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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1998

THURSDAY, MARCH 6, 1997

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met at 10:02 a.m., in room SD-192, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Richard C. Shelby (chairman) presid-
ing.
Present: Senators Shelby, Domenici, Specter, Bond, Bennett,
Faircloth, Stevens, Lautenberg, Byrd, Mikulski, and Murray.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATEMENT OF HON. RODNEY SLATER, SECRETARY

ACCOMPANIED BY LOUISE FRANKEL STOLL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR BUDGET AND PROGRAMS/CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

OPENING REMARKS

Senator SHELBY. The subcommittee will come to order.

Mr. Secretary, we appreciate your joining us today.

Secretary SLATER. Thank you, sir.

Senator SHELBY. We will get into some of the specifics of the
President’s budget request in a few minutes, Mr. Secretary, but I
am going to be looking to you to help me better understand the cri-
teria by which the administration evaluates the cost effectiveness
of some of your programs.

In the current budget environment, it is critical that we do all
we can to make sure that we focus our limited Federal resources
on projects that create jobs, create opportunities, create economic
activity, and improve mobility in this country. As we put this year’s
bill together, I have asked the staff to focus on some of the large-
dollar highway, transit, and aviation projects to make sure that we
are being wise stewards of our limited transportation dollars.

In turn, I am committed to doing what I can to bring more pri-
vate money to building transportation infrastructure by utilizing
innovative financing and establishing a business-friendly environ-
ment. I will also try to identify any money we are currently spend-
ing on potentially unnecessary transportation studies into spending
on real projects that bring value to real people.

Increasingly, this subcommittee performs a balancing act, jug-
gling resources among a host of worthwhile priorities competing for
the same Federal dollar. There are no easy choices. Pressure to
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fund new initiatives and to maintain and expand current discre-
tionary programs continues, while there are fewer options and less
consensus on where offsetting cuts should be taken.

In turn, I am dedicated to continuing the search for more effi-
cient, less costly ways to deliver essential transportation services,
to consolidate and to reform programs to increase flexibility over
the use of limited Federal dollars, to question the merit of Federal
expenditures, and to shift funds from lower to higher priority ac-
tivities. However, I believe, Mr. Secretary, we must recognize that
if the total amount available for transportation appropriations is
frozen, we must weigh the future consequences of continuing to
defer needed capital investments.

I probably bring a little different perspective to this subcommit-
tee than some of the past two chairmen, who are friends of mine.
Like every State in the Union, my home State of Alabama has sub-
stantial transportation needs, but our needs are primarily to im-
prove and expand our highway system. I am very sensitive to the
varied transportation needs of the States represented by other
members of the subcommittee, the Appropriations Committee, and
the Senate, and I commit to them and to you, Mr. Secretary, that
I will do everything possible to help them find the tools and the
flexibility to address their individual State’s transportation needs.
I strongly believe that all solutions involve a reexamination of the
Federal commitment to investing in transportation infrastructure
and a renewed commitment to ensuring that all States and regions
receive adequate consideration of their transportation needs.

Finally, Mr. Secretary, I want to reiterate my commitment to
preserving and promoting transportation safety. I want to work
with you to create a better understanding of how safety cuts across
modal lines. While we need to strive for continued improvements
in transportation safety, we must be mindful that the cost of safety
improvements in one mode of transportation may influence trans-
portation choices by the traveling public.

I look forward to our discussion today and to working with you
on the many challenges facing our transportation system.

Senator Lautenberg.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LAUTENBERG

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me
first congratulate you on being named chairman of the Transpor-
tation Subcommittee. I can speak with authority it is a very good
job. You will find it fulfilling. You can make a difference, and I am
glad that we both have significant transportation interests and
hopefully we will be able to satisfy our mutual interests with the
appropriate amounts of funding and interest on our part.

Never in the 14 years that I have been in the Senate—and I
have served on this subcommittee for a long time. I am thankful
to Senator Byrd, our distinguished ranking member and past chair-
man, for encouraging my appointment to the Subcommittee on
Transportation.

Never, though, have we had so many historic decisions related to
transportation in the same year that we were charting the course
anld will continue to chart the course of our national transportation
policy.
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In the coming year, we are going to be debating proposals to con-
vert the entire Federal aviation system to a user-based fee. It will,
however, not be enough to simply enact financial reform for the
FAA. We will need to monitor its progress to ensure that taxpayers
and the flying public actually enjoy the benefits of true reform.

While we have already granted the FAA far-reaching personnel
reform, we continue to see unacceptable delays in getting an ade-
quate number of fully trained staff into some of the busiest air traf-
fic control facilities in the country.

While we have granted the FAA far-reaching procurement re-
forms, we still see difficulties and delays in getting state-of-the-art
traffic control equipment deployed to the field. Just 1 week ago this
day, we saw an equipment failure at Newark Airport, one of the
busiest airports in the world, which caused the radar screens in the
air traffic control tower to go blank. Thankfully, all systems were
fully operational within 9 minutes and no passengers were put at
risk and there were hardly any departure or landing delays.

But I, like all Senators, find such incidents to be intolerable. We
cannot and should not wait 1 day more than is necessary to replace
aging equipment with modern and fully reliable systems. We have
added hundreds of millions of dollars to the FAA’s budget to ad-
dress critical deficiencies in the areas of safety and security. Yet,
we continue to see holes in the safety net that require immediate
attention.

This subcommittee can easily spend all of its energies this year
on ensuring that our aviation system remains the safest in the
world, but we are simultaneously charged with focusing on the re-
authorization of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act—ISTEA as it used to be called in the old days—and I under-
stand we might even have a new name.

As we approach reauthorization of ISTEA, we will continue to
advance the balance of the agenda, balance of flexibility that was
the centerpiece of that landmark legislation. Or will we retrench to
our previous one-dimensional policy that would exacerbate rather
than mitigate congestion?

Will we face the fact that Amtrak is a critical part of our na-
tional transportation network, or will we deprive the railroad of the
kind of capital that is necessary to improve its performance to the
level of a high-speed railroad that this country so rightly deserves?

And what about the safety agenda? After years of steady im-
provement, we are now seeing a tragic increase in fatalities that
are associated with drunk driving. As a result of Congress’ ill-ad-
vised repeal of the national maximum speed limit, we are now see-
ing increased carnage on our highways, especially increasing fatali-
ties resulting from high-speed crashes. Will we use ISTEA II to in-
sist on improvements in the safety of our highways and railroads,
or will we continue to simply deregulate, abdicating our Federal
leadership on safety?

If these challenges were not enough, the President’s budget asks
us to address still other challenges: improving the ability to move
welfare recipients to work and increasing the Coast Guard efforts
to keep drugs off our shores. And the President’s budget asks us
to address all these challenges within a very tight funding enve-
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lope, a budget that is consistent with the goal of balancing the
budget but leaves no room for redundancy or waste.

While we may wish that we had the opportunity to address each
of these challenges 1 year at a time, we are required to address
them all and address them now. There will be no hiatus for the
new chairman of the subcommittee, just as there will be no hiatus
for our new Secretary of Transportation.

Now, fortunately, we have in Secretary Slater a proven executive
with years of experience at DOT. This, Mr. Secretary, is your first
appearance before the subcommittee in your capacity as Secretary,
but hardly your first appearance before those of us at the table.

The ease with which Mr. Slater was confirmed by the Senate
serves as testimony to his performance as our Federal Highway
Administrator, as well as the confidence that we place in him in
his new role. And I want to welcome you this morning, Mr. Sec-
retary. I look forward to your presentation of the administration’s
budget.

And I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Bennett.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BENNETT

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, first let me apologize to you for having been out
of town during the final vote on your confirmation and make the
record clear that had I been able to be there, I would have cast a
very enthusiastic aye in favor of your confirmation. I am delighted
with the President’s decision that you are the man for this position.

If I may be allowed a personal reaction to your testimony, which
I have glanced through, I am delighted that you are quoting my old
boss, John Volpe. I entered the Nixon administration in 1969 as
the chief lobbyist for the Department of Transportation. We do not
call them that. We call them congressional relations and congres-
sional affairs and that kind of thing, but I have always liked to call
a spade a spade. I was in charge of the lobbying effort of a very
new, fragmented cabinet level department that was less than 2
years old.

If I may say so, I have my fingerprints very, very lightly, to be
sure, but I was involved in convincing the Congress to pass the Air-
port Airways Act creating the airport airways trust fund, the
Urban Mass Transit Act laying down the legislative structure for
that administration and, Senator Lautenberg, Amtrak.

One of the last things I did before I left the administration to go
to private practice was convince Mike Mansfield that if we did in-
deed run a train to Yellowstone Park through Montana, he would
allow that bill to pass out of the Senate and become law. Some of
the folks at Amtrak were not understanding how important it was
that we got Mike Mansfield’s support. They said, he 1s just another
Senator. I was able to add my expertise, which was not very ex-
pert, to say that if you do not have Mike Mansfield with you, you
are probably not going to get this piece of legislation.

They showed the same obtuseness toward Harley Staggers in
West Virginia. They did not understand why the chairman of the
House committee had to have a train running to the universities
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in West Virginia in order to make sure that the whole system
would pass congressional muster.

But I have a great affection for your Department, having served
there and learned many things there, and welcome you to this posi-
tion. If there is any position that I would personally lust after in
an administration, it might be yours. I make it very clear I am not
available, however, because I like the one I have a lot better.
[Laughter.]

References have been made by the other Senators to their own
States, and that is appropriate and fairly standard in these cir-
cumstances. I will not go on at length but simply point out that,
which I am sure you already know and I know the people in the
Department already know, in addition to all of the standard kinds
of transportation challenges faced by the State of Utah, we are act-
ing as host for the Olympic games in the year 2002. That puts an
absolute deadline that cannot be stretched on our finishing some
of our projects and it will not look good—which is a very mild un-
derstatement—to have the television cameras of the world focus on
Utah in the winter of 2002 and have us say, well, the highway that
would connect you to the venues where all of these events are
going to take place was to be finished 6 months ago, but we have
had a few delays and you will be able to get there by summer. Do
not worry about it. The Olympic games do not give us the luxury
of waiting on that, and I know you understand that and your peo-
ple in your Department understand that.

I look forward to working with you in ways to see that Utah
meets its deadlines. I am not asking for anything that is untoward.
I am not saying that Utah should get any favoritism above and be-
yond other States just because of the Olympics, but I think all of
us as a nation recognize that we have an obligation, having made
a commitment that something will be done by x date, in this case
to make sure that date is met. Or, to take out of context another
phrase, the whole world will be watching, and I am sure none of
us want that to happen.

So, I welcome you to the committee and to your assignment. My
congratulations to you in your assignment. I look forward to the
balance of your testimony.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Byrd.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRD

Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First I congratulate
you on the occasion of your first hearing as chairman of the Trans-
portation Subcommittee. I am pleased to have a chairman of the
subcommittee who is sympathetic for the need for highways in this
country and who in this particular instance has some unfinished
Appalachian corridors in his State.

I also look forward to continuing to work with our very capable
former chairman, now the ranking member of the subcommittee,
Mr. Lautenberg, on the many responsibilities that we face in this
extremely important, in some ways, most important subcommittee.
I say this because this subcommittee provides funding for the Na-
tion’s transportation infrastructure, its 953,000 miles of Federal-aid
highways and its 296,000 bridges, together with the Nation’s mass
transit systems, Amtrak, and all the Nation’s airports.
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In addition, the subcommittee must address critical safety issues
in all of these transportation modes, whether the issue is airbags,
air traffic control, rail highway crossings, oilspills, or curtailing
drunk driving.

I join the subcommittee in welcoming Secretary Slater. I con-
gratulate you, Mr. Slater, on having been promoted to the position
of Secretary of Transportation after serving the Nation very ably
as the Federal Highway Administrator. I have had several occa-
sions over the past 4 years to work closely with our new Secretary.
He was a very forthcoming and capable Administrator, and I look
forward to continuing my close cooperative relationship with him
in this new capacity.

Mr. Chairman, never are we reminded more quickly of the im-
portance of our highways than at times of disaster. Secretary
Slater has just returned from Arkansas where he witnessed first-
hand the devastation from the tornadoes that cut a deadly path
across his home State.

My State is also suffering at the present time, for the umpteenth
time, suffering from the effects of yet another spate of floods that
have taken the property and not the spirit of so many families. I
know that the members of this subcommittee join me in saying to
the Secretary that we intend to move as rapidly as possible on any
funding requests that the President puts forward to address the
needs arising from this recent rash of disasters, the floods and
heavy snows in the West and Midwest, the tornadoes and floods in
the South, as well as the floods affecting the States of Ohio, West
Virginia, Kentucky, and other States.

As Secretary Slater knows, I have grave concerns regarding our
decades-long disinvestment in our Nation’s infrastructure. Our na-
tional investment in our infrastructure as a percentage of our gross
domestic product has been cut almost in half since 1980, from
roughly 1.2 percent to 0.6 percent. This trend has taken a severe
toll on the viability and the safety of our National Highway Sys-
tem.

In his last full year as highway Administrator, Mr. Slater pub-
lished a comprehensive report on the conditions of our National
Highway System, showing that we are developing a larger and
larger backlog in the funding necessary to maintain even an ade-
quate system of highways and bridges.

Unfortunately, we are faced with a budget request from the ad-
ministration that calls on this subcommittee to effectively freeze
the annual obligation limitation on the Federal Highway Program
at its current level for each of the next 6 years. Secretary Slater’s
statement makes some mention of a few encouraging signs that in-
dicate that we may be witnessing a turning point in the continuing
deterioration of our National Highway System, but there is no
question that if we freeze highway spending at the current level,
this perceived stabilization in our highway system’s performance
will be short-lived indeed.

The current level of spending certainly will not allow us to ad-
dress the millions of hours and billions of dollars that our economy
loses every year due to constrained capacity and traffic congestion
not only in the Nation’s major metropolitan areas, but also in many
rural and suburban areas as well.
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Plus we must simultaneously remember that highway use is on
the rise. The vehicle miles traveled by our citizens have grown
more than 40 percent in just the last decade and this trend is ex-
pected to continue.

According to the Secretary’s formal statement—and I quote
him—“The Department is committed to a long-term infrastructure
investment program and seeks the highest levels of investment
within the balanced budget context.”

Well, the Secretary knows that it is with great respect and fond-
ness that I'm required to disagree with the notion that a freeze on
highway funding is the best that we can do. We must do better,
and I am hopeful that we in Congress can find a way to increase
substantially the levels of funding for the programs covered in
ISTEA over the next 6 years, while simultaneously finding a way
to balance the budget over that same period.

While I cannot agree with the overall funding levels assumed for
our highway programs in the administration’s budget, I can and do
agree with many of the priorities that the administration has high-
lighted in its ISTEA reauthorization proposal.

For this Senator, the brightest spot in the President’s proposal
is his $2.19 billion authorization of direct contract authority toward
the completion of the Appalachian Development Highway System.
A total of $200 million is requested in contract and obligational au-
thority for this initiative in fiscal year 1998. That is only a portion
of what is needed.

I have introduced a bill, S. 182, the Appalachian Development
Highway System Completion Act. Senator Sessions has joined me
in sponsoring this legislation. I know that the chairman of this sub-
committee is very sympathetic with this legislation.

My bill will provide sufficient funding over the next 6 years to
complete the 725 unfinished miles in the 13 Appalachian States,
the people of which have been promised now for more than 30
years this highway system.

I discussed my proposal with a number of my colleagues who
have direct responsibility over the ISTEA legislation, and I re-
ceived favorable reactions from the Senators with whom I have spo-
ken.

While the Interstate Highway System is now almost 100 percent
complete, the Appalachian Highway System remains only 76 per-
cent complete throughout the region and only 74 percent complete
in the State of West Virginia, even though its completion was
promised in law, as I say, some 32 years ago. And I was here at
the time that we made that promise, as I was here at the time we
made the promise concerning the Interstate Highway System dur-
ing the administration of President Eisenhower.

Mr. Chairman, our region has waited long enough for the Fed-
eral Government to meet its responsibility to complete this essen-
tial part of our National Highway System. So, I again want to com-
pliment Secretary Slater and the President for proposing an excel-
lent first step toward that end.

In conclusion, let me again congratulate you, Mr. Slater, and as-
sure you that this subcommittee stands ready to do its part in
achieving what you described as your goal, namely, the highest lev-
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els of investment to a long-term infrastructure investment program
within the balanced budget context.

And as the last word of the New Testament of the Bible is amen,
let me say that also in closing my statement. Amen.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Murray.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MURRAY

Senator MURRAY. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a delight
to be on this committee, working with you as one of the newer
members. Congratulations on your assignment and I look forward
to working with you.

Secretary Slater, it is good to see you again on your side of the
world. The Secretary and I have met several times now in the past
several months, both of them in my home State, the first time
when our State had severe flooding and disaster about 172 months
ago, and the Secretary came out and met with some of the people
who were firsthand experiencing some of the dramatic impacts of
what weather can do to them and their roads. I appreciated your
being out there.

The second time was in a very tragic circumstance when we lost
three young Coast Guardsmen who were trying to save a sailboat
off the northernmost corner of my State and the Secretary was
most kind in coming out with Commandant Kramek, traveling all
the way across the country to be at that funeral service in a very
remote community of La Push in the State of Washington. I want
you to know that your words and your being there really meant a
lot to those young Coast Guardsmen and the community and the
Quillayute Indian Tribe who is such a tremendously important part
of that community. We very much appreciated your being there.

That community is continuing to try and deal with that tragedy,
the first Coast Guardsmen that we have lost in this country in a
number of years, and I just wanted to tell you how much we appre-
ciate your personal interest in them and in that community.

I am looking forward to your remarks in just a few minutes, but
I just wanted to touch on a few issues that I am going to be follow-
ing on this committee.

As you traveled to La Push, you had the opportunity to fly over
the Olympic Peninsula in my State and saw what a beautiful natu-
ral area that is, tremendously large. It is a regional interest for cy-
clists who come there from all over the country now. They do not
mix well with logging trucks, and we have had a number of acci-
dents. So, we have been working with seven different communities
out there on a voluntary basis to put together a bike trail, a 360-
mile bike trail, around the Olympic Peninsula and hope we can
work with you further to be flexible with some of our funds so that
we can meet some of these safety issues on those logging roads.

Second, I just wanted to quickly mention the regional transit
plan that was just passed by Puget Sound with a 50-50 match.
They are very excited about this opportunity, particularly in Belle-
vue. We have a crowded I-405 that is becoming a real congestion
problem. My constituents are concerned that as the Federal budget
declines, that they will not be able to see this get off the drawing
board, and they want some information back on whether these new
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projects will be able to have Federal matching dollars as they push
forward.

Finally, just let me mention the Airport Improvement Program.
I noticed that it is being targeted a cut of nearly one-half of a bil-
lion dollars. Many of our airports are suffering. Infrastructure is
old, needs replacing. Our traffic is greatly increasing. Particularly
in rural areas, people depend on the AIP funds for survival and
safety, and we want to hear from you how we are going to be able
to absorb some of these cuts.

So, with that, Mr. Secretary, I welcome you and thank you for
all your great work and I look forward to working with this com-
mittee.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Bond. I understand it’s your birthday.
Is this the day?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BOND

Senator BOND. Yes, sir; thank you. I appreciate that. I am at
that stage where one is delighted to be here to celebrate one.
[Laughter.]

We do not worry about the number of years that have gathered.

Mr. Secretary, I welcome you.

And I also congratulate our new chairman and I certainly look
forward to working with you, Mr. Chairman, and with our good
friend, Rodney Slater, with whom we’ve worked on many, many im-
portant issues.

I can certainly sympathize with Senator Byrd and others who are
having the problems of flooding. You well know how serious an im-
pact the floods of this magnitude can have on the entire transpor-
tation system, and it is absolutely essential to have someone as re-
sponsive as you have been, Mr. Slater, in these efforts.

I also want to join with the Senator from Washington, expressing
our thanks for the concern you showed for the Coast Guardsmen.
One of those brave, young men who was lost was from southeast
Missouri, and I know that the family and all of the friends in that
area appreciated your concern.

But speaking of safety, I have to tell you, again to go along with
what Senator Byrd said, that the lack of adequate funding for
transportation, for highways in particular, was really brought
home to me this past weekend. We had the funeral for one of my
very good friends from Chillicothe, MO, who was killed in a head-
on collision on a narrow, two-lane highway which is in the process
but is not yet upgraded because it carries traffic for a four-lane.

The evening after his funeral, I attended an event in Festus, MO,
where the mayor had just buried his wife, who also was killed in
a head-on collision on a two-lane road that now has been upgraded
to a priority for improvement.

The funds that we need for highways, roads, and bridges, all
transportation needs, are overwhelming. Yesterday, with Senator
Chafee, I introduced a measure to change the budget scoring so
that the highway trust fund moneys, collected one year would be
paid out the next year—the Highway Trust Fund Integrity Act. I
think that the people of America who pay into that fund, when
they gas up their cars, want to know that these funds are going
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for transportation purposes, and I hope we can obtain support both
from your side and from my fellow Members of the Senate for that.

I am not going to be able to stay for the full hearing. I have some
other obligations, but there is one issue that I did want to call to
your attention.

You have been most generous and helpful in dealing with our
bridge problems. We have stood side by side in Hannibal, MO, at
the Chouteau Bridge and at Cape Girardeau where there’s a bridge
named for my dear friend, the late Congressman Bill Emerson.

It was initially rumored that the administration’s ISTEA bill
would not include a bridge discretionary program. However, my
good friend and Missouri colleague, the widow of Bill Emerson,
JoAnn Emerson, brought this up in a House hearing last week. You
mentioned that the Department was in the process of reconsidering
that position but was unable to make any specific recommenda-
tions. I applaud your reconsideration and ask for your careful at-
tention as you give thought to this vitally important program.

Something has to be done. I think the statistics showed that in
1995, the Department reported that 25 percent of the Nation’s
interstate bridges were classified as deficient or in poor condition,
and 28 percent of 130,000 bridges on all other arterial systems
were deficient. According to your Department, my State of Missouri
has the dubious distinction of being sixth from the bottom in condi-
tion of bridges. We are sixth highest in total number of bridges,
something to do with the Missouri and the Mississippi Rivers, I be-
lieve. Over 10,000 bridges in my State are in need of some kind of
repair and replacement.

We certainly do not want to be talking about attending any more
funerals if a bridge collapses. So, I would hope that you would be
able to inform this committee and our House counterparts and also
the authorizing committees what your position will be on the
bridge discretionary program.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Domenici. Oh, excuse me. I did not see.
Senator Faircloth.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Go ahead, Pete.

Senator DOMENICI. Oh, no.

Senator SHELBY. You were sitting back Senator Faircloth.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR FAIRCLOTH

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Slater, delighted to see you here this morning.

I am new to the subcommittee but spent about 8 years as chair-
man of the North Carolina Highway Department. Just as an aside,
Mr. Chairman, it is the largest in the Nation. We have close to
78,000 miles of highway. North Carolina has very few city streets
and no county roads. They are all under one unified system, and
it works extremely well.

I recently had some conversation with Secretary Slater, and he
was most helpful in saving air service to two communities and I
want to thank you.

Secretary SLATER. Thank you, sir.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Mr. Chairman, one of the most contentious
transportation issues in this Congress will be surface transpor-
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tation and the reauthorization of the bill. I am glad that we have
scheduled a hearing to do it.

This subcommittee is also going to have to address some very im-
portant issues this year. We face critical issues in subcommittee
with aviation safety as well as highways. So, I am eager to start
working on the program.

North Carolina has been rapidly growing, particularly in the Ra-
leigh-Durham and Charlotte areas. Our State in the late 1940’s
built the most complex farm-to-market road system of any State in
the Nation, literally tens of thousands of miles of it. Now, along
those same roads, instead of farms, are microelectronics plants and
high-technology industry. We simply are going to need much up-
grading to maintain and to look after the traffic that is created.

But one thing that was unheard of, or would have been unheard
of, even 10, 15 years ago in North Carolina—we are going to have
to go in many of our highly congested areas to some sort of light
rail transportation, and I look forward to working with you on that
and look forward to the rest of the hearing.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Domenici, now.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DOMENICI

Senator DoMENICI. Well, Mr. Chairman, thank you.

I would ask your permission, before you close this record, to put
in the record the 5-year budget requests of the President on trans-
portation.

Senator SHELBY. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Senator DOMENICI. Frankly, it is nice to be here, all talking like
things are rosy because we have this wonderful Secretary before
us, but the truth of the matter is, the President’s budget cuts
transportation over the next 5 years. Actually I think it is pretty
obvious that the administration does not believe that is what is
going to happen.

But just so people know, it is kind of difficult to put budgets to-
gether when everybody wants to cut more and more out of the ap-
propriated accounts and the President sends us a budget in an area
that is least probable to get cut. When everybody is asking for
more, the President asked for less. In the fifth year, there is less
transportation funding than there is in the first year, according to
what my staff tells me.

So, I just think we ought to make the point that it is not going
to be easy. The chairman does not know what amount he is going
to get to spend yet from the distinguished chairman and ranking
member of the full committee when funding is allocated.

But I want you to know, members of the committee—and I have
already said it publicly—while we do not direct the spending in the
budget, I clearly am not going to produce a budget that has less
transportation money over the next 5 years, but rather more. I am
just struggling with how much more. My ranking member, Senator
Lautenberg, while we do not see eye to eye on some budget is-
sues—I am hopeful on this one we will see eye to eye and put more
money in transportation rather than less.

I am absolutely convinced that people are talking about alternate
modes of transportation and that is a great idea, but for many,
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many, many parts of America, there is no alternative. It is a road
or no transportation, a safe road or a dangerous road, and there
is nothing in between. That need is growing, not diminishing.
Thank you very much.
Senator SHELBY. Senator Stevens.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am delighted to
have a chance to stop by. I see my colleague from West Virginia
is here. Mr. Slater, I think we are both here to welcome you to one
of the most difficult portions of the budgets that we oversee. I do
not want to prolong this because I know my colleagues want to
hear from you.

But I join with the chairman of the Budget Committee in indicat-
ing I think there is no alternative but to fund the moneys that are
needed for highways and for the modernization and replacement of
our bridges.

We do have a study, Mr. Slater, going on to determine the num-
ber of bridges that are really critical. I know your Department has
already addressed that, but clearly we are going to have to have
some reconsideration on how this money is allocated because of the
safety considerations of many of these bridges. And one is right
here in the District of Columbia.

Now, I do have some questions, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
submit.

Mr. Slater, the question about the commuter rule is very critical
to my State, and I do request that once you have addressed that,
that we see if we cannot get together with you and with the head
of the FAA because the application of this rule has already reduced
the fleet of commuter airlines in my State, which I might say, Sen-
ator Faircloth, does not have 10,000 miles of roads despite the fact
we are one-fifth the size of the United States. It has reduced the
commuter fleet by one-half. We have one-half the transportation
now for rural areas of Alaska that we had 2 years ago because of
the application of this rule to a State for which it was not intended.

So, once you have read that question, I urge that you give us a
chance to come visit with you and see if we cannot restore really
the basic backbone of transportation in my State and that is the
commuter airlines.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much. I look forward to working
with you, and I am sure my colleague does, as we get the bill to
the full committee.

Senator SHELBY. Secretary Slater.

Senator DOMENICI. Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Domenici.

Senator DOMENICI. Could I just give you three outlay numbers
so I will not burden the record?

Senator SHELBY. Go ahead.

Senator DoMENICI. Highways from 1998 to 2002 are down $3.9
billion, a 3.8-percent reduction. FAA is down 3 percent, a $1.4 bil-
lion reduction, and transit is down 7 percent, a $1.5 billion reduc-
tion. So, I will not put anything in the record. Those are the sum-
mary numbers.
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Senator SHELBY. Senator Domenici, we thank you for those num-
bers, though.

Secretary Slater, your entire written statement will be made part
of the record, and if you will just briefly sum up the highlights of
it, and this will give us some opportunities to question you. Thank
you.

STATEMENT OF SECRETARY SLATER

Secretary SLATER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee. At the outset, I would like to thank you for the oppor-
tunity to testify in support of the fiscal year 1998 budget of the De-
partment of Transportation as submitted by the administration.

DEPARTMENTAL PRIORITIES

Let me say at the outset, just in summary, in response to all of
the concerns raised, with priorities, three in particular, during my
tenure as Secretary—with safety as the No. 1 priority, dealing with
transportation and its relationship to the economy, and also bring-
ing a commonsense approach to our operations as servants of the
American people—with you in partnership and in partnership with
the private sector, I think we can address effectively many, many
of the issues that you have raised.

It is noted that I have a longer statement that I would like to
submit for the record, Mr. Chairman, outlining some of the specific
particulars of the administration’s commitment to invest $38.4 bil-
lion next year in our transportation infrastructure.

The President, in his State of the Union Address, noted that,
“Over the last 4 years we have brought new economic growth by
investing in our people, expanding our exports, cutting the deficit,
and creating over 11 million jobs, a 4-year record. Now we must
keep our economy the strongest in the world.” And clearly, trans-
portation is central to all of that.

Under President Clinton, we have tried to make good—and I be-
lieve we have made good—on the promise of ISTEA, landmark leg-
islation that the Congress will be reauthorizing this year. With the
Congress, we have increased transportation infrastructure invest-
ment to record levels. These investments have paid off in substan-
tial improvements in the condition and the performance of our
highways and mass transit systems.

The President’s budget includes $38.4 billion for our Nation’s
transportation system and key national transportation priorities
which invest in both our people and our economy. Foremost among
these priorities is to make the Nation’s transportation system even
safer for the American people.

When George Washington saw the mountain terrain, separating
the seaboard cities of the United States from the settlements along
the Ohio River, he noted that we have to open a wide door to con-
nect those markets.

Well, over the last few years, we have worked to continue to open
that wide door with an effective intermodal transportation system,
allowing new businesses, express packages, to move in just-in-time
delivery practices and procedures where items move almost
seamlessly through the system, whether on land, water, or air.
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Thirty years ago, we started the Department of Transportation,
committed to a vision. Today we work continuously to make that
vision a reality, investing in people and investing in safety.

As you know, I believe transportation is about more than con-
crete, asphalt, and steel. This budget proposes many critical invest-
ments in the quality of life concerns of the American people.

SAFETY

First, as relates to safety, we propose in 1998 raising the direct
safety spending for highways, aviation, rail, and maritime by $200
million to a total of $2.9 billion, a record 7.5 percent of our total
budget. And all of you have mentioned safety as a top priority,
whether on a two-lane highway or as it relates to aviation.

Also I would like to note that this administration has tried to
work with the National Transportation Safety Board to respond
speedily to all of its recommendations. One of the first meetings I
held, even before being confirmed, was with Jim Hall, the Chair of
the National Transportation Safety Board [NTSB]. Approximately
88 percent of the recommendations offered by the NTSB have been
closed, and of the 758 open recommendations, over 86 percent have
been classified by the NTSB as open with acceptable action under-
way. So, clearly safety is a priority.

STRATEGIC INVESTMENT

As relates to jobs, one of the key provisions that we will have in
our proposal is to improve our transportation system for people
whether they live in rural, urban, or suburban areas, and a critical
part of that will be a new $100 million program to deal with ques-
tions concerning welfare-to-work initiatives.

Strategic transportation investment in infrastructure aids the
economy. Beyond improving the quality of life, the transportation
system of the 21st century must provide Americans with the ability
to compete and win in a truly global marketplace. Working with
the Congress over the past 4 years, we have increased Federal in-
vestment in highways, transit systems, and other infrastructure to
an average $25.5 billion, more than 20 percent higher than the 4
preceding years.

These investments are producing results. The conditions of
bridges—and that has been noted time and time again—as well as
the pavements of our system, have improved significantly. We have
financed nearly 26,000 buses and almost 600 railcars for State and
local transit systems as well, and we are doing a lot along the
Northeast corridor.

I believe, like you, that our transportation must be a part of our
overall economic system but that it must be consistent with our
commitment to balance the budget by the year 2002. So, as Senator
Byrd has noted, our proposal is to get the highest level of funding
possible within that context.

Let me close by making a couple of commitments and also com-
ments regarding aviation operations. Just as the interstate system
expanded our national economy in this century, I believe that avia-
tion will expand our global economy in the 21st century. I assure
you that I will use the leverage provided by all of the innovative
decisions made over the last year or so to give the FAA improved
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legislation as it relates to procurement reform and personnel re-
form. We will work hard to deal with the question of long-term eco-
nomic investment.

COMMONSENSE GOVERNMENT

On the issue of commonsense Government, let me note that we,
too, Mr. Chairman, will make an effort to work with you to bring
private sector dollars to the financing of transportation infrastruc-
ture investment. We hope to do that through our State infrastruc-
ture bank initiative, as well as through the establishment of a $100
million new Federal credit program designed to deal with big-ticket
items.

In closing, I would like to say that as we work to create the
transportation system for the 21st century, we must also work to
build a critical mass of professional wherewithal and skill to man
and to provide the human resources to make that system work.

And I would like to ask the Congress to work with me in estab-
lishing a Garrett A. Morgan technology and transportation futures
program designed to bring 1 million young people across our coun-
try into the transportation industry. Giving them access to the
technological advancements of our transportation system of tomor-
row will be just the kind of inspiration they need, I believe, to find
this profession rewarding.

In closing, let me just say that I look forward to working with
all of you to ensure that our best days as a Nation are yet ahead
of us, and in doing so, we have to make sure that we have a quality
transportation system to sustain and to buttress the economic ac-
tivity that we know will come from our efforts to improve and stim-
ulate our economy.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. We have your com-
plete statement and it will be made part of the record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RODNEY E. SLATER

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to
testify in support of the fiscal year 1998 budget proposals for the Department of
Transportation.

OVERVIEW

President Clinton said in his State of the Union address: “Over the last four years
we have brought new economic growth by investing in our people, expanding our
exports, cutting our deficits, creating over 11 million jobs, a four-year record. Now
we must keep our economy the strongest in the world.” Under President Clinton,
we have made good on the promise of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 —ISTEA, the landmark legislation that Congress will be reauthor-
izing this year. Working with Congress, we have increased transportation infra-
structure investment to record levels. These investments have paid off in substan-
tial improvements to the condition and performance of our highways and mass tran-
sit systems.

Four weeks ago, President Clinton presented the details of the Administration’s
fiscal year 1998 budget. Included in that budget is proposed funding of $38.4 billion
for our Nation’s transportation system and key national transportation priorities,
which both invest in our people and in our economy. First and foremost among
these priorities is to maintain the safety of the nation’s transportation system and
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to make that system even safer for the American public, whether they travel by
land, water or air.

Transportation is critical to economic growth and for providing our citizens with
the mobility on which they have come to rely to sustain their quality of life.

This is as true today as it was at the beginning of our nation, when George Wash-
ington saw that the mountain barrier separating the seaboard cities of the new
United States from the settlements along the Ohio River must be overcome or the
settlements would be pulled into economic alliances with the British in Canada and
the Spanish along the Mississippi River. The solution that was in the young nation’s
clearest interests was to: “open a wide door, and make a smooth way for the produce
of 1that Country to pass to our Markets before the trade may get into another chan-
nel.”

Today, just think of the wide doors that have been opened, the new businesses
and innovations in the last twenty years that have arisen because of our effective
intermodal transportation systems—express packages, just-in-time delivery—where
items move almost seamlessly from land, whether by highway or rail, to water or
air and then back to land. These innovations are not just transportation change—
they support whole new ways of doing business.

Former Transportation Secretary John Volpe discussed the objectives of the De-
partment almost thirty years ago and his remarks are quite remarkably pertinent
today, as we near celebration of the 30th anniversary of the Department. “Our ob-
jectives range over improvements in the overall efficiency of transportation, ensur-
ing that the unemployed have access to employment * * * that there be joint plan-
ning of transport corridors in the hearts of our cities, that we upgrade the safety
of all modes, and most important for those who will come after us—that we safe-
guard our priceless heritage of natural wonders, historic sites and places of recre-
ation.”

Even though transportation improvements over the last 30 years have been as-
tounding—for example, the ability of businesses to minimize inventories because of
the reliability and efficiency of the nation’s transportation system—the challenge
that we face today sounds remarkably similar to John Volpe’s assessment. Today
we must improve our transportation system to meet the needs of the 21st century.
We must continue to invest in improving the safety of our people. We must main-
tain critical infrastructure investment to meet the needs of our economy. And we
must do that in a way that protects our environment, our neighborhoods and our
national heritage.

INVESTING IN OUR PEOPLE

The Department’s budget proposes many critical investments in the quality of life
of the American people. I would like to highlight three of these.

(1) Improving the safety of the transportation system, to save even more lives so
that the heartbreak that we see everyday due to transportation is reduced. As you
may know, in the past few weeks the Department of Transportation experienced
this heartbreak directly within its family—two Maritime Administration employees
were killed when coming back to the office from lunch and three Coast Guardsmen’s
lives were lost as they were trying to save others in rough seas.

(2) Ensuring that those going from welfare to work are not stymied by lack of
transportation. Transportation is one of the three major challenges faced by welfare
recipients, along with day care and skills training.

(3) Interdicting illegal drugs, which continue to threaten the well-being, safety
and security of all American citizens, including the children in our schools.

Safety

Our most important investment in the quality of life of the American people and
our highest priority—as always—is improving our transportation system’s safety
and security.

Although it’s already the safest in the world, much of what we do is aimed at
making it safer, as travel continues to grow. That’s why the President’s fiscal year
1998 budget proposes to raise Department of Transportation direct safety spending
by $200 million—to $2.9 billion, a record 7%2 percent of our total budget.

A major focus in our safety effort will be highway crashes, which account for more
than nine out of every ten transportation fatalities. About 41,500 travelers died in
highway crashes last year, a slight reduction from 1995. That’s notable because it
turned around a three-year trend of increasing highway deaths. But, unless we also
begin again to lower the fatality rate, the growth in travel created by our expanding
economy will begin increasing the number of deaths once again.

To cut the fatality rate, we have to focus not only on safer cars and safer roads,
but also on affecting the human factor. To do that, we need measures such as in-
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creased education and law enforcement, and so we propose raising NHTSA’s safety
spending by 11 percent—to $333 million. That includes:

—$9 million for a new occupant protection grant program to promote safety belt
use, the best way to protect travelers;

—a $9 million increase to support states in passing tough drunk driving laws;

—$8 million for a new research and education program to reduce air bag risks
for children and small adults, while still preserving the benefits of air bags for
all motorists; and,

—$2 million for a pre-license drug-testing pilot program, the first step in launch-
ing the President’s new initiative to combat drug-impaired driving.

We'’re also increasing funding for important safety programs in aviation, rail and

maritime safety.

—Aviation safety spending would increase 12 percent to $839 million, enabling
the FAA to hire 273 safety inspectors and certification staffers. It also funds the
work of the new National Certification Team, which inspects start-up airlines.

—Railroad safety spending would increase by 12 percent, to $57 million, with
funds going to speed up new safety rules and to buy an automated track inspec-
tion vehicle.

—Finally, we're proposing to increase maritime safety funding to $797 million—
incfluding Coast Guard programs to improve vessel and recreational boating
safety.

Access to Jobs

Transportation empowers our neighborhoods by providing access to jobs, to mar-
kets, to education and to health care for all Americans, whether they live in rural,
urban or suburban areas. But this budget, in addition to working for all Americans,
is directing resources to one group that needs special assistance: we are proposing
the creation of a new $100 million program to provide access to jobs and training,
administered by the Federal Transit Administration and cooperatively supported by
the Federal Highway Administration. This new initiative will elevate the transpor-
tation contribution to welfare reform. We hope this program will act as a catalyst,
uniting local governments, mass transportation providers, and social service provid-
ers in working toward a common goal of helping people who do not own cars im-
prove their lives not only by finding a job, but by being able to get regularly to that

job.

As President Clinton said in his State of the Union address: “Over the last four
years we moved a record 2% million people off the welfare rolls. Then last year Con-
gress enacted landmark legislation demanding that all able-bodied recipients as-
sume the responsibilities of moving from welfare to work. Now each and every one
of us has to fulfill our responsibility, indeed our moral obligation, to make sure that
people who now must work can work.” One part of the President’s three-part plan
to accomplish this goal is to provide training, transportation and child care to help
people go to work.

Our proposed new $100 million program would offer welfare recipients the access
to jobs, training, and support services that they need to make the transition to the
working world. This program would promote flexible, innovative transportation al-
ternatives—such as vanpools—that get people to where the jobs are. It also would
promote family-friendly transportation, such as day care centers at bus and rail sta-
tions.

In addition, DOT’s ISTEA reauthorization proposal contains several provisions de-
signed to strengthen existing programs allowing states to utilize Federal-aid funds
for training.

Drug Interdiction

And third, the work of the Coast Guard not only directly supports the safety and
security of our people, but also is a direct investment in the future of our country
through its role in interdicting illegal drugs before they get to America’s streets and
young people. We're proposing to increase the Coast Guard’s drug law enforcement
budget—by 15 percent—to $389 million. That includes $53 million in additional
funding for surveillance technology, improved intelligence capabilities and increased
operations as part of the President’s effort to stop illegal drugs from entering our
country.

INVESTING IN OUR ECONOMY

In the 21st century Americans will compete in a truly global marketplace. This
marketplace will be fiercely competitive and our success as a nation will be deter-
mined on how safely, reliably and cost-effectively we can move people, goods and
information. Transportation expenses now account for eleven percent of the United
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States gross domestic product—a greater share of the economy than health care or
defense—and will affect our country’s global competitiveness in the future.

As he again made clear when he met with the nation’s governors last month,
President Clinton recognizes the contribution of sound infrastructure to increasing
America’s prosperity and its international competitiveness. That’s why he’s worked
on increasing infrastructure spending even as he’s reduced the budget deficit.

Infrastructure Investment

Working with this Subcommittee and the entire Congress, over the past four
years (fiscal years 1994-97) we've increased Federal investment in highways, transit
systems, and other infrastructure to an average of $25.5 billion, more than 20 per-
cent higher than the previous four years. The Department is committed to a long-
term infrastructure investment program and seeks the highest levels of investment
within the balanced budget context.

Our investment is producing results, even with many of these projects still under
construction. For example, the latest data on the National Highway System shows
us that the condition of bridges and pavement has improved significantly. System
performance—as measured by peak hour congestion, which had been deteriorating—
has now stabilized.

This success extends to transit. In the last four years we’ve financed nearly 26,000
buses and almost 600 rail cars for state and local transit agencies. With 19 new full-
funding grant agreements, we've also financed more than 100 miles of new transit
lines, serving more than 100 stations. Meanwhile since 1993, Amtrak has either
taken delivery of or placed orders for 236 new rail passenger cars, 191 new loco-
motives and 18 high speed train sets, making dramatic improvements in the age
and condition of its fleet and enabling 150 mph service in the Northeast Corridor
by the turn of the century.

The fiscal year 1998 proposal of $25.6 billion for infrastructure—actually above
the average of the past four years—would sustain the investment that’s produced
these results. And I want to emphasize that—by proposing even higher ISTEA reau-
thorization levels—we’re leaving room for additional investment in the future as
economic conditions and our deficit reduction efforts warrant.

For next year’s federal-aid highway program, we’re proposing an $18.17 billion ob-
ligation limit, just a shade below this year’s $18.19 billion.

We also propose a supplemental request for 1997 to increase the obligation limit
by $318 million. This would be distributed to states that received lower-than-ex-
pected obligation authority this year because of the Treasury Department’s correc-
tion of an accounting problem in crediting prior-year tax receipts to the Highway
Trust Fund.

We're proposing $4.2 billion for transit capital this year, a $390 million increase.
Transit operating assistance for communities with more than 200,000 people would
no longer be available. But increased capital funding would be made available to
them, and, as an added measure of support for them and for communities of all
sizes, we’re proposing to broaden the definition of “capital” to include preventive
maintenance of capital investment. Smaller communities—which are the ones most
dependent on federal aid—could use transit formula grants for either capital or op-
erating expenses.

Our efforts in the coming months will be largely devoted to ensuring that an
ISTEA reauthorization bill gets passed in a manner that does not result in increases
in the budget deficit, but also provides states and localities with much needed flexi-
bility and funding in a timely manner. I know that you share that same goal. For
the past year, Congress and the Department have been engaged in reaching out to
groups and individuals across the country to gather ideas for reauthorization of
ISTEA. What has emerged is a consensus that ISTEA works. The goal upon which
our ISTEA reauthorization proposal is based is to build on ISTEA, not abandon it.

Maritime

While not under this Committee’s jurisdiction, I would also like to mention that
the Department’s maritime programs have at their center the strengthening of our
national and economic security. They accomplish this through genuine partnership
with other government agencies and absolute reliance on the private sector to ac-
complish two goals: making our maritime transportation system the most modern,
competitive and efficient in the world and providing strategically critical sea-lift ca-
pacity to support our national security needs.

Aviation Operations

Just as the Interstate highway system expanded the potential of our national
economy in this century, so aviation is tying us to an expanded global economy as
we enter the 21st century. Aviation has not only brought Americans closer to each
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other, it has brought us closer to the rest of the world. Our aviation system is vital
to our domestic economy and to our nation’s global economic competitiveness. I can
assure you that I will use the leverage provided by access to the vast United States
market to urge our aviation partners to adopt more open markets—and to ensure
expanded access to their markets for United States carriers.

The FAA’s air traffic control system enables the safe travel of 1% million pas-
sengers every day, and its inspections ensure that aircraft, pilots, and aircraft oper-
ations meet the highest safety standards. We're requesting an 8.7 percent increase,
a notable amount in an era of budget freezes, to the FAA’s operating budget, up
to a record $5.4 billion. In addition to more safety inspectors, that will let the FAA
add 500 air traffic controllers and 173 security personnel to carry out the Gore Com-
mission’s recommendations. The personnel and procurement reform authority pro-
vided in our fiscal year 1996 Appropriations Act will enable FAA to hire the best
people possible in the most effective way, as well as to accelerate modernization of
critical equipment.

One area in which tough budget choices resulted in our proposing lower invest-
ment is airport grants, for which were proposing $1 billion. We've chosen this
course because large airports can obtain funding more easily than can other types
of infrastructure; in fact, most already use other sources—such as aircraft landing
fees, concession revenue, and passenger facility charges—for most of their capital
financing. We plan to mitigate the impact on small airports—which are especially
dependent on federal aid—by proposing that their formula grants continue at cur-
rent levels.

Financing all of our aviation system’s needs—airports, airway facilities, security,
and FAA operations—is a critical priority for us. I want to commend the Congress
for its prompt action in renewing expired aviation taxes and crediting receipts to
the Trust Fund. We are grateful for this quick action, which will avoid a serious,
short-term financing crisis.

We also want to work with Congress to establish a reliable, long-term funding
base so that the FAA can provide the services our aviation system needs. As an in-
terim measure until comprehensive financial reform is achieved, we’re proposing
$300 million in new user fees. We're looking forward to appointing the new National
Civil Aviation Review Commission—which will analyze aviation budget require-
mentif and ways to fund them—and help us to reach a consensus on what course
to take.

PROACTIVE LEADERSHIP

As I said in my confirmation hearing, I will continue to bring common sense gov-
ernment to the Department of Transportation in order to provide the people we
serve with a Department that works better and costs less. I will encourage more
flexible, innovative funding to leverage federal dollars for infrastructure investment,
technology use to improve the performance of our transportation system, and trans-
portation policies that are sensitive to environmental concerns.

Innovative Financing

The fiscal year 1998 budget expands the efforts the Department has made in in-
novative financing by providing another $150 million in seed money for State Infra-
structure Banks (SIB’s) and $100 million for a new Federal Credit Program, both
to be included in our proposal for ISTEA’s reauthorization.

The Federal Credit Program will be similar to the SIB’s in its support of innova-
tive financing, but it will fill a different need—the support of projects which, by vir-
tue of their size or their multistate benefits, are nationally significant but which
might not fit into the programs of individual states. That will enable us to make
loans and apply other financing arrangements for these vital investments, much as
we did with California’s Alameda Corridor project.

Technology

Technology is particularly essential to the health of our transportation system. In-
novations in transportation technology contribute to America’s global competitive-
ness and national security, enhance the capacity of our infrastructure, our environ-
ment and local communities, and perhaps most importantly, save lives and reduce
the risk of accidents and injuries. That’s why we propose to increase investment in
technology research and development by nine percent, to $1 billion.

This total includes $250 million for Intelligent Transportation Systems, which
apply advanced computer and communications technologies to travel. This will help
improve information to drivers in order to increase transportation efficiency. About
$150 million will fund ITS research and technology development, and $100 million
is to encourage state and local governments to invest in electronic infrastructure
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such as travel information programs and automated traffic signals to enhance infra-
structure performance.

The budget also requests funding to complete all six prototypes and conduct test-
ing of the Advanced Technology Transit Bus. This bus was developed using proven,
advanced technologies from the aerospace industry and is a lightweight, low-floor,
low-emission alternative to current buses.

Other efforts in the technology area are geared at helping the Department target
its resources to address critical problems. For example, the FAA’s technology budget
includes funding for an aviation safety risk analysis program. This program is de-
signed to improve FAA and industry measurement of and accountability for safety
performance. The analytical techniques to be developed will focus on more effec-
tively and efficiently using information contained in FAA and industry databases.

Protecting the Environment

Transportation, like all human activity, affects the environment, and we have an
obligation to mitigate its impacts. That’s why we’re proposing a five percent increase
in environmental funding—to $1.53 billion.

Much of this would be for the successful Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement Program, which state and local governments use to cut pollution
through transit projects, traffic flow improvements and alternatives such as ride-
sharing. CMAQ funds would be authorized at $1.3 billion a year, up 30 percent from
their level under ISTEA.

The Coast Guard’s marine environmental protection program, which promotes and
enforces an aggressive approach to pollution prevention, preparedness, and re-
sponse, along with oil spill cleanup programs, would increase seven percent, to $326
million.

CONCLUSION

As the President has said, when times change, so government must change. And
so, as I look to the next four years, I believe we in the Department of Transportation
must set high goals and must be architects of change, but also build a new balance
in our relations with state and local governments. We must ensure our success in
the 21st century by recognizing the crossroads we are at today—recognizing the
need not only to invest in our current infrastructure, but to take full advantage of
technology and leave a more efficient, safer transportation system and environment
than we have today. I hope that I can help us reach not just for the easy and the
quick, but for the solutions that will make a difference in the long run, for the solu-
tions that appear, but are not really, just beyond our reach.

As President Clinton said in Putting People First, “Just as interstate highway
construction in the 1950’s ushered in two decades of unparalleled growth, investing
in the pathways of the future will put Americans back to work and spur economic
growth.” The Department’s fiscal year 1998 budget proposes strategic investments
in two important pathways: people and infrastructure. It also does its part to bal-
ance the federal budget by 2002. I stand ready to be your partner as you develop
a DOT appropriations bill that is consistent with our national commitment to reach
a balanced budget by 2002 and with our commitment to ensure that critical national
transportation needs are met so that Americans can maintain their mobility and our
economy can continue to prosper. I also stand ready to work with the Congress as
it develops a long-term ISTEA reauthorization bill that address the issues of this
fiscal year and the 21st century.

PROPOSED HIGHWAY OBLIGATION LEVELS

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary, the administration’s ISTEA pro-
posal in the President’s fiscal year 1998 budget, as Senator Domen-
ici referred to, appeared to set a highway obligation limitation sig-
nificantly below the contract authority level. Effectively, the obliga-
tion limitation envisioned in the 1998 budget request in the admin-
istration’s ISTEA proposal has been frozen below the 1997 appro-
priated level. The administration proposes, as I understand, a high-
er contract authority level but without—but without—the accom-
panying obligation limitation.

That simply raises false expectations among my colleagues, the
States, the transportation constituency, and the American public.
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Why, Mr. Secretary, are you proposing higher contract authority
numbers in the budget than your proposed obligation limitation?

Secretary SLATER. Mr. Chairman, what we are trying to do is to
exercise a policy that really is evident in ISTEA where you have
higher contract authority than obligation authority, but with the
robust economy, we have actually been able to fund approximately
96 percent of the authorized levels in ISTEA. Under our current
scenario, it provides for a contract authority that is at the highest
level possible and an obligation authority at the highest level pos-
sible within the context of our overall budget goal of balancing the
budget by the year 2002.

But with a multiyear program, it is our hope that as much as
we have been able to do in ISTEA in its full-funding effort, we will
be able to do the same as we look at the outyears of our proposal.

Currently the obligation limitation would limit us to about, I
guess, 86 percent on the dollar of the moneys coming into the trust
fund. But again, we had a similar situation with ISTEA. Over time,
because we were able to provide record-level investment over the
last 4 years, we were able to provide 96 percent of the funds com-
ing into the trust fund during this period. We believe that the same
will hold true as we look forward to a robust economy in the com-
ing years.

TRANSIT NEW STARTS

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary, the President’s proposed 1998
budget would cut transit new starts by $126 million from the cur-
rent enacted level of $760 million.

There are now 13 new starts with full funding grant agreements
in the funding pipeline, and two more are awaiting FFGA’s. These
15 projects will cost $3.7 billion to complete. There are about 100
other projects already in various preliminary stages, totaling about
$10 to $20 billion to complete. The San Francisco BART subway ex-
tension to the San Francisco airport is awaiting approval of a new
$750 million Federal full funding grant agreement, and Sac-
ramento is awaiting one for about $100 million.

Some new start projects have encountered serious construction
problems, notably in Los Angeles, where concerns have been raised
about whether improved bus service is a cheaper and a better op-
tion.

Should, Mr. Secretary, the administration be entering into new
funding grant agreements when the new starts program is already
at least oversubscribed?

Secretary SLATER. Well, Senator, your point is well taken in that
we have recently moved rather aggressively as it relates to new
starts, really, 13 major new starts, but on average I think we had
about 20 or so over the last 4 years, a considerable investment.

I think it responds to the challenges of the moment. I found it
quite interesting that Senator Faircloth from North Carolina would
make mention of the importance of light rail, a southern State, a
State clearly dependent on highways, as he noted, with the largest
system in the country, but because of the capacity needs of this age
and the future, States are beginning to diversify their system much
more, even in the South, a region that we both hail from.
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It is the opinion of the administration that through the planning
process, working with local and State officials, we will be able to
bring about better transportation decisions so as to bring more
transit projects on line, but to do so in a way that recognizes our
limited dollars, our limited ability to play at the Federal level, but
to also encourage and stimulate activity at both the local and State
levels and even from the private sector. We are finding that these
arrangements can be put together as we work as a team and bring
commonsense approaches to these kinds of decisions.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary, is the administration interested
in working with new starts project sponsors to help reduce the size
of the Federal commitment to these expensive projects?

Secretary SLATER. I think we have to continue to work with our
partners to do that.

Clearly, State and local governments are strong and actually ma-
jority participants in all transportation infrastructure investments.
I think we have moved past the day when the Federal Government
is the total pocketbook when it comes to these kinds of major in-
vestments. We also have to test the private markets, and many of
you have spoken to that.

But that is not to say that we can shirk our responsibility as a
Federal Government in providing much needed resources and in
carrying our part of the load, and I do believe we are going to work
through this process as we go forward as a nation into a new era.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Senator Lautenberg.

SAFETY REGULATIONS

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Mr. Slater, for an excellent presentation.

Mr. Slater, I was opposed to the passage of the National High-
way System bill, and I asked the President to veto the bill. The bill,
in my opinion, went just too far in undermining our Federal role
in ensuring safety on our highways. The law repealed Federal man-
dates regarding speed limits, as well as use of seatbelts and motor-
cycle helmets.

Now, I hear that some interests want to use the reauthorization
of ISTEA to force more rollbacks and deregulation in the safety
area, including allowing longer and heavier trucks on our highways
and eliminating mandates on the minimum drinking age.

Can you tell me what the administration’s position is going to be
regarding the effort to roll back the existing safety mandates in
current law?

Secretary SLATER. Senator, I do not think that those kinds of
rollbacks can be tolerated, frankly. As you know, the administra-
tion fought vigorously to make the case for a national speed limit
law, for the helmet law, and the like. It was a battle that we lost.

We also made a strong case for the importance of the National
Highway System. This is a system that is but 4 percent of all the
roadways in the country, but it carries 45 percent of all the high-
way traffic, 75 percent of the truck traffic, 80 percent of the tourist
traffic. It is on this system that we hope to make the kinds of im-
provements that will make less likely the kinds of accidents that
we have heard about even this morning.
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Because of that, because of the focus on intermodal connectors
that will hopefully take us closer to the establishment of a national
intermodal system where all of the modes of transportation play
the roles that they play best, it was my suggestion, along with Sec-
retary Pena, to the President that he sign the bill, knowing that
many of our key supporters were on a different side.

We also then made a commitment to establish a strong and ag-
gressive safety action plan that we are yet in the process of moving
forward on implementing, and I assure you, Mr. Chairman, that as
Secretary I will make safety not only my No. 1 priority in rhetoric,
but it will be the North Star by which we will be guided and also
a commitment by which we will be judged. I am committed to fol-
lowing through on this commitment.

DRIVING WHILE INTOXICATED

Senator LAUTENBERG. I am pleased to hear that, Mr. Secretary.
We cannot expose our passengers on the highways to ever more
danger and ignore what is taking place.

I was the author of the provision that sanctioned State highway
funds for failing to adopt the 21-year-old drinking age bill.

Secretary SLATER. Yes.

Senator LAUTENBERG. I am pleased to say that as I look back on
my work here, one of the things that pleased me most was the fact
that it is estimated somewhere around 14,000 young people did not
die on the highways because of our legislation. I think it is also as-
sumed that if the law was enforced more rigorously, that we would
have a substantially higher number that would have escaped death
and injury on the highway.

The NHS bill included an initiative that Senator Byrd had to
sanction State highway funds if they did not prosecute drivers
under the age of 21 with any amount of alcohol in their system.

Have these sanction programs served their purpose?

Secretary SLATER. They have, Senator. Actually we have a com-
mitment to the Congress to respond with a report dealing with
what have been the effects of some of the other safety provisions,
and at that time, we will have better data as relates to the success
of this particular program.

But, again, I do think that it underscores the fact that there
were safety components of the NHS bill that really made it worthy
of the President’s signature, and you have just noted the commend-
able effort on the part of Senator Byrd in that regard. And I might
add that that was a provision that passed overwhelmingly in the
Congress and also by numbers comparable to the numbers by
which some of the other provisions were actually removed from our
national policy.

So, I do believe that the Congress is ready and willing to ensure
that we have laws on the books that make safety our No. 1 priority
in transportation.

Senator LAUTENBERG. We are happy to hear your commitment
and to test whether or not the Congress is determined to do what
it can to prevent this carnage when it comes to determining blood
alcohol levels for prosecuting drunk drivers. NHTSA has deter-
mined that drivers become significantly impaired at .08 BAC. They
also found that the risk of being in a crash rises gradually as the
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BAC level increases, but then rises very rapidly after a driver
reaches or exceeds .08 blood alcohol content.

Do you think we ought to take a more aggressive stance to get
the States to adopt .08 for prosecuting drunk drivers?

Secretary SLATER. Let me just say that that is clearly an issue
to be considered.

What I would really like to note, though, is I do believe NHTSA
is doing quality work. One area where we are focusing a great ma-
jority of our attention is in the seatbelt area. So, this, as well as
other initiatives, can be considered as a part of an overall toolbox
from which States, locales can select those programs, policies, and
procedures that best relate to the transportation and safety chal-
lenges that they face at the State and local level.

AMTRAK FUNDING

Senator LAUTENBERG. Mr. Secretary, under your view of things,
your ISTEA proposal assumes that Amtrak will be funded from the
highway trust fund, but it is not at all clear that Amtrak will see
any sizable increase in capital funding under your request. Will
your ISTEA proposal provide Amtrak with sufficient capital dollars
to eliminate the need for operating subsidies and be able to provide
first-class service? Because that is what is going to determine the
success of the railroad.

Secretary SLATER. I understand. Senator, I know that the issue
of Amtrak is one that is very important to you and many Senators
clearly in the Northeast corridor, but I have heard from a number
of Members really across the country, Senator Lott in particular
from Mississippi and others, who are in some of the more rural
areas of the country, who also value the importance of Amtrak.

I can tell you that it is my personal desire that Amtrak has to
be a part of the 21st-century transportation system. The challenge
before us is to determine how to best fund it, how to best make it
self-sustaining. The people within Amtrak, the leadership, Tom
Downs and others, I think have made a very strong case in that
regard, but we do have a long ways to go.

I would hope that when we unveil our proposal in the first in-
stance, that Amtrak could be a part of it. I have to tell you that
because we are trying to come to grips with how to best fund it,
that may or may not be the case, but it would again then be my
hope that before we move through the entire reauthorization proc-
ess, that we would be able to come to some consensus, find some
common ground as to how to make Amtrak more viable and self-
sustaining.

Senator LAUTENBERG. It needs leadership, Mr. Secretary, and
Amtrak, when presented as an asset in a State or a community,
is very much sought after by people here, the Members. I am sure
the distinguished Senator from Utah would like to see that Amtrak
is there in 2002 carrying all those people, bringing all that money,
getting——

Senator BENNETT. I think it has a better role to play in the
Northeast corridor than it does in Utah, and I support it in the
Northeast corridor.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Well, I am willing to share the admiration
for Amtrak. [Laughter.]
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Well, can you guarantee now in front of this subcommittee, Mr.
Secretary, that Amtrak will not have to terminate more routes
under the funding levels that are being proposed?

Secretary SLATER. What I would like to do, Senator, is to just
make a firm, unequivocal commitment that the Department will
work with the Congress, with the Amtrak team, both management
and labor and its leadership, and State and local governments, to
find common ground and to ensure that we do not lose any more
service and actually that we build on the service that we currently
have. My objective would be to see Amtrak as a viable part of a
transportation system for the 21st century.

Senator LAUTENBERG. You will convey that to Majority Leader
Lott, please?

Secretary SLATER. I will.

FAA FACILITY IN ATLANTIC CITY

Senator LAUTENBERG. Mr. Secretary, the Coopers & Lybrand ac-
counting firm evaluation of the FAA’s financial needs was released
just this Friday, and as you know, this report included a rec-
ommendation that the FAA look into consolidating the Hughes
Technical Center, which is in Atlantic City, NdJ, into a facility in
Oklahoma City, OK. They justify this recommendation largely
based on the value of the land they say could be sold if FAA moved
from its present location.

Well, it is mysterious to those of us who know the area, because
it is an established fact that there is a reversionary clause that
says this property that FAA is on must be sold to the Southern
New Jersey Transportation Authority for only $55,000. The esti-
mate on it is, I think, a couple of hundred million dollars. And
there is no way that that is going to redound as a bonus to the Fed-
eral Government.

The Hughes Technical Center is also, unfortunately, a Super
Fund site, and it is going to require some very expensive environ-
mental remediation.

It functions, however, in its present form to continue the pursuit
of explosive detection equipment, of ways to thwart terrorists, of
ways to reduce the damage that comes from bomb explosions, hard-
ened containers. They do some wonderful, wonderful work down
there.

To uproot this infrastructure of intellectually trained people, 1
think, would be a travesty, and I hope that, based on the facts, that
you will be able to assure us that the Atlantic City technical center
will continue to operate to provide safety to the traveling public
and to deal with our expanding need.

As we all know, aviation is scheduled for growth. Mr. Chairman,
I think it could almost double in the next 20 years.

So, I would like to have your word, Mr. Secretary, that you will
look very closely at that and make sure that we do not lose this
asset.

Secretary SLATER. Yes; Mr. Chairman, what we are doing now is
analyzing the study of which you speak. Our objective will be to
pass it on to the National Civil Aviation Review Commission that
will be established soon for full consideration and for the imple-
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mentation of those parts of the study that we would find worthy
of implementation.

I can tell you, speaking specifically about your concern, that the
cost of land should be a factor, but not the sole determining factor,
when it comes to this issue. Clearly the issues that you have raised
here and that we will likely discuss as we go forward will be taken
into account.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. We have been joined by Senator Mikulski. Do
you have any opening statement?

Senator MIKULSKI. I will be happy to wait for my turn for ques-
tions, and I am very happy to welcome Secretary Slater to this
committee.

Secretary SLATER. Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Bennett.

TRANSIT NEW STARTS FUNDING

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I realize I did not
do my manners properly by congratulating you in my opening
statement for your assumption of this chairmanship.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Senator BENNETT. I am delighted to have you there and to join
you as a new member of the committee.

I want to follow up on the chairman’s comment about full fund-
ing grant agreements. I am not sure I heard quite what I wanted
to hear in the answer, and it may be my faulty hearing.

But once you get a full-funding grant agreement in place and a
new start underway, filling up the pipeline with other full funding
grant agreements behind it that end up diluting what you are
doing on existing projects can have the effect of slowing down what
is there on the projects in progress, which ultimately drives up the
costs.

I think the issue that the chairman raised about the BART ex-
tension in San Francisco and the extra hundred million in Sac-
ramento is one that has to be looked at in terms of its impact on
the FFGA’s that are already in place.

Would you address that again for me? As I say, I may not have
got it properly from your comment. How do you react to that?

Secretary SLATER. Sure. Senator, clearly as we deal with those
two proposals, we will take into account those projects that are cur-
rently in the pipeline. Your point is well taken there. When we talk
about our priority of bringing a commonsense approach to Govern-
ment, I think that that would mandate that kind of analysis and
review.

I can tell you that the way we have been able to handle these
projects thus far is to continue to monitor the progress of the
projects in the pipeline and, where in an instance a project is not
moving as effectively, efficiently, as we would like, we make deci-
sions about the resources. I can tell you that the Los Angeles Red
Line is a project in point dealing with that particular issue.

So, I think that your point is well taken, and I assure you that
that is the kind of thoughtful consideration that will go into the
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way we address these new proposals that are yet before us and
how they relate to the projects that are currently in the pipeline.

SPENDING OF TRUST FUNDS

Senator BENNETT. Thank you. I appreciate that clarification.

Reference was made earlier to spending the money that is in the
trust fund. If I may again go back to my history, we naively
thought in the Department of Transportation in the late 1960’s
when we created the airport airways trust fund, we were guaran-
teeing that FAA would have sufficient funds, independent of the
ups and downs of budget cycles, to see to it that the airport air-
ways system would be properly funded.

We did not recognize that Presidents, regardless of party—the
Presidents of my party have been just as guilty of this as the Presi-
dents of yours have been—could find ways to thwart the effect of
creating a trust fund for both airport airways and highways. The
money that is put in both those trust funds piles up on paper so
that the funds have huge, wonderful surpluses, but in effect in the
unified budget, the impact is to say we have lowered the deficit
elsewhere because we are not appropriating those funds.

Talking about safety, I heard a report of someone who looked
into the issues of hackers breaking into the computer systems of
the Federal Government and whether or not they would be able to
render serious mischief in the Federal Government and was told
the one place where a hacker cannot create damage in the Federal
Government system is in the FAA airport airways computer system
because it is so obsolete, there is not a hacker anywhere in the
world that is capable of penetrating it. That is not a really reassur-
ing kind of safety circumstance.

I support the notion that the money that is in the highway trust
fund should be spent on highways and not sequestered for a budget
effect later on, and I support the notion that the money that is in
the airport airways trust fund should be spent on bringing the air-
port airways computer system up to the point where hackers can
at least understand it.

I would like your reaction to that. I know I am putting you and
the chairman of the Budget Committee in something of a box with
this, but I do go back to the days when the trust funds were cre-
ated as trust funds and I have seen the budgeters of both parties
get around that congressional intent and would like just a com-
ment.

AVIATION TRUST FUND

Secretary SLATER. Well, first of all, let me commend you for rais-
ing really an important question, even though it is difficult to grap-
ple with.

But let me also commend the Senate and the Congress as a
whole for the prompt action taken on the reinstatement of the avia-
tion excise tax, because our trust fund was almost in bankruptcy
status, and I very much appreciate, and I know that the entire ad-
ministration appreciates, the prompt action taken there.

Also let me say, as relates to the issue of equipment and the
other needs of the aviation industry, because that is what is really
underlying the question and the strength and power and force of
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it—Senator Lautenberg mentioned earlier the fact that there was
the equipment failure at an airport in his State, and that has hap-
pened probably all too often in districts and States around the
country.

I think that the Congress, working with the administration, has
acted to give us the most powerful tools we have ever had to deal
effectively and forthrightly with these issues. I speak of it from the
vantage point of my work as Federal Highway Administrator. I
think coming into the office and having the ability to make ISTEA
real, with all of the planning and flexibility and innovative poten-
tial there, was a treat for someone who really wanted to make a
difference, as was noted earlier by Senator Lautenberg in reference
to Chairman Shelby and the opportunity he has now serving as
chairman.

I think today the aviation industry, FAA, has the same oppor-
tunity we had in highways with the enactment of ISTEA to really
make a difference, to turn the curve, to deal with these issues of
personnel reform, procurement reform, and then with the advent of
the National Civil Aviation Review Commission and the work that
it will do in dealing with the long-term funding needs to put avia-
tion on a path, a flight path if you will, that will ensure that it will
give us what we need in the first half of the 21st century when it
must play the role that the Interstate System played in the last
half of the 20th century, helping us to develop a national economy,
the Interstate System, but the aviation industry helping us to com-
pete effectively and forcefully and win on the international stage.

And all of these funding questions underlie that, and so I would
like to, in offering my response, make the point that I do under-
stand the issue. I think that you raise it—even though uncomfort-
able—you raise it as it should be raised, and we just have to work
over the coming year to answer this very difficult question and to
find common ground in doing so.

Senator, as one who would not see any Senator as just another
Senator, I very much appreciate you for having raised this very,
very important issue.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. We have been joined by Senator Specter. Do
you have any opening statement, Senator Specter?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR SPECTER

Senator SPECTER. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I
am delighted to join others in welcoming the new Secretary of
Transportation. It is a job of enormous importance.

I am very much concerned about the funding for mass transit, for
operating expenses. The impact of cuts is very, very hard on not
only the big cities but in the rural areas. People do not understand
that mass transit affects small counties in my State like Monroe
County and Schuylkill County, and in the big cities it is indispen-
sable in order to take people from the inner city to jobs in the sub-
urbs. I think we have to do better on that subject.

On the ISTEA issue, I am hopeful that we will be able to find
the money to take care of America’s infrastructure. I know that in
the House of Representatives, Chairman Shuster is taking the posi-
tion that the highway trust fund ought to spend all the money on
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highways. It has some very substantial opponents, as I understand
it, Senator Domenici, among others.

But I think we need to get to the day where we will have the
trust funds carry out the purpose for which they were intended.
They really are trust funds.

When I was district attorney in Philadelphia, I indicted people
who invaded trust funds because that is a fraudulent conversion,
and the Federal Government, regrettably, can get away with it.

One other point that I would like to comment on, as we move for-
ward to ISTEA, I think it was very important that we maintain
adequate funding for mass transit. We have a very delicate situa-
tion with the supply of oil from the Mideast. This is something I
saw in some detail working on the problems of terrorism in Saudi
Arabia, the difficulties we have seen with Iran, and while we do
not like to think about it or talk about it, we have to face up to
the fact that the government in Saudi Arabia is on a thin thread
and that if we had a problem with Saudi oil, we would be in very,
very deep trouble, the entire Western World and Japan. So, we
ought to be moving toward independence from Mideast oil.

I know Senator Byrd and I and others have worked years on the
subject of clean coal. We have hydrocarbons in our country which
would go a long way for independence from Mideast oil. That is a
very bitter pill we might have to face, but we can do a little some-
thing about it on ISTEA if we look more to mass transit.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Byrd.

S?enator DoMmENIcI. Senator Byrd, would you yield one moment to
me?

Senator BYRD. Certainly. I would be glad to.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you. I cannot stay because of another
engagement.

I have several questions, which I am going to submit for the
record, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Submit them for the record.

Senator DOMENICI. I very much would appreciate as early an an-
SWer as you can give us.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.

SPENDING OF TRUST FUNDS

Senator DOMENICI. Let me just make one quick observation
about trust funds. What we are trying to do is make sure the Ap-
propriations Committee maintains some power over how the trust
fund moneys are spent, just to be honest with you. Frankly, just
because you have an airport trust fund did not mean that the ex-
penditure from that trust fund to build a new computer system was
right. Had somebody been looking at it, they might have said we
do not want to spend the money. It turned out to be a botched
project.

So, I am trying to find a balance between a trust fund and mak-
ing sure somebody has some real oversight and some ability to say
that this year we are not going to spend all the money in the trust
fund because the program is not right.

Now, I am sure, even in your capacity as district attorney, that
the judge would understand that I am acting in good faith. So, I
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would urge that you not seriously consider taking any action
against the chairman of the Budget Committee. [Laughter.]

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Chairman, just one comment. I would con-
fess error if there was any error to confess about implicating the
distinguished chairman of the Budget Committee. I am not saying
that you have to spend all the money in the trust fund. What I am
saying is that the money in the trust fund ought to be spent for
the purpose for which it is intended.

Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Byrd.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you, Senator Byrd.

STATUS OF APPALACHIAN HIGHWAY SYSTEM

Senator BYRD. The Senator is welcome.

Mr. Secretary, as I indicated in my opening statement, I am very
encouraged by the President’s request for $2.19 billion in contract
authority and obligational authority for the Appalachian Highway
System. I think it is an excellent first step toward ensuring the
system’s completion.

Question.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.

Senator BYRD. Even though you are not able to request the ade-
quate funding in the next 6 years to complete the system, is the
administration committed to its eventual completion as soon as
possible?

Secretary SLATER. Senator, we are committed to that end.

Senator BYRD. Based on the funding stream that you have rec-
ommended for the next 6 years, when do you estimate that con-
struction of the system will be completed?

Secretary SLATER. We anticipate that—well, first of all, we are
doing an update of the estimate. I believe the last was done in
1992. At that time we anticipated that the cost to complete was
probably in the neighborhood of about $7 billion or so. We were
asked by the Appalachian Regional Commission to do an update.
We hope to have that update completed by the middle of the year.
I would say summer. I think we are looking at May. At that time
we will have a better handle on what the challenge is. We antici-
pate that it will again be in the neighborhood of about $7 billion
or so.

When you consider what we were able to offer as a result of this
reauthorization proposal—that will become public fairly soon—of
around $2.19 billion, it is anticipated that it will probably require
that we go beyond the 6-year period of reauthorization. So, I would
assume and hope that over the next decade or so, maybe a little
longer, we can complete the funding of this very important pro-
gram.

I do understand that many are a bit frustrated. This was an ef-
fort that started more than 30 years ago, and you do have the com-
mitment of this administration to work with you in partnership to
see that the work is done and is done as timely as possible.

Senator BYRD. I appreciate your answer, Mr. Secretary. I was a
little bit concerned by the words that you used. Perhaps you did
not choose them with design.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.
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Senator BYRD. But you said, within the next decade or so, pos-
sibly a little longer.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.

Senator BYRD. I would hope that we would complete this system
in 12 years, which would give ISTEA—two highway bills—certainly
no longer than 3, which would be 18 years.

Secretary SLATER. I understand. I can tell you that as I was
thinking about the next decade or so, I was thinking basically two
evolutions of reauthorization.

Senator BYRD. Yes.

Secretary SLATER. But since those bills can sometimes be 6
years, 5 years, I just did not want to be too specific there, but we
are going to do the best we can this time around.

Senator BYRD. Well, you cannot be too specific. I think we are on
the same wavelength and I appreciate your understanding of our
needs, those of us who represent the Appalachian States.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.

Senator BYRD. Will the Appalachian highway funding that you
are proposing in your ISTEA proposal also grant the necessary
obligational authority so that the States do not have to choose be-
tween funding the Appalachian highways and addressing their
other highway needs?

Secretary SLATER. That is correct, sir. There will be no impact
on the obligation authority that is normally given to the States
through the formula program.

ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING

Senator BYRD. Mr. Secretary, I have been concerned for many
years about the dangers of alcohol-impaired driving.

Let me say, incidentally, we have witnessed a great crusade in
this country against smoking and it is being fairly successful, I
think. I am not critical of that crusade, but what I cannot under-
stand is why this Government of ours is not equally concerned
about alcohol. Why do we not have a crusade against drinking, not
just drinking while driving but against drinking, period?

Now, it may not be very politically correct—God help us if we
ever succumb to that term—to mention drinking.

I see the smoker as maybe killing himself, but I see the driver
who is drinking as killing other persons, innocent people, my wife,
your wife, our children, our grandchildren, and so on, and likely
not killing himself.

As I have noticed most of these collisions that involve drunken
drivers, it seems to me that they get off with a few bruises in most
instances, but it is the person who was not drinking who is killed.

I just hope that this administration will take up the crusade
against this evil. Smoking does not break up homes. Smoking does
not cause divorces. Smoking does not cause absenteeism from the
job, from the work place, but it is Old John Barleycorn, that evil
we call booze. We need to effectuate a crusade in that regard.

Now, that is neither here nor there as far as your questions and
answers are concerned, but it leads me at least to this question.

Are the fiscal year 1998 requested amounts for these types of
programs sufficient to deal effectively with the problems associated
with drunk driving, particularly given the fact that in 1995 alcohol-
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related fatalities rose for the first time in a decade to 17,274
deaths?

I am alluding to the request for the alcohol-impaired driving in-
centive grants for which NHTSA has requested $34 million, an in-
crease of $8.5 million from fiscal year 1997.

I am also referring to the impaired driving research or section
403. NHTSA is asking for $1.6 million, the same amount as fiscal
year 1997.

For the State and community formula grant program, NHTSA
has requested $140.2 million, $34.1 million of which is approxi-
mately spent on alcohol safety programs. The fiscal year 1998 fund-
ing is at the same level as fiscal year 1997.

So, again, are these requested amounts for these types of pro-
grams sufficient, in your judgment, to deal effectively with the
growing problems associated with drunk driving?

Secretary SLATER. Senator, first of all, let me say that the in-
crease in the number of accidents involving alcohol-impaired driv-
ers was not a figure that went unnoticed by those of us within the
Department. We are committed to safety as the No. 1 priority,
more than just through rhetoric. That kind of reality is what has
caused us to make a significant increase in our request for funding
to really provide more incentive to States to respond to these kinds
of issues.

As relates to the alcohol-impaired driving program, we do re-
quest an additional $9 million. That is a significant increase, but
I would like to note that overall, as it relates to all of the NHTSA
programs, we are requesting an 11l-percent increase in those pro-
grams.

So, again, to give States a toolbox from which to select those ini-
tiatives that best meet their particular challenges, we are asking
for total funding in the amount of $333 million for NHTSA for
these types of programs.

We are also beginning to focus more and more on driver behavior
as an area on which to provide additional resources and focus to
deal with this particular issue. We have made significant contribu-
tions on the infrastructure side, dealing with pavements and the
like, also as it relates to vehicle safety, but we do believe we can
do more in the area of human factors and that is where we are
going to focus a lot of attention and effort in the coming years.

Senator BYRD. Mr. Secretary, I compliment you on your response.

I hope that you will be more aggressive, very aggressive in push-
ing the States in this direction.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.

SAFETY OF WASHINGTON, DC, AREA PARKWAYS

Senator BYRD. The life you save may be mine, and I am thinking
of the George Washington Parkway.

Secretary SLATER. Oh, yes.

Senator BYRD. Recently we have seen some terrible, most tragic
accidents occur on that road, and it was my understanding in
watching the TV that $16 million would be needed to install struc-
tural divides between the road going east and the highway going
west.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir; your divides.
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Senator BYRD. Those median strips are so very narrow in so
many places.

Do you have any comment?

Secretary SLATER. Yes; I do, sir. This is something that we have
followed very closely. I might also add that the Baltimore-Washing-
ton Parkway, about which I know Senator Mikulski is very inter-
ested—we have looked at these and we have really tried to work
with the Park Service to make the necessary improvements. I
might add, though, that our figure is more in the area of about $10
million for the improvement, but I am willing to be mistaken on
that point.

The only point I want to make is we will work with the Park
Service in partnership to make sure that the necessary improve-
ments are made. We are expediting the process to provide for some
temporary structural improvement over the next few months, and
then we will move forward with the kind of resources and initiative
necessary to provide for the permanent barriers.

But if I may, Senator, let me just say that I saw a very interest-
ing editorial in the Washington Post dealing with this issue, which
noted that these parkways were not built to interstate standards,
nor were they built with their use to be in the same way as the
interstates are used.

In the final analysis, I think we have to seek the assistance and
the support of the driving public that will use this facility and
know that it is constructed in the way that it is constructed so as
to accentuate the pristine beauty of the roadway and the land-
scape, as well as to provide a transportation service. We just all
have to be considerate of the individuals with whom we share the
road. So, I think enforcement is also a part of the answer, and that
is really what I am getting to.

Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, I know my time is up. May I ask
one question of the Secretary with regard to the funding that is
needed in regard to the problem that we just indicated?

Would this be funding that would come through this subcommit-
tee or would it come through the Interior Appropriations Sub-
committee which has jurisdiction over the parks?

Secretary SLATER. It is going to come from our Federal Lands
Program, which is a part of our overall DOT program. So, this com-
mittee would have a lot to say about those resources and how they
are expended.

Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, I hope we will do something about
this.

I thank the chairman and thank the Secretary.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Faircloth.

MILEAGE OF APPALACHIAN HIGHWAY SYSTEM

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I also share an interest with Senator Byrd on the Appalachian
Highway System. I was 8 years working with it.

Have we added additional miles to it? Have there been miles
added since the inception—what? Thirty years ago?

Senator BYRD. Over 30; 32 years.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Have there been additional miles added to
that system or is it a locked-in mileage? If we have continued to
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add mileage to the system, then there is some reason for not hav-
ing completed it in 30 years, so are we still adding? That is my
question.

Secretary SLATER. Yes; I understand the nature of the question.

Let me just say that I do not know personally whether miles
have been added. I would say this, that most of the costs and the
increase that we have determined are really based on other factors,
the need to ensure that the roadways are compatible with the envi-
ronment and a lot of our clean air responsibilities that have come
into existence in the ensuing years. But that represents the in-
crease in the costs more so than the addition of miles.

I have just gotten a note that no new miles have been added.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. No new miles.

Senator BYRD. It seems to me, if the Senator would yield, that
there have been some new miles added from what they were in the
very beginning.

Secretary SLATER. OK. Let me just say that what I would like
to do is to look into it. I know that the system is pretty much con-
sistent with the way we have looked at the Interstate System
where originally it was about 42,000 miles, if I understand cor-
rectly. Then over time, because of changes in demographics, there
were some roadways that were added, and we have got a system
now that is about 45,000 miles. I would not be surprised if a few
miles have been added to the system.

But the point that I want to underscore is that the increase in
the cost is primarily based on inflation and based on other respon-
sibilities that we have to meet that go beyond just the laying of the
concrete, the asphalt, and the steel, many of them environmental
considerations. We are taking those into account appropriately so,
and our objective is to complete the system as soon as possible at
a cost as low as possible.

Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield again?

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Sure.

Senator BYRD. I wonder if the Secretary—and perhaps I am the
one who is confused—is talking about the interstate mileage sys-
tem when I believe the Senator is talking about the Appalachian
corridor.

Secretary SLATER. Yes; I was talking about Appalachian. But my
point is I would not be surprised that some miles were added. We
are going to confirm that.

But then I went on to use the interstate as an analogy. Origi-
nally it was laid out actually during the Roosevelt administration,
and then during the Eisenhower administration, we were able to
put together—Senator, you noted your presence at the time—not
only the concept but also the funding mechanism. Then over time,
because of some demographic changes, we did add miles here, miles
there. We are talking about 1-73/74 right now. So, those kinds of
additions have been made over time, but it has not resulted in a
large addition. We started at about 42,000 miles. We are now at
roughly 45,000. That is not a significant addition with a system of
that size, and I would think that the same would hold true with
the Appalachian development highway program.

[The information follows:]
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No corridors have been added to the system since 1978. However, Congress
amended the 1965 Appalachian Development Act to increase the original 2,350-mile
Appalachian system in 1967 to 2,700 miles, in 1975 to 2,900 miles, and finally in
1978 to its present size of 3,025 miles.

VARIED USES OF HIGHWAY TRUST FUND

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Thank you.

Secretary Slater, the administration has expanded the use of
highway trust funds in many, many areas. When we added a 4.3
cents per gallon tax increase on gasoline, it simply went to the gen-
eral revenues. And now the President has proposed that funding
for Amtrak come from the trust fund, which it did not in the past.
Additional funds for the National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis-
tration come out of the trust fund.

If we keep bleeding the highway trust fund—and that is what we
are doing with every program that comes up—do not we at least
need to give the States additional flexibility in the use of their
transportation funds?

And if we need to fund Amtrak, do you favor an additional one-
half cent per gallon as they have wanted, and is that the direction
we are headed in?

Secretary SLATER. First of all, let me just deal with the issue in-
volving Amtrak. We are engaged in ongoing discussions internally
about how to best fund Amtrak. Once we are clear as to our think-
ing, we will then, as we always have to do, come to the Congress
for your consideration of that proposal, and hopefully in the proc-
ess, we can find some common ground there.

What I have said is that, as Secretary of Transportation, I do
view Amtrak as being central to our transportation system for the
21st century. Now, the issue of how we fund it is a matter that is
open to discussion and to debate.

On the question of the use of the trust fund for purposes that go
beyond, say, the hard side of transportation, meaning the invest-
ment in the concrete, asphalt, and steel, with the highway trust
fund, let me just say that with our reauthorization proposal that
will become clearer as we unveil it and roll it out. The focus will
be on the preservation primarily of the system as it exists, with
over 80 percent of the resources going toward the NHS system,
interstate maintenance

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Excuse me.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Maintenance of the Interstate System?

Secretary SLATER. The NHS which includes the interstate; yes,
sir.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Just the maintenance, not expansion.

Secretary SLATER. Well, also expansion.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. But primarily maintenance.

Secretary SLATER. Primarily maintenance because most of the
system is in place.

And I want to get to that question of flexibility because that is
exactly what we are doing. We are giving the States the option.
They are not being forced to do anything. They are going to have
the flexibility to use the resources to make the decisions that they
think best, clearly after having gone through the planning process.
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But the point I want to make is that, with the reauthorization
proposal, we are going to focus primarily on preserving the system
that we have, and that could include expansion. But the NHS,
which includes the Interstate System, the interstate maintenance
portion of the NHS, the bridge program—many have mentioned
bridges here today—and then the Surface Transportation Program
[STP], which is almost like a grant program that provides maxi-
mum flexibility to States and local governments to deal with their
transportation needs. Eighty percent of all the funds will go toward
that kind of an investment.

When you compare apples to apples, meaning ISTEA and our
program, the total amount for ISTEA is about $157 billion. For our
program, again apples to apples, those things in our program that
are in ISTEA, our total is about $169 billion, which is still a consid-
erable increase, I think about 8 percent.

Then you get to the additions that take our total program to
roughly $175 billion. But again, most of the program goes exactly
as you have expressed in your comment, toward the core system,
the core programs.

But we do offer a proposal to include other things, for instance,
the welfare-to-work portion of our effort, at $100 million. That is
a part of our initiative to ensure that all Americans, wherever they
find themselves, whether in urban, suburban, or rural America,
have the benefits of our transportation system and also have really
the skills that make them viable players in our society, individuals
able to make a difference. But it is only a small portion of the big-
ger pie.

Then we also hope to make that pie even bigger through our in-
novative financing initiatives, again the State infrastructure banks
and also the Federal credit program that we hope to finance at
about $100 million per year. That is the way we hope to deal with
the important issues that you have raised, Senator.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Are we going to see this flexibility in the ad-
ministration’s ISTEA proposal that is coming up?

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir; we hope to provide even greater flexi-
bility.

An example, the ITS technologies, intelligent transportation tech-
nologies. We want to make those kinds of expenditures eligible for
all of the major programs, but we want to give that flexibility again
to the States and to locales.

Senator, I too have had the honor of serving as a commissioner
in my State, you serving as the head of your program in North
Carolina. I know that from that vantage point, you want as much
flexibility as possible when it comes to dealing with too many
projects with too little money, and with that flexibility, you can be
strategic and you can put the moneys to the greatest use. We hope
to make that the norm rather than the exception.

AVIATION COMPUTER SYSTEMS PROCUREMENT

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Secretary Slater, my time is running out but
I have one question that bothers me, and we talked on it briefly
in my office the other day.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.
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Senator FAIRCLOTH. I understand it was not of your doing and
you were not even there. But the $1 billion that was put into an
utterly failed computer system is a great source of bother to me
and a lot of other Senators that I have heard mention it. I under-
stand that some of the overall project might be salvageable for
something.

But has any investigation internally been pursued about how
they could spend $1 billion—and I think that was the figure—on
a total failure? And not only did it waste the $1 billion plus, we
went 12 years with a deteriorating system for the FAA. We are op-
erating with an absolutely antiquated system. Has there been any
investigation as to who created this fiasco?

Secretary SLATER. Well, let me just say that I do believe that
there have been some investigations. What I would like to do is to
follow up with more detailed information on that.

[The information follows:]

There were several investigations in the form of studies on the AAS program and
the problems that surrounded it. Studies were conducted by the National Volpe
Transportation Systems Center, Center for Naval Analysis, Lincoln Labs, the Soft-
ware Engineering Institute, and a team of independent FAA experts. Those inves-
tigations concluded that there were multiple reasons that resulted from the actions
of numerous organizations for the failure of AAS. Subsequent to these studies, the
program was rescoped, top-level management of the program was changed, major

improvements were made in the way major acquisitions are managed, and the re-
sulting programs are fully on track.

Secretary SLATER. What I would like to do, if I may, is to say
that this sort of thing cannot be tolerated, that we have limited re-
sources, and as good stewards, we have to ensure that those re-
sources are expended in such a way as to bring about the best and
the greatest good for the American people.

It is true that we had a very detailed conversation about this
long before I was confirmed, and I made a commitment to you then
that we would move forth aggressively and with dispatch to fully
implement all of the laws that the Congress has given us to deal
with acquisition reform, to deal with personnel reform, and hope-
fully in the next few months to a year, to get the tools that we need
to deal with the long-term funding needs of aviation. But your
point is well taken.

I would also like to note that Secretary Pefia and Administrator
Hinson and also Deputy Administrator Daschle, upon getting into
office and getting a sense of this issue, did revive the approach to
dealing with this concern, and I think we have had a pretty good
record since that time. But it is a record that we want to make bet-
ter. In partnership with you, Senator, and others who I know are
concerned about this issue, I know we can.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Could you have someone in your office send
me the background on this?

Secretary SLATER. We will do that.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. And somewhat of a litany of how the fiasco
developed.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir; we will do that.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. I understand we are going to have another
hearing later on with the FAA people. I would like to have that re-
port as soon as possible and before the hearing.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir; we will get that for you.
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Senator SHELBY. Senator Mikulski.
TRANSPORTATION ISSUES FOR MARYLAND

Senator MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I too
would like to congratulate you on assuming the chairmanship and
stewardship of this subcommittee. We have worked together in the
House on Energy and Commerce where we did a lot of the railroad
legislation in those days and also worked with the chairman on
Treasury/Post Office where you showed us so many courtesies, for
which we were appreciative. I look forward to working with you on
this committee.

Mr. Slater, let me just talk about a few things. First, my opening
statement is in the record, but transportation is vital to Maryland.
We are in both the interstate and rail corridor from Massachusetts
down all the way through the South into the Carolinas, and of
course are part of the hub.

We are also in many ways part of the regional hub for the capital
of the United States of America. So, it tends to be that our subway
system, our highway system are very important to that.

Of course, we are on the Chesapeake Bay and the Coast Guard
is so crucial to us.

So, we could go through all of those, but I would like to get to
a few top priorities.

Your agency is truly where the rubber meets the road, and the
American people really count on you for safety. I am not going to
reiterate what my colleagues have said, but I really want to offer
the strongest and amplified voice that our safety, particularly in
rail and aviation and highway, really be affirmed, whether it is the
behavior of drivers, the fitness for duty of FAA, and also of our rail.

Senator Byrd has left, but this time last year we were just about
attending the funeral for some wonderful Job Corps kids who were
killed in a most ghoulish accident in the MARC train in Silver
Spring.

So, we are really safety obsessed and count on you to really be
able to move on that. Often air safety captures the imagination of
people, but everything from driver’s education to switches now are
yours.

WOODROW WILSON BRIDGE

Let me, though, go on to what I think is another safety issue and
it does affect the capital area, and that is the Woodrow Wilson
Bridge. I know this might be seen as a Maryland or Virginia
project, but it is a national project because it is a bridge over the
Potomac that is one of the key links in the I-95 Interstate.

As you know, the Woodrow Wilson Bridge is, No. 1, 30 years old.
No. 2, it was designed to serve 70,000 people. It now currently
serves one-quarter of a million people a day and projections in-
crease.

The bridge is outmoded. It is of questionable safety as it goes on.

I wonder what the administration’s timetable is and plans are for
the Woodrow Wilson Bridge. I note a $40 million item in the budg-
et. That is about 4 percent of what is estimated. So, I would like
to hear from you your plans for the Woodrow Wilson.



39

Secretary SLATER. First of all, we recognize the importance of
this structure to the overall transportation system of the country,
especially the interstate. This is the only bridge on the interstate
that is owned by the Federal Government, and because of that fact,
we also understand the important role that we must shoulder and
must carry in dealing with this very important transportation safe-
ty challenge.

Let me just say that the $40 million that is in the budget, the
1998 budget, is for continued design purposes, as well as I think
about $10 million for rehabilitation purposes, to just extend the life
of the structure.

But we do know that we are working on a short fuse here and
we have got to deal with this issue as quickly and as expeditiously
as possible. In that spirit, we are working with the Woodrow Wil-
son Bridge Commission that has worked tirelessly to come up with
a design that I think has received at least positive response. It is
a design that has a price tag in excess of $1 billion.

We have made the comment in the President’s budget that we
see ourselves as clearly having a $400 million or so obligation as
relates to the structure, because that is the amount that it would
take to rebuild the structure to current standards, if we were mere-
ly replacing it as is.

But we understand the concerns of both the State of Maryland
and the State of Virginia, as well as the District, when it comes
to dealing with this issue and want to come to some closure on it
and look forward to working with you in that regard.

Senator MIKULSKI. So, you anticipate, from what you see, that
the Federal Government’s obligation would be one-half of what is
Est(iimated that the project would cost to rehabilitate the current

ridge.

Secretary SLATER. That is correct.

Senator MIKULSKI. Therefore, your current thinking is that the
other one-half would come from Maryland and Virginia.

Secretary SLATER. Well, clearly that is our current thinking, but
I can tell you that we have gotten strong vibes from both Maryland
and Virginia that it is their belief that since it is a bridge that is
owned by the Federal Government, that our responsibility is much
greater. We are taking those comments into account.

Senator MIKULSKI. This requires further conversation.

Secretary SLATER. Sure.

Senator MIKULSKI. I have gotten more than vibes from Governor
Glendening. I have gotten vibrations from Governor Glendening
[Laughter.]

Secretary SLATER. I understand.

Senator MIKULSKI. And the Maryland General Assembly, concern
about exactly how we would do this.

What do you think would be a process by which we should go in
order to be able to resolve what we are going to do and how we
are going to pay for it so we really do move expeditiously on this
project? Do you have suggestions on that?

Secretary SLATER. I do.

First of all, let me say that I have gotten more than vibes as well
from Governor Glendening. We have talked directly about the mat-
ter and I do understand his position on it.
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I think that there are a number of ways to approach it.

First of all, there has been significant coordination among the
States and the District, the State leadership, the congressional
leadership, and our Department on this matter. Also, I do think
that there is a recognition clearly that we have a responsibility to
play a substantial role when it comes to financing this project. One
of our employees was actually the Chair of the Woodrow Wilson
Bridge Replacement Committee.

Senator MIKULSKI. My time is going to run out. So, what do you
think we should do?

Secretary SLATER. Yes; this is what I think we should do: Not
lose the opportunity to take full advantage of reauthorization. It is
a 6-year bill. It gives us an opportunity to deal with the money re-
sponsibilities over a period of time. Look at all innovative financing
opportunities available to us, whether it is the State infrastructure
bank [SIB] initiative or the credit program that we are going to
bring on line to deal with large multistate projects, and to just stay
engaged. I think we can come to some common ground on the mat-
ter.

There are many funding strategies to be taken into account, and
we should explore them all. But I want to assure you that we un-
derstand our obligation to play a substantial role in dealing with
this matter.

Senator MIKULSKI. Is it your intent within the next few months
to meet with the Governors of the two States, their secretaries of
transportation?

Secretary SLATER. Yes; that is my goal.

Senator MIKULSKI. I can say this on behalf of Senators Warner
and Robb, Senator Sarbanes and myself, we are very eager to re-
solve this and I think we would look forward to any type of colle-
gial consultation process in which we then would bring our Gov-
ernor or our secretaries of transportation in for a meeting and al-
most like a little workshop on this to resolve this.

Secretary SLATER. Yes.

TRANSPORTATION-RELATED EMPLOYMENT

Senator MIKULSKI. I know my time is moving along. Let me just
ask two things about jobs because you help people get to work. I
have two questions on that.

No. 1, my concern is that I would like the United States to be
a leader in manufacturing of transportation. Right now we are the
world’s leader in the manufacture of airplanes, but we are not the
leader in manufacturing of buses and railcars. What is happening
is we buy all of this stuff and it is not from America.

Now, this is not jingoism. I agree we believe in a global economy,
but we spend all this money, Federal level, State level, on buses
and railroad cars, freight as well as passenger. I wonder if you
have thoughts on—not a Government program; we are not looking
for a comrade five-point program here—but what we could do to
strengthen the Buy American provision, not shackle the Govern-
ment or private sector. But, boy, I wish when we were spending
this money, we were back in the transportation business.

This is no fault of our cousins from Canada, who are wonderful
neighbors, but we have got a little $20 million subway system run-
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ning around this capitol, and we bought it from Canada. Well, I did
not know if we had to spend $20 million and I did not know if we
had to spend it in Canada. Maybe we did, and it is no fault of Can-
ada. But, my gosh, every time I see a bus and a railroad car, I wish
it was made by UAW workers or their equivalent somewhere.

Do you have thoughts on that?

Secretary SLATER. I do. Senator, first of all, I believe as well in
the made-in-America spirit. I think that has been manifested in the
Department of late with the significant rebound that has occurred
on the aviation front, but I would also mention the shipbuilding in-
dustry as well. We, through the support of the Congress, have a
Maritime Administration that is moving, moving forth aggressively,
confidently, and I am sure will be a major player in the years to
come.

There is a lot of talk about how we are moving from an indus-
trial society to an information-based, technology-based society. We
still need to build things and our people are capable of building
things to be used in the 21st century. I think transportation pro-
vides an ideal arena in which to explore this kind of initiative.

One thing that I mentioned in my opening statement was a de-
sire to have the support of the Congress, this committee in particu-
lar, as I move toward the implementation of what I am calling the
Garrett A. Morgan Technology and Transportation Futures Pro-
gram to focus on those transportation needs of the coming century
and to work now to build a work force of visionary and vigilant in-
dividuals who can make real that dream.

I would like to bring in 1 million young people in that kind of
effort, working with management and labor, and I have spoken to
President Sweeney about this. I have spoken to CEO’s, CAO’s of
some of the major companies, and I have also had conversations
with many of you. I look forward to making this a reality.

Senator MIKULSKI. Well, I think that is a good step.

Would you also support strengthening Buy American provisions
in both the authorization and appropriations?

Secretary SLATER. Oh, yes; yes, I would.

TRANSPORTATION AND WELFARE REFORM

Senator MIKULSKI. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, my time is up. I just want to wrap up by saying
I really support your initiative of welfare to work. I think transpor-
tation is one of the biggest deterrents, particularly in rural parts
of my State, of people being able to move back into the market
force. I think by that initiative, we will truly get welfare reform
moving literally and figuratively, and I look forward to working
with you.

Secretary SLATER. Thank you. Thank you, Senator.

STATUS OF ADMINISTRATION’S SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
REAUTHORIZATION

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary, when is ISTEA coming up?

Secretary SLATER. Well, we hope to have our bill soon, Mr. Chair-
man. You know I had two committee hearings last week. One of
them went a little better than the other, and I think it is because
I was more specific. I made a commitment then that we would have
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our proposal ready within 7 to 10 days. We are nearing that 10-
day period, and I am committed to fulfilling that commitment.

AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT FUNDING

Senator SHELBY. AIP funding is at an alltime low in recent his-
tory, and in the 1998 budget request you have requested an obliga-
tion ceiling of only $1 billion. In the past 4 years, Mr. Secretary,
annual airline passenger enplanements have increased 16 percent
and investment in airport development has decreased 23 percent.
That is before the $460 million decrease in airport investment envi-
sioned in the President’s budget.

I have been informed that the FAA has pending applications for
over 3 billion dollars’ worth of airport improvement projects ready
to go. The FAA cites 22 airports that are seriously congested and
estimates, Mr. Secretary, that number growing up to 32—in other
words, another 10—in the next several years.

Delays, as you well know, associated with congestion cost the air-
lines over $500 million a year directly, and the total cost to the na-
tional economy is many times greater, if you consider the time lost
to passengers and businesses in doing it.

Yet, your budget request here requests the historically low air-
port improvement funding level that I mentioned earlier of $1 bil-
lion, lower than the AIP ceiling has been in 10 years.

Mr. Secretary, have we been spending too much on airports or
is the President’s budget underfunding our airport needs? And has
the Department done any research on the economic impact of funds
spent on new airports and airport improvements?

Secretary SLATER. On the latter question about the research, let
me just say that we have ongoing research dealing with the overall
impact of transportation on the economy and we are studying it
from all vantage points. So, clearly, we are looking at it from the
vantage point of investments in airports.

Let me also say that I do not think that we in the past have been
spending too much on airport infrastructure improvements, but I
also say that as we offer a budget in this environment, that I do
not think, as we have reasoned, that we will be spending too little
in this instance, because it is our belief that the larger airports
have many, many opportunities to access resources for improve-
ments on and improvements to the system.

It is your smaller airports that really, really rely on the Airport
Improvement Program, and if we can continue to address their con-
cerns and in innovative ways encourage the larger airports to try
to leverage private sector dollars or to utilize public sector dollars
in more innovative ways, then I think we can bridge the gap, if you
will. But it is going to be difficult.

In a nutshell, this proposal is merely reflective of our desire to
have as much investment as possible but within the context of a
balanced budget goal, shared by both the administration and the
Congress.

REGULATION OF GOLF CARS

Senator SHELBY. I want to get into the regulation of golf cars,
whatever that is. I was intrigued, Mr. Secretary, to learn that the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration is proposing to
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regulate the safety of golf carts. Evidently golf carts whose speeds
do not exceed 15 miles per hour would be excluded. However, faster
golf carts whose speeds are over 15 miles per hour but under 25
miles per hour would be regulated as golf cars.

Golf cars, I understand, would be required to have headlights,
turn signals, taillights, reflectors, mirrors, parking brakes, wind-
shields—windshields—and seatbelts. They would also have to post
warning stickers that state, “This vehicle must not be operated on
the public roads at a speed more than 25 miles per hour.”

I know that the NHTSA has important responsibilities to deal
with to reduce the number of deaths and injuries resulting from
highway traffic accidents. However, I am not aware myself of any
deaths or accidents dealing with these.

I would like for you to explain.

Secretary SLATER. Well, if I may, Mr. Chairman, I have been on
the job now for a couple of weeks.

Senator SHELBY. Is this a surprise for you as well?

Secretary SLATER. And during my confirmation preparation and
hearings, this is an issue that never came up.

Senator SHELBY. Would you look into it?

Secretary SLATER. I will definitely look into this.

I will say this. We are serious when we say we are going to take
a commonsense approach to Government.

Senator SHELBY. Just common sense.

Secretary SLATER. Common sense. We will review this particular
action.

Senator SHELBY. I hope you will. I do not have a golf cart. I do
not ride in one, but I do not know how you make a car out of it.

Secretary SLATER. I understand.

[The information follows:]

There appears to be a growing demand, especially around retirement commu-
nities, for small, light-weight, low-speed vehicles as alternatives to the traditional
passenger car for short, in-town trips. Part of this demand will be met by “Neighbor-
hood Electric Vehicles” (NEV’s), which are small, electric passenger cars manufac-
tured for on-road use, but capable of being used on golf courses. Part of this demand
will be met by golf carts, because States have begun to amend their laws to allow
golf carts to use the public roads with other heavier forms of traffic at speeds up
to 25 miles per hour.

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) has jurisdiction
over vehicles used on the public roads. At the present time, any on-road vehicle ca-
pable of a speed of 25 miles per hour is subject to the full range of Federal motor
vehicle safety standards. It does not appear practicable or necessary for NEV’s, on-
road golf carts, or other small, low-speed vehicles to meet current Federal motor ve-
hicle safety standards, which, in the absence of further NHTSA action, they would
be required to do. After studying the regulations of the City of Palm Desert, Califor-
nia, which has a golf cart safety program in force for golf carts registered for use
on the city roads, NHTSA decided to propose creation of a new class of vehicle,
called “Low-Speed Vehicles” (LSV’s). All LSV’s, whether fast golf carts or NEV’s,
would be required to have the safety equipment that Palm Desert has found to meet
the needs for safety of that community. In addition, a warning label would be re-
quirﬁd advising that the LSV is not to be operated at speeds in excess of 25 miles

er hour.

P NHTSA is currently evaluating comments on the proposed regulation. The Sen-
ator is correct that there are no reported deaths and injuries concerning on-road golf
carts. That is attributable in part to their scarcity. The possibility of accident in-
volvement is bound to increase with their numbers. In addition, there is no assur-
ance that Palm Desert’s system of road zoning and restriction of LSV use to daylight
hours—factors contributing to golf cart safety—will be adopted by other municipali-
ties permitting the use of golf carts and NEV’s on their streets.
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TRAFFIC SAFETY TERMINOLOGY

Senator SHELBY. One other thing. The NHTSA has been in the
news also for pushing a new policy that its employees are not to
use the word “accident” in any official communication from the
agency. Instead, the word “crash” is to be used. Do you believe that
the NHTSA should be spending valuable resources—you know, we
are having money problems—and time on initiatives such as chang-
ing the vocabulary of its employees? Is it reasonable to think that
the Federal Government has a role in removing the word “accident”
fl}"lom? our common language, common parlance? Would you look into
that?

Secretary SLATER. I will look into it, but let me offer this.

Senator SHELBY. Everything is not a crash.

Secretary SLATER. I understand.

Senator SHELBY. I would think a crash would entail something
really big.

Secretary SLATER. I understand. I will look into it.

Let me just say that for the second time in the history of NHTSA
we have a physician at the helm, and there are within the medical
profession terms of art. This effort is only to bring greater clarity
to actions that can be prevented. Thus, they are actions that are
not perceived as accidents.

But, now, I do not want to get into a long discussion of it. What
I would like to do is just follow up with a detailed explanation and
then look forward to discussing with the chairman and other inter-
ested parties why this is the approach that is being discussed inter-
nally. But no final action has been taken on this particular initia-
tive.

[The information follows:]

NHTSA is promoting use of the word “crash” in lieu of “accident” because motor
vehicle crashes and injuries are predictable, preventable events. Continued use of
the word accident promotes the concept that these events are outside human influ-

ence or control. In fact, they are predictable results of specific actions. NHTSA can
identify their causes and take action to avoid them.

SUBMITTED QUESTIONS

Senator SHELBY. Thank you. We do have a number of questions
for the record that we will be submitting to you. I will have some.
Senator Domenici had a number and other members, Mr. Sec-
retary.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SHELBY
ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE (EAS)

Question. The FAA Reauthorization Act of 1996 provides a $50 million annual set-
aside for EAS, funded by FAA “overflight” user fees. Will FAA realize $50 million
in overflight fees in fiscal year 1997? Can this level be anticipated in 1998?

Answer. The FAA issued its rulemaking establishing the specifics of the overflight
fee schedule on March 20, 1997. The charges will take effect 60 days after issuance
of the rule, on May 19, 1997. As a result, fees will be collected for only about four
and one-half months of fiscal year 1997, and are expected to be well under $50 mil-
lion. EAS does not have access to these funds during fiscal year 1997 until collected
revenues exceed $75 million; thus, no funds from the overflight fees will go to the
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EAS program in fiscal year 1997. The Department expects that the overflight fees
will generate about $90 million per year in fiscal year 1998 and beyond.

Question. In fiscal year 1997, EAS is funded at $25.9 million. Is a $50 million an-
nual program level necessary? Currently, are eligible communities not receiving
EAS service because of funding constraints?

Answer. The $50 million funding level for EAS and rural airport safety was estab-
lished by Congress last year. In our fiscal year 1995 appropriations act, the EAS
program was reduced by one-third and the Department was directed to implement
service and subsidy reductions across-the-board (except in Alaska), but to keep at
least some air service at all communities. In order to do so and stay within the
budget, the Department had to reduce subsidy levels below even the statutory mini-
mum service guarantees. The Department would now propose to restore service lev-
els at all of the subsidized communities to at least the minimum statutory guaran-
tees.

There are now nine EAS communities that have no air service as a result of the
budget cuts: Kearney and Hastings, NE; Fergus Falls, Mankato, and Fairmont, MN;
Brookings and Mitchell, SD; Goodland, KS; and Lamar, CO. As a result of the one-
third, across-the-board budget cut, one of the major EAS airlines serving about 20
communities, Mesa Air, announced that it would suspend service at six commu-
nities. The Department issued an order prohibiting that suspension, as required by
statute. Mesa took the issue to court claiming that the Federal Government had
breached its contract by unilaterally reducing EAS subsidies. Mesa prevailed in a
unanimous decision in which the Court ruled that Mesa, and by extension all EAS
carriers, could suspend service where their subsidies had been cut, leaving affected
communities with a hiatus in service.

FISCAL YEAR 1997 SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST

Question. Currently, there are only two components to DOT’s fiscal year 1997 sup-
plemental request: $318 million to correct a Treasury Department error that af-
fected States’ highway allocations, and $4 million to cover a military cost of living
adjustment for Coast Guard retired pay. Will you request a supplemental for high-
way funds to repair damage from the January floods in the Northwest, and, even
more recently, from the damage stemming from tornadoes in your home State of Ar-
kansas and flooding throughout the Ohio Valley? How much will you request? Will
these be classified as “emergency relief” funds?

Answer. Yes, on March 19th the administration requested a supplemental appro-
priation in the amount of $291 million for emergency needs due to flooding. Of this
amount, $276 million is needed for additional emergency relief funding due to floods
in the Winter of 1996 affecting the States of California, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon,
Washington and Montana. Many of these States required emergency relief funding
under both their Federal-aid and the Federal roads programs. The remaining $15
million is requested as contingency funding, for the emergency requirements in the
Midwestern and Mid-Atlantic States.

Question. Are there any other pending or possible DOT supplemental requests for
fiscal year 1997?

Answer. No, there are none anticipated at this time.

OFFICE OF AVIATION AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Question. OST’s office of aviation and international affairs utilizes airline traffic
and financial data to support its statutory responsibilities in aviation programs.
Some of these responsibilities include: developing the U.S. position in aviation bilat-
eral negotiations with foreign countries; deciding carrier selection cases and making
international route awards; resolving international route transfer issues; reviewing
the antitrust implications of carrier acquisition and merger proposals; setting inter-
national and intra-Alaska mail rates; and determining the essential air service
needs of small communities and establishing appropriate subsidy rates for such
services. The data and statistics that OST utilizes in all these areas is provided by
the Bureau of Transportation Statistics office of airline information (OAI). In return
for this data, does OST support OAI through annual reimbursable agreements? If
so, at what level? If not, why not?

Answer. At times in the past, OST has supported the Office of Aviation Informa-
tion (OAI) through annual reimbursable agreements when it was a part of the Re-
search and Special Programs Administration. More recently, it was decided that all
funds for OAI would be provided more effectively through the modal administra-
tion’s authorizations. In the current fiscal year, OST does not have any reimburs-
able agreements with OAI
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TIMELY AVAILABILITY OF AVIATION DATA

Question. Please discuss any problems OST has encountered in the last two years
with timely availability of airline data from OAI. Have these problems been re-
solved? If not, please outline some possible solutions.

Answer. Aviation data frequently are not available on a timely basis, particularly,
the Passenger Origin and Destination Survey data and the monthly segment and
market data that the airlines file on Form 41, Schedule T-100.

It is clear that timeliness, accuracy, availability and accessibility of aviation data
are important for proper analysis. One possible example of a solution is our ongoing
effort to replace the Passenger Origin and Destination Survey with a database built
on data from computer reservations systems. If this effort proves feasible, we should
have an excellent database for the future that could serve many purposes and would
not be a major burden for the airlines or OAI staff to administer.

TRANSPORTATION SAFETY PRIORITIES

Question. Given the relative differences in fatality and accident rates on our na-
tion’s highways, in the air, on rail lines, and on waterways, are the Department’s
efforts adequately balanced to address the relative incidence in each mode of trans-
portation? Does the Department conduct any cross-modal safety analyses?

Answer. Ensuring the overall safety of our transportation system requires us to
focus our efforts on a diverse array of transportation activities involving the move-
ment of both passengers and freight, some of it commercial, but most by private citi-
zens. The magnitude of the Department’s programs in each mode is also determined
by the role that Congress has given to the various operating administrations. The
FAA budget reflects the fact that it directly operates a massive and complex safety
system, which requires the public’s full confidence that it is extremely safe. NHTSA,
in contrast, can use its regulatory power to set motor vehicle safety standards, but
these automobiles are then operated independently by individuals. Other programs
in NHTSA, as well as those of FHWA, must use their funding to form partnerships
with the States and local governments that have the police and safety enforcement
authorities.

All the modal administrations within the Department utilize a cooperative and le-
veraged approach to achieve continuous improvements in the safety of each mode
of transportation. The Department’s recently announced NEXTEA proposal reflects
an increased emphasis on programs that address the single largest source of trans-
portation-related fatalities (94 percent) and injuries (99 percent), the operation of
motor vehicles, particularly passenger cars and light trucks and vans.

Cross modal safety analyses are conducted in the Office of the Secretary, pri-
marily in the comparison of relative statistics and development of common meas-
ures, and to assure that safety approaches that prove successful in one mode are
applied, where feasible, in others.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE

Question. Congress will take up the reauthorization of ISTEA this year. With con-
tinuing budget deficit reduction goals, increasing spending for transportation pro-
grams is difficult. Our infrastructure is deteriorating, and congestion clogs our
cities. Total public spending on the capital needs for highways and bridges was
about $40 billion in 1993, the most recent year for which data are available. How-
ever, DOT estimates that as a nation, we are about $16 billion short on an annual
basis, just to maintain our existing highway and bridge infrastructure at the 1993
level. Issues at the forefront of the reauthorization debate are how Federal funds
will be distributed, and what the Federal role will be. Are we currently getting the
most bang for the Federal dollars we invest in our surface transportation infrastruc-
ture? Are we directing Federal funds to those programs that can produce results?

Answer. One of the key factors in the success of the ISTEA legislation over the
past six years has been the flexibility it allowed for States and local governments
to distribute funding to their top-priority transportation needs. The National Eco-
nomic Crossroads Transportation Efficiency Act of 1997 (NEXTEA) continues this
approach and responds to our core program infrastructure needs while helping us
move toward a balanced budget. It would authorize about $175 billion for surface
transportation programs from fiscal year 1998 through fiscal year 2003, and in-
creases funding for core highway programs such as the National Highway System,
maintenance of the interstate system, and the Surface Transportation Program by
30 percent. It continues the commitment to cities in terms of mass transit, helping
them get more capacity from existing systems, and allows rural areas to play a
greater role in protecting planning and in determining which projects get done first.
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NEXTEA would give State and local officials greater flexibility to target funds to-
ward projects that best meet community needs. It also increases the tools available
to State and local officials by making intelligent transportation systems eligible
under all major program categories and by expanding innovative finance strategies
to cut red tape and leverage private and non-Federal public resources.

INTERMODALISM

Question. What actions will you take to further encourage the integration of sur-
face modes of transportation to enhance the mobility of people and transport of
goods? How will you address the conflict between continuing to fund modally-based
programs while attempting to foster an intermodal approach to transportation deci-
sion making?

Answer. Although DOT’s funding programs continue to be modally-based, they are
significantly adaptable to local needs. To a much greater extent than previous sur-
face transportation legislation, ISTEA allows State and metropolitan areas to spend
their apportioned Federal funds based on thorough and inclusive planning rather
than restrictive program categories. Specifically, almost 60 percent of the funds au-
thorized by ISTEA have been available, at the initiative of State and local officials,
for almost any type of surface transportation projects.

The administration’s proposal for reauthorization—the National Economic Cross-
roads Transportation Efficiency Act, or NEXTEA—continues these ISTEA programs
that have given State and local officials the freedom to spend Federal dollars on an
expanded set of transportation solutions.

NEXTEA would retain the enhanced flexibility and eligibility provisions of three
programs introduced by ISTEA: the National Highway System (NHS), the Surface
Transportation Program (STP) and the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
(CMAQ) program. Through these programs, $3 billion in five years has been trans-
ferred at local request from the FHWA to the FTA for delivery to its grantees. With-
out any administrative transfers, however, the STP and CMAQ programs support
many projects that directly benefit multiple transportation modes. In addition to
preserving this flexibility, NEXTEA would extend eligibility within certain programs
to intercity bus and rail service and publicly owned freight rail service.

COLLOCATION OF DOT FIELD OFFICES

Question. Please provide a detailed plan of how DOT will collocate and/or consoli-
date the Department’s surface transportation field offices (that now number more
than 150) to best serve transportation needs in a cost-effective manner.

Answer. In June 1996, the Department chartered a co-location task force to re-
view the field office structure and prepare a report.

To date, the restructuring effort has focused on six major areas: planning, safety,
co-location, administrative resource sharing, program management and the estab-
lishment of metropolitan offices.

The task force identified approximately 160 offices (including CG, RSPA and FAA)
that appeared to offer co-location opportunities. It is the goal of the Department to
co-locate offices and consolidate services wherever reasonable in order to provide en-
hanced customer service, reduce costs and operate more efficiently. Currently, addi-
tional analysis is underway to determine the feasibility and costs associated with
such a consolidation.

Because of the major costs associated with such a major co-location, the task force
has recommended that the initiatives be undertaken as leases are due to expire or
other restructures are about to be undertaken which would advance the consolida-
tion. Presently, there are field work groups developing localized plans for their re-
spective areas. Last November the first of many anticipated co-locations occurred
when NHTSA moved into space occupied by FHWA in Region III. In this one case,
we were able to reduce 2,096 square feet, which will result in overall rent savings
of $37,854.

DOT SICK BUILDING

Question. What have been the total costs through fiscal year 1997 associated with
cleanup of the “sick” Nassif Building? (Please display each year’s associated costs,
and a total to date.) Are any fiscal year 1998 costs anticipated?

Answer. As of February 28, 1997, the total costs associated with the cleanup and
repair of the Nassif Building that have been incurred by the Government is approxi-
mately $6,389,000. The General Services Administration has picked up these costs
for DOT. At this point in time, costs in fiscal year 1998 are not anticipated.
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Fiscal year—
Total
1996 1997
Environmental testing/health assessments ... $941,875 $565,125 $1,507,000
Project management ...........cccccevveiiennee. 591,000 1,104,000 1,695,000
Swing space rent . 276,000 1,568,000 1,844,000
Moving expenses 97,000 116,000 213,000
Swing space set-up 1,130,000 oo 1,130,000
TOtAl oo 3,035,875 3,353,125 6,389,000

FRA VACATING THE DOT BUILDING

Question. It is our understanding that some FRA offices have declined to move
back to the Nassif Building, though the affected floors have undergone cleanup.
Why? What additional costs will be incurred by this decision?

Answer. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) began relocating some em-
ployees shortly after air quality problems began to affect their work space in Octo-
ber 1995. As time passed, more and more employees were relocated to space outside
the Nassif Building due to symptoms that employees believed were caused by the
building’s indoor environment. The sheer number of FRA employees working in dif-
ferent locations caused disruption to the organization. As a result, in August 1996,
the entire FRA headquarters organization was relocated to a single location, with
plans to remain there until the cleaning and repair program of the Nassif building
is completed.

The FRA organization is now operating without disruption and would like to avoid
the disruption of a major move back to the Nassif Building until the Department
consolidates its headquarter operations following expiration of the lease on the
Nassif building. The Department supports this request, since we are able to consoli-
date other elements of the Department from higher-cost space in downtown Wash-
ington into the vacated area of the Nassif Building.

NEW PROGRAMS

Question. If Congress authorizes and appropriates funds for the Transportation
Infrastructure credit program ($100 million requested); the Intelligent Transpor-
tation System infrastructure integration program ($100 million requested); and the
“access to jobs and training” transit grant program ($100 million requested), how
quickly do you envision these programs spending out in fiscal year 1998 (and the
outyears)?

Answer. For each of these three new programs, the administration is proposing
$100 million for each of the 6 years of NEXTEA.

The Transportation Infrastructure Credit Program is expected to outlay 50 per-
cent in the first year, 25 percent in the second year, and 25 percent in the third

year.

The ITS deployment incentives program is expected to be fully obligated each
year. It will be within the category of the Federal-aid program. Overall spend-out
rates for the Federal-aid program are estimated at 15 percent in the first year, 53
percent in the second year, 16 percent in the third year, 5 percent in the fourth
year, 3 percent in the fifth year, 3 percent in the sixth year, 2 percent in the sev-
enth year, 2 percent in the eighth year, and 1 percent in the ninth year.

The Access to Jobs and Training grant program is projected to have an outlay rate
similar to that of the existing Urban Capital formula program: 5 percent in the first
year, 20 percent in the second year, 30 percent in the third year, 20 percent in the
fourth year, 20 percent in the fifth year, and 5 percent in the sixth year.

CREDIT PROGRAM VERSUS SIBS

Question. Please describe the differences between the Transportation Infrastruc-
ture credit program and the current State Infrastructure Banks program.

Answer. The National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 authorized DOT
to establish the State Infrastructure Bank (SIB) Pilot Program. SIBs are State-level
investment funds capitalized in part with Federal grants. They are intended to com-
plement traditional transportation programs and provide States with increased
flexibility to offer many types of assistance, including low-interest loans, loan guar-
antees, and standby lines of credit. However, Federal capitalization grants for SIBs
currently are limited to 10 percent of most categories of a State’s annual apportion-
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ments for fiscal years 1996 and 1997 and $150 million of “new money” to be shared
among the participating States. Moreover, Federal legislation limits the annual dis-
bursement of these funds, thus reducing the capacity of the SIBs to provide large
amounts of credit assistance directly in the near term. SIBs will require a number
of years to build up sufficient financial resources to gain access to external funding
beyond their own contributed capital. Consequently, SIBs, like other startup credit
intermediaries, are best suited to assist portfolios of smaller, relatively homogenous,
shorter-term projects that are regional or local in scope.

A Federal credit enhancement program would complement existing financing tech-
niques, including SIBs, by directing resources to areas of critical national impor-
tance—such as intermodal facilities, expansion of existing highways, border infra-
structure, trade corridors, and other investments with national benefits—that other-
wise might be delayed or not constructed at all because of risk or scope. Federal
credit assistance would encourage more private-sector and non-Federal participa-
tion, address important public needs in a more budget-effective way, and take ad-
vantage of the public’s willingness to pay user fees to receive the benefits and serv-
ices of transportation infrastructure sooner than would be possible under tradi-
tional, grant-based financing. Essentially, providing direct credit assistance would
be a more efficient and effective way for the Federal Government to help advance
a limited number of nationally significant projects than increasing outlays for regu-
lar grant reimbursement programs or even SIBs.

ITS INFRASTRUCTURE INTEGRATION PROGRAM

Question. Please provide a detailed description of the proposed ITS infrastructure
integration program.

Answer. The ITS infrastructure integration program is an initiative to foster the
uniform national deployment of a computer and communications infrastructure in
our surface transportation system, both inside and outside metropolitan areas.

In 1991, the Department initiated the Intelligent Transportation Systems pro-
gram, through the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, to research,
operationally test and promote the application of computer and communications
technology to our surface transportation system, in part to address the growing
gridlock in our nation. Over the past five years, we have learned through our re-
search efforts that an intelligent transportation infrastructure applied to our surface
transportation can improve efficiency, productivity, and safety. Such an infrastruc-
ture consists of a series of “elements,” such as smart traffic signals, advanced traffic
management systems, and more, that allow the public to travel more efficiently and
safely. This system works best when the components are interoperable, or can “talk
to one another.” ITS is an important option in an era when we can no longer depend
on building our way out of congestion.

We are proposing a one-time incentive to last through the next five years. Its pur-
pose is to jump start State and local government involvement in deploying ITS in
a coordinated manner, consistent with standards and within the bounds of the na-
tional ITS architecture. This deployment incentive focuses on:

—Integrating existing intelligent transportation infrastructure elements in metro-

politan areas, including those elements installed with other Federal-aid funds.

—Installing, as well as integrating, the various elements of an intelligent trans-
portation infrastructure for commercial vehicle projects and projects outside
metropolitan areas, such as rural areas.

The priorities are as follows:

—At least 25 percent of the funds made available would allow eligible State or
local entities to implement commercial vehicle information systems and net-
works, and international border crossing improvements.

—At least 10 percent of the funding would be made available for the intelligent
transportation infrastructure deployment outside metropolitan areas (in rural
areas).

—The Federal share payable to the project cost is 50 percent. The matching funds
can include funds from other Federal sources.

The projects are to accelerate the deployment and commercialization of ITS; real-
ize the benefits of regionally integrated, intermodal applications, including commer-
cial vehicle operations and electronic border crossing applications; and demonstrate
innovative approaches to overcoming nontechnical constraints.

Projects chosen for funding within the intelligent transportation infrastructure de-
ployment incentives program would, in general terms, have to meet the following
criteria:

—Help meet the national goals of the ITS program;

—Demonstrate public-private partnerships;



50

—Aim to achieve integration with the architecture and standards;

—Be a part of State and metropolitan plans for transportation and air quality im-

plementation;

—Catalyze private sector investment and minimize Federal contributions;

—Include a sound financial plan for long-term operations and maintenance; and

—Demonstrate the ability to operate and maintain the systems.

This program will build upon prior efforts. We have already identified a core intel-
ligent transportation infrastructure and set a national goal for deployment of this
infrastructure across the United States over the next decade. We are facilitating
model deployments that will serve as showcases for operators and users of the sys-
tem. They also will show both State and local transportation officials and citizens
how to envision ITS deployment in their communities. In 1996, four metropolitan
areas were chosen: Seattle, Phoenix, San Antonio, and New York. We have also es-
tablished eight model deployments of the Commercial Vehicle Information Systems
and Networks (CVISN) to be operational by the end of 1997, in Connecticut, Ken-
tucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Colorado, Washington, Oregon, and California. These
model deployments will perform the same function for other State officials in help-
ing them to envision the fully integrated system and to understand the benefits.

A deployment incentives program is needed to alleviate a hardening or “stove-pip-
ing” of the existing fragmented infrastructure. Timing of deployment is critical. At
the moment, elements of the intelligent transportation infrastructure are being de-
ployed piece by piece with no guarantee of interoperability. State and local govern-
ments will then have to live with a “stove-piped infrastructure,” one in which com-
ponents do not form a system and are not necessarily efficient.

This program gives State and local governments an incentive to cooperate with
agencies, jurisdictions, and the private sector, to achieve fully integrated ITS deploy-
ment in accordance with the national ITS architecture and established ITS stand-
ards and protocols. This commitment will be shown through the signing of Memo-
randums of Understanding that clearly define the responsibilities and the relation-
ship of all parties to a partnership agreement which outlines the institutional rela-
tionships and the financial agreements to ensure continued, long-term operations
and maintenance for the project.

We're providing the incentive, but are also limiting the Federal share payable to
50 percent of the project cost and requiring a financial plan for long-term operation
and maintenance. We’re asking State and local governments to be creative, to use
their own funding, other Federal-aid monies, and to leverage the private sector’s in-
volvement. This is a minimal Federal role. In short, after this five-year period, the
incentive program will not be up for additional Federal funding in the future; it’s
a one-shot deal.

ACCESS TO JOBS AND TRAINING

Question. Why is the FTA a more appropriate provider agency for the proposed
“access to jobs and training” program than Health and Human Services?

Answer. Transportation is one of the three major challenges faced by welfare re-
cipients, along with day care and skills training.

Welfare recipients rarely own cars. Furthermore, studies show that existing public
transit frequently does not provide realistic connections to the locations where
entry-level jobs are concentrated. The need for off-peak time service and multiple
stops for activities such as day care complicate further the problem of access to jobs.

DOT’s Access to Jobs Initiative will enable State and local governments to provide
the transportation services that welfare recipients need within the framework of the
existing transportation planning process—an important factor in sustaining their
delivery. But collaboration with the human service agencies is a key element of the
proposed program. The criteria in the proposed program call for a coordinated plan-
ning process, a financial partnership and a 50/50 (FTA/non-FTA) match to ensure
that transportation providers and human services providers are working closely to
ensure that those Americans who have to go to work can get there.

HIGHWAY TRUST FUNDS

Question. I note that the President’s Budget request would have Amtrak and FTA
funded from the Highway Trust Fund, rather than general funds. Under your budg-
et, the total percentage of highway trust funds in the transportation appropriations
bill increases from 78 to 85 percent. What is the rationale for shifting the number
of DOT programs from being funded by general funds to highway funds?

Answer. The administration proposes to use the Highway Trust Fund for all high-
way safety research and agency operations (parts of NHTSA are currently funded
from the general fund), as well as the transit program and Amtrak.
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The rationale for these shifts is that the programs to be funded from the trust
fund are directly associated with highway construction or preservation, or are asso-
ciated with providing alternative transportation services that contribute to reducing
the demands placed on our highways, thereby improving service to the users of
highways.

Question. What will the Highway Trust Fund balance be at the end of the current
ISTEA authorization period, as envisioned by the administration’s pending reau-
thorization proposal?

Answer. We project cash balances of $14.8 billion in the Highway Trust Fund and
$9.6 billion in the Mass Transit Account at the end of fiscal year 1997.

FLEXIBILITY IN STATE USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS

Question. This approach of having different modes drawing on the Highway Trust
Fund would seem to me to argue for increasing the States’ flexibility in the use of
their transportation funds. Do you share that view?

Answer. Yes. Under NEXTEA, State and local officials would have greater flexibil-
ity to target funds toward projects that best meet community needs, including Am-
trak and intermodal terminals. It also increases the tools available to State and
local officials by making Intelligent Transportation Systems eligible under all major
program categories.

HIGHWAY TRUST FUND OFF-BUDGET

Question. What is the administration’s official position on the proposal to move
transportation trust funds off-budget?

Answer. The administration opposes taking the transportation trust funds off-
budget. We should not redefine the deficit calculation to exclude certain programs
or to exempt programs from appropriate budget controls. That would mean either
a larger real deficit or a larger burden for deficit reduction on other critical pro-
grams in DOT or elsewhere in the Federal Government. Either outcome would be
inconsistent with the joint commitment by the President and Congress to balance
the Federal budget.

WOODROW WILSON BRIDGE

Question. 1 understand that the administration was prepared to transfer the
Woodrow Wilson Bridge to the States of Maryland and Virginia and the District of
Columbia back in 1990 and 1991. Why didn’t this transfer take place? Why is this
the only non-defense interstate bridge still under Federal jurisdiction?

Answer. The bridge has been the subject of three agreements. The December 18,
1961, agreement was simply a detailed contractual arrangement between the three
jurisdictions (FHWA was not a party) as to the rights and responsibilities of each
Jurisdiction in the operation and maintenance of the bridge. It was the result of Fed-
eral legislation (Public Law 87-358, October 4, 1961).

A June 28, 1982, agreement was signed by the three jurisdictions and the FHWA.
Again, this agreement was the result of Federal legislation (Public Law 97-134, De-
cember 28, 1981) that provided $60 million for 4R work on the bridge, and spelled
out more details as to each jurisdiction’s operation and maintenance duties, and pro-
vided that the “* * * three jurisdictions shall submit to FHWA within 6 months of
the date of the agreement proposed reasonable terms and conditions upon which
they would be willing to accept title to the Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge.” This
agreement was never fully implemented.

The last signed agreement between the two States, the District of Columbia, and
FHWA was on April 19, 1985. The 1985 agreement required the jurisdictions to ac-
cept the bridge once rehabilitation of the bridge was complete, e.g. upon “completion
and final acceptance of the construction work * * * which will include rehabilitation
for the bridge bascule span and minor substructure rehabilitation.” Although the
$60 million provided under the 1981 legislation was used for the bridge—most of
it for 4R work and some for a study on long-term needs—the District and the States
declined to take over responsibility for the bridge because of the cost of continued
maintenance.

Question. What is the traffic mix on the bridge between local commuters and
through traffic?

Answer. Local commuters comprise between 85 to 90 percent, and through traffic
10 to 15 percent, depending on the time of year.

. er)wstion. What is the justification for the President’s Budget request of $400 mil-
ion?

Answer. The fiscal year 1998 budget includes $40 million for the Wilson Bridge
project: $30 million is needed for the continued design (and construction) of a new
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bridge, and $10 million is needed for necessary interim repairs and rehabilitation
work on the existing bridge.

The Department has been working closely with the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Co-
ordination Committee on options for replacing the existing bridge. The Committee
has selected the current alignment, with side-by-side drawbridges having a 70-foot
navigational clearance, as the preferred alternative for replacing the bridge. There
would be a total of 12 lanes: 8 general purpose lanes, 2 merge/auxiliary lanes, and
2 HOV/express bus/transit lanes. The current estimated cost for this alternative is
$1.56 billion.

$400 million is the cost to replace the existing structure. The NHS Designation
Act of 1995 provides a framework for determining the Federal contribution of the
cost to replace the existing 6-lane bridge with a replacement structure. The Wood-
row Wilson Bridge Coordination Committee estimated that this would cost approxi-
mately $400 million.

Question. Since initial construction, how much has the Federal Government spent
on the Woodrow Wilson Bridge?

Answer. A total of $168.9 million in Federal funds has been allocated since 1954;
$163.9 million was at a 100-percent Federal share, and $5.0 million was at an 80-
percent Federal share.

Question. Given that the Woodrow Wilson bridge alternatives being considered are
all significantly in excess of the President’s Budget request, is this bridge a reason-
able candidate for the proposed new credit program in ISTEA reauthorization or an-
other innovative financing approach?

Answer. The bridge likely would be eligible for a credit program or other innova-
tive financing approaches; the project would also be eligible for regular Federal-aid
apportionments. The bridge could be funded through a combination of a direct Fed-
eral contribution ($400 million) and some form of credit.

ALAMEDA CORRIDOR

Question. FHWA officials have cited the Alameda Corridor’s Federal loan as a
precedent for future finance efforts. Officials noted that FHWA used the project as
a model in the agency’s effort this year to create a new $100 million Transportation
Infrastructure Credit Program. The program is intended to leverage Federal funds
and provide credit to assist nationally significant projects, particularly large,
multimodal, and revenue generating projects. However, since the Alameda Corridor
project is in its early stages, there are a number of unanswered questions concern-
ing the risk to the Federal Government if other funding sources are not realized and
the success of this type of Federal loan at leveraging other funding. How important
was the Federal loan to the project?

Answer. The Federal loan, which was signed January 17, 1997, is a vital part of
the project’s financial package. The $2 billion project is a public-private venture in-
volving the ports and cities of Los Angeles and Long Beach, the regional transpor-
tation authority, the railroads using the corridor, and the Federal Government. The
Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority (ACTA) is a joint-powers public agency
established by Los Angeles and Long Beach to develop, finance, build, and operate
the project. The two ports have already contributed $400 million for rights-of-way
along the corridor, and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Los Angeles
County’s metropolitan planning organization) will provide nearly $350 million of its
Federal, State, and local grant funds. Project revenues—user charges paid by the
railroads and other income of the ports—will be used to repay approximately $735
million in revenue bonds and the $400 million Federal loan.

The Federal loan offers permanent financing with flexible payment features that
should alleviate market concerns and promote efficient use of private capital by po-
sitioning the government as a patient investor in the project with a long-term hori-
zon and no liquidity requirements. Those features include: (1) structuring flexible
repayment schedules with deferrable interest and principal to match realized project
revenues; (2) facilitating the project’s access to private capital by enhancing the cap-
ital markets debt coverage, lowering interest rates, and reducing reserve require-
ments; and (3) leveraging substantial private financing by limiting Federal partici-
pation to 20 percent of total project costs. At a budgetary cost of only $59 million
(to cover the subsidy or risk of non-repayment), the Federal Government is provid-
ing a $400 million loan that will help advance a $2 billion project with significant
local, regional, and national benefits.

Question. How will the loan be used? Could you expand on how the Federal loan
will be spent?

Answer. Under the terms of the January 17 loan agreement signed by DOT and
the Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority, the Federal loan can be used for
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any costs related to: (1) acquisition, design and construction of the project, including
legal, administrative, engineering, planning, design, insurance and financing costs;
(2) debt service, capitalized interest, contingency, or capital reserve funds, (3) debt
serlvice payments; and (4) costs of equipment and supplies and initial working cap-
ital.

Question. In the loan agreement, why was the Federal loan repayment made sub-
ordinate to the repayment of revenue bonds?

Answer. Given the uncertainty of the projected revenue stream and operating
costs associated with large startup transportation facilities, investors and rating
agencies typically require that the project revenue bonds have a relatively high cov-
erage margin. Coverage is the annual surplus of net revenues after payment of oper-
ating expenses and debt service. A high coverage factor (such as 1.75 times) con-
strains the permitted level of annual debt service, reducing the amount of debt that
can be supported and leaving a funding gap.

While project sponsors could seek to raise additional debt proceeds with a thinner
coverage margin (such as 1.10 times), such debt likely would be rated sub-invest-
ment grade. The major capital market funding source for debt financing of infra-
structure—the municipal bond market—is generally risk averse, and there is only
a limited market for non-investment grade obligations. The situation defines the
need for a flexible debt instrument that can be payable out of the coverage factor
after the senior bonds’ debt service. The Federal loan addresses this market gap and
promotes the efficient use of capital by positioning the Government as a patient in-
vestor with a longer-term time horizon and no liquidity requirements.

Question. How much would the Federal Government lose if the project goes into
default? How much would the Federal Government gain if the loan 1s paid back?

Answer. The Fiscal Year 1997 Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act (Public
Law 104-208) provides $59 million for the Department of Transportation to pay the
subsidy costs associated with making a direct loan not to exceed $400 million to
ACTA for the Alameda Corridor project. If the loan is repaid in full, the subsidy
budget authority of $59 million will be returned to the General Fund. In a worst-
case scenario, none of the $400 million loan would be repaid, and the Federal Gov-
ernment would lose $400 million. However, such a scenario is unlikely. If project
bonds are not issued to construct the project or an alternative source for funding
the remainder of the project’s costs is not put into place by December 31, 2005, the
loan will still be repaid by ACTA from rental income from the partially built project
and other port revenues. And if the project is fully constructed as planned, the flexi-
ble terms and rate covenants included in the loan agreement offer the Federal Gov-
ernment additional security.

Question. How much of the corridor’s financing is based on Federal funding, in-
1cludé}ng both direct and indirect Federal funds, both with and without the Federal
oan?

Answer. The $2 billion project is a public-private venture among the ports and
cities of Los Angeles and Long Beach, the regional transportation authority, the
railroads using the corridor, and the Federal Government. Direct Federal contribu-
tions to the project include $45 million in ISTEA demonstration funds (USDOT), $2
million in Economic Development Administration funds (Commerce), and the $400
million direct Federal loan. Thus, the project will receive $447 million ($47 million
without the Federal loan) in direct Federal funding.

In addition, the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) will provide an-
other $329 million of apportioned Federal-aid highway funds. Total Federal funding
for the project (including indirect Federal-aid highway funds passed through the Los
Angeles County MTA) equals $776 million ($376 without the Federal loan).

Question. Will the revenue bonds be fully or partially tax-exempt? How could that
affect the Federal loan?

Answer. Under current law, without special legislative authority, ACTA believes
that a portion of its revenue bonds could be issued as tax-exempt debt (relating to
public use/public purpose). The amount of the tax-exempt debt ultimately issued for
the project should not affect the security of the Federal Government’s investment,
as the budgetary cost of the Federal loan was “scored” based on the assumption of
all revenue bonds being taxable.

Question. Is the Alameda Corridor Federal loan being seen as a promising way
to finance other projects? If so, why?

Answer. The Alameda Corridor Federal loan was a unique, ad hoc response to a
specific project. The administration is seeking in NEXTEA a somewhat different ap-
proach. The Transportation Infrastructure Credit Enhancement Program would pro-
vide grants (up to 20 percent of total cost) to assist in the funding of nationally sig-
nificant transportation projects that otherwise might be delayed or not constructed
at all because of their size and uncertainty over timing of revenues. After projects
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are selected by the Secretary, grants are made to capitalize revenue stabilization
funds. A revenue stabilization fund could be drawn upon if needed to pay debt serv-
ice on the project’s debt obligations in the event of revenue shortfalls. The stabiliza-
tion fund may also be used to secure junior lien debt or other obligations requiring
credit enhancement. Limiting the use of the revenue stabilization fund to these
types of obligations is designed to maximize the project’s ability to leverage private
capital, and assist it in obtaining investment grade ratings on senior debt. The pro-
gram’s goal is to encourage the development of large, capital-intensive facilities
through public-private partnerships consisting of State or local governments with
private business.

TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE CREDIT PROGRAM

Question. How will the Transportation Infrastructure Credit Program affect the
trust fund balance, since the program calls for more money up front and for pay-
ment out of the highway trust fund?

Answer. The new transportation infrastructure credit enhancement program is
funded at $100 million. This level of funding would have a minimal impact on the
highway account balance, which is projected to be about $15 billion at the end of
fiscal year 1997.

Question. How will DOT assess the economic benefits of a project? Will it just con-
sider future revenue streams or will it consider pollution reduction, congestion relief
and other indirect benefits?

Answer. Projects selected for this program will have to demonstrate the ability to
generate broad economic benefits, support international commerce, or otherwise en-
hance the Nation’s transportation system and economy. Specific factors would in-
clude the extent to which the project: (1) advances high-priority corridors (NAFTA,
trade corridors), intermodal connectors and border facilities, or otherwise promotes
regional, interstate or international commerce; (2) enables U.S. manufacturers to de-
liver their goods to domestic and foreign markets in a more timely, cost-effective
manner; (3) stimulates new economic activity and job creation; (4) reduces traffic
congestion, thereby reducing shipping delays and increasing workforce productivity;
and (5) protects the environment by enhancing air quality through the reduction of
congestion and decreased fuel and oil consumption.

Question. Who will be able to apply for funding—private organizations, cities,
States, metropolitan planning organizations, etc.?

Answer. The sponsor of a project eligible for assistance under the credit enhance-
ment program must be a State, local government, or other public agency, or the
project must be publicly owned and publicly sponsored, meaning it satisfies the
Statewide and metropolitan planning requirements of Title 23, U.S.C., and the ap-
plication is submitted by a State, local government, or other public agency. There-
fore, the applicant could be a corporation, partnership, joint venture, trust, or gov-
ernmental entity.

Question. Since the Department will not directly oversee the project, how will it
assure that the Federal money will be used efficiently and effectively?

Answer. As with other projects funded in part through Federal transportation pro-
grams, the Department will work with its State and local partners to ensure that
Federal funds are used effectively and efficiently in accordance with relevant laws
and regulations. Recipient projects will be treated like “regular Title 23” projects in
that they must be advanced by a State or local government (or agency thereof), sat-
isfy the usual planning requirements, and be eligible for Federal assistance under
Title 23 or chapter 53 of Title 49, U.S.C. In addition, the usual Federal require-
ments that apply to funds and projects under titles 23 and 49 shall also apply to
revenue stabilization funds and projects receiving them under the new credit en-
hancement program. The Secretary of Transportation will consult with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to ensure that any grants made to capitalize revenue sta-
bilization funds under the new program shall contain appropriate terms and limita-
tions to ensure that Federal funds are used prudently in leveraging private capital
to advance important national transportation investments.

Question. Given that the Department has had limited experience with loan guar-
antee projects such as the Alameda Corridor, should more experience be gained be-
fore establishing a nationwide program?

Answer. The need for and efficacy of Federal assistance (whether direct loans,
loan guarantees, or credit enhancement) for large revenue-generating projects of na-
tional significance is already being demonstrated by the TCA toll roads (through
Federal lines of credit) and Alameda Corridor ( a Federal direct loan). Establishing
a Federal credit enhancement program provides the benefits of being able to clearly
set forth prudent and consistent policy guidelines and fiscal parameters that will
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advance vital national transportation goals while maximizing efficiency and mini-
mizing risk. Without a programmatic structure, such Federal credit assistance pro-
vided on an ad-hoc basis may not have the desired level of efficiency, equity, and
effectiveness.

Also, we believe any Federal credit enhancement program should be limited in
scope, targeted to a relatively small number of projects of national significance.
Each project will be one-of-a-kind, evaluated according to a unique set of benefit and
cost factors. It is not expected that the Federal Government will or should generate
a large portfolio of such project financings. The program should rely on the dis-
cipline and credit evaluation expertise of the private capital markets. One measure
of the program’s success might be the extent to which it demonstrates the feasibility
of long-term infrastructure investments to the private capital markets and can even-
tually be phased out.

Question. If this program is established, will the Boston Central Artery/Tunnel
Project qualify for funds under this program? Does it meet the criteria for a project
with a revenue stream? Has there been any discussion about using this program
to help fund the suggested freight tunnel beneath New York Harbor?

Answer. The new Transportation Infrastructure Credit Enhancement Program is
intended to help advance projects of national significance that require Federal as-
sistance to secure financing and begin construction. Based on the proposed eligi-
bility criteria (national significance, planning requirements, need for financial as-
sistance, State/local support, size, and existence of revenue sources), the Central Ar-
tery project could be eligible for assistance. However, the project’s current finance
plan does not contemplate additional Federal assistance outside the State’s regu-
larly apportioned Federal-aid funding. Also, any project determined to be eligible for
assistance would have to be assessed against various selection criteria.

To our knowledge, no proponents of the suggested freight tunnel beneath New
York Harbor have approached the Department about seeking assistance under the
Transportation Infrastructure Credit Enhancement Program. If the project satisfied
the eligibility criteria set forth in NEXTEA, it could seek funding under this pro-
gram. Its application would be evaluated along with those of other applicants.

STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANKS

Question. To what extent are SIBs expected to leverage new, non-Federal money?
Do any of the ten pilot States plan to try and attract private financing? If yes, how?

Answer. The extent to which SIBs will leverage non-Federal money will depend
on a number of factors, such as the amount of non-Federal matching funds (State
and private) contributed to the SIB; the type of assistance offered by the SIB, in-
cluding the extent to which any assistance is subsidized; and whether the SIB is
able to leverage itself, i.e., issue debt or provide credit enhancement in excess of its
own contributed capital.

The Environmental Protection Agency’s State Revolving Funds (SRFs) for
wastewater treatment facilities have, on average, a leveraging ratio of about 1:2
(Federal grant contributions to total credit assistance provided). We believe SIBs are
likely to have a higher leveraging ratio because they will be able to leverage funds
through projects—by contributing only a portion of required assistance in conjunc-
tion with significant private and other non-Federal capital—as well as by issuing
debt against their contributed capital. For example, a SIB loan of $10 million might
be part of a total financing package for a project costing $100 million. Also, SIBs
have a much larger and more diverse pool of potential recipient projects.

Three loans have been made by the initial ten States participating in the SIB
pilot, and all three loans will support bond issuances by localities. In these cases,
the loans will help the localities access the capital markets by raising their ratings
and thus lowering the interest that the bonds will require when repaid.

Question. How does DOT plan to choose and allocate the $150 million in new SIB
money for fiscal year 1997 and, if passed, DOT’s request for $150 million in fiscal
year 19987

Answer. We are currently reviewing the new SIB applications, and approvals
should be made soon. After this is completed, decisions will be made on allocation
of the $150 million.

Question. Will the selection criteria DOT chooses affect the type of projects States
submit in their applications? For example, will DOT likely target States with sev-
eral projects as a State, or will DOT consider States submitting only one project for
SIB funding?

Answer. The number of projects a State submitted in its application will probably
not be a factor for selection. We hope the SIBs will be able to assist many projects,
but we believe that more projects will be identified as a State implements its SIB.
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Question. Why have SIBs been slow in getting projects underway?

Answer. A number of actions are required before a project can be funded from a
SIB. After DOT approved the first 10 States in 1996, cooperative agreements had
to be executed. Most of the agreements were signed at the end of fiscal year 1996.
States had to establish a SIB structure and develop procedures. Once a SIB is in
place, projects must be selected and financial assistance negotiated. A number of
other project actions may be needed before a project is ready to receive funds from
a SIB.

Another factor involves the Federal capitalization of SIBs. The legislation requires
that SIBs be funded at the traditional highway and transit outlay rates, which
means that Federal deposits into SIBs are made over several years. Therefore, the
amount of Federal funds currently available to a State is considerably less than 10
percent of its apportionments—the limit a State may transfer to the SIB.

CENTRAL ARTERY/TUNNEL PROJECT

Question. In FHWA'’s opinion, are the State of Massachusetts projections of sav-
ings on the insurance program realistic?

Answer. We understand that the GAO is concerned about the degree of certainty
that can be assumed for the large savings that have been reported for the Owner
Controlled Insurance Program (OCIP or Wrap-Up Insurance). Given the fact that
the project is entering the heaviest phase of construction over the next several
years, GAO is concerned that the level of savings trended for the OCIP may not
occur. While we understand the cautionary tone reflected in GAO’s comments, the
FHWA continues to believe that, as in a number of other areas on the CA/T project,
an appropriate management and oversight strategy for the OCIP is to set clear and
measurable objectives or milestones regarding project costs and schedules. Then
FHWA’s and the Project’s performance can be clearly measured against meeting
these objectives or milestones. Given this recommended oversight strategy, the
OCIP is an excellent example of one of the more readily trackable programs. The
Project Management Monthly Report tracks the Insurance Program’s measures on
a monthly basis, giving early indications of any positive or adverse trends. The
structure of the insurance program now reflects and benefits from that trackability
in its use of a retrospective approach that allows for adjustments in the cost of the
program based on how claims have occurred during a preceding year. The extraor-
dinary success of the Insurance Program can be reported as very real, given the es-
tablished track record of safety programs and insurance claims on the project during
the last four years, a period that certainly contained its share of heavy construction
in sensitive areas. Each year that successes occur in very measurable and actuarial
aspects of the insurance program, the Project is more and more able to report a
firming up of the expected performance of the program in the future. Likewise,
given the retrospective adjustments based on year-by-year performance, the Project
will have early indicators of any trends that may be developing. Finally, the Project
continues to proactively explore ways to further improve the excellent safety record.
Therefore, in summary, FHWA has accepted and believes that the State’s projected
savings on the insurance program are realistic.

Question. Does FHWA believe the project’s cost can be kept to $10.4 billion?

Answer. The Central Artery/Tunnel (CA/T) Project (the Massachusetts Highway
Department—MHD—& FHWA) is aggressively managing to the $10.4 billion total
cost through the implementation of strategies to meet cost containment goals for de-
sign and construction. The CA/T Project recognizes this estimate as achievable, and
FHWA supports this management strategy that involves setting measurable mile-
stones regarding cost and schedule and measuring the CA/T Project performance
against these milestones. The CA/T Project uses trend analyses and early indicators
that allow the management process to be dynamic and adjust to deviations in sched-
ule and cost. As long as this aggressive management is maintained, the current
budget is viewed by FHWA as achievable.

Question. What 1s FHWA doing to review and scrutinize project costs? What does
FHWA think the cost of the project is?

Answer. The FHWA is actively involved with the MHD CA/T staff in scrutinizing
and controlling total project costs, and in developing a variety of cost saving strate-
gies. The unprecedented allocation of resources to staffing in the Massachusetts Di-
vision Office, with assistance from both Region and Headquarters Offices, has en-
abled the FHWA to provide a program of both comprehensive and tailored oversight
regarding cost, schedule and quality. The FHWA engineering and technical staff
provide a range of project- or contract-specific design and construction monitoring
based upon a geographic assignment of responsibility. Each area engineer is specifi-
cally responsible for monitoring all Federal-aid work within this assigned area, re-
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viewing designs to ensure that components are both economical and cost-effective.
This design review also ensures compliance with necessary standards. Area engi-
neers are also responsible for monitoring costs and quality for their area during con-
struction, monitoring construction procedures and the administration of change or-
ders as necessary. A variety of technical experts are available from the division, the
regional and headquarters levels of FHWA to provide special expertise to the area
engineers as needed during both design and construction. This expertise is espe-
cially valuable in bench marking design or construction procedures and cost-effec-
tiveness in areas such as specialty tunnel areas or environmental mitigation.

Besides contract-specific monitoring, the Division Office, supplemented with as-
sistance from the Region and Headquarters, also provides programmatic oversight
through a variety of task team, peer review, and/or process review activities. These
activities insure that design and construction processes are designed or re-engi-
neered to provide streamlined and cost-effective outcomes. To give two examples
from 1996, task team/process reviews were conducted on the wrap-up insurance pro-
gram and the geotechnical instrumentation. Cost saving strategies were identified
in each review. The Division Office also participates in a number of MHD CA/T com-
mittees that have been charged with managing costs on the project. Examples of
these activities include the Cost Containment Committee (generating innovative ap-
proaches such as the Design-to-Cost program, an approach that controls growth of
design estimates) and the Project Contingency Allowance Committee (controlling
costs associated with such issues in construction as changed site conditions).
Through further participation on value engineering teams and through construction
partnering, Division Office representatives ensure that cost-effective functional de-
signs are provided and moved to construction in a fashion where costly litigation
or dispute resolution is avoided through collaboration with the contracting industry.
Total costs and cost trends are closely monitored by the FHWA upper management
at all levels by proactive involvement in Project Management Monthly reporting and
through quarterly briefing of FHWA’s highest management. These review activities
include monitoring and periodic validation of macro-level Finance Plan assumptions
or trends in areas such as inflation and bidding results.

In regard to the second question, as reported in an earlier question and as has
been reported in the September 30, 1996 Financial Plan, FHWA has accepted the
State’s total cost as $10.4 billion.

Question. Does FHWA believe it is time for Massachusetts to revise its cost esti-
mate to be more realistic? Why or why not?

Answer. The cost estimate for the Central Artery/Tunnel is validated monthly.
This has been done for approximately a year now as part of the Project Monthly
Management report that tracks the actual project cost and schedule, gives early in-
dication of potential cost increases or decreases, compares it to the Cost/Schedule
Update 6 (Rev 6) and previous forecast, and develops a new forecast for the remain-
ing cost and schedule. The report also shows the changes from the previous month
for actual versus planned costs and schedule time. The result is a current cost-to-
go and total cost, and a current schedule on a monthly basis. Assumptions used for
Rev 6 are also being tracked. While some of the assumptions are tracking better
than others, the overall project cost is staying within budget. As part of the next
Finance Plan Update, currently planned for October 1, 1997, we will assess the need
to revise these assumptions.

Question. Does FHWA believe that the financing strategies outlined in the con-
sultant’s study are viable? Has FHWA conveyed these views to the State?

Answer. Massachusetts’ Metropolitan Highway System (MHS) Financial Feasibil-
ity Study, while legislated by Massachusetts itself, is a key part of the State’s plan
to finance the Central Artery/Tunnel. FHWA’s acceptance of the State’s CA/T Fi-
nance Plan was conditioned upon the State’s completion of the MHS Study and im-
plementing legislation. The MHS Study was completed in December 1996 and con-
tained numerous scenarios, the majority related to increasing existing tolls, to iden-
tify State funding for the CA/T, and MHS operation, and still allow a $400 Million
(Federal and State) Statewide Program exclusive of the CA/T.

The Executive Office of Transportation and Construction’s December 5, 1996, sub-
mittal to the Legislature and Governor contained specific recommendations pri-
marily related to raising existing tolls for the tunnels and bridge in downtown Bos-
ton. Implementing MHS (State) legislation was introduced on January 6, 1997; two
public hearings were held, at the first of which FHWA’s Massachusetts Division Ad-
ministrator answered questions as requested. The legislation has moved through the
Legislature and was signed by the Governor on March 20, 1997. The existing legis-
lation does not set toll levels, but does enable the Massachusetts Turnpike Author-
ity to adjust tolls to meet the needs to complete the CA/T and operate the MHS and
maintain a $400 million Statewide program.
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While FHWA believes that the assessment of the options in the MHS Study is
a State and local responsibility, we believe the study did a good job of identifying
options that would meet both the State’s needs and conditions as relate to the com-
pletion of the CA/T, maintaining a $400 million Statewide Program, and operating
the MHS. FHWA also believes the existing legislation is feasible and will meet both
the State’s and our needs. FHWA has conveyed these views to the State both infor-
mally and in answering questions in a State legislative hearing.

Question. Is the use of grant anticipation notes to leverage future Federal funds
a feasible strategy for financing $1 billion or more of a project’s costs? What experi-
ence has FHWA had with these kinds of instruments?

Answer. In general, we believe that the use of grant anticipation notes (GANs)
is a prudent and effective way to cover the timing gap between a project’s up-front
cash flow requirements for construction and the receipt of future anticipated Federal
aid. The amount that can be financed through GANs depends on the size of the cash
flow shortfall, the term of the notes, and the predictability of the future Federal
grants to be used to repay the GANs.

GANSs have been used extensively in connection with other Federal aid programs
(notably FTA and EPA) but only occasionally with FHWA receivables. We believe
the reason for this is that most States historically have had sufficient cash balances
in their highway programs to internally finance the timing gap, thus avoiding the
need to borrow externally through GANs. However, for large projects (such as the
Central Artery) it may be necessary to consider using GANs to meet cash flow
needs.

Question. What actions does FHWA plan to take if legislation is not enacted by
the State to implement the study’s recommendations?

Answer. On March 20, 1997, Governor Weld signed the Metropolitan Highway
System (MHS) legislation into law, thus implementing the recommendations of the
Executive Office of Transportation and Construction from the MHS Financial Fea-
sibility Study. Given the enactment of the required legislation, FHWA will not have
to withhold authority or take other actions in regard to this issue.

Question. Does FHWA believe that the shortfall estimates are accurate? How
much will these estimates go up if costs increase?

Answer. Yes, the annual shortfall estimates (cash flow needs) are believed to be
accurate for the scenario(s) used in the CA/T Finance Plan, and recognizing that the
actual Federal funding levels for post-ISTEA are still unknown. The effect of cost
changes, even assuming the same scenario(s) for unknown post-ISTEA Federal
funding levels, would depend on what year the associated changes were built and
needed to be paid. That is, a design change or construction change could be known
today, but its effect would depend on whether the actual billing for the resultant
work occurred in a peak cash flow year or afterward when cash flow needs are not
as great.

Question. What fallback position is available to the State if the strategies outlined
in the consultant’s report are not sufficient to meet the funding gaps?

Answer. The Metropolitan Highway System (MHS) Financial Feasibility Study
contained several options for the State share of costs associated with the CA/T in-
terim cash flow needs, total CA/T project cost needs, and also operating expenses
for the MHS. The options included revenue bonds backed by toll increases, interim
borrowing backed by anticipated Federal funds, increased gas tax, toll increases,
and/or other State sources. The Executive Office of Transportation and Construction
requested legislation, which passed both houses of the State legislature and which
has been recently signed by the Governor, turning the construction of the CA/T, and
operation of the MHS (including the CA/T) over to the Massachusetts Turnpike Au-
thority (MTA). The legislation also indicates the amount of State share to be paid
by the Massachusetts Port Authority (MassPort or MPA), MTA, and the Massachu-
setts Highway Department. It also enables them to adjust tolls as needed to cover
such costs. The State would have the option of covering funding needs by such tolls
or short-term borrowing, or if necessary could consider a gas tax. The latter is not
considered necessary by the State at this time.

TRANSIT NEW STARTS

Question. The President’s proposed fiscal year 1998 budget would cut transit new
starts by $126 million from the current enacted level of $760 million. There are now
13 new starts with full funding grant agreements in the funding “pipeline” and two
more awaiting FFGAs. These 15 projects will cost $3.7 billion to complete. There are
about 100 other projects already in various preliminary stages, totaling about $10
billion to $20 billion to complete. Should the administration be entering into new
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full funding grant agreements when the new starts program is already oversub-
scribed?

Answer. The fiscal year 1998 budget proposes funding for 15 projects for which
FFGAs are in place or pending. Our 1998 funding request reflects budgetary pres-
sure, and while it is not the annual amount for fiscal year 1998 in the FFGAs, our
proposed outyear funding is sufficient to cover funding requirements for these 15
projects. Furthermore, our reauthorization proposal includes an even higher level of
contract authority that could become available dependent upon future Federal budg-
et decisions. Therefore, our current plans to sign two new FFGAs are within our
long-term budget plan.

Question. Why 1s the administration asking for a cut in transit new starts at the
same time that it is poised to approve $850 million in new commitments?

Answer. The request for Major Capital Investments (new starts) funding in fiscal
year 1998 represents the funding necessary to enable those projects recommended
for funding to proceed at a reasonable pace.

The “$850 million in new commitments” (actually $853 million) represents the ad-
ministration’s planned Federal commitment through multi-year Full Funding Grant
Agreements for two projects: the BART Extension to San Francisco Airport ($750
million) and the Sacramento light rail extension ($103 million). Through fiscal year
1997, $84 million has already been appropriated toward the total $853 million
planned Federal commitment to these projects. Our request for fiscal year 1998 in-
cludes another $75 million for the two projects, leaving outyear requirements of
$694 million in Federal funding. Our proposed outyear funding levels are sufficient
to cover these funding requirements.

Question. Is the administration interested in working with new starts project
sponsors to help reduce the size of the Federal commitment to these expensive
projects?

Answer. There are already provisions in law that encourage project sponsors to
do this, and FTA actively encourages their use.

Title 49, U.S.C., Section 5309(h) establishes the level of Federal participation in
new starts projects at 80 percent of the net project cost, unless the grant recipient
requests a lower percentage. There are at least two reasons why a project sponsor
may want to reduce the percentage of Federal participation. First, project sponsors
seeking discretionary funds for less than one third of the total cost of the project,
or less than a total of $25 million in discretionary new starts funds, are exempt by
statute from evaluation under the project justification criteria established in 49
U.S.C. Section 5309(e).

Second, the statutory project justification criteria themselves require an evalua-
tion of local financial commitment. One indicator of this commitment would be a
higher share of project costs from State and/or local sources. Therefore, a project
with a proposed Federal share of 50 percent, for example, might be rated higher
than a similar project proposed for 80 percent Federal funding (provided, of course,
that FTA’s analysis of the financing plan confirms its viability). This may speed the
project with the smaller Federal share through the new starts funding process.

A number of project sponsors have taken advantage of these provisions in recent
years. In Los Angeles, the Metro Red Line is being constructed with 50 percent of
the project costs from Federal new starts funding. The Federal proportion of funding
for the Houston Regional Bus plan, which evolved as a cost-effective alternative to
a proposed monorail system, is slightly less than 60 percent. Light rail extensions
in Baltimore and an extension of the BART system to San Francisco International
Airport are being constructed as part of regional transit improvement programs, of
which the Federal share will be less than one-third overall.

AVIATION EXCISE TAXES

Question. The aviation excise taxes were recently reinstated by the Congress, and
went back into effect March 7th. Are there any critical FAA capital needs that will
go unfunded because of the lapse in the aviation excise taxes?

Answer. No, the recent reinstatement of the excise taxes will fund the FAA’s cap-
ital requirements for the balance of fiscal year 1997. However, according to the cur-
rent legislation, the excise taxes will lapse again on September 30, 1997. Unless
there are alternative financing plans in place, the FAA would not be able to proceed
with the capital programs in fiscal year 1998.

Question. If so, are you planning to submit a supplemental request to fill urgent
safety needs?

Answer. Since the excise taxes were reinstated, the FAA is proceeding with the
capital programs and does not foresee a need for a supplemental in fiscal year 1997.
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FAA ADMINISTRATOR

Question. How is the administration progressing on the appointment of a new
FAA administrator?

Answer. Candidates have been identified and we are in the final stages of prepar-
ing a nomination. We expect to finish our internal processes shortly.

FAA FINANCIAL AND PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

Question. The recent Coopers & Lybrand study is critical of the FAA’s financial
management of large procurement projects, and the agency’s personnel manage-
ment. There seems to be a continuing drumbeat of experts who have studied the
FAA and all come to the conclusion that the agency must fundamentally change the
way it makes decisions, approaches personnel costs, and transitions from older tech-
nology to new technology. These are not new challenges, but they are challenges
that continue to frustrate the FAA and the Congress. It is especially frustrating in
light of the fact that this Committee has been responsive to the department’s re-
quests for flexibility in the personnel and procurement areas. In the fiscal year 1996
bill, FAA was given unprecedented personnel and procurement reform tools, which
the Coopers & Lybrand study points out that they have yet to effectively use. Why
does the FAA fail to include any estimated savings from personnel and procurement
reform in its five-year business plan?

Answer. Cost containment and potential cost savings for the agency in the longer
term are basic tenets of personnel and acquisition reform.

Since the advent of personnel reform in April 1996, FAA has made significant ac-
complishments in implementing an initial phase of new personnel policies and proc-
esses. However, development of new personnel programs to replace the existing sys-
tems that have been in place for decades must be done in a thorough, systematic
manner to ensure that the new programs support the underlying objectives, prop-
erly address problems with the existing systems, and ensure fiscal responsibility.
Until we have made specific decisions on what the major components of our new
human resource systems will look like, we cannot identify specific cost savings that
might result from the new programs.

Under acquisition reform, our goal is to reduce costs of new acquisitions by 20
percent and reduce the time it takes to make an award by 50 percent by April 1999.
At this time, it is too early to estimate specific future cost savings resulting from
the new system. Only five or six new programs have been awarded since April 1996
when procurement reform went into effect. However, we do know that procurements
have been awarded faster, and time is money.

FAA is developing metrics and will conduct annual internal evaluations that will
build the infrastructure to calibrate and project savings that we can expect in the
future. In addition, FAA will provide for independent evaluations of the acquisition
management system later this year and in April 1999 as directed by the Appropria-
tions and Authorization Committees.

Question. What savings have been realized from the procurement and personnel
reforms? What savings are projected for fiscal years 1997, 1998, and the outyears?

Answer. While it is too early to assess the full benefits of the new acquisition
management system (AMS), we know there have been successes and we must con-
tinue to work to ensure complete success. However, there have been numerous les-
sons learned under the AMS that indicate time savings for both the FAA and indus-
try.

As an example, the STARS procurement was awarded in 6 months (with no pro-
test) under reform; award under the previous system could have been up to 18
months. The time and resource savings experienced under this procurement is 12
months, not including any time and resources which would have been expended in
the event of a challenge to the award. Another example is the procurement handled
by the newly formed Security Integrated Product Team (IPT). This team used the
reform flexibility and authority to make an award within a six-week period and
saved valuable time and resources.

While many procurements have been handled in less time and with less resources,
another factor that cannot be overlooked under reform is the culture change. An ex-
ample of this culture change is the Computer Based Instruction procurement. His-
torically this action would have been handled as a single-source procurement. How-
ever, the IPT made the decision to compete the requirement. The IPT was able to
award to a new contractor and save $3 million over the incumbent’s prices, as well
as obtain state-of-the-art equipment.

There have been many procurements of lesser dollar value that have been award-
ed in shorter time frames than would have been under the previous system. The
reason for these shorter time frames is that the response times are tailored to the
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requirement, there is more discussion with industry to obtain a better understand-
ing of the requirement (therefore less time and resources spent on numerous pro-
posal submissions), and the decision-making process is within the IPT.

We anticipate that there will be similar savings in the future. Our goal is to re-
duce costs by 20 percent and reduce the time it takes to make an award by 50 per-
cent by April 1999.

Question. Why should Congress be expected to take seriously FAA’s estimates of
offsetting collections from user fees, if the agency can’t accurately lay out the FAA’s
costs that are associated with the services for which they plan to charge the fees?

Answer. The FAA is implementing a cost accounting system that will permit the
allocation of costs to users of FAA services. This system is to be fully operational
by October 1, 1998. Until information from this system is available, an independent
financial assessment conducted by Coopers & Lybrand, Inc., determined that a cost
allocation study conducted by GRA Inc., which was recently finalized, provided an
acceptable interim basis for attributing FAA costs to broad categories of users and
could be used for fee setting.

FAA’S ACQUISITION SYSTEM

Question. In 1995, Congress gave FAA unique authority among Federal agencies
to establish its own procurement system. In response, FAA replaced the extensive
set of procurement rules with a 100-page document, entitled Acquisition Manage-
ment System. GAO has reported that elements of the new system are a promising
first step in improving acquisitions, but has expressed caution. How complex and
difficult to address do you consider FAA’s acquisition problems to be? What are the
major issues that need to be addressed to solve the problems?

Answer. The problems are complex and difficult, especially considering the rapidly
growing demand for air traffic management and infrastructure. Prior to the Acquisi-
tion Management System (AMS), a rigid set of acquisition laws, regulations, inter-
nal rules, and overlapping approvals contributed to costs and delays in fielding and
maintaining systems. Excessive time to field systems often led to those systems con-
taining obsolete technology. Also, there was no coordinated, corporate-level view of
acquisition programs. Rigorous mission needs determinations, analyses of alter-
natives, and affordability decisions were not always focused at a corporate level.

The new AMS addresses the problems of excessive time and cost, unnecessary
oversight, and burdensome processes. The AMS promotes time and cost savings by
allowing streamlined processes, decision-making at a level appropriate for the cir-
cumstances, integration of all disciplines responsible for an acquisition into product
teams, and innovation. All elements of acquisition are integrated by the AMS, from
determining mission need to disposal. The AMS also requires the FAA to prioritize
mission needs and make investment decisions based on those needs. In summary,
the AMS will allow the FAA to buy what it needs, when it needs it, at the best deal,
and will allow for changes.

AIRPORT FUNDING

Question. AIP funding is at an all-time low in recent history. And in the fiscal
year 1998 budget request, you have requested an obligation ceiling of only $1 billion.
In the past four years, annual airline passenger enplanements have increased 16
percent and investment in airport development has decreased 23 percent—and that
is before the $460 million decrease in airport investment envisioned in the Presi-
dent’s Budget. I'm informed that the FAA has pending applications for over $3 bil-
lion worth of airport improvement projects ready to go.

The FAA cites 22 airports that are seriously congested, and estimates that num-
ber growing to 32 in the next several years. Delays associated with congestion cost
the airlines over $500 million a year directly, and the total cost to the national econ-
omy is many times greater, if you consider the lost time to passengers and busi-
nesses. Yet your budget requests the historically low airport improvement funding
level of $1 billion—lower than the AIP ceiling has been in 10 years.

Have we been spending too much on airports, or is the President’s Budget under-
funding our airport needs?

Answer. Like many other Federal programs, the requested AIP level has been re-
viewed carefully to help the administration and Congress balance the Federal budg-
et. Airports, particularly large ones, are able to raise capital for airport development
in the private market. Also, the ability to collect and use Passenger Facility Charge
funds will continue to provide an important supplement to Federal grant funds. We
hope the newly authorized demonstration program for innovative financing will help
airports do more with the Federal funds that are made available to them.
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We are optimistic that the work of the National Civil Aviation Review Commis-
sion will produce recommendations for long-term funding of airport infrastructure,
as well as other aviation programs.

Question. Has the Department done any research on the economic impact of funds
spent on new airports and airport improvements? If so, please provide an executive
summary of the results of this research for the record.

Answer. FAA has not conducted research into the broad impact of airport im-
provements on the economy of the surrounding area. FAA has conducted benefit/cost
analyses of specific proposals for large airport capacity improvements to be funded
in part through the Airport Improvement Program. These analyses were conducted
within FAA and did not result in formal reports. We have included economic impact
analysis as an element of the master planning process, and have developed a sug-
gested methodology for use by airports.

WHITE HOUSE COMMISSION REPORT

Question. On page 11 of the Gore Commission report, the Commission concludes
that “Cost alone should not become dispositive in deciding aviation safety and secu-
rity rulemaking issues” and that “non-quantifiable safety and security benefits
should be included in the analysis of proposals.” What are some of the factors in
tﬁis ‘?on-quantiﬁable” category? Are these just factors that we’ll know when we see
them?

Answer. The White House Commission recommendation that cost alone not be-
come dispositive in regulatory cost/benefit analysis is consistent with current FAA
practice and with Executive Order 12866 (Regulatory Planning and Review), which
recognizes that some significant costs and benefits are difficult to quantify. With re-
spect to U.S. aviation safety and security, examples of difficult to quantify benefits
include estimates of the value of public confidence in the safety of air travel, the
value of trying to achieve 100 percent risk reduction with the use of redundant sys-
tems or procedures, and safety measures instituted as a result of risk analysis rath-
er than a record of actual accidents. In regulatory actions where these difficult to
quantify benefits or costs are included, the specific issues are identified and dis-
cussed so the reader is aware that they have been included in the analysis.

WEATHER-RELATED AVIATION RESEARCH

Question. Weather is a contributing factor in over one-third of aircraft accidents.
In the report, the Commission sets the goal of reducing “the fatal accident rate by
a factor of five within ten years and conduct safety research to support that goal.”
I note that the President’s Budget request for aviation weather research has been
reduced by over 60 percent below current levels (from $13 million to $6 million). Is
enough money committed to weather research, or is this an area that deserves
greater attention by the FAA?

Answer. Research and development project funding varies considerably from year
to year, depending on the phase of research. The FAA’s Aviation Weather Research
program is in a phase where several components have completed the capital inten-
sive portions and are now in a less costly period of analysis. We are studying how
to implement the recommendations of the White House Commission Report, and can
shift resources, as necessary, to fund any additional weather research.

NASA SAFETY PROGRAM

Question. I've heard that in response to the Gore Commission report, NASA has
started planning a $300 million a year safety program. Is NASA the appropriate
agency to lead on aviation safety, and what type of safety initiatives would you an-
ticipate that NASA is best suited to contribute?

Answer. The FAA is working in partnership with NASA in an endeavor to reduce
the aviation fatal accident rate by a factor of five within ten years. NASA has
pledged to contribute one-half billion dollars over the next five years to support the
safety research. The initiative, now named the Aeronautical Safety Investment
Strategy Team (ASIST), was kicked off by an FAA and NASA workshop February
18-21, 1997. Subsequent ASIST workshops were held March 6-7 and March 25-28,
1997. The groups used facilities provided by Boeing and worked on a process for
prioritizing safety research. Subgroups are preparing a comprehensive list of re-
search projects being done by FAA and NASA to identify those projects with the
most immediate impact. Long range research is also being examined in those areas
expected to have a major impact on accident rates. The next workshop will be held
April 17-19.

While aviation safety is the responsibility of the FAA, the agencies have worked
in partnership for over ten years on several safety research initiatives that contrib-
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ute to the overall goal of reducing accident rates. Current FAA/NASA cooperative
research programs include aging aircraft studies, Advanced General Aviation Trans-
port Experiments (AGATE) to include the General Aviation Propulsion Program
(GAP), and new situation awareness methods such as the Aviation Performance
Measuring System (APMS) program.

The research roles of the two agencies are complimentary in that the FAA’s re-
search program is focused on applied research with results expected within two to
five years, while the NASA research programs tend to be longer term. Working in
partnership will ensure that the research performed by NASA can be applied by the
FAA in its advisory material and rules.

Question. I note that the Gore Commission Report mentions the need for a “new
long-term financing mechanism to ensure that modernization occurs on an accept-
able schedule, and that the resulting safety and efficiency benefits are realized fast-
er.” and that “Replacing the traditional system to excise taxes with user fees offers
the potential to correlate revenues and spending more closely.“ What is the Depart-
ment’s view of what a user-financed regime might look like? I know that this is the
task for the National Civil Aviation Review Commission, but can you give the sub-
committee a sneak preview of what you expect the administration to favor for user
fees, fuel taxes, ticket taxes, or other financing mechanisms?

Answer. User fees should cover the full costs of operating FAA. Ideally, the fees
would be derived by determining the full costs of providing specific services such as
air traffic control services to aviation users and relating the fees to those costs. Rec-
ommendations for specific types of changes and types of services subject to charge
will be heavily influenced by the findings of the National Civil Aviation Review
Commission.

PASSENGER FACILITY CHARGES

Question. To augment funding from the AIP grants, in 1990 the Congress estab-
lished the Passenger Facility Charge (PFC) program. Under the program, commer-
cial service airports can charge each airline passenger $1, $2, or $3 per trip segment
up to a maximum of four segments per round trip. After determining which projects
to fund with PFCs, an airport must apply to FAA for approval of the PFC. In 1996,
PFC collections totaled over $1 billion. Generally, PFCs can only be spent on the
same types of airport development projects that can be funded with AIP grants.
However, in 1996, the Congress extended the use of PFCs to include relocating air
traffic control towers and navigational aids as part of an approved project, and
meeting Federal mandates. Have any airports as yet requested to use PFC’s to relo-
cate a tower or navigation aid? If so, what was the PFC contribution to the total
project cost?

Answer. Yes, the Albany County Airport Authority in Albany, New York, has an
approved pro;ect to relocate the air traffic control at the airport. The Albany County
Airport was approved to impose and use $8,521,093 in PFCs toward the total project
cost of $15,496,956. Also, numerous public agencies have been approved for the im-
position and use of PFCs for runway projects of various types at airports they con-
trol. However, it is not known which, or if any, of these projects contained naviga-
tional aids as a construction element.

Question. Have any airports as yet requested to use PFCs to meet Federal man-
dates? If so, could you provide an example of the type of mandate and the PFC con-
tribution to the total project cost?

Answer. Yes, many public agencies have had projects approved that were federally
mandated or had projects that contained construction elements that were federally
mandated. Examples of these mandates are: airfield signage; terminal security;
projects to comply with the Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements;
and clean air and water projects. Many of these mandates are carried out as ele-
ments of other major construction projects. For example, many ADA projects are
contained within terminal rehabilitation projects. The FAA has approved over $15.2
million in terminal ADA projects and $16.4 million in airfield signage projects.

Also, Dayton, Ohio; Indianapolis, Indiana; Syracuse, New York; and Tulsa and
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma have environmental clean water prOJects totaling over
$41.8 million approved or pendmg approval.

FAA’S FUNDING SHORTFALL

Question. In its fiscal year 1998 budget, FAA projects a $6 billion shortfall be-
tween its existing requirements and projected funding levels through 2002. In addi-
tion, the cost of the Gore Commission’s proposal to accelerate improvements in avia-
tion safety and security will increase this shortfall by over $2 billion, placing an ad-
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ditional burden on FAA’s resources. What cost containment efforts have you imple-
mented to address these escalating costs?

Answer. The FAA has taken numerous steps in the last three years to reduce per-
sonnel costs and reduce FTE levels, as called for by the National Performance Re-
view. Through the end of fiscal year 1996, the agency has been able to reduce over-
all FTE usage by 11.7 percent or 6,324 FTE. Cumulative savings as a result of
FAA’s downsizing exceed $1 billion through fiscal year 1996, with fiscal year 1996
savings estimated at over $400 million.

Since over 62 percent of the agency’s work force is part of what is referred to as
the “safety work force,” the downsizing has been concentrated in the non-safety
areas. The non-safety work force has been reduced by 18 percent through fiscal year
1996.

Some examples of efforts by the agency to streamline and achieve cost savings are
as follows:

—Contracting Out of Level 1 Towers

—85 Towers contracted out
—Additional savings anticipated in fiscal year 1998
—Supported by the NPR
—Airway Facilities (AF) Realignment
—Reduced levels of AF organization in regions and field from 5 to 3
—Nearly 900 supervisory positions eliminated
—Human Resource Management (HRM) Streamlining
—HRM staffing reduced by over 400 positions since fiscal year 1993
—Supervisory ratio increased from 1:5 to 1:15

The FAA is currently in the process of an integrated review of the agency’s struc-
ture, processes, and restructuring plans. Contrary to previous studies that have con-
centrated on specific areas (e.g. regional structure, administrative services, etc.), the
integrated review now in process will incorporate plans already in place in the lines
of business as well as a corporate review of the FAA mission, processes, and struc-
ture.

Question. How has the FAA’s investment in ATC modernization increased control-
ler and workforce productivity? Could you discuss how this investment has reduced
or contained personnel staffing levels?

Answer. The ATC modernization has not specifically reduced or contained air traf-
fic staffing. An increase in controller productivity may be a by-product of our efforts
to adopt new technologies. We hold technologies we pursue up to the standard of
the agency mission: Safe, Orderly and Expeditious flow of Air Traffic. In the Stand-
ard Terminal Automation Replacement System (STARS) program, for instance, we
have required only the capability to replicate our current functionality. In the pre-
planned product improvement area of STARS, we require the contractor to give us
a platform within which additional functionality can be readily accommodated.

The Display System Replacement (DSR), like the STARS program, has kept the
system as functionally close to today’s system as possible. This was done inten-
tionally to reduce schedule risk and transition and training impact to the facilities.
The system will provide a platform that has open system architecture and will allow
us to integrate new ATC technologies when they are available.

Among the expected additional functions are data link communications, surveil-
lance enhancements, surface separation, improved weather display, Terminal Air
Traffic Control Automation (TATCA), Enhanced Traffic Management System
(ETMS), medium-range conflict probe and others. The benefits will accrue to FAA
customers as a function of increased performance of the system, a large part of
which is enhanced by controller productivity improvements resulting from better
tools.

Question. How will FAA fund Gore Commission recommendations relating to the
acceleration of ATC modernization and improvements to airport security?

Answer. The White House Commission recommendations are interrelated. The
FFA’s ability to accelerate ATC modernization and improve security will depend
upon congressional action on the recommendation to implement user fees. These
fees will provide the resources needed to address these two areas.

We are currently identifying those specific programs that need to be accelerated
to meet full modernization by 2005. We are considering not only existing programs,
but also identifying possible changes in how the FAA provides necessary services.

Some modernization efforts are already underway and budgeted, including devel-
opment of data link, DSR, STARS, and some of the traffic management decision
support tools. By late April 1997, the FAA expects to have schedules identified for
each program element and refined cost data to share with the National Civil Avia-
tion Review Commission. The White House Commission deferred to this body to
help define the alternative financing mechanisms necessary to reach the 2005 goal.
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The planning to support full ATC modernization is heavily dependent on the users
equipped with avionics that produce both user and FAA benefits. Their input to this
planning is critical for success and will occur prior to the July 15, 1997, deadline
recommended in the White House Commission report.

DOMESTIC AIRLINE COMPETITION

Question. Nearly 20 years ago, Congress phased out control of domestic airline
service and relied on market forces to decide fares and levels of service. Last year
the GAO reported that, overall, air fares have decreased and service has improved
since airline deregulation. However, GAO emphasized that several “pockets of pain”
exist—that is, a number of smaller communities, particularly in the Southeast and
upper Midwest, have higher fares and worse service today than under Federal regu-
lation. What steps, if any, can the Department of Transportation take to ensure that
the benefits of deregulation reach these areas of the country?

Answer. The GAO report identified some small-and medium-sized communities
that had not benefited from deregulation, and they did find a few that they clearly
identified as worse off today. They stated, “these pockets of higher fares and worse
service stem largely from both a lack of competition and comparatively slow growth
over the past two decades”.

Geography and the size of the local economy are major factors that determine
whether a community can support competitive service. If a city is relatively small
and is located within a reasonable driving distance from one or more major cities,
some of the population that would normally use the local airport will drive to the
larger airports. This is particularly true if low-fare service is available at the larger
nearby airports. To date, none of the low-fare carriers has entered a non-hub airport
(defined by the FAA as enplaning fewer than 0.05 percent of domestic passengers
or 263,028 per year) and only a handful have entered small FAA hubs.

Under deregulation, the Department does not regulate prices or service. These de-
cisions are made by the airlines in the marketplace. However, a DOT study last
year showed that the low-cost carriers were beginning to move into ever smaller
markets, and if the growth of low-cost service resumes its pattern of a year ago,
there might be some low-fare service to smaller cities over time. Another new devel-
opment that could change the fortunes of the cities noted in the GAO study is the
spread of the new 50-seat jets that are just beginning to come into the market. With
these new aircraft, it will be feasible to offer jet service to smaller cities.

Question. What steps can local communities take to improve the quality of their
air service?

Answer. At a round-table discussion about market-based solutions to local air
service problems held in Chattanooga, TN, on February 7, 1997, two important local
self-help measures were developed. First, was consumer education. Because of the
importance of affordable air service to local economic development, local leaders
should become more aggressive in educating consumers about competitive issues
facing the local aviation marketplace. Second, local financial incentives were dis-
cussed. Such incentives can encourage market entry by guaranteeing a particular
level of revenue or providing direct promotional support. In partnership with local
airport authorities, corporations can make contractual or preferential agreements
with interested new entrants or the most responsive incumbent carriers, steering
business toward these airlines.

Question. GAO also reported last year that barriers to entry continue to limit com-
petition at several key airports, such as Chicago O’Hare and New York LaGuardia,
to an extent not anticipated by Congress when it deregulated the industry. The re-
sult, according to the GAO, has been significantly higher air fares at these airports.
Do you agree with GAQO’s finding and conclusions? If so, what specific actions do you
think are necessary to address these barriers to market entry?

Answer. We do not agree completely with GAO’s conclusions. While fares may be
higher in some markets out of these specific slot-controlled airports, our analysis of
fares in Chicago and New York suggests that average fares for local passengers are
not significantly higher because both cities have alternative airports that are not
slot-controlled: Midway in Chicago and Newark in the New York area. We know,
for example, that fares in the Baltimore-O’Hare market are disciplined by
Southwest’s service in the Baltimore-Midway market.

Nevertheless, in response to GAO’s report, the Department announced that it
would consider the impact on competition in responding to requests for exemptions
from the slot rule by new entrants. This represents a new policy that should enable
the Department to encourage new competitive service.

Question. A key barrier to entry that GAO identified was the artificial limits set
by DOT on the number of takeoffs and landings that can occur at Chicago O’Hare,
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New York LaGuardia and Kennedy, and Washington National. Many in the airline
industry believe that these slot controls, established in 1969, are no longer nec-
essary. Do you plan on re-examining the need for slot controls at these airports dur-
ing your tenure?

Answer. Less than two years ago, the Department completed an exhaustive study
of whether slot controls should be eliminated. We sent that study to Congress for
its review. Based on that study, no changes were made to the slot rule. Because this
was studied so recently, we have no active plan to revisit this issue.

Question. GAO has also identified the perimeter rule at Washington’s National
Airport as a barrier to entry. GAO suggested that Congress consider giving DOT
the authority to grant waivers from the perimeter rule where it could promote com-
petition. What are the Department’s views on this issue?

Answer. The perimeter rule at Washington National was created by Congress in
its oversight capacity over Washington’s two local airports. The Department appre-
ciates arguments for and against modification of the perimeter rule, and takes no
position on whether it should be modified.

Question. Given that capacity in the air traffic control system and in the national
airport system is available in some sectors and at some airports, while the system
operates at or above capacity (at significant expense) in others, is there merit in
considering a structure of user fees tied to peak-time pricing concepts on capacity-
constrained airports or sectors on non-origin/destination travelers, to encourage
greater utilization of system capacity by airlines?

Answer. The development of a user fee system will have to take into account
many complicated factors, including peaking issues. DOT at this point is looking to
the recently named National Civil Aviation Review Commission to sift through the
data and arguments in developing a sound recommendation on user fees.

INTERNATIONAL AVIATION

Question. Over the past several years, DOT has been successful in reaching liberal
agreements with other countries that dramatically increase U.S. airlines’ access to
those countries’ markets. Unfortunately, DOT has made little progress with our two
largest aviation trading partners overseas—the United Kingdom and Japan. Will
DOT take a different approach toward the British and the Japanese under Sec-
retary Slater than was taken by his predecessor? If so, how would the approach dif-
fer?

Answer. The goals for our aviation relationships with the British and the Japa-
nese have not changed. In both cases, the Department is committed to eliminating
the restrictions that limit the ability of U.S. carriers to structure their services in
response to market demands. With respect to the United Kingdom, the proposed al-
liance between American Airlines and British Airways, for which the airlines are
seeking antitrust immunity, has given the British an incentive to liberalize the air
services relationship, and talks to establish an open-skies aviation regime have
begun. Although the pace of negotiations to establish the new regime has been slow,
progress is being made—most significantly, the British have accepted that the re-
strictions on entry to London’s Heathrow Airport must be eliminated. However, fur-
ther action is unlikely until after the British general election, which is scheduled
for May 1.

With regard to Japan, we have been holding high-level exploratory discussions
aimed at reaching a framework for resuming formal negotiations. Since the Japa-
nese indicated they were not prepared to accept implementation of a fully liberal
regime at this time, we have proposed that such a regime be phased in over a rea-
sonable period. We are continuing to discuss this concept with Japanese officials.

Question. DOT policy has been that the grant of antitrust immunity to inter-
national airline alliances is contingent upon an “open skies” agreement removing all
restrictions on air travel between the United States and the other country. During
negotiations with other countries, DOT has used antitrust immunity as a carrot to
obtairll1 {)open skies accords. Does the current administration agree with this ap-
proach?

Answer. The possibility of securing antitrust immunity for an alliance in which
their national carrier participated has provided an incentive for some U.S. bilateral
partners to agree to “open-skies” aviation regimes. However, U.S. negotiators have
made clear to foreign partners that an open-skies agreement is a necessary, but not
sufficient, condition for the grant of antitrust immunity. Each of the immunized alli-
ances was also subjected to in-depth competitive reviews by both DOT and the De-
partment of Justice. These reviews were conducted separately from the open-skies
negotiations, and as appropriate, conditions were imposed on the alliance to address
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competitive concerns. This approach has yielded valuable new opportunities for U.S.
aviation interests and will be continued.

Question. Two of the world’s largest airlines—American Airlines and British Air-
ways—propose forming a strategic alliance and have applied to DOT for immunity
from U.S. antitrust laws. If the United States and the United Kingdom are eventu-
ally able to reach an agreement that opens up aviation trade between the two coun-
tries and antitrust immunity is granted to the American/British Airways alliance,
do you believe that other actions will be necessary to ensure adequate competition?
If so, what would those actions be?

Answer. It is the Department’s position that an “open-skies” agreement with the
British is a prerequisite for any decision to grant antitrust immunity to the pro-
posed American Airlines/British Airways alliance. Moreover, the agreement must be
accompanied by a competitively effective presence of U.S. carriers at London’s
Heathrow Airport. Since the application for immunity is pending before the Depart-
ment, it would not be appropriate to comment on how any competitive concerns
might be handled. However, an in-depth review of the competitive implications of
the request for antitrust immunity will be undertaken by both the Transportation
and Justice Departments. That review will be conducted separately from U.S. and
British Government discussions on open skies.

COAST GUARD MISSION

Question. The Coast Guard makes a great deal of the multi-mission environment
in which they operate. In light of budgeting constraints and the increasing mission
demands placed on the Coast Guard in drug interdiction, search and rescue and
maritime safety, is a reassessment of the Coast Guard’s workload necessary?

Answer. No, a reassessment of mission workload is not necessary. The Coast
Guard uses the same people and platforms to efficiently and effectively perform a
broad spectrum of missions. The Coast Guard’s authority to move assets between
and among missions to meet emerging and differing national priorities while retain-
ing a core maritime competence in marine safety, environmental protection, law en-
forcement and national defense, makes the Coast Guard a model for efficient gov-
ernment operations.

Question. Is the Coast Guard overextended? Should consideration be given to
transferring some missions to the private sector?

Answer. No, the Coast Guard i1s not overextended. The fiscal year 1998 budget
request marks the effective completion of the Coast Guard’s Streamlining Plan,
which is on track and has reduced the size of the Coast Guard without reducing
services to the public. Over the past four years, the Coast Guard has saved the
American taxpayer nearly $400 million and has reduced approximately 3,500 per-
sonnel to the smallest work force size since 1967. These savings have been achieved
by restructuring, divesting inefficient assets, eliminating expensive infrastructure,
and leveraging technology to reduce administrative overhead.

There are currently no plans to change or transfer any of the Coast Guard’s pri-
mary mission areas of maritime safety, maritime law enforcement, marine environ-
mental protection, and national defense.

Over the years, Coast Guard missions have evolved and grown through the addi-
tion of new missions that leverage the Coast Guard’s core attributes and multi-mis-
sion capabilities against new national challenges. The Coast Guard is uniquely posi-
tioned as a military service with law enforcement authority as the lead ag