPENDITURES FROM ACCOUNT.
Amounts in the Mass Transit Account shall 
be available, as provided by appropriation 
Acts, for making capital expenditures before 
October 1, 1988 <including capital expendi
tures for new projects> under section 3 of 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964. 

"(4) LIMITATION.-RuJes similar to the 
rules of subsection (d) shall apply to the 

Mass Transit Account except that sul>sec~a 
tion (dl<l) shall be applied by sulbstituttlnt21 
'12-month' for '24-month'." 

(b) REPEAL OF SECTION 209 Ol' THE 
WAY REVENUE ACT Ol' 1956.-8ection 209 
the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 <other 
than subsection <b> thereon Is hereby re
pealed. 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO LAND ABl) 

WATER CONSERVATION FuND.-Subsection (b) 
of section 201 of the Land and Water Con
servation Fund Act of 1965 <16 U.S.C. 4601-
11 > Is amended- •' 

<ll by striking out "1985" each place it a; 
pears and inserting in lieu thereof " 1989"· 
and ' 

<2> by striking out " 1984" and inserting ui 
lieu thereof "1988". 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for subchapter A of chapter 98 of 
such Code is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new item: 
"Sec. 9503. Highway Trust Fund." 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE; SAVING PROVISION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The amendments made 

by this section shall take effect on January 
1, 1983. 

(2) NEW HIGHWAY TRUST FUND TREATED AS 
CONTINUATION OF OLD.-The Highway Trust 
Fund established by the amendments made 
by this section shall be treated for all pur
poses of Jaw as the continuation of the 
Highway Trust Fund established by section 
209 of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956. 
Any reference in any Jaw to the Highway 
Trust Fund established by such section 209 
shall be deemed to include <wherever appro
priate> a reference to the Highway Trust 
Fund established by the amendments made 
by this section. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI <during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 

House Resolution 620, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI) will 
be recognized for 1 hour, and the gen
tleman from New York (Mr. CoNABLE) 
will be recognized for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI). 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, I am offering an amendment, ap
proved by the Committee on Ways and 
Means on December 2, 1982, as the 
revenue title to H.R. 6211, the Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982. 

H.R. 6211 provides authorizations 
for highway programs at increased 
levels for the period fiscal year 1983 
through fiscal year 1986. Accordingly, 
the amendment of the Committee on 
Ways and Means provides a revenue 
title which finances the higher spend
ing levels proposed in H.R. 6211 by in· 
creasing net excise tax receipts from 
highway user taxes and extending the 
highway trust fund through fiscal 
year 1988. This revenue title is a prod· 
uct of bipartisan effort, and enjoys the 
strong support of the administration. 
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.. At this point, Mr. Chairman, I will 

fnSert in the RECORD, correspondence 
Ill the Secretary of the Treasury 

trod the Secretary of Transportation 
:frongly endorsing our committee 
arnendiiJ.ent. 

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
washington, D.C., December 6, 1982. 

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: The House 
V{ays and Means Committee has approved 
legislation to increase and restructure the 

else taxes currently dedicated to the 
ex hwaY Trust Fund. The Administration 
!~ports this bill and urges its adoption by 
the House. 

The Ways and Means Committee legisla-
tion would increase highway user ~axes to 
finance increased Federal fundmg for 
needed investments in highway mainte
nance highway construction, and mass 
tranSit. It is appropriate that these vitally 
needed programs continue to be financed by 
taXes on highway users. Reliance on user 
taXes to finance particular Federal pro
grams. such as highways and airports, is fa.ir 
beCaUSe costs of the program are then Paid 
bY the beneficiaries of the service rather 
than by the general taxpaying public. 

The Ways and Means Committee legisla
tion would also restructure the highway 
excise taxes to increase the share of the tax 
burden paid by heavy vehicles and reduce 
the share of highway taxes paid by light 
trucks. This restructuring will bring the tax 
shares paid by different user groups more 
closely in line with the costs they impose on 
the highway system. The trucking industry 
as a whole will benefit from this legislation 
beCause of the improvements in the high
way system it will finance and because of 
the provisions in the legislation to increase 
truck weight limits. 

The legislation also contains significant 
provisions to improve the administration of 
the highway excise taxes and to reduce tax
payer compliance burdens. The truck parts 
tax, a source of considerable taxpayer 
burden, will be eliminated, the truck sales 
tax will be removed from most trucks, and 
enforcement of the heavy vehicle use tax 
will be improved. 

For these reasons, we strongly support the 
bill and urge bipartisan support for it in the 
House. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

DONALD T. REGAN. 

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, 
Washington, D.C., December 3, 1982. 

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: I urge your 
SUpport for the revenue portions of the leg
Islation approved Thursday by the Ways 
and Means Committee. That legislation, 
which increases highway user fees and ex-

to
tends the Highway Trust Fund, is expected 

come to the floor of the House on 
~~.day as the revenue title of H.R. 6211. 
nuue the Administration has major prob

lhlgems With the authorization provisions for 
hways and transit, which we will seek to 

~~e during Congressional deliberation on 
- Provisions, we strongly endorse the 
revenue title. 

revenue title Is essential legislation. 
a rare opportunity to enact legisla

"" 111011 ' tlh~• has been too long delayed. I know 
heard from the many special inter

this issue, but there is an overriding 
interest at stake. To defer action will 
costly-both to the users of our high

h...c--·~·~ and to the system itself. 
the additional revenues this title 

we will face a serious and lmmedi-

ate shortfall in the funds needed to com
plete the Interstate system and halt the 
creeping deterioration of our existing roads, 
bridges and transit systems. Unless we meet 
those pressing needs, we will face the far 
higher costs of future replacement and re
construction. 

The Ways and Means Committee has re
ported a revenue title that is even-handed 
and fair to all concerned. The five cent per 
gallon increase In motor fuel represents the 
first increase in highway user fees in 23 
years. It is not a general tax, and will not 
affect the budget deficit. The Committee's 
revenue title reduces the highway use taxes 
that we originally proposed for the heaviest 
trucks, and delays the effective date for 
some of those taxes until January 1984. The 
total package of increases will generate the 
revenues needed to replenish the Highway 
Trust Fund and finance a growing agenda of 
Interstate, primary and bridge repair 
projects and mass transit capital improve
ments. 

The revenue title achieves the Adminis
tration's objective of having heavy trucks 
pay a greater share of their responsibility 
for highway costs. At the same time, the im
proved highways and the increased truck 
size and weight limits that are part of this 
legislation will provide truckers productivity 
gains that will more than offset any in
crease in user fee taxes. Attached is a fact 
sheet explaining these issues in more detail. 

Favorable action now will enable the 
states to proceed early in the new year with 
the nearly $6 billion worth of road and 
bridge projects awaiting funding. For states 
without adequate matching funds, we have 
agreed to consider a proposal allowing them 
to pay a smaller share initially, the balance 
to be repaid later. 

We believe the revenue title before the 
House contains the provisions necessary to 
put the nation's highway construction and 
rehabilitation programs on a sound finan
cial footing. Our objective Is the protection 
and preservation of a transportation infra
structure that is too valuable to neglect. 

We may not again have the opportunity 
now before us. Let's not lose it, or defer to a 
later day legislation that is needed now. 
When the Committee's bill comes to the 
floor, I respectfully ask your strong support 
for the revenue title as reported by the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

Sincerely, 
DREW LEWIS. 

HIGHWAY ISSUES AFFECTING TRUCKERS 
The issue. Are the truckers getting a fair 

deal in the package of legislative changes af
fecting truckers In the 5-cent highway bill? 

Answer. Yes. 
The facts. Up to now other drivers have 

been subsidizing the operators of large 
trucks. 

A three year study of cost responsibilities 
for Federal-aid highway programs, recently 
completed by the Federal Highway Adminis
tration, concluded that under the existing 
highway user charge structure: combination 
trucks heavier than 75,000 lbs. gross vehicle 
weight <GVWl are paying only about 60 per
cent of their fair share of the costs, single
unit trucks, as a group, are overpaying their 
fair share of the costs by nearly 90 percent. 

Though disputed by the trucking commu
nity, these results are broadly supported 
and confirmed by the analyses and profes
sional judgments of: the Congressional 
Budget Office; the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials 
<AASHTO>; individual state transportation 

and highway departments; a consensus of 
the highway engineering and design com
munity, both practicing and theoretical; and 
practitioners employing the latest design 
practices in the U.S., Canada and Europe. 

Correcting the inequities in the existing 
user fee system is important for two rea
sons: It Is only fair that the users of the 
system pay those costs for which they are 
responsible. A fundamental requirement of 
the free market system is that prices must 
accurately reflect the costs of goods and ser
vices for the system to work most efficient
ly, and the existing structure does not do 
this. 
THE COMPROMISE PROPOSAL RECOMMENDED AND 
APPROVED BY THE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE 

The user fees reported out by the House 
Ways and Means Committee strike a reason
able compromise between the Administra
tion 's proposed changes and the concerns 
expressed by the trucking community aris
ing out of the current economic difficulties. 
The principal results which the compromise 
user fee would accomplish are: increasing 
the contribution of combination trucks 
greater than 75,000 lbs. GVW to 77 percent 
of their share of the costs <increased from 
the nearly 60 percent they now pay, but re
duced from the 86 percent which the Ad
ministration requested>, reducing the 
amount that single-unit trucks overpay to 
18 percent of their share. 

BENEFITS TO TRUCKERS 
Question. Won't these changes devastate 

the trucking industry? 
Answer. Absolutely not. In fact, the Ad

ministration package, as modified by Ways 
and Means, contains many benefits for 
truckers . 

Cost.-We estimate that the new user fee 
Increases will amount to less than one-half 
of one percent of the annual operating costs 
of the trucking industry. 

Productivity.-The Administration bill 
will dramatically raise the productivity of 
truckers. The completion of the Interstate 
system will be accelerated, bridges will be 
made stronger, and roads will be repaired. 
The Administration bill also guarantees 
that larger and heavier trucks will be able 
to use the Interstate In every state. The es
timate of benefits to truckers from allowing 
larger and heavier trucks alone Is $4 billion 
per year. 

SaJety.-The Administration bill proposes 
a $150 million state safety grant program. 
This program Will provide funds to the 
states for enforcement of commercial motor 
vehicle safety standards. This will help keep 
unsafe trucks off the roads to the benefit of 
other truckers. 

Tax structure.-As modified by Ways and 
Means, truckers would be relieved of $308 
million of taxes per year on truck parts. 
This benefit will help small truckers and 
large truckers alike. Another concern of the 
trucking Industry was addressed when Ways 
and Means decided to postpone the effective 
date of new use taxes from July 1, 1983, to 
January 1, 1984. The Ways and Means ver
sion also drops the maximum heavy vehicle 
use tax from the Administration's proposed 
$2,700 per year to $2,000 per year. Overall, 
the Ways and Means' proposal represents a 
reasonable compromise. 

In providing these tax changes and 
the extension of the highway trust 
fund, the committee has changed the 
distribution of the tax burden by 
shifting a larger share of the heaviest 
trucks on the highways and reducing 
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the share paid by lighter trucks. These 
shifts are consistent with the highway 
cost allocation study submitted to 
Congress by the Department of Trans
portation in May of this year and were 
strongly urged by the administration. 

SUMMARY OF THE REVENUE TITLE 

The Ways and Means Committee's 
revenue title extends the highway 
trust fund for 4 years past its present 
expiration date, through fiscal year 
1988, and creates a mass transit ac
count in the trust fund for capital ex
penditures that will rebuild and 
expand urban mass transit systems. 

The revenue sources for the high
way trust fund presently are sched
uled to terminate or revert to lower 
rates on October 1, 1984. The Ways 
and Means Committee amendment in
creases, repeals, or modifies these pro
visions and raises the current annual 
trust fund revenues by an estimated 
$2.2 billion in fiscal year 1983, $5.2 bil
lion in 1984, and $5.6 billion in fiscal 
year 1985. After considering the ef
fects on income tax receipts resulting 
from the deductibility of these excise 
taxes by businesses, net budget re
ceipts will increase by an estimated 
$1.7 billion in fiscal year 1983, $3.9 bil
lion in fiscal year 1984, and $4.2 billion 
in fiscal year 1985. 

I now want to briefly describe the 
major provisions of the revenue title. 

FUEL TAXES 

The excise tax on gasoline, diesel, 
and special motor fuels that are used 
in automobiles and trucks is increased 
from 4 cents a gallon to 9 cents a 
gallon, effective April 1, 1983. 

The motorboat fuel tax is also in
creased to 9 cents a gallon. Revenues 
from this tax bill continue to be depos
ited in the land and water conserva
tion fund, and the transfer to the 
boating safety fund will increase from 
$20 million to $45 million through 
fiscal year 1988. 

The fuel tax exemptions in present 
law for State and local governments, 
intercity, school and local buses, non
profit educational institutions, farm
ing, and nonhighway business uses, 
are increased to 9 cents a gallon. The 
current 4 cents a gallon exemption for 
taxicabs will continue at that level 
through September 30, 1984. The 
present gasohol exemption remains at 
4 cents a gallon. A new 9-cent-a-gallon 
exemption is provided for alcohol 
fuels, chiefly methanol and ethanol, 
that are made from substances other 
than petroleum. 

TIRE TAXES 

Except for the tax on heavy duty 
truck tires, the present excise taxes on 
tires are repealed. The excise tax on 
new tires that weigh more than 100 
pounds is increased from 9.75 cents a 
pound to 25 cents a pound. Similarly, 
the 5 cents a pound tax on rubber used 
for retreading tires heavier than 100 
pounds also is raised to 25 cents a 

pound. The excise taxes on nonhigh
way tires and on innertubes are re
pealed. The tax on aircraft tires is also 
repealed. These changes are effective 
on January 1, 1984. 

LUBRICATING OIL 

The 6-cents-a-gallon tax on lubricat
ing oil is repealed on the day after the 
date of enactment. 

TRUCK RELATED TAXES 

Truck-related taxes are simplified 
and restructured to reallocate a larger 
share of the cost burden for the high
way system to heavy trucks and to 
reduce the relative burden on light 
trucks. The tax on truck parts and ac
cessories is repealed, as of the day 
after enactment. The tax on new 
trucks and trailers will increase from 
10 percent to 12 percent on April 1, 
1983. At that time, the truck and trail
er excise tax will become a retail tax. 
The truck tax will apply to trucks over 
33,000 pounds and trailers over 26,000 
pounds compared to 10,000 pounds 
under present law. These higher ex
emption levels for trucks and trailers 
go into effect on the day after enact
ment, and refunds of excise taxes paid 
after December 2 will be provided. 

HEAVY-VEHICLE USE TAX 

The heavy-vehicle use tax is the 
principal means for redistributing a 
larger burden on the highway costs to 
the heaviest trucks. The present tax is 
$3 per 1,000 pounds for trucks weigh
ing more than 26,000 pounds. In its 
place, the Ways and Means Committee 
amendment provides a graduated tax 
that begins at 33,000 pounds. Trucks 
below that weight level will pay no 
tax. At 33,000 pounds, trucks will pay 
$60. Trucks weighing 55,000 pounds 
will pay $500. The maximum annual 
use tax of $2,000 will apply to heavy 
trucks over 80,000 pounds. The new 
schedule will become effective on Jan
uary 1, 1984. 

TERMINATION OF TAXES 

All the highway user excise taxes, as 
well as exemptions from the taxes, 
expire on October 1, 1988. 

TRUST FUNDS 

HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 

The highway trust fund is extended 
for 4 years, through September 30, 
1988. The taxes that will be deposited 
into the trust fund, and the authority 
to spend from the trust fund, expire 
after that date. 

The statutory authority for the 
trust fund is transferred to the Inter
nal Revenue Code. Authority to spend 
from the trust fund Is provided for 
general expenditure purposes which 
are authorized by law as of December 
31, 1982. 

The antideflcit provisions of the 
present Byrd amendment are modified 
and clarified. As a result, unfunded au
thorizations may not exceed 2 years of 
anticipated trust fund receipts. Au
thority for repayable advances from 
the Treasury is repealed. 

TRANSIT ACCOUNT 

One cent a gallon of the fuel taxes' 
to be deposited in a separate 
in the highway trust fund. 
nue may be used only for mass 
capital expenditures, 
starts, that are authorized in 
of the Urban Mass 
amended by H.R. 6211 and 
acts of Congress. This account 
ed to unfunded authorizations 
ticipation of only 1 year's 
Repayable advances are not v.,•~muL~.ea. 

CONCLUSION 

H.R. 6211 and the Ways and M1>11.n .. ~ ~n 
Committee's revenue title accomplish 
many important objectives. The Com-:1 
mittee on Ways and Means worked 
hard to complete this major legislation j 
in a short period of time. This has 
been an admirable demonstration of • 
how Congress can meet its responsibil
ties thoughtfully and quickly. 

The Ways and Means Committee 
revenue title extends the highway 
trust fund, adds a transit account, and 
provides the financing for a needed, 
higher level of outlays. In providing 
this financing, the committee both 
simplified the highway excise tax 1 

structure and shifted a greater portion 1 

of the cost burden to heavy highway 
vehicles and large trucks and trailers, 
as recommended by the administra
tion. 

I am well aware that tax increases, 
however meritorious, are not popular. 
However, I want to emphasize that 
these highway user taxes have not 
been increased for several decades. 
The gas tax has remained at 4 cents 
per gallon since 1959. The heavy truck 
use tax has not been increased since 
1961. Further, many of the changes 
made in the Ways and Means Commit
tee amendment will simplify the high
way excise tax structure for those that 
must pay and collect these taxes. Nui
sance taxes are repealed and all the 
major truck taxes are restructured to 
apply only to heavy trucks. 

Finally, these changes have been 
strongly urged by the administration 
and are fully supported by studies pre
pared by the Departments of Trans
portation and Treasury on how to 
more fairly distribute the tax burden 
among highway users and to simplify 
the highway excise' tax structure. 

Some will argue today that the in
creased tax burden on heavy trucks 
under the Ways and Means Commit
tee amendment is excessive. In re
sponse, I would observe that the De
partment of Transportation's cost allo
cation study found the heaviest trucks 
underpaying their fair share today by 
40 percent. Under the committee 
amendment, these trucks will still un
derpay by over 20 percent. Neverthe
less, in recognition of the fact that the 
tax dollar increase involved for some 
trucks may be particularly burden
some in today's economy, the commit- r 
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tee agreed to reduce the level of the 
heavY truck use tax recom1nended by 
the administration, and also delayed 
the effective date of this tax increase 
until January 1, 1984. 

:Mr. Chairman, I have today filed. a 
conunittee report on H.R. 7368, a bill 
Introduced earlier today by the Honor
able BARBER CONABLE, ranking minori
ty member of the committee, and 
myself. which embodies the text of 
the Ways and Means Com1nittee 
amendment now pending before the 
House. It is the intention of the Ways 
and Means Committee that this com
mittee report on H.R. 7368 constitute 
the official legislative history of the 
ways and Means Com1nittee amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, the Ways and Means 
conunittee's revenue title strikes a 
reasonable balance and deserves the 
support of the House. I urge its adop
tion. 

D 2330 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair now 

recognizes the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. CONABLE). 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to, in 
some degree, repeat some of the points 
of information made by the distin
guished chairman of the com1nittee, 
because we do not have many requests 
for time, but this is a terribly impor
tant piece of legislation and I want to 
be sure the Members understand it. I 
will try to be as brief as I can. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the reve
nue title of H.R. 6211. It was reported 
out of the Com1nittee on Ways and 
Means by voice vote-a rare occur
rence in major legislation and expres
sive of the leadership of both the dis
tinguished chairman of the comlnit
tee, the gentleman from Illinois, and 
adroit spokesmen from the administra
tion, notably the innovative Secretary 
of Transportation. It also represents 
what I believe to be a reasonable and 
equitable response to an obvious need: 
Financing the restoration of our coun
try's traffic arteries. 

The measure clearly is controversial. 
Any legislation which raises taxes, 
Whatever the purpose, is likely to be. 
Much of the trucking industry, for ex
ample, is unhappy with it, in large 
Part because it shifts the user tax 
burden more to heavy vehicles-a step 
which is consistent with findings of a 
highway cost allocation study request
ed by the Com1nittee on Ways and 
Means several years ago. 

That study, by the Department of 
Transportation, showed that the 
Weightiest vehicles do not pay a road 
user share com1nensurate with the 
damage they do to the Nation's high
wt ays. In particular, the study disclosed 
hat heavy combination trucks under

Pay their "cost responsibility" by 

about 50 percent, on average, while 
single unit trucks, excluding pickups 
and vans, overpay their "cost responsi
bility" by about 100 percent. The legis
lation before us today makes a sub
stantial adjustment in this regard. In 
so doing, it endears itself to some seg
ments of the transportation sector and 
alienates others. 

It must be acknowledged that this 
legislation taxes work. Most Ameri
cans go to their job in automobiles, de
spite great progress in mass transit, 
and a small part of total mileage in 
this country is discretionary today. 
Thus, the gasoline tax in this package 
does represent a tax on work. 

To the extent that money consumed 
by a higher gas tax will not be spent in 
other sectors of our economy, this 
measure also can be seen as a negative 
macroeconomic factor. 

Despite these "downside" aspects, 
the legislation has a positive force 
which should be dominant. Its poten
tial drawbacks should be offset to a 
substantial degree by its tangible ben
efits-an improved and safer highway
and-bridge network, plus several hun
dred thousand jobs in a basic industry 
now suffering a 23-percent unemploy
ment rate. 

Specifically, this revenue title pro
vides what we are assured will be ade
quate funding for the increased road 
authorizations contained in H.R. 6211 
for the next 4 years. Highway excise 
taxes, as well as all exemptions, are 
terminated at the end of fiscal 1988. 

The legislation increases taxes on 
gasoline, diesel fuel, and certain spe
cial fuels from 4 cents per gallon to 9 
cents per gallon, effective April 1, 
1983. Revenues equal to 1 cent of this 
increase are earmarked for a new mass 
transit account within the highway 
trust fund, the provisions of which are 
transferred to the trust fund portion 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 

The mass transit revenue will be 
available for capital expenditures, in
cluding new starts, which promises to 
be a particular boon to troubled urban 
systems. 

Although most users will have to 
absorb the higher taxes at the pumps, 
there are exemptions to take into ac
count extraordinary needs and a gen
eral desire to lower reliance on tradi
tional fossil fuels. Examples: A full ex
emption of 9 cents per gallon is given 
for off-highway business users who 
now enjoy a 2-cents-per-gallon exemp
tion, for users of alcohol fuels which 
are not derived from petroleum, for 
State and local government users, and 
for agricultural users. Full exemptions 
also go to nonprofit educational 
groups and buses-not only school 
buses but both local and intercity 
buses. Gasohol users and qualified 
taxicab operators will continue to get 
a 4-cents-per-gallon exemption, but 
will pay the added levy. 

The taxi exemption terminates Sep
tember 30, 1984. In the meantime, the 
executive branch will conduct a study 
on the merits of that specific relief. 

Present law provides that the taxes 
collected on motorboat fuels be as
signed to the land and water conserva
tion fund, except for $20 million, 
which goes to the recreational boating 
safety and facilities improvement 
fund. The new revenue provisions con
tinue that general practice, and 
extend the boat safety fund through 
the life of the tax and increase the 
amount that fund receives to $45 mil
lion. 

Of special interest to smaller vehi
cles producers and users, the revenue 
title repeals existing taxes on inner 
tubes, laminated tires and nonhighway 
tires and increases the highway tire 
tax from 9.75 cents per pound to 25 
cents per pound, but only for tires 
weighing more that 100 pounds. Com
mensurately, the tax on tread rubber 
is also placed at 25 cents per pound, 
when it is used on tires weighing over 
100 pounds. 

The very controversial 8 percent 
excise taxes on truck parts and acces
sories would be ended, under this reve
nue title, on the day after enactment. 
This levy was seen as an administra
tive nuisance and not a major revenue 
producer. 

The revenue title would increase, 
from 10 to 12 percent, the taxes on 
new trucks and trailers, and would 
shift the imposition of these taxes 
from manufacturing to retail level. 
The measure also would increase the 
weight threshold for tax purposes 
from 10,000 pounds to 33,000 pounds 
for trucks, and to 26,000 pounds for 
trailers. Repeal of the parts tax and 
the increase in weight thresholds 
would become effective the day after 
enactment, but the conversion from 
manufacturing to retail levies would 
be effective April 1 next year. 

One of the most widely discussed 
facets of this legislation is its adjust
ment of the so-called use tax, consist
ent with the cost allocation finding. 
Existing law imposes a flat $3 per 
1,000 pounds on trucks weighing more 
than 26,000 pounds. 

The new schedule, which is based on 
a sliding scale, would provide: For ve
hicles under 33,000 pounds, no tax; for 
those up to 55,000 pounds, $60 plus 
$20 for each 1,000 pounds over 33,000; 
for those up to 80,000 pounds, $500 
plus $60 per 1,000 pounds over 55,000; 
and for vehicles weighing over 80,000 
pounds, $2,000. This represents a very 
substantial increase for heavier vehi
cles, but it is important to keep in 
mind that a drastic alteration is war
ranted according to the cost allocation 
study, and that trucks which travel 
fewer than 2,500 miles per tax period 
will be exempt from the tax. 
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Mr. Chairman, I do not hold out this 
piece of legislation as any kind of a 
cure-all, for what we euphemistically 
call our Nation's infrastructure, for 
our ailing economy, or for our unem
ployment problem. But I do think it is 
appropriate to the times. 

The idea behind this package is not 
new. It was brought forward many 
months ago by our able Secretary of 
Transportation, and since then has 
been examined and adopted by others. 
Whereas it commanded slim support 
at the outset, it now has widespread 
backing, particularly where it counts, 
both in the White House and here on 
the Hill. In effect, events have caught 
up with it. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, this revenue 
title represents an idea whose time ap
parently has come, and I urge my col
leagues to join me in approving it 
today. 

D 2340 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle
man from South Carolina <Mr. HoL
LAND). 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank my chair
man for yielding me this time because 
I rise in opposition to this section of 
the bill. 

No matter what the President said, 
this is the 125-percent tax increase 
part of this legislation. 

I have been watching all week for 
President Reagan to come on televi
sion and urge my constituents to get 
on the telephone and send me the 
telegrams urging me to vote for this 
like he did the Kemp-Roth package. 
But I have not seen that. 

But, you know, the President does 
not have to do this in this instance. He 
has the leadership of this House to do 
it for him. 

I think this tax, to put it like a lot of 
my liberal friends put it, is about the 
most regressive attack on the poor and 
middle-class of this country that I 
have seen in 8 years in Congress. The 
burden is going to fall and I would say 
to my rural friends on you and your 
constituents to pay 20 percent of this 
125 percent tax increase to build sub
ways in the bigger cities of this coun
t ry. 

I know the big cities have problems. 
But that takes it away from being a 
user's tax, does it not? If they want a 
user's tax for subways they should tax 
subway tickets so those of us who do 
not have any mass transit but maybe 
like in my district a couple of school 
buses, we are sort of paying up as a 
user for things we are not going to be 
using. 

I talked about New Jersey over in 
the committee the other day and I 
tried to tell my friends, like the gentle
man from New Jersey <Mr. GuARINI) 
that we do not have these toll roads 
down there in my part of the country 
to extract money from the innocent 

tourist passing through. So we think 
we are paying more into the trust fund 
than we are getting out regardless of 
some of these computer printouts. 

I do not want to take much time be
cause I know it is late. I just tried to 
put back a letter that I got from one 
of my constituents and I want to read 
to the House what my constituent had 
to say about what has been going on 
lately in the Congress. 

DEAR MR. HOLLAND: I read where Congress 
is talking about raising taxes again. About 
the only pleasure a poor man has left Is to 
smoke a cigarette or drink a beer and ride In 
his pickup truck. 

You all have figured out how to tax all of 
these things with Reagan's help. I guess a 
poor man Is just out of luck these days. 

P.S.-I am afraid to say I like women. You 
all might figure out how to tax that, too. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle
man from Wisconsin <Mr. REUSS). 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, while we 
need to rehabilitate our Nation's high
ways and bridges-and we must find 
the money to do it-the arguments 
against imposing a 5-cent increase in 
the gasoline tax are overwhelming. We 
should defeat the tax increase and in
stead fund the needed highway and 
bridge improvements by placing a $700 
per taxpayer cap on the July 1983 
income tax cut. 

With unemployment now up to 10.8 
percent, the gasoline tax increase 
would take $5.5 billion yearly from the 
pockets of the very consumers who are 
being counted on to generate an eco
nomic recovery. This is not a job-cre
ation bill, it is a job-elimination bill. 
According to CEA Chairman Martin 
Feldstein, the cut in consumer spend
ing that will result from the gas tax 
will cost our economy dearly in jobs in 
1983. The 12 million Americans cur
rently unemployed would be joined by 
thousands more if the gas tax is en
acted. 

Many of the private forecasters 
agree. In the December 1982 forecast 
of Data Resources, Inc., it is stated: 

The President and the Congress agree on 
a public works program to be financed out 
of a higher gasoline tax. While the country 
has a need for a new round of Investment in 
roads and bridges, the Initial Impact of this 
program Is certain to be perverse. The gaso
line tax, as presently proposed, would begin 
to withdraw $5 billion of purchasing power 
on January 1, 1983. But the federal outlays 
to be financed out of these taxes would not 
occur for many months. Indeed, since the 
grants to the states are on a reimbursement 
basis, little federal money would be paid out 
in the first year. Thus, this particular pro
gram will, In a small way, worsen the reces
sion. 

Moreover, the gasoline tax is unfair. 
It falls most heavily on low- and 
middle-income wage-earners, while im
posing only an insignificant burden on 
the well-to-do. Lower income families 
spend a larger fraction of their annual 
incomes on gasoline than do those at 
the top of the scale and will be most 

hurt by the new tax. According to the 
Labor Department, the bottom half of 
all families in the United States re
ceive about 22 percent of all income 
but consume about 31 percent of all 
gasoline. By contrast, the top 7 per
cent of families receive 22 percent of 
the Nations income but consume only 
11 percent of the gasoline. And, al
though $30 is the estimated annual 
"average" cost of the tax, it will actu
ally be much larger for those who 
must drive to work each day or use 
their car for other essential purposes. 

The burden will be worst for those 
families with incomes of $15,000 per 
year or less. The proposed gasoline tax 
increases would completely wipe out 
the income tax reduction they are 
scheduled to receive on July 1, 1983. 

Of course, we need to rehabilitate 
our Nation's highways and bridges. 
But we should not fund the proposal 
with a tax which costs thousands of 
jobs. Instead, we should transfer to 
the highway trust fund from general 
revenues an annual amount equal to 
the revenues that would have been 
raised by the 5-cent increase in the 
gasoline tax, and fund this by impos
ing a $700 per taxpayer cap on the 
personal income tax cut currently 
scheduled for July 1983. The cap when 
fully effective will yield $7 billion in 
new revenues, more than enough to 
fund the $5.5 billion highway pro
gram. The cap, furthermore, will not 
eliminate jobs, since its revenue gain 
will much more closely match the 
timing of increased spending on high
ways and bridges. 

The cap also would be equitable. 
The burden will be borne not by low
and middle-income taxpayers who 
must drive to work, but by those with 
annual incomes of $45,000 and up. 
Under our proposal, taxpayers who 
make less than $45,000 will receive the 
full tax cut for 1983. While the $700 
cap will reduce the tax cut for the well 
to do, these taxpayers received a great 
benefit in 1982 when the top rate was 
cut in one stroke from 70 to 50 per
cent, 35 percent of the 1982 tax cut, 
and the top rate on capital gains was 
reduced from 28 to 20 percent. 

By replacing the 5-cent-per-gallon 
tax increase on gasoline with a $700 
cap on the July 1983 , income tax cut, 
we can rebuild our highways without 
further damaging our economy. If the 
House votes down the gas tax, legisla
tion can be introduced that would 
fund the highway and bridge program 
through a $700 cap on the July 1983 
tax cut. 

D 2350 
Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 7 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. FREN
ZEL. ) 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, the 
description of the bill as given by the 

( 

( 

t 

s 
f 

i 
t 

r 

a 

c 
v 
s 
$ 

t 

r 

n 

1 
f 
t 
c 
t 
(, 

e 
I: 
t 
r 



December 6, 1982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 28973 
distinguished chairman and the distin
guished ranking member of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means is in my 
judgment accurate. I think also accu
rate is their combined statement 
which indicates the need for the pres
ervation and enhancement of our im
portant Interstate Highway System, 
and the rest of our transportation ar
teries. 

I think no one would say that the 
need does not exist. 

That of course takes us to the way in 
which we are going to finance the gen
eral attention to that particular need. 

During the consideration of the 
committee on Ways and Means, it is 
my judgment that insufficient atten
tion was given to the testimony of 
trucking interests. We heard 5 minutes 
I think from the American Trucking 
Association. I do not remember hear
ing from any people who would be in
dependent truckers, or cattle haulers, 
or all of the other trucking interests 
that might be involved. 

I think that the 5-cent gas tax is 
something which all of us and prob
ably all of them would be willing to 
support. 

The increases in tire taxes for truck
ing companies will be in the neighbor
hood of 250 percent may also be stom
ached. Perhaps even the excise tax in
crease from 10 to 12 percent on new 
equipment is something that could be 
stood. 

However, like the gentleman from 
South Carolina <Mr. HOLLAND), I am 
positively aghast at the percentage in
crease in the highway use tax. For 
heavier weighted trucks, which runs 
around 800 percent for the standard 
combination in use in my area, which 
would be licensed for about 70,000 
pounds, the cost of a use tax would go 
from $210 to around $1,900, which is 
an increase of slightly more than 800 
percent. 

For the heaviest weighted trucks, 
those of over 80,000 pounds, that in
crease goes from $240 to $2,000, and 
would have under the original bill pre
sented by the administration soared to 
$2,700. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. CONABLE. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

I do want to point out to my col
leagues while what the gentleman 
from Minnesota is saying is correct, 
the proposal has been substantially 
compromised below that suggested by 
the administration by the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also that it falls far short of what 
the study conducted over the past sev
eral years has indicated should be the 
Proportionate cost of heavy trucks in 
terms of the damage they do to the 
roads. 

And so I want my colleagues to un
derstand that we have already com
promised with both the study and the 
administration proposal. 

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle
man for his contribution. 

I would say that we did compromise. 
We compromised from a 1,100-percent 
increase down to an 800-percent in
crease, which is probably going to not 
be terribly thrilling news to the opera
tors who, as I understand it right now, 
are operating on razor slim margins or 
perhaps at least in my area many of 
them operating on negative ratios at 
this time. 

It is true that studies have been 
completed. It is also true that studies 
have been subjected to various inter
pretations, some of them sustaining 
the position of the Department of 
Transportation and some of them not 
sustaining that decision. 

Certainly I have seen no overwhelm
ing evidence of the exact percentage 
that is contributed by trucks and that 
contributed by cars. I think we have a 
lot of work to do yet in that regard. 

Nevertheless, it seems to me that an 
800-percent increase by anyone's 
standards is a pretty tall order. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I express my 
great disappointment at the "Buy 
American" protectionist amendment 
attached to this bill-when the Com
mittee on Public Works was operating 
under its section at the time. I think 
that and the excess taxes on trucks 
have changed my position from one of 
enthusiasm for this bill to one of a 
large question mark. 

Mr. Chairman, until the gentleman 
from Wisconsin spoke, I was wonder
ing how I could rationalize a vote for 
this bill with what I considered to be 
two crippling features. He has shown 
me that our alternative is to finance 
the road system through user taxes or 
to finance it through general taxation 
on the general taxpayers of this coun
try who may or may not use that road 
system at any particular time. He has 
indicated that he is nervous about the 
number of jobs to be created. 

I think under the program the same 
will be created no matter how you fi
nance it. And therefore, I think he has 
shown me that I have but one oppor
tunity, one alternative, and that is to 
vote for the bill that is before us 
rather than to see our road repairs 
and improvement completed at the ex
pense of the general taxpayer. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I would 
expect that this bill in the two par
ticulars I have concentrated will be im
proved as the legislative process wends 
its way through the other body. I cer
tainly hope so, because my affirmative 
vote tonight does not indicate an af
firmative vote on the conference 
report unless there is some repair. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge an affirmative 
vote on this bill. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it is important also to emphasize 
once again that the effective date of 
the user tax is postponed until Janu
ary 1, 1984, a wonderful opportunity 
for the trucking industry to discuss it 
with us all next year. 

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle
man for his contribution. 

As the gentleman said on the gal
lows, a 5-minute reprieve is better 
than none at all. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, I want to thank the gentleman 
from Minnesota for his ringing en
dorsement of the legislation. 

I yield such time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from Oregon <Mr. 
AuCoiN). 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port the stated aim of this bill. To 
help put millions of Americans who do 
not have a job today, or even a hope of 
a job, back to work. To rebuild this 
country's transportation and industri
al infrastructure. To set forth a mul
tiyear authorization for critical high
way and mass transit programs that is 
long overdue. 

But this bill, as drafted, is seriously 
flawed. I disagree with a whole host of 
its provisions. And I resent the 
manner in which it has been pushed 
through Congress. Last May, after the 
President restated his strong opposi
tion to any increase in the gas tax, 
most people considered the chances of 
passage of H.R. 6211 to be nonexist
ent. It was put on a back burner. Up 
until the day of the election the Presi
dent still opposed a gas tax increase. 
Now we are told that this is not a gas 
tax increase-it's a "user fee" . and lo 
and behold with unemployment in
creasing by leaps and bounds-the 
President supports it. 

Last week the Ways and Means 
Committee held a hearing one day, 
marked up the next, the bill got a rule 
and here we are today voting on a 
measure which will have far-reaching 
implications for cities and States all 
over this country without the majority 
of my colleagues knowing exactly 
what this bill proposes to do. 

I recognize, and I commend my col
leagues, Mr. HowARD and Mr. RosTEN
KOWKI, for the work they have done in 
trying to get a gas tax proposal 
through all the hurdles this adminis
tration has put up over the last 2 
years. 

I also realize the pressing need to do 
something now, in 3 short weeks, to 
address unemployment levels of tragic 
proportions and the needs of this 
country's transportation systems. 

I have grave concerns about many of 
the provisions of this bill and I plan to 
press for several critical changes when 
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the House and Senate go to confer
ence on this bill. I want the record to 
reflect my deep concern over these 
provisions. 

The bill tends to promote the con
struction and completion of unneeded 
legs of the Interstate System, and it 
gives a higher funding priority to seg
ments on the basis that they are more 
expensive-it costs more to complete 
them, so they get more funds. I'll push 
to see that the conferees make 
changes by eliminating or adjusting 
the formulas as they are now set forth 
to reflect other variables such as the 
need for the projects and whether or 
not they are already under construc
tion. 

In addition, by proposing to allocate 
both interstate transfer and mass 
transit funds on a contract authority I 
formula basis and by leaving it up to 
the discretion of the Secretary, Con
gress loses its ability to exercise its au
thority and judgment as to the most 
efficient and effective use of highway 
and transit dollars. What it really does 
is allow Dave Stockman or whoever 
happens to be sitting at OMB to 
decide "go or no go" on State and local 
projects all over this country-without 
congressional approval. 

I don't know about the rest of my 
colleagues, but Dave Stockman and I 
don't exactly see eye to eye. He pro
posed a 20-percent cut in transit fund
ing in fiscal year 1981, a 12-percent cut 
for fiscal year 1982, and no new rail 
starts "until the economy improves." 
The Banfield light rail project in my 
home district would be dead if Dave 
Stockman had had his way. And given 
this administration's track record on 
the economy, I'm in no mood to wait 
for it to improve before going ahead 
with necessary projects that will pro
vide jobs for at least 200,000 of the un
employed construction workers in this 
country. 

This bill also continues and greatly 
expands the use of multiyear contract 
authorizations for funding highway 
and mass transit programs which I be
lieve is dangerous and unnecessary. 
The expanded use of multiyear au
thorizations makes the Federal budget 
even more uncontrollable than it is 
now. Just because a program is fi· 
nanced by a user fee and ends up in a 
trust fund does not mean that it 
should escape congressional review 
and oversight. 

I also oppose terminating the escala· 
tion provisions in the interstate trans
fer program although I fully under
stand and agree with the committee's 
attempt to get this program under 
control. Coupled with an extension of 
the deadline for localities, however, 
this provision ends up penalizing those 
States, like Oregon, that withdrew 
projects early in good faith that their 
purchasing power would not erode due 
to a stretched-out funding schedule. 

Placing the interstate transfer high
way funds under the same State obli
gational ceiling as other highway pro
grams pits urban interests against 
rural interests in those States which 
participate in this program, so I will 
also push for removing the interstate 
transfer program from any one State's 
overall obligation ceiling. Small States 
like Oregon will not be able to take 
enough away from general mainte
nance throughout the State to make 
up for the obligational authority 
needs of major projects funded from 
the interstate transfer program. 

Among other concerns I have, the 
abrupt change in Federal/State 
matching ratios for both capital and 
operating expenses is going to wreak 
havoc on local transportation agencies. 
In the State of Oregon, we could be 
facing a $900 million deficit. In Port
land, the local transit authority has 
suffered close to a 10-percent drop in 
its payroll tax revenue which it uses 
for operating assistance because so 
many Oregonians are out of work. I 
fail to see the workability, or the logic, 
of any plan which asks local jurisdic
tions to jump from having to fund 20 
percent of a Federal project to having 
to fund 50 percent-especially during 
these economic times. Localities which 
already have letters of intent or full 
funding contracts should be allowed to 
participate in these programs under 
the terms of their current contracts. 

In summary, I was prepared to sup
port a bill that repaired the economic 
"infrastructure" of the country and 
created jobs. But this bill pours the 
new gas tax revenues out in a way that 
does not accelerate needed new jobs; it 
revamps and warps the current trans
portation delivery system, it strips 
back congressional review and pro· 
gram oversight and I can't justify the 
raising of gasoline taxes to pay for all 
this. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may con· 
sume to the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. HUBBARD). 

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Ways and 
Means Committee amendment to the 
Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
of 1982, H.R. 6211, and ask unanimous 
consent to revise and extend my re
marks. 

My constituents in western Ken· 
tucky do not want tax increases. They 
want reductions In Government spend
ing. This legislation with its 5-cents· 
per-gallon gasoline tax increase and 
highway tax proposals represents an· 
other attempt to raise revenues by im· 
posing additional tax burdens on the 
backs of our already overburdened 
taxpayers, including those of the 
trucking industry. 

My constituents in western Ken· 
tucky believe they will not equitably 
benefit from the revenues raised by 
these tax increases. The revenues gen· 

erated will most likely be forwarded to 
large cities across the United States. I 
believe highway construction and 
repair could be funded by cutting 
spending in other areas-like foreign 
aid-not by increasing taxes. 

Therefore, I request that my col
leagues oppose and vote against this 
H.R. 6211, the Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1982. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair. 
man, I yield such time as he may con
sume to the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. GEPHARDT). 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
commend the chairman of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means on the 
work done by the committee on the 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to note 
that the committee has made clear in 
its report on this measure that a fair 
share of revenues allocated to the 
newly created mass transit account 
should be spent on cost effective new 
rail construction. 

in the St. Louis area, plans are un
derway for a new light rail system in
volving an innovative approach that 
will substantially lower the cost. 
Under this proposal, right of way on 
existing track, including existing tun
nels under the downtown business dis
trict and bridges across the Mississippi 
River to East St. Louis, would be 
granted for a light rail system linking 
the heart of downtown St. Louis to the 
airport, the close-in suburbs, and the 
Illinois side of the region. By making 
use of extensive infrastructure, a 
system which was originally estimated 
to cost over $400 million would now 
run about one-third of that amount, 
or some $135 million. It seems to me 
the proposed St. Louis light rail 
system is exactly the type of cost-ef· 
fective construction envisioned by the 
committee. The large local capital con
tribution represented by the use of ex
Isting infrastructure will triple the 
value of the Federal expenditures. 

So, I ask the gentlemen if he would 
agree that the proposed St. Louis 
system is an example of the new starts 
envisioned by the committee. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. The gentle· 
man is correct. I am familiar with the 
St. Louis project and the constructive 
use of existing facilities it proposes. It 
is my understanding this is the type of 
new construction that would be eligi· 
ble for financing out of mass transit 
account and should be given prefer· 
ence. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from Missouri <Mr. YoUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Missouri. Mr. Chair· 
man, I rise in support of the Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 
and urge its immediate passage. This 
legislation will provide the needed au· 
thorizations and revenues to rebuild 
the Nation's highways and bridges, as 
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v well as the public transportation sys-
tems· Mr. Chairman, I am in support of 
the language that has been included in 
the report that has accompanied the 

.- revenue title of the highway bill 
where a fair share of the revenues ap

, portioned to the mass transit account 
of the highway trust fund be spent on 
mnovative and cost-effective light rail 
construction. 

over the past 6 years, the St. Louis 
Metropolitan Area has been develop
Ing a low-cost approach to establishing 
a modem, urban light rail transit 
system. The proposed project for St. 
Louis was selected after careful review 
of alternative projects and corridors. 
The project will use existing rights-of
way and existing infrastructure such 
as the historic Eads Bridge and its ad
jacent tunnel through downtown St. 
Louis. The estimated cost of the St. 
Louis light rail is $135 million, which 
is far below the original proposal. 

The project presents a significant 
potential for linking economic devel
opment priorities in the St. Louis 
region, as well as several cultural cen
ters. The light rail service will substan
tially improve traffic and transit serv
Ice throughout the region. The exist
ing bus service will feed directly into 
the proposed light rail line. Traffic 
congestion and downtown parking will 
be reduced to a large extent. 

, A recently completed transportation 
·planning study sponsored by the 
Urban Mass Transit Administration 

,,Indicated that the proposed project 
would have substantial ridership and 
compare favorably to all other light 
rail lines operating or under construc
tion in the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my understand
Ing that the St. Louis light rail project 
Is exactly the kind of project that was 
·t.he Intent of the committee in the 

tu-eport language. It is also my under
.standing that this project should re

eive high priority and be given pref
t. erence by the Urban Mass Transit Ad
•ministration, as well as be eligible for 
Federal funds as a new rail start under 
rthe language provided in the report. 

r Mr. Chairman, would you agree that 
~he St. Louis light rail project is the 

Jdnd of project that was intended by 
the committee as a cost-effective and 

11nnovative new start? 
J; Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Yes; it is 

understanding the gentleman is 
~~rrec~t. 

I thank 

D 2400 
CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
minutes to the gentleman from 

Carolina (Mr. HARTNETT). 
HARTNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 

the distinguished ranking 
for yielding me some time. 

Chairman, Abraham Lincoln, I 
once said that you do not build 

up your own house by tearing down 
the house of another. You do not jeop
ardize 9 million jobs in the trucking in
dustry with the hopes of curing our 
unemployment ills with 320,000 new 
jobs. 

What we are doing here is increasing 
the user tax on large truckers from 
$210 to over $2,000 and that just is not 
fair. 

What we are saying is that if large 
trucks did not use our highways at all, 
then they would not deteriorate at all, 
that the elements and the smaller 
trucks and other vehicles would not 
cause any deterioration to our roads at 
all, that it is all done by the large 
truckers. 

What we are saying is that we 
should not charge anybody excessive 
excise taxes but large truckers. 

You know, they do not do anything 
for the economy. They do not provide 
jobs in the trucking industry. They do 
not pay taxes now. They do not pro
vide what little bit of fuel taxes we are 
getting. 

Now, you know, we Americans are 
funny. We say to ourselves, look at 
what we have done in the way of con
servation. Look at the mileage that 
our automobiles get. 

Now, we do not send the Arabs that 
money for oil anymore. Instead, we 
send it to the Japanese for their auto
mobiles. 

Mr. Chairman, we are going to kill 
the goose that lays the golden egg if 
we effectively pass this user tax onto 
the large truckers. We are adding, as 
one trucking firm in my district said, 
about $3,200 overall increase to an 
80,000 pound truck. To a man that has 
125 trucks, that is a $450,000 increase 
on his business. 

Pass it on, you say. Everything that 
you have in this building or in your 
office or in your home arrived by 
truck. From the pencil that you write 
notes with to the typewriter or the 
copy machine which you use or the 
desk at which you sit, it all came by 
truck, large trucks probably at some 
point. If you pass that tax on to that 
large trucker, he is going to pass it on 
to that pencil or that desk or that 
copy machine or that piece of paper or 
the pair of shoes you have on your 
feet; which means that consumer 
prices are going up, which means that 
inflation is going up. 

Mr. Chairman, if you want to pass a 
user tax, pass a 6-cent or a 7-cent-a
gallon tax on fuel, but do not adverse
ly treat a trucker that provides em
ployment, that pays taxes now, that is 
trying to operate profitably. 

You know, we talk about creating a 
climate In which small business can 
operate to provide jobs so that we do 
not have to create jobs on the Govern
ment payroll for people who are un
employed, and yet when someone tries 
to operate a business profitably, we 
figure all the devious ways we can to 

take money away from that business
man in the form of taxes. 

Well, I will tell you, you are going to 
create a large unemployment percent
age in the trucking industry if you 
pass this user tax, because it is not the 
little truckers that provide employ
ment. It is the big truckers. It is not 
the little truckers that give us the 
bulk of our fuel tax from trucking 
fuel, it is the big truckers. 

I am telling you this, that if you 
heard about the proverbial goose that 
laid the golden egg and you want to 
wring its neck, that is what you are 
doing with this user tax bill that you 
are trying to pass now on to large 
truckers. 

They are not the only ones that de
teriorate our roads and our bridges 
and our highways. 

I urge you to think twice before you 
vote in favor of this bill. 

I thank the ranking member for 
giving me this time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle
man from Florida <Mr. GIBBONS). 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I had 
not really wanted to speak now and I 
will be brief. 

The last argument sounds attractive 
on its face, but there are some flaws in 
it I think that should be pointed out. 

This is a balanced package of bene
fits and costs. The truckers not only 
get a tax, they also get wider trucks, 
longer trucks, heavier trucks, and 
tandem trucks. Without the user tax, 
they cannot get that. The President 
will not sign the bill. The Ways and 
Means Committee probably would not 
pass it and I do not think you would 
want to do it either when you stop to 
think about it. 

Now, about the gentleman's argu
ment that we are just hitting the 
trucks, that is not so. This study, and 
it was conducted under three adminis
trations, under the Ford administra
tion, under the Carter administration, 
and under the Reagan administration, 
has been going on for a number of 
years at the direction of the Congress 
with input from the Congress on it , 
not only the respective committees, 
but the Congressional Budget Office. 
It has been a wide-open test. Every
body has had a chance to look at, it 
criticize it. If you go to the last page of 
that green sheet that is on all these 
desks here, you will see a cost-benefit 
ratio of what this study concluded, an 
open study, a critical study; everyone 
had a chance to criticize it and you 
will find that the heavier trucks are 
still not paying their fair share. 

Now, they do not do all the damage 
to the highways, but they do a large 
portion of the damage to the high
ways. No one suggests that they do it 
all. 

There are perhaps 1,000 different 
ways you could work this out. This fol-
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lows the traditional way. We have had 
a user tax for a long time, but the 
heavier trucks got a substantial bene
fit or subsidy before. They are still 
getting a subsidy. It is just not as great 
a subsidy. 

In total, this is a balanced package. 
There are benefits in it for the indus
try and there is cost-sharing in there 
for the industry. 

This report and study that I refer to 
was made public back in May of this 
year. I doubt that any one of you 
heard from anybody that was interest
ed in it more than 2 days ago or 3 days 
ago. 

Certainly the industry has got to 
protest. Nobody wants more taxes and 
I do not want any more on them; but 
there is a responsibility for us to share 
the burden and the benefits equitably 
and this package does it. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Louisiana CMr. MooRE). 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, unfor
tunatley I rise in opposition to H.R. 
6211 due to the measure's deficiency 
in design and function of title V as 
written by the Committee on Ways 
and Means to impose some $5.5 billion 
annually in new taxes upon the Ameri
can people. 

I do not oppose the other provisions 
in the bill as the Nation's Interstate 
Highway System needs and deserves 
fiscal attention to complete remaining 
sections and upgrade existing high
ways and bridges already in disrepair 
or deteriorating rapidly. I do seriously 
question the method in this bill to pay 
for it. The tax provisions of this pro
posal are flawed both in concept and 
design for several reasons. 

At the outset, we were told the 
nickel increase in the excise tax on 
motor fuels is a user fee and not a tax. 
A tax by any other name is a tax and 
this user fee is a tax and an unwise 
method of raising taxes at that. DOT 
testimony before the National Tax As
sociation-Tax Institute of America in 
1979 stated that the fuel tax paid by 
private automobiles is hardly a user 
charge at all, but rather a general 
excise tax. Eighty-five percent of 
American households have at least one 
car or pickup truck, therefore, their 
paying 4 cent a gallon fuel tax is only 
barely distinguishable from the 
Nation as a whole. There is not really 
a separate and distinct group compen
sating the taxpayer-at-large for the 
cost of the highway program, as they 
are one in the same. By comparison, in 
1980 only 79 percent of American 
households paid Federal income tax. 

It is not only a tax increase, but title 
V is regressive in structure, will likely 
result in little, if any, improvement in 
the Nation's unemployment rate, and 
invades a tax area normally reserved 
for State revenue collection and State 
gas tax increases. 

This nickel increase in motor fuel 
tax is regressive because gasoline pur
chases account for a higher percent
age of the income of low-income fami
lies than for high-income families. A 
Congressional Budget Office study re
leased in June 1981 found that house
holds with less than $7,400 in annual 
income spend an average of 8.2 per
cent of income on gasoline, while 
households with an income of $36,900 
or more spend 3.7 percent. As the 
motor fuels tax is imposed at a flat 
rate of 4 cents per gallon, it is regres
sive in the same proportion as gasoline 
cost distribution as a percentage of 
income. Further, this study found it is 
most regressive in the South which is 
the region in which the State and con
gressional district I am privileged to 
represent is located. 

Increasing the tax by another nickel 
just increases the dimension of an ex
isting regressive tax structure and in
creases disproportionately the tax 
burden on lower income taxpayers. 
This conclusion is corroborated by a 
study of a Rand Corp. analysis by 
James P. Stucker prepared under a 
grant from the National Science Foun
dation. We have already increased re
gressive excise taxes this year on ciga
rettes and telephones, and I am very 
concerned at this continuing trend. 

Much dispute has centered on the 
question of employment change as a 
result of the bill. Some assume per
haps as many as 320,000 new jobs 
would be directly or indirectly attrib
uted to this bill. Martin S. Feldstein, 
Chairman of the Council of Economic 
Advisers, has reportedly cautioned 
against such a rosy outlook. He was 
quoted most recently on November 29, 
1982, before the Washington Press 
Club as saying this proposal may actu
ally increase unemployment during 
the first year or two and produce a net 
loss of 20,000 jobs. His argument states 
the increase in transportation con
struction jobs would be more than 
offset by a decline in jobs in industries 
that produce goods and services that 
consumers would otherwise buy with 
the $5.5 billion they will now pay to 
the Federal Government in increased 
gasoline taxes. Comments from Bruce 
Bartlett, staff member of the Joint 
Economic Committee, in the Wall 
Street Journal on November 30, 1982, 
agree that there will be no net jobs 
created and further points out that 
the nickel increase may simply acceler
ate the purchase of smaller, more fuel
efficient foreign cars, just as the 
OPEC oil price increase did, further 
damaging the hard-hit U.S. auto in
dustry. I am led to believe, according 
to press accounts, there are similar 
studies and results at the Treasury De
partment and OMB, which I have re
quested but have been denied. 

Attention must also be given to the 
question of the nickel increase on the 
basis of use of gasoline excise taxes by 

States for their own revenue base to 
pay for State obligations. This is a 
form of sales tax and has been widely 
recognized by States as such. All but 
two States impose an excise tax on 
gasoline. 

Last year 22 States enacted increases 
in their gas tax structures and a total 
of 40 State legislatures had bills 
before them for this purpose. The 
Highway Users Federation found this 
to be a record. Bills to increase gas 
taxes have been introduced in at least 
18 States this year, 6 of which passed 
gas tax increases in 1981. A total of six 
States passed legislation so far this 
year to increase State excise taxes on 
gasoline. Clearly, States are looking to 
this revenue base for their own pur
poses and their historic ability to use 
it is seriously eroded by title V of H.R. 
6211. We must leave to the States 
some sources of revenues and not com
pete with them if possible, lest we in 
combination and without coordination 
overtax a particular commodity or dis
proportionately utilize a particular 
revenue-raising device. 

In 1980, I came to the conclusion 
that President Carter's 10-cent-per
gallon tax increase was bad tax policy 
and led successful floor efforts to 
defeat it. I find no reason to reverse 
my conclusion simply because we are 
now asked to pass a tax of half that 
amount. 

Therefore, although the highways 
do need additional financing, this tax 
is not the proper, best, or fairest ways 
and means to raise the revenue. Unfor
tunately this body has not considered 
any of the many possible alternative 
revenue-raising devices that would not 
be regressive or compete with the 
States' efforts to raise revenue. The 
fast track this legislation has taken in
dicates no interest in proper tax policy 
or alternatives, just revenue results as 
quickly as possible. 

The tax bill was introduced on Tues
day, November 30; the hearing was on 
Wednesday, December 1; the markup 
and passage of the bill out of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means on a voice 
vote having refused my request for a 
recorded vote occurred on Thursday, 
December 2; a rule granted by the 
Rules Committee on Friday, December 
3; and now the measure is up for 
debate and fin'al passage on Monday, 
December 6, 

This is a rather incredulous proce
dure for a major tax bill insuring the 
taxpayers of insufficient consideration 
of the tax by their elected Representa
tives. 

Mr. Chairman, title V of this bill im
poses a new tax at a time and in a 
manner the Nation does not need or 
deserve. H.R. 6211 should be defeated. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may con
sume to the gentleman from Califor
nia (Mr. MINETA). 
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!t{INETA. Mr. Chairman, as a 
of the House Public Works 

Committee, I am 
to reiterate my longstanding 

for the legislation which 
5-cent-per-gallon user fee on 
This legislation establishes 

regular and predictable 
revenue for transit construe

repair, and it wi~l provide suJ:>
, • • .,1.,18.1 benefits to the cittzens of this 

J(attog8.Itfornia, we now have 24,000 
Ji,Jles of deficient roads and about 
,aoo substandard bridges, and we :ave been the victims of an inefficie~t 

a&nJnistration ban on all new transit 
proJects. Each year, Californians 

d $6.9 billion-$100 each-in :;fed driving costs be_cause we drive 
r deficient road surfaces. 
~ Santa Clara County, the 5-cent 
uaer fee will particularly benefit us as 
a funding mechan~sm for f~1e Guadl!-
Jupe Corridor Light Rail Transit 
S)'stem the San Jose Transit Mall, 
and th~ San Jose Intermodal Termi
naL When funded, these projects and 
an of the highway projects aided by 
tbe gas user fee will shift workers 
from depressed construction industries 
Into a realm where there is an over
whelming demand for work. 

More im:;-ortantly, projects funded 
bJ ,this user fee will help the entire 
economy. Both those who use mass 
transit systems and those who use 
ro&ds will benefit from . the mass tran
llt projects, as these projects provide 
~el alternatives which reduce traf
ftc congestion, operating costs, and 
congestion on highways. Similarly, not 
only drivers, but all consumers will 
benefit from the swifter, less expen
llve truck and automobile travel which 
wf11 result from the repair of our 
State's roads and bridges. 
"The projects which will be funded 

by the gasoline user fee will improve 
the conditions and performance of our 
blr~ways, increase productivity, and 
ave :Americans money. Thus, the sur-

. transportation bill represents far
alrhted policy, and I am proud to en

it. 
ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair

! yield such time as he may con
to the gentleman from Alabama 

) . 

tax and were I fully convinced that a 
great number of individuals in my con
gressional district and in my State 
would go back on the employment 
rolls, I would be more inclined to con
sider supporting this legislation. But I 
am not convinced of that, Mr. Chair
man, and neither am I convinced that 
my State of Alabama will receive its 
equitable share of the moneys raised 
by this increase in the gasoline tax. 

For the past week now I have been 
trying to get someone to tell me how 
my State will share in the overall $5 
billion which H.R. 6211 is expected to 
bring in through additional taxation. I 
have not been able to obtain these fig
ures. However, in going through the 
Atlanta airport last Friday afternoon, 
I noted in heavy headlines on the 
front page of the Atlanta evening 
paper that the Atlanta Intercity 
Transportation System, better known 
as MARTA, is expected to receive in 
that one city alone some $32 million 
should this legislation pass. 

But there is still another concern 
that I have in that included in this bill 
I find a sort of "carrot and stick" ap
proach aimed, I would suppose, to 
secure the support of the large truck
ing companies across the Nation. The 
provision, as I understand it, would 
specifically permit by law on our inter
state system from California to Maine 
and from Key West to the Canadian 
border the large major truck lines to 
operate their large trailers in tandem, 
and this should give some concern to 
each and every American who utilizes 
the Nation's highways. Frankly, I 
would have some concern in driving in 
the darkest of the night in all sorts of 
weather behind an 18 wheeler which is 
pulling a second trailer in tandem. 
Certainly, I would not want to pass 
such a rig on a rainy night and I be
lieve there is very definitely an unsafe 
situation embodied in that practice. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I will tell you 
there is a great deal of concern in the 
trucking industry as well as with all 
other industries which use trucks to 
haul our Nation's goods because of the 
unreasonably large increases in the 
Federal taxes, particularly the user 
fees assessed to each of these trucks. 

There are those who will argue that 
these increased taxes will only be 
passed on to the consumers in the 
form of higher transportation charges. 
That would be a callous argument. 
The burden of our economic recovery 
should not fall on the backs of the 
consumers. They have already suf
fered enough from high Federal taxes. 

At the same time, the transportation 
industry should not be expected to 
absorb this increased tax liability. In
dependent, small, and medium size 
trucking firms are already operating 
on only the smallest profit margins as 
a result of the deregulation of that in
dustry. Additional unreasonable ex
penses will cause many of these firms 

already working to stay in operation to 
simply go out of business. This Con
gress hardly wants to be responsible 
for adding to our unemployment rolls, 
but that is what these revenue provi
sions will do. 

Mr. Chairman, in many ways I am 
supportive of the intent of the legisla
tion in that the Nation certainly needs 
to improve it's highways and bridges 
and had the bill come to the floor with 
a rule so that much needed changes 
could be made in spelling out the 
exact apportionment of the legislation 
together with effecting needed 
changes in the tax structure, then I 
would have no doubt been in support 
of its passage. Unfortunately, there is 
no opportunity under the closed rule 
and it is, therefore, my intention to 
oppose passage of H.R. 6211. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle
man from New York <Mr. OTTINGER). 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I have joined with the chairman of 
the Joint Economic Committee, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin <Mr. 
REuss) in seeking to defeat this tax, 
with the hope that we could substitute 
a cap on the tax reduction that is due 
to go into effect in July 1983, which 
would raise, as the gentleman indicat
ed, more revenue and would do so 
without costing jobs. 

I join him in support of a program 
such as that presented here to repair 
our infrastructure. Certainly that is 
very badly needed. 

I sympathize with the gentleman 
from Illinois when he says that the 
tax on gasoline has been at the same 
rate for some time and perhaps de
serves reconsideration; but I feel very 
strongly that now is just not the time 
to do that at a time when our economy 
is teetering on the brink of collapse, at 
a time when we have the greatest un
employment since the Great Depres
sion is not the time for converting a 
program which could create many 
jobs. It has been cited that it would 
create perhaps 200,000 or 300,000 jobs, 
with an offset that will result in our 
losing more jobs than the public works 
aspect of this creates. It just does not 
make sense. 

The chairman of the President's 
Econc , lie Advisers indicates that that 
will be the result. 

In the Wall Street Journal just on 
November 30 it said: 

Perhaps most Important, the gasoline tax 
boost will have negative effects on employ
ment that no one has taken into account. It 
is certainly not going to do any good for the 
hard-hit U.S. auto industry. It may simply 
accelerate the purchase of smaller, more 
fuel-efficient foreign cars just as the OPEC 
oil price increase did. 

And even If we assume that as many jobs 
are created as are destroyed-a very ques
tionable assumption-the tax is likely to be 
Implemented first, meaning that the job-de-
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straying effect on the tax will occur before 
the job-creating effect of the public works 
spending. 

0 2410 
The tax is also unfair. We have just 

recently alleviated the wealthy people 
in this country, wealthy corporations 
of this country, of a large measure in 
paying their fair share of the tax 
burden. 

Now we go to a tax whose primary 
burden is going to be on low- and 
middle-income people. There was a 
study that was done recently by the 
Rand Corp., financed by the National 
Science Foundation, written up in a 
magazine called Public Policy by 
James W. Stucker. It makes a detailed 
analysis of households. It finds that a 
tax on gasoline would fall much 
harder on poor and middle-income 
families than those that are better off. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. OT
TINGER) has expired. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 additional minute to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. OT
TINGER). 

Mr. OTTINGER. Forty percent of 
the gasoline taxes are paid by families 
with incomes of less than $5,000 per 
year, and 85 percent is paid by those 
with incomes of less than $10,000 a 
year. The poorer families and the 
working families tend to drive more. 

While the average cost of this may 
be $30 per year per person, the person 
who has to drive to and from work is 
going to have to pay several hundred 
dollars. Indeed, this study finds that 
most of the low- and middle-income 
people have second-hand cars, and 
they tend to have older cars which 
consume a great deal more gasoline. 

So this study finds that the prepon
derance of the burden would be on 
low- and middle-income families. 

In constrast, the cap on the income 
tax reduction would give the full 
incon...e tax reduction to everybody 
making less than $45,000 a year, would 
give $700 to everybody, and would be a 
much fairer tax, and I would hope this 
tax would be defeated. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
OxLEY). 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 6211, the Surface 
Transportation Act, primarily because 
of the impact this bill would have on 
the small, family run, owner-operated 
trucking finns in my State of Ohio. 
When the bill was originally proposed 
by the administration, I wholehearted
ly supported the concept of a S-cent
per-gallon fee. I also endorsed the tar
geted projects for the projected reve
nues created by the user fee . I also en
dorsed the targeted projects for the 
projected revenues created by the user 
fee. However, as many of my col-

leagues have noted after studying the 
details of the bill, the measure con
tains a death blow to most of the 
smaller trucking finns across the 
country. 

There is no doubt that America's 
highways and bridges are in desperate 
need of repair. However, funding these 
repair projects by specifically penaliz
ing smaller family run trucking finns 
smacks of competitive discrimination 
within the trucking industry. 

The burden of this user fee would be 
borne by the small trucking compa
nies, which, by the way, are predomi
nant in Ohio, and would literally put 
most of the smaller companies out of 
business. Currently, most of the truck
ing finns in Ohio are suffering be
cause of the dismal economy coupled 
with the adverse effects of deregula
tion. In fact, one of my local finns in 
Lima, Ohio, is losing at least $15,000 
every morning, just by opening its 
doors. The effect of an additional tax 
on these trucking finns would spell 
the kiss of death to their businesses. 

Let me point out a few additional 
facts which bear out my opposition. 
First, the unemployment rate among 
union drivers in Ohio ranks among the 
highest in the country at 38 percent. 
If one takes into account the number 
of nonunion drivers and their corre
sponding unemployment, that figure 
most certainly skyrockets. 

Second, the profit margin of short
haul, intrastate haulers is currently 
less than one-half of 1 percent. That is 
substantially down from the 4- to 5-
percent profit margin enjoyed by the 
trucking industry before deregulation. 
By asking the small trucking finns to 
absorb a substantial tax burden per 
truck, in addition to those taxes al
ready paid into the highway trust 
fund, the certain result will be thou
sands of displaced trucking jobs. 

Third, the additional taxes spell in
creased operating costs for the small 
trucking finns by at least 4 percent. 
That impact is probably representa
tive of the truckload freight industry, 
where the profit margin is about 1 per
cent. The cbvious consequence of this 
added tax is that a large number of 
companies such as Ohio's will be liter
ally taxed out of existance, or else 
freight rates will have to be increased, 
with the full effect of the cost passed 
along to shippers and eventually con
sumers. 

Finally, with respect to the jobs cre
ation portion of the bill, it must be re
membered that the creation of thou
sands of construction jobs on bridges 
and highwr..ys will be offset by the 
huge amounts of unemployed trucking 
industry personnel. 

I would urge my colleagues to defeat 
this measure. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
SHUMWAY). 

Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to H.R. 7360, the 
Surface Transportation Act of 1982. I 
have given this matter a great deal of 
thought and realize that credible argu
ments can be made in favor of some 
kind of action. As a former county su
pervisor, I am well aware of the need 
to repair and reconstruct certain roads 
and bridges. However, the legislation 
before us today is not the correct 
answer. H.R. 7360 would unfairly and 
unjustifiably raise taxes, and futher
more, this bill would not even accom
plish the objectives that its propo
nents have identified. 

Raising the gas tax to finance high
way programs is the wrong approach 
for two reasons. First, contrary to it 
popular image, H.R. 7360 violates the 
user-fee concept, thereby unfairly dis
tributing the costs of this bill. For ex
ample, under revenue disbursement 
formulas contained in the highway 
programs, at least 10 States, including 
my own State of California, receive 
substantially few dollars in benefits 
than the amount they pay into the 
highway trust fund. Or viewed from a 
different angle, it is estimated that 
about 1 driving mile in 4 is driven off 
the Interstate System, thus penalizing 
these nonusers who are still required 
to pay a gas tax. Finally, there is no 
justification whatsoever from a user
fee perspective to use 20 percent of 
the new highway trust fund moneys 
for public transit assistance. It seexns 
ludicrous to me that a highway com
muter in Stockton, Calif., should be re
quired to subsidize the electric subway 
in New York City. 

No matter how proponents attempt 
to disguise the fact, the gas tax pro
posal is what it seexns to be-a sub
stantial increase in Federal taxes. It is 
estimated that the average driver will 
spend an additional $30 annually as a 
result of the 5-cents-per-gallon in
crease. This is money that would oth
erwise be saved and invested, or spent 
in the private sector. At a time when 
Federal taxes, as a percentage of GNP, 
are at their highest level since World 
War II, it makes little sense to enact a 
tax bill of this magnitude when the 
economy is only now showing signs of 
recovery. Although such signs exist
interest rates, for instance, are declin
ing rapidly-corporate liquidity is at 
its lowest level in 40 years, before-tax 
profits are down 3G percent from last 
year, and business failures are running 
at their highest rate in 50 years. 
Simply stated, increasing taxes at a 
time of 10.8 percent unemployment 
runs contrary to all economic logic. 

Those who would argue that this 
legislation creates jobs have not fully 
considered the impact of this bill. For 
every dollar that the consumer pays in 
higher gas taxes, less money will be 
made available for consumer demand 
in the private market. In fact, Martin 
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Feldstein, Chairman of the Council of 

' Economic Advisers, has calculated 
that raising the gas tax could cost as 
manY as 20,000 more jobs than it cre
ates. The business of government has 
never been to create jobs, but especial
lY not when it does so at the expense 
of jobs in the private sector. 

Not only is it wrong to call H.R. 7360 
a jobs program, this bill's emphasis is 
not even focused on what has been 
identified as its major justification; 
the need to repair and reconstruct our 
Nation's highway system. Approxi
mately two-thirds of the money gener
ated by the gas tax would go to build 
new roads and complete missing seg
ments of the Interstate System. Only 
one-third is to go to all forms of up
grading. 

Mr. Chairman,'instead of supporting 
this ill-conceived legislation, I would 
urge my colleagues to encourage reli
ance on the private sector, and second
arily, on State and local governments, 
to meet the needs of our transporta
tion infrastructure, Privately financed 
and operated toll rog,ds would mean 
better upkeep at less cost. A 1978 
study by the National Transportaton 
Policy Study Committee, as reported 
by the Council for a Competitive 
Economy, concluded that "by and 
large, toll roads are better maintained 
than other roads." 

State and local governments should 
also assume more responsibility for 
the construction and maintenance of 
roads, bridges, and public transit. 
Road conditions vary widely from 
State to State and merit selective 
repair. Some States have been re
sponding to their individual needs 
with innovative ideas. For example, I 
have learned that Wisconsin and 
Pennsylvania are considering toll op
tions, contracting out segment con
struction, and other market-oriented 
financing schemes. With this kind of 
progress being made on redefining the 
traditional Federal/State highway re
lationship, it seems to me the wrong 
time to pass another multiyear high
way bill that commits the Federal 
Government to new financial responsi
bilities in this area. 

In sum, this bill is an inappropriate 
response to a problem that largely 
needs to be addressed outside of the 
Federal arena. I therefore strongly 
urge my colleagues to join me in oppo
Sition to H.R. 7360. 
e Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the proposed 5-cent
Per-gallon increase in the gasoline tax, 
because I am convinced that such a 
taxthanincrease could wipe out more jobs 
1 

it would create. 
Such an eventuality was first sug

gested several days ago by the Presi
~nt•s Chief Economic Adviser, Martin 

ldstein, and a number of conversa
~lons I have had since with constitu
ents in my State of Wyoming convince 
Dle of the validity of Mr. Feldstein's 

warning that the higher tax may 
worsen unemployment, instead of re
ducing it. 

There are many businesses in Wyo
ming and across the country, including 
many small trucking interests which 
serve rural communities, that are in 
very bad shape because of the reces
sion. They are barely hanging in 
there, and for them, the gasoline tax 
increase could be the straw that broke 
the camel's back. It very likely would 
drive them out of business, and we 
could end up destroying more jobs 
than would be created by the highway 
constructon which the tax increase is 
supposed to generate. 

Many people are confident that our 
economy will soon begin a strong re
covery, and I am among those who be
lieve better days are ahead. But right 
now, a lot of people are still in trouble. 
This is not a good time to impose a tax 
increase of this magnitude. 

I would be the first to agree that our 
highways and bridges are in need of 
repair, and that it is appropriate that 
such repairs be financed by user fees. I 
commend Secretary of Transportation 
Drew Lewis for putting together a 
very good program to bring about 
those repairs. But I cannot go along 
with the timing, which would more 
than double user fees at a time when 
our economy can least stand it.e 
e Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to voice my intentions regarding 
final passage of this bill so that there 
will be no misunderstanding regarding 
my vote on it. 

I support a 5-cent gas tax. I have 
traveled the highways of my State. I 
believe they represent one of our 
country's greatest assets. They carry 
truckers, tourists, people, agricultural 
products. They are inlmeasurably im
portant to our economy and our way 
of life. 

I cast my vote in favor of this bill 
with several reservations, however, 
and I want to lay them out very clear
ly for my colleagues. I want to go on 
record as being inclined to oppose this 
bill in its postconference form if these 
imperfections are not mitigated to 
some substantial degree in the other 
body or in conference. 

My first objection is the elimination 
of the one-half of 1 percent minimum 
allocation provision, which is unfair to 
rural States and unfair to those States 
which have completed their interstate 
construction. 

Second, I am concerned that this bill 
has shifted too much of the financing 
burden onto heavy truckers. In my 
State of Nebraska, even profitable 
trucking firms do not net the $2,000 to 
$3,000 per truck which this bill would 
impose in user fees. They would have 
no choice but to pass the tax along to 
the end user, and in Nebraska the end 
user is agriculture-the stockman, 
farmer or meat packer who needs 
heavy truck transportation but have 

in most instances, no place to pass on 
those costs without losing markets. Es
pecially in those rural areas where the 
railroads have abandoned service to 
grain shipppers in our small communi
ties, the only alternative has become 
an increased reliance upon the truck
ing industry to meet the needs of agri
culture. 

A third area of concern is in the 4R 
formula factors. These factors have a 
long-term effect on our State highway 
budgets and even shifts which appear 
to be small will have a significant net 
effect in the outyear. The usual ver
sion in the other body for the 4R for
mula is a more equitable one for low 
population density States than is the 
one in the House version. 

Finally, I am concerned that this bill 
provides only for a 4-cent exemption 
for gasohol rather than a full exemp
tion as we have in present law. As the 
young alcohol fuel industry begins to 
become a viable and self-supporting 
enterprise, it is essential that the Con
gress not act counterproductively on 
an industry that has the potential to 
consume mass quantities of agricultur
al products.e 
e Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 6211, the Sur
face Transportation Act of 1982. 

This bill addresses two of our most 
pressing domestic problems-unem
ployment and our crumbling transpor
tation system. Its approach is direct 
and logical-to put the unemployed to 
work repairing roads and bridges and 
improving public transit. 

The need for the bill is great. Unem
ployment nationally is 10.8 percent, 
with 12 million Americans out of work. 
In the construction industry, the rate 
is 23 percent. It has become clear that 
the key to economic recovery is to put 
people back to work. 

As for our transportation system, 
the problems are becoming all too fa
miliar. Twenty percent of the Inter
state System, some 8,000 miles, is 
beyond its design life and needs repair. 
For too long, we have neglected our 
roads and bridges. The failure to per
form needed maintenance over the 
years now threatens the smooth flow 
of people and commerce. The broad bi
partisan support for this legislation re
flects the growing awareness that we 
cannot afford to wait any longer to 
stop the steady deterioration. 

In the transit area, the bill continues 
Federal support for urban mass trans
portation. Over 4 years, $16.5 billion is 
provided in transit aid. In an impor
tant breakthrough, a public transpor
tation trust fund is established as a 
separate account within the highway 
trust fund. Approximately $1.1 billion 
of the annual revenue from the Feder
al gas tax will be used for mass transit. 
Thus, for the first time, mass transit is 
assured a reliable source of funds. 
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Revenues for both the highway and 
transit portions of the bill are provid
ed by a 5-cent-a-gallon increase in the 
Federal gasoline tax. Currently, the 
tax is 4 percent a gallon. It has not 
been changed since 1959. 

Part of the reason proper mainte
nance has not been performed on our 
roads and bridges is the failure of rev
enues from the gas tax to keep pace 
with the needs of the system, especial
ly the rising costs of construction and 
repairs. As a result, the trust fund has 
been drawn down steadily. 

In 1959, when the gasoline tax was 
set at 4 percent, a gallon of gasoline 
cost about a quarter. Today, the tax is 
still 4 percent, even though gasoline 
costs $1.25. The nickel increase provid
ed in this bill is a moderate and rea
sonable approach to pay for needed 
road repairs. 

There is substantial controversy over 
the bill's increases in user fees for the 
trucking industry. In raising the funds 
needed to pay for rebuilding our high
ways, we need to try to spread the 
burden fairly, so that there is a rea
sonable relationship between the 
damage done to our roads by a certain 
class of vehicles and the share of taxes 
paid by that class. 

The changes in this bill help make 
that relationship more fair. In the 
past drivers of small trucks have borne 
more than their share of repair costs, 
to the benefit of heavy truck opera
tors. A recent 3-year study concluded 
that while heavy trucks are paying 
only 60 percent of their share compare 
to the damage they do, smaller trucks 
pay 90 percent ~1ore than their share. 

This bill improves the distribution of 
costs, though heavy trucks still are 
subsidized. Even with the new taxes 
and fees, they will still pay only 77 
percent of the costs they might be ex
pected to bear. 

There is some concern in the truck
ing industry that this increase may 
impose too great a burden on already 
hard-pressed truckers. I am, of course, 
concerned that this program, which is 
designed to create jobs for construc
tion workers, not wind up costing jobs 
for truckers. 

To balance any possible adverse af
fects of the increased user fees, the 
bill gives truckers several new advan
tages. First, the bill increases the max
imum weight and length of trucks per
mitted on the interstate. Estimates of 
benefits to truckers from this change 
alone are $4 billion a year. 

Second, the improvements to the 
highways and bridges will help pro
ductivity in the industry. Highways 
strewn with potholes and bridges that 
sway with the wind force delays in 
transport time that increase costs to 
trucking companies. Completing the 
Interstate System and repairing other 
highways and bridges will help restore 
economic health to the industry. 

To begin the improvements, over the 
next 4 years this bill provides $16 bil
lion for the Interstate System, $10.4 
billion for resurfacing and rehabilita
tion of the interstate, $8.8 billion for 
the primary road system, $6.9 billion 
for bridge repair, and $3.2 billion for 
urban roads. In addition to increased 
funding levels, the bill makes other 
changes that will help States deal with 
their problems. 

My own State of New York will ben
efit from overdue formula changes in 
two areas. Under current law, no State 
can receive more than 8 percent of 
Federal bridge repair funds. Because 
we have so many bridges needing re
pairs, that cap keeps New York from 
getting its full share of funds. This bill 
increases the cap to 10 percent, which 
means an additional $148 million for 
New York. 

The second change involves the pri
mary road program, where the new 
formula makes urban population more 
important. This change also increases 
New York's aid by about $150 million 
over 4 years. 

In addition to these changes, the bill 
continues Federal operating assistance 
for transit systems. The Reagan ad
ministration favors eliminating operat
ing aid, and I am pleased the commit
tee has chosen to continue to recog
nize the importance of our Nation's 
subways to the economic health of our 
cities. 

Even with the $16.6 billion the bill 
provides for transit aid, many cities 
still face serious funding problems. An 
amendment I sponsored to this bill 
could provide needed help. The 
amendment calls for a study of having 
the Department of Transportation 
enter into long-term agreements with 
local transit authorities to assure a 
steady flow of annual aid. The local 
agency could then use the funds as le
verage to raise more money by issuing 
bonds. 

This plan has already been used suc
cessfully in New York. Adopting a 
similar approach at the Federal level 
would give local transit authorities a 
big boost without increasing Federal 
spending. 

The last issue I would like to discuss 
is the provision prohibiting discrimina
tion on the basis of sex in employment 
in Federal highway programs. Women 
have made progress in recent years in 
getting a larger share of highway con
struction jobs. As a matter of simple 
fairness, we should prohibit discrimi
nation in Federal programs. 

But the need to bar sex-based dis
crimination is made even greater by 
the job-creating purpose of this bill. 

We have all come to understand that 
unemployment is as serious a problem 
for women as for men. No longer do 
women work for pin money. Women 
working today are frequently single 
parents, solely responsible for support
ing their families. Other women must 

work to keep their families above the 
poverty line. As economic pressures on 
women grow, we must insure that 
women with the ability and the inter
est are not denied job opportunity be
cause of discrimination. 

The legislation we have before us is 
not perfect. It will not provide a Job 
for every unemployed American, nor 
will it take care of all that is wrong 
with our roads. But it is a strong start 
at dealing with both problems. It de
serves our support.e 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, I have no further requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from illinois <Mr. RosTENKow
SKI). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that he was in 
doubt. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote, and pending 
that I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. One-hundred twenty-seven 
Members are present, a quorum. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin <Mr. REUSS) for a re
corded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 236, noes 
169, not voting 28, as follows: 

[Roll No. 4201 
YEAS-236 

Addabbo Corcoran Foglletta 
Albosta Coughlin Foley 
Anderson Coyne, James Ford<Mil 
Annunzlo Coyne, William Fowler 
Anthony Crockett Frank 
Asp in D'Amours Frenzel 
Atkinson Daub Frost 
Badham DeN ardis Garcia 
Balley<PA> Derrick Gephardt 
Barnard Derwlnski Gibbons 
Bedell Dicks Gingrich 
Bellenson Dingell Gllckman 
Benedict Dixon Goodling 
Bennett Donnelly Gradlson 
Bereuter Dorgan Gray 
Blagg! Dornan Green 
Bingham Dougherty ' Gregg 
Blll-~y Dowdy Grisham 
Boland Downey Guarini 
Bowen Dunn Hagedorn 
Breaux Dymally Hall <IN> 
Brodhead Eckart Hamilton 
Brooks Edgar Hance 
Broomfield Edwards CAL> Heckler 
Brown<OH> Edwards <CA> Hettel 
Burgener Erdahl Hendon 
Burton, Phillip Erlenborn Hightower 
Butler Ertel Hiler 
Carman Evans (DE> Hollenbeck 
Carney Evans <IN> Howard 
Clausen Fary Hoyer 
Clay Fazio Huckaby 
Clinger Fenwick Hunter 
Coats Ferraro Hutto 
Coelho Findley Ireland 
Collins <IL> Fish Jacobs 
Conable Fithian Jeffords 
Conte FlipPO Jones<NC> 

D 
Jo· 
Jtr 
It• 
Jtl 
It< 
Jtr 
La 
La 
Le 
Le• 
Le• 
Le> 
Le• 
Lol 
Lo• 
Lo• 
Lui 
LUI 

Ma 
Ma 
Ma 
Ma 
Ma 
Ma 
Me• 
Me< 
Met 
Mel 
Me< 
Mel 
Mel 
Mlc 
Mlc 
Mlk 
Mill 
Min 
Mit< 
Mor 
Mol 
Mol 
Mor 

Akal 
And 
App. 
Arct 
Ash! 
AuC· 
Ball< 
Bear 
Beth 
Bon 
Bon< 
Boni· 
BOUQ 

Brlnl 
Brow 
Brow 
Broyl 
Burt< 
Byr01 
Carnr 
Chap 
Chap 
Chen. 
Colen 
Colllr, 
Court 
Craig 
Crane 
Crane 
Danle 
Dante 
Dann, 
Dasch 
Davis 
de Ia c 
Dellur 
Dick in 
Dreier 
Dunca 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Early 
Ed war. 
Etners1 
Emery 
Eng !lsi 
Evans , 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Florio 
Ford <1 
Founta 
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Jones <OK> 
gastenmeier 
gennellY 
gUdee 
g 0 govsek 
}Cralller 
J,aFaice 
Latta 
x,eBoutlllier 
J,ee 
x,eland 
x,ent 
x,ewls 
x,ott 
x,owerY <CA> 
x,owrY <WA> 
Luken 
Lungren 
Madigan 
MarkeY 
Martin <ILl 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McClorY 
McCollum 
McCurdY 
McDade 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Mica 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Mlller<CA> 
Min eta 
Mitchell <MD> 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Molinari 
Montgomery 

Akaka 
Andrews 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
AuCoin 
Bailey <MOl 
Beard 
Bethune 
Boggs 
Boner 
Bon! or 
Bouquard 
Brinkley 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton, John 
Byron 
Campbell 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Coleman 
Collins<TX> 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Prane, Philip 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. w. 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Davis 
de Ia Garza 
Dellwns 
Dickinson 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dwyer 
'Dnon 
.Early 
l:cl.~ds <OK> 
Emerson 
Emery 
l:n&lish 

i:&nsUA) 
edler 
elds 

l'lorto 
.l'9rd<TN> 
8Jiuntain , 

Moorhead 
Morrison 
Murtha 
Napier 
Natcher 
Nelligan 
Nelson 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Pease 
Pepper 
Petri 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Railsback 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula ' 
Rodino 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rousselot 
Russo 
Sabo 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 

NAYS-169 

Shaw 
Simon 
Skeen 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith <PAl 
Snyder 
Solarz 
StGermain 
Stark 
Staton 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Swift 
Tauke 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
Weiss 
Whitehurst 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Fuqua McEwen 
Gaydos Miller <OH> 
Gejdenson Minish 
Gilman Mitchell <NY) 
Ginn Moore 
Gonzalez Murphy 
Gore Myers 
Gramm Neal 
Gunderson Nichols 
Hall <OH> Nowak 
Hall, Ralph Ottinger 
Hall, Sam Oxley 
Hammerschmidt Panetta 
Hansen <ID) Parris 
Hansen <UT> Paul 
Harkin Perkins 
Hartnett Quillen 
Hatcher Reuss 
Hawkins Rinaldo 
Hefner Ritter 
Hertel Roberts <KS> 
Hillis Roberts <SD> 
Holland Robinson 
Holt Roe 
Hopkins Roemer 
Horton Rogers 
Hubbard Rose 
Hughes Roth 
Hyde Roybal 
Jeffries Rudd 
Jenkins Savage 
Johnston Sawyer 
Jones <TN> Seiberling 
Kazen Sensenbrenner 
Kemp Shelby 
Kindness Shumway 
Lagomarsino Slljander 
Leach Smith <AL> 
Leath Smith <OR> 
Lev!tas Snowe 
Livingston Solomon 
Loeffler Spence 
Long <LA> Stangeland 
Long <MD) Stenholm 
Lujan Studds 
Lundine Stump 
Marlenee Synar 
Marriott Tauzin 
Martin <NC> Taylor 
Martin <NY> Volkmer 
Mazzoll Walker 
McDonald Wampler 

Washington 
Watkins 
Weaver 
White 
Whitley 

Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wllliams<MT> 
Wllliams<OH> 
Winn 

Yatron 
Young <AK> 
Young <FL> 

NOT VOTING-28 
Alexander 
Bafalis 
Barnes 
Bevill 
Blanchard 
Bolling 
Bonker 
Chisholm 
Conyers 
Deckard 

Evans <GAl 
Fascell 
Forsythe 
Goldwater 
Lantos 
Lehman 
Marks 
Mattox 
McCloskey 
Mollohan 

D 2430 

Mottl 
Patterson 
Rhodes 
Rosenthal 
Santini 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Stanton 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Lantos for , with Mr. Mottl against. 
Mr. Rosenthal for, with Mr. Bevill against. 
Mr. MARTINEZ changed his vote 

from "no" to "aye." 
So the amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as amended. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute as amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker, having resumed the 
chair, Mr. NATCHER, Chairman of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the 
bill <H.R. 6211) to authorize appro
priations for construction of certain 
highways in accordance with title 23, 
United States Code, for highway 
safety, for mass transportation in 
urban and rural areas, and for other 
purposes, pursuant to House Resolu
tion 620, he reported the bill back to 
the House with an amendment by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole? If not, the 
question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and the third reading 
of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. CLAUSEN 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman 
opposed to the bill in its present form? 

Mr. CLAUSEN. In its present form, 
yes, Mr. Speaker, I am. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will 
report the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CLAUSEN moves to recommit the bill, 

H.R. 6211, as amended, to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation with in
structions to report forthwith with an 

amendment: On page 106 of the committee 
substitute (H.R. 7360) on line 3 after 
" Within" delete the word "four" and insert 
"six". 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman 
from California <Mr. CLAUSEN) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes in support of his 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, Al
though I generally support the bill, I 
feel that the time allotted for the 
study provided for by section 314 is in
sufficient. This study is an important 
one and should be done right. I, there
fore, urge my colleagues to join with 
me in lengthening the time allotted 
the Secretary of Transportation to 
study leverage financing from 4 to 6 
months. Should this correction be 
made, I then feel that I would be in a 
position to support the legislation. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
in support of the motion to recommit. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLAUSEN. I yield to the chair
man of the committee. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that 
I agree with the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. CLAUSEN). I think 4 
months is an outrageously short time 
for this study. I believe that we should 
have the 6 months, as is contained in 
the gentleman's recommital motion. 
We support that provision. 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion to 
recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was agreed 

to. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. HOWARD). 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, pursu
ant to the instructions of the House, I 
report the bill, H.R. 6211, back to the 
House with an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will 
report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment: On page 106 of the commit

tee substitute <H.R. 7360) on line 3 after 
"Within" delete the word "four" and insert 
"six". 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 



28982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE December 6, 1982 
RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HARTNETT. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 262, noes 
143, not voting 28 as follows: 

Addabbo 
Albosta 
Anderson 
Annunzlo 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
Badham 
Balley<MO> 
Bailey <PAl 
Barnard 
Bedell 
Bellenson 
Benedict 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Blagg! 
Bingham 
Bllley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<OH> 
Burgener 
Burton. John 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Carman 
Carney 
Clausen 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Collins <ILl 
Conable 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, Wllllam 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Daub 
Dellums 
DeN ardis 
Derrick 
Derwinsld 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dougherty 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Edgar 
Edwards <ALl 
Edwards <CAl 
Erdahl 
Erlenbom 
Ertel 
Evans (DEl 
Evans<IA> 
Evans <IN> 
Fary 
Fazio 
Fenwick 
Ferraro 
Findley 
Fish 
Fithian 

[Roll No. 4211 
AYES-262 

Flippo Miller <CAl 
Foglietta Mineta 
Foley Mitchell <MD> 
Ford <Mil Mitchell (NY) 
Ford <TN> Moakley 
Fowler Moffett 
Frank Molinari 
Frenzel Montgomery 
Frost Morrison 
Garcia Murtha 
Gejdenson Napier 
Gephardt Natcher 
Gibbons Nelligan 
Gllman Nelson 
Gingrich Nowak 
Goodling O 'Brien 
Gradison Oakar 
Gray Oberstar 
Green Obey 
Gregg Pashayan 
Grisham Patman 
Guarini Pease 
Gunderson Pepper 
Hagedorn Petri 
Hall <IN> Peyser 
Hamilton Pickle 
Hammerschmidt Porter 
Hance Price 
Harkin Pritchard 
Hatcher Pursell 
Hawkins Quillen 
Heckler Rahall 
Hettel Railsback 
Hendon Rangel 
Hightower Ratchford 
Hiler Regula 
Hillis Reuss 
Hollenbeck Rodino 
Howard Roe 
Hoyer Roemer 
Hunter Rostenkowski 
Hutto Roukema 
Ireland Russo 
Jacobs Sabo 
Jeffords Savage 
Jones <NCl Scheuer 
Kastenmeier Schneider 
Kennelly Schroeder 
Klldee Schulze 
Kogovsek Schumer 
Kramer Seiberling 
LaFalce Shamansky 
Latta Shannon 
Leach Sharp 
LeBoutllller Shaw 
Lee Simon 
Leland Smith <IA> 
Lent Smith <NE> 
Levltas Smith <NJ> 
Lewis Smith (PAl 
Long <LA> Snyder 
Lott Solarz 
Lowery <CAl St Ge=ain 
Lowry <W Al Stark 
Lujan Staton 
Luken Stokes 
Madigan Stratton 
Markey Swift 
Martin <IL> Tauke 
Martinez Thomas 
l4atsui Traxler 
Mavroules Trible 
Mazzoli Udall 
McClory Vander Jagt 
McCollum Vento 
McDade Volkmer 
McEwen Walgren 
McGrath Washington 
McHugh Waxman 
McKinney Weber <MN> 
Mica Weber <OH> 
Michel Weiss 
Mikulski Whitehurst 

Williams <OHl 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wolpe 

Akaka 
Andrews 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
AuCoin 
Beard 
Bethune 
Boner 
Bonlor 
Bouquard 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhlll 
Byron 
Campbell 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Coleman 
Collins (TX) 

Courter 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R . W. 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Davis 
de Ia Garza 
Dickinson 
Doman 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Florio 
Fountain 
Fuqua 
Gaydos 
Ginn 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 

Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 

NOES-143 
Gore 
Gramm 
Hall<OHl 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall, Sam 
Hansen <IDl 
Hansen <UT> 
Hartnett 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Holland 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hyje 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnston 
Jones <OK> 
Jones <TN> 
Kazen 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Lagomarsino 
Leath 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Long<MD> 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Martin<NCl 
Martin (NY) 
McCurdy 
McDonald 
Miller <OH> 
Minish 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Myers 
Neal 
Nichols 
Ottinger 

Young<MOl 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Oxley 
Panetta 
Parris 
Paul 
Perkins 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts <KS> 
Roberts <SO> 
Robinson 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Rousse lot 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Sawyer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Slljander 
Skeen 
Smith<AL> 
Smlth<OR> 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stenhoim 
Studds 
Stump 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Weaver 
White 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Wlnn 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young <FL> 

NOT VOTING-28 
Alexander 
Bafalis 
Barnes 
Bevill 
Blanchard 
Bolling 
Bonker 
Chisholm 
Conyers 
Deckard 

Evans <GAl 
Fascell 
Forsythe 
Gc.Jdwater 
Lantos 
Lehman 
Marks 
Mattox 
McCloskey 
Mollohan 

0 2450 

Mottl 
Patterson 
Rhodes 
Rosenthal 
Santini 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Stanton 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Lantos for, with Mr. Mottl against. 
Mr. Rosenthal !or, with Mr. Bevill 

against. 

Mr. VOLKMER changed his vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 

revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill, H.R. 6211, just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO MAKE 
TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS IN 
ENROLLMENT OF H.R. 6211 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Clerk be 
authorized to make technical correc
tions in the enrollment of the bill, 
H.R. 6211. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

TRIBUTE TO HON. BUD 
SHUSTER 

<Mr. CLAUSEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take just a moment to address 
the House, to bring to the attention of 
the Members the fact that our distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. SHUSTER), who is 
the ranking minority member on the 
subcommittee and was here earlier 
today during the course of the presen
tation of the legislation, was actually 
ordered by his doctor to leave the 
Chambers so that he could get more in 
the way of rest, having had to recover 
from an automobile accident. 

I only wanted to make the point 
that if ever there was a gentleman 
who made the extra effort, went that 
extra mile on behalf of his own legisla
tive responsibilities, it was BuD SHU
STER of Pennsylvania. 

I think this is a real tribute, the leg
islation having passed with the kind of 
vote that it did. It is truly a great trib
ute to the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia. 

IN PRAISE OF HON. BUD 
SHUSTER 

<Mr. HOWARD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to thank the gentleman for his re
marks and to tell the Members of the 
House that BUD SHUsTER had been 
working on this legislation for literallY 
years. We know he had a very severe 
accident just before election, had two 
operations since that time. But even 
during the final deliberations on this 
bill, was part of the meetings and ne
gotiations to put this legislation to
gether, by telephone from his hospital 
bed. We are very, very happy to see 
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hi.In with us for the short time he was 
able to stay today. 

I wish to agree with the gentleman 
from California that in many, many 
ways this is to a good measure the 
Shuster bill, as well as the Public 
Works and the House of Representa
tives bill. 

I wish to thank the gentleman for 
bringing that to the attention of the 
Members. 

THE WEATHERIZATION AND 
EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1982 

<Mr. OTTINGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks. 

Mr. OTTINGER. ¥r. Speaker, today 
I am introducing the Weatherization 
and Employment Act of 1982. This bill 
has two purposes. First, it would 
expand the existing low-income weath
erization program at the Department 
of Energy and would authorize suffi
cient funding to weatherize the re
maining 12 million low-income homes 
in the Nation that have yet to receive 
this assistance. Second, the bill would 
provide significant new employment 
opportunities. In addition to the jobs 
created by the expanded program, job 
training would be offered to prepare 
weatherization workers to enter the 
energy conservation industry and re
lated construction and maintenance 
fields. 

Of the 14 million low-income house
holds in the Nation, the DOE weather
ization program has already weather
ized close to 2 million homes. The re
sults of this program have been im
pressive, both in terms of energy sav
ings for the Nation and income savings 
for low-income people. According to a 
1981 study by the Consumer Energy 
Council, weatherization results in sav
ings to low-income households of 27 
percent in their fuel bills, or 4 percent 
of their average annual income. This 
figure is significant because low
income households spend a larger pro
portion of their income on energy 
than other income groups-often as 
high as 40 percent. Because they have 
little disposal income, they usually 
cannot afford to make the improve
ments in their homes that are needed 
to reduce energy needs beyond the 
economies they have already achieved 
through reduced comfort. 

In addition, the low-income weather
Ization program delivers energy at a 
COst per barrel of oil equivalent which 

· NDlakes it a cheaper way to expand the 
ation's energy resources than any 

Other form of energy production. Ac
COrding to the Consumer Energy 
Cotl uncn, the low-income weatheriza-

Qn program has "produced" saved 
energy at less than half the cost the 
l'esident would pay for oil, electricity, 
or.-natural gas. 

The potential for employment in the 
weatherization industry is particularly 
impressive. The conservation industry 
is a labor-intensive industry, particu
larly as compared to other forms of 
energy production. Estimates based on 
figures from the Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics indicate that this program will 
create over 61,000 jobs in the first year 
and produce 280,000 additional work 
years over the life of the program in
vestment. These additional job oppor
tunities are attributable to the em
ployment created when low-income 
households respend their energy sav
ings in other sectors of the economy. 
This expanded weatherization pro
gram could save 135,000,000 barrels of 
oil equivalent, which translates into a 
savings of $6.1 billion that low-income 
households would otherwise be obli
gated to pay on fuel bills. At this level 
of savings the amount spent on the 
program would be easily repaid in a 
few years through reduced financial 
assistance for fuel assistance to the 
poor. 

This program would cost a total of 
$14.85 billion over the next 11 years, 
starting with a $500 million authoriza
tion level in fiscal year 1983 and scal
ing up to an annual level of $1.5 bil
lion. In addition, the bill would create 
a performance fund, composed of 10 
percent of the total funding, that 
would permit the Secretary of Energy 
to reward those States that have dem
onstrated excellent performance in 
terms of the quantity of houses weath
erized or the quality of their weather
ization programs. 

Under the bill, priority would be 
given to employing workers who have 
been unemployed for at least 17 weeks, 
which was the average duration of the 
unemployed American worker in Octo
ber 1982. 

The bill would also make several 
changes to increase the effectiveness 
of the existing program, including per
mitting efficient replacement heating 
systems to be eligible for weatheriza
tion assistance, providing information 
to homeowners about the maintenance 
of weatherization measures and pro
viding information about the weather
ization of multifamily buildings. 

Mr. Speaker, it is hard for me to 
think of a program that has as many 
benefits for the Nation's economy as 
an expanded weatherization program. 
Despite the Reagan administration's 
repeated attempts to kill the weather
ization program, this Congress has 
steadfastly restored funding showing 
strong support of the most important 
of our energy conservation programs. 
At a time when we are trying to put 
our Nation back to work, I propose 
that we expand this proven, successful 
program to train our unemployed citi
zens to enter a new and promising in
dustry. Simultaneously, we will con
tribute to the energy savings of our 
low-income citizens and reduce the 

dollars that this Nation is sending out 
of the country for energy expendi
tures. 

0 0100 

A TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE 
BO GINN, FIRST DISTRICT OF 
GEORGIA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia <Mr. LEviTAS) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks in 
connection with this special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, the oc

casion of this special order which I 
have asked for and taken is to honor a 
colleague of ours who will not be re
turning next year, Congressman Bo 
GINN of Georgia. Bo GINN is one of 
the most decent human beings I have 
ever had the pleasure of knowing. He 
is a true gentleman, a loyal American, 
and someone who has made a differ
ence for his community and his State 
and has made this institution a better 
place for his being here. 

Mr. Speaker, the retirement of Bo 
GINN from the Congress is a time of 
personal sadness for me, because Bo is 
a good friend and a valued colleague. 
But my sadness is tempered by the 
fact that I know he will always remain 
a good friend to me personally, and he 
will always remain a powerful advo
cate for the people of his beloved 
State of Georgia and this Nation. 

All of us know that when we leave 
the Congress, there will be a time 
when this legislative body will pause 
to take our measure. Our colleagues 
and our constituents and others will 
look back over our careers, and they 
will remember. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my own hope that 
when I leave the Congress, I will do so 
having earned, as Bo GINN has earned, 
the respect and the admiration and 
the good will of all those I have 
worked with. 

To the people of his First District 
and all of Georgia, Bo has typified the 
high traditions of public service to our 
State. He is a man who took the time 
to learn how the Congress works as an 
institution, and he is a man who took 
the time to help make it work better. 

If you have had the honor of serving 
with Bo on a committee, as I did for 4 
years, you had the honor of learning 
some special skills that are in all too 
short a supply in our midst today. 

Bo has chaired three subcommittees 
during his 10 years of service-the 
Subcommittee on Public Buildings and 
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Revenues for both the highway and 
transit portions of the bill are provid
ed by a 5-cent-a-gallon increase in the 
Federal gasoline tax. Currently, the 
tax is 4 percent a gallon. It has not 
been changed since 1959. 

Part of the reason proper mainte
nance has not been performed on our 
roads and bridges is the failure of rev
enues from the gas tax to keep pace 
with the needs of the system, especial
ly the rising costs of construction and 
repairs. As a result, the trust fund has 
been drawn down steadily. 

In 1959, when the gasoline tax was 
set at 4 percent, a gallon of gasoline 
cost about a quarter. Today, the tax is 
still 4 percent, even though gasoline 
costs $1.25. The nickel increase provid
ed in this bill is a moderate and rea
sonable approach to pay for needed 
road repairs. 

There is substantial controversy over 
the bill's increases in user fees for the 
trucking industry. In raising the funds 
needed to pay for rebuilding our high
ways, we need to try to spread the 
burden fairly, so that there is a rea
sonable relationship between the 
damage done to our roads by a certain 
class of vehicles and the share of taxes 
paid by that class. 

The changes in this bill help make 
that relationship more fair. In the 
past drivers of small trucks have borne 
more than their share of repair costs, 
to the benefit of heavy truck opera
tors. A recent 3-year study concluded 
that while heavy trucks are paying 
only 60 percent of their share compare 
to the damage they do, smaller trucks 
pay 90 percent taore than their share. 

This bill improves the distribution of 
costs, though heavy trucks still are 
subsidized. Even with the new taxes 
and fees, they will still pay only 77 
percent of the costs they might be ex
pected to bear. 

There is some concern in the truck
ing industry that this increase may 
impose too great a burden on already 
hard-pressed truckers. I am, of course, 
concerned that this program, which is 
designed to create jobs for construc
tion workers, not wind up costing jobs 
for truckers. 

To balance any possible adverse af
fects of the increased user fees, the 
bill gives truckers several new advan
tages. First, the bill increases the max
imum weight and length of trucks per
mitted on the interstate. Estimates of 
benefits to truckers from this change 
alone are $4 billion a year. 

Second, the improvements to the 
highways and bridges will help pro
ductivity in the industry. Highways 
strewn with potholes and bridges that 
sway with the wind force delays in 
transport time that increase costs to 
trucking companies. Completing the 
Interstate System and repairing other 
highways and bridges will help restore 
economic health to the industry. 

To begin the improvements, over the 
next 4 years this bill provides $16 bil
lion for the Interstate System, $10.4 
billion for resurfacing and rehabilita
tion of the interstate, $8.8 billion for 
the primary road system, $6.9 billion 
for bridge repair, and $3.2 billion for 
urban roads. In addition to increased 
funding levels, the bill makes other 
changes that will help States deal with 
their problems. 

My own State of New York will ben
efit from overdue formula changes in 
two areas. Under current law, no State 
can receive more than 8 percent of 
Federal bridge repair funds. Because 
we have so many bridges needing re
pairs, that cap keeps New York from 
getting its full share of funds. This bill 
increases the cap to 10 percent, which 
means an additional $148 million for 
New York. 

The second change involves the pri
mary road program, where the new 
formula makes urban population more 
important. This change also increases 
New York's aid by about $150 million 
over 4 years. 

In addition to these changes, the bill 
continues Federal operating assistance 
for transit systems. The Reagan ad
ministration favors eliminating operat
ing aid, and I am pleased the commit
tee has chosen to continue to recog
nize the importance of our Nation's 
subways to the economic health of our 
cities. 

Even with the $16.6 billion the bill 
provides for transit aid, many cities 
still face serious funding problems. An 
amendment I sponsored to this bill 
could provide needed help. The 
amendment calls for a study of having 
the Department of Transportation 
enter into long-term agreements with 
local transit authorities to assure a 
steady flow of annual aid. The local 
agency could then use the funds as le
verage to raise more money by issuing 
bonds. 

This plan has already been used suc
cessfully in New York. Adopting a 
similar approach at the Federal level 
would give local transit authorities a 
big boost without increasing Federal 
spending. 

The last issue I would like to discuss 
is the provision prohibiting discrimina
tion on the basis of sex in employment 
in Federal highway programs. Women 
have made progress in recent years in 
getting a larger share of highway con
struction jobs. As a matter of simple 
fairness, we should prohibit discrimi
nation in Federal programs. 

But the need to bar sex-based dis
crimination is made even greater by 
the job-creating purpose of this bill. 

We have all come to understand that 
unemployment is as serious a problem 
for women as for men. No longer do 
women work for pin money. Women 
working today are frequently single 
parents, solely responsible for support
ing their families. Other women must 

work to keep their families above the 
poverty line. As economic pressures on 
women grow, we must insure that 
women with the ability and the inter
est are not denied job opportunity be
cause of discrimination. 

The legislation we have before us is 
not perfect. It will not provide a job 
for every unemployed American, nor 
will it take care of all that is wrong 
with our roads. But it is a strong start 
at dealing with both problems. It de
serves our support.e 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, I have no further requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. RosTENKow
SKI). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that he was in 
doubt. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote, and pending 
that I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. One-hundred twenty-seven 
Members are present, a quorum. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin <Mr. REUss> for a re
corded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 236, noes 
169, not voting 28, as follows: 

[Roll No. 4201 
YEAS-236 

Addabbo Corcoran Foglletta 
Albosta Coughlin Foley 
Anderson Coyne, James Ford <MI> 
Annunzlo Coyne, William Fowler 
Anthony Crockett Frank 
Asp In D'Amours Frenzel 
Atkinson Daub Frost 
Badham DeN ardis Garcia 
Bailey <PAl Derrick Gephardt 
Barnard Derwlnskl Gibbons 
Bedell Dicks Gingrich 
BeUenson Ding ell Glickman 
Benedict Dixon Goodling 
Bennett Donnelly Gradlson 
Bereuter Dorgan Gray 
Blagg! Dornan Green 
Bingham Dougherty ' Gregg 
BIU-~y Dowdy Grisham 
Boland Downey Guarini 
Bowen Dunn Hagedorn 
Breaux Dymally Hall UN> 
Brodhead Eckart Hamilton 
Brooks Edgar Hance 
Broomfield Edwards CALl Heckler 
BrownCOHl Edwards <CAl Hettel 
Burgener Erdahl Hendon 
Burton, Phillip Erlenborn Hightower 
Butler Ertel Hiler 
Carman EvansCDEl Hollenbeck 
Carney Evans UN> Howard 
Clausen Fary Hoyer 
Clay Fazio Huckaby 
Clinger Fenwick Hunter 
Coats Ferraro Hutto 
Coelho Findley Ireland 
Collins <ILl Fish Jacobs 
Conable Fithian Jeffords 
Conte FliPPO Jones <NCl 

Jo· 
Jtr 
JC< 
Jti 
Jtr 
Jtr 
La 
La 
Le 
Le• 
Le• 
Lel 
Le\ 
Lol 
Lo' 
Lo\ 
Lui 
LUI 
Ma 
Ma 
Ma 
Ma 
Ma 
Ma 
MC\ 
Me< 
Me< 
Mel 
Me< 
Mel 
Mel 
Mlc 
Mle 
Mik 
Mill 
Min 
Mit< 
MoE 
Mol 
Mol 
Mor 

Aka! 
And 
App. 
Arct 
Ash I 
Au C. 
Bail< 
Bear 
Beth 
Bogg 
Bon• 
Boni· 
BOUQ 

Brlnl 
Brow 
Brow 
Broyl 
Burt< 
Byr01 
Carnr 
Chap 
Chap 
Chen1 
Colen 
Collin 
Court 
Craig 
Crane 
Crane 
Dante 
Dante 
Dann, 
Dasch 
Davis 
de Ia < 
Dellur 
Dlckin 
Dreier 
Dunca 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Early 
Ed war. 
Erners' 
Emery 
Engltsl 
Evans . 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Florio 
Ford (1 
Founts 
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Jones <OK> Moorhead 
gastenmeler Morrison 
KennellY Murtha 
gUdee Napier 
g 0 govsek Natcher 
gramer Nelligan 
J,aFaice Nelson 
Latta O'Brien 
x,eBoutlllier Oakar 
Lee 

Oberstar 
x,eland Obey 
x,ent Pashayan 
x,ewts Patman 

x.ott Pease 
x.owerY <CA> Pepper 
LowrY <WA> Petri 
Luken Peyser 
Lungren Pickle 

Porter Madigan 
Price MarkeY 

Martin <ILl Pritchard 
Martinez Pursell 
Matsui Rahal! 
Mavroules Railsback 
McClorY Rangel 
McCollum Ratchford 
McCurdY Regula ' 
McDade Rodino 
McGrath Rostenkowski 
McHugh Roukema 
McKinney Rousselot 
Mica Russo 
Michel Sabo 
Mikulski Scheuer 
Mlller<CA> Schneider 
Min eta Schroeder 
Mitchell <MD> Schulze 
Moakley Schumer 
Moffett Shamansky 
Molinari Shannon 
Montgomery Sharp 

NAYS-169 

Akaka Fuqua 
Andrews Gaydos 
Applegate Gejdenson 
Archer Gilman 
Ashbrook Ginn 
AuCoin Gonzalez 
Bailey <MOl Gore 
Beard Gramm 
Bethune Gunderson 
Boggs Hall<OH> 
Boner Hall, Ralph 
Bon! or Hall, Sam 

Shaw 
Simon 
Skeen 
Smith <IA> 
Smlth<NE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith <PAl 
Snyder 
Solarz 
StGermain 
Stark 
Staton 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Swift 
Tauke 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
Weiss 
Whitehurst 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

McEwen 
Miller<OH> 
Minish 
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Washington 
Watkins 
Weaver 
White 
Whitley 

Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wllllams<MT> 
Wllllams<OH> 
Wlnn 

Yatron 
Young <AK> 
Young <FL> 

NOT VOTING-28 
Alexander 
Bafalis 
Barnes 
Bevill 
Blanchard 
Bolling 
Bonker 
Chisholm 
Conyers 
Deckard 

Evans <GAl 
Fascell 
Forsythe 
Goldwater 
Lantos 
Lehman 
Marks 
Mattox 
McCloskey 
Mollohan 

D 2430 

Mottl 
Patterson 
Rhodes 
Rosenthal 
Santini 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Stanton 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Lantos for , with Mr. Mottl against. 
Mr. Rosenthal for, with Mr. Bevill against. 
Mr. MARTINEZ changed his vote 

from "no" to "aye." 
So the amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as amended. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute as amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

amendment: On page 106 of the committee 
substitute (H.R. 7360) on line 3 after 
"Within" delete the word "four" and insert 
"six". 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman 
from California <Mr. CLAUSEN) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes in support of his 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, Al
though I generally support the bill, I 
feel that the time allotted for the 
study provided for by section 314 is in
sufficient. This study is an important 
one and should be done right. I, there
fore, urge my colleagues to join with 
me in lengthening the time allotted 
the Secretary of Transportation to 
study leverage financing from 4 to 6 
months. Should this correction be 
made, I then feel that I would be in a 
position to support the legislation. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
in support of the motion to recommit. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLAUSEN. I yield to the chair
man of the committee. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mitchell <NY) 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that 
I agree with the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. CLAUSEN). I think 4 
months is an outrageously short time 
for this study. I believe that we should 
have the 6 months, as is contained in 
the gentleman's recommital motion. 
We support that provision. Moore 

Murphy 
Myers 
Neal 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Ottinger 
Oxley 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion to 
recommit. 

Bouquard Hammerschmidt Panetta 

Accordingly the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker, having resumed the 
chair, Mr. NATCHER, Chairman of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the 
bill <H.R. 6211) to authorize appro
priations for construction of certain 
highways in accordance with title 23, 
United States Code, for highway 
safety, for mass transportation in 
urban and rural areas, and for other 
purposes, pursuant to House Resolu
tion 620, he reported the bill back to 
the House with an amendment by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. 
Brinkley Hansen <ID> 
Brown<CA> Hansen <UT> 
Brown<CO> Harkin 
Broyhill Hartnett 
Burton, John Hatcher 
Byron Hawkins 
Campbell Hefner 
Chappell Hertel 
Chapple Hillts 
Cheney Holland 
Coleman Holt 
Collins<TX> Hopkins 
Courter Horton 
Craig Hubbard 
Crane, Daniel Hughes 
Prane, Philip Hyde 
Daniel, Dan Jeffries 
Daniel, R. w. Jenkins 
Dannemeyer Johnston 
Daschle Jones<TN> 
Davts Kazen 
de Ia Garza Kemp 
Dellwns Kindness 
Dickinson Lagomarsino 
Dreier Leach 
Duncan Leath Dwyer Levltas 
t>non Livingston 
.Early Loeffler 
::wards <OK> Long <LA> 

erson Long<MD) Emery Lujan 
l:n&ltsh Lundlne i:&ns<IA) Marlenee 

edler Marriott elcts Martin <NC> l'lorto 
.l'9rct<TN> 

Martln<NY> 

8Jiuntaln 
Mazzo II , McDonald 

Parrts 
Paul 
Perkins 
Quillen 
Reuss 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts <KS> 
Roberts <SD> 
Robinson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Slljander 
Smlth<AL> 
Smith <OR> 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Studds 
Stump 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Wampler 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question Is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole? If not, the 
question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and the third reading 
of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. CLAUSEN 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman 
opposed to the bill in its present form? 

Mr. CLAUSEN. In its present form, 
yes, Mr. Speaker, I am. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will 
report the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CLAUSEN moves to recommit the bill, 

H.R. 6211, as amended, to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation with in
structions to report forthwith with an 

The motion to recommit was agreed 
to. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. HOWARD). 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, pursu
ant to the instructions of the House, I 
report the bill, H.R. 6211, back to the 
House with an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will 
report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment: On page 106 of the commit

tee substitute <H.R. 7360) on line 3 after 
"Within" delete the word "four" and insert 
"six". 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 
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And, on behalf of all Americans who 

have expressed concern and outrage 
about the seal hunt, I wish to com
mend the Council of Ministers for its 
wise action on this matter. We will all 
watch the next vote on a permanent 
ban very closely. 

Mr. Speaker, a similar resolution has 
already been adopted by the Senate. 
This resolution is meant to celebrate 
the birth of the seal rather than its 
often brutal death, which has fre
quently been noted in the past. March 
1 has been proclaimed the "Interna
tional Day of the Seal" in many na
tions. In the United States, the focus 
of the festivities last year was New 
York City, where the Paul Winter 
consort gave two ~enefit concerts in 
the Cathedral of St. John the Divine 
to help focus attention on the beauty 
of this natural event. 

March 1 is a particularly significant 
day in the eternal cycle of the harp 
seal. Each year around this time, 
about 400,000 harp seal pups are born 
off the coast of Newfoundland and in 
the Gulf of St. Lawrence. In the first 2 
months of their lives, approximately 
180,000 of them will be killed before 
their bright white coat begins to molt 
and turns to the gray adult coat. 

Much has been made of the often 
brutal and inhumane method of kill
ing these animals. The hunt is con
ducted by Canadian and Norwegian 
nationals under the supervision of the 
Canadian Government, which justifies 
the harvest on the grounds of herd 
management techniques that are sup
posed to allow the herd to increase. 
However, a recent study by two popu
lation dynamics experts concluded 
that the methods used to determine 
quotas contained biases that led to un
derestimations of both the decline of 
the stock and the natural mortality 
rate. Nevertheless, the quotas remain 
unchanged and will be filled in the 
next 2 months. 

Many U.S. citizens have expressed 
outrage over the clubbing that is used 
to kill the seal pups. On March 1, how
ever, we can project a more positive, 
upbeat feeling about the seal by cele
brating its birth. I urge my colleagues 
to support this resolution and observe 
the International Day of the Seal in 
any manner they see fit. 

Further, I wish to take this time to 
commend the Ministers of the Europe
an Community for their actions. I am 
hopeful that their action may result in 
a loss of the last viable market for 
these furs, and thus lead to the end of 
this horrible afront to one of nature's 
most beautiful events, the birth of the 

. baby harp seal. 
I cannot close without mentioning 

the role that our late heroic member 
Leo Ryan played in trying to bring an 
end to this slaughter. I traveled off 
the coast of Newfoundland with Leo in 
1978 to protest this kill. In a way that 
only Leo could do, he helped focus 

world attention on this tragic event. 
This was only one of Leo's many simi
lar efforts to demonstrate inequities in 
this world. As you know, Leo was 
killed in Jonestown. 

Also present at that time was 
Pamela Sue Martin, more widely 
known as Nancy Drew, and now ap
pearing as Fallon on the TV series 
"Dynasty." Her sincere disgust and 
protest on behalf of our children as
sisted greatly in helping Leo focus at
tention on the senselessness of this 
event. 

Friends of Leo should take heart 
that this crusade in which he played a 
leading part is nearing victory.e 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the concurrent reso

lution, as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 236 

Whereas the seal is an essential and in
separable part of the marine ecosystem; and 

Whereas the seal, of which there are some 
thirty-three species, is a land mammal that 
returned to the oceans twenty to thirty mil 
lion years ago; and 

Whereas the presence of the seal helps 
maintain the health and balance of this en
vironment; and 

Whereas the presence of the seal is an in
dication of a whole and healthy ecosystem; 
and 

Whereas the seal is a social creature with 
a highly evolved nervous system and physi
ology especially adapted to its marine envi
ronment; and 

Whereas the seal epitomizes the freedom 
and the mystique of the oceans and in many 
cultures is revered as a spiritual embodi
ment of the mind in the waters; and 

Whereas March is the month of the year 
when the Harp seals pup, renewing their 
eternal cycle; and 

Whereas the growing worldwide aware
ness of the ecological and esthetic value of 
the seal has led to a desire to designate a 
special day of recognition: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
fthe Senate concurring), That the Congress 
proclaims March 1, 1983, as the "National 
Day of the Seal" and urges all citizens to 
join in this celebration of life with appropri
ate activity. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARCIA 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GARCIA: On 

page 2, line 2, strike "March 1, 1982" and 
insert in lieu thereof, "March 1, 1983". 

The amendment was agreed to.· 
The concurrent resolution was 

agreed to . 
TITLE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARCIA 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment to the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amend the title so as to read: To declare 

March 1, 1983, as "National Day of the 
Seal". 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
legislation just considered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair understands that the conference 
papers on the highway bill, the gas tax 
bill, are on their way to this Chamber 
and will be here momentarily. Until 
they arrive, the Chair will recognize 
for unanimous-consent requests. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that we bal
ance the budget. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

Hearing none, the request is grant
ed. 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER. The House will 

stand in recess until 8:15p.m. 
Accordingly <at 8 o'clock and 6 min

utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until 8:15. 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the 

House was called to order by the 
Speaker at 8 o'clock and 15 minutes 
p.m. 

0 2020 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 
6211, SURFACE TRANSPORTA
TION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI submitted a 

conference report and statement on 
the bill <H.R. 6211) to authorize ap
propriations for construction of cer
tain highways in accordance with title 
23, United States Code, for highway 
safety, for mass transportation in 
urban and rural areas, and for other 
purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
RosTENKOWSKI ). 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, pursuant to the earlier agreement, 
I call up the conference report on the 
bill <H.R. 6211) to authorize appro
priations for construction of certain 
highways in accordance with title 23, 
United States Code, for highway 
safety, for mass transportation in 
urban and rural areas, and for other 
purposes, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 
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The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the 

previous order of the House, the con· 
ference report is considered as read. 

<For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
today, December 21, 1982.) 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman 
from Illinois <Mr. RosTENKOWSKI) will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. CoN
ABLE) will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI). 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey <Mr. HowARD). 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
half of my time to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. SHUSTER). 

The SPEAKER. A half hour has 
been yielded to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself 6 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
ROSTENKOV!SKI ). 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, House and Senate conferees have 
reached an agreement on the revenue 
title to the Surface Transportation As
sistance Act of 1982 <H.R. 6211). This 
title finances the increased levels of 
highway and mass transit spending by 
increasing net tax receipts from high
way user taxes and extending the 
highway trust fund through 1988. 

Both Houses agreed to increase the 
present gasoline tax by 5 cents, with 1 
cent earmarked for mass transit. The 
gasohol exemption is increased by 1 
cent, bringing the total tax on gasohol 
to 4 cents. 

The Senate conferees have agreed to 
many of the House-passed provisions. 
A number of miscellaneous taxes, like 
those on lubricating oil, inner tubes 
and truck parts, were repealed. In ad
dition, the conferees agreed to repeal 
the tax on tread rubber and to impose 
a graduated rate schedule on tires, 
completely exempting passenger tires. 
The tax on trucks and trailers would 
be imposed at 12 percent at the retail 
level on trucks weighing more than 
33,000 pounds. 

The conferees also r eached a com
promise on the tax rate schedule for 
heavy trucks which is near that ap
proved by the House. Beginning in 
July 1984, the maximum tax on the 
heaviest trucks would be increased to 
$1 ,600. In subsequent years, the tax 
would rise to a maximum of $1 ,700 in 
1986, $1,800 in 1987, and $1,900 in 
1988. The House conferees also agreed 
to the Senate provisions allowing a 
5,000-mile exemption and permitting 
refunds of the tax under certain cir
cumstances. 

The House conferees also agreed to a 
number of other Senate amendments 
exempting from fuel taxes qualified 
taxicabs and alcohol fuels. They fur-

ther agreed to an extended period for 
payment of fuel taxes by certain oil 
jobbers. The Senate receded on the re
mainder of its amendments in the 
highway title. 

The revenue impact of this compro
mise generally falls within the original 
parameters of the House bill. In short, 
the compromise more than adquately 
funds the highway provisions of this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a fair compro
mise that reflects the original House 
objectives of reallocating the burden 
of the tax to the heaviest users-those 
who impose the heaviest cost on the 
system-and eliminating a number of 
existing nuisance taxes on private 
automobiles and lightweight trucks. 

Finally, the conferees agreed to 
strike other nongermane Senate 
amendments with the following excep
tions: 

An increase of $1 in the return filing 
level for dependents. 

Allowing certain mutual funds to 
pass through tax-exempt interest 
under certain circumstances. 

Providing an energy credit for 1982 
only for a chlor-alkalai electrolytic 
cells. 

The House accepted with modifica
tions provisions it had passed earlier 
on deductions for conventions held on 
U.S. cruise ships. Also accepted were 
provisions regarding the normalization 
method for public utility property 
similar to those continued in H.R. 
1524. 

The House conferees accepted a 
Senate provision that adds additional 
weeks of unemployment compensation 
in States with extremely high unem
ployment rates. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
may hold hearings next year to review 
and evaluate the affirmative commit
ment rules for the energy tax credits 
applicable to synthetic fuels. 

As my colleagues remember, the 
Congress adopted a special Federal 
supplemental compensation program 
<FSC) in the tax bill last August. This 
program gives workers who exhaust 
their State unemployment. benefits, or 
Federal/ State extended compensation 
up to an additional 10 weeks of bene
fits depending upon the insured unem
ployment rate in their State. Let me 
add that a State-by-State breakdown 
of additional weeks is available at the 
table. This program is fully financed 
by the Federal Government and is a 
direct congressional initiative to help 
unemployed workers. 

Unfortunately, many workers under 
this existing program have exhausted 
or will exhaust in the very near future 
their FSC benefits. Given the state of 
the economy, it is unlikely that many 
will find employment in months 
ahead. 

This new provision adds additional 
weeks under the Federal supplemental 
compensation program. Depending on 

the level of unemployment in your 
State, workers will receive either 6, 4, 
or 2 weeks of additional unemploy. 
ment compensation benefits. 

This new extension of benefits will 
cost $550 million. 

The conference report also includes 
a Senate amendment that will allow 
SSI and AFDC recipients to receive as
sistance in meeting their home energy 
costs from private organizations, such 
as a special fund established by a utili
ty company, without having their 
monthly grant reduced. A similar pro
vision was included in the continuing 
resolution we just approved. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation has not 
been easily accomplished. Raising rev
enues is never a happy enterprise. But 
we have done what was necessary, and 
in the process we have better rational
ized the taxes we impose on the users 
of our national highway system. 

No one worked harder, or more ef
fectively, for this landmark law than 
the Secretary of Transportation, Mr. 
Lewis. His perseverance and under
standing carried this measure through 
some perilous times, and I applaud 
him. 

Finally, I applaud the courage and 
wisdom of the majority on both sides 
of the aisle. I urge the entire House to 
support this conference report. 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, I will yield time to the gentleman 
later. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I support the revenue 

title of the conference report on H.R. 
6211, which in part is the result of ex
tensive and persistent work by the 
Secretary of Transportation and his 
admiring associates in the Congress. 
It should be emphasized, Mr. Speak

er, that under the leadership of the 
chairman of our committee, the gen
tleman from Illinois, House conferees 
were able to maintain substantially 
the key aspects of the original House
passed bill. The most significant 
change in current law under the con
ference agreement, the increase in the 
gasoline and diesel fuel excise tax 
from 4 cents per gallon to 9 cents per 
gallon, is consistent with both the 
original House-passed bill and the ver
sion approved by the other body. The 
gasohol subsidy goes from 4 cents a 
gallon to 5 cents a gallon. 

The legislation does have a negative 
aspect in that it imposes a tax on 
work. Many Americans, who must 
drive personal cars to and from their 
jobs, will pay out more because of this 
measure. But this "downside" effect is 
offset by the measure's very positive 
benefits-an improved and safer high
way and bridge network, plus several 
hundred thousand jobs in a basic in-
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become effective, the Secretary shall 
take the following actions: 

Not less than 30 days prior to the 
date he wishes to have the provision of 
subsection <b><2> become effective, he 
shall publish a notice in the Federal 
Register giving all details pertaining 
thereto; including, but not limited to, 
the date on which his determination 
will become effective, the project in
volved, the cost of the project, and an 
explanation as to why it is not in the 
national interest to apply the buy 
American requirements of subsection 
(a). 

For the purposes of implementing 
this section of the act the buy Ameri
can provision applies to the purchase 
of and/ or the leasing of all equipment. 

I think the members of the commit
tee of conference did a marvelous job 
and the staffs certainly have been 
working on this for weeks. 

I would just like to point out once 
more the cooperation, the coordina
tion, and the efforts to compromise of 
our ranking member. This is his last 
legislative act here this evening be
cause he will not be with us and we 
will all lose from that. I speak of the 
gentleman from California <Mr. CLAU
SEN ) who deserves a great deal of 
credit for this legislation. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. WHITE. I have a question. I 
thank the distinguished chairman for 
yielding. 

What did the conference do relating 
to the tandem and to the width of 
trucks? 

Mr. HOWARD. On the tandem what 
we have in our legislation, as the gen
tleman knows, if they were, they pay 
the additional money and coming out 
of the Ways and Means Committee, 
which they did, there would have been 
the 102-inch width. That was taken 
care of because that was passed. That 
was passed in the appropriations of 
the Department of Transportation 
just a few days ago, so that was out 
there . 

What we passed on the tandem, the 
links, which would permit the tan
dems, is in this conference report with 
the additional funds. 

Mr. WHITE. Is there anything relat
ing to the weight in the conference 
r eport? 

Mr. HOWARD. Yes. This is the 
80,000 weight which 47 of the 50 
States have now, so it only affects 
three States. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. I am happy to yield. 
Ms. OAKAR. First, I want to com

mend the gentleman and all the 
others involved. 

Second, I want to ask what is the 
State's contribution. On the House 
side, as I recall, the State did not have 
to contribute match for a year. 

Mr. HOWARD. The gentlewoman is 
right. As she knows, with the States 
not being ready to handle this money, 
that was another thing. I thank the 
gentlewoman for bringing that up. 
What we had was this: We had a provi
sion where the first year's money 
would be available to the States with
out a match, that we would expect it 
to be paid back by the second year. 
Whatever would not be paid back by 
the second year would be deducted 
from their allocations for the third 
and the fourth year, so the fund would 
be whole at the end of the fourth 
year. 

We have made an additional provi
sion for these States which would not 
cost the fund anything in permitting 
to have the first 2 years, if they 
should need it, and pay it back the 
third and fourth . 

However, an additional amount of 
money that would be deducted be
cause they have to borrow the money 
those first 2 years, a small amount 
truly, that money would not just stay 
in the fund; that would be available to 
the Secretary so that he would be able 
to permit that to go to other States 
which were not borrowing the money. 

What we do not want to happen 
here is just willy-nilly every single 
State to take all of the money the first 
2 years. 

D 2040 
So that amount will be sort of an in

ducement if they cannot afford-! be
lieve this is an improvement that the 
States wanted in the bill from what we 
originally passed. 

Ms. OAKAR. Can I assume also that 
the priority list of projects that was in 
the report language is the same? 

Mr. HOWARD. The same. 
Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle

man from Ohio. 
Mr. SEIBERLING. I thank the gen

tleman for yielding. 
Would this bill make any changes in 

the environmental laws like in EPA or 
other environmental laws? 

Mr. HOWARD. As far as I know, 
there is no dimunition of requirements 
environmentally in this law. I would 
have to check on every segment with 
the gentleman. But certainly we did 
not go in there talking about any re
duction. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. There is some 
provision in here for the Secretary to 
develop an expediting procedure, a 
fast track. 

Mr. HOWARD. We have had things 
like that, that do not, as we say, do not 
jeopardize any environmental consid
erations, as this committee has not 
done that in the past, since we estab
lished the Council on Environmental 
Quality, and a lot of other environ
mental legislation. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. One other ques
tion. Do I understand there is a do-

mestic content requirement in this 
bill? 

Mr. HOWARD. Yes, there is, which 
was brought down I believe to 25 per
cent. I am sure the gentleman from 
Minnesota <Mr. OBERSTAR), or the gen
tleman from Ohio <Mr. APPLEGATE) can 
speak to that. That was one of the 
final considerations that we did make. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Is someone going 
to address that, so the House will 
know what was done? 

Mr. HOWARD. We will provide 
some time for the gentleman from 
Minnesota or the gentleman from 
Ohio to do that before we finish. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. VOLKMER. M;·. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

On the length and weight provision 
for uniformity, is it mandated in the 
bill or do the legislators of the States 
have to act? 

Mr. HOWARD. I believe they have 
to act. We mandate the act. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Or else lose their 
highway funds. 

Mr. HOWARD. A certain percent
age. Maybe 10 percent. I think this is 
going to work out all right. But there 
is a percentage in there. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, first I 
would like to second the accolade pre
sented to our distinguished colleague 
from California <Mr. CLAUSEN), who 
has served this Congress and this 
Nation ably for 20 years, who has 
made enormous contributions to the 
present and to the future of the 
United States of America in the field 
of not only transportation, but in the 
field of clean water and economic de
velopment. 

And I would like secondly to yield 3 
minutes to that distinguished gentle
man from California <Mr. CLAUSEN). 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I do 
not believe that I will take the 3 min
utes. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
conference report on H.R. 6211, one of 
the most impressiv~ legislative accom
plishments of the 97th Congress. 

The issues have been controversial, 
the debate has been long and hard, 
and prospects for the bill have often 
seemed in doubt. And Members have 
devoted an enormous amount of time 
and effort to bringing this bill to the 
floor. 

Yet enactment of H .R. 6211 will 
stand as the major improvement in 
our highway program since the high
way trust fund was established in 
1956. Thus, its passage will reward our 
efforts many times over in terms of 
benefit to the Nation. 
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The hour is late and the dimensions 

of this bill are well known to Mem
bers. I, therefore, will not impose on 
the time and patie_nce of my colleagues 
tO recite its prov1s10ns. 
. Instead, I want to emphasize the 
~eat compromises that went into this 
final package, its highway, safety, 
transit, and revenue provisions. There 
is a great deal of credit to go around. 

MY regard and respect for my col
leagues on the Public Works Commit
tee need no restatement here. And I 
want to pay particular tribute to the 
leadershiP of the President, his truly 
great Secretary of Transportation, 
Drew Lewis, our own chairmen, JIM 
HoWARD, GLENN ANDERSON, BUD SHU
sTER, and our House conferees, and of 
HoWARD BAKER and TIP O'NEILL. 

This is a once-in-a-lifetime opportu
nitY to do what must be done for high
ways and transit, an opportunity 
which we simply cannot let pass. 

1 strongly urge my friends and col
leagues to adopt this package and 
move this critically needed bill on to 
the Senate and downtown for signa
ture. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
colleagues for the privilege of this 
kind of service over the years. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from New Jersey has quite 
accurately described this bill , so I do 
not intend to get into that. I simply 
would make the single point in conclu
sion that this is a historic act on the 
part of' the Congress. What we are 
doing here by increasing America's 
commitment to transportation to the 
tune of about 50 percent increase on 
the average over the next 4 years
what we are doing is not only creating 
jobs, creating better highways and 
mass transit, but by creating better 
roads, we are creating safe roads. 

A conservative estimate is that we 
will save 1,000 lives and 100,000 acci
dents annually as these old antiquated 
roads are improved. 

And so I believe we should note with 
pride the historic action which this 
House, I hope, shall take in the next 
few moments, because what we are 
doing is not only for present-day 
America, but it is for our children and 
for our children's children. 
_Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
t Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gentle
!pan from Kentucky. 

-Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the conference report. 
~- Mr. Speaker, we bring before you 
~;his afternoon a compromise surface 
transportation authorization. The op
erative word here is compromise, and a 
pi!ficult one at that. 
, lfhe highway funding formulas have 

been adjusted to address the concerns 
O! t h e various regions of the country. 
Tt he authorization levels fall between 
he House and Senate provisions. An 

minimum allocation of 

highway funds was adopted. And we 
extended the temporary waiver of the 
local match for highway programs for 
a second fiscal year to give the States 
needed fiscal relief. 

Our agreement provides some $53 
billion over the next 4 years to finance 
an expanded highway program. The 
interstate rehabilitation and bridge 
restoration programs are doubled. The 
interstate construction, primary, and 
secondary programs are substantially 
expanded. Also expanded is the inter
state discretionary program, targeted 
to completion of high-cost gaps . An
other addition of significance to t he 
F ederal-aid highway program are sev
eral provisions increasing the flexibil
ity of the States in using Federal h igh
way dollars. This, and the increased 
funding, should enable the States to 
get on with the job of rebuilding our 
highways just as soon as the weather 
breaks. 

With respect to transit, we provide 
approximately $14 billion over the 4-
year authorization. Much of this will 
be provided through a new, consolidat
ed block grant program designed t o 
reduce the administrative burdens
and planning uncertainties-of grant 
recipients. Capital assistance, designed 
to encourage the rehabilitation of de
teriorated transit systems while per
mitting a limited number of cost-effec
tive new starts, is provided through a 
dedicated transit account of the high
way trust fund financed by one cent of 
the gas tax increase. 

Operating assistance is reduced 
slightly in fiscal year 1984, remaining 
level thereafter. To help communities 
adjust to the reduced operating aid, 
greater flexibility in the use of urban 
mass transportation administration 
funds is permitted for 2 years. By this 
mechanism we hope to encourage the 
cities to control runaway operating 
costs with out unduly adding to their 
financial burdens. 

As I said, Mr. Speaker, the bill 
before us is a compromise. We are not 
happy with each and every one of its 
provisions. But it addresses the differ
ences between the two bodies in a rea
sonable manner, and provides a sound 
and expanded highway, highway 
safety, and transit program. It will 
enable us to get on with the massive 
task of rebuilding our surface trans
portation network. And, importantly, 
it will provide some 320,000 jobs in an 
industry suffering an unemployment 
rate twice the national average. 

For all of these reasons, I urge a yea 
vote. 

Mr. K RAMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. KRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I appreciate the fine work of the 
committee and the members, many 
distinguished members of the commit-

tee who labored so hard over the bill. I 
would like to invite my colleague from 
Pennsylvania's attention to section 107 
of the conference report, if I could, 
and pose an inquiry. 

It is my understanding that under 
the language of section 107. $257 mil
lion has been made available out of 
the highway trust fund for expendi
ture at the discretion of the Secretary 
and for the fiscal years ending in Sep
tember 1984; September 1985; and 
September 1986; $700 million, and 
$725 million have been available for 
expenditure out of the highway trust 
fund, and of those 3 years, and for 
those 3 years, the Secretary has 25-
percent funding discretion out of the 
fund to allocate among those projects 
that qualify as substitute highway 
projects as h e may see fit. 

Is my understanding of the action 
that has been taken in the conference 
and as presently contained in the bill 
correct? 

Mr. SHUSTER. The gentleman is 
absolutely correct. 

Mr. KRAMER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the chairman of the Sub
committee on Surface Transportation. 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
ANDERSON) . 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, this 
conference report is the logical conclu
sion of consultations between House 
and Senate conferees. There were 
major differences between the bills 
which passed the two Chambers, and 
this report attempts to reconcile those 
differences. We have, for example, 
generally split funding for the various 
highway programs down the middle. 
An exception is in the important inter
state construction, which is main
tained at the annual $4 billion level in 
the House bill. 

Because it is so important that we 
complete the Interstate System, in a 
prompt manner, a new interstate dis
cretionary program is established, 
funded at $300 million a year. The 
Secretary is instructed, in distributing 
these funds, to place highest priority 
on those States with high-cost 
projects. 

At the same time, the Interstate 4-R 
program. for the resurfacing, restora
tion, rehabilitation, and reconstruc
tion of the interstate, is increased 
from the present $800 million to $1.95 
billion and gradually in the outyears 
to $3.15 billion. 

New logic is instilled in the inter
state transfer program as much of the 
money for both highway and transit 
projects will now go out on a "fair 
share" basis. The program's cost-esca
lator clause is abolished. 

The highway beautification pro
gram, from our original House bill, 
which I felt was quite reasonable, is 
dropped. 
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Turning to transit, a major feature 

of this bill is to reduce significantly 
UMT A funds delivered through the 
section 3 discretionary program and to 
increase dramatically those delivered 
by formula. This represents a major 
restructuring of existing law under 
which the ratio of discretionary cap
ital to formula assistance has been ap
proximately 60/40. 

Nonetheless, the conferees fixed the 
discretionary program at a level 
higher than that recommended by the 
administration for the explicit purpose 
of providing for a limited number of 
cost-effective new starts <including 
some new starts not currently covered 
by letters of intent> along with other 
uses which continue to be eligible 
under section 3. 

It is important to note that the 
American Public Transit Association 
estimates a need for $50 billion for 
transit capital projects over the next 
decade. Of this amount, more than $20 
billion (40 percent> of these needs rep
resents the construction of new sys
tems or extensions to new systems. 

The Secretary will certainly need to 
take into account an area's apportion
ment under the section 9 formula pro
gram when determining the allocation 
of section 3 funds needed for major 
capital expansion projects. The con
ferees do not expect that those new 
start communities-which have dem
onstrated their commitment to transit 
by establishing a source of revenue 
dedicated to transit-be placed at a 
disadvantage in seeking capital funds 
under section 3 on the baseless as
sumption that their needs for Federal 
assistance are less by virtue of their 
having done so. 

The Federal match on new starts 
and all projects funded under section 3 
shall be at 75 percent. 

Cities will still be able to use their 
section 9 funds for operating assist
ance, although the largest among 
them will face a 20-percent reduction, 
while medium-sized cities will be 
capped at a 10-percent reduction in op
erating assistance and the smallest 5 
percent. While I do not personally 
consider these reductions desirable, I 
am pleased that we have not had to 
dig deeper into this important pro
gram. 

Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks ago when this 
bill was before the House, I said we 
had the opportunity to pass historic 
legislation improving our Nation's 
transportation infrastructure pro
gram. Our bill was passed at the time 
by a vote of 262 to 143. 

I know of no reason why the support 
for that bill this evening should be 
any less than at that time. Those sup
porting our bill 2 weeks ago should 
support our conference report this 
evening. 

I do know that the need for this leg
islation remains great. 

We have the opportunity to pass leg
islation this country needs. I urge 
adoption of this conference report. 

OCEAN DISPOSAL OF RADIOACTIVE WASTE 
MATERIAL 

Mr. Speaker, in recent years the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries has conducted hearings on 
past activities pertaining to the ocean 
disposal of low-level radioactive waste. 

Therefore, we have included provi
sions in section 424 of this bill to safe
guard and provide for more research 
into the effects of such activities. 

The committee is concerned that ra
dioactive waste disposal might occur 
before the completion of additional re
search into the possible impacts asso
ciated with waste disposal. The uncer
tainties associated with radioactive 
waste disposal remain a major con
cern, and we regard additional re
search as necessary. Therefore, in the 
Ocean Dumping Act amendments as 
passed by the House on September 30 
by a unanimous voice vote we included 
a 2-year moratorium on the issuance 
of low-level radioactive waste permits. 

The act as passed the House also 
contained a section dealing with the 
disposal of radioactive materials in the 
ocean after the 2-year moratorium ex
pires. The provision requires a site spe
cific radioactive material disposal 
impact assessment to be completed by 
the applicant and approved by the Ad
ministrator. The assessment shall be 
transmitted to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries and the 
Senate Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. This provision 
allows for a congressional veto by re
quiring the Administrator to receive 
authorization to issue a permit to 
dump the radioactive materials in the 
ocean through the passage of a joint 
resolution by the House and the 
Senate. 

The assessment shall include the fol
lowing: 

First, a listing of all radioactive ma
terials in each container, the number 
of containers, structural diagrams, the 
number of curies of radioactive mate
rial in each container, and the expo
sure levels on the interior and exterior 
of each container; 

Second, an analysis of the environ
mental impact this proposed action 
would have upon human health and 
welfare and marine life; 

Third, any and all adverse environ
mental effects at the site which 
cannot be avoided should the proposal 
be implemented; 

Fourth, an analysis of the resulting 
environmental and economic condi
tions if the containers fail to contain 
the radioactive material when initially 
deposited at this specific site. 

This is intended to be a worst-cast 
study which would assess the impact 
should the containers be broken open 
or corrode; 

Fifth, a plan for the removal or con
tainment of the disposed nuclear ma
terial if the container leaks or decom
poses. In the monitoring plan to be 
conducted under this section the state 
of the containers will be examined. If 
they are leaking or corroding so as to 
indicate they will not contain the ra
dioactive materials until it becomes 
harmless then the permit applicant 
must have a plan for safely removing 
or reencasing the containers; 

Sixth, if the information gathered in 
this assessment indicates that the pro
posed action may impact upon a 
States coastal resources, then a deter
mination must be made by each affect
ed State whether the proposed action 
is consistent with its federally ap
proved coastal zone management pro
gram (16 U.S.C. 1451); 

Seventh, an analysis of the economic 
impact the disposal of the radioactive 
material may have upon other users of 
marine resources. This impact may be 
due to a real threat, as detailed in this 
assessment, or a perceived threat 
which may result in lower fish sales or 
other marine activities in this region; 

Eighth, alternatives to disposing of 
the radioactive material at this ocean 
site must be detailed; 

Ninth, comments and results of con
sultation with State and local officials 
and public hearings held in the Coast
al States that are nearest to the af
fected areas; 

Tenth, a comprehensive plan for the 
regular monitoring of the disposal site 
to determine the full effect of the dis
posal on the marine environment, 
living resources, or human health. 
This includes an examination of the 
containers to determine whether they 
will continue to contain the radioac
tive material until it becomes harm
less; 

Eleventh, any other information 
which the Administrator may require 
in order to determine the full effects 
of the proposed disposal. 

This subsection is not intended to 
apply to materials containing only 
background levels of radioactive con
tamination. 

It is not my intention to put in place 
a permanent ban on the ocean disposal 
of radioactive waste materials. And I 
do not believe this proposal to be a 
permanent moratorium. But through 
this mechanism we can make certain 
that what we put into the ocean will 
not have an adverse impact which we 
could result for generations to come. I 
therefore urge my colleagues to in
clude it in this legislation. 

CONTRACT AUTHORITY FOR RECREATIONAL 
BOATING FUND 

Mr. Speaker, section 421 of the 
Senate substitute to H .R. 6122 con
tains an amendment to the Federal 
Boat Safety Act. This act allocates 
funds collected from the current high
way tax on gasoline which are paid by 
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recreational boaters. The Secretary of 
Transportation has determined that 
approximately 11/z percent of the high
way trust fund is contributed by recre
ational boaters. 

This language, inserted by the dis
tinguished Senator from Oregon, Sen
ator PACKWOOD, simply converts the 
authority of the Secretary to spend 
this money for recreational boating 
safety and facilities to contract au
thority. Such authority is currently 
used by the Secretary in the adminis
tration of the highway trust fund and 
the airport and airway development 
trust fund . It is identical t o a provision 
in H.R. 6813, which a majority of m y 
colleagues have already supported. 

Mr. Speaker, this provision will help 
develop recreational boating safety 
programs. This is becoming increasing
ly important as more and more of our 
constituents are taking to the lakes, 
rivers, and oceans for recreational pur
poses. Quite simply, Mr. Speaker, this 
provision will save lives on these 
waters, and I therefore urge its inclu
sion in this bill. 

SALTONSTALL·KENNEDY ACT AMENDMENT 

Mr. Speaker, section 423 of the 
Senate substitute to H.R. 6122 amends 
the Saltonstall-Kennedy Act. The 
funds in this act are derived from 
taxes on imported fish products into 
the United States. It is the intent of 
this act that the funds be used to de
velop fisheries and fishing technology 
to aid the ailing U.S. fishing industry. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Oregon, Mr. PAcKwooD, inserted this 
provision to make sure that the funds 
collected are used to meet the intent 
of Congress. 

This provision states that no less 
than 60 percent of the fund shall be 
used to make direct industry assist
ance grants and to expand domestic 
and foreign markets for U.S. fishery 
products, Mr. Chairman, this means 
jobs for our fishermen, fish processing 
industry, and fishing equipment indus
try. 

Currently, too much of this money is 
being used to buy paperclips and sta
ples for the National Marine Fisheries 
Service. This provision states that the 
Secretary may not use more than 40 
percent of the funds to finance the op
erations of the National Marine Fish
eries Service. 

Mr. Speaker, this provision is vitally 
important if we are to maintain, and 
build up a viable U.S . fishing industry, 
capable of competing with foreign 
fishing. It is an excellent example of 
using money collected from a foreign 
industry impacting upon a domestic 
industry to aid that U.S. industry-at 
little or no expense to the Federal 
Government. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge its in
clusion in this bill. 

VESSEL CONSTRUCTION GUARANTEES 

Mr. Speaker, section 425 of this act 
contains a provision inserted by Sena-

tor PACKWOOD, and which was included 
in the House-passed version of this 
year 's maritime authorization, and ap
proved by the conference committee 
on that legislation. 

Unfortunately, it appears the 
MARAD authorization will be another 
victim of this lameduck. Therefore, a 
most important provision relating to 
title 11 construction loan guarantees 
has been included in this legislation. 

This proposal will prevent a ceiling 
from being placed on the amount of 
loans guaranteed-other than a ceiling 
set in the annual authorization. It also 
prevents discrimination against a 
vessel because of its type. 

One of the principle reasons for this 
provision is to promote construction of 
fishing vessels to help that belea
guered. Traditionally, the fishermen 
have been faithful in paying back 
their loans, and their default ration is 
less than 1 percent. In fact, the Feder
al Government makes more money 
than it spends on their guarantees be
cause of the loan guarantee origina
tion fee. 

Mr. Speaker, this provision is needed 
to help rebuild our ailing fishing in
dustry so it can better compete with 
foreign fishermen. This section means 
jobs-for the fishermen, the ship con
struction industry, and the fishing 
supply industry. I therefore urge its 
inclusion in this act. 

Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to engage 
the floor manager in a colloquy re
garding the section relating to resur
facing standards. 

Mr. ANDERSON. This is the provi
sion that requires projects to be con
structed in accordance with standards 
to preserve and extend the service life 
of highways and enhance highway 
safety. 

Mr. NOWAK. It is recognized that 
full geometric design standards may 
not be appropriate in all 3R projects 
and that applicable standards and pro
cedures for improvement projects 
should be allowed, provided that high
way safety is enhanced. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The gentleman 
from New York is correct. 

Mr. NOWAK. Is it the intent of Con
gress that resurfacing, restoration, and 
rehabilitation work continue to be car
ried out without disruption or delay 
using the standards and procedures 
now in effect and being utilized by the 
States, so long as they meet the re
quirements you just described. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, that is cor
rect. Pending completion of the study 
and submittal and consideration of the 
recommendations called for under this 
section, work can continue to be car
ried out using procedures now in 

effect, so long as they enhance high
way safety and extend the service life 
of the highway. 

Mr. NOWAK. I thank the gentleman 
very much for this clarification. 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the minority concurs in 
the colloquy and exchange that just 
took place. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker , will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker , I have 
taken a great interest in the use of re
cycled materials in the construction 
and repair of our roads, and I would 
like to tell my colleagues that the 
Senate language now in the confer
ence report improves on what the 
House enacted earlier on the use of re
cycled materials. 

The recycling language, now in the 
conference report before us, actually 
directs the Secretary to establish a 
procedure for implementing the recy
cling section within 90 days of this 
conference report's enactment and in 
fact authorizes more funds for those 
States that use recycled materials in 
their programs than the legislation 
adopted earlier by the House. 

The bill before us now stipulates 
that by early next year the Secretary 
of Transportation must have a pro
gram in place for accepting applica
tions from States and procedures for 
authorizing an additional 5-percent 
Federal assistance to States that uti
lize recycled materials in their paving 
program. 

I am gratified that the Senate has 
made it clear both in the report and in 
a colloquy between Senator RANDOLPH, 
the author of the Senate provision on 
recycling, and Senator DECONCINI that 
rubber recycled from discarded tires is 
a recycled material under section 147. 
Moreover, the colloquy makes clear 
that the recycling of old, used tires 
should get priority treatment from the 
Secretary in granting applications be
cause tires pay almost $700 million a 
year in taxes into the highway trust 
fund. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Montana. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I oppose this Christ
mas toy despite the attractiveness of 
its wrapping. What a beautiful pack
age, but how disappointed Americans 
will be when they discover what is con· 
tained within. 
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This is a Christmas toy which is sup

posed to bring joy to the users of 
America's highways. Where is the joy 
in paying $1 more every time drivers 
fill it up? Where is the joy for drivers 
in struggling to pass a huge double 
bottomed truck unit on a dark rainy 
night. This bill allows mammoth units 
on America's highway systems. 

This Christmas toy will bring no joy 
to modest income Americans whom, al
ready pinched by this prolonged and 
cruel recession, are now hit by this re
gressive gasoline tax which falls far 
more heavily upon them than upon 
rich Americans. 

Our small truckers cannot afford 
this Christmas toy. Several years of 
hard times have many truckers run
ning on the slim margin between 
profit and loss. This toy will cost some 
of those business people a tax increase 
of more than 150 percent within the 
next several months. 

Those Americans looking for jobs 
will find little joy in this toy. The 
President, who apparently does not be
lieve in jobs bills, says this is not that 
kind of effort. He is right. His econo
mists and most economists who have 
examined the effects of this legislation 
have concluded that. on the balance, it 
will cause a net loss of American jobs. 

It must be the Christmas spirit that 
causes support in this House for this 
legislation. It cannot be because of the 
merits. This Christmas toy, once the 
wrapping is off, will not do what is ex
pected. 

Do you remember the words to t h e 
song about the wonderous toy? " It 
went zip when it moved, bop when it 
stopped, and whir when it stood still. I 
never knew just what it was, and I 
guess I never will." 

After Christmas with the wrapping 
off, we will be disappointed in this 
wondrous, expensive toy . 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. KAZEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, is the gentleman going 
to discuss the domestic content provi
sions in this bill? 

Mr. ANDERSON. We have the ex
perts here that will, yes. 

Mr. KAZEN. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from Min
nesota (Mr. 0BERSTAR). 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker , I 
thank the chairman for yielding. I will 
be delighted to explain the buy-Amer
ica provision of the highway bill , for 
myself and for the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. APPLEGATE), with whom I 
have worked as cosponsor of this 
amendment-and may I say that the 
gentleman has done an outstanding 
service to the unemployed steelwork
ers in his district, in helping to con
struct this amendment, which will 

help put many of those jobless people 
back to work, making American steel 
for the $12 billion worth of American 
bridges and highways that will be built 
annually under the provisions of this 
bill . 

Mr. Speaker, the provision dealing 
with domestic content was arrived at 
on the basis of the investigation con
ducted by the International Trade 
Commission of the Department of 
Commerce which found eight Europe
an steelmakers in violation on a wide 
range of products, selling those prod
ucts by an average of 26 percent below 
the domestic price in this country, 
subsidizing their steel to the amount 
of a range from 18 to 40 percent. 

The conference agreed on a 25-per
cent domestic content; that is, on a bid 
where a European steelmaker would 
bid a hundred dollars, if the American 
steelmaker bid $125, the bid would go 
to American steel. That is on the basis 
of the amount of the subsidy that the 
European steelmakers have been 
giving to their steel, dumping it in this 
country, based on an 18-month investi
gation conducted by the Commerce 
Department and finalized in June of 
this year. 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBERST AR. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. KAZEN. Does that pertain only 
to raw steel being brought into this 
country or to all products made of 
steel coming into this country? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. To products as 
specified in the language, such as 
steel, cement manufactured products, 
used in such projects, such highway or 
bridge projects. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unll.nimous consent that all Members 
may revise and extend their remarks 
following the expiration of my time. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
e Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, ev
eryone today is talking about jobs. As 
unemployment climbs, efforts natural
ly intensify to create jobs, by any 
means at any cost. 

We are asked today to approve the 
conference report on a bill which is 
supposed to create jobs. By placing ad
ditional excise taxes on motor fuels 
and other items and greatly increasing 
the tax burden on heavy duty trucks. 
Jobs for some 300,000 workers are 
claimed to be created. 

Although I feel this new job figure is 
inflated, I think it would be wonderful 
if we could put 300,000 people to work. 
That still leaves 12 million out of 
work. To help them, we need to get 
the business and industrial community 
back on its feet. As we in Congress 
debate long and hard on how to create 
new jobs we are doing nothing to stop 

the elimination of job opportunities 
through onerous Government regula
tion. 

The Energy and Commerce Commit
tee, on which I serve, has been grap
pling for almost 2 years over the Clean 
Air Act, a classic case in point. The 
Clean Air Act was originally passed in 
1970 to address the serious problem of 
air quality degradation in this coun
try. The results of our national air 
quality management effort have been 
impressive, but at a high cost. Now 
that the mechanism is in place and 
our air is getting cleaner and cleaner, 
it is time to pause and look at which 
programs need to be continued or even 
strengthened, and which ones have 
never worked efficiently, or are no 
longer necessary. I have tried in these 
past 2 years to push needed reforms in 
this act which would encourage the 
development of new, clean industrial 
sources and stop the diversion of mas
sive amounts of capital to satisfy non
productive regulatory requirements. 

As the Wall Street Journal pointed 
out in a December 15, 1982, editorial, 
the ultimate irony of this call for job 
creation could come next year when 
the Federal Government may be 
forced to throw thousands of people 
out of work because Congress has re
fused to address the weaknesses of the 
Clean Air Act. 

As of the last day of this month, all 
areas of this country are required to 
be in compliance with Federal Air 
Quality Standards. Over 600 counties 
in 49 States will not make it. The law 
requires EPA to begin imposing Feder
al sanctions against these areas. Con
gress in its wisdom is debating various 
make-work projects and proposals. but 
refuses to even address the fact that 
this totally arbitrary deadline. less 
than 2 weeks away, may result in mas
sive economic disruption in the very 
areas of this country that are feeling 
the pains of a recession. 

There is much debate over the auto
matic nature of the clean air sanc
tions, and the timeframe needed to im
plement them, but the fact remains 
that they are the law of the land. 

First, after December 31, EPA 
cannot allow the construction of new 
stationary sources in any noncomply
ing area, if the source emits the pollut
ant for which that> area is in noncom
pliance. Not only does this have the 
economic effect of stunting industrial 
growth and destroying job opportuni
ties, it prevents new, clean-burning 
plants from replacing old, dirty ones. 

Second, many facilities are not in 
compliance with the State-adopted, 
federally enforcement limits on their 
emissions. These plants face immedi
ate requirements to cut back emis
sions, which quite likely will mean pro
duction cutbacks resulting in layoffs. 
and in some cases, plant shutdowns. 
Again, this would happen because 
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Congress did not face the urgency of 
addressing this totally arbitrary dead
line. 

A third sanction facing many areas 
of this country is also directly related 
to the bill we are now considering. 
Under certain conditions, Federal 
highway funds must be withheld from 
areas in violation of the standards for 
two of the regualted pollutants after 
December 31. Areas cannot be award
ed highway funds if they are in non
compliance for ozone or carbon mon
oxide are not covered by an adequate 
State air quality plan, or if the State 
has not made reasonable efforts to 
submit such a plan. Only mass transit 
and safety projects would be exempt
ed. 

These State plans. were required to 
demonstrate compliance by the end of 
this year; if compliance is not attained, 
then they must be inadequate. There
fore, EPA need only find that reasona
ble efforts were not made to compile 
an adequate plan and funds will be cut 
off. In many cases the effort has been 
quite poor. 

The stark reality is that passage of 
this bill into law will create over $5 
million in additional revenues to im
prove roads and create jobs, and many 
of the areas that need these opportu
nities most may not get them because 
Congress has ignored the stringent 
provisons of an outmoded Clean Air 
Act. I hope that we will wake up soon 
and see the need to address this issue 
before further economic disruption re
sults. 

CLEAN AIR FARCE 

While Congress dithers around trying to 
create new jobs, it's doing nothing about 
trying to stop destroying them with onerous 
regulation. A classic case is the Clean Air 
Act, which has since 1970 diverted massive 
amounts of scarce capital into nonproduc
tive scrubbing equipment and the like. The 
ultimate irony could come next year when 
the federal government may be forced to 
throw thousands of people out of work 
owing to the anti-pollution laws. 

As of midnight Dec. 31, the Environmen
tal Protection Agency is required by law to 
begin the process of imposing sanctions 
against regions that are not in compliance 
with federal air quality standards. EPA lists 
around 600 counties-one-fifth of all the na
tion's counties and in every state except 
North Dakota-that are not in compliance 
with the standard for at least one polutant. 
The sanctions, which would probably take 
months to impose, would range from con
struction bans to plant shutdowns to cutoffs 
of federal highway funds. While it debates 
various make-work projects, Congress is not 
able to deal with proposals to relax these ar
tificial deadlines and thus preserve jobs. 

Congress has already debated the legisla
tion for more than 19 months and had to 
pass a continuing resolution to keep the 
Clean Air Act from expiring Sept. 31 , 1981. 
Now, with only a few days to go before ad
journment and with the economy in a seri
ous recession, it's uncertain whether even 
an amendment will be passed to extend the 
Dec. 31 compliance deadline. 

The Senate Republican leadership has 
been reluctant to bring up for a floor vote a 

bill produced by the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, chaired by Sen. 
Robert T. Stafford. That proposal doesn't 
provide any of the regulatory relief request
ed by the administration and would make 
the law more onerous and more difficult to 
administer. 

Moreover, the Stafford proposal would 
expand the EPA's mandate to control many 
additional " hazardous air pollutants" with
out providing enough time for scientific 
review to determine if these substances 
really are health risks. For instance, EPA 
would have only 60 days after enactment of 
the legislation to pick 20 potentially hazard
ous pollutants from a list of 40 and then to 
determine in two years if these are no t dan
gerous; if EPA cannot make a determination 
in that time, those substances would auto
matically come under control. Similarly, the 
Senate proposal undertakes for the first 
time to deal with "acid rain. " A massive 31-
state program would be established to con
trol sulfur emissions at the cost of billions 
of dollars, even though some new scientific 
evidence casts doubt on the theory that 
"dying" lakes in the Northeast are caused 
by emissions from coal-fired plants in the 
Midwest. 

The House, meanwhile, is even in more of 
a tangle because of a feud between R eps. 
Henry A. Waxman and Thomas A. Luken 
which has prevented a bill from even get
ting out of the environmental subcommit
tee. Mr. Waxman has proposed revisions 
similar to Sen. Stafford's. Mr. Luken's pro
posals are along the lines of President R ea
gan's 11-point request, which he made last 
year, calling for less stringent standards and 
a " more reasoned pace" for compliance and 
enforcement. 

Sen. Stafford, Rep. Waxman and others 
on Capitol Hill are continuing to look at the 
1970 Clean Air Act through 1960s glasses. 
Their demands for even more stringen t con
trols ignore the substantial improvements in 
air quality of the last decade. They don't 
seem to see the sizable investment that has 
already been made in air-pollution-control 
equipment and don't recognize the fact that 
as new plant and equipment come on 
stream, air quality will continue to benefit. 
Given their pleas for even tougher stand
ards, you would think that the Clean Air 
Act was a failure. If Congress were really se
rious about creating jobs, it ought now to be 
asking about the costs of trying to extract 
that last bit of pollution from the air, and 
whether this economy can afford them. The 
Clean Air Act is one of many jobless bills 
created by Congress over the last 15 years. 
By consuming our scarce economic re
sources for whatever social purposes, we 
have lost opportunities to invest in produc
tive, jobs-creating ventures. Removing some 
of these regulatory obstacles would be the 
biggest thing Congress could do to create 
jobs.e 
e Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 
6211, the Surface Transportation As
sistance Act of 1982, contains a provi
sion relating to the time period for 
payment of the gasoline tax. The 
Senate added a provision extending 
the remittance schedule for small 
business jobbers which was focused on 
alleviating the extreme cash flow bur
dens that these small businessmen are 
encountering. In determining which 
groups would be eligible for the addi
tional remittance period, the Senate 
elected to use a volumetric threshold. 

It was my feeling that a volumetric 
measure was not appropriate. As a 
result, I joined with my colleague from 
Tennessee, Congressman JoHN 
DuNCAN, in offering in the conference 
committee what we felt was a better 
approach. 

Our proposal dropped the volumet
ric approach and replaced it with the 
definition of independent refiners and 
the definition of wholesale distribu
tors to determine eligibility. In addi
tion, we expanded the Internal Reve
nue Code definition of wholesale dis
tributor to include a chain retailer. 
This proposal was based on the ration
ale that chain retailers are performing 
the same marketing functions as job
bers and therefore should be afforded 
the same relief available under the 
Senate extension of the remittance 
schedule. 

It was our intent to give relief to 
these small businesses undergoing a 
severe cash flow crisis, and in doing so, 
we clearly intended to expand the 
code definition of a wholesale distribu
tor to include the chain retailer. His
torically, Congress has differentiated 
between large and small businesses 
when assessing the impact of a par
ticular legislative provision. This has 
been true in the case of tax remittance 
schedules and should be true in the 
specific case of the gasoline excise tax. 
Thus, jobbers, chain retailers, and in
dependent refiners-all small business
men-should be given the relief ex
tended by t he Senate provision regard
ing the gasoline tax remittance sched
ule. It was my understanding that the 
conferees on H.R . 6211 agreed and ac
cepted the proposal offered by Con
gressman DUNCAN and myself. 

Mr. Speaker, it is obvious that the 
intent of Congressman DuNCAN and 
myself-and I believe the Conference 
Committee-was not followed when 
the final language was drafted. We did 
not know this until the bill was al
ready presented to the House, with no 
amendments permitted. Therefore, we 
must seek relief by asking that this 
technical correction be made. We will 
immediately ask Treasury for a redefi
nition which will include chain retail
ers as wholesale distributors.• 
• Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Speaker. since 
1969 the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority of New York has provided 
an efficient and effective discount fare 
program for elderly and handicapped 
citizens. The authority administers 
the program by providing eligible pas
sengers with free return-trip coupons. 

In 1974, a Federal law was enacted 
which required transit authorities that 
receive Federal transit operating as
sistance to allow handicapped and el
derly passengers to pay half-fares. 
While the net result of the New York 
and Federal programs is the same, this 
particular form of the Federal regula
tion would have lead to severe admin-
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istrative difficulties for New York's 
transit system. 

Congress recognized these difficul
ties and has explicitly noted in every 
annual transportation appropriation 
measure since 1974 that the city's ex
isting program satisfies the Federal 
discount fare requirement. Most re
cently, section 308 of the fiscal year 
1983 appropriations legislation, Public 
Law 97-369, reaffirmed Congress 
desire that New York City be permit
ted to continue its current discount 
fare program without jeopardizing any 
Federal funding. 

The severe time constraints that 
Congress is now working under to 
complete the Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1982 have precluded 
the inclusion of language similar to 
section 308 in this act. However, I have 
been assured by House Public Works 
and Transportation Chairman James 
Howard that it is his understanding 
that nothing in this act contradicts 
the language in section 308 of Public 
Law 97-369 and the intent of Congress 
is that the New York Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority can contin
ue its existing elderly and handi
capped fare program without loss of 
Federal funds .e 
• Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I con
gratulate the conference committee 
for r etaining the priority listing for 
bridge replacement and rehabilitation 
projects to be funded by the $200 mil
lion set-aside of discretionary funds. 
The Greater Cleveland area is particu
lary grateful to the chairman of the 
Public Works and Transportation 
Committee, Mr. HoWARD, for recon
firming the priority status of three 
projects in our area. The three 
projects have been mentioned in previ
ous legislat ive history. Their priority 
status was confirmed by the Public 
Works and Transportation Subcom
mittee Chairman, Mr. ANDERSON, on 
the House floor on December 6, 1982, 
when this important legislation was 
discussed. Transportation Secretary 
Drew Lewis also offered his assurances 
regarding the priority of the three 
bridge projects. 

The projects are the Brooklyn
Brighton Bridge and the Main Avenue 
Bridge in Cleveland, as well as the 
Tinkers Creek Bridge on SR-8 in 
Ohio. The three projects, whose esti
mated cost is in excess of $54 million 
are vitally needed by the Greater 
Cleveland area. The bridges serve not 
only t he city, but the surrounding sub
urbs as well. Work on the bridges will 
also provide much-needed employment 
in an area that has been particularly 
hard hit by the recession. 

I commend conference committee, 
chairmen HowARD and ANDERSON and 
Secretary Lewis for supporting these 
three projects and for adding them to 
the Secretary of Transportation's list 
of priority projects to be funded by 

the $200 million descretionary fund. I 
thank them for their support. 
e Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, it is 
never easy for a Member of this body 
to vote to increase user fees, particu
larly in the face of a recession. Howev
er, I believe that the proposal before 
us today is necessary to make much 
needed repairs and improvements in 
our highway and mass transit systems, 
while creating construction jobs for 
thousands of unemployed Americans. 

It has been clear for several years 
that massive amount of money must 
be spent to revitalize our Nation's in
frastructure. Even the relatively new 
interstate highway system is in need 
of substantial repairs and rehabilita
tion; and thousands of bridges 
throughout the country have so dete
riorated as to raise serious questions 
about their safety. Of the Nation's 
524,966 bridges, 40 percent require 
major repair or replacement, accord
ing to the Federal Highway Adminis
tration. 

The conference report also includes 
additional funding for urban mass 
transportation programs. One cent of 
the new tax, approximately $1.1 bil
lion annually, will be used to establish 
a new mass transit trust fund. This 
fund, which will be allocated on a non
formula, discretionary basis , can be 
used for a limited number of new, cost
effective, mass transit systems. The 
fund will also be available for major 
capital projects, the costs of which 
exceed funds available under the for
mula block grant program also estab
lished by the bill. 

Of particular note is the administra
tion's reversal of its position prohibit
ing mass transit funds for new con
struction-so called "new starts. " 
When the administration proposed an 
increase in the gasoline tax, it did so 
with a prohibition against the use of 
mass transit funds for new starts. 
After intense pressure, that policy was 
changed; the conference report before 
the House today would allow new reve
nues raised to be expended on new 
starts. This is particularly good news 
for western New Yorkers, for it clears 
the way for the Niagara Frontier 
Transportation Authority <NFT A) to 
submit proposals to UMTA to fund ex
t ensions of the Buffalo Light Rail 
Rapid Transit System- including 
t hose to Tonawanda and Amherst. 

The conference report also amends 
the highway trust fund allocation for
mula to insure that States get a fair 
r eturn on the money they contribute 
to the fund. 

The n ew formula block grant pro
gram will give the States greater flexi
bility on the use of funds, since fund
ing would be provided on a year-by
year rather than a project-by-project 
basis. State and local communities can 
assess their mass transportation needs 
and allocate available Federal funds to 
top priority projects. 

But the heart of the issue before us 
today, Mr. Speaker, is the gasoline tax 
increase to be paid by the users of 
America's highways. Tomorrow's 
headlines will not read "Congress ap
proves new mass transit program." 
The single issue that will capture the 
attention of the public is the nickel 
that will be added to the price of a 
gallon of gasoline. 

The Federal gasoline tax, which is 
dedicated to the Federal Highway 
Trust Fund, has not been increased 
since 1959 when an extra penny was 
added to raise the tax to 4 cents per 
gallon. Since 1959, the consumer price 
index has increased a whopping 237 
percent. Had the Federal gasoline tax 
kept pace with consumer price in
creases, the American motorists would 
be paying 13.5 cents per gallon today, 
enough, perhaps, to have avoided the 
damage and disrepair that has befall
en our transportation system. 

An increase in the Federal gasoline 
tax has been the subject of debate for 
several years. President Ford proposed 
an increase of 3 cents per gallon in 
1975 to conserve fuel. In 1977, Presi
dent Carter called for a 5-cent increase 
to conserve energy and improve our 
Nation's highways. The conference 
report, which has the bipartisan back
ing of the majority and minority lead
ership in the House, and has been en
dorsed by the President, will achieve 
both these ends-conservation and im
provements in our Nation's transpor
tation systems-and create 320,000 
jobs. 

We must be careful not to delude 
ourselves or the American public into 
believing that the creation of 320,000 
new jobs will make any more than a 
small dent in our Nation's unemploy
ment problem. Twelve million Ameri
cans are "officially" unemployed while 
millions of others have simply given 
up all hope of finding employment 
and are no longer counted among the 
Nation's jobseekers. Less t han 3 per
cent of those seeking work will be em
ployed as a result of the additional 
construction activity generated by the 
$5.5 billion raised annually by the 5-
cent-per-gallon increase in the gaso
line tax . 

As noted in a recent editorial that 
appeared in the Rochester Times 
Union, "A gasoline tax is a good way 
to rebuild aging roads, shore up crum
bling bridges, and replace decrepit 
buses and mass transit. But it is not 
repeat not, a panacea for unemploy
ment." At best, Mr. Speaker, the gaso
line tax is simply necessary. Other 
mechanisms will have to be found to 
attack the unemployment problem, 
and repair and replace aging infra
structure- sewers, ports, libraries, 
canals, and industrial capacity-not 
aided by the highway trust fund and 
the public transportation trust fund . 

Dece 
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December 21, 1982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 33309 
Mr. Speaker, the legislation before 

us today grew out of a concern about 
the Nation's rapidly deteriorating 
highways and bridges and the highest 
unemployment since the Great De
pression. We cannot stand idly by as 
our Nation's bridges and roadways 
crumble and as the ranks of the unem
ployed continue to reach record levels. 
The conference report afforts us an 
opportunity to take a much-needed 
step in the right direction. It will not 
cure our infrasture problems nor will 
it cause a significant decline in unem
ployment. What this bill will do is 
make our highways safer, repair crum
bling bridges, improve urban mass 
transportation systems, and remove 
320,000 Americans from the unem
ployment rolls. It is a small response 
to problems that must- be the center of 
our attention in the 98th Congress 
which convenes in January. 

Thank you.e 
The SPEAKER. All time has ex

pired. 
Without objection, the previous 

question is ordered on the conference 
report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the years and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 180, nays 
87, answered "present" 1, not voting 
165, as follows: 

Alexande r 
Anderson 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
Bad ham 
Bailey <MOl 
Bailey <PAl 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Bonker 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Brown <CAl 
Brown <COl 
Carney 
Clausen 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Collins <ILl 
Conable 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Coyne. James 
Coyne, William 
Crockett 
D'Amours 

(Roll No. 488] 
YEAS-180 

Daub Hance 
Derrick Heckler 
Derwinski Hendon 
Dicks Hiler 
Dingell Hollenbeck 
Dixon Howard 
Donnelly Hoyer 
Dorgan Hutto 
Dougherty Jacobs 
Downey Jeffords 
Dyson Kastenmeier 
Eckart Kennelly 
Edgar Kildee 
Erdahl Kogovsek 
Erlenborn Kramer 
Evans <I A l Leach 
Fary Leland 
Fenwick Lent 
Findley Long <MD> 
Foglietta Lowery <CAl 
Foley Lowry <W Al 
Ford <Mil Lujan 
Fowler Madigan 
Frenzel Markey 
Garcia Marks 
Gejdenson Matsui 
Gephardt Mavroules 
Gibbons McCloskey 
Gilman McCollum 
Goodling McHugh 
Gradison McKinney 
Green Michel 
Guarini Mikulski 
Gunderson Mineta 
Hagedorn Mitchell <MD> 
Hall <IN> Moakley 
Hamilton Molinari 
Hammerschmidt Montgomery 

Murtha 
Napier 
Natcher 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Pease 
Pepper 
Pe tri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 

Akaka 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
AuCoin 
Bevill 
Bonior 
Broyhill 
Byron 
Cheney 
Coleman 
Conyers 
Craig 
Crane. Philip 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Davis 
Dellums 
Dornan 
Duncan 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Emery 
English 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Florio 
Fountain 
Gaydos 
Gingrich 

Roukema 
Rousselot 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Savage 
Schne ider 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skee n 
Ske lton 
Smith <NE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Snyder 
Solarz 
StGermain 
Stanton 
Staton 

NAYS- 87 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gramm 
Hall. R a lph 
Hansen <ID > 
Hefner 
Holt 
Horton 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jones <OK> 
Kazen 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Lagomarsino 
Leath 
Loeffler 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Martin <NC> 
Mazzoli 
McCurdy 
McDonald 
Miller<OH> 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Neal 
Parris 

Stokes 
Stratton 
Swift 
Tauke 
Thomas 
Trible 
Udall 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Waxman 
Weber <OH> 
Weiss 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Woipe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young <MOl 
Zablocki 

Reuss 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts <KSl 
Robinson 
Roth 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Smith <ALl 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stenholm 
Studds 
Stump 
Tauzin 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Wampler 
Weber <MN> 
White 
Whitley 
W)1ittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT > 
Wyden 
Young <FL> 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Myers 

NOT VOTING-165 
Addabbo 
Albosta 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Bafalis 
Barnard 
Beard 
Benedict 
Bethune 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boland 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bouquard 
Broomfield 
Brown <OH) 
Burgener 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Campbell 
Carman 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Chisholm 
Collins <TX> 
Conte 
Courter 
Crane, Daniel 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
de Ia Garza 
Deckard 
DeN ardis 
Dickinson 

Dowdy 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Edwards <ALl 
Edwards (CAl 
Ertel 
Evans <DE> 
Evans <GAl 
Evans <IN> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Fish 
Fithian 
Flippo 
Ford <TN> 
Forsythe 
Frank 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Ginn 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Gray 
Gregg 
Grisham 
Hall<OH> 
Hall, Sam 
Hansen <UT> 
Harkin 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hettel 

Hertel 
Hightower 
Hillis 
Holland 
Hopkins 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Johnston 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <TN> 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Latta 
LeBoutillier 
Lee 
Lehman 
Levitas 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Long<LA> 
Lott 
Luken 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Martin <ILl 
Martin <NY> 
Martinez 
Mattox 
McClory 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
Mica 
Miller<CA> 

Minis h 
Mitchell <NY) 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Morrison 
Mottl 
Murph y 
Ne lligan 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Ottinger 
Oxley 
Panetta 
Patterson 
Paul 
Perkins 
P eyse r 
Price 

Pritchard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahal! 
Railsback 
Rhodes 
Roberts <SD> 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Shamansky 
Siljander 
Simon 
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Smith <IA> 
Smith <OR> 
Smith <PAl 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Synar 
Taylor 
Traxler 
Walgren 
Washington 
Watkins 
Weave r 
Whitehurst 
Williams<O H > 
Winn 
Yatron 
Young <AK > 
Zeferetti 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Rahall for , with Mr. Mottl against. 
Mr. Simon for. with Nichols against. 
Mr. Gray for . with Mr. Panetta against. 
Mr. Fazio for. with Mrs. Bouquard 

against. 
Mr. Conte for , with Mr. Myers against. 
Mr. Campbell for. with Mr. Hartnett 

against. 

Mr. PETRI changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
live pair with the gentleman from 
Massachusetts <Mr. CoNTE). If he were 
present he would have voted "yea." I 
voted "nay." I withdraw my vote and 
vote "present." 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes 
everyone a Merry Christmas. 

CLARIFICATION OF INDIAN 
TRIBAL GOVERNMENT IN THE 
CASE OF ALASKA NATIVES 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak

er, I send to the desk a concurrent res
olution <H. Con. Res. 439) providing 
for clarification of Indian tribal gov
ernment in the case of Alaska Natives, 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The Clerk read the title of the con
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
FOLEY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Illinois? 

0 2110 
Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, reserv

ing the right to object, I do so for the 
purpose of clarification. It is my un
derstanding, and I ask the chairman to 
confirm this, that the bill passed earli
er relating to Indian tribal govern
ment had an unnecessarily limited 
provision in it with respect to native 
Americans living in Alaska. The pur-





Memorandum D D 
ACTION BRIEFING 

FOR: SECRETARY REGAN J!f. 
FROM: J. Gregory Ballentin 

Deputy Assistant Se etary (Tax 

DATE: DEC 2 2 1982 

Analysis) 

SUWECT: A New Federalism Proposal 

It appears that the new Federalism proposal does not 
involve any increases in taxes, but instead simply tra~sfers 
some existing revenues to States along with some spend~ng 
programs. Consequently, the direct implications for tax 
policy or for the deficit are virtually nil. There are, 
however, many ·issues which will make this a very controversial 
proposal. For example, the proposal involves turning back 
two cents of the gasoline tax. Having just gone through a 
bitter Congressional battle over that tax, including the use 
of the funds from that tax, it would seem unwise to reopen 
those wounds so rapidly. The same applies to turning back 
funds from the tobacco tax which was increased in TEFRA. 

The program does require that general revenues in 
addition to · revenues from part of the gas tax and the 
tobacco, alcohol, and telephone taxes be turned back to the 
States so that the revenues are sufficient to fund the 
turned back pr~grams. This is probably necessary to make 
the proposal workable, though it will appear to some to be a 
form of general revenue sharing. Nonetheless, the tax 
implications of this ·are also very slight and there seems to 
be no clear tax policy grounds to object to this part of the 
proposal. 

INITIATOR REVIEWER REVIEWER REVIEWER REV R 

•• 



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
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MEMORANDUM TO: Kenneth M. Duberstein 
Assistant to the President 

for Legislative Affairs 

FROM: Lee L. Verstandig L 
Assistant Secretary 

for Governmental Affairs 

December 22, 1982 

SUBJECT: Highway User Fee Legislation Information Package 

Enclosed are the materials I promised for the President's calls 
to Senators and a draft letter to the same: 

(1) President 1 s letter to the Senators, to be delivered before 
10:00 a.m. Thursday; 

(2) A three-page backgrounder elaborati ng on the brief talking 
po i nts for the President's calls to Sen3t0rs; 

(3) A list o ~ those Senators to be called and their positions on 
the legislation; aYJd 

(4) Federal Highway Ad~inistratior's ~unding distribution tables. 

Let's stay in touch rec2rd·rc Howard Greere's ~hio check of Senators 
as well as your office-and~; vo:e coJnt . 

Thanks for your assistance. 

cc: David R. Gergen 

,_ 
S PEE D 1 
LIMIT I 

55' 
It's a law we 
can live with . 

Assistant to the President , Communica tions 



DRAFT 

After ~ long and very d ifficult debate in the Senate~ .the 
Surfac~ Transportation Ass istance Act Conference Report is 
now in a very critical situation. The Senate will vote on 
limiting further debate tomorrow, Thursday, December 23, 1982, 
and if cloture .:.s L.voked, will vote on final adoption of 
the Conference ~epor~ . 

The movemen~ o = L~is ~egislation through the Senate has been 
difficult and ~o<: ~_- contested. Debate has been lengthy 
and informa~.:. ·e. ~~e contents of the bill have been fully 
described and ~~e Co~ =e rence Repor t is available for all 
members. 

It is now ti.-:1.e L.O ::to·:e to final action. For these reasons, I 
strongly sup?or~ ~~e proposi t ion that further debate should 
be ended. : s~ro~g-~ encourage all Senators to vote for the 
Majority Leaders ~o~io~ ~o i .voke cloture . 

If cloture i s i~~oked, : ~ould also e n courag e all Senators to 
support the ado?<:.:.o~ o = L~e Con=erence Report . The conferees 
have developed .~~ acce?tab _e co. promi se between the 
House and Se .. at:e \'ersio::s and the bi 11 deserve s to be enacted. 
We all know tha~ _:,_-:-.e:::-ica =aces a problem with its 
deteriorating roads ar.d o:::-idges . The s olution to that 
problem no~ be=ore ~ou ~=- -~ ~ork . It is fair to all highway 
users. Best o = a __ , ~e ca~ =inally beg i n to move with all 
deliberate s peed ~o re?a:::-i and reserve this valuable capital 
asset of the Affierican peo?le. 



Dear Senator 

SUGGESTED LETTER FROM PRESIDENT REAGAN 
TO EACH MEMBER OF THE U. S. SENATE 

Your vote on HR 6211, the Surface Transportation Assistance Act, will be one 
of the most crucial decisions you make as a member of the U. S. Senate. The 
need is clear and urgent. Without additional revenues, beyond what the 
present four cents per gallon tax provides, the further and accelerating 
deterioriation of our highways, bridges and transit systems will be 
inevitable. Unless we deal now with the pressing needs for resurfacing and 
rehabilitation, we will soon face the far higher costs of replacement and 
reconstruction. 

The opportunity is unprecedented. We can begin work on a backlog of highways, 
bridges and transit capital projects. We can protect the multi-bill ion 
dollar investment we already have made in our transportation system, and 
preserve it for the future. Additionally, the bill will provide jobs for 
170,000 Americans t construction-related industries. 

The before you today is a sound piece of legislation. It 
represents many urs of work on the part of members of the House and Senate. 
It establishes an equitable cost allocation structure which is fair to all 
users of our highways. Its size and weight features will afford the trucking 
industry the opportunity to benefit from S5 billion annually in productivity 
improvements by 1985. 

conference report, so t hat we 
highways and bridges early i n 

Sincerely 

vote for the 
repairing our 
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Talking Points on Highway User Fee Legislation 

I need your SJDport tomorrow morn ing on cloture vote and 

appro val oc ~ne h ; g~wa; user fee legislation conference report. 

• There is rea neeo now for rehabil itation of our nation's 

highway and ~rars"~ s;s~e~s. 

• This legisla~ion ·s ·roor~art to me personally and the nation • 

I urge you ~o jo "n in su~oorting Ho~ard Baker on this vital 

vote . 
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The need is real -- and it is urgent! 

Completion of the Interstate is overdue. 

Failure to do the necessary repair and rehabilitation work will mean more 

costly replacement and reconstruction work later. 

We can't forget that parts of the Interstate are more than 20 years old. 

Four thousand miles need immediate resurfacing. 

Sixty-five percent of the Interstate (26,000 miles) will need major work 

before 1995. 

Forty percent of our bridges are more than 40 years old -- many are too 

narrow and otherwise obsolete. 

Transit capital needs are estimated at $50 billion over the next 10 years. 

Without modern transit system, ridership will decline -- adding to the urban 

highway burden. 

o The bill provides for equitable distribution: 

1. Among users: 

Heavy trucks are being asked to pay a fairer share of their highway 

cost responsibility. 

The share they are asked to pay will not, however, be excessive. 

Heavy trucks still will not be charged the full extent of their share of 

the costs. Presently they pay 56 percent of their share, and under the 

bill they will pay 69 percent by 1985 and 73 percent by 1989. 

The higher tax for heavy trucks will be phased-in over a period of 

time, and will not take effect at all until July 1984. 
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2. Among the states: 

This bill will provide that: No state will get back less than 85 percent 

of the funds it contributes to the Highway Trust Fund. 

The matching share will be waived for 1983 and states may repay 

those amounts later. 

States will get ample funds early in the new year, to begin work on 

road, bridge and transit projects that have been delayed for lack of 

money. 

The less populous states of the West are treated equitably through 

adoption of one-half percent minimums, and Senator Domenici's 

formula for distribution . 

3. Among consumers: 

The equitable tax structure relieves the motorist of the burden of the 

damage heavy trucks do to our highways. 

It eliminates existing motorist "nuisance" taxes on oil and lubricants. 

It will permit the more direct shipment of goods, reducing transpor

tation costs. 

It will improve travel efficiency and productivity, by eliminating 

traffic bottlenecks in the barrier states and by assuring well

maintained highways. 
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o The legislation cannot be delayed: 

There is a growing backlog of projects. 

The user fee has not been increased in 23 years. It buys less at a time when 

it is also producing less because of increased motor vehicle fuel efficiencies. 

Delay will only defer the inevitable, and at geometrically higher costs later. 

o Your support is essen:ial: 

The Congress "las worked long and hard on this issue. Hearings have been 

held for over a year on the needs and costs. 

The legislatio'l 1S iair and equitable -- and fills an urgent need. 

I ask you to bacK Senator Baker in support of this legislative effort. 

This legislation is important to the country and it is important to me 

personally. 

I urge your vote for the bill, so we can move forward with our highway and 

transit programs. 

- 1111 -



Call List for the President 
on Highway User Fee Legislation 

Jim McClure (R-ID) 224-275 2 Leaning Yes 
McClure supported the leadershi p on the cloture votes and on final 
passage. The Conference Report tax levels on heavy trucks are higher 
than the Senate bill he supported, but this problem should be balanced 
by the highway distribution formu la which was adopted by the Conference 
and favors Western states. McClu re will influence a lot of Western 
Senators. 

Thad Cochran (R-MS ) 224-5054 Leaning No 
Cochran has supported the leadership on the cloture votes. He opposed 
final passage of the bill . Cochran has concern that Mississippi has a 
high state gasoli ne tax . He has been contacted by a number of personal 
friends concerned about the heavy truck use taxes. 

Bill Cohen (R-ME) 224-2523 Leaning No 
Cohen has supported the leaders hip on the cloture votes. Cohen opposed 
final passage. He is concerned about independent truckers. 

Chuck Grassley (R-IA) 224- 3744 Leaning Yes 
Grassley has supported t he leadership on the cloture votes. Grassley 
supported final pa ssage but is under pressure from independent truckers 
given that the Conference Report tax levels are higher than the Senate 
bill that he supported . 

Bob Kasten (R-WI) 224-5323 Leaning No 
Kasten has supported the leadership on the cloture votes but opposed 
final passage. Kasten had concerns that Wisconsin pays more into the 
highway trust fund than it received,but that should have been resolved 
by guaranteeing an 85% minimum return of each state•s contribution to 
the trust fund. 

Mack Mattingly (R-GA) 224-3643 Opposed 
Mattingly has supported the l eadership on cloture votes but opposed 
final passage. He is philosophically opposed to tax increases. 

Roger Jepsen (R-IA) 224-3254 Leaning Yes 
Jepsen has supported the leadership on cloture votes and on final passage. 
Jepsen is under pressure from independent truckers given that the Conference 
Report tax levels are higher than the Senate bill that he supported. 
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IIJNHESOTA 
KISSISSIPPI 

Ill SSOURI 
IIONT.A.NA 
HEBP.ASU 
NEVADA 

~EW H~KPSHIRE 
II' OC:RS[Y 
' ll co 

.RK 

HilRTH C:A RO LlNA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
)ICL.I.HOH.I. 

JREGON 
>ENNS1'LV~NIA 
~HODE J SLAh'O 
>OUTH C.AF:OllNA 

>OUTH O.U:OTA 
IENN£ SSEE 
El.lS 

IT AH 

'ERHOHT 
' IRGPIJA 
A !'.tl! NC. T(JN 
ES1 YH<C!H U 

ISCONSIN 
TOHING 
I ST. OF COL. 
UERTO RIC.O 

IIERlCAN SAHOA 
UA H 
, HA R!AN A 
!F:C.IN ISL.I.NOS 

:C . OF IN HR. 

TOTAL 

f T 1983 
IHT EP. STAlE 

I ~.o~O,Bb2,9~7l 

95,2~.168 
21,7)0 ,!>08 
59,'!13!>,1 01 
l~ ,4 79, H7 

~08,013,803 
!>7,37b,33b 
10~, ~H .. H6 
I 9, 0 I 4 , ~ !>0 

19~ ,568,Zb4 
B3,b0~ ,!>9b 

b 4. 2 b~. 91 b 
22,BZ7, 0S7 

70. 5!!3. 5 68 
35,581,52! 
26.~00.286 
33,19'! ,695 

95 .~53, 6!.6 
15 6 • 3 79 • !> 0!! 
l9,CH 0 \SO 

Zl3,H5,,30 

l00,883,2H 
75,225,191 
68, H9,8ll 
25.013,831 

;n, o36,751 
27,425,372 
22,31 0,2 76 
21,663,9\7 

l9 ,C'l' .~ 5~ 
99,zn,8~9 

Z8,47B,260 
lb9,67Z ,629 

~l,U9,86\ 
21,9~3.269 

!! 2. 496.551 
37,~95,2H 

~ 5,C56,08\ 
17\,~79.29!> 

6 1 • 515 ,1 59 
!>7,C21,189 

23,C9 0 ,516 
> 7. ( ·'2. 35' 

Z2C',660, 785 
52,267,512 

19,139,99!1 
119,227,9H> 
1 ' 7 • r. 1 ' , 1 uo 
76,C.~r2H 

29 ,H6,3\1 
25,76(.,633 
37,\53,591 

U, S, OEPU1P'CNT OF Tll~SJ>OU&TIOif 
FfOERlL Hl~KVlT AOMIHISTRlTI)N 

FEDERAL-A!) HICHW&T &CCO~T- FT 19&2 
F~OE~&l FUNOS ~ISTRI!UTEO !f FO~~ULA 

FT 1~3 INTERSTATE &NO Ff 1982 NJN-J~TERSTATE 

Ff 19!!2 
SJW-!NTE.R STUE 

c', 098 , ooo, e:oc l 

6},332,666 
8!>,!59,976 
"5,500,5~C 
51,173,735 

ZbZ,82l,732 
5c,sn,oH 
32.~9!,096 
16,209,709 

1 27,133,53~ 
87, 7?\ .25~ 
lb ,S91 .163 
32,,02,767 

185,513,9\0 
73,73),\83 
b8,17S,733 
65,\0b,68Z 

7b,Z87,072 
93.101,989 
Z\,lH,256 
5~.92\,\15 

69,' ~3 ,339 
113, 37~ ,665 

9 CI,03 4,197 
\b, 03~,18C 

81,~38,\61 

39,2" ,645 
~5,640,03\ 
25,952.179 

22,0C3,81C 
80,580,\57 

' 3\,93!,179 
226,262,180 

8b,8B,b\9 
31,05\,698 

131,627,39\ 
52,?>H,915 

5z.~n.Jo9 
l 66, 20\ ,16 7 
18,6vZ,9\8 
,9,537 ,195 

Z9,b59,\51 
83,950,831 

217, \ 1 b, 08 C 
2!!,802,2\7 

22,329,,71 
89,295,50 
73,ZZ!,BZ7 
37,05!>.23~ 

!!1),553,522 
26,0\5,512 
1,,, as ,894 
29,375,52 (\ 

653,333 
653,333 
653,333 
6~3.333 

3,710,320,000 

TOTAL FEOEHL
UD ACC.Ol.Nf 

1!,13!,!162,9,7) 

15b,626,53~ 

1o7,5~o.u~ 

1~o335,Hl 

75,653,:>72. 

670,836,535 
11~.25\,\10 
136,9H,522 
35,22\,159 

.311,701,798 
251. 3?8,350 
81,H7.179 
55, 229,35' 

256,097,508 
109,3i3,Dll 
9~,57b,:)l9 
98,b01,377 

171, H0,738 
2~9,,81,,97 
~3.1b3,706 

2b8, 6!>9,345 

no, 326,573 
18!!, 6::10,376 
158,\S\,008 
71,050,011 

13l,H5,212 
b6,670.:>l7 
68,150,310 
\7,616,126 

~1.018.260 
179,858,306 
63,'16,,39 
395,93~.!09 . 

1\8,253,513 
52,997.~67 

2H,123,9\5 
89, 77l.l62 

97,\75,393 
:HO, b83,H>3 

en,11B,I07 
106,558,3!!\ 

52,7\9,~67 
1\0,993,185 
BB, 082,365 

!1,l.lb9,759 

,1,,69,.67 
208,523,,87 
221, '·36.~27 
113,15,,\82 

109,999,863 
!>1. 8:>6.1~5 
51,9\2,,85 
29,375.520 

653,333 
b~3.333 

653.333 
!>53,333 

U&LE 1 

HICHWl'f SlF~lT 
P:'4S, SEC. \OZ 
11 n, ':>o,~ool 

17),376 
'9. 000 

lZ9 ,923 
116 .~85 

SH,\36 
133,73!1 
1:>7,9!10 
\9,000 

358,\36· 
2H ,!>55 
'9 'uoo 
7 0 ,1 b9 

B' ,6U 
225 ,b2Z 
15! ,,27 
153 ,b59 

15' ,!177 
H\ ,249 
'9 '0::10 

1\6,515 

19!.125 
357,H6 
20Z ,lZ~ 
120,582 

223,99' 
~s ,ool 

1:>' ,360 
51 ,151 

'9 • 00~ 
2\5,277 

7Z ,&77 
!>10.007 

233,127 
H,\\1 
~)2,116 
1~0 ,,8!> 

15\ ,56!. 
\ H, 796 
'9 • 000 

1H ,!>76 

b5,S89 
192,900 
!>)? ,753 

73 ,552 

'9. 000 
4'(1\,639 
1B,S\B 

!I I, 76:> 

211,315 
'9 '000 
,9,::100 

103,770 

3?,bb7 
32 ,bb7 
32,!.67 
31 ,bb7 

'9. :Jt.-0 

9,SJO,OCO 

nr:: FUSIJS AJ'POF.T JQ!;ED TO AM!:R!CAN SAYOA, GU'-.'1, NOR THEP.Ii HARIANA JSLA: :CJS, ASD VJR GJt l 15L~>.;!'S fR0'1 
TRUST F Ut\0 A lJTII O)l.I.7. AT! ONS /, Hr. Flt:A"lCEll.f!'W~ APPROP~ !ATED \.['I[Q AL rt:'i:JS r tn;SUAii T TO D l' . S . C . 401. 

- ··1 ·---1- ____ .....,..,........,...,-------·· 
___._--. 

lf01F27A 

TOTAL 
TRUST FUND 

18 ,1\8,!62,9' 7) 

156,! .10,21 0 
107,639,\8~ 
1o5,,65,5b' 
75,769,757 

b71,675,97l 
ll!,39),H!! 
137.~2.502 

35.273,.159 

31 2,060,23~ 
HI ,!>61,505 

81o2':l6,179 
55.300.023 

25!>,532,126 
109,53!o633 
9,,n,,H6 
H, 755,036 

171,895,615 
2'9, b' 5, H 6 
,3,212,706 

263,B1b,!>b0 

no. 52' ,b98 
18!1,958,812 
15! • 68 b ,! 32 

71,170,593 

131,699,206 
66,738,018 
6!,25,,671) 

-H,t.b7o277 

u,co7,z~o 
l!Oo10b,5!!3 
b3,489,3lb 

39!>,5,,,816 

l\!,\91,HO 
B,o7o,,os 

21' • 52!>. 06 1 
89,931,!.'7 

97~b.29.959 
3\1,122,259 

80,167,107 
l0b,692,9b0 

!>2,815,856 
1H ,186, 085 ,3!. 685,1>1!! 
u,H3,3ll 

~1 ,518,,67 
.? Cl! , 72 B , 1 2 b 
221. 215,:>75 
113.236,2'2 

ll0,21l,l78 
51,855,1'5 
51,991,,85 
29,,79,290 

68b, C'OO 
.:.S!.. 000 
68b,OOO 
b8f>,OOO 

7,662 ,7Z7,00' 
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STATE 

ALABAMA 
ALAS KA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALI FORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTI CUT 
DELAWARE 
DI ST. OF COL. 
FLOIHDA 
GEORGIA 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOI S 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
~:ANSAS 
KENTUCK Y 
LOUI S IANA 
MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MI CHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MI SS ISSIPPI 
MI SSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NE:.W JERSEY 
NEW MEXI CO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLl NA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
Of(LAHOMA 
OREGON 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE I SLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WI SCONSIN 
WYOMING 
PUEHTO RICO 

TABLE CIOI-1983 <REV 12/21/821 
ESTIMATED APPORTIONMENTS FOR FY 1983 NIJN- INTERSTATE AND 

FY 198 4 INTEmnATE PROGRAMS 
<DOLLARS IN THOUS ANDS ) 

r y g :3- ( Ct:-yy~-r~ .. ·c-rU 1 {'A-G/iA£4.:r ~7}-m.

cc--yyf .Y~' ;vu--;r~J 

HPP-22 DRAFT 

HAZARD RR HWY TOTAL INTERSTATE 
CONSTRUCTION I - 4R PRIMARY SECONDARY URBAN BRIDGE ELIM XINGS APPORT. PERCENT 

857. 
FLOOR 

GRAND 
TOTAL 

92.E:68 
18.200 
5 1 .231 
18 • .200 

382. 41 8 
'59. 441 

108. 456 
13.200 
26 .707 

10 3 . 300 
15 4 . 35 :< 
6?.001 
18.200 
45.1362 
18.200 
18.200 
26 . 0 45 
92 . 3 14 

164. 155 
18 . 200 

232 .776 
103 . 398 
57 . 328 
64.083 
18. 200 
3 1 ' 2 45 
18.200 
13. 200 
18 .200 
18.200 

103.329 
18.200 

172.261 
52.167 
18.200 
56.739 
29.443 
37.618 

173.404 
6'5. 8:34 
51.474 
18.200 
40.632 

130.1 2 4 
46.798 
13.200 

124,59 7 
149. 9 1';> 
80.086 
20 . 264 
18,200 

32.647 
15 .866 
41. 330 
.21.857 

182 .1 66 
37.328 
18.097 
9.507 
9.507 

60.246 
63.947 

9 .507 
1.8. 2 49 
72.513 
50. 15 4 
.26 . 78 1 
22.041 
36.5 14 
32 .467 

9 . 50 
29.238 
2 4. 57 4 
6 4. 905 
3 4. 934 
23 . 9 18 
54.324 
30 .269 
17. 293 
15.945 
9.507 

24.811 
3 1.941 
69.454 
33.904 
16.406 
81.11 5 
28.838 
29.796 
'55.663 

9 .507 
28.874 
19.7'51 
50.946 

148.249 
28 . 3 4'5 
9.723 

4 9 .440 
41 ,1)(16 
14.772 
27.676 
26.092 

33.557 
66.859 
26.890 
25 . 687 

123.724 
29.038 
16 .807 
9.0 20 
9.020 

5'5. 797 
4 3 . 970 
9.010 

16.M6 
69. 8 66 
40.~ 1 
32. J;> 
30. 13 
3 1.4 ::1 1 
30 . 4 3 (1 
12. 3 ';>.2 
23. 3 0 1 
28. '169 
60.472 
40.28'5 
26 . 22'5 
44.1 68 
23 . 89(1 
23.25 1 
16.631 
9,020 

3 4. 034 
22.35 1 
90. 132 
47.1 5.2 
16. 444 
6 '5.57 1 
3 1. 054 
26 . 364 
7 4. 324 

<;> , 0.20 
2 4. 686 
17. 604 
3 7. 384 

114. 15'5 
17. 026 

·~ .0.20 

39.2?5 
3 1. 1'''1 
18 . 020 
39, 11 3 
15. 3:0:9 
t ::.. 441 

3 . 640 .0~) 1. 90 1.446 1 .803.934 

13.'540 
3 4. 89'5 
10.024 
11, '599 
2 4. 320 
II, 003 
4. /29 
3.169 

14 .0 19 

17. 27 7 
11 .92 1 
10. 506 
7. '532 
3. 16') 
5. 5::10 

to . 11 0 
19.569 
19 . 9(10 
8.106 

19 . 8 46 
12 . 007 
10. 97'5 
24. 06'5 

3 .1 69 
10. 070 
0.77? 

14. 69 1 
39.39 1 

6.720 
3. 169 

14.1 99 
10.073 
8.365 

1'5.2 13 
7.608 
4, 2.67 

633 .814 

10.096 
3 . 900 

10.076 
4.762 

98 .778 
10. 455 
11.1 93 
3 . 900 
3. 900 

3 /.21 3 

9 .41 ~ 

11. 79:5 
4. 97 4 

14. 600 
3.900 
4. 29 4 
3 . 900 
3 . 900 

29 . 96 1 
4. 10 

67.~0'5 
12.006 

3 .900 
3'5.62'5 

8 . 680 
7 . 757 

36. 606 
3.900 
7. 16'5 
3 . 900 

12. 19 4 
'50 . 383 

5. 48 4 
3.900 

1:5 . 804 
13.5 13 

3 .9(10 
13. 135 

3 . 900 
9.366 

2 7,054 
3.295 
3.295 

.26.500 
33 .799 
14. 304 
20 . 276 
3.295 

13 . 5 13 
25.764 
26.868 
3.295 
'1. 654 

47. 90 1 
36.987 
3'5 . '~ 48 

' l 

:J6 , /:J6 
6'5.0 14 

12 . 2:56 
5 . 2 73 

4 7 . 280 
50 .602 

3 .29:5 
6 . 2.20 

17 .457 
2 (,,5 15 
29 .(103 
2 6.6 17 

3 , 295 
:J,295 

3 .491 
930 

2.641 
2.361 

16.860 
2.726 
2.167 

9:30 
980 

7.244 
4.67'5 

·~so 

1.417 
8.737 
4, 536 
3 .18l3 
3 .097 
3 .115 
3 . 300 

9130 
2 .949 

.9 
• 193 

'1. 0'50 
7. 43 ? 
4. :5 10 
1 . 3 72 

. 106 
1. 0 32 

?00 
4. 90 1 
I . •171 

12 . 2 44 
4 .790 
1. 46 4 
8 .077 
3 . 733 
3. 13 0 
8 .804 

?lJO 
2 . 71(1 
1 .329 
8 . 878 

1.2 . 136 
1 . 446 

980 

"· 11'1 
3 .591 
1. 6 '11 
'1 • .253 

9eo 
2 , 08 1 

3.670 
2 . 8';>3 
1, 786 
2,373 

11.583 
2.479 
1, 208 

580 
257 

5.7.29 
'5.149 

468 
t. 743 
9.704 
6.412 
'5.259 
'5 .520 
3.046 
3.656 
t. 127 
1 '797 
2.203 
6.707 
s.oJ 7 
2.72'5 

"4 .9:5 1 
.0:52 
.408 

9 4 2 
752 

3 .1 :56 
1 . 3:3:5 
7. 3?6 
4. 5 /13 
3 . 322 
7 . 9 14 
3.98 7 

.52 1 
{ .. 85 1 

5.2 7 
3 .086 
2. 258 
3 .622 

12.241 
1.41 9 

7'2 4 
3.223 
3. 433 
1, 900 
4 .:352 
I. 064 

896 

216.923 
146.888 
147.273 
11 3. 839 
873.648 
166.774 
182.433 
48.651 
63.884 

389.392 
330.722 
99,340 
72.766 

314.990 
187. 274 
143.540 
149. 367 
214.91 2 
289.808 
59. 4'5 1 

334.103 
215.178 
26 1.07'5 
199,<:175 
127.00'5 
236.08<;) 
10 1. '503 
10 1. 7'58 
67. 4 77 
5.3. 480 

2'57 .428 
?'2.826 

570.361 
23 1. 034 

7 '1.78 3 
3 12 .606 
145 ,452 
133.696 
4 '58.030 
97.334 

140.321 
77.094 

210.627 
615.360 
110. 533 

'5 1. 936 
268 . 129 
280.099 
1'57.687 
15 1' 1'23 
76,528 
35 . 3 46 

2.07 
1. 40 
1. 41 
1.09 
8.35 
1. 59 
1. 74 
0.47 
0.61 
3. 72 
3.16 
0.95 
0.70 
3.01 
1. 79 
1.37 
1.43 
2.06 
2.77 
0.56 
3 . 20 
2.06 
2.50 
1. 9 1 
1. 2 1 
2.26 
0.97 
0.';>7 
0.65 
0.5 1 
2. 46 
0.89 
'5. 4 '5 
2 . 2 1 
0.72 
2 . 99 
1. 39 
1. 28 
'1. 38 
0.93 
1. 3 4 
0.74 
2.0 1 
5 . 88 
1. 06 
0.'50 
2 . 56 
2.68 
1. 5 1 
1. 45 
0.73 
0.34 

780.07 4 1. 3 17.999 193 . 383 186 . 201 10.456 . 85 1 100 . 00 

24,49 1 

12.360 

70.554 
49.155 

75.'531 

16.898 

96. 1'52 
16.943 

135 .233 

23.820 

2 16 . 923 
146 . 888 
147.273 
11 3 . 839 
898 . 139 
166 .774 
182. 4 33 

48.65 1 
63.884 

401. 7'52 
330 .722 
99.340 
72.766 

385.544 
236,429 
143.'540 
149,36-, 
214,912 
289.808 

'58.4'51 
334.103 
21'5.178 
336.606 
199 .97'5 
127.005 
236.089 
101. '503 
101.758 
67.477 
'53.480 

257.428 
92.826 

570.361 
247.932 

74.783 
408.758 
162.395 
133.696 
458.030 
97.334 

140.321 
77.094 

210.627 
750.593 
110.533 
51,'>'36 

268.129 
280. 09'" 
157.687 
174. 9 43 
76 . 528 
35 . 3 46 

521.1 37 10.977,988 
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rY ? i 
HPP-22 DRAFT 

~ lADLE C I 02 - 1 78~ ( REV 12 / 2 1/82 ) ~~ CSTIMAl[D AF'PORTIONMENTS rCW< rv 19:0: 4 NON· INH: RSTATE AND v t- Y 1985 IN fEI<S TATE PHOGI<AM~ 

(DOLLAr-S IN IIIOUSAN[JS ) 

JNlEr<S fAT E IIAZAHD r<R IIWY SUD - JNT IIWY TOTAL 85% GRAND 

STATE CUNSTf<UCT I ON 1 -41~ PRI MARY SECONIJAHY UI <BAN IJI~ I [JGE CLIM XINOS TUl AL TRANSrU<S APPORl. PEf<CENT FLOOR TOTAL 

~ 
10.0')6 29 .086 3. 4'}1 3 .670 23 1 . 0 2J 23 1. 023 1. 95 231.023 ALABAMA 92 . :3(,0 40. l BO 39.092 13.540 

ALASKA 19.200 1"1 . 529 67. 000 3 4. 895 3 .900 3 . 5 43 990 2 .893 150 . 989 150 .939 I. 2 7 150.939 

() AHJZONA 5 1. 23 1 5 0.966 26. '}46 10 .02 4 10.0/6 3 . 5 43 2 .641 1. 786 15 7.11 5 :5.900 162 . 9 15 1. 37 162.915 
ARKANSAS 19. 200 26.901 2:5.74 2 11. 5 99 4 .762 29 .491 2.36 1 2 .873 120 . 929 120.929 1.02 3 .61 9 124.549 
CAL! FOHN IA 3;32, 41 9 224 .204 1:50.742 2 4. 320 •;>8.778 36 . 337 16 . 060 11 .583 9 45.242 9.000 954.242 9 . 05 6 .) .538 1.017.930 
COLORA[JO 59. 441 45.943 29.099 II. 003 10. 455 15. 379 2.726 2 .479 176. 5:.15 3 1, 600 208 .1 25 I. 76 208 .125 
CONNECTICUT 108. 4!:>6 22.273 22.770 4 . 229 II, 193 2 1 .800 2 .167 1. 208 19 4.096 70. 300 264. 396 2 . 23 264.396 
DELAWARE l(j, 200 11 .70 1 10. 239 3 .169 8 . 900 3 .543 990 580 52.3 12 52 .312 0. 44 52. 3 12 

w DJ S T. OF COL. 26.707 11. 70 1 10.239 3 .900 14 .528 980 25 7 68.31 2 68 .312 0.58 68.312 
FLOR IDA 183. 380 7 4 . 149 67. 882 14.019 3 7.213 27.699 7.244 5.729 417. 3 15 41 7 . 3 15 3 .52 3 7.977 455.292 
Gt:ORG IA 15 4. 353 78.704 49.798 17. 0 18 14. 8~2 28.996 4.675 s. 14? 353. 425 353 .425 2 .99 353.425 

:-; HAWAII 69 . 00 1 11.701 10.239 3. 169 3 .900 3 ,543 990 469 103.001 103 .001 0.97 108.001 
IUAHO 18 . 200 22 .460 16.682 7. 957 3.900 5.004 1. 417 1.743 77.363 77,363 0.65 77.363 
ILLINO IS 45 .862 89,246 80.964 19 .601 42.806 51,499 9.737 9.704 347.419 156.700 504.119 4. 25 504.119 
INDIANA 18 . 200 6 1.728 47. 394 14.969 15.503 3':;> , 765 4.536 6.412 209.50 7 9. 700 2 19. 207 1.94 4';1 , 730 267 .937 

( 0 

IOWA 18.200 32.961 32.79 1 14. 3 47 7.095 38.649 3.189 5.259 152.490 63.400 2 15.890 1.92 215. 890 
KANSAS 26.1)45 27. 127 30.198 13 .172 6.632 45.074 3.097 '5.520 157.665 157.665 1.33 157.665 
t~ENTUCKY 92 . 3 14 44. 9 41 35.702 13.327 7.933 29.256 3.115 3.046 229.634 229.634 1.94 229.634 

f ' LOU IS IANA 1 64.1 ~5 3';1 ,960 35 . 0 11 10.82 5 12.650 34.745 3.308 3.656 304.310 304.310 2.57 304.310 
MAINE 19.200 11.701 13 .059 5.682 3.900 7.163 980 1.127 61,812 61.812 0.52 61.812 
MARYLAND 232.776 J5 . 985 30.635 5.935 15.347 2 4.470 2.949 1.797 3 49.894 18.000 367.894 3.10 367.994 
MASSACitUSETTS 103.398 30 . 2 45 40. 2 17 6. 268 21.750 25.760 3.975 2.283 233.896 2.600 236.496 2.00 236.496 
MI CIII GAN 57.320 79 .1383 74.488 19.73 4 29. 413 16.388 7 . 193 6.787 29 1.214 291,214 2.46 90.250 381.464 
MINNESOTA 64.093 4 2 .996 40.370 16.390 11.795 25. 150 4.059 5.037 209,879 15.900 225.779 1. 91 225.779 
MI SS I SS IPPI 18 . 200 29 .437 28.7 17 11.795 4.974 3'J, 496 2.432 2.725 137.778 137.778 1. 16 137.778 
MI SSOURI 3 1. 2 45 66 .960 46.715 17.277 14 .600 69.898 4.510 4.951 256.056 256.056 2.16 256.056 
MONfANA 18.200 37 . 254 23.940 11 .7:.2 1 3.900 10.643 1.372 2.052 109. 282 109 ,282 0.92 to·;~ , 2a2 
NEBRASKA 18 . 200 2 1. 294 23 . 300 10.506 4.294 24.405 2.106 3.408 107.503 6.600 114. 103 0 . 96 114. 103 
NEVADA 18. 200 19 .625 16.667 7.532 3.900 3 .543 1.032 942 71.441 71.441 0.60 71.441 
NEW HAMPSHI RC 18.200 11.,701 10. 239 3.169 3 .900 8.549 980 752 57.490 57.490 0.49 57.490 
NEW JLtlSLY 103. 329 30,536 48.20'J 5.530 :2'} ,961 55.504 4. 98 1 3.156 28 1.206 8.400 299.606 2 .44 299.606 
NEW MEX I CO 18. 200 39 . 3 12 22.399 10. 110 4.103 3.543 1.471 1.355 100. 493 100.493 0.85 100.493 
NEW YOHK 172. 261 85. 482 12 1.509 1';1,569 6 7 .505 141.700 12.244 7.396 627 .666 21. 300 648.966 5.48 648.966 
NORTH CI\ROLINA 52 .1 67 41.728 59.358 19,900 12.086 60.698 4.790 4.578 254,305 254.305 2. 15 26.668 280.973 
NOHllt DAKO t 1\ 18 . 200 20. 192 16.479 3 .106 3.900 7.462 1.46 4 3,322 79,125 79. 125 0.67 79.125 
OHI O 56 .739 99 ,833 94.597 19 .846 35.625 40.553 8.077 7.914 353.194 29."100 382.084 3 . 22 81.148 463.23 2 
OKLAHOMA L'), ~4 3 35 .493 3 1.1 20 12.807 8.680 29.522 3.2:)3 3.937 15 4.235 154.235 1.30 154.235 
OREGON 37 .618 36 .672 26.92 1 10. 9 75 7,757 16 . 164 3.130 2.521 141.758 19.400 161.159 1. 36 161. 158 
PENNSYLVI\Nll\ 173. 40 4 69.503 97.205 2 4 .065 36 .606 84.195 9. 804 6.351 499. 638 17. 200 516.838 4.36 516.838 
RHODE ISLAND 65.884 11.701 10.239 3.169 3.900 4.674 980 527 101.074 55.000 15 6.074 1.32 156.07"1 
SuUl lt CI\110LI Nl~ 5 1.4/4 35 . 537 29.7 16 10.070 7.165 13.176 2.710 3.086 152. 934 152 .934 1. 29 152.93"1 
SOUTH !JAKO l A 18 . 200 24. 309 17.641 8.779 3.900 5.669 t. 329 2,258 82.085 82.085 0.69 82.08!:: 
TCNNESSE:.E •10 . 63:.2 62.703 42. 436 14.69 1 12. 19 4 50.831 3.878 3.622 230.987 41. 500 272.487 2.30 272.497 
lEXAS 180. 124 182 .460 11 9.755 39.391 50.383 63.090 12.136 12 . 2 41 659 .'5~0 6 59 .580 5.57 19 1.041 850.621 
UTAH 46.793 3 4 .t386 17.062 6.720 5 .48 4 3.543 1.446 1.419 117.353 117.358 0.9';> 117.3513 
VEHMONT 18.200 11 .966 10. 239 3. 169 3 .900 6.687 980 724 5 5.865 55.865 0.47 5'5.86~ 
VI HO INIA 124. :s·n 60.8 4')1 ~4. 9 71 14.199 15.80 4 18.768 4. 114 3.223 236.525 286.525 2.42 286.52~ 
WASHINGTON 149 . 9 19 50. 469 35, 41 6 10.873 13.513 28.507 3 . 59 1 3.483 295. 771 295. 771 2. 50 295.771 
WEST VI RGI NI A 80 . 086 18 . 18 (1 :.2 1. 377 8 . 365 3.900 3 1, 18 1 1. 641 1. 900 166 .630 166.630 1. 41 166.63C 
WI SCONS IN 20. 264 34.063 44. 398 15, 2 13 13 .1 35 28.616 4. 253 4 . 852 164.794 16 4.794 1. 39 33. 463 198.25/ 
WYOMING 18 • ..:vu 32 , 11 3 15, 4 22 7.60:3 3 , ']00 3 . 5 4:3 ':180 1 .064 32 .830 82,:330 0.70 82,83C 
PUERTO RICO 27 .023 4. 267 9 . ~:66 3.54 3 2.081 896 4 7 .176 47.176 0.40 47.1U 

· ···--- ·-- ----·. -----· - - -·-- - --- ---·- . -- - ---- - -- ---- ---- -· -- · --- ..• ------· - -- -- ------ --- --- -·----- ···----- ------------- ------------ ------- ------- - ---- -- -----------
3.640.000 2. 3 40.239 2.078.37 1 633.8 14 780.074 1 . 417.00 4 193.383 186 , 20 1 11. 269 .086 581. 300 11. 850.386 100.00 577,484 12.427.87( 
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TABLE Cl03··1985 (flCV 12/21/321 ;= t g _-s--
E::STIMATED APPOr<TIONMCNTS FOn IY 1985 NON- INTERSTATE AND 

FY 1?06 INTERS TATE PROGRAMS 
<DOLL Am; IN THOUSANDS l 

INTERSTATE HAZARD RR HWY SUB- JNT 1-tWY TOTAL 8'5% GRAND 
STATE CONSTRUCTION l - 4R PRIMARY SECONDARY URBAN BRIDGE J:.LIM XI NOS TOTAL TRANSf'Cf1S APPORT. PERCENT FLOOR TOTAL 

ALABAMA 92d36B 46.877 38.092 13.540 10.096 35.203 3.491 3.670 243.1337 243.837 2.06 243.837 
ALASKA 18.200 22.782 67.000 34.895 3.900 4.288 980 2.893 1S4.930 154.938 1. 31 154.938 
ARIZONA 51.231 59.346 26.946 10.024 10.076 4.288 2.641 1 . 786 166.333 5.900 172.138 1.45 172.138 
ARKANSAS 19.200 31.384 25.742 11.599 4.762 34.483 2.361 2.973 131.404 131.404 1.11 375 131.779 
CALIFORNIA 382.418 261.571 150.742 24.320 99.778 43.979 16.860 11.583 990.251 9.000 999.251 9.43 77.674 1o07b,925 
COLORADO 59.441 53.600 29.099 11.003 10.455 19.613 2.726 2.479 187.416 31.600 219.016 1.95 219.016 
CONNECTICUT toe. 456 25.935 22.770 4.229 11. 1';>3 26.304 2.167 1.208 202.392 70.300 272.692 2.30 272.692 
DELAWARE 19.200 13.651 10.239 3.169 3.900 4.289 980 580 S5.007 55.007 0.46 55.007 
DIST. OF COL. 26.707 13.651 10.239 3.900 17.583 980 2:57 73.317 73.317 0.62 73.317 
FLORIDA 183.380 86.507 67.882 14.019 37.213 33,524 7.244 5.729 435.498 435.499 3.67 46.228 491.726 
GEORGIA 154.353 91.821 49.793 17.018 14.042 34.961 4.675 5.149 372.617 372.617 3.14 372.617 
HAWAII 69.001 13.651 10.239 3.169 3.900 4.288 980 468 105.696 105.696 0.89 105.696 
IDAHO 13.200 26.203 16.682 7.957 3.900 6o056 1.417 1.743 82. 153 82.158 0,69 92.159 
ILLINOIS 45.862 104. 121 80.964 18.601 42.806 62.329 9.737 9.704 373.124 1'56.700 529.824 4.47 529.924 
INDIANA 18.200 72.015 47.394 14.969 15.50:3 48.128 4.536 6.412 227.157 9.700 236.857 2.00 46.637 283.494 
IOWA 19.200 38.454 32.791 14.347 7,095 46.776 3.188 5.259 166.110 63.400 229.510 1.94 229.510 
KANSAS 26.345 31.643 30.198 13.172 6.632 54.554 3.097 5.520 171.666 171.666 1. 4'5 171.666 
KI::NTUCKY 92.314 52.431 35.702 13.327 7.933 35.409 3. 115 3.046 243.277 243.277 2.0'5 243.277 
LOUISIANA 164. 155 46.619 35.011 10.82'5 12.650 42.0'52 3.308 3.6'56 319.27E. 319.276 2.69 319.276 
11AlNE 18.200 13.651 13.0::09 5.682 3.900 8.670 980 1.127 65.269 65.2E.9 0.55 65.2E.9 
MARYLAND 232.776 41.982 30.635 '5.935 1'5.347 29.616 2.949 1 '797 361.037 18.000 379,037 3.20 379.037 
"IISSACHUSE TTS 103.398 35.286 40.217 6.268 21.750 31.178 3.97'5 2.283 244.355 2.600 246.955 2.03 246.95'5 
MICHIGAN 57.328 93.197 74.438 19.734 29.413 19.834 7.193 6.797 307.974 307.974 2.60 95.638 403.612 
"INNESOTA b4.083 50.162 40.370 16.390 11.795 30.439 4.0'58 5.037 222.334 15.900 238.234 2.01 239.234 
MI SS I SSIPPI 18.200 34.343 28. 71';> 11.795 4.974 47.302 2.432 2.725 150.990 150.990 1.27 150.990 
t1I S!:>OURI 31.24'5 78,003 46.715 17.277 14.600 84.598 4.:510 4.9'51 281.899 281.899 2.38 281.999 
MONTANA 18.200 4.3.463 23.940 11.9:21 3.900 12.0131 1.372 2.052 117. 72';> 117.729 0.99 117.729 
NEBRASKA 18.200 24.831 23.300 10.506 4.294 £9.:537 2.106 3.408 116.182 6.600 122.79:2 1.04 122.792 
NEVADA 113.200 :22.0?5 16.667 7.532 3."700 4.288 1.032 942 75.456 75.456 0.64 7:5.456 
NEW HAI'IPSIU RC 19.200 13.6:5 1 10. 239 3.169 3.900 10.347 980 7:52 61.£38 61.238 O.:Sl 61.238 
NEW JER:>EY 103. 32';> 35.626 48.209 '5.530 29.96 1 67.177 4.9131 3.1:56 297 .969 8.400 306.369 2.59 306.369 
NEW MEXICO 18.200 45.86"1 22 . 399 10.1 to "1.103 4.288 J, 471 1. 35'5 107.790 107.790 0.91 107.790 
NEW YORK 172 . 26 1 9~. 729 12 1.50Q 19. 569 67. 505 171 .500 12. 2 44 7.396 671.713 21.300 693.013 5.85 693.013 
NOIHH CAf10LINA 52. 167 "10.683 58 . 3:58 19. 900 12.086 7 3 .463 4.790 4. 578 274.02'5 274.025 2.31 23.261 297.286 
NORnt DAKOTA 18. 200 2J.558 16."179 8.106 3. 90ll ?,03 1 1.46 4 3 . 322 8 4.060 84.060 0.71 84.060 
OliiO '56.739 11 6. 47 2 8 "1.:597 19.8"1 6 3:5 .625 4 9 .081 8.on 7. 9 1"1 378 . 3:5 1 28.900 407. 25 1 3.44 82.876 490.127 
OKLAHOMA 29 .443 41 . 409 3 1.1 2 0 12 . 00 7 8.6(\0 35 .731 3.233 3.937 166. 360 166. 360 1. 40 29.362 194.722 
OHEOON 37.6 18 4 2 .70"1 26.9£ 1 10.'175 7. "! '57 1 9.~63 3 .1 30 2 .'52 1 1::! 1. 269 19.400 170.669 1. "14 170.669 
PENN:>YLVANIA 173 .40 4 7'} ,?).6 97.203 2 '1. 065 J6 , 6 V6 10 1, ?02 8.004 6.0'5 1 520.763 17. 200 :54'5.963 4.61 '545.963 
RHOIJL I SLAND 6 5 . 80"1 13 .65 1 10.£39 J , 169 3 . '100 :5.6:56 '100 52 / 10 4.006 5'5.000 1:59.006 1.3"1 1:59.006 
SOU Ttl CAHULI NA :5 1.'174 41. '1 &0 2? , /1 {:, 10.0/0 7. 165 15 .') 47 2.7 10 3 .006 16 1.620 161.628 1.36 16t.62£J 
SOUTH !JAKOlA 10. 200 20. 36 1 17. 6 41 (J. 179 3.'100 6.()62 1. 329 £, 2~8 87 . 330 87.330 0.74 97.330 
TENNESSEE 40.6J2 73 , I 5J 4 2 .436 14. 69 1 12 . J Qoj 61. 52 1 3 . 0 18 3.622 252 .1 27 41.500 293.627 2.48 293.627 
Tt::XAS 180. 12 4 2 12 .8/0 11 9 .7'55 39.39 1 50, :)83 76. 358 12 .136 12,£"11 703 . 258 703.258 5.93 196.750 900.009 
UTAH 46. n8 40 .700 17 .062 6 .71.0 '5.40 4 4. 280 1.446 1.41 9 123 .917 123.917 1.05 123.917 
VE.RMONT 10 . 200 I ..J , 96 1 10. 239 3 .169 ::J , 9(10 8.093 980 724 59.266 59.266 0.50 59.266 
VIROINIA 12 4 . '5' 17 70. ·;>·;> t 44. 97 1 14. t ·;>',l 15 .004 2 2 .715 4. 114 3.223 300 .614 300.614 2.54 300.614 
WASH I NO TON 14 '1.9 1? 58 .881 35. 416 10.873 13 .51 3 3 4. 5 02 3 .591 3.483 3 10.178 310.178 2.62 310. 179 
WEST VIRGINIA 80.006 2 1. 2 10 2 1,J77 6.365 3.900 37.7.39 J , 641 1.900 176.213 176.218 1. 49 176.219 
WISCONSIN 20 . 264 39.740 44. 398 15, 2 13 13 .135 34.634 4.253 4.852 176.489 176.489 1.49 33.279 209.769 
WYOMINll 18.200 37 .465 15,422 7.608 3, ·;>oo &6. :288 980 1.064 36.927 (;9.9.27 o. 7:5 ()8.927 
PUE.RTO RICO 27 .023 4. 267 9.36b 4. 288 2.081 896 47.921 47.921 0.40 47.921 

---·-·--··-·-·- ------ ------·- -·---------- ------------··- ------ ------ -------- ----- ---------- -------· ------------ --------- -- ------------ ------- ------------ ------------
3.640.000 2. 7 30 . 275 2 .078.371 633.814 780.074 1.715.003 193 .383 186.201 11.957.121 581.300 12.538.421 105.81 631.080 13.169.501 



t .!'21Ll18L 1 (. : ~5 

STATE 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
DI:>T. OF COL. 
FLORIDA 
GEOROIA 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 
MAIN!:: 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIOAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 
NI::W HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW ME X I CO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
Pt::NN:JYLVANJA 
f<IIOIJE I SLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH l•AI(()TA 
TENNESSEI:. 
TEXAS 
UTAII 
VERMONT 
VIROINIA 
WASHINGTON 
WEST VIROINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 
PUERTO RICO 

INTERSTATE 
CONSTRUCTION 

92.Bb8 
18.200 
:51.:231 
18.200 

38".2. 418 
59.441 

108.456 
18.200 
26.707 

183.380 
154.353 
69.001 
113.200 
.. 5.862 
19.200 
18.200 
26.0"5 
92.314 

164.155 
18.200 

23:2.776 
103.398 
57.328 
64.083 
18.200 
31.2"5 
10.200 
1£1.200 
10.200 
18.200 

103.3.29 
IEI.200 

172 • .261 
5 2 . lt.7 
10. 200 
5t..73 9 
2'1, 44 '3 
3 7.t.l8 

17.3.40 4 
, {1{1 4 

~I. 4 74 
10 . 200 
40 . 63l 

1&0.1 2 4 
46 .790 
18 . 200 

1.24. 5?7 
149. 9 19 
130.086 
20. 2 64 
13.200 

TABLE C104 - 1986 IREV 12/21/821 
ESTIMATE:.D APF'OHTIONMENTS ron I'Y 1986 NON·· INTERSTATE AND 

FY 1936 INTERSTATE PROGRAMS 

I-4R 

52.737 
25.630 
66.764 
35.307 

294.268 
60.300 
29.233 
15.358 
15.3513 
97.321 

103.299 
15.358 
29.479 

117.136 
01.017 
43.261 
35.604 
58.985 
52.447 
15.358 
47.230 
39.697 

104.847 
56.432 
38.636 
87.754 
49.1396 
27.935 
25.757 
15. 358 
40.07? 
5 1.597 

11 2 .195 
:l4.7t.9 
26.502 

13 1.03 1 
46 . 505 
4&.1 
o? . ·n 
15 . 358 
46 . 6 42 
3 1. 906 
02 . 2? 7 

239 .4!8 
4:5. ! 80 
15 . !06 
7? . 365 
t-6. 2 41 
23 . 86.2 
44.707 
42.143 

!DOLLARS IN TIIOUSANIJ~; l 

PRIMARY SECONDARY 

4'3.040 
76.767 
30.038 
28.632 

174.466 
32.550 
25.166 
11.945 
11.945 
77,796 
56.699 
11.945 
18.062 
93.050 
53.893 
36.857 
33.831 
40.252 
39.445 
13.835 
34.342 
45.520 
85.504 
45.698 
3.2.106 
53.101 
26.531 
25.784 
18.044 
11.945 
54.843 
24.73 1 

140. 3 61 
66.684 

138 . 3 14 
10 . 50 6 
II, 9 4 
5 1.06 
39.918 
.23 .540 
50. 898 
16.5';>3 
30.1 2 7 

13.540 
34.895 
10.024 
11.599 
24.320 
11.003 
4.229 
3.169 

14.019 
17.018 
3.169 
7,957 

18.601 
14.969 
14.347 
13.172 
13.327 
10.825 
5.682 
5.935 
6.268 

19.734 
16.390 
11.795 
17.277 
11.921 
10.506 
7.532 
3.169 
5.530 

10.110 
1?,5b9 
1<;1.900 
0.106 

19 .046 
12 . 007 
10 .975 
4. 065 

.1 69 
10. 0/0 

0 . 7 79 
14. 6 ') 1 

9 . 39 1 
6.720 
3 .169 

14.197 
10.873 

8 . 365 
1 ~ . 2 1 3 

7.603 
4.267 

--·-·- ·---- ·-- ---------

URBAN 

10.096 
3.900 

10.076 
4.762 

98.778 
10.455 
11.193 
3.900 
3.900 

37.213 
14.842 
3.900 
3.900 

42.806 
1:5.503 
7.095 
6.632 
7.933 

12.650 
3.900 

15.347 
21.750 
29.413 
11.795 
4.974 

14.600 
3.900 
4.294 
3.·~oo 

3.900 
2?,961 

4.103 
67. 50 5 
12 .0EI6 

3 . 900 
3::> . 6:;>5 

0 . 61)0 
7 . 7'5 1 

36 . M)6 
3 . 900 
7 .1 65 
3 . 9()0 

1.2 . l ? •l 
::'>0. :10 

5 . 48 4 
3 . 9 ()0 

15.804 
1:.1. 5 13 
3. 900 

13.1 35 
3. '100 
9. 366 

HAZARD RR HWY 
DIU l.JGE ELl M X I NOS 

37. 133 
4.523 
4.523 

36.373 
46.390 
19.633 
27.030 

4.523 
18.546 
35.362 
36.878 

4.523 
6.389 

t-5.745 
50.766 
49.340 
57.544 
37.349 
44.356 
9.145 

31.239 
32.887 
20.922 
32.108 
50.422 
89.235 
13.587 
3 1.156 
4.523 

10.914 
70.859 

4. 523 
180. 900 

16 . 92 1 
7 . 2')0 

6 4. 89.3 
8 0. 5 43 
4.52 3 
&.53 7 

2.3 .961 
: :6. 3 93 
J•],807 
86.533 
4.523 
4.523 

3.491 
980 

2.641 
2.361 

16,(360 
2.726 
2.167 

980 
980 

7.244 
4.675 

980 
1.417 
9.737 
4.536 
3.188 
3.097 
3.115 
3.309 

980 
2.949 
3.975 
7.193 
4.058 
2.432 
4.510 
1.372 
2.106 
1.032 

980 
4.981 
1. 471 

1.2. 2 44 
4.790 
1.464 
a .o , 

.1 30 
8 . 804 

9E10 
. 710 

1. 329 
3 .878 

12 .1 36 
1.446 

980 
4.114 
3.~91 

1. 641 
4.253 

980 
2.081 

3.670 
2.893 
t.786 
2.873 

11.583 
2.479 
t.208 

580 
257 

5.729 
5.149 

468 
t.743 
9.704 
6.412 
5.259 
5.520 
3.046 
3.656 
1. 127 
1. 797 
2.283 
6. 787 
5.037 
2.725 
4.951 
2.052 
3.408 

942 
752 

3.156 
1. 355 
7. 396 
4.:ne 
3.322 
7.914 
3 .93 7 
2.52 1 
6.05 1 

~27 

3.00 6 
2. 258 
3.622 

1:1:.241 
I. 419 

724 
3.223 
3.483 
1o900 
4.852 
1.064 

896 

HPP·-22 DRAFT 

FY?7 
SUO- INT IIWY 
TOTAL TRANSFEr<S 

256.575 
16·/,798 
177.083 
140.107 

t.049.0B3 
198,587 
20'),482 

58.655 
77.693 

458,0t.4 
392.912 
109.344 
137.146 

401.649 
245.296 
177.547 
182.245 
256.321 
330.842 

68.227 
371.615 
255.778 
331.728 
235.601 
161.290 
302.673 
126.459 
123 .389 
79.930 

• 65 .218 
31.2. 739 
116.090 
71 2 .43 1 
292 .464 

0 8 .845 
40EJ . 301 
177.201 
160.777 
5 59 . 140 
107.730 
171.236 

9 2 .791 
270.31:5 
752 .610 
130.684 

6 3 . 161 
316.830 
323.931 
183. 101 
189 .355 
95.016 
51.260 

s.8oo 

9.000 
31.600 
70.300 

156.700 
9.700 

t-3.400 

19.ooo 
2.600 

15.900 

6.600 

8.400 

21.300 

28.900 

19.400 
17.200 
55.000 

41.500 

- ----- ----- --------·-

TOTAL 
APPORT. PERCENT 

256.575 
167.788 
182.883 
140. 107 

1.053,083 
230.187 
279.7132 

50.655 
77.693 

458.064 
392.912 
109.344 
87.146 

558.349 
254.996 
240.947 
182.245 
256.321 
330.842 
68.227 

389.615 
258.378 
331.728 
251.501 
161.290 
302.673 
126.459 
129.989 
79.930 
65.218 

321. 1·38 
116.090 
733.731 
29 2 .464 
88.845 

4 37. 201 
177.281 
180.177 
576.340 
162.730 
171.236 
92.791 

311.815 
752.610 
130.684 
63.161 

316.830 
323.931 
183. 101 
189.355 
95.016 
51.260 

1.94 
t. 27 
1.38 
1.06 
7.98 
1. 7" 
2.11 
0 ... 4 
0.59 
3.46 
2.96 
0.82 
0.66 
4.21 
1.92 
1.82 
1.37 
1.93 
2.50 
0.51 
2.94 
1.95 
2.50 
1.90 
1.22 
2.28 
0.95 
0.98 
0.60 
0.49 
2.42 
0.88 
5 . 54 
2.21 
0.67 
3.30 
t. 34 
1.36 
4.35 
t. 23 
1. 29 
0.70 
2.35 
5.68 
0.99 
0.4() 
2.39 
2.44 
1.38 
1. 43 
0.72 
0.39 

3.640.000 3 .07t,5t.6 2.360. 3 70 633.014 780.074 1.809.006 193 .383 186,201 12.674.414 581. :;oo 13.255.714 100. oo 

85% 
FLOOR 

80.450 

51.221 

44.716 

94.973 

21.829 

80.965 
29.580 

198.885 

32.413 

ORAND 
TOTAL 

256.575 
167.788 
182.883 
140.107 

1.138.533 
230.187 
279.782 
58.655 
77.693 

509.285 
392.912 
109.344 
87.146 

558.349 
299.712 
240.947 
182.245 
256.321 
330.842 
69.227 

389.615 
25().378 
426.701 
251.501 
161.290 
302.b73 
126.459 
129.989 
79.930 
65.21El 

321. 138 
116.09() 
733.731 
314.293 

98.845 
518.166 
205.861 
tao. t n 
:576.34() 
162. 73Cl 
171.236 
92.791 

31t.81:l 
951. 49~ 
130.68~ 
63.161 

316.83( 
323.931 
193.101 
221. 76E 
95,0H 
51. 26( 

634.032 13.889.74~ 

















---THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 6, 1983 

MR. PRESIDENT 

Attached is the "Surface 
Transportation Assistance 
Act of 1982" for your 
signature at today's 
signing ceremony. 

Richard G. Darman 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

O FF ICE OF M ANAGE M ENT A ND B UDGET 

W ASHINGTON, D .C. 20503 

JAN 5 1983 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 6211 - Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1982 

Sponsors - Rep. Anderson (D) California and 3 others 

Last Day for Action 

January 14, 1983 - Friday 

Purpose 

Authorizes appropriations totalling $57.3 billion for highways and 
highway safety and $14.9 billion for mass transit for fiscal years 
1983-1986~ increases the size and weight of trucks permitted on 
the Interstate highway system~ increases the Federal gasoline tax 
by 5 cents per gallon, effective April 1, 1983~ increases user 
fees on heavy trucks~ strengthens "Buy America" provisions~ and 
includes a number of non-germane amendments, including extended 
unemployment benefits. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Transportation 
Department of the Interior 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Department of the Treasury 
Department of Commerce 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Department of Energy 
Department of Agriculture 
Small Business Administration 
United States Trade Representative 
Department of State 
Department of Defense 
Department of Justice 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
Department of Labor 

Approval 

Approval 
Approva ]. ~ ... c.r;:...sllV) 
Approval ... r •· .1-

1 > 

Approval 
Approva l( I· .. · • .:.~") 
No objectionr .• ,.,, ~1·, 

No objection:· ~r 
No objection(I..u. .,, 
No obj ection(L.:!cl'._~'- "') 
No objection 
No obj ectiorx Infor '""'"ly' 
Defers( In.r c r ~-- • y) 
Defers(In.~. ::. · ~ 
No comment(l ..: ... r ...,. 

No comrnent(Ini'or: ·~~J.y-j 

Does not oppose 
approval 
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Discussion 

H.R. 6211 passed the House by a vote of 180-87 and the Senate by a 
vote of 54-33. The bill provides for an increase in the Federal 
gasoline tax from 4 cents to 9 cents per gallon, as requested by 
the Administration. It revises several other taxes applicable to 
motor vehicles to increase the fees paid by heavy trucks, 
consistent with the costs they impose on the Nation's highway 
system. In return, the bill increases the maximum size and weight 
limits on trucks using the Interstate highway system. 
Appropriations are authorized for fiscal years 1983-1986 for 
highway, transit, and highway safety programs, but the 
authorizations exceed those requested by the Administration by 
approximately $7.0 billion over the four-year period. If fully 
funded, the combination of lower taxes than the Administration 
requested and higher outlays would increase the deficit $6.0 
billion over the Administration's proposal for 1983-1986. 

The bill also includes a number of non-germane amendments, 
including an extension of unemployment benefits under certain 
circumstances. In total, these amendments will add approximately 
$1.5 billion to Federal funding requirements over the next four 
years. The major provisions of the enrolled bill are discussed 
below. 

Highways and Highway Safety: H.R. 6211 provides a total of $57.3 
billion for fiscal years 1983-1986 for highway construction and 
safety programs, $5.0 billion more than the Administration had 
requested for these years. The increase is almost entirely 
"contract authority'', meaning that the funds are available for 
obligation prior to appropriations action. The bill reduces the 
Admnistration's requested funding for the highest Federal interest 
highway programs -- Interstates and primary-- by about $.5 
billion and increases funding for lower priority State interest 
programs by $5.5 billion. Table A shows a comparison of the 
annual authorizations for the programs. 

As requested by the Administration, the bill provides major 
increases in authorizations for Interstate highway construction 
and rehabilitation/repair. The increased authorizations will 
allow "final" completion of the Interstate system by the early 
1990's, while ensuring that the existing Interstate highways are 
properly maintained. The bill also contains increases for the 
primary highway system and the bridge program, which will enable 
the Federal Government and the States to halt deterioration of the 
Nation's primary roads and bridges. Additional authorizations -
approximately $600 million per year -- are provided to ensure that 
every State will receive back at least 85% of the taxes it pays 
into the Highway Trust Fund. Finally, the bill eliminates a 
number of existing narrow categorical highway programs, rescinds 
unappropriated authorizations, and contains several provisions 
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that will allow the program to be more effectively and efficiently 
managed. On the other hand, the bill authorizes funds for ten new 
place-specific highway and bridge projects, contrary to the 
Administration's requests. 

Congress responded to the concerns of some States regarding their 
ability to provide the matching funds necessary to qualify for the 
Federal highway grants (5%-25% State matching requirement, 
depending on the program involved) • The bill allows a temporary 
waiver by allowing States to obtain the Feoeral funds without 
providing the State matching share through September 30, 1984, 
thus essentially providing for a temporary interest-free 100% 
Federal grant. The State matching funds must be repaid to the 
Federal Government. If the funds are not repaid, future State 
apportionments of Federal funds are reduced to offset the amount 
owed. 

The bill provides for uniform truck size and weight limits on the 
Interstate highways and uniform length limits on certain 
federally-funded primary highways, thereby overriding more 
restrictive State limits. Trucks with single trailers as long as 
48 feet and double-trailer rigs of 28 feet each would be allowed 
on the Interstate system, as would trucks weighing up to 80,000 
pounds. Currently, three "barrier" States with lower weight 
limits -- Arkansas, Missouri, and Iowa -- deter direct coast to 
coast transit of heavier trucks. The Administration had p~oposed 
these uniform size and weight limits on Interstate highways (but 
not on primary highways) to offset the financial effects on large 
and heavy trucks of increased user taxes, as discussed below. 

The bill includes several provisions to which the Administration 
strongly objected. One of the most important deals with "Buy 
America" policies. It requires that all highway and transit 
projects built with Federal funds must be made with U.S.-made 
steel, cement, and manufactured products unless the prices for 
these materials are more than 25% higher than foreign-made goods. 
Current law requires a price differential of only 10% and applies 
to fewer products. 

H.R. 6211 also broadens the Davis-Bacon Act to require that 
contractors doing repair work on federally-funded projects pay the 
prevailing union wage in their area. Currently, only new 
construction projects are subject to this requirement. The Labor 
Department does not favor this expansion of Davis-Bacon Act 
coverage. 

The bill also requires that not less than 10% of the amounts 
authorized under the bill be set aside for contracts with socially 
or economically disadvantaged businesses. There are probably not 
currently enough businesses in this category to handle this amount 
of work (10% of approximately $12 billion yearly) • This provision 
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thus could result in the firms that qualify charging higher prices 
than they would otherwise get, making this a costly special 
provision. There is some discretion, however, for the Secretary 
of Transportation to waive the 10% requirement. 

As requested by the Administration, the bill establishes a new 
grant program to encourage States to increase their enforcement of 
trucking safety standards. Authorizations are set at $10 million 
in 1984, increasing incrementally to $50 million in 1988. The 
provision draws on recent successful State efforts to reduce 
highway accidents and fatalities through increased enforcement 
activity. The provision also addresses concerns that the 
implementation of existing trucking deregulation legislation will 
reduce attention paid to safety as firms confront a more 
competitive market. 

Mass Transit Programs: H.R. 6211 authorizes appropriations 
totalling $14.9 billion for fiscal years 1983-1986 for mass 
transit programs, $2.0 billion more than the Administration 
proposed for these years. Table B shows a comparison of the 
annual authorizations for transit. 

As requested by the Administration, one cent of the proposed gas 
tax increase, amounting to approximately $1.1 billion annually by 
1984, will be available for transit projects involving the 
rehabilitation, replacement, or construction of transit facilities 
and equipment. Unlike the Administration's request, this program 
consists of contract authority and permits dedication of future 
revenues to support current program levels. In addition, these 
funds may not be used for highway projects, as proposed by the 
Administration. In 1983, these funds generally will be 
distributed by the formula established for a new Section 9 grant 
program, discussed below. For the years 1984-1986, the funds will 
be distributed by the Secretary under the existing discretionary 
capital grant program, at a 75/25 Federal/local matching share 
(the program currently operates under 80/20 Federal/local matching 
shares) . 

The bill establishes a new Section 9 urban formula grant program 
(funded by general funds and not the gas tax) for the years 
1984-1986 to replace the existing formula grant provisions. The 
funds will be distributed by formula to States and localities 
roughly based 2/3 on existing bus miles and 1/3 on rail miles. 
These grants may be used for both operating subsidies and capital 
construction and rehabilitation purposes. If used for capital 
purposes, the Federal share will be 80%; operating subsidies will 
have a 50% Federal share. 

The Administration had proposed that operating subsidies be 
reduced in 1983 and phased out completely after 1984. Instead, 
the bill provides for a continuation of operating subsidies 
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through the new Section 9 grant program for the years 1984-1986. 
The bill does, however, reduce operating subsidies on a one-time 
basis in 1983. In 1983, cities over 1 million in population will 
be limited to 80% of the operating subsidy allocations received in 
1982; cities between 200,000 and 1 million will be limited to 90% 
of 1982 subsidies and cities below 200,000 will be limited to 95% 
of their 1982 operating subsidies. This should result in a total 
reduction of approximately 16% from 1982 operating subsidy levels 
of $1.035 billion. However, cities may obligate up to 100% of 
their 1982 levels of operating subsidies in 1983 and 1984, if they 
are willing to divert capital funds to operating purposes as well 
as accept a net reduction in total Federal transit dollars. 

As with highways, the bill broadens the "Buy America" provisions 
of current law. The bill requires that rolling stock must be made 
in the United States unless it is at least 10% more expensive than 
foreign made products; other transit products must be made in the 
United States unless the price differential is at least 25%. 
Rolling stock made in the United States must have at least 50% of 
value added in the United States and must be assembled here. 
Other transit products made in the United States must have 100% of 
their value provided in this country. The Administration strongly 
opposed this provision. 

Finally, it is clear that the Congress anticipates that the 
increased authorizations will be used to fund qnew starts" for 
subways. To date, the Administration has resisted new starts 
because of the substantial Federal costs and increased demand for 
operating subsidies caused by opening new subway lines. 

Highway Tax Revisions: H.R. 6211 increases the Federal gasoline 
user tax by 5 cents per gallon, from the current 4 cents level to 
9 cents per gallon, as requested by the Administration. Because 
of improved auto mileage and reduced driving levels, current tax 
revenues are insufficient to meet highway and bridge construction 
and restoration needs. The increased tax will go into effect on 
April 1, 1983, and lapses on April l, 1988. Four cents of this 
increase will be used to finance highway projects and one cent for 
transit projects. 

As requested by the Administration, the bill also revises other 
taxes on truck and equipment sales to place a heavier cost burden 
on heavy trucks, consistent with the wear and tear they impose on 
the highway system. According to Administration studies, heavy 
trucks are currently underpaying their fair share and are being 
subsidized by small trucks. In addition, an annual use tax is 
authorized to be assessed on the heaviest trucks (those over 
33,000 pounds) on a sliding scale. The use tax is currently set 
at a maximum of $240 per year. H.R . 6211 increases that tax to 
$1600 on July 1, 1984, and increases it to a maximum of $1900 in 
1988 for trucks weighing over 80,000 pounds. The Administration 



recommended a maximum heavy truck use tax of $2700 beginning 
October 1, 1983. Trucks which travel less than 5,000 miles per 
year on public highways (such as certain farm and construction 
equipment) will be exempt from the truck use tax. 
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Sales of gasohol are now exempt from the current 4 cents gas tax. 
The enrolled bill raises the exemption to 5 cents, so that there 
will be a 4 cents tax on gasohol. The bill provides for a 
continuation of a complete gas tax exemption for fuel used by 
State and local governments and buses, and for certain other 
alcohol fuels (such as methane), and a 4 cents exemption for 
taxicabs. It allows for an extended period for payment of fuel 
taxes by certain oil jobbers. 

Miscellaneous Non-Germane Amendments 

H.R. 6211 contains numerous non-germane provisions which were 
added to the bill. The most important of these provisions are 
discussed below. 

Unemployment Benefits Extension: The bill amends the recently 
enacted Federal Supplemental Compensation (FSC) program to 
increase the number of weeks of unemployment compensation 
benefits. Under present law, which expires March 31, 1983, 
individuals who have exhausted their unemployment benefits. can 
receive 10, 8, or 6 additional weeks of benefits depending on the 
unemployment rate in their States. This provision leaves the 
expiration date unchanged but increases the number of weeks of 
additional benefits under FSC to 16, l4, 12, 10, or 8. The Labor 
Department estimates the cost at about $540-$600 million . 

The provision is Congress' attempt to assist unemployed workers 
who have exhausted, or will soon exhaust, their present FSC 
benefits. The Administration had opposed any changes to the 
existing FSC program during the lame duck session of Congress. 
The Labor Department, in commenting on a related House bill, 
indicated that it was studying the i pact of the present law on 
individuals and that the study would be completed in January. At 
that time, the Labor Department planned to present its findings 
and recommendations to the Congress. 

Maritime Loan Guarantee Limits - The enrolled bill amends the 
Merchant Marine Act, by specifying that Federal commitments to 
guarantee vessel construction loans may not be limited except as 
specified in authorization legislation. It also prohibits denying 
a loan guarantee on the basis of the type of vessel involved 
(e.g.,, oil rigs are currently ineligible for Federal loan 
guarantees). The Administration opposed this provision because it 
will make it harder to control the credit budget and will open the 
door to loan guarantees for unworthy projects. This is especially 
undesirable because Congress has not enacted maritime 
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authorization legislation for fiscal year 1983. Therefore, no 
loan guarantee limits have been set by the Congress and the 
Administration is prohibited from setting an administrative limit, 
as has been done in previous years . We interpret this provision 
as allowing the Ad inistrat:on to set priorities for the use of 
this money, even though a limit could not be set and certain types 
of vessels could not be eli~inated outright. 

Airport Grants - The bill amends the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (P.L. 97-248) to establish a 
"supplementary discretionary fund" making available $475 million 
in additional contract aut~ority for the Airport Improvement 
Program during the years 1983-1985. This provision increases the 
funding for airport grants for these years far in excess of the 
$2.3 billion enacted just a few months ago and far beyond what the 
Administration prev:ous:y has stated is acceptable. 

Reforestation Expenditures - The bill requires that for each of 
the fisca years 983, _984, and 1985, the Secretary of 
Agriculture must expend all funds in the Reforestation Trust Fund 
for reforestation and ti~ber stand improvement work in national 
forests. T~e Administra~ion has not requested any appropriations 
for this program for 1983 and subsequent years. This provision 
circumvents the appropriation process and requires an expenditure 
of more than $140 illion over the budget request, in addition to 
$108 million included in the Interior and Related Agencies . 
Appropriation Act of 1983. 

Fisheries Grants - H.R . 621_ requires, effective October l, 1983, 
that all monies in the Saltonstall-Kennedy (S-K) Fund -
approximately $32-$36 ~illio annua ly -- be expended or obligated 
by the Department of Commerce to develop the fishing industry 
through grants (60% of the f~nds ) ad other activities. Moreover, 
it explicitly prohibits transfer of monies in the S-K Fund for 
other uses. Such transfers have been made in the recent past to 
support the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
fisheries research and manage. ent activities, on the grounds that 
it is inconsistent with overall Administration policy to provide 
special subsidies to support the development of the fishing 
industry. Since the 1984 Budget will propose the transfer of all 
monies in the S-K Fund to support NOAA activities, it will be 
necessary to seek legislation to remove the limitation specified 
in H.R. 6211. 

Nuclear wast~ dumping - For two years following your approval of 
H. R. 6211, the Environmental Protection Agency will not be able to 
issue permits for the ocean dumping of (1) low-level radioactive 
wastes unless conditions specified in the enrolled bill are met 
and (2) radioactive waste material until the permit applicant has 
prepared a comprehensive Radioactive Material Disposal Impact 
Assessment and the Congress passes a joint resolution approving 
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issuance of a permit. With respect to the requirement for 
approval of a permit by joint resolution of Congress, it is 
unclear from the language in the enrolled bill if this applies to 
only high-level radioactive waste or low-level waste as well. 
These restrictions will lead to more difficulty in obtaining such 
permits and, in the case of the Navy Department, may seriously 
impede their plans to dispose of decommissioned nuclear submarines 
in the ocean. 

Fuel Assistance Payments - The bill would provide that assistance 
received for home energy costs (both heating and cooling) which is 
based on need and is furnished in kind by a private nonprofit 
agency or certain other specified providers would be excluded when 
computing an individual's income for the Supplemental Security 
Income (SSI) and Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 
programs. For AFDC, the exclusion would be at the option of each 
State. The provisions would apply through June 30, 1985. 

Boating Safety Grants - The bill increases the tax on motorboat 
fuel from 4 cents to 9 cents per gallon, and provides that funds 
expended from the National Recreational Boating Safety and 
Facilities Improvement Trust Fund will be contract authority in 
the future. rather than normal appropriations as under present 
law. This provides $45 million of annual backdoor financing of a 
program for which the Administration has only requested a $5 
million appropriation. 

Tax Amendments: There are a number of non-germane tax provisions, 
the most important of which: 

o Allows deductions for conventions on cruise ships. Under 
present law, expenses incurred by an individual in attending 
business-related conventions or meetings are generally 
deductible as ordinary and necessary expenses. Specifically 
excluded, however, are expenses incurred in attending 
conventions on cruise ships. ~he enrolled bill allows a 
deduction for attending a convention or similar 
business-related meeting held on a cruise ship if (1) the 
vessel in question is of United States registry, (2) all 
ports of call are within the United States, and (3) expenses 
incurred do not exceed $2000 in one year ($1000 in the case 
of a married person filing separately). 

o Provides relief to three California public utilities by 
waiving certain tax accounting rules generally imposed on 
public utilities. Under existing law, regulated public 
utilities generally are allowed the investment tax credit 
and accelerated depreciation only if these tax benefits are 
"normalized." (The normalization rules are intended to 
ensure that increased cash flows resulting from certain tax 
benefits are viewed by State public utility commissions as 
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incentives for investment and not as subsidies that must be 
passed through to ratepayers.) Until recently, regulatory 
authorities in California have for ratemaking purposes 
accounted for accelerated depreciation and the investment 
tax credit in a manner that the Treasury Department believes 
violates the normalization rules. Absent legislative 
relief, three California utilities will be subject to the 
severe sanctions that the tax code imposes for failure to 
satisfy normalization requirements: mandatory use of 
straight-line depreciation for earlier years and loss of the 
investment tax credit. The bill restates and makes more 
specific the normalization rules applicable to regulated 
public utilities and sets forth transitional rules that 
provide relief to the three California utilities. 

Enclosures 

~tid. ?{;~ 
David A. Stockman 
Director 



Tab A 

Canparison of Autoorizations -- Administration vs. H.R. 6211 
($ in billions) 

1983 ]984 1985 ]986 Total 1983-1986 
Admin. ~.R.6211 Admin. -H.R.621 Admin. ~.R.62Jl Admin. --H.R.62ll AChnTn. - --H-::-R. 6211 

--- --·-- ----
Highways: 

Interstate 
Construction 3.806 4.000 4.000 4.000 4.500 4.000 4.500 4.000 16.806 16.000 

Interstate Rehab.(4R) 2.102 1.950 2.550 2.400 2.800 2.800 3.000 3.150 10.452 10.300 
Interstate Transfers .257 .650 .700 .650 .700 .650 .725 1.950 2.382 
Primary 1.875 1.850 2.000 2.100 2.100 2.300 2.300 2.450 8.275 8.700 
Secondary .400 .650 .400 .650 .400 .650 .400 .650 1.600 2.600 
Urban .800 .800 .800 .800 .800 .800 .800 .800 3.200 3.200 
Bridge 1.358 1.600 l.SlO l.6SO 1.510 1.750 1. 5] 0 2.050 5.888 7.050 
Safety Construction .390 .390 .390 .390 .390 .390 .390 .390 1.560 1.560 
Min. apportion-

ment (85%) .510 .589 .597 .631 2.327 
Safety Grants/Other .599 .889 .684 .786 .694 .826 .634 .707 2.611 3.208 

Total 11.330 12.896 12.984 14.065 13.844 14.813 14.184 15 .553 52.342 57.327 



Ccmparison of Authorizations -- Administration vs. H.R. 6211 
($ in billions) 

1983 1.984 1985 1986 
Admin. -H.R.6211 Admin. ~.R.6211 Admin. --H.R.62ll Admin. ~.R.6211 --- --- ··---- ·------Transit: 

Urban Formula .640 oY 1.945 2.669 1.955 2.864 
Gas Tax Funded Capital .550 .756 1.100 1.250 1.100 1 .. 100 
Rural Formula .075 .. 023?/ .075 .081 .075 .086 
Res. and Training Y .045 s086 .047 .091 .047 .100 
Interstate Transfers oY .365 .650 .380 .650 .390 

Total 1.310 1.230 1.8]7 4.471 3.827 4.540 

Y $875 million has already been appropriated for this program in 1983 (P.L. 97-369). 

~ $68.5 million has already been appropriated for this program in 1983 (P.L. 97-369). 

2e030 2.961 
1.100 1.100 

.075 .089 

.047 .. 100 

.650 .400 

3.902 4.650 

Tab B 

'Ibta1 1983-1986 
Admin.-~.R:-6211 ----

5.655 8.494 
3.850 4.206 

.300 .279 

.186 .377 
1.950 1.535 

12.856 14.891 

Y While the Administration did not request any authorizations for this program in 1983, it did request $250 million 
in 1983 appropriations. 

if For each of the years, the Administration also requested an additional $30 million appropriations for administrative 
expenses; the Administration's authorization request was for "such sums as may be necessary." 



OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES 
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THfi PRESIDENT 

WASHINGTON 

20506 

January 27, 1983 

The Honorable David R. Stockman 
Director, Office of Management 

and Budget 
Washington , D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr . Stockman: 

At the request of your office , I am writing to convey, for 
the record, the views of this office on the recently enacted 
Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 . As you know, 
these views were verbally conveyed to your staff at the time 
the bill was enrolled. 

The primary interest of this office in the bill concerned 
its Buy America provisions . ~he House-proposed version of 
the bill contained extremely restrictive Buy America 
provisions which we found highly objectionable . These 
restrictions \vould have required the purchase of American 
products regardless of cost with only minor exceptions. The 
Senate version, on the other hand, left intact previously 
legislated Buy America provisions which we found more 
reasonable . 

The House and Senate were able to compromise on this 
provision which increases Buy America preferences , but only 
to a limited degree, and provides important exceptions. We 
would have preferred that the original Senate language on 
this matter be adopted. However , we view the House-Senate 
compromise as reasonable . Therefore, from our perspective, 
we have found no reason to recommend against the President's 
signature of the bill. 



OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 

U.S. SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20416 

Mr . James~. Frey 
Assistant Director for 

Legislative Reference 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washing~on, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr . Frey: 

I 

This is in response to your request for the views of the Small 
Business Adminis~ration on Enrolled Bill Ji.Ji~!_l, the "Highway 
Improvef"lent Ac~ of 1982." It will supplement our previous dis
cussion with Ms . Fox of your staff. The only subsection of this 
Enrolled Bill which SBA will comment on is subsection 105 (f) • 
That subsection provides that 

" (f) Except to the extent that the Secretary 
determines otherwise, not less than 10 per 
centum of the amounts authorized to be appro
priated under this Act shall be expended with 
s~all business concerns owned and controlled 
by socially and economically disadvantaged 
individuals as defined by section 8(d) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. section 637(d)) 
and relevant subcontracting regulations pro
mulga ted pursuant there to." 

The effect of this provision is ~o allow at least ten percent 
of the funds authorized to be appropriated under the Act to be 
expended with small business firms which are owned and controlled 
by Black ilinericans, Hispanic A~ericans, Native Americans, Asian 
Pacific Americans, and other ~inori~ies, or any other individual 
found to be disadvantaged by ~he ~d~inis~ra~ion pursuant to 
section 8(a) of the Small Business Ac~. 

As a result of this provision, significant amounts of government 
funds will be spent with small business concerns owned and con
trolled by the above-named concerns in the furtherance of the 
objectives of the Highway Improvement Act of 1982. This is a 
commendable result and SBA heartily endorses it. We stand 
ready to assist the Secretary of Transportation in implementing 
this provision. 

Sincerely, 

C. Sanders 

I 



DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Wash ~ton, D.C. 20520 

JAN 6 1983 

Dear Mr. Stockman: 

This is in reply to the request of your office for the views of 
the Department of State on H.R. 6211, an enrolled bill entitled 
"The Surface Transportation Act of 1982 . " This bill contains a 
number of important provisions concerning gasoline taxes, the 
regulation of trucking, the construction and repair of roads and 
bridges, the modernization of urban mass transit systems, and 
other matters whi ch are unrelated to the foreign policy interests 
of the United States. 3ecause of the importance of this legis 
lation to the Administrat~on's broad policy objectives, we 
recommend that the President sign the bill. 

We regret, however, that the bill contains language requiring, 
in certain circumstances, t~at contractors purchase only goods 
made in the United States. "Buy c;ational" provisions in our own 
laws make it more difficult to persuade our trading partners to 
open their markets to ~~er~can goods, and they run counter to the 
free- trade orientation of ~e _:;-:!.::>~:-lis tra tion. We hope, therefore, 
that the "Buy Amer ica" pro·.-i.sions o= the bill \vi ll be repealed 
at an early date. 

With cordial regards, 

The Honorable 

Po· . .;ell _:, . Moore 
Assistant Secretary 

for Congressional Relations 

David A. Stockman, Director, 
Office of Management and Budget 



January 5, 19 83 

Honorable David A. Stockman 
Director 
.Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Washington. D.C. 20230 

Attention: Assistant Director for Legislative Reference 

Dear Mr. Stockman: 

In response to your request for our views concerning H.R. 
6211, an enrolled enactment entitled the 11 Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 11 , the Department of 
Commerce recommends Presidential approval of this bill. 

This bill was a bipartisan effort to repair the nation's 
deteriorating roads and transit system, finish the Interstate 
Highway System and provide jobs. The bill accomplishes these 
goals by increasing the taxes on gasoline, diesel fuel, and 
special motor fuels from 4 cents per gallon to 9 cents per 
gallon; increasing the excise taxes on trucks, truck parts , 
and tires; and authorizing appropriations for highway 
construction and mass transportation. 

While the bill also contains a Buy-America provision which 
may make it more difficult to expand the coverage of the 
Government Procurement Code to cover foreign government 
entities that are major purchaser s of transportation equi pment, 
the provision is not inconsistent with our i nternat1ona l 
obligations under that Code. Moreover , thi s provi s 1on would 
permit the Secretary of Transporta t1on t o wa1ve the Suy-r~er~ ca 
requirement if it is in t he public 1nte res~ ~o do so . 

Sincerely, 

~f?~-
~1'7 Sherman E. Unger /f General counsel 



Office of the Assistant Attorney General 

Honorable David A. Stockman 
Director 
Office of Hanagement and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Stockman: 

U. S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Department of Justice has reviewed enrolled bill H. R. 
6211, the "Highway Improvement Act of 1982." 
certain provisions of this legislation are a 
Administration's program and that Executive 
given. 

We are aware that 
major part of the 
approval has been 

We must object, however, to section 413 of H.R. 6211. 
Section 413 appears to be intended to grant authority to the 
Secretary of Transportation to conduct litigation arising under 
Title IV of the bill. As you are aware, it is the position of 
the Department, and which is supported by the Administration, that 
the litigation of the United States must be conducted by the 
Attorney General. To depart from this principle raises the 
potential that the conduct of the litigation of the United States 
will be uncoordinated and similarly situated litigants will be 
subjected to different treatment. Accordingly, we will in the 
near future be submitting to your office for Administration 
clearance a draft bill which will clarify the authority of the 
Attorney General to conduct litigation arising under Title IV 
of H. R. 6211. We ask that this be given expeditious 
ation so that it may be submitted to the Congress. 

ROBERT McCONNELL 
Assistant Attorney General 



U.S. Department of 
Transportation 

The Hono ra bl e David A. Stockman 
Director, Office of Management 

Budget 
Washingto , D.C. 20503 

Dear 
./ 

General Counsel 

JAN 4 

400 Seventh St., S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

•' ("", - ·-~ .. ) 
I.:Jb.J 

Reference is ma de to your request for our comments concerning H. R. 6211, 
a n enro ll ed bill 

"To authorize appropriations for the construction 
and rehabili tation of certain highways in accordance 
with T itle 23 of the United States Code, for highway 
safety, for mass transportat ion and to amend certain 
other acts." 

This is the most important and comprehensive highway and mass transit 
legislat ion that the Congress has enacted in many years. This bill provides 
the ca pital investment necessary to begin the rebuilding of this nation's 
transportation infrastructure. It is philosophically consistent with a number 
of Administration tenets s in ce it provides increased flexibility to state and 
loca l governments , eliminates several overly burdensome requirements, and 
most importantly , firmly establishes that the user fee method of paying for 
the nation · s ma jor capita l undertaking s provides an acceptable and rei iable 
mea ns of financing. In that regard, we believe the legislation will provide 
Congress with a model for other infra st r ucture rebuilding proposals. 

The Admin istration ' s primary obj ect ive in proposing this legislation was to 
provide for renewed investment to hel p rebuild our deteriorati ng highway 
and trans it s y stems. The infrastructure improvements that this legislation 
provides for w il l s ignificantly benefit the economy. The bill will also benefit 
the eco nomy by creat in g job s , especially for the construction industry. In 
addition , a substant ia l portion of the existing cross-subsidy from lighter 
trucks to hea vi er trucks will be el iminated by the restructuring of the tax 
system contained in the bill. Overall the legislation will provide for a 
transportation system that can contribute to and enhance our nat ion's 
resurging economy. 

Title I of the bi ll provides In te rstate and other Federal-aid highway 
authorizations through 1990 and 1986 r espectively. The general emphasis of 
the Title is on rehab ili tation and reconstruct ion of the existing highway 
s ys tem. 

Title II of the bill provides highway safety authorizations through 1986 and 
requires a study of the benef it s of th e 55 m.p.h. speed limit and whether 
state speed limit laws deter its violation. 
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Title Ill of the bill contains mass transit author izations and substantial 
program restructuring provisions that estab lish block grants to state and 
local transit authorities. The t ra nsit t it le will prov ide local decision-makers 
with increased f le xibi lity and respons ibility for da y - to-da y decisions and will 
reduce the Federal role in local trans it activ it ies. 

Title IV of the bill rev ises our laws r ega r d ing a ll owa b le truck sizes and 
weights on the Interstate system and ot he r des ignated highways and 
provides for enhanced enforcement an d imp lementat io n of new motor carrier 
safety activities. 

Finally , Title V of t he bill contains th e tax str uctu re r ev 1s 1ons mentioned 
above . This Title fina nces th e increased level s of highway and mass transit 
spending by inc r eas in g net t a x rece ipt s from hi g hway user taxes and 
extend ing the Hig hway T ru s t Fund through 1988. Thi s Title represents a 
del icately st r uc k compromi se by the House and th e Se na te . Whi le the bill 
does not shift t he t a xes and e limin ate the in equities in cu rrent cost allocation 
to the e xtent t hat th e Admin istra ion had or ig ina lly proposed, the compromise 
does substant ia lly r ealloca te the tax burden t o heav ier trucks and, most 
important ly, t he compromise adequate ly fu nd s th e hi g hway provisions of the 
bill. 

The program restructu ri ng and authorization leve ls p ro posed in this bill 
rep resent a stro ng Fed e ral comm itme nt to an effect iv e national transportation 
system. Ev en t ho ug h Congress has modifi ed a n umber of our original 
provisions and ad d ed a few of the ir own we be li eve that overall this 
legislat ion provi des t he nation with a compre he n s iv e a nd tho rough framework 
for dealing wit h the tran s portation problems we will face over the ·next 
decade. 

The Admin istrat ion an d Con g re ss s hould b e p roud of this legislation. The bill 
enjoyed broad b i-part isa n su pport and cooperat ion in both the House and 
Senate. We take pleasure in r ecommendin g that the President sign the 
enrolled b ill. 

S1 ncerely, 

John M. Fowler 
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FACT SHEET 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982 

Title 1: Highway Improvement Act of 1982 
Title II: Highway Safety Act of 1982 
Title III: Federal Public Transportation Act of 1982 
Title IV, Part A: Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety 
Title IV, Part 8: Commercial Motor Vehicle Length Limitation 
Title V: Highway Revenue Act of 1982 

SCOPE OF BILL 

01/04/82 

o S-cent increase in motor fuels tax (gasoline and diesel) to 9 cents beginning April 1, 
1983. 

o 4-year authorization period, beginning with extension of full-year authorizations for 
FY 1983, through FY 1986. 

o See attached table for authorizations. 

TITLE I 

I. Interstate System 

o Increases authorizations for Interstate System. (Section 102) 

o Retains one-half percent minimum apportionment to States for Interstate 
construction. (Section 103) 

o Increases Interstate construction discretionary fund by $300 million through 
annual set aside. Discretionary funds supplemented by an amount equal to the 
apportionments for withdrawn Interstate routes. Establishes priorities for 
distribution of Interstate Discretionary. (Section 115) 

o States may transfer an amount equivalent to the cost to complete of open-to
traffic Interstate segmentsto Interstate 4R. No more than 50 percent of a 
State's Interstate construction apportionment can be transferred during a fiscal 
year. Subsequent estimates of Interstate completion costs will be reduced by 
amounts transferred. (Section 116) 

0 Retains Interstate 4R minimum apportionment formula. 
necessary.) 

(No provision 

o Creates Interstate 4R Discretionary Fund from 4R funds which have not been 
obligated by the end of the 4-year availability period. (Section llS) 
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o Provides contract authority for Interstate highway substitute projects, which are 
to be financed from the Highway Trust Fund. Transit substitutes continue to be 
general funded and require appropriations. (Section 107) 

o Beginning in FY 1984, provides new distribution method for transit and highway 
Interstate substitutes. Highway substitute authority is distributed 75 percent on 
the basis of a cost estimate and 25 percent on a discretionary basis. Transit 
substitute appropriations are distributed 50 percent on the basis of a cost 
estimate and 50 percent on a discretionary basis. (Section 107) 

o Expands eligible routes for Interstate withdrawal to rural areas. (Section 107) 

o Interstate substitute costs may be escalated up to and including the 1983 ICE, or 
unt il June 30, 1980 (whichever is higher). (Sect ion 107) 

II. Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation 

o Changes apport ionment formula (for each subcategory of on- and off-system) to 
reflect replacement and rehabilitation needs and unit costs. Ceilings on State 
shares of apport ionments are increased to 10 percent. Off-system minimum and 
maximum requirements are retained. (Sect ion 121) 

o Retains current program structure with its $200 million takedown for discre
tionary bridges. (Sect ion 122) 

o Secretary directed to develop a selection process for discretionary bridges, 
incorporating stated criteria into a formula resulting in a rating factor. Eligible 
bridges will then be limited to br idges with a rating factor of one hundred or 
less. (Sect ion 161) 

III. Primary Program 

o Revises apportionment method to incorporate two formulas: one containing the 
current factors of area, rural and urban population and postal route mileage; the 
other based on urban and rural population. Apportionments will be derived from 
the more advantageous of the two formulas mentioned above and a one-half 
percent minimum. (Section 108) 

o Provides a one-half percent minimum primary apportionment for the territories 
(taken together as one State). (Section 108) 

o Repeals connector primary demonstration project. (Section 105) 

o Does not fund priority primary separately, but establishes priority for use of 
primary funds at 95 percent Federal share on certain designated projects. 
(Section 117) 
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IV. Ear markings, Federal Share, and State Match 

o Temporarily waives State matching fund requirement (FY 1983 and FY 1984) for 
obligations in excess of the FY 1982 obligation ceiling where matching funds are 
unavailable, with requirement for repayment. In cases where repayment is not 
made, deductions would be taken from FY 1985 and FY 1986 apportionments. 
Deducted amounts would be reapportioned to States which have not taken 
advantage of the waiver and for States which have made cash repayment. 
(Section 145) 

o Beginning with FY 1984 funds, earmarks a minimum of 40 percent of each State's 
Primary, Secondary, and Urban apportionments for 4R purposes. (Section 105) 

o Unless the Secretary determines otherwise, requires 10 percent of the funds 
provided by the Act for each State to be expended with small business concerns 
owned by socially and economically disadvantaged individuals. (Section 105) 

o Provides a 90 percent Federal share for projects financed with Primary System 
apport ionm ents for 4R purposes on an Interstate route. (Section 117) 

o Provid es 100 percent Federal funding, from system apportionments, for carpool 
and vanpool, bicycle and pedestrian walkway projects. (Sections 123 and 126) 

o Provides an 85 percent Federal share for projects which make 4R improvements 
to roads on Federal-aid systems which incur a substantial use as a result of 
transportation activities to meet national energy requirements, as agreed to by 
the Secretary. (Section 109) 

V. Truck Weight 

o Makes mandatory the previously permiSSIVe maximum weight limits of 
80,000 pounds gross, 20,000 pounds single axle, and 34,000 pounds tandem axle on 
Interstate System only (with reasonable access to be permitted from the 
Interstate to terminals). Application of "Bridge Formula" continues. (Section 
133) 

o Permits States to initially determine their grandfather rights 

o Effective September 30, 1984, States must require proof of payment of the heavy 
use tax before registering vehicles. Failure results in withholding of up to 
25 percent of Interstate apportionments. (Section 143) 

VII. Other Provisions 

o Provides minimum allocation grants such that each State percentage share of 
apportionments shall be at least 85 percent of its percentage of estimated 
Highway Trust Fund contributions. (Section 150) 

o Establishes obligation ceilings for FY 1983-1986 ranging from $12.1 billion to 
$14.45 billion for Federal-aid highways. Distribution of this ceiling each year 
will be based upon both apportioned and allocated funds. (Section 104) 
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o Permits transfer of Urban System attributable allocations from urbanized areas 
of 200,000 or more population to another urbanized area or an urban area, at the 
request of the Governor and with approval of the affected local officials and the 
Secretary. (Section 124) 

o Establishes a coordinated Federal Lands Highway Program consisting of forest 
highways, public lands highways, park roads and parkways, and Indian reservation 
roads. Jurisdiction of these Federal roads would not be transferred; rather DOT 
would be involved in coordination with the land managing agency, in the planning 
studies and program development, and provision for design and construction 
assistance. (Section 126) 

o Applies Davis-Bacon rules regarding prevailing wage rates to 3R and 4R projects 
as well as initial construction. (Section 149) 

o Clarifies Emergency Relief program provisions, restricting funding to repairs due 
to external catastrophic failures. Limits each State to $30 million per disaster. 
All expend itures will come from the Highway Trust Fund and the normal Federal 
share is establ ished at 100 percent. (Section 153) 

o Allows maintenance sanct ions to be applied to smaller governmental units within 
States rather than entire States. (Sect ion 114) 

o Special prov1s1ons for demonstrations in particular localities include: 
(Section 131) 

Port freight transportation: Los Angeles 
State-of-the-Art construction demo: Altoona 
Shoreline erosion: Buhne Point-Humboldt Bay, California 
Congest ion reduction: East Baton Rouge, Louisiana 
Accelerated construction: Louisville, Kentucky 
State procedures certification: Vermont 
Lake erosion: Devil's Lake, North Dakota 
Downtown congestion relief: Miami, Florida 
Truck Safety and Railroad Crossing: Idaho 
High Volume Facilities: Illinois 

o Modifies Buy America requirement by ra1smg the differential at which foreign 
products can be used from 10 percent to 25 percent, except for the acquistion of 
rolling stock. (Section 169) 

TITLE II 

I. Highway Safety Programs 

o Current programs for Hazard Elimination and Rail-Highway Crossings are 
continued. Authorizations continued at same level as currently provided. 
(Sections 202(2) and 205) 

o Authorizations for Section 402 and Section 403 safety programs provided for 
FY 1985 and FY 1986 at same level as provided for FY 1983 and FY 1984 by 1981 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act. (Section 203) 
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o Of the $100 million authorization for NHTSA related 402 activities, $20 million is 
to be obligated for the purpose of enforcing the 55 mph speed limit. 
(Section 203(a)(2)) 

TITLE III 

I. Mass Transit Account of Highway Trust Fund 

o 1-cent equivalent highway user revenues dedicated to Mass Transit Account of 
Highway Trust Fund and authorized to finance Section 21 authorizations of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act. 

o Section 21 authorizations include: 

FY 1983 

FY 1984-1986 

Section 9A 

Section 18 

Section 3 
Section 4(i) 
Section 8 
Section 9 
Section 16 
Section 18 

Urbanized Area Formula Block Grants (see 
below) 
Rural Formula Grants 

Discretionary Capital Program 
Innovative Grants 
Planning &: Technical Studies 
Urbanized Area Formula Block Grants 
Special Needs of Elderly and Handicapped 
Rural Formula Grants 

o Section 3 discretionary funds' Federal share reduced from 80 percent to 
75 percent. 

o Section 18 fund period of availability reduced from 3 years to 2 years, after 
which they are reapportioned among the States. 

II. New Section 9 and 9A Block Grant Formula Programs 

o Financing: 

FY 1983--Apportionments from Transit Account of Highway Trust Fund 
(Section 9A) 

FY 1984 through 1986--Apportionments from general fund (Section 9) 

o Federal share not to exceed 80 percent for construction projects and 50 percent 
for operating expenses. 

o Eligibilities: 

o Section 9 funds may be used to finance the planning, acquisition, construc
tion, improvement, and operating costs of facilities, equipment and 
associated capital maintenance items. 

o Section 9A program is similar to Section 9. However, operating expenses 
are not eligible. 
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o In FY 1983 there is a reduction in the level of operating assistance available. 
From FY 1982 operating levels, areas of 1 million or more population are 
reduced by 20 percent; areas of less than 1 million and more than 200,000 
population are reduced by 10 percent; and areas of less than 200,000 population 
are reduced by 5 percent. 

o Notwithstanding these cuts in operating assistance, for 2 years recipients are 
able to go up to their FY 1982 operating levels by using funds from their capital 
apportionment for operating assistance. In so doing, however, the capital funds 
are discounted by one-third, and any such one-third "savings" are an available to 
the Secretary for discretionary grants. 

o In FY 1983 and FY 1984, capital assistance funds may be transferred to be used 
for operating assistance up to a percentage of the area's FY 82 operating 
(Section 5) apportionment, if certain conditions are met. 

TITLE IV 

I. Motor Carrier Grant Program 

o Establishes Motor Carrier Grant Program to assist States in developing programs 
of commercial safety inspection and enforcement. Federal share is 80 percent. 
(Section 402) 

II. Truck Size 

o Requires States to allow twin trailer combination trucks on any segment of the 
Interstate System and designated Federal-aid primary highways. (Section 411) 

o Sets minimum ti'Biler length of 28 feet for doubles and 48 feet for single trailer 
combinations with no length restrictions permitted on the tractor or overall 
configuration. (Section 411) 

o Enforcement provisions for length requirements rely on injunctive relief. 
Sanctions which withhold Federal-aid apportionments only apply to weight 
limitations. (Section 413) 

o NOTE: Mandatory 102" motor vehicle maximum width established by 
Section 321 of 1983 DOT Appropriation Act (P.L. 97-369). 

TITLE V 

I. Highway Revenue Provisions 

o Extends dedication of taxes to Highway Trust Fund until October 1988. 

o Extends period in which expenditures from Highway Trust Fund can be made up 
to October 1, 1988. 
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o User tax changes go into effect on April 1, 1983, except for the heavy vehicle use 
tax (which is phased-in beginning July 1, 1984) and the tire taxes effective 
January 1, 1984. Elimination of certain taxes is effective on the date of 
enactment. 

o Features of the proposed user tax structure area: 

o a 9-cent per gallon tax on all motor fuels; 
o gasohol exemption is 5 cents per gallon through 12/31/92; 
o Intercity school and local buses are exempt from 9 cents per gallon tax as 

are State and local government vehicles; 
o graduated tire tax on tires over 40 pounds; 
o taxes on the sale price of new trucks of 12 percent at retail and applicable 

only to vehicles greater than 33,000 pounds gross vehicle weight (GVW) and 
trailers over 26,000 pounds; 

o deletion of the present taxes on lubricating oil, inner tubes, tread rubber, 
and truck parts and accessories; 

o graduated use fee on heavy vehicles over 33,000 pounds with a phase-in and 
a top rate of $1,900 per year effective January 1, 1988; and 

o very low mileage vehicles, such as certain logging trucks and heavy farm 
trucks, would be exempted from the new heavy vehicle-use fee (vehicles 
with less than 5,000 annual miles). 



HIGHWAY Al.JTHlRIZA nONS - FY 1983 ll-ROLDi FY 1986 
On mllllana of dollara) 

Program F't.cal Year 
1983 !!!! !!!1 

TITLE I PROGRAMS 

Interstate l/ 
11 

4,000.0 4,000.0 4,000.0 
Interstate 4R - 1,950.0 2,400.0 2,900.0 
Interstate Highway Substitution~/ 257.0 700.0 700.0 
Primary 1,850.0 2,100.0 2,)00.0 
Primary Minimum "}./ 40.3 40.9 44.8 
Secondary 650.0 650.0 650.0 
Urban 800.0 800.0 800.0 
Emergency Relief 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Forest Highways 50.0 50.0 50.0 
Public Lands Highways 50.0 50.0 50.0 
Indian Reservation Roads 75.0 100.0 100.0 
Parkways and Park Highways 75.0 100.0 100.0 
Freight Transshipment Demo (L.A.) 19.0 19.0 20.0 
State of Art Construction Demo (PA) 5.0 10.0 62.0 
State of Art Repair Demo (CA) 9.0 
East Baton Rouge Interchange Demo 5.0 
Accelerated Construction Demo (KY) 25.0 27.0 
Cert. of State Procedures Demo (VT) 50.0 
Lake Road Erosion Demo (NO) 4.5 
Downtown Congestion Relief Demo (FL) 121 46.2 
Truck Safety Demo (ID) 8.5 
High Volume Facilities Demo (IL) 25.0 25.0 25.0 
Rail Highway Crossings ~mo* 50.0 50.0 50.0 
By-Pass Highway Demo-

51 
55.0 

Economic Growth ~,enter - 11.0 
Great River Road- 5.0 
Minimum Allocation "}_/ 510.0 584.0 597.0 

TOTAL TITLE I 10,725.5 11,805.9 12,448.8 

TITLEDPR~S 

Bridge R&R 1,600.0 1,650.0 1,750.0 
Rail-Highway Crossings 190.0 190.0 190.0 
Hazard ElimJ:Jation 200.0 200.0 200.0 
NHTSA 40267 100.0 100.0 100.0 
FHWA 402-

61 
10.0 10.0 10.0 

NHTSA 403
67 

31.0 :n.o 31.0 
FHWA 403-7/ 13.0 13.0 13.0 
NHTSA 408-

6 
25.0 50.0 50.0 

School Bus Driver Traininar' 1.5 
National Driver Register - 3.0 1.0 2.0 

TOTAL TITLED 2,173.5 2,245.0 2,)46.0 

1986 

4,000.0 
3,150.0 

725.0 
2,450.0 

47.7 
650.0 
800.0 
100.0 

50.0 
50.0 

100.0 
100.0 

25.0 
50.0 

631.0 

12,928.7 

2,050.0 
190.0 
200.0 
100.0 

10.0 
31.0 
13.0 

2.0 

2,596.0 
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Program rllcal Year 

!!!2 !!!!. ~ 

llTLE m PROGRAM 

Block Grants* 9 2,750.0 2,950.0 ),050.0 
Large Urbanized Areas 9j (2,4)2.0) (2,609.0) (2,697.0) 
Small Urbanized Areas- (2)8.0) (255.0) (264.0) 
Section 18 (80.0) (86.0) (89.0) 

Mass Transit Account GraniD / 779.0 1,250.0 1,100.0 1,100.0 
Large Urbanized Areas lo/ (689.0) 
Small Urbanized Areas - (67.0) 
Section 18 (23.0) 
Planning and Technica l 

Studies (Sect. 8 of 
UMT Act) (50.0) (50.0) (50.0) 

Interstate Transit Substitutions* )65.0 )80.0 )90.0 400.0 
RD&D, Admin., & Misc.• 86.25 86.0 90.0 90.0 
Research & Training Grants* 5.0 10.0 10.0 

TOTAL TITLE m 1,2)().25 .,.71.0 .,540.0 .,650.0 

TITLE IV PROGRAMS 

Motor Carr"ff/ Safety Assistance 
Program- 10.0 20.0 )0.0 

TOTAL TITLE IV 10.0 20.0 )0.0 

TOTAL ALL AUTHORIZATIONS 14,129.25 18,5)1.9 19,)Sil.8 20,204.7 

• General funded program (only one-third of Rail-Highway Crossing Demo authorization It General 
Funded). 

-
j

1
1 Year available (apportioned year in advance); authorization year is year shown plus one. 

)/ 
i/ 
5/ 
6! ,, 
i/ ,, 

10/ 
ITt 
12/ 

For F'Y 1983, additional amounts provided by Continuing Resolution signed Oct. 1, 1982 ($518M for 
highways). 
Amounts shown are approximate. Actual amounts needed must be calculated each year. 
Provided by 1981 Federal-Aid Highway Act. 
Provided by 1982 federal-Aid Highway Act. 
Authorizations for F'Yt 1983 and 1984 provided by Omnibus Budget Reconclllation Act of 1981. 
Provided by Alcohol Traffic Safety Programs (P.L. 97-)64). 
Provided by National Driver Registration Act of 1982. 
Section 9 of Urban Mass Transportation Act, as amended. 
Section 9A of Urban Mass Transportation Act, as amended. 
Authorizations for F'Ys 1987 and 1988 of $30M and $40M, respectively, also are provided. 
Continuing Resolution (H.J. Res 631, P.L. 97-377) signed 12/21/82 provided $2J.2M of this amount. 



U.S. DePartment of 
Transportation 

Office of the Secretary 
of Transportation 

United States 
Department of Transportation 

Office of Public Affairs 

Washington, D.C. 20590 

Su~ect : HIGHWAY USER FEE LEGISLATIVE UPDATE 
REFLECTING CONFERENCE COMMITTEE CHANGES 

BACKGROUND 

Fact Sheet 

The Information contained In this fact sheet hu been 
checked for accuracy and corrected as of the date 
Shown below. The Office of Public Affairs should be 
contacted If further Information Is required. 

Date: Dec. 23, 1982 

Phone: (202) 426-4570 

Contact: Linda Gosden 
Dick Schoenfeld 

On December 21, 1982, the House passed a compromise version of the five
cent-a-gallon increase in the federal motor fuel tax and a reallocation 
of the user fees paid by heavy trucks. The House passed the bill in a 
187 to 80 vote following action by the House and Senate conferees. The 
measure is now before the Senate for final action. 

The $5.5 billion in new annual revenues will fund the Federal share 
of the investment needed to complete construct i on of the Interstate 
system and proceed with the much-needed rehabi li tation of the nation's 
highways, bridges and transit systems . 

The stepped-up highway and trans i t projects wi 1 provide 170,000 extra · 
jobs in construction related industries . By dea li ng now with the relatively 
1 ower costs of resurfacing and rehabi 1 ·tat i on, we wi 11 avo id the higher 
costs of rep l acement and reconstruc tion l ater . 

FUEL 

The Conference Report approved a 
increase of five cents , br in gin g 
(the first increase s in ce 1959.) 
April 1, 1983 . 

Federa l gaso li ne and diesel fuel tax 
t he tota l Federal tax to nine cents-a-gallon 

Th e effective date of this increase is 

Gasohol will be subject only to a fou r cents-a-gallon Federal tax as of 
April 1, 1983 . Buses are exempt from the current tax on fuel and they will 
also be exempt from the increased fu el taxes . 
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HEAVY VEHICLES 

The Conference Committee approved a fiv~ year phase-in of the graduated 
highway use tax for heavy vehicles, with the rate for the heaviest trucks 
staying at the present $240 per year for the next 18 months and increasing 
to $1600 on July 1, 1984, $1700 on July 1, 1986, $1800 on July 1, 1987 and 
the full rate of $1900 on July 1, 1988. 

The final rates are as follow: 

26,000 - 33,000 lbs. GVW 
33,000 - 55,000 lbs. GVW 
55,000 - 70,000 lbs. GVW 
70 ,000 - 80,000 lbs. GVW 
80 ,000 lbs. GVW and above 

0 
$50 + $25/1,000 > 33 ,000 
$600 + $52/1 ,000 > 55,000 
$1380 + $52/1,000 > 70,000 
$1,900 

The Conference Committee approved an exemption for low-mileage 
vehicles which do not use the highways more than 5,000 miles per year. 
This exemption is aimed at farm vehicles, logging trucks, coal and other 
mining vehicles which are primarily used in off-highway operations. 

TRUCK SALES AND PARTS 

The truck sales tax will be 12 percent for trucks over 33,000 lbs. gross 
vehicle weight (GVW) and trailers over 26,000 lbs. and will be collected 
at the retail level. The current eight percent sales tax on truck and 
trailer parts is abolished. 

TIRES 

A graduated tax for tires has been approved by the Conference Committee, 
eliminating al l taxes on inner tubes and tread rubber and tires under 
40 lbs. Tires would be taxed as follows : 

$0 . 00 
$ .1 5/l b. 
$ .30/ lb. 
$ .50/lb. 

f i rst 40 l bs . 
next 30 lbs. of tire we i ght 
next 20 l bs. of tire weight 
ba l anc e of t i re weight 

This means that a 100 lb . tire wou ld have a $15 . 50 tax, based on $.00 for 
the first 40 lbs. ,$.15 for the next 30 bs., $.30 for 20 lbs. and $ . 50 
for the last 10 lbs. The tire tax wil l take effect on January 1, 1984 . 

Normal passenger car tires would not be subject to any Federal tax . 
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TRUCK SIZES AND WEIGHTS 

The conference-approved bill allows an i ncrease in the size and weights 
of trucks operating on the Interstate system, which will produce greater 
productivity for the trucking industry. this provision effectively 
eliminates barriers that currently exist in three states for trucks up 
to 80,000 lbs. It also allows operation of doubles on Interstate hi~hways. 
Regarding truck lengths, no state can set limits of less than 48 feet for 
singles and 28 feet wach for doubl es. (The DOT appropriat ion bill in creases 
the mandatory width of trucks to 102 inches.) 

OTHER lSSUtS 

TRANSIT 

One cent of the fiv e cent revenue package would be used to help rebuild 
the nat ·o n's transit systems. This wou l d add $1.1 bi llio n to the amounts 
otherwise ava il able for transit capital assistance. 

Th e conferees approved a measure that would reduce transit operating 
ass istance in FY 1983 and retain that l evel through FY 1986. The decrease, 
compared to FY 1982 eve l s, wou l d be 20 percent for urbanized areas whose 
population exceed on e i 1 ·on; 10 percent for areas between two hundred 
t housand and one · ·on; ad f"ve percent for areas between fifty thousand 
and t wo hundred tho sa d. T ere wou l d not be any statutory reduction in 
operating areas. · 

HIGHWAY S 

For highway construct·on progra s, t e states are assured that they wi ll 
receive not l ess than an 85 percent s are of t e ir estimated highway user 
payments into the Highway Trust Fund . Eac h state i s guaranteed at l east 
1/ 2 of one percent of the Interstate corstr c~ · nand 4R (resurfacing, 
restor'ation, rehabilitation and reco s·r ,c" ion) funds as a minimum. 

In order to al l ow all states to take aa a tage of the ava il abi li ty of 
incre ased funds for highway constr ct ·on, the l egis l at io n temporarily 
waives state matching fund r equ irements for FY 1983 and 1984, where 
matching funds are unavai l ao l e. here · s a requirement for cash repayment 
or deductions from FY 1985 and 1986 apport ·onments. Deducted amounts 
would be reapportioned to other states. 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

Dear Sir: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220 

December 30, 1982 

This is in reply to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Treasury concerning enrolled bill H. R. 
6211, the "Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982." 
Title v of this bill is the "Highway Revenue Act of 1982," 
which restructures and simplifies the excise taxes that 
provide revenues for the Highway Trust Fund. 

The Department of the Treasury supports the President's 
signing the enrolled bill, even though the Department opposed 
the provisions relating to deductions for conventions on 
cruise ships and energy tax credits for chlor-alkalt 
electrolytic cells. 

A summary of the major tax provisions of the Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 is enclosed. 

Director, Office of 
Management and Budget 

Executive Office of the President 
Washington, D. C. 20503 

Sincerely, 

I 

I I 

John E. Chapoton 
Assistant Secretary 

(Tax Policy) 

Attention: Assistant Director for 
Legislative Reference 

Enclosure 

I f> " • • l 



SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1982 

Summary of Conference Agreement 
on Tax Provisions 

I. Highway-Related Revenue Provisions. 

o Motor fuels taxes 

The taxes on gasoline, diesel fuel, and special 
motor fuels are increased from 4 cents per gallon 
to 9 cents per gallon, effective for sales after 
March 31, 1983. 

The taxes on gasoline and special motor fuels 
used in motorboats are increased from 4 cents per 
gallon to 9 cents per gallon, effective for sales 
after March 31, 1983. The maximum amount of these 
revenues that can be transferred to the Boating 
Safety Fund is increased from $20 million per year 
to $45 million per year and the maximum allowable 
balance in that fund is also increased to $45 
million. 

o Exemptions from motor fuels taxes --

Gasohol. -- An exemption of 5 cents per gallon 
through 1992. 

Qualified taxicabs. -- An exemption of 4 cents 
per gallon through September 30, 1984. 
(Additionally, the Treasury Department is directed 
to conduct a study on the effectiveness of this 
exemption.) 

State and Local government use; intercity 
school, and local buses; nonprofit educational 
institutions; farming use; nonhighway business use. 
-- An exemption of 9 cents per gallon through 
September 30, 1988. 

Certain alcohol fuels. An exemption of 9 
cents per gallon for alcohol fuels consisting of 85 
percent or more methanol, ethanol, or other 
alcohols derived from sources other than petroleum 
or natural gas, through September 30, 1988. 

o The present law 40-cents-per-gallon income tax 
credit for certain alcohol fuels is increased to 50 
cents per gallon effective through 1992. 

o The tariff on imported alcohol fuels is increased 
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from 40 cents per gallon to 50 cents per gallon, 
effective after March 31, 1983. 

o For any person other than a refiner producing more 
than 1,000 barrels of oil per day, payment of the 
gasoline tax is extended by 5 days for taxpayers 
who pay by electronic transfer. 

o The 10-percent manufacturers' excise tax imposed on 
the sale of trucks and trailers is converted to a 
12-percent retail sales tax. In addition, the 
threshold weight over which articles are taxable 
is raised from 10,000 pounds to 33,000 pounds for 
trucks and 26,000 pounds for trailers. A new 
exemption is provided for dual use vehicles which 
are designed primarily for railroad use. The 
increase in the taxable threshold weight and the 
exemption for rail trailers are effective the day 
after enactment. The increase rate is effective 
for sales after March 31, 1983 ~ 

o The current 8-percent tax on parts and accessories 
is repealed, effective on the day after enactment. 

o There is a graduated tax on highway tires at the 
following rate and poundage brackets: no tax on 
tires under 40 pounds (which includes virtually all 
tires for passenger vehicles); 15 cents per pound 
for tires between 40 and 70 pounds; 30 cents per 
pound for tires between 70 and 90 pounds; and 50 
cents per pound for tires of 90 pounds and over. 
These changes are effective January 1, 1984. In 
addition, the taxes on nonhighway and laminated 
tires are repealed, effective January 1, 1984. 

o The taxes on tread rubber and inner tubes are 
repealed, effective January 1, 1984. 

o The tax on lubricating oil is repealed, effective 
on the day after enactment. 

o The increased annual heavy vehicle use tax is 
imposed on a graduated tax schedule. The tax 
applies to highway vehicles weighing more than 
33,000 pounds and traveling 5,000 miles or more on 
the public highways during the taxable period (July 
1- June 30). The increased tax is effective 
January 1, 1984, and is phased in over a 4-year 
period with an additional year of phase-in for 
truck fleets of 5 or less vehicles. After it is 
fully phased-in, the maximum use tax for heavy 
vehicles will: decrease from $99 to $50 per year 
for vehicles weighing 33,000 pounds; increase from 
$165 to $600 per year for vehicles weighing 55,000 
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pounds; and increase from $240 to $1,900 per year 
for vehicles weighing 80,000 pounds and more. 
Beginning January 1, 1985, a State must require 
proof of payment of the highway use tax before 
registering a vehicle in order to qualify for its 
highway apportionment for the fiscal year. 

o Floor stocks taxes are imposed on items held in 
inventory on the effective date of any tax increase 
under the bill. Conversely, floor stocks refunds 
will be made for taxes paid on inventory items no 
longer subject to tax. 

o The Highway Trust Fund is extended for 4 years, 
from September 30, 1984 through September 30, 1988. 

o A separate Mass Transit Account is established in 
the Highway Trust Fund. It consists of the revenue 
equivalent of 1 cent a gallon of the 9 cents 
imposed on gasoline and diesel~ and special motor 
fuels. The conferees intend that a fair share of 
the funds be allocated to cities to fund new rail 
construction, bus fleet expansion, and other 
related projects. 

II. Other Revenue Provisions. 

o Certain noncorporate taxpayers would be entitled to 
a ratable ordinary deduction over a 60-month period 
for the cost of motor carrier operating rights held 
on July 1, 1980. 

o A 10-percent energy investment tax credit is 
allowed for certain chlor-alkali electrolytic 
cells. 

o An individual whose only gross income for Federal 
income tax purposes is a grant of $1,000 received 
from a State government need not file an income tax 
return with the Internal Revenue Service. 

o Expenses of attending a business convention, 
seminar, or similar meeting that is held on a 
cruise ship would be deductible, not to exceed 
$2,000 per individual per year. 

o Interest on obligations exempt from income tax 
under provisions of Federal law other than the 
Internal Revenue Code which are in effect on the 
date of enactment of the bill would be treated as 
exempt from tax under the Internal Revenue Code. 

o The bill contains more specific rules under the 
normalization method of accounting used by public 
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utilities. Normalization generally requires that 
tax benefits attributable to the investment tax 
credit, accelerated depreciation, and accelerated 
cost recovery be taken into account for raternaking 
purposes over the service life of the asset that 
generates the tax benefits. 

III. Other Provisions. 

o Certain types of assistance provided to help meet a 
recipient's energy needs would be excluded in 
computing an individual's income for SSI and AFDC 
purposes. In the case of the AFDC program, the 
exclusion would be optional with each State. The 
provision applies to assistance in cash or kind if 
it is based on need in meeting horne energy costs. 
The provision applies through June 1985. 

o The bill modifies the number of weeks payable under 
the Federal Supplemental Compensation Program as 
follows: 

16 weeks are payable in States with an insured 
unemployment rate of 6 percent or more; 

14 weeks are payab l e in States with less than 6 
percent ins ured unemployment if the State was . 
eligible for extended benefits at any time between 
June 1, 1982, and enactment; 

12 weeks are payable in States where the insured 
unemployement rate is below 6 percent but at least 
4.5 percent or if the State becomes eligible for 
extended benefits after enactment; 

10 weeks are payable in States where the insured 
unemployment rate is below 4.5 percent but not 
below 3.5 percent; 

8 weeks in all other States. 

The program will expire on March 31, 1983. 



U .S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

SECRETARY OF LABOR 

WASHINGTON, D .C . 

·~ ·· ·ge2 ' ·' I 

Honorable David A. Stockman 
Director 
Office of ~anagement and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Dave: 

This is in response to your request for our views on enrolled 
enactment H.R. 6211, t~e Surface Transportation Assistance 
Act of 1 982. Although we have reservations, the Department 
of Labor does not oppose Presidential approval of this measure. 

We have reservations concerning the following provisions of 
the enactme~t. Section 149 amends the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1956, 23 U.S.C. § ll3(a), to extend the Davis-Bacon 
Act prevailing ~age coverage beyond "initial" construction 
to include federally-financed resurfacing, restoration, reha
bilitation, and reconstruction of highways. We do not favor 
this expansion of Dav:s-Bacon ~ct coverage. However, we do 
not view this objectio~ to be of sufficient importance to recom
mend a veto of t~e enrol_ed bill. 

Another reservation per~ains to t~e section of the bill which 
would provide addi~ional ·veeks of Federal Supplemental Compensa
tion (FSC) benefits to eligi~le claimants in every State. 
The number of weeks of FSC available to eligible claimants 
would depend upon the insured une~ployment rate in their respec
tive States and whether t~eir State pays extended benefits 
during the life of the FSC progra~. The bill provides for 
a total of sixteen weeks of FSC to jobless workers in those 
States with insured Jnemployment rates of 6 percent or more. 
The bill also provides for fourteen weeks of FSC in States 
that have insured unemployment rates of less than 6 percent 
and that paid extended benefits between June 1, 1982 and the 
date of the enactment of this bill. 

Twelve weeks of FSC are provided in States that either: (1) 
have an insured unemployment rate of at least 4.5 percent but 
less than 6 percent or (2) enter an extended benefit period 
after the date of this bill's enactment but were not in an 
extended benefit period between June 1, 1982 and the date of 
this bill's enactment. Ten weeks of FSC are to be paid in 
those States where the insured unemployment rate is at least 
3.5 percent but less than 4 percent and where the State has 
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not been in an extended benefit period at any time since June 1, 
1982. Finally, the bill provides for eight weeks of FSC in 
all other States. 

Under present law, FSC benefits are provided for six, eight, 
or ten weeks, depending upon the insured unemployment rate in 
the State. It is estimated that the present FSC program will 
cost $2.2 billion. The additional weeks of benefits provided 
by this bill add an estimated $540 to 600 million to that total. 

The Department of Labor has taken the position t hat an extension 
of the FSC program would be premature and t hat t he Congress 
should await a study of the FSC program, to be completed in 
January, before considering an extension. We would not, however, 
recommend Presidential veto on the basis of this provision alone. 

We note that the bill also contains a provision that provides 
for the protection of employees who file complaints relating 
to violations of commercial motor vehicle safety standards. 
We further note that the bill provides that t he Department of 
Labor has the responsibility to admin i ster this provision. 
This provision is similar to other "whi stleblower" provisions 
we administer. 

Sincerely, 















,-·· ---·- --- - ·- --- --- ·--·-- -

• ... - -

fl~'I' 11 coNmrn:-;:-; H R 2649 
I wr 81':HHION • • 

To nuthorir.c• n clc•,·ol11tion of J(O\'C'l'lllll<'lllnl rPspon~ihilitic•i-from the Fc•dl'fnl 
(lcm·rn1nc•11t to tlH' i-:tnlc·~ for c·c•rtain r'Pd<'l'nl-aicl hi1d1way JH'Og'rnllls upon 
tlw l'lc·C'tic,11 of th<' i-:tal<', pro\'id<' the· rc•,·1'1\lH'~ nc•c·c·:s~11ry to i'inam•c• tho~<' 
rc•i-ponsihiliti<'~. rc•chH·c• tlw intrusi\'t'll<'ss of 1-'<•clc•ral polic·~· in tla• clPC'isionnrnk
ing-of th<' i--1all's, 111111 for 01lwr purpo~<'~. 

lN 'I'HE HOUSE OF REPRBJSr~N'I'ATIVRS 
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~Ir. ~IH'IIEL (for hi111~c·li a11<I ~Ir. !,OTT) (hy n•c1uc•st) i11trocl11rc'd tlw followi111! hill; 
which \\'1\:< rl'i'<'t'l'c'c! jointly to tlw f'ommitt<'l'S on Public \\'ork~ :rncl 'I'runs
porrntion and \\'ays 1111(] Mt'11ns 

A BILL 
To authorize a devolution of governmental responsibilities from 

the Federal Government to the States for certain Federal

aid highway programs upon the electio11 of the State, pro

vide the revenues necessary to finance those responsibilities, 

reduce the intrusiveness of Federal policy in the decision

making of the States, and for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 lives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 Tha t th is Act may be cited as the "Federalism Block Grant 

4 Highway Act of 1983" . 

------·--- - ----- - - --- -- - --- --
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1 SEC. 101. FINDINGS. 

2 1,he Congress finds that.-

3 (a) The benefits of certain Federal highway programs 

4 accrue predominantly to the residents of each State in which 

5 the funds are spent. 

6 (b) The existing structure of such programs unnecessar-

7 ily restricts State authority to establish priorities, respond to 

8 unique local circumstances, and implement the most efficient 

H solutions to problems. 

1 O (c) .Federal-aid highway programs which can be effi-

11 ciently handled at the State level are the Federal-aid urban 

12 system program (23 U.S.C. 103); the Federal-aid secondary 

13 system program (23 U.S.C. 103); the portion of the B'ederal-

14 aid bridge replacement and rehabilitation program which pro-

15 vides funds for bridges other than those on the Federal-aid 

16 primary system and bridges eligible for discretionary bridge 

17 funds (23 U.S.O. 144), as modified by section 105(0 of this 

18 Act; the portion of the high,~.:ay safety program administered 

19 by the Federal Highway Administration (23 U.S.C. 402); the 

20 hazard elimination program (23 U.S.C. 152); and the rail-

21 highway crossings program (23 U.S.C. 180). 

22 (d) In order to provide an orderly transition to full State 

23 responsibility for these programs, it is appropriate that-

24 (1) during a transition period the St.ates have the 

25 choice of receiving the funds for the programs identi-

HR 26•19 Ill 
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1 fied by subsection (c) of this se;ction under the existing 

2 programs or under a block grant; 

3 (2) a Federalism Account be established in the 

4 Highway Trust Fund, into which will be transferred 

5 from the Highway 'rru st Fund, such amounts as may 

6 be required for block grants pursuant to section 103 of 

7 this Act; 

8 (3) the funds transferred into the Federalism Ac-

9 count be dist:ibuted among the States in accordance 

10 with the formulas in current statutes; 

11 (4) the States be able to use block grant payments 

12 for programs authorized under chapter l, title 23, 

13 United Stat es Code; and 

14 (5) ~he States that elect block grant payments he 

15 required to pass through to large urbanized areas in 

16 accordance \Vith established formulas that portion of a 

17 State's payment that th<' urbani'l.ed nrcus would luwe 

18 received under the current programs. 

19 8RC. 102. ELECTION OJ<' STATE 'l'O PARTICIPA'l'K 

20 (a) NOTI CR 'I'O 1'Ill~ 8gc1rnTARY.-

21 (1) ~'ILINO.-A State shall become entitled, us of 

22 fiscal year 1 $)84 or any of the immediately suceeeding 

2B four fiscal years, to block grunts under this Act, by 

24 filing with the Secretary, within thirty days after the 

25 date of enactment of this Act with respect to fiscal 

HH 26-19 lH 
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year 1984, or not Jess than ninety days prior to the 

beginning of that fiscal year with respect to each of the 

immediately succeeding four fiscal ye11rs1 a notice that 

it elects to rec:t~in 1. a block grant under section 104 of 

this Act in lieu of apportnnmcnts under the programs 

identified in section 101(c) of this Act. 

(:2) IRRl<}VO<\ABli,ITY.-A State may not rcwoke a 

r,oticc filed under this subsection. 

(b) EFFF.CT OF NOTICE.-

(1) CoNT.!NllING Al'PLICA1'lON.--A notice that is 

filed under suhseetion (u) of this sec:tion is eff ectiYe for 

the fiscal year with respC'c:t to which it is filed and for 

<'llch in1mc•diatc•ly succeeding fiscal year that hegins 

prior to fi:,;eal yt>ar l ~)8H. For each such fisr.al yt>ar the 

filing HtutC' shall not lw t>ligiblc for ussista1H·e, otht>r 

than that authori"ed hy this Act. undc•r tlw prognum 

identifi<'<l in iwetion 1 ;)J (c) of Lhis Aet. 

(:.?) CONI-'01{1\IING AMENI>i\11':N'I' TO PRO(H!AM 

HTATl lTJ·:.-Tlw JH'rtincmt port.ion of each stututc goY

c•rning n progrum identified by seC'tion 10 l(c) is deemed 

lo C'Ontuin tlw followi!1g provision of lu \\.': 

A 8tute that has elected a block grnnt in lieu of appor-

tionnwnts under thi:,; program by a notice filed under section 

IO~ of the Ferlcralism Block Grant Highway Act of 1983 

shall not he eligible for assistance under thii> progrnm for t.he 

HR 26,19 Ill 
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1 fiscal year to which that election applies, or for any immedi-

2 ately succeeding fiscal year that begins prior to fiscal year 

3 1989. 

4 SEC. 103. THE FEDERALISM ACCOUNT. 

5 Section 9503 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 

6 (relating to the Highway Trust Fund) is amended by adding 

7 ut the end thereof t.he following new 1luhscction: 

8 "(O ESTABI,ISHl\'llilNT OF F1m1mALI8M J\ccOUNT.-

9 "(1) I N GENERAI , .-'l'h i3re is estahlished in the 

10 Highway Trust Fund a separate account to be known 

11 ns tlw 'Federalism Account' con::;isting of such amounts 

12 a~ may be transferred t.o the 'F ederalism Account.' us 

rn pro\·ided in this subsection. 

14 ''(2) TRANSI<'EH 'rO FEDirn .ALJHM ACCOl lNT.-

rn 1'1w Secretary shall trnr.sfer to the• 'Federalism Ae-

16 count' such amounts u:- may be required to make pay-

17 mr.nts for block grants under sect.ion 104 of the Feder-

18 alism Block Grant Highway Act of 1D8B from the 

19 amounts appropriated t· the Highway Trust Fund 

2C under subsection (b). 

21 "(:3) ExPENDITUlU;s FROM ACCOUN'J'.-Amounts 

22 m the 'Federalism Account' shall be available for 

23 making payments to eligible States in accordance with 

24 section 104 of the ·Federalism Block Grant Highway 

25 Act of 1983. 

IIR 2649 IH 
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1 "(4) INTEREST.-Interest on obligations held in 

2 the 'Federalism Account' shall be credited to and be a 

3 part of the Highway Trust Fund other than the 'Fed-

4 eralism Account' and t.he Mass Transit Account.". 

5 SEC. lOJ. HIGHWAY BLOCK GRANT. 

6 (a)(l) When a State makes an election under section 

7 102 of this Act, the State shall bcr.ome entitled for each fiscal 

8 year to which that election applies, to an amount equal to the 

9 amount to which it would otherwise have been apportioned 

10 under the programs identified in section lOl(c) of this Act. 

11 (~) On the first day of each fisr.al year the Secretary 

12 shall apportion t.o each of the participating States an omount 

13 equal to the amount to which it would otherwise have been 

14 apportioned under the programs identified in section 101 (c) of 

15 this Act. A State that has elected to receive a block grant 

16 shall be paid an amount not to exceed 20 per centum of the 

17 apportionments it would have received under the programs 

18 identified in section lOl(c) of this Act in the fiscal year for 

19 which such apportionments would have been made, an 

20 amount not to exceed 60 per centum of such apportionments 

21 in the next succeeding fiscal year and the balance of such 

22 apportionments in the next 8Ucceeding fiscal year. Payments 

23' shall be made in accordance with the provision of section 203 

24 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act (42 U.S.C. 4213). 

Hn 20.10 IH 
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1 (b) Payments of funds to a State in lieu of urban system 

2 funds that are attributable to urbanized areas of two hundred 

--8-thousand population or more shall be made available by the 

4 State for expenditure in such urbanized areas in accordance 

5 with a fair and equitable formula developed by the State. 

6 Such formula shall provide for fair and Rquitable treatment of 

7 inc0rporated municipalities of two hundred thousand or more 

8 population. Whenever such a formula has not been developed 

9 !Pld app1 oved for a State, the funds which arc attributable to 

10 urbanized areas having a population of two hundred thousand 

11 or more shall be allocated among such urbanized areas within 

12 such State in the ratio that the population \vithin each such 

13 urbanized area bears to the population of all such urb:rnized 

14 areas, or parts thereof \vithin such State. In the expenditure 

15 of funds allocated under the preceding sentence, fair and 

16 equitable treatment shall be accorded incorporated municipal-

17 ities of two hundred thousand or more population. }1unds al-

18 locat ed to an urbanized area under the provisions of this sec-

19 tion may, upo_n approval of the Governor and upon approval 

20 of the appropriate local officials of the area, be transferred to 

21 the allocation of another such area in the State or to the 

22 State for use in any urban area. 

23 (c) Each State and local government that receives a 

24 payment under this section shall expend that payment for 

HR 2649 IH 
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1 projects permitted by chapter 1 of title 23, United States 

2 Code. 

3 (d) Each State sha.ll provide written assurance that the 

4 State government-

5 (1) will make payments to local governments as 

6 required by this section; 

T (2) will expend the funds (including interest) made 

8 available under this section in accordance with the re-

g quirements of this section and during a reasonable 

10 period; 

11 (3) will appropriate and expend the payments re-

12 ceived in accordance with the laws and procedures ap-

13 plicable to the expenditure of its own revenues; 

14 (4) will provide for public participation in the in-

15 tended-use report required under subsection (e); 

16 (5) will comply with the requirements of subsec-

17 tion (g); 

18 (6) will establish fiscal procedures, provide for 

19 audits of its financial statements and compliance with 

20 this section, and provide for public inspection of such 

21 audit reports; 

22 (7) will provide to the Secretary and the Comp-

23 troller General, upon reasonable notice, access to and 

24 the right to inspect such books, documents, papers, and 

25 records as the Secretary or the Comptroller General 

HR 2649 IH 
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1 reasonably require to review compliance and operations 

2 under this section; and 

3 (8) v.rill consult with local governments on all 

4 major policy decisions and program choices on the use 

5 of bl0ck grant funds. 

6 (e) Each State desiring to receive n. payment under this 

7 section shall prepare, in such form as the State finds appro-

8 priate, a report of the intended use of the payments provided 

9 under this section. The State shall promptly reflect any suh-

10 stantial changes in its intended use of funds in such revisions 

11 to the report as may be necessary. Such intended-use report 

12 shall contain a description of (1) the goals and ohject.ivcs of 

13 the program it will conduct with the payments under this 

14 section, (2) the activities it will support to attain those goals 

15 and objectives, (3) the geographic area or areas of the State 

16 in which such activities will be carried out, and (4) the crite-

17 ria for and administrative methods of disbursing funds re-

18 ceived under this title. The State shall make the report avail-

19 able for public inspection within the State . Copies shall also 

20 he provided, upon request, to any interested public agency. 

21 (0 Each State shall, at least biennially, conduct a finan-

22 cial and compliance audit of its expenditures from payments 

23 received under this section. Such State audits shall be con-

24 ducted by an entity independent of any agency ad.ministering 

25 activities or services carried out under this title and, to the 
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1 extent practicable, in accordance with the Compt.roller Gen-

2 eral's standards for auditing governmental organizations, pro-

3 grams, activities, and functions. The State shall make copies 

4 of the audit required by this subsection available for public 

5 inspection within the State. Copies shall also be provided, · 

6 upon request, to any interested public agency. 

7 (g)(l) For foe purpose of applying the prohibitions 

8 against di~.;1·imination on the basis of age under the Age Dis-

9 crimination Act of 1975, on the basis of handicap under sec-

10 tion 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, on the basis of 

11 sex under' title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, or 

12 on the basis of race, color, or national origin under title VI of 

l 3 the Civil Rights Act. of 1964, programs and activities that 

14 rnceive Federal financial assistance under this section are 

15 deemed to be programs and activities receiving Federal fi-

16 nancial assistance. 

17 (2) No person shall on the ground of sex be excluded 

18 from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 3ubject-

19 ed to discrimination under, any program or activity ~hat re-

20 ceives Federal financial assistance under this section: Pro-

21 vided, however, That this section shall not be read as prohib-

22 iting any conduct or activities permitted under title IX of the 

23 Education Amendments of 1972. 

24 (3) Whenever the Secretary finds that a State, or an 

25 entity that has received a payment from an allotment to a 
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1 State under this section, has -failed to comply with the provi-

2 sion of law referred to in subsection (g)(l) of this section, ·with 

3 subsection (g)(2) of this section, or with an applicable regula-

4 tion (including one prescribed to carry out subsection (g)(2)), 

5 the Secretary shall notify the chief executive officer of the 

6 State and shall request that officer to secure compliance. If 

7 within a reasonable period of time, not to exceed sixty days, 

8 the chief executive officer fails or refuses to secure compli-

9 ance, the Secretary may-

10 (A) refer the matter to the Attorney General with 

11 a recommendation that an appropriate civil action be 

12 instituted; 

13 (B) exercise the powers and functions provided by 

14 title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Age Dis-

15 crimination Act of 197 5, or section 504 of the Reha-

16 bilitation Act of 1973, as may be applicable, or 

17 (C) take such other action as may be provided by 

18 law. 

19 (4) When a matter is referred to the Attorney General 

20 pursuant to subsection (g)(3)(A) of this scclion, vr whenever 

21 the Attorney General has reason to believe tlmt a State or an 

22 entity is engaged in a. pattern or practice in violation of a 

23 provision of law referred to in subsection (g)(l) or in violation 

24 of subsect:on (g)(2), the Attorney General may bring a civil 

25 action in any appropriate district court of the United States 
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1 for such relief as mu.y be appropriate, including injunctive 

2 relief. 

3 (h) Each State shall prepare reports on its activities 

4 under this section. Reports sh!\.11 be in such form, contain 

5 such information, and be of such frequency (but not less often 

6 than every year) as the State finds necessary to provide an 

7 accurate description of those activitit1s to secure u record of 

8 the purposes for which funds were spent, and to determine 

9 the extent to which funds were spent consistently with the 

IO report required by subsection (e) of this section. The State 

11 shall make the reports required by this section available for 

12 public inspection within the State. Copies shall also be pro-

13 vided, upon request, to any interested public agency. 

14 (i) If the Secretary determineR that a State of local gov-

15 ernment has failed to comply substantially with any provision 

16 of this section, the Secretary shall notify the State that, if it 

17 fails to take correc~:ve action within sixty days from the date 

18 of receipt of the notification, the Secreta.ry will withhold fur-

19 ther payments (or direct the State to withhold further pay-

9,() ments to the local government) for the remainder of the fiscal 

21 year and for any subsequent fiscal year until the Secretary is 

22 satisfied that appropriate corrective action has been taken; or 

23 require the State (or direct the State to require a local gov-

24 ernment) to repay all or a portion of the payments not spent 

25 in accordance with the provisions of this section. Payments 
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1 repaid shall he transferred into the Highway Trust Fund 

2 other than the "Federalism Account" and the "Mass Transit 

3 Account". 

4 G) Terms used in this Act and not otherwise defined 

5 have the same meanings as if they were used in title 23, 

6 United States Code. 

7 SEC. 105, CONl<'ORMING AMI..:NDMENTS. 

8 (a) The authorizations in section 202(3) of the Highway 

9 Safety Act of 1978 for carrying out section 402 of title 23, 

10 United States Code (relating to highway safety programs) hy 

11 the Federal Highway Administration are amended by striking 

12 "and September 30, 1986." and inserting in lieu thereof 

13 "September 30, 1986, September 30, 1987, and September 

14 30, 1988." . 

15 (b) The authorizations in section 105(a)(1) of the High-

16 way Improvement Act of 1982 for the Federal-aid secondary 

17 system are amended by striking "and September 30, 1986." 

18 and inserting in lieu thereof "September 30, 1986, Septem-

19 ber 30, 1987, and September 30, 1988.". 

20 (c) The authorizations in section 105(a)(2) of the High-

21 way Improvement Act of 1982 for tho Federal-aid urban 

22 system are amended by striking "and September 30, 1986." 

23 and inserting in lieu thereof "September 30, 1986, Septem-

24 ber 30, 1987, and September 30, 1988.". 
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1 (d) The authorizations in section 202(2) of the Highway 

2 Safety Act of 1982 for projects for elimination of hazards are 

3 amended by striking "and September 30, 1986." and insert-

4 ing in lieu thereof "September 30, 1986, September 30, 

5 1987, and September 30, 1988.". 

6 (e) The authorizations in section 203(b) of the Highway 

7 Safety Act of 1973 for rail--highway crossings projects are 

8 amended by striking "and SeptembN..fJO, 1986." and insert-

9 ing in lieu thereof "September 30, 1986, September 30, 

10 1987, and September 30, 1988 .". 

11 (f) Section 202(1) of the Highway Safety Act of 1982 is 

12 amended as follows: 

13 "(1) For bridge replacement and rehabilitation 

14 under section 144 of title 23, United States Code, out 

15 of the Highway Trust Fund, for primary bridges and 

16 bridges eligible for bridge discretionary funds 

17 $1, 140, 000, 000 for the fiscal year ending September 

18 30, 1984, $1,240,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 

19 September 30, 1985, and $1,540,000,000 for the fiscal 

20 year ending September 30, 1986, and for other bridges 

21 $510 ,000,000 per fiscal year for each of the fiscal 

22 yeari:; ending September 30, 1984, September 30, 

23 1985, September 30, 1986, September 30, 1987, and 

24 September 30, 1988, provided tha.t set-asides for the 

25 bridge discretionary fund shall be from the authoriza -
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1 tions for primary bridges and bridges eligible for bridge 

2 discretionary funds.''. 

3 (g) Section 104(a) of the Highway Improvement Act of 

4 1982 is amended by striking (1) "$12,750,000,000" and in-

5 sert ing in lieu thereof "$12,600,000,000 less amounts made 

6 available to Sta tes under the highway block grant"; (2) 

7 "$13,550,000,000" and inserting m lieu thereof 

8 "$13,450,000,000 less amounts made availble to States 

9 under the highway block grant"; and (3) "$14,450,000,000" 

10 and inserting in lieu thereof "$13,850,000,000 less amounts 

11 made available to States under the highway block grant.". 

12 (h) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, if any 

13 State in any fiscal year accepts a highway block grant as 

14 authorized by section 104 of this Act, any obligation limita-

15 tion enacted for Federal-aid highways for such fiscal year, 

16 including the limitation for such State, shall be adjusted 

17 downward to reflect such State's acceptance. 

18 SEC. 106. EFFECTIVL DATE. 

19 The effective date of this title shall be the date of enact-

20 mentor October 1, 1983, whichever is earlier. 

0 
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